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From: C K


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga Access; I support Altenative 8
Date: 08/15/2008 10:58 AM


Thank you for reading my letter. I am a paddler and I support a solution the 
balances use by all recreational users, be they hikers, boaters or fishermen.  
 
I appreciate the opportunity to voice my opinion on the Upper Chattooga 
Environmental Assessment. The Upper Chattooga is a unique geological and 
cultural resource that is being polluted and destroyed with the stocking of non-
native fish and the human impacts associated with fishing. I would support the 
banning of all stocking of non-native fish in the wilderness area and would welcome 
the introduction of low impact sports such as boating. I support Alternative 8. 
 
Christian Koch 
1822 Quail Pt SE 
Bolivia NC, 28422 
 


Get ideas on sharing photos from people like you. Find new ways to share. Get 
Ideas Here! 



mailto:krazyghod@hotmail.com

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

http://www.windowslive.com/explore/photogallery/posts?ocid=TXT_TAGLM_WL_Photo_Gallery_082008

http://www.windowslive.com/explore/photogallery/posts?ocid=TXT_TAGLM_WL_Photo_Gallery_082008






From: Doug & Susan Sheeks


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga River Opinion
Date: 08/16/2008 11:02 AM


Dear Sirs,
Please consider this opinion when deciding the fate of the upper Chattooga
River above the Highway 28 bridge.  Within the past 4 years, I have become a
fly fisherman.  I live in Greenville, SC and have enjoyed the limited number
of trout waters in our state.


Unfortunately, these waters appear to be decreasing every year.  The Middle
Saluda will soon lose it's wild trout population due to run-off and insect
infestation.  The Chauga has become more difficult to successfully fish
because of the increased footpath traffic.  The lower Saluda seems to be
losing a battle with non-native, aquatic grasses.  This combined with the
proposed boating on the upper Chattooga displays a disturbing trend in the
available trout waters of South Carolina.


I am not opposed to sharing the Chattooga with boaters per se.  I myself am
a kayaker and sailing enthusiast.  However, I am opposed to the increased
"wear and tear" on the Chattooga's access points and more remote locations.
More cars and trailers at the Burrell's Ford bridge means more human
traffic.  The paths become wider to accommodate kayakers, canoes,
participants, and on-lookers.  This leads to increased erosion and habitat
decline. It also, unfortunately, means more break-ins, stolen property, and
litter.


To me, the Chattooga is opportunity to hike in to remote locations and still
have a "large" river fishing experience.  Most of the cold water hike/fish
locations in South Carolina are  on small creeks and streams.  Those great
but different.


In conclusion, it would naive to think that boating on upper Chattooga would
have a minimal effect on the river.  Once allowed, more access would be
deemed necessary.  More access means more trashcans would be installed, more
restrooms, more maintenance, and more cost to the taxpayers.  Boating is
already allowed on the more desirable sections of the river.  Why  do we
need float the parts of the river that are less exciting from a boating
standpoint?  Do we really want recreational tubers in the remote "canyon"
section?  I think it would be a grave decision.


Please continue to regard the upper Chattooga as the natural gem that it is.
We are already losing a significant portion of our cold water fisheries.  We
do not to be out of the business altogether.


Thank You,
Doug Sheeks
457 River Way Drive
Greer, SC 29651



mailto:dougandsue@charter.net
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From: Pat Hopton


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


Subject:
Date: 08/17/2008 04:47 PM
Attachments: Upper Chattooga EA - Comments from Hopton 08_17_08.pdf 


Please include the attached comments for the draft EA in the public record.
 
Patrick Hopton
Clayton, GA
 



mailto:scotts_creek58@yahoo.com

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
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Patrick Hopton 
205 Scotts Creek Road 



Clayton, GA 30525 
scotts_creek58@yahoo.com 



August 17, 2008 
 
To:  Francis Marion-Sumter National Forest  



Chattooga River Project 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212 



 
Attn:   Forest Supervisor Jerome Thomas  
 
Subject:  Comments on the Pre-decisional Environmental Assessment (Draft EA)  



For Managing Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga’s North Fork 
 
 
Mr. Thomas, 
 



Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments on the Draft EA for managing recreation uses on the 
Upper Chattooga River.  I am a resident of Clayton, GA and have been a recreational user of the Upper 
Chattooga River for 23 years.  I have been a regular participant in the public involvement phases of 
preparing the draft EA during which I qualified to serve on the Angler Expert Panel.   
 
My goal in providing these comments is to preserve the experience of high quality trout fishing that occurs in 
a backcountry setting without conflicts from non-compatible user groups.  There is no other stream of this 
size and quality in the Southeastern US that provides this opportunity.  I and my guests make approximately 
15-20 trips to the Upper Chattooga during all months of the year and at all water flow levels in order to 
experience this high quality trout fishing in this solitude setting.   
 
It is recognized by the Forest Service (FS) that not all recreational user groups are compatible.  An example 
may be that a trail is designated as foot travel only, with all terrain vehicles not being allowed on the trail.  
This is to protect the values that the hiker needs in order to have a quality recreational experience, such as 
hearing the sounds of the forest, observing wildlife, and having the sense of “wildness”.   
 
On a stream as small and narrow as the Upper Chattooga River there would be unavoidable conflicts 
between anglers seeking solitude and whitewater boaters.  The Forest Service recognized this many years 
ago and instituted the concept of “zoning”; that is, designating the Upper Chattooga River as a boat-free 
zone while allowing boating on the Middle and Lower Chattooga River. This ensured that different and 
conflicting types of users were physically separated.   Zoning is a time tested, fair, and legal land and water 
management practice.  Zoning of conflicting uses is good stewardship.   
 
I urge the Forest Service to continue the practice of zoning conflicting uses in the management of the Upper 
Chattooga River. Alternative #3 should be the preferred alternative because it continues the successful 
practice of zoning on the entire Upper Chattooga River.  However I can accept Alternative #4.  It 
preserves a high quality trout fishing experience without conflicts from non-compatible user groups by 
continuing the practice of zoning in a portion of the Upper Chattooga River, the area between the Burrells 
Ford and Hwy 28 bridges. 
 
I wish to express my appreciation to the FS for involving all affected and interested parties in the analysis 
process through outreach using the media, your website and public meetings.  Following you will find my 
comments on the Draft EA.  Thank you for giving consideration to my comments. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Patrick Hopton 
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General Comments on Draft EA 
 
The Upper Chattooga River is the only stream in this area that is managed to minimize disturbances 
between boaters and other users that conflict with boating, such as fishing.   For that reason, it is a unique 
resource and the last bastion for anglers seeking a high quality trout fishing experience that occurs in a 
backcountry setting without conflicts from non-compatible user groups.  I urge you to preserve that 
opportunity. 
 
There is already precedent for conflicts between boaters and anglers.  Boating interference has become 
commonplace  and some anglers have been displaced one at a time from other trout rivers (e.g. 
Chattahoochee and Toccoa Rivers in GA: Davidson, Tuckaseegee, and Nantahala Rivers in NC) to the 
Chattooga North Fork to avoid disturbance, conflict and interference.  When anglers come to the upper 
Chattooga, they discover something else that they never experienced on the other rivers, solitude and 
remoteness. That is one of the reasons this 19-mile stretch above the Highway 28 Bridge is so highly 
valued and fiercely protected. 
 
There are already ample opportunities for boating on the Middle and Lower Chattooga River and their 
tributaries, plus other streams in this area.  There is not a need for additional boating opportunities.  There 
is a need for high quality trout fishing experience that occurs in a backcountry setting without conflicts from 
non-compatible user groups. 
 
Through use of public meetings, hearings, workshops, the website and the media the FS satisfied the 
directive of having involving representatives of all the stakeholders and they have spoken boldly and 
powerfully for maintaining the present zoning.  Alternatives 1, 2, or 3 would do exactly that. Only the boating 
community and their lawyers are demanding something else, not because they have a need - - but because 
they just want it. 
 
Because the boating community petitions for unrestricted access to the Upper Chattooga River, this line of 
thinking could then be extended to apply to other user groups in an “allow all uses, in all places, all the time” 
argument.  This would result in users groups in conflict with each other and would obviously not be good 
stewardship of this limited resource.   
 
The current use of “zoning” conflicting user groups has been successful in preventing conflicts in the Upper 
Chattooga River.  Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 would continue this success; Alternatives 4, 5, 8, 9 and 10 have 
the potential to cause conflicts. 
 
The current system does not discriminate against any person because it does not prevent access to the 
Upper Chattooga River to anyone, only the means of transportation for gaining access.  Anyone can 
currently enjoy the ORVs offered by the Ellicotts Rock Wilderness Area, for example, however no one 
currently can access it by boat, ATV, mountain bike or horseback.  This protects the solitude of the 
Wilderness Area and is good stewardship. 
 
Using flow and seasonal restrictions to minimize impacts of boating on fishermen disregards the other users 
seeking solitude.  The Upper Chattooga River is used by many outdoor enthusiasts, included hikers, 
birdwatchers, photographers, campers, hunters, among others.  Each of these user groups seek the 
solitude that the Upper Chattooga River provides.  Boating would disrupt that solitude for each of these user 
groups, not only fishermen, and create conflicts between the user groups.  In addition, it is presumptuous to 
believe that fisherman will not use the river during high flows or during certain seasons of the year.   
 
Under no circumstances should access be granted onto or through private property.  Private property rights 
must be respected in any decision the Forest Service makes. 
 
The term “adaptive management” is used in several alternatives but it is not defined in the EA.  There needs 
to be an explanation: Is adaptive management always more restrictive or can it also more permissive and 
loosen up management controls?  The EA needs to be clear on this.  If improperly applied, it appears that 
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“adaptive management” could cause gradual erosion ORVs that would not be consistent with the “protect 
and enhance” directive. 
 
Some of the existing undesignated trails on old roadbeds should remain open to hiking. 
 
The EA must compare the impact of any revised policy (such as additional boating opportunities) against 
current policy (boating–free). The assessment must determine if adding boating recreation above Highway 
28 would diminish the directive to “protect and enhance the values which caused it to be included in said 
system”, and that includes the ORVs of solitude and remoteness that are available and protected on the 
Upper Chattooga as a result of the 1976 W&S River Plan and the 1985 Forest Plan.  
 
There needs to be new and consistent direction regarding Large Woody Debris in the Forest Plans. The 
current management of LWD is an assortment of regulations not suited for application to a National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers corridor.   
 
There should be a complete environmental assessment of the effects of boating traffic on the 7 proposed 
put-ins and 8 take-outs sites for the alternatives that provide boating opportunities in the Upper Chattooga. 
Boatable river levels would usually occur either during rain or immediately following a major rain event, the 
times in which soil and water damage is most likely to take place. 
 
I resent the implication that the opponents of allowing unrestricted boating on the Upper Chattooga are just 
“locals” with only an interest in preserving the high quality trout fishing experience.  To date, there are more 
than 30 organizations ranging from the North Carolina Sierra Club to Satilla RiverKeeper that have provided 
comments advocating boating limitations on the Upper Chattooga River. 
 
The solitude of the Upper Chattooga is a treasure to many hunters.  There are sections of the upper 
Chattooga with good populations of deer, feral hogs, turkeys, bear, and grouse.  Wildlife openings are 
maintained along the North Fork in GA and SC in accordance with forest plans.  There is no consideration 
in the EA of the conflicts that could occur between hunters and boaters on the Upper Chattooga if the area 
were open to boaters. 
 
It is imperative that if any alternative that allows boating is chosen that an increase in law enforcement 
would be needed.  The current structure of fines is ridiculously low, the fines for poaching of boating runs 
should be increased. 
 
The FS should consider the hiring of a full time “River Ranger” with duties in law enforcement, public 
education, and resource management. 
 
If an alternative that allows boating is chosen and conflicts between user groups occur or illegal poaching of 
runs in areas closed to boating or outside seasonal or flow limitations occur, some mechanism must be 
installed which allows the FS to revert back to the current practice of limiting boating to downstream of Hwy 
28 only. 
 
 
 
Specific Comments Regarding Alternative #1  
 
Maintains current management on all three National Forests. 
 
Issue Comments 
Boating Agree.  This Alternative preserve my experience of high quality trout fishing that 



occurs in a backcountry setting without conflicts from non-compatible user groups by 
not allowing boating upstream of Hwy 28 bridge. 



Encounters Most trail encounters do not cause conflict or interference.  It is the encounters 
between conflicting user groups, such as boaters and anglers that cause conflict.  
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This alternative does prevent such encounters. 
Group Size No comments. 
Trails No comments. 
Large Woody Debris 
(LWD) 



The current management of LWD is an assortment of regulations not suited for 
application to a National Wild and Scenic Rivers corridor.  I believe the LWD 
recruitment and retention in the Wild and Scenic corridor should be standardized 
regardless of the National Forest. 



Campsites No comments. 
 
This Alternative is acceptable to me.  It maintains the current ‘zoning” of non-compatible user groups by not 
allowing boating upstream of Hwy 28 bridge.  It preserves my experience of high quality trout fishing that 
occurs in a backcountry setting.  This Alternative has been successful for many years.   
 
 
 
Specific Comments Regarding Alternative #2  
 
User-created trails and campsite densities are greatly reduced and camping is allowed only in designated 
sites. Roadside parking within ¼ mile of the Burrells Ford Bridge also is eliminated. A “boat-free” recreation 
experience is maintained as a substantive component of the upper river’s uniqueness compared to other 
rivers in the south and east. All users are required to register. The encounter levels are lower than current 
levels. 
 
Issue My Comments 
Boating This Alternative preserve my experience of high quality trout fishing that occurs in a 



backcountry setting without conflicts from non-compatible user groups by not 
allowing boating upstream of Hwy 28 bridge. 



Group Encounters Most trail encounters do not cause conflict or interference.  It is the encounters 
between conflicting user groups, such as boaters and anglers that cause conflict.  
This alternative does prevent such encounters. 



Group Size Maximum of “4 for anglers” is good. 
Trails Some of the existing undesignated trails on old roadbeds should remain open to 



hiking.  These roadbed trails are serving a need and help to disperse backcountry 
visitors, decreasing encounters. 



Large Woody Debris 
(LWD) 



The current management of LWD is an assortment of regulations not suited for 
application to a National Wild and Scenic Rivers corridor.  I believe the LWD 
recruitment and retention in the Wild and Scenic corridor should be standardized 
regardless of the National Forest. 



Dispersed Camping Dispersed backcountry camping (more than ½ mile from roads) should be allowed 
on the GA side between Highway 28 and Burrell’s Ford Road (FSR-646) in  
designated sites and without reservations. 



Parking No comments. 
User Registration User registration must be a “confidential” registration (lock box), not an “open book” 



registration.  An “open book” registration used at some National Forest trailheads is 
an invitation to thieves for vehicle break-ins.   



Monitoring Monitoring should be timely, ongoing, and available to the public on the Sumter NF 
website. 



 
This Alternative is acceptable to me.  It maintains the current ‘zoning” of non-compatible user groups by not 
allowing boating upstream of Hwy 28 bridge.  It preserves my experience of high quality trout fishing that 
occurs in a backcountry setting.   
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Specific Comments Regarding Alternative #3  
 
Alternative 3 maintains current estimated encounter levels rather than reducing them. Campsites and trails 
are reduced but not to the levels of Alternative 2. Like Alternatives 1 and 2, this alternative maintains a “boat 
free” recreation experience on the upper Chattooga.  
 
Issue My Comments 
Boating This Alternative preserve my experience of high quality trout fishing that occurs in a 



backcountry setting without conflicts from non-compatible user groups by not 
allowing boating upstream of Hwy 28 bridge. 



Group Encounters Most trail encounters do not cause conflict or interference.  It is the encounters 
between conflicting user groups, such as boaters and anglers that cause conflict.  
This alternative does prevent such encounters. 



Group Size Maximum of “4 for anglers” is good. 
Trails Some of the existing undesignated trails on old roadbeds should remain open to 



hiking.  These roadbed trails are serving a need and help to disperse backcountry 
visitors, decreasing encounters. 



Large Woody Debris 
(LWD) 



The current management of LWD is an assortment of regulations not suited for 
application to a National Wild and Scenic Rivers corridor.  I believe the LWD 
recruitment and retention in the Wild and Scenic corridor should be standardized 
regardless of the National Forest. 



Dispersed Camping No comments. 
Parking No comments. 
User Registration User registration must be a “confidential” registration (lock box), not an “open book” 



registration.  An “open book” registration used at some National Forest trailheads is 
an invitation to thieves for vehicle break-ins.   



Monitoring Monitoring should be timely, ongoing, and available to the public on the Sumter NF 
website. 



 
This is my preferred Alternative.  It maintains the current ‘zoning” of non-compatible user groups by not 
allowing boating upstream of Hwy 28 bridge.  It preserves my experience of high quality trout fishing that 
occurs in a backcountry setting.   
 
 
 
Specific Comments Regarding Alternative #4, Preferred Alternative  
 
The preferred alternative adds additional boating opportunities in the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River 
Corridor while continuing to emphasize, protect and enhance optimal, year-round, high-quality trout fishing.  
This alternative also addresses biological and physical resource concerns by restricting camping to 
designated sites, closing a number of user-created trails, limiting parking and prohibiting the removal of 
large woody debris to accommodate boating.  
 
Issue My Comments 
Boating from County 
Line Road trail in NC 
south to Burrells 
Ford Bridge (not 
including tributaries) 



The waterfall under the Bull Pen Bridge is likely to be a boating “play spot,” attracting
boaters and spectators (similar to Bull Sluice).  Are these “play boaters” to be 
included in the maximum number of groups per day?  If boating is allowed in the 
Wilderness, the effect will be damaging to the enduring resource of Wilderness and 
the opportunities for solitude. Allowing boating only above 
Burrell’sFord will continue the boating-free backcountry zone between Burrell’s Ford 
and Highway 28 Bridge, thus protecting this wild segment’s ORVs of solitude and 
remoteness.  Seasonal and flow restrictions are good. 



Encounters Most trail encounters do not cause conflict or interference.  It is the encounters 
between conflicting user groups, such as boaters and anglers that cause conflict.  
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This alternative does prevent such encounters. 
Group Size Maximum of “4 for anglers” is good.  Not clear on boater group size but 6 boats per 



group appears too high.  Need to clarify the maximum number of groups per day. 
Trails Some of the existing undesignated trails on old roadbeds should remain open to 



hiking.  These roadbed trails are serving a need and help to disperse backcountry 
visitors, decreasing encounters.  Do not open County Line Road for vehicle access; 
require foot travel only from designated parking on Whitesides Cove Road. 



Large Woody Debris 
(LWD) 



The current management of LWD is an assortment of regulations not suited for 
application to a National Wild and Scenic Rivers corridor.  I believe the LWD 
recruitment and retention in the Wild and Scenic corridor should be standardized 
regardless of the National Forest. 



Dispersed Camping No comments. 
Parking No comments. 
User Registration Implement an internet based registration method, similar to the current campground 



registration method.   
Monitoring Monitoring should be timely, ongoing, and available to the public on the Sumter NF 



website. 
 
While Alternative #4 is a reasonable compromise and is acceptable to me, if the FS is unable to fund 
the enclosed suggestions to improve it then Alternative #3 should be the preferred alternative.   
 
I have a concern that Alternative 4 is a “foot-in-the-door” for boaters demanding unrestricted access.  If this 
level of boating does not create encounters and conflict, then boaters may push for “adaptive management” 
to allow limited boating below Burrell’s Ford or lower the flow level restriction or longer season until conflict 
occurs.  The boaters will be back during the next Forest Plan Revision cycle demanding more and more 
access.  This would adversely affect my experience of high quality trout fishing that occurs in a backcountry 
setting without conflicts from non-compatible user groups. 
 
The Upper Chattooga needs increased attention from law enforcement due to the ever-increasing lawless 
activities, including vehicle break-ins, theft, drug problems, biophysical regulation violations, fish & game 
violations, etc.   
 
I have a concern that boaters will “poach” runs either outside the seasonal or flow restrictions or in areas 
closed to boating.  The current fines for violating these restrictions are very low and do not serve as a 
detriment to poaching these runs.  Stiffer fines are needed as a deterrent.  
 
The Wild and Scenic Chattooga corridor deserves an on-site, fulltime river manager to protect and preserve 
this national treasure for future generations.  This is not a new concept, several National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers have full time managers. 
 
The FS or a contract concessionary must pre-authorize “boatable” days and post this information publicly. 
Instead of boater self-registration, implement an Internet based boating permit system that is activated 
when adequate flow is predicted, declaring a boatable day.  Boaters could then make request on-line to be 
notified by a computer generated e-mail or phone call when a boatable day is predicted.  The boater could 
then request a permit on line.  The computer could issue permits and assign to groups and segments until 
the daily quota is filled.  The boater could print out a permit and bring it to the launch site.   
 
 
 
Specific Comments Regarding Alternative #5  
 
Adds a boating zone in the upper Chattooga with flow and groups-per-day restrictions. The boating zone 
excludes the Chattooga Cliffs reach and the delayed-harvest area to address a combination of biological 
and social concerns.  This alternative responds directly to concerns that boating should be an approved 
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recreation use above Highway 28 while also taking into consideration the unique characteristics of the more 
remote, less-visited, less-impacted Chattooga Cliffs section.  This alternative addresses biological and 
physical resource concerns by applying the same trail and LWD actions as Alternative 4 and the same 
campsite and parking actions as Alternative 3. 
 
Issue My Comments 
Boating from Bull 
Pen Bridge south to 
Lick Log Creek (not 
including tributaries) 



Year-round boating would be detrimental to users seeking high quality trout fishing in
a backcountry setting without conflicts from non-compatible user groups. The 
waterfall under the Bull Pen Bridge is likely to be a boating “play spot,” attracting 
boaters and spectators (similar to Bull Sluice).  Are these “play boaters” to be 
included in the maximum number of groups per day?  If  
boating is allowed in the Wilderness, the effect will be damaging to the 
enduring resource of Wilderness and the opportunities for solitude. Need to 
increase flow restriction from 350 cfs to 450 cfs in order to reduce user conflicts.  
Need to add seasonal restrictions of Dec 1 – Mar 15 in order to reduce user 
conflicts. 



Encounters Most trail encounters do not cause conflict or interference.  It is the encounters 
between conflicting user groups, such as boaters and anglers that cause conflict.  
This alternative does not adequately prevent such encounters. 



Group Size Maximum of “4 for anglers” is good.  Six and eight groups per day for boaters is too 
high, reduce to four groups. 



Trails Some of the existing undesignated trails on old roadbeds should remain open to 
hiking.  These roadbed trails are serving a need and help to disperse backcountry 
visitors, decreasing encounters. 



Large Woody Debris 
(LWD) 



The current management of LWD is an assortment of regulations not suited for 
application to a National Wild and Scenic Rivers corridor.  I believe the LWD 
recruitment and retention in the Wild and Scenic corridor should be standardized 
regardless of the National Forest. 



Dispersed Camping No comments. 
Parking I have a concern that parking will become an issue at Thrifts Lake, Burrells Ford, 



and Bull Pen Bridge unless seasonal and flow restrictions are added. 
User Registration Implement an internet based registration method, similar to the current campground 



registration method.   
Monitoring Monitoring should be timely, ongoing, and available to the public on the Sumter NF 



website. 
 
This Alternative is unacceptable to me in its current form.  It does not preserve the experience of high 
quality trout fishing that occurs in a backcountry setting without conflicts from non-compatible user groups.   
 
 
 
Specific Comments Regarding Alternative #8 
 
Opens the upper Chattooga to private boating opportunities with no zone, season, or flow restrictions.  This 
alternative responds directly to the concern that the Forest Service should allow natural flows to regulate 
boating and any resulting conflicts, rather than implementing zone, season and/or flow restrictions. 
Therefore, it allows boating from just below private property to the Highway 28 Bridge year round with no 
flow restrictions. This alternative also allows the use of rafts, a craft type not considered in any other 
alternative. In addition, it takes an adaptive management approach to managing carrying capacity by 
applying limits to all users through indirect and direct measures over a five-year period.  This alternative 
addresses biological and physical resource concerns by applying the same trail and LWD actions as 
Alternative 4 and the same campsite and parking actions as Alternative 3. 
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Issue My Comments 
Boating from below 
private land to Hwy 
28 Bridge (not 
including tributaries) 



Year-round boating would be detrimental to users seeking high quality trout fishing in
a backcountry setting without conflicts from non-compatible user groups.  The 
waterfall under the Bull Pen Bridge is likely to be a boating “play spot,” attracting 
boaters and spectators (similar to Bull Sluice).  Are these “play boaters” to be 
included in the maximum number of groups per day?  If unrestricted boating is 
allowed on the upper Chattooga, there will be a large number 
of angler-boater encounters and there will be a precedent for allowing the return of 
other vehicular activities that were present prior to 1976 (horseback riding, trail 
motorcycles, bicycles, 4X4 motor vehicles, etc) in the upper Chattooga corridor.  If 
unrestricted boating is allowed through the Nicholson Fields Reach during DH 
season, it would have a detrimental effect on the local economy. If unrestricted year- 
round boating is allowed in the Wilderness, the effect will be damaging to the 
enduring resource of Wilderness and the opportunities for solitude. If unrestricted 
boating is allowed, there will be warm water boating that conflict with swimmers; the 
sounds created will diminish the wildness, peace, and tranquility.  If unrestricted 
boating is allowed, it will cause considerable interference with bird watching. Need to
add a flow restriction of 450 cfs in order to reduce user conflicts.  Need to add 
seasonal restrictions of Dec 1 – Mar 15 in order to reduce user conflicts. 



Encounters Most trail encounters do not cause conflict or interference.  It is the encounters 
between conflicting user groups, such as boaters and anglers that cause conflict.  
This alternative does not adequately prevent such encounters. 



Group Size Six per day for boaters is too high, reduce to four groups.   
Trails Some of the existing undesignated trails on old roadbeds should remain open to 



hiking.  These roadbed trails are serving a need and help to disperse backcountry 
visitors, decreasing encounters.  Do not open County Line Road for vehicle access; 
require foot travel only from designated parking on Whitesides Cove Road. 



Large Woody Debris 
(LWD) 



The current management of LWD is an assortment of regulations not suited for 
application to a National Wild and Scenic Rivers corridor.  I believe the LWD 
recruitment and retention in the Wild and Scenic corridor should be standardized 
regardless of the National Forest. 



Dispersed Camping No comments. 
Parking I have a concern that parking will become an issue at Thrifts Lake, Burrells Ford, 



and Bull Pen Bridge unless seasonal and flow restrictions are added. 
User Registration Implement an internet based registration method, similar to the current campground 



registration method.   
Monitoring Monitoring should be timely, ongoing, and available to the public on the Sumter NF 



website. 
 
This Alternative is unacceptable to me in its current form.  It does not preserve my experience of high 
quality trout fishing that occurs in a backcountry setting without conflicts from non-compatible user groups.   
 
 
 
Specific Comments Regarding Alternative #9 
 
Adds a boating zone in the stretch of river most highly rated for creek boating with season and flow 
restrictions. Excludes boating from areas with the highest volume of existing users.  Alternative 9 provides 
floating opportunities in the two highest-ranked sections of the river for boating – the Chattooga Cliffs reach 
(top 10 best runs) just below private land and the Ellicott Rock reach (top 5 best runs) (Berger 2007) 
terminating at the East Fork Trail.  This alternative addresses biological and physical resource concerns by 
applying the same trail and LWD actions as Alternative 4 and the same campsite and parking actions as 
Alternative 3. 
 











 9



Issue My Comments 
Boating from below 
private land to East 
Fork Trail (not 
including tributaries) 



This alternative would be detrimental to users seeking high quality trout fishing in 
a backcountry setting without conflicts from non-compatible user groups. The 
waterfall under the Bull Pen Bridge is likely to be a boating “play spot,” attracting 
boaters and spectators (similar to Bull Sluice).  Are these “play boaters” to be 
included in the maximum number of groups per day?  If boating is allowed in the  
Wilderness, the effect will be damaging to the enduring resource of Wilderness  
and the opportunities for solitude. Need to increase flow restriction from 350  
cfs to 450 cfs in order to reduce user conflicts.  Need to change seasonal  
restrictions to Dec 1 – Mar 15 in order to reduce user conflicts. 



Encounters Most trail encounters do not cause conflict or interference.  It is the encounters 
between conflicting user groups, such as boaters and anglers that cause conflict.  
This alternative does not adequately prevent such encounters. 



Group Size Maximum of “4 for anglers” is good.  Not clear on boater group size but 6 boats per 
group appears too high.  Need to clarify the maximum number of groups per day. 



Trails Some of the existing undesignated trails on old roadbeds should remain open to 
hiking.  These roadbed trails are serving a need and help to disperse backcountry 
visitors, decreasing encounters.  Do not open County Line Road for vehicle access; 
require foot travel only from designated parking on Whitesides Cove Road. 



Large Woody Debris 
(LWD) 



The current management of LWD is an assortment of regulations not suited for 
application to a National Wild and Scenic Rivers corridor.  I believe the LWD 
recruitment and retention in the Wild and Scenic corridor should be standardized 
regardless of the National Forest. 



Dispersed Camping No comments. 
Parking I have a concern that parking will become an issue at Bull Pen Bridge and the 



Walhala Fish Hatchery. 
User Registration Implement an internet based registration method, similar to the current campground 



registration method.   
Monitoring Monitoring should be timely, ongoing, and available to the public on the Sumter NF 



website. 
 
This Alternative is unacceptable to me in its current form.  It does not preserve my experience of high 
quality trout fishing that occurs in a backcountry setting without conflicts from non-compatible user groups.   
 
 
 
Specific Comments Regarding Alternative #10 
 
Opens the upper Chattooga River to boating with season and flow restrictions.  Like Alternative 8, this 
alternative permits boating from just below private property to the Highway 28 Bridge but implements 
season and flow limits. This alternative addresses biological and physical resource concerns by applying 
the same trail and LWD actions as Alternative 4 and the same campsite and parking actions as Alternative 
3. 
 
Issue My Comments 
Boating from below 
private land to Hwy 
28 (not including 
tributaries) 



This alternative would be detrimental to users seeking high quality trout fishing in 
a backcountry setting without conflicts from non-compatible user groups. The 
waterfall under the Bull Pen Bridge is likely to be a boating “play spot,” attracting 
boaters and spectators (similar to Bull Sluice).  Are these “play boaters” to be 
included in the maximum number of groups per day?  If boating is allowed in the 
Wilderness, the effect will be damaging to the enduring resource of Wilderness and 
the opportunities for solitude. If boating is allowed through the Nicholson Fields 
Reach during the first 5 months of DH season, it would have a detrimental effect on 
the local economy. Need to increase flow restriction from 350 cfs to 450 cfs in order 











 10



to reduce user conflicts. Need to change seasonal restrictions to Dec 1 – Mar 15 in 
order to reduce user conflicts. 



Encounters Most trail encounters do not cause conflict or interference.  It is the encounters 
between conflicting user groups, such as boaters and anglers that cause conflict.  
This alternative does not adequately prevent such encounters. 



Group Size Maximum of “4 for anglers” is good.  Not clear on boater group size but 6 boats per 
group appears too high.  Need to clarify the maximum number of groups per day. 



Trails Some of the existing undesignated trails on old roadbeds should remain open to 
hiking.  These roadbed trails are serving a need and help to disperse backcountry 
visitors, decreasing encounters.  Do not open County Line Road for vehicle access; 
require foot travel only from designated parking on Whitesides Cove Road. 



Large Woody Debris 
(LWD) 



The current management of LWD is an assortment of regulations not suited for 
application to a National Wild and Scenic Rivers corridor.  I believe the LWD 
recruitment and retention in the Wild and Scenic corridor should be standardized 
regardless of the National Forest. 



Dispersed Camping No comments. 
Parking I have a concern that parking will become an issue at County Line Road, Bull Pen 



Bridge, Burrells Ford, Big Bend Road, and Thrifts Lake. 
User Registration Implement an internet based registration method, similar to the current campground 



registration method.   
Monitoring Monitoring should be timely, ongoing, and available to the public on the Sumter NF 



website. 
 
This Alternative is unacceptable to me in its current form.  It does not preserve my experience of high 
quality trout fishing that occurs in a backcountry setting without conflicts from non-compatible user groups.   
 
 
 



 













From: Evelyn Hopkins


Reply To: ehopkins100@yahoo.com


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


cc: ehopkins100@yahoo.com


Subject: boating restrictions on Chattooga River
Date: 08/15/2008 04:49 PM


Dear Sirs, 
Commenting on Pre-decisional Environmental Assessment on Recreation 
Uses on the Upper Chattooga. 
 
I support Alternative 8. There is no evidence that boaters will have a 
negative effect on the river. In general boaters are good environmental 
citizens.  With no proof of adverse use by boaters and only an 
unsupported assumption that anglers do less damage there is no reason 
to prefer fishermen to boaters. Moreover there probably will be little or no 
conflict between trout fishermen and boaters because they will use the 
river at different times. Access to the river should be limited only by 
Mother Nature, not unjustified government regulation. 
 
Thank you, 
Evelyn Hopkins 
1752 Timberbluff Dr. 
Clayton, GA 
30525 
 



mailto:ehopkins100@yahoo.com

mailto:ehopkins100@yahoo.com
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From: Brent Steadman


To: Jerome Thomas


Subject: OPEN THE UPPER CHATOOGA RIVER
Date: 08/15/2008 04:14 AM


Brent Steadman
1130 Folkstone Ridge Ln
Winston Salem, NC 27127-6077


August 15, 2008


Jerome Thomas
Forest Supervisor


 


Dear Jerome Thomas:


US Forest Service,
I am submitting my strong position in favor of protecting the Upper 
Chattooga River from overuse by fisherman and discontinuing the current 
tradition of exclusive fishing, hunting, and hiking. I urge the Forest 
Sevice to select Alternative 8 to discontinue the current prohibition 
against floating vessels on the Upper Chattooga. This alternative fairly 
balances recreational uses on the entire river. Thank you for 
consideration of my position.


Sincerely,


Brent
3364095998



mailto:brent.steadman@gmail.com
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From: Pattillo


Reply To: Pattillo


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


Subject: Chattooga boating issue
Date: 08/14/2008 06:03 PM


 I hope The issue of the boating ban above HWY 28, which has served us well, 
will not be a political issue, nor should it be subject to the highest number of letter 
writers. It should be for the best plan for protecting this resource
 
Pat Pattillo



mailto:jpattill@alltel.net

mailto:jpattill@alltel.net
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From: Simons Welter


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


Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 08/16/2008 11:27 AM


Thank you for the time and effort that has been put into the decision  
regarding boating on the upper section of the Chattooga River.  As a  
regular visitor to this Wild and Scenic river, I would prefer that the  
boating ban remain in place, but I also understand that some form of  
compromise is bound to be forthcoming. So, I would like to offer my  
support of option 4. I sincerely hope that the regulations that would  
be put in place can be enforced and that any fine would be stiff  
enough to be a true deterrent to illegal boating.


I sincerely hate to see a system that has worked for 30 years set  
aside...mainly for the precedent that will be set. A precedent that  
will now make other pristine rivers (i.e. Yellowstone) vulnerable and  
will open the doors for other interest groups to insist on access  
(i.e. ATVs, mountain bikers, horseback riders). Once the trickle  
starts, the floodgates will open, and the few precious wild areas we  
have remaining will be gone.


Thank you,
Simons Welter



mailto:simwelter@charter.net
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From: Jackson Howell Bates


Reply To: jhbates@ix.netcom.com


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


Subject: Chattooga
Date: 08/15/2008 05:41 PM


Dear friends:  I am a fly fishing and physician living in Marietta.  If I had my way 
I would quit and move to Clayton, which I consider as close to heaven as I will 
ever get.  I belong to the Rabun county trout unlimited but have never attended 
a meeting.  I love to get their publications.  They have told me about the 
situation on the Chattooga river.  I have only fished the North Fork 3 or 4 
times.   I drove up to the end of nowhere on those county roads and hiked into 
3 forks and got lost trying to get back to the truck.  I hiked a lot of that area and 
even though I was in low grade panic I loved the area and would love to do it 
again.  I love the serenity and beauty of the woods and river.  I love the solitude 
and oneness with the river and occasional fish I see and sometimes catch.  I 
have fished the Nantahala main river and hate it when the boaters and rafters 
come by.  I'm sure not all kayakers are noisy or nosy but they do disturb me and 
the fish around me even at best.  The ones on the Nantahala would splash at me 
and beat the water.  I would not favor inviting them to participate in boating on 
this river. 
Thank you for your time and consideration of this problem.     Jack 



mailto:jhbates@ix.netcom.com
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From: Tim Hawkins


Reply To: timh@riverlandhills.org


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


Subject: In Support of Chattooga Alternative 8
Date: 08/15/2008 11:06 AM


US Forest Service,  
I am submitting my position in favor of protecting the Upper Chattooga 
River from overuse by anglers. Please stop the environmentally invasive 
practice of stocking non-native aquatic species in the Upper Chattooga. I 
urge the Forest Service to support and promote low impact users in the 
Upper Chattooga by implementing Alternative 8. This alternative fairly 
balances recreational uses on the entire river and protects the sensitive 
upper stretch from disturbance by bank trampling, river polluting, trash 
dumping anglers. I strongly support alternative 8. Thank you for 
consideration of my position.  
Sincerely,
Tim Hawkins
105 Hope Trace Way
Irmo, SC
29063
 


 


www.riverlandhills.org


803.772.3227


 



mailto:timh@riverlandhills.org
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From: Keith Crawford


To: Jerome Thomas


Subject: keith.crawford@gmail.com
Date: 08/15/2008 07:09 AM


Keith Crawford
335 Summit Ct.
Concord, NC 28025-2733


August 15, 2008


Jerome Thomas
Forest Supervisor


 


Dear Jerome Thomas:


US Forest Service,
I am submitting my strong position in favor of opening the Upper Chattooga 
River to use by boats. I urge the Forest Sevice to select alternative 8 to 
end the current prohibition against floating vessels on the Upper 
Chattooga. This alternative fairly balances recreational uses on the 
entire river . Thank you for consideration of my position.


Sincerely,


Keith Crawford
704-223-0460



mailto:keith.crawford@gmail.com
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From: Kirk Eddlemon


Reply To: bankfull1@yahoo.com


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga EA
Date: 08/14/2008 06:29 PM


This statement in your document pretty much sums up what is wrong with 
this whole scene:
 


"Alternative 4 is designed specifically to protect 


and enhance outstanding trout fishing."
 
Here is all you have to do to create a solution that is the right 
thing to do:
 
TREAT ALL USERS EQUALLY.  YOU KNOW QUITE WELL, IN 
YOUR HEARTS, THAT BOATING IS OF EQUAL OR LESSER 
IMPACT THAN FISHING, HIKING, AND THE LIKE.  SO IF 
BOATERS AREN'T GOING TO IMPACT THE RIVER CORRIDOR 
MORE NEGATIVELY THAN ANY OTHER CURRENTLY 
UNRESTRICTED USER, THEN GIVE THEM EQUAL ACCESS.  IF 
ADDING BOATERS INCREASES VISITATION TO THE POINT OF 
UNDESIRED OUTCOMES FOR THE ENVIRONMENT, THEN HOW 
ABOUT RESTRICTING ALL USERS???  I HAVE LOST 90% OF MY 
RESPECT FOR THE USFS OVER THIS.  BUT YOU CAN STILL 
COME BACK FULL FROM 10%.  AND DON'T FORGET WE ALL 
PAY YOUR SALARY, NOT JUST THE FILTHY RICH PEOPLE IN 
HIGHLANDS AND THE NARROW MINDED FISHERMEN WHO 
DON'T KNOW HOW TO SHARE.
 
Kirk Eddlemon,
Tax Paying, Law Abiding, Family Man, Father, Son, Husband, 
kayaker, fisherman, AMERICAN, living in what I thought untill 
now was a rational POST CIVIL RIGHTS MOVEMENT world.
 



mailto:bankfull1@yahoo.com
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From: Nancy Fuller


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


Subject: boating on upper Chattooga
Date: 08/17/2008 05:59 PM


We spend 6 months in Highlands, NC and I hike once or twice a week. 
 Recent trip along the upper Chattooga showed very low water levels and 
many fallen trees.  This portion of the river cannot and should not 
support boating.  We stopped to hug an 800 year old pine tree along 
along the "put-in" trail.  These treasures should not be disturbed; let 
everyone  appreciate these gifts of nature on foot!
Nancy & Larry Fuller



mailto:nlfuller@prodigy.net
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From: FRED RUDDOCK


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


Subject: Alternative 8: Open the entire upper Chattooga River to    year-round 
unrestricted boating.


Date: 08/15/2008 11:12 AM


I support Alternative 8: That opens the entire upper Chattooga River to year-round 
unrestricted boating. 
 
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.
 
Voter Registration Number 466838
 
Fred Ruddock
8793 Deerwood Dr
North Charleston SC 29406
 
 
Fred Ruddock 
Web Developer 
Charleston County School District 
3999 Bridge View Drive 
N. Charleston, SC 29405 
(843) 566-8870 
fax (843) 308-8199 
www.ccsdschools.com
 
Excellence is Our Standard 



mailto:FRED_RUDDOCK@charleston.k12.sc.us
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From: VIVIAN BREWER


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


Subject: Boating on the Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/17/2008 08:49 PM


I live in Highlands and want to let you know that I am very opposed to opening up 
the Upper Chattooga for boating.  That area,  especially the
Ellicott Wilderness is fragile and needs as much protection as it can receive.  
Boaters have enough access to other parts of the river without
having to threaten this one.
 
Thank you,
 
Vivian Brewer
95 Shelby Dr. 
Highlands, NC 28741
828/526-5643



mailto:vivbrewer@verizon.net
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From: Scott Surles


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


Subject: I'm both a boater and angler...  Alt #4 is a reasonable compromise...
Date: 08/14/2008 07:08 PM


Boating is not that feasible with low flows anyway, but wading is.



mailto:surles_b@bellsouth.net
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From: Ron Minick


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


Subject: Alternative 4
Date: 08/15/2008 07:26 AM


Ladies and Gentlemen:
 
I am in favor of alternative 4 as an acceptable proposal.  I would prefer alternative 3, but 
also understand that you have to make a decision that works well for boating and angling.  
My concern is that with either proposal we must have strict monitoring of the regulations 
defined in the proposal.  Without control the proposal could be a disaster with a lot of 
problems for both boaters and anglers.  As an avid angler I believe that God has placed there 
resources here to be used by all men, however we have the responsibility to take care of 
them so our grandchildren can enjoy them as much as we have.  Please plan appropriately to 
enforce the rules defined in your alternative 4 so the plan will work well for both sides.
 
 
Your hard work and dedication is appreciated.
 
Ron Minick
Cohutta TU
President
 
 



mailto:Ron.Minick@hsoga.com
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From: Sam Kemp


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


Subject: river ban comments
Date: 08/15/2008 06:45 PM


A friend gave me a link to this article in the Clayton news and I had to laugh 
about it when I read it. Tax dollars going to good use or opening up a much 
bigger can of worms? As an avid fisherman, hiker, climber, camper and boater, 
not allowing human powered craft on a Wild & Scenic River is beyond crazy. 
What is the reasoning behind that? The only thing I could think of was jealousy of 
those landing bigger fish from a boat by being able to cover more area than 
wading. What is the difference between a float tube & canoe in defining of a 
craft? What other W&S Rivers in this country outlaw boating? I may be wrong but 
I can think of none. I trout fish a good bit and usually catch the biggest fish from 
areas that are only accessible w/ tubes & boats, or off the beaten path. I have 
visited a lot of National Forests all over this country to fish, boat, camp, climb, 
hike, ect. I would say that O.R.V.'ers, horse packers, fisherman & campers do 
more damage to an area than other user groups such as hikers, climbers, bikers 
and boaters. The "human powered" users tend to care more and want to protect 
that resource than to trash it. At least the ones I have come across. The 
destruction of an area I think is mainly due to the laziness of those other types of 
users and not having to earn/sweat to gain access to a pristine area. If they can 
get a vehicle/pack animal to carry their supplies for them, they bring everything 
including the kitchen sink. They generally leave it all behind when they are done 
w/ it. As I recall you can drive trucks into the river at certain points long the river. 
How is that Wild & Scenic?  The last time I was up that way fishing, there were 
campsites all along the river at Bull Pen Bridge. The place was totally trashed. 
There were fire pits, trash, batteries, beer cans, fish entrails, broken cane poles, 
wads of monofilament line and human waste all in the middle of the trail for about 
1.5 miles. I filled up the only two trash bags I had in my truck w/ garbage and 
hauled it out that day. The live Rhododendron all along the trail was hacked up 
for firewood. Why would anyone who cares about an area do this? Since boating 
is not allowed, I would think it would be safe to say that it was not them. It was 
really sad and made me think about what uneducated people could be permitted 
to do something like that. Americans should have equal rights, granted equal 
"human powered" access to an area, or none at all, across the board. There are 
no natural places up there that have not been touched by man at one time or the 
other anyway. Come to think of it the fish we catch up there are not even native 
to this part of the country. Rainbow trout are only found  in the Pacific N.W. How 
did they get there in the river & why if it is supposed to be "wild"? If people really 
wanted it wild they would catch no fish there, as Brookies are few & far between 
if even existent in the river anymore. The competition w/ Rainbows surely does 
not help their situation. It is basically an environment that has been modified for 
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mans enjoyment and to me that does not sound very natural. The whole situation/
study is a blatant political waste of taxpayer monies to something w/ such a 
simple solution. Only catering to one influential user group is typical political 
garbage which we see so much if in today's world. If the Forest Service would 
spend some of this money on maintaining what they have instead of wasting it on 
studies which step around the real issue and create non-existent conflicts. We all 
would be in a better world. The fact that you are limiting one group and not the 
others in a certain area is not right and I am sure will probably be met w/ much 
resistance once the word of this gets out to other parts of the country. To me this 
sound illegal, but I am not a lawyer. The fact that no-one in charge up there can 
see this makes us look like ignorant rednecks to other people in this country is 
sad. But like the old adage says "If it looks, walks & sound like a duck, its a 
duck". Either let people enjoy it in a low impact way of their choosing or keep 
everyone out and let it actually become wild. 


The summarization of this rant is that I am in favor of allowing boating on that 
stretch of the river w/ equal restrictions for all. You never know, you just might 
need their help on day when your waders fill full of water and the current drags 
you under. 


Sam Kemp  
309 Jason Court  
Woodstock, Ga 30188  
js.kemp@netzero.net 








From: Russ Reynolds


Reply To: jocasseefishing@yahoo.com


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


Subject: Chattooga River Boating
Date: 08/16/2008 11:37 AM


I am totally against water craft having access to the upper Chattooga 
river. They can't be trusted to pack any of the garbage out, that they 
bring in. If you knew the people in this area personally you would know 
how filthy they are. Just look at the highways in upstate SC. They are the 
nastiest roads in America. And there is no litter enforcement what so ever. 
Boating on an unspoiled river such as the Chattooga by these slobs is the 
worst thing you could allow. 
Sincerely, 
Russ Reynolds 
Walhalla, SC 
 



mailto:jocasseefishing@yahoo.com
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From: Thomas Sturgill


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


Subject:
Date: 08/15/2008 11:14 AM


 
I support TU and the efforts to conserver our cold water streams.  The current 
proposal to implement Alternative 4 is acceptable, although Alternative 3 would 
be preferable. Any consideration of Alternative 8 is unacceptable.   TU 
recommends that the Forest Service should implement Alternatives 4 with all 
described enforcement, management and monitoring. 
 
Thomas Sturgill, M.D.-Ph.D.
Professor of Pharmacology and Medicine
Box 800735, Room 5045, Jordan Hall
University of Virginia Health Sciences Ctr
Charlottesville, VA 22908 USA
FAX:  (434) 924-5207
Lab:  (434) 924-9632
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From: jadamsga@yahoo.com


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


Subject: Stop stocking non-native fish on the Wild & Scenic River
Date: 08/17/2008 10:10 PM


Dear U.S. Forest Service,


It is simply wrong to stock exotic fish in a Wild & Scenic River.  Please
stop the madness!


Jeff W. Adams
339 Nacoochee Dr
Rabun Gap, GA  30568
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From: Michael Bamford


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


Subject: Stop the boating plague
Date: 08/16/2008 11:44 AM
Attachments: Improvement Opportunities.pdf 


 



mailto:mbamford123@comcast.net

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






  



 



Improvement Opportunities for the Chattooga Draft Assessment,                  August  16, 2008              page   1 



 



 



August 16, 2008       



        



Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests 



Broad River Road 



Columbia, SC 2921 



          Dear Chattooga Analysis Team, 



  



Attached is my critique of the EA.   There are many well written and 



insightful sections of the EA that would help decision makers better 



understand the effects of proposed agency actions.  However, this critique is 



not focused on the good bits.   This critique is focused on improvement 



opportunities, correction of factual inaccuracies and questions some unsound 



conclusions within the assessment.  



      My comments on the alternatives were submitted on August 1
st
.    I would 



have preferred Alternative #3, but #4 remains the least egregious of the 



alternatives that allow boating.  



        The improvements listed within this critique are supplied to help improve 



the quality of the information available to today’s decision makers and 



tomorrow’s planners.   Please consider the improvement suggestions 



 



         Thank you for your time. 



                                      Sincerely, 



MB 



                                                                Michael Bamford 



Resident, Cashiers, NC 



                                                                Member, FOTUC 



Key points are boxed.   
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Improvement Opportunities for 



The July 2007 Chattooga Draft Assessment 



Chapter 1 –   



1.1 Need for the Proposed Actions 
  From Page 2: “documents existing recreational opportunities”     



     The assessment does not include an inventory of all whitewater boating nearby or even within 



the Chattooga watershed; it should. 64% already allows unlimited paddling.  Some notable 



segments include… 



 



Chattooga 



Watershed 



Boatable sections 



River 



Class 



River 



Miles 



Boating 



Availability 



current  



Boating 



Availability 



#4 Preferred 



Chattooga Section IV IV � V 5.2 All times All times 



 “  Section III III � IV 13 All times All times 



 “  Section. II II 7 All times All times 



 “  Section  I  (West Fork) I � II 5 All times All times 



Rock Gorge/ N.Fork III – V+ 10 No Boating No Boating 



Ellicott reach/ N. Fork III � IV 5.7 No Boating  450��� 



 in ������ 



Norton Mill-Bull Pen N.F V 2.5 No Boating  450��� 



 in ������ 



Overflow Creek  W.F. V 2 All times All times 



 Holcomb Creek W.F. IV –  V   2 All times All times 



  Total Miles Available 53 34 (64%) 41 (77%) 
   



   The Assessment also does not document the quality of nearby angling opportunities, or lack 



thereof, during boatable flows as nearby creeks fill with kayakers.  It does not include the 



numbers of visitors already displaced by the inaction of the USFS to protect the non-boater 



values on the lower Chattooga or on nearby rivers. 



      The assessment’s failure to adequately emphasize the huge amount of private boating 



allowed elsewhere during boatable periods leaves the decision-maker with the mistaken 



impression that there is some deficiency in boating opportunities in the Chattooga Wild and 



Scenic River Corridor.   



    The 2007 Integrated Report noted “High quality versions of most opportunities on the Upper 



Chattooga are available on other rivers in the region, but this does not diminish the high value that many 
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users place on the Upper Chattooga trips.”
1
  The report added that the mere existence of alternative sites 



“would unlikely be the deciding factor” because information on “use patterns, actions for mitigation and 



availability” are missing.   Without an inventory of availability of recreation opportunities within the 



geographical area –during higher flow periods- the assessment remains incomplete.     



Either a complete inventory or recreational opportunities, or the acknowledgement of lack thereof,  is 



required for the final Environmental Assessment to meet planning mandates. 



 



 



 



1.3 Decisions to be Made: 



 



“Before it considers changing management policies that have been in place for over 30 



years, the Forest Service must analyze the potential ecological and social impacts of doing 



so” … “the historical management record of the Chattooga from 1971 onward clearly 



indicates that floaters and other recreational users, including trout fishermen, hikers, 



swimmers, and sightseers, wish to use the river and experience the are a in ways that may 



significantly conflict.”  [USDA :OGC Chattooga WSR  [AW v. USFS  (2006) Case 2:06-cv-74-wco Doc 11 pg 18] 



 
     Much of the Decision To Be Made section of this assessment is superfluous to AW’s request 



for Appeal or the mandates and guidelines that are required under NEPA or USFS planning 



guidelines that are designed to preserve current values. 



      Cutting to the heart of the current issue, page 3 of the draft EA notes… 



     “Opportunities on the upper Chattooga for whitewater floating need to be evaluated 



as an enhancement to the whitewater boating recreation experience and its effects 



evaluated.”    



     All other issues are either indirect effects of the above question or are needed to alter the 2004 



management plan to comply with goals and objectives already part of the approved 2004 RLMP. 



     Simply put, AW and its members want to boat.   The 2004 Appeal Decision has asked the 



Forest service to assess AW’s request to alter current policy by reviewing visitor capacity.  WSR 



guidelines require assessment of the “quality” of the existing visitor “experience”
2
 in the 



definition of visitor capacity.  To alter current policy requires a NEPA review; the scope of a 



NEPA assessment and planning guidelines require a review against current conditions.   



                                                             
1 p26 Assessing Visitor Capacity & Conflict on the Upper Chattooga, 2007, USFS 



 
2 (47 FR 39454, Sept. 7, 1982).  WSR management guidelines 
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  The Chattooga Environmental Analysis does not have to determine if the limits on 



boating, properly promulgated decades ago
3
, was the correct policy.   



 The Environmental Assessment needs to compare the impact of any revised policy 



against current policy.  It must determine if expanding paddle-sport would diminish 



the outstanding and remarkable values and “special attributes” currently available on 



the Chattooga’s North Fork.   



The Purpose and Need for Action section of the draft EA does not acknowledge the 



need to review the effects of supplying “additional boating opportunities” against the 



current policy which limits boating.    Public clarification will assist any misconception of 



the EA’s purpose and highlight the USFS mandates to compare any proposed agency action 



against current policy.    



     36 CFR § 219.7 mandates previous plans “provide the basis for future agency action.” 



Clearly the current policy establishes the baseline for the “quality of visitor experience” for 



comparison to any policy revision; a no-boat resource must be compared to a boat-filled 



resource.   Agency guidelines require plans to “Describe the history and social 



characteristics of the analysis area as a point of departure for estimating social effects of 



management alternatives.” [FSM 1973.4]     To alter the current policy the USFS must prove 



why the 30-year limitations are no longer necessary to protect the social and resource 



environment that past management policy has formed throughout the Chattooga Wild and 



Scenic Resource and within the Ellicott Wilderness area.  



       The agency is responsible for comparatively evaluating resource and social impacts 



amongst alternatives
4
 including the status quo or “no action” alternative.  Oddly the only 



visitor data – defined as desired conditions during the capacity analysis- collected from 



current visitors (swimmers, hikers, hunters etc..) has been published incorrectly in table 3.3.1  



or simply disregarded in the assessment.    Although “balancing competing activities” is the 



responsibility of the USFS, a comprehensive and transparent comparative-analysis against 



current policy is legally required to fairly assess the effects of a proposed agency action on 



the quality of the visitor experiences.     



                                                             
3
 The USFS explain that policy was “ properly-promulgated ” in AW v USFS Case 2:06-cv-00074-WCO, Document 11 



Filed 07/07/2006 pg 2-4   
4
 40 CFR§ 1502.14  “ present the environmental impacts of the proposal and the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply 



defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decision maker and the public.”… “(b) evaluate 
their comparative merits.”… “(d) Include the alternative of no action.”  
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  The Chattooga analysis was supposed to review what social, biophysical and economic 



impacts expanding kayaking upriver would have on the current environment.
5
  Instead the 



two-year Chattooga analysis conducted a recreational flow study (at the request of American 



Whitewater using an AW recommended consultant) designed to determine when kayaks and 



anglers would use the river.   This recreational flow study only proved that flows do not 



separate boaters from anglers and provided little insight to the effects kayaking would 



have on other visitors or the wildlife.    Utilizing the resultant recreational capacity report -



that was specifically designed to avoid collecting data on conflict
6
- as the sole source for the 



recreational assessment misses the need for a comprehensive review of the effects additional 



boating would have on the environment (social, physical and economic).     



    Wild & Scenic River guidelines clarify the “management implications” of section 



WSRA 10(a) as follows…  “this section [10(a)] is interpreted as a non-degradation and 



enhancement policy for all rivers…The river manager must seek to protect existing river-



related values and, to the greatest extent possible, enhance those values.”
 7 



  These same 



guidelines also suggests, “eliminating adverse impacts on values including activities that 



were occurring on the date of designation.” That included paddling upriver and motorboats.   



 The EA must transparently compare proposed policy against current policy.    The 



non-diminish mandates associated with existing Upper river-related values compared 



objectively against further expanding a conflicting activity (kayaking) cannot be discounted 



during planning
8
 or under NEPA



9
.  Similarly, before expanding motorized craft through the 



rafting section of the Chattooga, the recreational values associated with the existing paddlers 



must first be considered. 



The USFS and AW cannot simply go back to 1974 and ignore the previous management 



plans which sought to balance resource allocation between conflicting activities by assessing 



relative values, nor can it ignore the beneficial effects past policies have had to the diverse 



array of current visitors that appreciate the remote settings and solitude resulting from 



current policy offering a boat-free zone. 



                                                             
5
 36 CFR § 219.12 h) “Evaluation of alternatives: Using planning criteria, the interdisciplinary team shall evaluate the 



significant physical, biological, economic, and social effects of each management alternative that is considered in detail. 



The evaluation shall include a comparative analysis of the aggregate effects of the management alternatives and shall 



compare present net value, social and economic impacts, outputs of goods and services, and overall protection and 
enhancement of environmental resources.”   The EA should be a comparative analysis using the “present net value” as a 
baseline.  
6 Chattooga Capacity Analysis; Implementation Plan USFS 2006 
7 Pg 26 Interagency Guidelines for Managing Wild and Scenic Rivers, 2004, WSR Coordinating Council.  
8 Refer to 16 USC 529 “relative values” 
9 40 CFR§ 1502.14   see footnote 3 
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The USFS argued what question required analysis in court during the 2006 Motion to 



Dismiss Hearing [AW v. USFS.  Case 2:06-cv-74-wco ].   McClain for the USFS argued…  



“ The only thing that has been properly promulgated, studied or passed or had public 



comments is the prohibition [on boats].  That is from ’76 to ’85 and all the way to 2004. 



…[it] complied with congressional statute and regulations.  So the prohibition [on boats] is 



properly in place.  The question is, should we change the status quo?” pg 55-56.   McClain 



added “there is a six year statute of limitations under APA for challenging regulations and 



agency actions.” The previous plans cannot be challenged and provide the baseline for the 



current environmental assessment.. 



    American Whitewater was made aware of the “assessment baseline” by the USFS in 2002.  



AW published “Mike Crane and John Cleeves then made the point that despite the uncertain 



origin of the boating ban and lack of public comment at the time (1976), the 1985 plan legally 



embedded it in the forest plan and that is now the baseline for future analysis.”
10



  Apparently 



everyone is aware of what forms the baseline for an assessment, except for the author/s of 



section 3.3.1 of this draft assessment. 



  



The Final EA should make clear to the public which hypothesis must be assessed before 



expanding kayaking upriver
 
.   Although some elements within the EA allude to comparison 



against the current policy the draft does not explain the assessment mandates clearly nor 



does the assessment prove boats will not significantly impact the social environment.    Each 



section of the final assessment should comply with these NEPA and planning guidelines.  



 



 



The USFS should be reviewing the Legal Standard For Judicial Review:   



    Both boating and non-boating visitors have voiced their concerns about the final agency 



action.   Each side could have authorization to seek judicial relief under title 5, U.S.C. § 702.     



       The court reviews the merits of an agency decision under the standards set forth in the 



Administrative Procedures Act (“APA”), 5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A). See 28 U.S.C. § 1491(b)(4) (“In 



any action under this subsection [like expanding kayaking], the courts shall review the 



agency’s decision pursuant to the standards set for in section 706 of title 5.”). In Citizens to 



Preserve Overton Park, Inc. v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402 (1971), the US Supreme Court explained: 



                                                             
10



  8/23/02 AW summary Meeting of the Sumter Forest Plan Revision Team with AW Representatives   
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Section 706(2)(A) requires a finding that the actual choice made was not “arbitrary, 



capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law.” To 



make this finding the court must consider whether the decision was based on a 



consideration of the relevant factors and whether there has been a clear error of 



judgment.  Although this inquiry into the facts is to be searching and careful, the 



ultimate standard of review is a narrow one. The court is not empowered to substitute 



its judgment for that of the agency. Id. at 416. 



 



The United States Supreme Court also has held that the trial court’s APA review should 



focus on the factual basis for the agency’s action in order to ensure that it is supported 



by adequate facts on the record. See Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass’n of the United States v. 



State Farm Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29, 43 (1983) (“[A]n agency rule would be arbitrary and 



capricious if the agency has relied on factors which Congress has not intended it to 



consider, entirely failed to consider an important aspect of the problem, offered an 



explanation for its decision that runs counter to the evidence before the agency, or is so 



implausible that it could not be ascribed to a difference in view or the product of 



agency expertise.”). 



 



The USFS will be exempt from Judicial review if 



1) Proper Scope: They consider the relevant factors and imports aspects of the problem.  



2) Objectivity: Have clear judgment that is focused on the facts and evidence. 



3) Justification: Propose a plausible explanation to their proposed policy.  



  The scope of Final EA should be corrected so that “relevant factors” and “important 



aspects of the problem” are included in the assessment scope.  The Final Assessment 



should consider the desires of current visitors, assess the lower river and nearby rivers, 



include a comparison of the relative social and economic values.     If some data is 



unavailable, the lack of data with assumptions should be made available for a transparent 



review.   



   The agency should focus on the evidence in front of them not just data from the AW 



recommended consultant, but also studies, facts and other credible government 



documentation that is captured within the public record.   



   The agency should make the final EA complete by adding the data collected but not 



included in the assessment or document the assessment shortcomings.  



The USFS should NOT be concerned with which factions will likely file an appeal and 



ensure any lawsuit will not be overturned in the judiciary. 
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2 Alternatives:     



  This section is helpful.   My one critique is that the assumptions and backup used to establish 



the encounter limits presented in Alternative #3 are missing and do not appear to include the 



publically recommended encounter standards collected during the capacity analysis.    This is 



critiqued in section D below.   



 



3.1 Physical Resources   



  3.1.1 Water and the Riparian Corridor  
  



i. Pg 21 defines the Chattooga Cliffs reach as extending up to NC1107.  The 



Chattooga Cliffs starts above Bull Pen and Extends up to just above Norton Mill 



Creek.   In addition to the geographical inaccuracy, the draft EA uses this definition 



latter in the assessment to allege that the scope of the recreational   analysis includes 



the river up to NC1107; the USFS published that the recreational study would start 



three miles below NC1107 at County line road.  



    This error was pointed out in previous correspondences with the USFS. First on 



March, 8 of 2007 and again on July 12, 2007 both letters are in the public record.   



 



ii. Pg 23 Table 3.1-2:   Mentions Fowler creek.   There are 2 Fowler creeks entering 



the Chattooga these are commonly referred to as the Lower and Upper Fowlers (yes 



the Fowler family was, and still is, here in Cashiers).  The 1999 EPA work was 



conducted on the “Lower Fowler's Creek”. 



iii. Pg 24  “Figure 3.1-2. Hydrograph for a typical early spring”    



    This storm depicted was the largest single storm on the Chattooga that occurred 



between December of 2005 and July of 2008.    It is not a “typical” storm rather it is a 



flood-stage storm surge.   The depicted storm-surged peaked at 5000cfs which exceeds 



the 99
th
 % of all water flows; the graph depicts a flash flood, not a typical storm.    Most 



normal size storms peak lower and recede even more quickly.   



iv. The draft EA summarizes but does not compare riparian impacts between the lower 



Chattooga (below 28) and the Upper Chattooga.  The heavily boated section below 



highway 28 has twice the amount of user-trails than is found along the Upper River. 



The table below -made from the data within the July EA- compares trails above and 



below highway 28. 
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Chattooga  



River 



Section 



User trails  



< 20’ from 



the river  



    River 



  Miles 



Riparian  



User- created 



trails /river mile   



  Below 28 3.9 miles 30 .131 



 Upper section 1.41 miles  21 .067 



 



 That twice the amount of user-created trails is found along the heavily boated 



section below 28 only proves that boaters also impact the riparian zones. 



Page 27 of the draft EA discusses the impact on stream banks from “dispersed 



visitors”, but fails to detail the cause of impacts to the riparian zone from adding 



boating.   Scouting, portaging, stopping, spectators, hike-outs, rerunning favorite 



rapids  etc, all impact the stream banks and create new erosion spots. (see scouting 



in the Appendix) 



v. Page 34 and 35  Alternative 8,9 and 10.  



The draft EA is inconsistent with the upper Put-in.  Some sections of the EA state  



the upper put-in will be “4/10 of a mile below private property” others state “just 



below private property”.  This needs clarification. 



   No public trails exist to “Just below private property”,  therefore would likely 



involve either new trails or trespass.   New trails on the steep slopes which would 



likely result in trespassing on the Cranston’s parcel on the SW side of Green’s 



Creek.   Since no new trails are mentioned or reviewed in this NEPA we will 



assume the (CRT) is an old trail/run-off ditch 4/10 of a mile below private property.  



The proposed “put-in” requires clarification within the final EA and a full 



assessment of the associated impacts (including likely trespassing). 



   At “4/10 of a mile below private property” exists an old trail mostly overgrown.  



After heavy rains –required for boating- the “trail” becomes an intermittent stream 



that provides run off for the Chattooga River Trail.  Use of the management 



directives for intermittent streams should be followed before turning this streambed 



into an access trail
11



.  Page 38 of the draft EA notes” trails that are located on 



slopes in close proximity to the water are of most concern [for erosion]”.  This 



statement of “concern” applies to the proposed put-in location titled CRT.  



vi. Pg 34-35  Homogenization in assessment of shoreline impacts: 



                                                             
11 Best Management Practices for Streamside Management Zones.  Francis Marion Sumter’s 2004 FEIS. Appendix C 
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     The designation process did not treat all riparian zones within the corridor 



equally.  The 1976 CMP designated “Wild” segments of the Chattooga are located 



in the remote backcountry and  show little or no evidence of human activity.”
12



    



Most current access and trials exist in the front country areas designated “scenic” or 



“recreational”, Boaters will need portage trails throughout the corridor with many 



new trails in these remote “Wild” areas.    The Assessment does not compare the 



location of current trails against the required new boater portage trails in the context 



of managing WSRs based on the 1976 classifications established under WSRA sec 



2(b).  



2.1.2 Soils   



   The USFS published “In Dinosaur National Monument on the Green and Yampa Rivers, 



the number of river runners increased from 2,493 in 1967 to 16,739 in 1973. In all of the above 



situations managers observed very rapid deterioration of riparian ecosystems of these rivers. 



Trash and litter became significant problems.  Human waste disposal became a critical 



problem and multi-trailing at attraction sites created  serious impacts.”
13



    



   The 2004 FEIS noted that “trails often create problems when located in riparian areas 



because they are difficult to drain, cause excessive compaction or displace soils, alter normal 



surface flows, and increase pollution.”
14



  The 2004 FEIS added that “trails directly and 



indirectly affect water by increasing sedimentation and concentrating runoff”
15



  The 2008 EA 



should not ignore these comments, published within the current planning cycle when reviewing 



the increased amount of boating trails that will be in the riparian zone.  



The Forest Service  acknowledge paddlers’ impact the resource when they published, “Recreational 



use can have negative impacts to the quality, character, and integrity of the wilderness resource due to 



overuse” on pg 3-283 of the Sumter 2004 FEIS.  In 2006, these concerns were repeated by the USFS; “ 



boating above the Highway 28 Bridge would likely result in unacceptable impacts on social and 



physical resources."
16



    The USFS hired consultant (Whitaker) acknowledges “greater access will 



result in greater impacts”
17



.      Coupled with the non-diminish and the primary emphasis mandates, the 



increase in impacts alone suggests additional access for boating would violate WSR guidelines. 



                                                             
12 1987 WSR guidelines published by WSR coordinating council  
13 Page 52-3,  USDA Forest Service, NC-63,  Some recent products of River Recreation Research, 1981 
14 2004 Francis-Marion Sumter FEIS page 3-7 
15 2004 Sumter FEIS page 3-9 
16 pg 11, AW v. USFS Case 2:06-cv-00074-WCO Document 11 Filed 07/07/2006 
17 Whitaker quoted as stating during the July 2006 public meeting and published by the SMN 7/9/2006 











  



 



Improvement Opportunities for the Chattooga Draft Assessment,                  August  16, 2008              page   11 



   The draft Assessment vaguely discusses soil in the comparative analysis.  Given the 



high likelihood of probable impacts from the proposed action (expanding boating), the 



assessment’s minor discussion on this topic appears incongruent to the 2004 FEIS 



management objectives for riparian zones and WSR “primary emphasis” mandates. 



      The assessment should consider 1) the Underestimation of portage needs, 2) Its’ 



failure to recognize the fragile state of the resource during boatable flows and 3) The 



inconsistency in riparian management policy.   These are outlined below… 



  



Gross Underestimation of Portage and Scouting Needs 



     The 2007Chattooga Integrated Report, along with American Whitewater
18



, acknowledge that boating 



WILL require new riparian trails for portaging and scouting.    Riparian trails on steep banks are not 



recommended under BMPs and these will be located in sensitive spray zones and on banks that are not 
recommended for recreational trails after heavy rains



19
.   Erosion on user created hiking trails and in 



camping areas are exactly the type of non-compliant trails that the 2007 Capacity & Conflict on the 



Upper Chattooga River noted required mitigation; increasing the quantity of user-created trails in order 



to accommodate kayaking will not assist in alleviating the overall impact user-created trails WILL have 



on the resource. 
     The integrated report based the quantity of new riparian trails (+4%) on highly skilled paddlers in 



single capacity boats during a specific flow level.  These skilled paddlers would require the fewest 



number of new trails; the analysis looked at the floor not the ceiling.   All alternatives proposing 



additional boating include access for tandem boats and boaters of all skill level; the recreational 



analysis did not include less-skilled kayakers or tandem crafts.  Since portage needs are based on an 



individual’s skill level and boatability, the additional trails needed for less skilled paddlers and 



bigger boats remains undocumented in the current draft EA.   



    Portage/Scouting needs are also based on flow levels, and only a single flow was assessed during 



the recreational flow study.  Higher flows requiring all scouting boaters to move above the 



streambed and onto the unstable banks has not been assessed.   



   The recreational analysis, and now the draft EA, has significantly underestimated the trails needs 



of potential users (kayakers) in evaluating the riparian impact. 



Failure of the Assessment to Compare Resource Condition During Boatable Flows. 



   Forest service policy requires that the USFS  “reduce the potential for road surface disturbance 



during wet weather and  reduce sedimentation probability” FSH 2509.22 - 15.23.  The goals and 



objectives outlined by the Forest Service within appendix C of the 2004 FEIS, mimic similar 



guidelines for the reduction of impacts from sedimentation in Stream Management Zones and under 



Riparian Management Goals.    



     Independent of the recreational analysis, the USDA’s Natural Resources Conservation Services issued 



the Jackson County soil survey in 1997.  It warned of the instability of steep riparian soils along the 



Chattooga river on page 154, “Undisturbed sloping soil requires enough shear strength to support it’s 



                                                             
18 pg8 7/2/200, Letter from AW to USFS stated “portaging is as old as the hills” and “is as much a part of boating as 



life jackets” 
19 The 1997  Soil Survey of Jackson County, North Carolina  published by USDA,  indicates that type of soil along 



the Chattooga is “Poorly suited to most recreational uses”  . 
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own weight, any additional loading [like portaging of soaked boaters with a 50 lb load] can cause these 



unstable soils to fail.”  Further it notes that “Water acts as a  lubricant that worsens the shear strength 



and load capability of these steep loamy soils.”
20



      This is especially true in the Chattooga Cliffs. 



   The same report of Jackson County noted that these steep soils were “poorly suited to most 



recreational uses”.     The report adds that soils within the flood plain “are limited for recreational 



uses by the duration and intensity of flooding and the season when flooding occurs.  In planning 



recreation [trails], onsite assessment of the height, duration, intensity and frequency of flooding is 



essential.”
21



    



         This EA is supposed to evaluate the effects of allowing “additional boating on the Upper 



Chattooga”; one overlooked element in the comparative analysis remains the condition of the 



streambanks, roads and trails during boatable flows.   Boating requires higher flows resulting from 



large storm systems, these very storms that increase flow in the river,  make banks less stable and 



will likely increase sediment loading into the Chattooga.       



Inconsistency of  Riparian Trail Policy: 



  Page 41 The draft EA discussed the concept of “designated portage trails” and then goes on to say that 



“portage trails would move and proliferate depending on changes in the river”.   LWD  loading and 



shifting of strainers would make it impossible to designate all required portage –OR SCOUTING- trails.     



Therefore not only will new portage trails be added within the streamside management zone (SMZ) but 



new user-created trials will be added and constantly shifting location to accommodate the portage needs 



of paddlers.          



   It may be possible to locate, designate, build and design a few new portage (and scouting) trails near 



large rapids, that most boaters may require, but many more trails will still be needed to accommodate the 



variations of conditions and requirements of individual boaters.    However, these trails will be added 



after the draft EA has correctly recognized the need to delete other non-compliant user-created streamside 



access trails used currently by hikers and anglers.   Therefore, existing trails within the riparian zone that 



accommodate current users will be closed but new trails to accommodate boating will be built and 



designated, AND additional user-created portage trails required -in ever shifting locations within the 



riparian zone- to accommodate boating will be added into the system.  



   This proposed trail policy is that  Boaters get new trails of ever changing location and unlimited 



quantities, while other users get BANNED from many river sites.   This is exactly the preferential 



treatment argued as inequitable by AW; Current user will be restricted in order to accommodate boating.  



 



 



Homogenized discussion about shoreline impacts: 



 Pg 34-35   The designation process did not treat all riparian zones within the corridor 



equally.  Segments were designated Wild, Scenic and Recreational based on the level of impact 



found along the shoreline.     The designated “Wild” segments of the Chattooga are located in 



the remote backcountry with little to no trails as dictated by the WSR guidelines published in 



                                                             
20



 Pg. 154 The 1997  Soil Survey of Jackson County, North Carolina  published by USDA 
21 Page 149. The 1997  Soil Survey of Jackson County, North Carolina  published by USDA 
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1987.   Wild segments are “Watersheds or shorelines that are essentially primitive. Wild river 



areas will show little or no evidence of human activity.” 



      The riparian soil comparison discussed the need for new portage trails many within 



segments classified as “wild”.    New trail policy should include provisions to minimize riparian 



trails, especially in Wild segments.    



 



2.2 Biological Resources   



     PL 101-233 16 U.S.C. 4408 notes “The head of each Federal agency responsible for 



managing Federal lands and waters shall... protect, and enhance the wetland ecosystems and 



other habitats for migratory birds, fish, and wildlife within the lands and waters of each such 



agency.”      



    The language appears similar to the “protect and enhance mandates” found in relation to O.R. 



Values within the Wild and Scenic River Act.     These two laws regarding the preservation of 



wildlife habitat are completely harmonious except when ORValues include “recreation”.    WSR 



governing laws state “Management plans for any such component may establish varying degrees 



of intensity for its protection and development, based on the special attributes of the area." 



[16:28 § 1281(a)] allow the agency to balance the needs or preservation against recreational 



desires.     The US Ninth circuit court of Appeal helped clarify what the agency’s priority is 



between recreational demand and conservation.    



“16 U.S.C. § 551 gives the Secretary of Agriculture the authority to regulate the use and 



occupancy of the national forests. This authority is assimilated into 16 U.S.C. § 1281(d), 



giving the Secretary the authority to regulate the use and occupancy of components of the 



Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The portion of the Snake River involved in this dispute is a 



component of this System. 16 U.S.C. § 1274(a)(12). Section 1281(a) of the Wild and Scenic 



Rivers System Act illustrates the recurring motivation of Congress by giving the Secretary a 



clear instruction regarding the administration of his regulatory power: 



"(P)rimary emphasis shall be given to protecting (the component's) esthetic, scenic, 



historic, archeologic, and scientific features."      This emphasis on protection permeates 



these regulatory schemes “  [US v. Hells Canyon  660 F.2d 735] 



 The special attributes of the Upper Chattooga currently includes an excellent fishery, remote 



and undisturbed riparian habitat (2004 FEIS details the “critical” need to preserve riparian 



habitat and the associated ecosystem) and the remoteness found in the Upper Ellicott 



Wilderness (which was designated to protect the resource from overuse (see Wilderness in my 



Appendix).     These special attributes carry a higher relative-values than does expanding 



kayaking upstream, management policy should be prioritized accordingly.    
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   2.2.1 Vegetation   



      Chattooga designation values included plant life.  The congressional designation literature 



noted that... 



    “Because of the high rainfall and the relatively moderate climate, a wide variety of plant 



life is found.   …[including] hemlocks…    The understory includes an abundance of dogwoods, 



sour-.wood, mountain laurel, rhododendron, and many small flowering plants. Several rare 



plant species occur along the Chattooga. …. Other unusual plants include wild orchids, ferns, 



ground pine, lilies, trilliums and violets.” PL-279, pg 3010 1973 



    The designation literature also discussed the long history of nature study and botanical 



research along the Chattooga.   



    “During the early 1700's, pioneers began to arrive on the scene. William Bertram, a 



famous early American botanist, visited the region and crossed. the Chattooga in 1775 and. 



Andre Michaux, another pioneer botanist, travelled and collected specimens in the area 



discovering among other things, the rare Shortie, plant.” PL-279, pg 3010 1973 



 



    Wild and Scenic designation values included plant life; the “preserve and enhance” 



mandates apply to this O.R.Value, as much as –if not more then- to recreational boating.  Yet 



only “enhancements” to boating are being considered within this assessment.   



 



Pg 53   notes “Implementation of Forest Service monitoring to check for log jams and analyze and 



manage portage needs would help minimize effects under all the alternatives.” 



    After every major rain new LWD loading and shifting of strainers created ever-changing portage 



needs (see portage and scouting appendix).  Monitoring shifting LWD along the entire Chattooga is 



futile, it will provide boaters a false sense of security ( a liability issue for the USFS) and the action of 



monitoring may worsen the trampling of the riparian vegetation that requires preservation.    Monitoring 



as suggested on page 135-136 may do more damage than good and the effects of monitoring (to be 



announced at implementation) require assessment.    



   Monitoring –costs and effect- would remain unnecessary if boating limitations remained in place.      



 



Pg 59    There are significant variations to effects on streambed and sprayzone flora that are not 



compared among proposed alternatives.   See below 



    The seasonal restrictions in Alternative #4 will keep boaters off the river during unpredictable 



summer flows.   Sufficient water levels -from the 450cfs limits- will reduce the amount of impact to the 



creek bed during lower flows or quickly receding (flashy) summer flows.   Alternative #5 and #8 suggest 



year-round boating and WILL have greater impact to the streambeds.   Additionally sudden drops in 



water level -typical of storms during the growing season- force boaters to either portage almost 
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continuously or abandon a boat trip and hike back to their car.    The assessment discusses Extreme low 



flow boating (defined as ELF boating) only under “scenic boating” in section 3.3-1,  The effects on the 



stream-bed from year-round access or low flow boating needs to be incorporated into the final EA. 



 



   Alternative # 9 and #10 suggest access to the Chattooga Cliffs section while waters are 350cfs.    The 



2007 Expert Panel reported as high as “40 hits” (boat impacts) with the streambed in a two mile run 



when the water level was 450cfs.    The 350cfs limit is far too low to avoid constant hits and boat drags 



along the stream bed which just pollutes the aquatic ecosystem with plastic residues and removes the 



scenic moss from the granite boulders.    The seasonal restriction in Alternative #9,#10 will have fewer 



impacts because of the season restrictions but the 350cfs water level will have greater impact than the 



450cfs proposed in Alternative #4.     



 Alternative # 8 will have the greatest impact to the creekbed; it proposes year-round access 



without flow limits. 



 



2.2.2 Terrestrial Wildlife   



  This section is well written and well documents most potential impacts of the proposed 



agency action.  However, one sentence that forms the basis of comparative assessment does not 



appear to be aligned with the best available science or best management practices for wildlife 



habitat preservation. 



   Page 66 notes “The birds and mammals were dropped from the list because they are very 



mobile and easily able to adjust to human-related disturbances by fleeing.”   



This statement contradicts the statement from page 52 of the 2007 Chattooga Integrated 



Report which states “recreation use may displace birds from trail [water and land] corridors 



and discourage nearby nesting”      The draft assessment suggests that there are no 



consequences to flushing animals from nests or that added human disturbances to riparian 



habitat area only temporary conditions.    This statement contradicts most every study on 



riparian wildlife and is not aligned with the Forest goals, guidelines and mandates (see below).   



The “mobility” statement is then used to dismiss any comparative analysis of non-rare wildlife 



impacts among alternatives. 



  Wildlife is included within the WSR designation literature (PL-279, pg 3010 1973).  Wildlife 



is included in the “protect and enhance” mandate and wildlife preservation takes precedence 



over recreational demand under the “primary emphasis” clause in the WSR Act.   
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One Sumter Forest objective is that "riparian habitats, and forest interior habitats are the 



highest priority for management for migrating or breeding birds in the piedmont."
22



   Goal #4 



outlined within the 2004 FEIS states “Maintain or restore natural aquatic and riparian 



communities or habitat conditions in amounts, arrangements, and conditions to provide suitable 



habitats for riparian dependent and migratory species, especially aquatic species including fish, 



amphibians, and water birds within the planning area.”  FSM2636.4 echos  ”manage riparian 



habitats while recognizing their critical ecosystem function in maintaining wildlife resources.”    



       The USFS clearly recognizes the importance of riparian habitat for migratory bird 



nesting.    Riparian habitat is considered “critical” to maintaining wildlife and preservation of 



this habitat is an objective of “highest priority.”       



  
     The “mobility” of birds and mammals is not in question but during the sensitive nesting 



periods, flushing birds from their nest exposes eggs and hatchlings to predators that WILL 



effect populations.
23



   Protecting rearing sites from human disturbances is common USFS policy 



  The effects on nesting birds within the riparian zone caused by the agency’s development of 



a new water-trail for kayakers, remains undocumented in the comparative analysis.   The 



assessment of effects to nesting birds is not optional.
24



   



 



Additionally, long-term impacts from repeated flushing and “fleeing” birds may also impact 



populations.  One study on herons indicates that these birds did not return after numerous 



human disturbances.
25



      



The USDA published  “Wildlife occupy the soils that are most suitable for food, water 



and cover requirements.   Humans can force wildlife onto soils that support less desirable 



habitat. This can adversely affect the kinds and numbers of wildlife.
26



” Also the National 



Park service published that “Rivers serve as natural barriers between humans and wildlife. 



The National Park Service noted “Restricting use of rivers has limited the amount of 



wildlife disturbance and displacement, while allowing the majority of park visitors to 



view birds and wildlife in their natural settings.”
27



   The NPS 1988 boating assessment 



                                                             
22 3-215  Sumter USFS 2004 FEIS, USDA 
23 Kelly, L.M. 1992. The effects of human disturbance mitigation on common loon productivity in northwestern Montana. Maine 
Audubon Society, 
24 Protecting Migratory Birds (EO 13186: sec 3.e.6&9), Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-711), the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661-666c), the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321-4347), 
25 Kaiser, M. S., Fritzell, E. K. 1984. Effects of river recreationists on green-backed heron behavior. Journal ofWildlife 
Management 48 (2) :561-567 
26 Pg 150  Soil Survey of Jackson County NC, USDA, NRCS, 1997  
27 pg 44 Boating on Yellowstone Rivers; an Analysis and Assessment. NPS., April 1988  
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added that “impact on species could be severe, particularly on nesting waterfowl.” 



     Forcing wildlife away from the beneficial riparian habitat to duplicate recreation areas may 



impact wildlife populations and subsequently the values of wildlife viewers.  The final EA 



should assess the effects on the “relative values” between wildlife preservation and the 



duplication of recreational opportunities. 



 



         No comparative analysis was conducted on the effects of introducing a new method 



of transport (boats), and associated route (the creek), will have on wildlife.   Boaters will 



travel along the river’s route passing every riparian point along the way.  Current visitors 



(anglers, hikers, birders etc.) walk along trails and then down to the river via a spur trail.   



Essentially the boater uses the river as a pathway while most others consider the river a 



destination and may just move up and down the water course over shorter segments.    The 



introduction of paddling creates a new travel route –a water trail- through sensitive 



wilderness and alters the riparian habitat similar to how adding a new biking trails through 



undeveloped wilderness would alter the forest habitat.          



    Alternatives #4,5,8,9,10 proposes developing a mountain stream into a recreational 



water-trail.  This new pathway causes segmentation of critical riparian habitat in 



remote wilderness areas.    The assessment -of the agency action to add more boating 



opportunities- does not appear to document segmentation of this “critical riparian 



ecosystem”.    Given the USFS guidelines and priorities listed above,  the lack of 



assessment to the “relative values” of the “important factors” associated with habitat 



segmentation appears incongruent with mandates and overall agency policy. 



 



2.2.3 Aquatic Species and Habitat   



    “The most prevalent water quality concern throughout the Savannah River basin is habitat 



degradation. Habitat degradation includes sedimentation, bank erosion, channelization, lack of 



riparian vegetation, loss of pools or riffles, loss of woody habitat and streambed scour.” 



2003 Savanah river basin review  NC DWQ  executive review pg 10 



     This section of the assessment does an excellent job in discussing the benefits of LWD for 



aquatic habitat and the relative merits of each alternative relative to LWD.  
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      However, in addition to beneficial LWD, canopy cover (especially on the tributaries) 



provides critical habitat for many critters AND keeps stream temperatures low enough to 



support brook trout reproduction.      



The Chattooga is at the upper limit for temperature considered suitable for healthy trout 



habitat.   The numerous spring-feed tributaries choked with rhododendrons help keep the 



temperature cool enough throughout the summer to support fish reproduction
28



. An increase of 



water temperature of just three degrees could result in large kills
29



. Unfortunately, the cooling 



rhododendron canopy would require removal for boats to pass through these tight tributaries 



thus increasing overall water temperature.    The current no boating policy protects habitat 



around and over these headwater tributaries while keeping the water cool enough to support 



regeneration of brook trout.   Preservation of the tributaries habitat is crucial.  



 



  Fish Behavior:   The presence of active and healthy fish and the sport of angling cannot be 



separated.   How fish behave to the proposed agency action -expanding boating- must be part of 



the comparative analysis because the introduction of boats onto the Upper Chattooga will cause 



a flight response in fish which will impact fishing.  



     American Whitewater published that “Fish are disturbed by noise and surface activity. 



Voices carry well over water. Kayaking is the most exhilarating of sports, but fishing is by its 



nature a solitary and contemplative activity.”
30



   Also, Whitaker’s (the recreational consultant)  



published that “fishability” involves several elements including  fish activity levels.”
31



  



        When fish are spooked by passing boats, fish stop feeding.  This in turn diminishes the 



fishing success rate and effects anglers.  As pointed out by Chief Justice homes “The causal 



connection between increased human activity and the decline of commercial activities 



associated with migratory birds is not ‘attenuated,’ [ see Morrison, 529 U.S., at 612 ];  it is 



direct and concrete.  Cf. Gibbs v. Babbitt, 214 F.3d 483, 492 -- 493 (CA4 2000)
32



.”   



The availability of wildlife has a direct link to the type, and quality, of recreational 



opportunities that will remain available on the Upper Chattooga.   Even temporary 



                                                             
28



 Influence of riparian alteration on canopy coverage and macrophyte abundance in Southeastern USA blackwater 



streams. Fletcher,Wilkins, McArthur and Meffe, Ecological Engineering 15 (2000) S67--S78, 1999 
29



 Spatial Modeling to Project Southern Appalachian Trout Distribution in a Warmer Climate Flebbe, Roghair & Bruggink, 



AmericanFisheries Society 135:1371–1382, 2006 
30 American Whitewater; http://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River_detail_id_2835_  downloaded 3/5/2008 
31



 pg 70 Whittaker, D., Shelby, B., Jackson, W., Beschta, R. 1993. In stream Flows for Recreation: A Handbook on Concepts 



and Research Methods. U.S. Dept. of Interior: National  



32 Chief Justice Holmes dissenting opinion on limitations in the Clean Waters Act 
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disturbances of the fish, or birds, will result in the diminishment of angling or birding.   



This section must assess these wildlife impacts -even temporary impacts- so that an 



accurate recreational assessment can be analyzed in the recreation section (3.3.1).  



 The 2007 Chattooga Analysis published that “passing boats can ‘disturb and displace 



spawning Chinook salmon if the interactions occur at close proximity’ ”
33



.  Scientific studies 



have been conducted on the effect sounds and passing shadows have on fish behavior.  A formal 



letter from Dr. Wagner to Mr. Cleeves on May 07, 2007 provided numerous studies conducted 



on the flight response of fish due to noise and overhead shadows.   The referenced studies 



included how fish respond by fleeing from loud noise like  (Knudsen et al. 1997) and  (Laming 



and Ebbesson 1984; Laming 1987).   Scientific reference to fish flight responses to passing 



shadows include  (Ingram and Odum (1941) and (White 2000).  This information has been 



included in numerous correspondence to the USFS and should have been considered in the 



Environmental Assessment.   The best available science indicates overhead shadows and noise –



-the actions of boating-- will initiate a flight response (spook) in fish.   EA statements must “be 



supported by evidence that the agency has made the necessary environmental analyses” and in 



this case “utilize, to the fullest extent possible, information (including statistical information) of 



organizations, and individuals, in order that duplication of effort and expense may be avoided” 



[42 USC § 4345].    By overlooking the few studies that exist on fish behavior or not conducting 



additional studies , would not meet NEPA requirements.  The Best Available Science should be 



presented objectively within the assessment so that an informed choice can be made regarding 



effects on fish –and indirectly fisherman- to any proposed agency action.    



        Documentation of how paddle-sports impacts fishing on other rivers has existed for 



decades.    American Whitewater’s ridiculous new claims about paddlers not impacting fishing 



on small streams should not be considered in isolation of the volumes of canoe/angler conflicts 



that have been documented elsewhere; these include…  



• “Boating activities can also lead to conflicts with other users, such as people fishing, taking 



photographs, or swimming.” Chapter 1 Merced WSR CMP/FEIS 2001 NPS 



• “ unavoidable conflict between canoeing and fishing”  ... “anglers and canoers are in direct 



conflict since canoes scare fish to the bottom of the river and make fishing much more difficult.” 



Pg 52, Rural Sports Tourism , 2007 LOCUM, Scotland  



• "Heavy canoe use is conflicting more and more with many other river users.  Many trout 



streams are no longer fished during the daytime hours because of canoeing disturbances. 



...According to the US Forest Service, this canoeing pressure has resulted in the deposit of about 



                                                             
33 Page 69, Assessing Visitor Capacity & Conflict on the Upper Chattooga June 200 7, USFS Page 69 
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20,000 beverage cans and bottles in a 40 mile stretch of the Pine River, Michigan.”   “In 



addition, noise, drunkenness, rowdyism, trespass, vandalism and theft are increasing rapidly.  



Conflicts are common among canoeists and fisherman, sightseers, bird watchers, swimmers 



and frontage owners.”
34



 USFS 1977 



• A recent study conducted by UK’s Environmental Agency “identified disturbance caused by 



canoeists to anglers as an area of conflict”
35



. 



• On the Chattooga..“[t]he recent increase in floaters using the river has had a detrimental effect 



on the fishing experience. Conflicts have developed on certain sections of the river where 



floaters and fishermen use the same waters.” Id. at 11,849.” Pg 5 AW v. USFS Case 2:06-cv-



00074-WCO Document 11 7/7/06 



• “One reason that problems with user conflicts and related social issues are minor along the 



West Branch is due to the segregation of the users encouraged by the CT Department of 



Environmental Conservation (DEC) policies and operations. Tubers are concentrated on the 



lower portions, a well-suited location for that activity where DEC has allowed the tubing 



concessionaire to operate. Similarly, the DEC Trout Management Area (TMA) is located several 



miles up river from the main concentration of tubers. This unofficial “zoning” of the West 



Branch is particularly effective”
36



   



• In 2002, the Southern Forest research assessment published that “Water attracts a wide variety 



of visitors, including swimmers, viewers of fish, anglers, and users of muscle- and motor-



powered watercraft. The possibilities of conflict are obvious. For the most part, all the uses just 



listed are incompatible with each other.”…  “zoning can ensure that different types of users are 



physically separated”
37



  



• In January of 2007 the British parliament voted against unlimited boater access to UK’s inland 



waterways based on the conflict between anglers and boaters.
38



   The report compiled over years 



of study found boating does conflict with anglers, riparian wildlife and landowner interests.     



Martin Salter MP argued that "Unlimited access to smaller rivers and streams would destroy 



angling in these locations.”     



• “encounters between anglers and boaters will occur under this alternative, many of which may 



be undesired by one or both users. Because a significant number of these encounters may be 



undesired, user conflicts are very likely to result. They may occur when boaters pass directly 



through areas being actively fished where a broken line, entanglement or other interference with 



the fishing activity takes place. Conflicts can also occur when an actual encounter (visual or 



auditory) brings about a loss of solitude.” Pg H-16  F.M.S.FS 2004 FEIS . 



• “Many anglers prefer to fish areas that are not being used by other recreationists such as 



boaters” (Harris & Bergersen, 1985)
39



   The Chattooga IR referencing another study. 



• see Yellowstone boating analysis 1988 by NPS forwarded to the USFS in the spring of 2006.. 



                                                             
34 pg 113, Doehne, USDA Forest Service General Technical Report  NC-28. 1977. 
35 p 17 Countryside Recreation Volume 9 Number 1 Spring 2001 UK Environmental Agency 
36 pg 72, Use and Economic Importance of the West Branch of the Farmington Rivers, American Rivers and NPS 2001. 
37 Potential Conflicts Between Different Forms Of Recreation, 2002, Southern Research Station USDA Forest Service. 
38 "Effects of Canoeing on Fish Stocks and Angling"  Technical Report W266 UK Environment Agency 2000 
39 Pg 68 Assessing Visitor Capacity & Conflict on the Upper Chattooga, 2007, USFS 
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Conflict between angling and boating is obviously widespread.  The assessment overlooks 



the most “relevant factor” which is how passing boaters “spook the fish.”    The assessment 



“entirely fails to consider an important aspect of the problem, [and fails to] offer an 



explanation for its decision that runs counter to the evidence before the agency.
40



 



Section 3.3.1 discusses the conflict between anglers and boaters as “social” or “perceived”. 



The analysis is a charade attempting to cloak the most “important aspect of the problem”; that 



is…How will fish in small creeks react to splashing paddles, loud noises and moving shadows?       



The USFS highlighted this “important aspect of the problem” in court in 2006 



  McClain (USFS):   “if boating were permitted without regulation in those 



areas it could really potentially harm the fishing ability, the fishing situation. So 



that’s one of the things they are looking at with the study.” 



Court:   “Well that gets to the merits of the matter.” 



McClain (USFS):   Right.   pg.15 motion to dismiss hearing 2006  AW v USFS #2:06-cv-74-wco 



  The best available science, previous assessments and expert opinions all concur;   boating 



in a small creeks will spook the fish, therefore diminish fishing; how fish will behave to 



paddling should be included in the final assessment. 



 



 



 



3.3 Social Resources   



3.3.1 Recreation   
 
       After reading and rereading this section it becomes painfully clear that nothing definitive could 



possibly be gleaned from this recreation assessment as written;  this suggests enormous amount of effort, 



editing and resources has been expended on the recreational assessment to reach this level.    



  The USFS should consider a new section author, with an objective view, and rewrite this section 



based on the facts collected (not the opinions of an AW recommended consultant) AND document all 



assumptions and agency opinions to inform the review team about the narrow scope of the 2006-7 



recreational analysis so that future assessments and adaptive management is broad-based in scope.       



    This response will critique the draft Assessment as it has been presented by the USFS 



to the public on July 2, 2008 in the hopes that errors can be corrected before the final 



assessment is published.   



                                                             
40 Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass’n of the United States v. State Farm Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29, 43 (1983) 
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      Section 3.3.1 omits key facts collected during the LAC analysis which constitutes an 



abuse of discretion by the agency.  This section misleads decision makers about the effects of 



the proposed agency action and makes statements counter to, and unsupported by, the evidence.  



       This recreational analysis within the draft EA does not meet many congressional and 



forest service mandates regarding planning.  It ignores recreational opportunities throughout the 



resource and on nearby creeks during boating times.  It focuses complete attention on boating -



with some misrepresentation of angling- and avoids any assessment of the effects boaters will 



have the quality of recreation for swimmers, birders, day hikers at the river, scenery seekers, 



tubers, rafters, horseback riders and bikers.   It contains factual errors regarding the desired 



conditions collected as part of the Chattooga Analysis and in other places completely ignores 



them.    It does not assess the Net Recreation Value among alternatives (sum of all recreational 



values, resource wide).  It provides no economic comparative analysis on the impact boating 



will have on fishing, hiking, swimming, non-use values, etc for the area.   It avoids the unique 



attributes currently associated with the North Fork.  It ignores the participation rates for each 



activity provided in the 2004 FEIS that could provide relative effects on the overall population.  



It sites a single, and likely biased
41



, source for all references.   It completely ignores the non-



user values.  This section completely disregards the purpose of an environmental assessment 



which is To Compare The Effects From The Proposed Agency Action Against The Existing 



Policy.  



 
  “Before it considers changing management policies that have been in place for over 30 years, 



the Forest Service must analyze the potential ecological and social impacts of doing so” … 



“the historical management record of the Chattooga from 1971 onward clearly indicates that 



floaters and other recreational users, including trout fishermen, hikers, swimmers, and 



sightseers, wish to use the river and experience the area in ways that may significantly conflict.”   



[USDA :OGC Chattooga WSR  [AW v. USFS  (2006) Case 2:06-cv-74-wco Doc 11 pg 18] 



   The assessment of these social conflicts that may be significant is required.[40 CFR § 1500.1(b)]  



                                                             
41



       This section refers only to the 2007 Integrated Report or the 2007 Berger/CRC report both written by Doug 



Whitaker (CRC is his consulting firm).  Since Mr.Whitaker was recommended by American Whitewater three times 



within their 2004 Appeal to the USFS (p 45, 3-10 and 3-17), the objectivity and motivation of this source has always 



been suspect.   NEPA requires an objective, high-quality, scientific analysis of impacts that the proposal or 



alternatives may create 42 § 15004; using a single source for all recreational references -who was specifically 



requested by American Whitewater- does not meet constitute objectivity standards.   Mr. Whitaker does not even  



follow his published methodologies for conducting a flow analysis or his guidelines for a statistically sound recreational survey . 
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 The Chattooga Capacity Analysis initially included all current and potential visitors to the 



Chattooga Wild and Scenic River.  After collecting visitor preferences for the analysis during a 



2005 public meetings, the USFS published that the majority of the current visitors preferred a 



policy that did not expand floating upriver.
42



   For reasons still unclear, the USFS has not included 



this early-collected public input in the draft EA.  This action essentially removed the desired 



conditions of most current visitors by disregarding the only site-specific visitor preference data; 



this is a blatant abuse of agency discretion.    Filtering and discarding data arbitrarily does not 



meet statutory guidelines for planning under 36 CFR 219.21(2)
43



 and is against management 



guidelines outlined under FSM 1020.2, FSM 2350.2
44



 and 5 U.S.C  § 706 -2.a,d,e and f.     Now the 



draft EA, opines about encounter limits based on estimates drafted by recreational consultants and 



remote encounter standards.    These remote studies are contrary to the social data collected from 



Chattooga visitors during this capacity analysis.    The proposed encounter “limits” included within 



the draft EA are much higher than those publicly collected in the Chattooga capacity analysis.   (see 



response to site-specific data in Encounter appendix feedback below) 



 



FSM 1973.5
45



 outlines how to develop a social impact analysis and the need to incorporate social 



effects in developing and analysis alternatives.  This agency guideline specifies that the "No 



action", or current policy, be the alternative that all other alternatives are measured against.  Since 



the baseline policy is currently “no boats”, the social effect of each alternative that allows boats 



must be analyzed and evaluated against a boat-free resource.  This Effects Analysis must includes 



social and economic
46



 impacts as well as wildlife disturbances that indirectly impact activities.  



The 1982 Wild and Scenic Rivers Management Guidelines define carrying capacity as 



"the quantity of recreation use which an area can sustain without adverse impact on the 



outstandingly remarkable values and free-flowing character of the river area, the quality of 



the recreation experience, and public health and safety." (47 FR 39454, Sept. 7, 1982).  



This definition is also referenced in FSM 2354.2.     The quality of the experience currently 



enjoyed by foot-travel visitors remains undocumented because the only collected capacity 



                                                             
42 Public Comments: Indicators and Desired Conditions, 12/1/2005,Upper Chattooga River Third Public Meeting,  



USFS 
43 36 cfr 219.21(2) "Forest planning shall identify the recreational preferences of user groups and the settings needed 



to provide quality recreation opportunities" 36 cfr 219.21(2) refer to 36 CFR 219.21 (f) and (g). 
44 FMS 1020.2  "To carry out its mission, the Forest Service [l]istens to people and responds to their diverse needs 



in making decisions."  FSM 2350.2 "Provide opportunities for a variety of recreation pursuits" 
45 FSM 1973.5 - Estimation of Social Effects. Include an analysis of the social effects of the base (no action) 



alternative that follows current policies and practices and a comparison of the effects of other management 



alternatives. 
46 36 CFR § 219.10 (a)    
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data is absent from the assessment.  Therefore, any review, if boating was expanded, has no 



basis for comparison to measure the social effect of altering current management policy.    



All we know is that in this geographic area, used by many creek boaters, anglers, hikers 



and birders, most non-boaters –that have experienced creek boaters elsewhere- prefer 



protecting this one corridor so that the current unique experience is preserved.  



 



The timing of when other area creeks are available to kayaking remains undocumented; 



thus no relevant information on the availability of recreational opportunities within the 



geographical area has been gathered.   Large storms are necessary to provide sufficient flows 



for kayaking the Chattooga North Fork, and most nearby creeks will, of course, also swell to 



kayakable levels simultaneously with the North Fork.  Therefore, under current policy, the 



Chattooga North Fork remains the only local creek without kayakers during higher flow 



volumes; this provides a unique alternative for those seeking a conflict-free river visit.   



Expanding kayaking upstream on the Chattooga WSR just further duplicates kayaking 



opportunities available in the local region during high flows; this at the expense of the 



Chattooga’s unique high-water experience currently available to non-boaters.   



 



       The Mutli-Use Sustained Yield Act (1960), defines sustained yields as “the achievement and 



maintenance in perpetuity of a high-level annual or regular periodic output of various renewable 



resources…” ref [16 USC sec 2-531 b)].    Thus the forest manager is directed to maintain multi-



use recreational output in each time period…or at all water levels.      



      The multi-use sustainable yield act does not suggest all uses, in all places, at all times.   The 



MUSYA requires a high-level of sustainable aggregate recreation output during all periods, 



including during boatable water flows, at all seasons throughout the resource.   The act does not 



suggest maximization of a single-use during a specific periods in all locations, but rather directs 



the agency to consider the relative values of each resource output (recreation opportunities) 



throughout the entire resource and compare those relative values [16 USC sec 2. 529].    The 



diversity of recreational opportunities must be preserved during all water-flows, and in every 



season.    



      Allowing kayakers to monopolize the river during all periods of high-water would 



violate the MUSY Act mandates.   
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The agency’s authority to manage the Chattooga resource is granted under [16:28 § 1281(a)]: 



"Management plans for any such component may establish varying degrees of intensity for its 



protection and development, based on the special attributes of the area."    This exact statement is 



repeated in the 1982 published WSR Interagency Guidelines which direct public use "be regulated 



and distributed where necessary to protect and enhance... values of the river area."   



 Congressional mandates authorized the agency to manage the area for a variety of uses 



so that impacts between conflicting visitors are minimized.    This authority was granted in 



order that varying use intensity can be established for policy on Wild and Scenic Rivers.   



     One Sumter F.S. management goal is to “Provide a spectrum of high quality nature-based 



recreational settings and opportunities that reflect the unique or exceptional resources… 



[and] to shift limited resources to those opportunities
47



”  Further expanding kayaking 



through a popular trout stream, numerous swimming areas and shrinking wildlife habitat 



would be in direct conflict with this goal and incongruent with agency guidelines.
48



   



     Limited geographic focus could result in a suboptimal management policy based on 



inadequate data.   Nearby kayaking “runs” within the Chattooga watershed provide 



numerous and varied recreational opportunities for whitewater sport; the effects of 



expanding boating onto the Upper Chattooga must include assessment of the spectrum of 



currently available setting and unique opportunities currently available throughout the 



watershed.  A broad based assessment would likely conclude that kayakers already dominate 



use on the majority of creeks during higher flows.  Greater limitations on nearby creeks are 



required to balance overall usage during these times. 



 



    Some activities listed as components of the Chattooga Recreational Values from the 2004 



FEIS are not included within this recreational assessment.    



            Nature-study – one element of the recreation value- does not appear to have been 



included in the recreational assessment.  (see appendix on birds) 



         Swimming is mentioned but not assessed.  Alterantives #5 and #8 could have catastrophic 



consequences to swimmers on the Upper Chattooga.  



        Hunters were mentioned without any full discussion. 



                                                             
47 2004 Sumter USFS, FEIS  p 2-22 
48
 FMS 1973.3  “Determine the geographic areas that are likely to influence or be affected”  
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        Scenic Boating was defined as an activity based on rapid difficulty not flow levels during 



warmer seasons.    



        Boating on the Upper Chattooga did not consider tubing, rafting or motorized craft.  Why 



are kayaks and canoes given preferential treatment over other types of boating or floating.  



       Horseback riding and biking is mentioned but not assessed.  Horse riding, a wilderness 



compliant activity, is restricted from using this area.  Bikes, a human-powered activity is also 



excluded from the Upper Chattooga. 



   Spin-casting represents the majority of the anglers on the Upper Chattooga, yet the assessment 



remains overly focused on “optimal” flow levels for fly and bait fisherman. 



     See a more complete review in the appendix  



Pg 89:   The historical policy assessment does not include the Forest Service’s inaction on 



the Lower River.    The diminished quality anglers and hikers now experience along the Lower 



Chattooga -below 28- is an indirect consequence of the current Chattooga management policy 



that has developed whitewater boating opportunities downstream.   The inaction on the part of 



the USFS to protect downriver angling from increased floating use has not been considered in 



this assessment.   The USFS allowed growth in whitewater sports to displace most anglers as 



documented; primarily because angling was better upstream and the displacement location was 



protected just upriver.   This inaction has been a form of management typically referred to as 



“passive- management” within the agency.    This very useful type of management allows 



visitors to set their own limits to conflict and react accordingly.  Unfortunately, the effects of 



passive-management remain undocumented even though the goal is to displace the most 



sensitive visitors through attrition.   By not documenting the diminishment of the angling value, 



the agency avoids scrutiny of such policy, but past inaction does not lessen the agencies 



responsibility to document the historical trends, past conflicts and effects of passive-management 



on the quality of recreation throughout the designated Chattooga.  



       Agency guideline FSM 2354.32 states “Management plans for designated rivers 



must:  Describe historical trends in use, demands, and needs of the river resources and likely 



future trends”; this would include passive management.    Prior to setting revised policy the 



agency must consider “Analysis of the Current Situation.  Describe the history and social 



characteristics of the analysis area as a point of departure for estimating social effects of 



management alternatives.”(see FSM 1973.4).    Finally, “Trend analysis is conducted as part of 



the comprehensive evaluation when a plan is developed or revised.  The Responsible Official 



determines the type and extent of the trend analysis.  Trend analysis displays past, present, 











  



 



Improvement Opportunities for the Chattooga Draft Assessment,                  August  16, 2008              page   27 



and projected future changes in social, economic, and ecological resources that contribute to 



sustainability in the area of analysis.” [FSH 1909.12-24.23]. 



 



 Re: Page 91-92  tables 3.3.1 and 3.3.2  



     Table 3.3.1 displays the existing and potential recreational opportunities along with 



characteristics.   The table ignores the desired conditions of current Chattooga visitors collected 



as part of the visitor capacity study and published by the USFS as Indicators and Desired 



Conditions, on 12/1/2005.  The discrepancies include… 



• According to the collected data,  Day Hikers not only appreciate the absence of bikers and 



horses but also the absence of boating on the Upper Chattooga.   



• According to the collected data, Frontcountry visitors specifically added “no through boats” 



– boats traveling through a site- to their desired conditions.   This characteristic is missing. 



• Anglers preferred the absence of paddling rafts and requested no fishing disturbances which 



is defined as boats traveling past.  



• The “Birding” and “Wilderness proponents” concerns appear to be absent from this list.    



• The author for this table felt compelled to discuss trail locations for day hikers but did not 



mention day-hiking included -as outlined in the December 2005 public meeting- birding, 



swimming and picnicking along the river.   



 



 
Page 95 notes:   The report provides greater detail about these flow ranges for different 



opportunities and segments, but overall suggests that the highest quality 



fishing and boating generally occur in different parts of the hydrograph 



 



#1) The assessment does not show the entire “range” of optimal preferences.  The assessment has 



used an “average” of optimal preferences and represented them as full statistical range of data. 



Half of the anglers prefer optimal ranges higher than the “flow range” depicted in the bar-chart 



on pg 96 or that has been discussed in the comparative analysis.    The same holds true for 



“acceptable ranges”, 50% of anglers surveyed are not included in the so called “ranges” depicted 



in table 3.3-1.    



 #2)  Re: “different segments”  Angling flow ranges were only collected near Highway 28 



(fifteen miles downstream of Bull Pen Bridge).   All but one angler in the expert panel survey 



was unfamiliar with the NC stretch of the Chattooga and therefore anglers based their flow 



preferences on their own history at downstream locations.  
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 #3)    The “highest quality fishing” is not based exclusively on a single variable (flow) as the 



report suggest.    The 2007 Whitaker report only reviewed flow-levels and has based all 



discussion of fishing quality on that single attribute.  Flows levels are mostly a boating variable.    



      Doug Whitakers 1993 recreational flow manual suggests that numerous variables must be 



considered when evaluating the fishing quality.  These included individual preferences, fishing 



methods, equipment, site topography, fish activity levels, water velocity and water clarity,
49



 Yet 



his 2007 Chattooga report and now the Environmental assessment claim to mystically base 



“optimal angling quality” by reviewing only flow levels.  The assertion is misleading.   



 
Pg 95 “As the weather warms by mid-March and April, boating concentrated in the 



middle of the day would likely produce relatively fewer boater angler encounters as 



anglers are more likely to fish in the early morning before temperatures rise. (Whittaker 



and Shelby 2007)”  



 



   No data supports the statement that boating is “concentrated in the middle of the day” or that 



angling only occurs in the “early morning”.  That only boaters are too hungover for morning 



recreation is completely false…many anglers are also too hungover for morning fishing. 



     The assessment suggests that anglers don’t fish in the late morning or early evening.   Yes, the 



catch rate slows in the mid-day during the Summer, but many anglers fish these time periods on 



the Upper Chattooga right now.    Anglers avoid “boating periods” on the lower Chattooga or the 



Nantahala because of the surface traffic.   The causation of anglers shifting away from midday 



use includes the conflict with boating not just the ticking of the clock. The effect that growth in 



boating over the past three decades has had on fishing the Nantahala River should provide the 



data needed to better understand why anglers fish early mornings and now into the evening.   



 



     The Draft EA indicates displacement of anglers below 28 in the 1970’s and a strong 



likelihood of displacement if boaters venture up river.   The answer is very clear… the separation 



of anglers from boaters has to do with conflict avoidance by anglers, not natural water flows, 



clocks, or even seasons.    Anglers simply prefer a disturbance-free creek (one w/out boats). 



 



From page 95 of the draft EA 



  “Whittaker and Shelby (2007) also documents that acceptable but lower quality fishing 



                                                             
49 Pg 69 &70 Whittaker, D., Shelby, B., Jackson, W., Beschta, R. 1993. In stream Flows for Recreation: A Handbook on 
Concepts and Research Methods. U.S. Dept. of Interior: National  
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opportunities would overlap with optimal boating and acceptable but lower quality technical 



boating would overlap with optimal fishing. At these overlap flows some users of each group 



could be present (if boating were allowed) and encounters could create impacts and conflict. 



  The only overlap between optimal boating and optimal fishing is for bait fishing, which is more 



likely to occur at higher flows than wading based fly or spin fishing.”   



    These two paragraphs are a blatant attempt to mislead the decision makers that less-than-



optimal flows would result in fewer anglers; this is untrue and factually inaccurate.     



 Page 8 outright asserts optimal flows dictate when anglers ... 



“A  mean daily flow level of 450cfs is the highest optimal flow level for fly 



fishing…Therefore, anglers are less likely to be present when boaters are floating”  



   This statement implies many anglers will stay home if flows are not perfect.   It implies fly 



fishing represents the angling community when 77% of Chattooga anglers are spin-caster.  It 



implies 450cfs is the highest “optimal flow range” for angling when the range of optimal flows 



collected during the capacity analysis extends up to 600cfs for fly fishing and 700cfs
50



 for spin-



casting.     



  The facts and best supporting science do not support many of the statements about angling 



within the recreational assessment.   The premise that “optimal flows” dictate angling use is 



factually inaccurate and as presented is misleading to the decision maker.  



The facts do not support the premise that “optimal flows” correlate to fewer anglers or even a 



reduction in overall angler quality.   



a) “optimal angling” is not based exclusively on flow levels.  Anglers base a trip on 



many attributes including, free-time, availability of fishing locations, season, 



proximity and sometimes…water levels.    



 Doug Whitaker (the hired consultant) acknowledged that “people have multiple 



motivations for taking a recreation trip, and the absence of good flows does not 



necessarily mean that users won’t go. ... There simply may not be a good correlation 



between flows and use.”
51



   Yet he contradicts his own flow manual on the Chattooga.    



   The 1999 SC DNR report confirmed that higher flows under 450cfs will not result in 



fewer anglers but actually will increase the numbers of anglers.   See chart below 



 



                                                             
50



 Pg 21, 2007 USFS, Upper Chattooga Expert Panel Field Assessment Report. table 5-3 
51



 page 33 Whittaker, D. , B. Shelby, W. Jackson, and R. Beschta. 1993. Instream flows for recreation: a handbook on concepts 



and research methods. U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service, Anchorage, AK 
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   Survey 
Flows @  
Hwy 76 



Gauge (cfs) 



CFS at 



Burrells



Ford 



Number of 
Survey 



Days 



Percentag
e Survey 



days 



Total         
# of 



Anglers 



%   
Anglers 



Mean # of 
anglers/ 



Survey day 



SC DNR 



98/99 



< 850 (2.0’) <275 33 70% 469 67% 14.2 



850-1400 275-450 11 23% 217 31% 19.7 



>1400 (2.5’) >450 3 6% 16 2% 5.3 



 TOTAL  47  702  14.9 
The 1999 SC DNR Study was conducted near stocking points within the Burrells Ford- 28 section.    



Chart data source: 2004 Francis Marion Sumter FEIS,  page H-14  



 



The 1999 DNR report, tabulated above, confirmed more people are fishing at higher 



levels (19.7 verses 14.2),  not fewer as the assessment asserts. 



Water level is primarily a boater’s decision variable; and to use that variable  



exclusively to define “optimal” angling shows extreme bias by the hired consultant 



and now the authors of this draft assessment.    



b)       Adding boating while flows are still acceptable for anglers will effect angling more 



not less.   Higher flows are already more challenging to anglers with regard to access 



and difficulty wading, compounding the level of difficulty by adding more disruptions 



will only frustrate anglers more, not “mitigate impacts”.     Adding additional impacts  



-during times already more difficult to fish- could make fishing impossible creating 



even greater displacement and significantly diminishing the fishing values.  



c)   The impact boatable flows already have on nearby stream requires assessment.  



Although this draft discusses potential displacement from the Upper Chattooga from 



adding boats to the North Fork,  it ignores the current level of angler displacement 



from nearby streams TO the Upper Chattooga  during boatable flows.   Some 



displaced anglers have already moved to the Upper Chattooga to avoid boats.   Adding 



boats to this the Upper Chattooga will only impact greater numbers of anglers, 



therefore created greater overall impacts, not less as purported by the assessment. 



     The 1999 DNR report indicates MORE fishing during higher flows and no 



causation provided to justify this increase.  The Best Available Science is ignored and 



illegally
52



 replaced with assumptions and speculation about when anglers fish the 



Upper Chattooga.    The DNR angler surveys were cited as a “very good source of 



                                                             



52 40 cfr § 1502.24   Methodology and scientific accuracy.“Agencies shall insure the professional integrity, including 



scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in environmental impact statements. They shall identify any 
methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote to the scientific and other sources relied upon for 
conclusions in the statement.”. 
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fishing data” in the 2006 Implementation Plan; Chattooga VAC; the data was never 



considered and replaced by anecdotal surveys from six fisherman on a single day.  



 The 1987 and 1999 DNR angler studies show higher –but less than optimal flows- 



result in more angler visits not less during higher flows.  These DNR studies indicate 



that angling remains popular to the upper end of the acceptable flow range as 



documented by the USFS in the F.M.S. 2004 FEIS, appendix H (see table above).     



 



 



Pg 97 On-river encounters occur while users “are on -or in- the river itself.”   As with on-trail 



encounters, on-river encounters (e.g., angler-angler, angler-swimmer, boater-boater, boater-



swimmer) are an issue in backcountry areas. 



    Neither “On-river encounters” or “on-trail encounters” include “At river encounters”.  These 



would be encounters with hikers, birders, waterfall viewers etc at the river’s edge or at attraction 



sites.    Expansion of boating creates additional encounters with the many foot-travel visitors 



visiting their intended destination site, AT the river.   These users voiced their desired conditions 



of few encounters and “no boats” but the encounter standards do not include these users. 



    A discussion of encounters at attraction sites are mentioned within section 3.3-1 but no 



encounter data between hikers-boaters or birders-boaters are included within the assessment.  



 
Pg 97 “Three potential competition indicators on the upper Chattooga include percent of fishing 



areas passed because they are occupied [angler-other]; percent of campsites passed because 



they are occupied; and percent of camps occupied per segment.”   



 These proposed indicators are short sighted and completely biased for evaluating the 



expansion of boats onto the North Fork.  Not one of these indicators measure impact boating will 



likely have to current users.  What about boaters impact on Swimmers?  Encounters between 



boaters and hikers at attraction sites like Big Bend Falls, Ellicott Rock or Bull Pen? 



 
Page 97 notes   “Studies in wilderness and backcountry settings show that users agree encounter 



levels should be low. In wilderness areas, preferences (a more stringent standard) are fewer than 



two or three encounters per day, while tolerances (a less stringent standard) are slightly higher, 



about four or five per day.”    



  What “studies” in wilderness?   The encounter preferences collected from Chattooga 



visitors by the USFS in 2005 indicated a preference for near zero on-river encounters by anglers 



(boater-angler) and few at-river encounters by hikers (hiker-boater).    



      Why are the Chattooga visitor preferences collected as part of the Chattooga Visitor capacity 



analysis repeatedly ignored in the assessment of the Chattooga?     
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From page 98 



    The draft EA uses the term “boat free” verses “disturbance free river” to define the desired 



experience.   Most anglers, swimmers and hikers are not opposed to boats but rather the 



disturbance caused by boating.   Whether it be spooking fish for anglers, flushing wildlife for 



birders, invading solitude for foot-travelers, intruding on the river scenery for waterfall-viewers, 



or distressing swimmers, the effect to the quality of the recreation experience caused by adding 



boats (the agency action) is the WSR definition of the “visitor capacity”; most of the current 



visitors have been excluded from the assessment.    



        I have never meet an angler “disturbed by” the presence of a plastic boat or a hiker 



fleeing from my kayak while perched upon my roof-rack.    Those opposing boating on the 



Upper Chattooga are not boaterphobic as suggested on page 98; they (we) are just trying to 



preserve the quality of the existing visitor experiences as part of this visitor capacity analysis.    



 



   Page 101    The assessment of policy history avoids any definitive language, even though 



past outcomes are now indisputable facts.  Section 3.3-1 “may be” superlative-free.    



     The Historical review
53



 of Chattooga management policy quotes the 1976 Development 



Plan as follows: “the recent increase in floaters using the river has had a detrimental effect on 



the fishing experience. Conflicts have developed on certain sections of the river where floaters 



and fisherman use the same waters” (p. 11819 Federal Register 76, also pg 89 of the draft EA).  



This statement is definitive, boating impacts fishing.   On page 101 the draft EA then concluded 



that “Boaters may also interfere with anglers’ goals when the number, behavior or frequency of 



boaters disturbs fish which, in turn, may affect fishing success”; the facts from the historical 



review are clear and these effects and trends require
54



consideration.    The fishing experience 



WAS diminished by an increase in floating in 1976 when 1/4
th
 the current number of users were 



on the river.  Given that we have more floaters and more anglers today in 2008, encounters 



WOULD VERY LIKELY –not “may”-  result in repeating previous conflicts with angler and 



further displacement of fisherman and other wilderness users.  



Separation of conflicting users was the primary justification for the North Fork boat 



restrictions in 1976, 1980 and 1985
55



.  These protective restrictions were implemented after 



indirect efforts (no management policy) failed to protect anglers from conflicts caused by 



                                                             
53 Chattooga River History Project; Literature Review and Interview Summary, 2006,  Sumter USFS 
54 FSM 2354.32 and  FSM 1973.4 for guidelines on historical reviews.  
55 Pages 4-7  Motion To Dismiss  [AW v. USFS] Case 2:06-cv-00074-WCO Document 11 Filed by USFS 07/07/2006  
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whitewater floating.   Repeating the past, because an incorrect adverb is published would be 



appalling.     



 



From Page 102  



    “Information from the public indicates that some swimmers anticipate goal interference from 



boaters if they are forced to move for safety reasons. However, this interference is likely to be 



rare and at low flows that whitewater boaters cannot use and can be eliminated completely at 



popular swimming areas through education efforts or site specific boating restrictions. This 



interference may be more likely should scenic boating occur on the upper Chattooga although 



Whittaker and Shelby (2007) suggests that scenic boating is likely to be very rare due to access 



problems.”       



1) The above statement is correct on one point; swimmers do not wish to be struck by novice 



kayakers treating popular swimming holes like a slalom course.  



2)  The “interference” (boats colliding with swimmers) is likely to be rare, if boating were 



only allowed during the winter because few swimmers are out in the Winter.  However, 



Alternative #5 and #8 suggest year-round boating; during the Spring, Summer and into the 



Fall “interference” would not rare, but likely.   Even “rare” events require an assessment if 



the effects are catastrophic see NEPA guidelines.  



3) Page 97 of the assessment includes (swimmer-boater) encounters in the definition of on-



river encounters but never assesses impact.    



4)  The recreational analysis did not study swimming in the recreational flow study, therefore 



predictions on when people swim are completely speculative.  Implying that swimming 



flows do not coincide with boater flows is not based on any facts presented within this 



assessment.       The hired consultant’s (D. Whitaker) own manual on “swimmability” 



indicates low flows are poor for swimming and higher flows are more esthetically pleasing 



and better for swimming.
56



 Yet the assessment suggests swimming will be only at “low 



flows”.   The facts do not support this assertion.        



5)    Swimming remains popular just above Bull Pen up until the flows are above 500cfs.  In 



the larger pools with little velocity change from flows, swimming can occur at all flow 



levels.   If year-round boating becomes a preferred alternative, the proposed water level 



should remain above 500cfs to meet guidelines FSM 2335.11 or mandates 16 U.S.C. § 1281 



6)    The recreational flow analysis focused on one day in January, and people were swimming 



proving it is possible.    In the Summer flows below 500cfs do not detour swimmers.   



For more on swimming see appedix 



 



                                                             



 
56



 pg 71 Whittaker, D., Shelby, B., Jackson, W., Beschta, R. 1993. In stream Flows for Recreation: A Handbook on Concepts 



and Research Methods. U.S. Dept. of Interior: National  
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From page 102 “….the location of trails along the river, interference with angling from boaters 



may be mitigated. For example, the Chattooga Cliffs reach is a narrower stretch of stream; 



therefore, interactions between boaters and anglers may be more likely to cause interference. 



However, this could be mitigated during higher flows since traveling within the stream channel 



to fish is difficult at best during these times. Access from the trail to the river is difficult and, to 



fish more than one location, it is necessary to hike up the bank to the trail, walk up or down the 



trail and then drop back down to the river” 



   The text  “could be mitigated during higher flows since traveling within the stream channel to 



fish is difficult at best during these times” makes no sense.  First, anglers don’t have to travel 



within the stream as admitted in the drafts very next sentence.  Second, interrupting angling 



during a more challenging flow will not mitigate interference; it will intensify conflict.  After 



hiking to a remote fishing site, any boat disturbance will spook the fish at that one site and 



difficulty wading makes it difficult to move to a new site without hiking back up the trails.       



     The Chattooga Cliffs Gorge is difficult to fish during high-water –this is correct- but just 



below and just above this narrow gorge are wonderful stretches of fishable stream totaling over 



1.5 miles.  Fishing need not occupy every site along the creek like boaters must do;  selecting the 



worst spot for assessing fishing shows a clear biased in assessment scope. 



  Next “from the trail to the river is difficult and, to fish more than one location, it is necessary 



to hike up the bank to the trail, walk up or down the trail and then drop back down to the river.”  



The implied message is that it is difficult to access fishable sites within the gorge therefore 



fisherman won’t mind being interrupted by boats; the implication is counter intuitive.   



 



 



 



Page 102  notes “ The steeper gradients starting at Big Bend Falls to about half way down the 



Rock Gorge reach and extending through the Rock Gorge tend to be difficult to fish during 



higher flows.” 



 



 



 



  The assessment again implies that because it is more difficult to fish, why not add boats, 



making it impossible to fish.    The idea that added disturbances might somehow be less 



impactful to anglers during challenging conditions is pure conjecture; it is not based on science, 



facts or even common sense.   
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Pg 103  “Currently, goal interference, and the resulting face to face conflict between existing 



users and boaters, is mostly "perceived" as there is no on-the-ground mixing of these uses.”   



     No facts, studies or data support this statement.  Every other creek in the area allows kayaks 



and most existing users venture to other creeks.  Numerous public comments have been captured 



in the associated record of the VAC and 2004 FEIS that describe these kayak disruptions.  



   The assessment implies that existing users are unacquainted with the effects boating will have 



to their experience; this is inaccurate.  Opposition to creek-boating is a direct result of first-hand 



knowledge and the past experiences from the hikers and anglers having to cope with kayak 



disruptions downriver or on the many nearby creeks that now allow unlimited boating.    



 



Pg 103 “The conflict from existing users as well as potential users is real and does not exist to 



this extent on other rivers” 



    Only by ignoring the history of the lower Chattooga and the many other reports listed on page 



20 (above) could someone declare that angler-boater conflict “does not exist to this extent on 



other rivers”.  The capacity analysis only reviewed six rivers and found angler-boater conflict 



exists on other rivers.  The study was not a census and the “extent” of conflict may be much 



greater because ALL anglers may have been displaced elsewhere through attrition without 



supporting documentation of the conflict.       



 



Pg 103-104 “even though, a boat free experience may be available on the lower river on 



Sections I and II on some days during most of the year and on Sections III and IV on some days 



during the winter months.” 



     A boat-free lower Chattooga  may be available and it may not be available; A hiker will not 



know if  the remote location is available elsewhere until after they have hiked three miles to 



his/her destination.     The North Fork currently dictates the boat-free experience will be 



available and the desired experience for anglers and hikers are not based on the whims of 



boaters.   It also mitigates the failure of river management below 28 to protect the experience for 



the non-boater. 



 



 



Comments on the Alterantive #4 (Winter boating over 450cfs) 



 Pg 110, 119 and 121  “Competition for fishable water would be the same as Alternative 1.”   



   This statement is not accurate.  There will be new competition for fishable waters if boating is 



allowed, although it will be lessened by higher flows over 450 and seasonal restrictions.  The 
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assessment does not address the increased access to remote areas by anglers in boats or that 



paddling a boat in a shallow stream will spook fish.  



 



Pg 111:   “Taking the entire river into consideration…… and the different characteristics of both 



the upper and lower river discussed earlier, both boaters and some existing users may 



experience goal interference in this alternative. Boaters who want to float the upper Chattooga 



year-round may experience goal interference because they are only allowed to float the upper 



Chattooga on an  average of six days per year. Also, some hikers, backpackers, and anglers may 



experience goal interference since they are not guaranteed a boat-free experience year-round on 



the lower river segments even though a boat-free experience may be available on the lower river 



on Sections I and II on some days during most of the year and on Sections III and IV on some 



days during the winter months. Finally, existing users and backcountry anglers (primarily bait 



anglers) are not guaranteed a boat-free experience on the upper river on boatable days.” 



 



    The assessment gives the mistaken impression that any limits on kayaking would eliminate the 



experience for boaters, even though the majority of the watershed allows unlimited boating.   It 



continues to advise that anyone looking for minimal disturbances along a creek can simply go 



elsewhere and boaters may –or may not be- at that new location.      



     This assessment assumes everyone else should just move to placate boater so kayakers can 



monopolize the entire watershed during higher flows.   The assessment suggests the problem as a 



major dilemma for the final decision makers but in reality the options are very simple 



Summary of the Upper Chattooga Policy Decision 



 Either: 



     Anglers can be displaced, to a fictitious boat-free stream.   



      & Wildlife can “flee” to less desirable habitat.   



         & Simmers can swim at home or wear body armor. 



  & Property owners can move. 



              & Hikers can still experience solitude by closing their eyes.  



                & Birders can wait for fleeing subjects to return. 



                  & Waterfall viewers can become -unwilling- kayak spectators. 



                    & Nature photographers can become extreme sports paparazzi. 



     OR … Kayakers can continue to paddle just a few miles downstream. 



 



           Continuing the current policy will only limit the location the pampered boaters will have 



to move for plopping their kayak onto the water.    The USFS is required to review the relative 



values of recreational throughout the resource under 16 U.S.C Sec. 529
57



,    Yet the draft 



portrays  the inability to boat everywhere within the resource as a “forgone opportunity” without 



                                                             
57



    “National forests [will give]due consideration shall be given to the relative values of the various resources.” 
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considering the relative value associated with the quality of recreation for the many other 



visitors.  



         This assessment structure violates the MUSYA 16 U.S.C 531 a) by not reviewing multi-use 



relative values during boatable flows.    Will this assessment structure be the new standard  for 



access requests from mountain bikers /ATVs onto hiking trails? Horses? ORVs? Motorcross?  Or 



even Jetskies on WSRs?     This assessment has been designed to avoid documenting impacts to 



all users and focuses on placating the litigious kayak access lobby.   The structure of this 



recreational assessment is inconsistent with all other USFS EAs published to review similar 



issues.   The assessment inconsistencies do not meet the APA standards for judicial review.   



 



 



Pg 112, 119,121  “(and thus decrease the number that have no boating at any flow level)” 



      Alternative #4 “decreases the number” of creeks without boating from ONE to ZERO.    The 



rare and unique social environment is eliminated, not simply reduced.     



      The Sumter USFS is in a position to either preserve that last remaining creek as nature 



intended it or surrender it to the ever increasing demands of extreme sports enthusiasts. 



    On July 3, 1844,  Jón Brandson  killed the last great auk, making the species extinct.   



Pg 112  “a boat-free experience may be available on the lower river on Sections I and II on 



some days during most of the year and on Sections III and IV on some days during the winter 



months.”   



    The statement is at best worthless and at worst misleading.     Solitude and a boat-free 



experience may be available down river for hikers and… it may not be.   Currently the boat-free 



experience is guaranteed on the Upper Chattooga.    Suggesting that current visitors may find 



that experience elsewhere -if boaters didn’t care to visit ‘elsewhere” that afternoon-  does not 



present the topic in an objective manner.   ( applies to page 115,119 and 121) 



 



ALTERNATIVE #5  Year-round boating above 350cfs. 



  



PARKING: 
   Pg 113  notes  “Impacts of parking restrictions are the same as Alternative 2.”  And 



alterantive #2 notes parking “would have minimal impacts on encounters in the backcountry”. 
 



    Pg 113 also notes “Competition for parking and resources in the future is the same as Alternative 4”    



while Alternative #4 notes “Competition for parking may increase slightly at boater put-ins and take-outs 



although evidence suggests that when boating is allowed, overall use in the upper river corridor is low.” 



 



    The 2007 Integrated Report noted “activities such as hiking, camping, walking, biking, 



wildlife observation, photography and similar riverside recreation can often occur along a river 
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regardless of the flow, but [higher] flows may enrich the experience with aesthetic 



benefits. (Brown, 1991; Whittaker, 2002)”.
58



      



   Parking facts… 



a) Parking is being reduced.   (Less parking area at BF)  



b) No new parking will be added 



c) Boating may be added (requiring parking at both the put-in  and take-out) 



d) The majority of “other” activities are not flow dependent and some may prefer higher 



flows. 



e) Angling at 350cfs remains very popular according to the 1999 SC DNR report. 



  



  The assessment’s conclusion of parking capacity is illogical.  The plan will decrease supply of parking, 



while it increases demand for parking during the busy Spring-Summer-Fall seasons.      The assessment 



claims decreasing supply while increasing demand will have no effect on parking.   



    While winter boating in #4 may have little impact on supply/demand of spaces,  Alterantive #5 and #8 



would quickly surpass parking capacity and Alternative #10 (March boating) may result in similar 



capacity issues ;  an objective assessment of parking requires inclusion into the final EA. 



     



Page 116  Under #8 reports  “Competition for parking may increase at boater put-ins and take-



outs, particularly if storm events occur during the high-use seasons.”  This statement also applies 



to Alternative #5 and Alternative #10 which allows March floating.  



 
  



Pg 113,115,119,121 “Competition for fishable water would be the same as Alternative 1.” 



 



       The acceptable range for spinner fishing extends up to 700cfs
59



; alternative #5 proposes to add 



boating at flows as low as 350cfs and year-round.   The overlap is very significant and boating WILL 



compete with fishable waters much more than Alternative #1 which has no boating at all.    



 



Pg 113,119 “Effects to solitude from trail and campsite management would be the same as 



alternatives 3 and 4.” 



    Again, the draft assessment implies adding boating year-round will not impact solitude.      



Then lower on the same page the author notes “Therefore, in the long run, alternatives 8, 9 and 



10 may provide more solitude than Alternative 5 given the potential increases in encounters from 



historically trail-based users.”   



    Adding new users during the more popular seasons WILL impact solitude. 



 
 Pg 113   “The impacts of potential portage and user-created trails to attraction sites may be 



slightly increased over Alternative 4 but will minimally influence the perception of remoteness 



and solitude”   



                                                             
58 sec 3.1.1  Chattooga River; Literature Review Report, Lois Berger group 2007  USFS 
59 Pg 21, 2007 USFS, Upper Chattooga Expert Panel Field Assessment Report. table 5-3 
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 Year-round boating will likely impact encounters at every attraction site along the river.  Boaters 



must use every point along the river during a trip, while foot-travel visitors will be present at the 



river’s attraction sites –at all water levels, spring, summer and fall.
58



    



    Since, only anglers and boaters were considered in the “river encounters” and  at-river 



encounters with all other users were not assessed, claims about how an agency policy impacts 



solitude are completely speculative.   For the assessment to claim that alterantive #5 “minimally 



influences solitude or remoteness” based on the narrow scope of assessment does not met the 



NEPA standards for objectivity.   The incompleteness of assessment should be noted in the final 



EA to insure the narrow focus of the recent capacity analysis is not repeated.  



     The designation literature valued the “hikers and campers who enjoy an isolated, wilderness 



environment.”
60



  This capacity analysis requires review of the values for which congress 



designated the Chattooga Wild and scenic and those values include hiking and solitude. 



Pg 114,119,121:   “Face-to-face conflict may occur between boaters and recreationists who 



have a zero tolerance for boating at boater put-ins and take-outs during the low-use time of the 



year (winter months). At the same time, existing users, including anglers, would know they may 



encounter boaters at 350cfs and higher and could adjust their expectations accordingly, thereby 



potentially mitigating a negative reaction if they encounter a group or groups of boaters.” 



a) Not only those that have zero tolerance but those that have “less tolerance” or  those that 



have already been displaced by boater from nearby rivers will likely be impacted.  The 



USFS collected desired conditions from 40 Chattooga anglers in December of 2005, the 



majority of those anglers had a near zero tolerance for on-river disturbances.  Anglers 



don’t like loud noises or paddlers splashing through the pools they are fishing.  



b)   Alternative #5 proposes YEAR-ROUND use not just in the “Winter months”. 



c) “Existing users… could adjust their limitations accordingly”  The 2007 integrated report 



noted that other users were not flow dependent and visit at all water flows.   Again the 



author of this section implies others can adjust to the whims of boaters.  The policy 



decision is far more simple… 



  



                   Summary of the Upper Chattooga Policy Decision 



 Either: 



     Anglers can be displaced, to a fictitious boat-free stream.   



      & Wildlife can “flee” to less desirable habitat.   



                                                             
60 PL 93-279 p3010 
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         & Simmers can swim at home or wear body armor. 



  & Property owners can move. 



              & Hikers can experience solitude by closing their eyes.  



                & Birders can wait for fleeing subjects to return. 



                  & Waterfall viewers can become -unwilling- kayak spectators. 



                    & Nature photographers can become extreme sport paparazzi . 



     OR … Kayakers can continue to paddle just a few miles downstream. 



 



Alternative #8: Kayaking Hullabaloo  year-round all flows 
 
Pg 115 “this is the only alternative in which scenic boating is anticipated”  



 
Alterantive #5 (which allows year-round floating above 350cfs) would also experience less-



skilled floaters.   No data backs up the assertion that scenic boaters are low-flow boaters.       



 



Pg 117,119,121 : 
  “The characteristics of each reach outlined in the affected environment, turbidity and 
proximity of the angler to the shore may also mitigate interference to angling from boating.” 



1) The 2007 USFS hydrology report indicated that the “water cleared quickly” on the 



Upper Chattooga and “turbidity” was not a factor for fishing here.   The statement 



that turbidity may mitigate use is incongruent with the VCA collected facts.  



2) “Proximity of the angler to the shore” is unlikely to mitigate problems according to 



the Capacity Data.   The integrated report noted on page 67 that “spinning gear could 



access the entire width of the river” even on the section near Highway 28.    Unless the 



anglers cast toward the woods, the “proximity to the shore” is irrelevant.  



     The statement is completely misleading and also incongruent with the facts 



collected.    The assessment suggests that angler location can reduce conflict…but 



only by casting away from the location of the fish.  



 



  



 Page 117,119,121    No alternative discusses this magical new location to which existing 



users will be displaced.   



   Alternative sites for displaced anglers are missing as the assessment continues to focus on 



the whims of boaters not the other users.       The “forgone” opportunity for a boater simply 



means he must put in further down river.  The forgone opportunity for an angler is to leave the 



resource and go home when kayakers wish to boat.   The relative impacts of relocating boaters 
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a few miles down the same river verses the elimination of any real angling opportunity during 



increased flows is not an equal trade-off; the assessment lacks analysis of “relative values”.    



 



Alternative #9 (  >350cfs winter +March) 



    Most issues are discussed above.   The Additional boating in March overlaps with the heavy 



use period according to the parking survey data. 



      The repeated implication that flows above 350cfs lessen angler impact does not match the 



facts collected.   More people fish on the Chattooga up to the 450cfs levels, not fewer.   A 



significant number of anglers still use the Chattooga up to 700cfs and no mitigation for reduced 



quality angling is considered in this assessment. A boat-free Overflow creek while the North 



Fork is open may help mitigate forgone opportunities for anglers. 



     Unlimited numbers and group sizes of boating is not reasonable for use through the 



Wilderness or river segments classified under WSR as “Wild”.    Currently no access exists to 



the remote areas.  In NC, these reaches provide ideal habitat for wildlife.  The fact that 70% of 



the rare species are found in the remote areas with the least access is not a coincidence yet the 



causation of higher amounts of rare species is not discussed. .    



 



Alternative #10 ( > 350 csf winter + November) 



       Most issues are discussed in detail above. 



       350cfs is not a compromise but rather an opening of the river during boatable levels.  It is no 



more a restriction than not allowing skiing during the summer.   AW and the USFS published 



2.2’ (around 350cfs) was the minimum water level for boating  [ see 2004 F.M.S. FEIS in 



appendix H ]      The Flow study studied one level 450cfs and guestimated boatability at other 



levels.      



 



SECTION 3.3-2 Scenery. 



 



The designation literature for the Chattooga based the scenery values on the river’s 



naturalness and “wilderness characteristics”.   The assessment focuses on the natural scenery but 



fails to capture the effects that altering agency policy would have on the natural scenery.  
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Crowds of multi-colored high-tech gear would alter the scenery of the rapid course.  The 



comparison between the current policy (no boats) and alternatives requires documentation in the 



final assessment. 



Here is how the Sumter Forest Service has described the scenic values … 



“Scenery- The scenery along the Chattooga River is exceptional. The scenery plays an 



important role of the Wild and Scenic River experience. The river is deeply entrenched 



between high ridges for large stretches of its length. Steep forest slopes on either side of the 



river give a feeling of seclusion. The seasons change the landscape from varying soft greens 



of spring and summer to the autumn patchwork of red yellow and orange. The winter finds 



the leaves stripped away…”
61



 



 



      The scenery for which the Chattooga was designated did not include fleets of bright colored 



kayaks crashing down the watercourse. Any “feeling of seclusion” offered by the scenic 



topography would cease to exist for foot-travelers if herds of rafts and canoes were to be found 



around every bend. 



The USFS also published this statement: "Scenery is a major determinant of the quality of the 



visitor experience. Studies since designation have shown that visitors are pleased with the 



scenery on the river.
62



”    Any Upper Chattooga “scenery studies” since designation were 



conducted in the absence of boats; therefore, any alteration to this “major determinant of the 



quality of the visitor experience” – that is, permitting boating – would need to be diligently 



assessed. 



      The Sumter Forest Service captured the public's visual expectations when they collected 



opinions from river visitors; most visitors voiced their desired condition of no boats on the upper 



Chattooga5.  Why are they not being considered within this assessment? 



      To avoid one thousand words… I have supplied pictures of streams with and without boating.    The 



scenery change is very apparent…  



                                                             
61



 pg 3-9 F.M.S. 2004 RLMP 
62



 Appendix H, page H-4, paragraph 2, F.M.S 2004 FEIS 
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    No boats, Natural scenery 



 



 



     Colorful Flotilla  



remote mountain creek 1 



Mountain creek filled with kayakers 1 
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SECTION 3.3-3 Safety 
  
     The safety review has two deficiencies.  1) the assessment focuses on the safety of boaters 



and ignores the safety of current visitors and search and rescue personnel.  2) The assessment 



does not discuss the dangers of LWD and the conundrum associated with managing visitor safety 



against managing wildlife habitat.    



 
I. The Draft EA evaluated the safety of potential visitors (boaters) but avoided assessment of the 



safety of rescue personnel and current visitors.  Agency guidelines require the EA to be 



comprehensive in scope and include such concerns repeated throughout the public record. 



 The published 2005 Appeal Decision incorrectly stated that “there is no basis in law, regulation 



or policy to exclude a type of wilderness-conforming recreation use due to concerns relative to 



safety, and search and rescue.”  This statement is inaccurate and simply repeats the inaccuracies 



included within AW’s original appeal.  There are numerous legal mandates within forest 



planning, NEPA, Forest Service guidelines, and the designation literature which require and 



recommend that the safety of citizens be considered during planning and environmental 



assessment.   



     The whims of whitewater thrill-seekers should not be allowed to supersede the safety of innocent 



swimmers, wading anglers, or the rescue workers forced to respond to inevitable kayaker 



accidents.   These concerns require documenting, especially those alternatives where boating 



overlaps with swimming and angling.   



 If any boating is allowed, the implementation plan should include an upper limit to the number of 



rescue responses per year on the North Fork before policy reverts to the 1985 plan. 



 



II. Large Woody Debris (LWD) improves aquatic habitat and this is an important element in the 



management of rivers.   One Forest Service objective is that “Riparian corridors will be 



managed to retain, restore and/or enhance the inherent ecological processes and functions of 



the associated aquatic and riparian components within the corridor”.
63



  



    Unfortunately, in order to accommodate safe passage for boats, kayakers, and river managers, 



remove this beneficial fish habitat.   American Whitewater have argued that "some limited 



vegetation clearing is necessary to provide a relatively safe and natural paddling experience"
64



   



                                                             
63 Pg 16 sec.11 2004 FEIS summary 
64 FERC No. 2169-020  "Motion To Intervene And Comments” from American Whitewater et al  April 2003.  
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While the USFS manual suggest removing “natural hazards” from the river for boater safety and 



the protection of property. 



   The question comes down to protecting fish habitat verses human safety and there is a legal answer.  



The removal of LWD degrades the fisheries which is a direct violation of the “protect & enhance” 



mandates associated with the OR value “biology”.    Under [16:28 § 1281(a)] and  FSM 2320.6  which 



prioritizes conservation over recreational demand, would value habitat over recreational demand;  on 



headwater streams this should be a forest wide policy.  [36 CFR 219.19 , PL 101-233, 16 U.S.C. 4408]       



    However, this is not the practical solution because when the first death caused by strainer 



initiates a lawsuit, every forest manager, angler, kayak lobbyist and conservation group will be 



running for cover along with the fish under the Large Woody Debris.     



   The only alternatives that meet safety and habitat mandates are those that would not allow 



boaters or recreational management to destroy critical trout habitat.   If strainers are dangerous 



to kayakers, kayakers must be restricted from access.  The USFS already limits commercial 



rafts to lower water levels and tubers are restricted from large rapids elsewhere on the Chattooga 



for visitor safety; access policy based on safety are inconsistent.  



The 2004 Appeal Decision to AW acknowledged, that the “2004 RMLMP …allocates portions of the 



forest into management areas that reflect biological, physical, watershed, and social differences.”   



And one Sumter management goal from the 2004 FEIS is to “offer diverse recreational opportunities.”    



The Sumter Forest objectives are not to manage resources homogeneously to enhance only one form of 



recreation but rather manage all ORVs collectively throughout the watershed and ensure diversity.    



Protecting the fish habitat upstream AND supplying whitewater opportunities along the lower river 



does just that. 



USFS LIABILITY for LWD:  The USFS needs to think beyond this issue and assume boaters are 



people and not AW lemmings.  What will happen WHEN a death from LWD occurs?   Will AW or the 



USFS be sued by the expired paddler’s family?     Let us review some scenarios. 



1. If the LWD policy is no boating the outcome will likely be no deaths and no lawsuits. 



2. If the Policy is no removal of LWD, and the permit process includes such language, then boaters 



and everyone else becomes aware of the hazards and makes an informed decision. (of course minors 



require parents signatures).  



     Both these meet statutory mandates for preservation and avoid potential litigious action.  



3.   If the final assessment allows for “selected clearing”, than any boater could hold the USFS 



accountable for damages because the agency selected the wrong LWD to remove or keep.    This is a no 



win situation for the USFS because they will have established a policy that makes them culpable for 



improper management.    In addition,  because LWD shifts after the large storms that are needed to 
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make the Upper Chattooga boatable, any review of LWD will be costly (not included in the assessment) 



and dangerous because it will require evaluation after each storm system and during flooded waters.   



       The USFS should consider a policy like.  



           NO REMOVAL OF LWD IN WILD SECTIONS  OR  ON TRIBUTARIES.   NONE  



Boating would be “at your own risk” and with signed permits.   The USFS should also set the limits of 



acceptable deaths and accidents from LWD at ZERO and institute a policy that if any accidents from 



LWD occur, boating will revert to the 1985 policy.   



 



SECTION D 



Encounter Calculation Assumptions and Working Paper 
  Assumptions about Existing User Encounters 
 
    The encounter calculations are well done and backed by sound reasoning.   The layout of 



assumptions is very helpful for clarification and review.   Two  improvement opportunities are 



suggested below. 



I: 



Pg 141 given that 25% of the total trail miles in this reach are within 100 feet of the 



river, assume that existing trail users will encounter about 25% of boating groups. 



 



     The assumption above implies hikers are always on the trails hiking; they are not.  Day Hikers 



as defined by the Capacity analysis, include swimmers, birders, waterfall viewers and picnickers.  



They are all visiting to enjoy the primary attraction, the river and rapid course.    The assumption 



should be modified to include the fact that over 50% of hikers time is spent along, or at, the river 



and therefore will encounter boaters.    Increasing the 25%, to 50% would be a better assumption 



for boater-hiker encounters.  



 



II:   Page 97 of the Assessment included “swimmer-boater” in the definition of ON-river 



encounters.   Alternative #5 and #8 which allow summer boating would result in swimmer-boater 



encounters.  Adding swimmers into the encounter calculation similar to anglers is appropriate.   



 



  



 
Encounter Standards   “Limits”: 



    Unlike the encounter calculations, the encounter “Limits” were conveyed  mystically during 



an encounter workshop.  The workshop avoided visitor data collected during the capacity 



analysis and used an alternative methods to predict visitor preferences.  The methods could have 



been scientific, or could have involved an ouija board and hallucinogenics; no one knows.   











  



 



Improvement Opportunities for the Chattooga Draft Assessment,                  August  16, 2008              page   47 



     The two problems with the proposed encounter limits are A) That the geographic assessment 



zones for encounters should match resource conditions/classifications and B) that site-specific 



visitor preferences collected during the Chattooga capacity analysis are ignored;  both are 



discussed in detail below.  



 
      Pg 8   Table 2.1.3  discussed the encounter standards as follows.   



 



• Trails: maximum 4 encounters above Bullpen; maximum 9 on weekends, 4 on 



weekdays Bullpen to Burrells Ford; maximum 15 on weekends, 8 on weekdays 



Burrells Ford to Reed Creek; maximum 15 on weekends, 8 on weekdays Reed 



Creek to Hwy 28 Bridge. Exceptions: ¼ mile around bridges and Burrells Ford 



Campground. 



  



• In River: maximum 4 above Bullpen; maximum 6 Bullpen to Burrells Ford; maximum 



6 Burrells Ford to Reed Creek; maximum 8 Reed Creek to 28. Exceptions: ¼ mile 



around bridges and Burrells Ford Campground. 



 



 



A)   The encounter standards assessment zones appear subjective but almost match what I 



am proposing.    Alternatives for the Chattooga should be evaluated based on resource attributes, 



not kayaker needs.   The Chattooga Capacity Analysis and Draft EA established assessment 



zones based on boater-desired access points.     This may have been helpful for evaluating 



boating but is completely inappropriate for a review of encounter standards for dispersed 



activities and the needs of wildlife.   An assessment based exclusively on boating convenience 



that “averages” preferences for other users over a boatable segment is highly prejudicial, 



especially when participation rates for kayaking are the lowest of all recreational visitors
65



 



included in the assessment.   



  The existing Wild & Scenic classifications (wild, scenic, recreational) were completely 



ignored in the study and so were Internal Forest Service standards outlined under FSH 2309.11 



and FSM 2312.    The Upper Chattooga also spans the Ellicott Wilderness and multiple USFS 



management districts each with unique management and resource considerations.   Using 



paddling convenience to establish encounter zones ignores all previously established zones 



based on resource condition, management delineation and social attributes.    An objective 



partitioning of assessment zones for encounters standards would be appropriate.  



   Streams’ physical variations make it impossible to evaluate encounter preferences for 



recreation, without being site specific
31



.   Encounter standards that are homogenize over boater 



defined river segments in order to review the social and resource capacity for all activities is 



inappropriate and biases results.     Each recreational group, (including swimmers, waders, 



birders etc) require unique stream morphology that are not necessarily flow dependent.   



Swimmers obviously need pools for depth while waterfall viewers seek large rapids and 



waterfalls.    Anglers prefer riffles and pools over steep narrow gorges.  Wildlife prefer remote 



riparian habitat with the least access and fewest human disturbances.  All these factors should 



be used to segment encounter standards on the various reaches. 



                                                             
65 Oconee and Sumter National Forest Recreation Realignment Report, Overdevest and Cordell, 2000,   
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B) Encounter limits were not based on the Chattooga angler, hiker or swimmer 



preferences; standards appear to have been developed elsewhere.  The on-river encounter 



preferences collected from Chattooga anglers were near zero as recorded in the visitor 



capacity data.
66



  Hikers and front country users voiced similar preferences for visiting a no-



boated creek.  The Integrated report noted preferences elsewhere of as low as 2 encounters 



per day
67



.     The on-river encounter standards and limits are much higher than the desired 



conditions collected from existing users     



  



The proposed encounter standards were based on studies from other places that are completely 



unlike the Upper Chattooga.    The USFS published that “Acceptable levels will vary from 



area to area. Therefore, the manager must have data on what the general visitor's 



perceptions of appropriate crowding and contact levels are for a given area. The manager 



also needs information on existing levels of use, crowding, and congestion as well as on 



demographic characteristics of the visitors. With this kind of basic data the manager can 



begin to make reasonable decisions on use and management of backcountry areas”
68



   



Clearly standards collected from Chattooga visitors are more appropriate then standards 



from other rivers and presented by CRC (the AW recommended consultant).  



     One study
69



 found “crowding” indicators vary by site and by type of visitor.  Bolkin 



examined the crowding preferences of 416 park visitors ranging from climbers to hikers to 



canoeists.  The study suggests that crowding tolerances and preferences differed between 



independent samples of hikers and canoeists and differed between locations.  The finding is no 



surprise; a visitor to New York’s central park would understandably have different crowding 



standards than a visitor to an arctic preserve.  Use of encounter and crowding preferences 



outside of the Chattooga may have been useful if no Chattooga visitor preferences were 



selected.   However, after having already collected Chattooga visitor preferences, citing 



contradicting remote studies, is highly inappropriate.   



Below is a revised proposal for encounter standards based on visitor preferences and 



current resource conditions.   It is a slight improvement over USFS standards.  



 



 



                                                             
66



 Public Comments: Indicators and Desired Conditions, 12/1/2005, Upper Chattooga Capacity Analysis,  USFS 
67



 Pg 68 Assessing Visitor Capacity & Conflict on the Upper Chattooga, 2007, USFS 
68 Page 55,  USDA forest Service, 1981 NC-63  River Recreation Research 
69



 Botkin, M. A. (1985). Crowding tolerances and preferences for climbers at Seneca Rocks, West Virginia: A 



comparative study. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Maryland, College Park. 
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Weekend Encounter Standard by WSR Class & State 



 



Defined reach WSR 



Classification 



 



Current uses 



Encounter 



Standards 



 on-Trail / on-River 



Chattooga Cliffs  



Norton Mill Creek to 



bottom of CC gorge 



Wild 
Fishing/picnicking/camp 



swimming/ birding, scenic 



hiking 



6/3 



Bull Pen Area 
Scenic 



Waterfall viewing 



Picnicking swim/fish/etc.. 15/15 



Upper Ellicott  
Trail #443 to East Fork  Wild 



Hiking/fishing/  



nature study   6/3 



Lower Ellicott 



East Fork -Spooner Falls (less) Wild 
Hiking/fishing/ 



camping /birding 15/8 



Burrells Ford 



Area 
 Spooner  – Kings Creek  



Scenic 
 



15/15 



Rock Gorge 



area 



Kings - Reed creek 



Wild 
Hiking/picnicking/camp 



swimming/fishing/birding 6/3 



Nicholson Fields 
Reed creek to 28 Recreational 



Fishing/hiking 



camping/fishing  15/2 



     



CONCLUSION  



 A review of planning requirements indicates that the draft’s assessment scope 



could be improved.  It is understandable why the agency may wish to avoid appearing 



biased while American Whitewater continues aggressive threats of litigation.   



However, the planning mandates and internal guidelines that protect the resource 



and the current visitor experience throughout the Chattooga must be followed in 



fairness to non-boating visitors.   



Deviation from established guidelines to appease AW will impact the Agencies 



credibility and threatens to devalue the quality of recreation for the many other 



visitors.    The analysis should include all visitors, wildlife impacts, the down-river 



resource, previous policy, and a more complete economic review.    The Agency made 



the correct decision in 1976, 1985 and again on 2004.    Sound management policy 



should not be altered to placate the whims of one group seeking unlimited access 



regardless of the consequences to other citizens.  











  



 



Improvement Opportunities for the Chattooga Draft Assessment,                  August  16, 2008              page   50 



Start of Appendices… 



 



Birding 



Wild bird life is a significant aspect of the entire Chattooga North Fork corridor. Wildlife viewing 



was recognized as a recreational ORV in the 1976 Study, the 1985 Plan and the 2004 Plan, yet the 



draft EA does not include wildlife viewing as a recreational ORV.  The draft EA does not include this 



user group in the Draft EA and this group has been largely dismissed during the Chattooga Analysis. 



In every public meeting birders have voiced their opposition to increased access into the Wild and 



Scenic corridor. The most sensitive spring nesting period coincides directly with the higher water-



flows sought by kayakers; flushing birds which nest in riparian banks will impact populations.    The 



most impacted bird populations from boating include the riparian birds like the Blue Herons, 



Kingfishers, Acadian Flycatcher, Swainsons Warbler, and the American Woodcock.   



Page 66 of the draft EA imply birds fleeing from human disturbances has no consequences    



However, nesting birds returning to a pillaged nest WOULD HAVE impact to the bird population 



directly and indirectly to the people who view them.  



    The impact boats have on wildlife are documented in the 1988 boating analysis of 



Yellowstone.  One key finding was that “Rivers serve as natural barriers between humans and 



wildlife. Restricting use of rivers has limited the amount of wildlife disturbance and 



displacement, while allowing the majority of park visitors to view birds and wildlife in 



their natural settings.”   The report added that boater “impact on species could be severe, 



particularly on nesting waterfowl.”
70



 



 One Sumter Forest objective is acceptance of this mandate: "riparian habitats, and forest 



interior habitats are the highest priority for management for migrating or breeding birds in the 



piedmont."
71



   The importance of protecting riparian habitat is repeated in agency guideline 



FSM2636.4 
72



.    The Chattooga corridor is home to a number of migratory bird species, and we 



applaud the Sumter Forest Service for placing a high priority on riparian habitats and their 



protection;  the draft EA does not appear to share this same priority.  



 Further, the agency is directed to "recognize that use-management techniques may have a 



significant effect on the character of the river area and the kind of recreation opportunities 



available. The agency must “Ensure that management techniques relate to specific river 



management objectives." [FSM 2354.41]   Wildlife observation is recognized as a protected 



recreational value that would be further diminished if kayakers were allowed to further expand.     



                                                             
70 pg 44 Boating on Yellowstone Rivers; an Analysis and Assessment. NPS., April 1988  
71 3-215  Sumter USFS 2004 FEIS, USDA 
72 FMS2636.4 “ …manage riparian habitats while recognizing their critical ecosystem function in maintaining 



wildlife resources” 
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Turning critical wildlife habitat -like that found along the Chattooga above Ellicott Rock- into 



another recreational watertrail for boating would not be best for the Chattooga and its 



inhabitants.    Elsewhere restrictions are put on paddling to protect birds, (see appendix E).   



These restrictions are most important during the critical spring-time nesting period. 



 Altering policy to further expand kayaking into sensitive wilderness and wild habitat would 



have a significant impact on the character of the riparian habitat and the ability of birders to 



enjoy the area.  The sensitive riparian habitat which is vital to breeding and migrating birds and 



which benefits wildlife observers should remain protected.  This protection must take priority 



over increases in recreational demand as outlined in section 10 of the Wild and Scenic River 



Act.   



 36 CFR 219.27 sets the minimum management requirements to "provide for and maintain 



diversity of plant and animal communities to meet overall multiple-use objectives" and to 



"protect streambed and banks".   Only the North Fork of the Wild and Scenic Chattooga is 



currently protected from unlimited whitewater boating disturbances.  The Forest Service must 



not take away that protection, as it would eliminate what little protected streamside habitat 



remains; this is especially true in the NC section of the Ellicott Wilderness where streamside 



access is sparse. The 2002 Cordell study indicated that citizens feel managing land to protect 



the resource and wildlife is far more important than providing recreation.
73



   Such preferences 



require inclusion into the EA. 



 If the Forest Service were not to properly document impacts associated with policy changes 



concerning wildlife and wildlife observers, the agency would be in violation of the planning 



mandates associated with managing National Forests,Wild and Scenic Rivers and NEPA . [ 



16:28 § 1281,  40 CFR§ 1502.14 (b), 36 CFR 219.19 (4)]                                                                                             



 Increasing recreational activity on the Upper Chattooga by the introduction of boating would 



clearly impact wildlife habitat and would transform the river itself into a boaters' water trail.   



Agency guidelines emphasize the importance of riparian habitat in FSM2636.4, which 



advises…     



    1.  Develop and implement management strategies (objectives, management 



prescriptions, and monitoring) to meet riparian habitat goals for dependent fish and wildlife 



species. [and] 



    2.  During project environmental analysis, describe the desired riparian habitat condition 



at some future time in terms of specific objectives for stream surface shaded, streambank  



stability, streambed sedimentation, gross-forb cover, shrub cover, and tree cover needed 



to meet planned objectives. 



    Any Alternative with boating should avoid disturbances during critical nesting periods and 



minimize the overall number of disturbances each day  



                                                             
73 3-364 Sumter Forest Service FEIS, 2004  USDA 
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  “The causal connection between increased human activity and the decline of commercial 



activities associated with migratory birds is not ‘attenuated,’ [ see Morrison, 529 U.S., at 612 ];  



it is direct and concrete.  Cf. Gibbs v. Babbitt, 214 F.3d 483, 492 -- 493 (CA4 2000)  ("The 



relationship between red wolf takings and interstate commerce is quite direct -- with no red 



wolves, there will be no red wolf related tourism...")
74



.  Yet the Chattooga draft EA does not 



include the indirect impact boats would have on the people who photograph, view and 



enjoy the riparian and aquatic wildlife.    



The impact to wildlife has consequences to the associated recreational activity (birding, 



hunting, photography, and fishing) and violates the “protect and enhance” mandates [WSRA-



10] associated with the primary designated Outstanding Remarkable Values (ORV) of  biology. 



o A 1988 review of Yellowstone’s boating restrictions “found that opening 



Yellowstone’s rivers to boating had the potential to adversely impact park wildlife and 



historical and archeological sites, conflict with other park users, impact vegetation 



require infrastructure development, and create sanitation and safety hazards.  Boating 



can also generate additional motor vehicle use for launching and recovery, as well as 



parking at both put-in and take-out points”  “boating will displace wildlife along the 



river”… “We anticipate visitors to be attracted to watching boaters, creating a spectator 



sport and adding to traffic congestion.”
75



    



o In 1992, Chattooga birders were already aware the impact boaters have on their 
activity.   After discussing the North Fork as an ideal spot to look for warblers,  Simpson 
warned wildlife enthusiasts that  "Swainson's may be found [along the lower Chattooga], 
but heavy white-water sports use and reduced accessibility makes these 
segments less attractive for birding than the area upstream from Burrell's Ford."



76
 



 
    



  



                                                             
74 Chief Justice Holmes dissenting opinion on limitations in the Clean Waters Act 
75



 pg 2,  July 12, 2000 letter from NPS to AW   Summarizing the 1988 NPS report,  ref. D18(YELL)   



76 Birds of the Blue Ridge Mountains by Marcus B. Simpson, Jr, University of North Carolina Press, 1992. 
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SWIMMING 



    The preferred alternative protects swimmers since only winter boating is allowed.  



However some of the alternatives include summer boating and if one of these 



alternatives is being considered, a more thorough review of swimming and wading the 



Upper Chattooga is required prior to instating a new policy.   This section argues 



against boating during the swimming season. 



  The USFS are directed to “Segregate boating sites from swimming sites.[FSM 



2335.11]”.  Similar language is included in the FS handbook
77



.   Therefore, the USFS considers 



the impact boating would have on swimming significant and substantial.     16 U.S.C. § 1281 



requires the agency limit activities that “ substantially interfere with public use and enjoyment” 



of protected values, and swimming is a protected O.R. value.      



    Boating is in conflict with the protected value of swimming and should not be allowed to 



interfere with that value during the already limited swim season.  For children, swimming is the 



most popular activity along the North Fork and only lasts a few months.  Letting a few kayaks 



monopolize the entire resource during higher flows while endangering children is a completely 



unbalanced allocation of the recreational opportunities on the Chattooga. 



   Although there are also remote swimming sites, only two popular NC swimming sites are 



included in the 2007 Chattooga Integrated Report; they are Cashiers Slide Rock and the Bull 



Pen area. Under agency guidelines, these sites require the agency to separate swimming from 



any boating. 



The Sumter USFS removed Cashiers Slide Rock from the NEPA review by altering the 



geographic scope of the EA.  Since Bull Pen is also considered a swimming/wading site and is 



well documented in area guidebooks, the agency must segregate swimming from boating at 



Bull Pen [FSM 2335.11].       



Guidbook references of Swimming at Bull Pen Area are abundant  



• “There are pools for wading and fishing above the bridge as well as below. 



The bridge is a great place to spend the day –climbing around rocks, wading 



the pools, taking pictures, fishing and picnicking.”     p.215, The Summer Times 



by Nancy Turner 1994 The Cider Press Inc  



• “The Highlands section of the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River contains a 



few cascades and is a popular swimming and sunbathing area.” p. 103, North 



Carolina Waterfalls, Adams, 1994, Blair. 



                                                             
77



 Forest Service Handbook 1809.12 - sec 299.1 water safety, “separate use areas shall be established for boaters 



and swimmers” 
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• “several hundred yards above the bridge, the Chattooga calms and the trail 



drops alongside the river, providing access to several small sandy beaches 



and numerous emerald green pools.”    p. 24, The Chattooga Wild & Scenic 



River, Brian Boyd, 1998 Fern Creek Press 



•  “This area is a popular place to hike, wade and picnic.”   p. 77, Touring the 



North Carolina Backroads, C Sakowski,1990. 



• -  “found just upstream from Bull Pen Bridge…  unusual potholes are 



present, as well as several nice swimming pools.” www.sherpaguides.com 2004 



Guide to North Georgia,   



     Under FSM  2354.32, “River Management Plans for designated rivers must …provide for 



public safety” and WSR management guidelines instruct the agency to “provide a level of 



public safety and maintain a desired recreational experience.”
78



    



     The potential hazards to swimmers must be documented within the EA under NEPA [36 



CFR §1502.22]
79



 regardless of the suspected risk. 



 Flows:     Limiting kayaking to proposed flows will not protect swimming and wading visitors.   



Since no high-water data on swimming was ever collected during the Chattooga Study, any 



comments on, or reviews of, swimming flows remains speculative.  The water level only rose 



above the 2.0’ briefly during the two-year swim seasons spanning the recreational analysis; the 



agency could not possibly document swimming use during high (boatable) flows.   



   The published Integrated Report(2007) stated:  “higher flows associated with storms are hard 



to predict and available for relatively short periods of time. This makes it hard for recreation 



users to use or avoid them”
80



  It is clear from the Chattooga Analysis Integrated Report that 



flashy flows will not segregate users.  Waters levels, which quickly rise and fall, are a potential 



danger which could be calamitous during the growing season while swimmers are present.  



     The 2007 Chattooga recreational studies proved that conflicting activities cannot be 



separated through natural fluctuations in water flow levels.  It further shows that this separation 



of activities by flow is even more unusable as the growing season progresses.  The F.S.  



hydrology report as published stated  published “In the Summer period, a boater might require 



a starting flow of closer to 450cfs to assure at least 225cfs remains in the channel as the 



hydrograph descends.”
81



  It is clear from the Chattooga Analysis Integrated Report that flashy 



flows will not segregate users during the growing season at proposed flow limits.  



       The Draft EA published swimmer-boater encounters might be rare due to flows pg 102.   



                                                             
78



 p.37, Managing Designated Wild & Scenic Rivers, pg 37. Wild &Scenic River coordinating council. 
79



 The EA  must consider “reasonably foreseeable impacts which have catastrophic consequences, even if their 



probability of occurrence is low”   
80



 p. 76, Chattooga VCA; Integrated Report, Whitaker, 2007   
81



 p. 11, North Fork Chattooga River; Streamflow Character. Hansen 2007 
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The draft never quantifies the word “Low” but by using the word, it cavalierly dismisses the 



concern that boating will impact swimming. This assertion is false.  Swimming during boatable 



flows would be a safety issue and current visitors do swim at the levels that the recreational 



analysis purported as boatable.    At Grimshawes bridge summer residents still flock to swim at 



levels up to 450csf @BP and people have been known to swim when the river is above 650 csf 



@BP.   The Pools above Bull Pen remain popular up to 450csf @BP  during the summer 



months.    The final EA should either quantify low as being below 450csf @BP or not include a 



descriptive of when people swim without survey data or science to back up this statement.   



    The Chattooga Cliffs reach just above Bull Pen is at its flashiest during the summer.  



Mot summer storm flows pass through these upper reaches within two hours.  As 



demonstrated during the expert panels in January of 2007, it takes more than two hours to 



float the Chattooga Cliffs reach.  Boaters putting in at Norton Mill Creek may well be paddling 



through child-filled swimming holes by the time they approach the Bull Pen area if kayaking 



was allowed during the growing season. 



         To separate boaters from swimmers at Bull Pen, the USFS needs to actively manage the 



area (like the proposal in Alternative #4).    



  Using agency guidelines for analysis under FSM 1973.4, the agency should evaluate the new 



users' (kayakers') impact on current users (swimmers), and assess the impact any revised 



policy might have compared to existing conditions.   In this case, the existing users are the 



swimmers.  Many are children.  Swimming is most popular in the pools under falls, and what for 



potential kayakers would be "blind drops".  In such situations, swimmers would be at grave risk 



from descending kayakers.  These conflicts require continued restrictions on kayaks and the 



policy precedence set at Pisgah’s slide rock should continue on the Chattooga. 



Since the downstream sections will remain available to kayakers all year long, seasonal 



paddling restrictions minimized the impact on boating.   Kayak limitations during the growing 



season would allow wading visitors to continue safely enjoying a portion of the Chattooga. 



Under NEPA guidelines [42 USC § 1502.14] alternative 5 and 8 must include the effect 



unrestricted summer boating WILL have on swimmers and their associated safety.      
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Scouting Trails for Boaters 



Scouting: v. To visually survey the upcoming rapid, fall or section to determine how, or if, to 



boat it    



The draft EA has correctly mentioned portage trails and American whitewater insist, 



"Portaging wood obstructions is an expected and integral part of the paddling experience, 



particularly on narrow streams.
82



"    This safety protocol for portaging wood is repeated in 



numerous publications.
83



     It is clear that expanding boating onto the Chattooga North Fork 



and the associated tributaries will impact the banks and riparian vegetation.  



     In addition to portaging, scouting of rapids is the recommended safety protocol on flashy 



rivers.
84



   The USDA’s Chattooga River Map requires scouting of all major rapids (class IV and 



V)
85



. The USFS description of North Fork in the 1971 WSR Study reported  numerous “blind 



drops” and “narrow sluices” indicating the obvious need to bank scout some rapids.    



 A kayaker could not possible know if a rapid is within his/her capability, until after they scout 



it; this is why scouting is required on the North Fork and the associated impacts and new trail 



requirements must also be  documented within the final EA. 



   AW paddling trip reports (submitted by Don Kinser in 2002 to Michael Crane of the USFS) 



noted the need for “intensive scouting” and “a lot of scouting” on headwater trips.    The 



Chattooga expert Boating Panels were surveyed scouting most drops but this was never 



mentioned in the subsequent reports nor were these impacts documented within the draft EA.   



   Creek boating is clearly an amphibious not purely aquatic sport.  The safety protocol for 



creek boating to to scout each class IV and IV rapid as well as all creeks after large storms.    



This surveying of upcoming rapids is based on individual ability and line of sight.   The USFS 



published that the Upper Chattooga has “numerous blind drops” on the Upper Chattooga in the 



2004 FEIS and the 2007 Intergrated report.  The USFS must now document the true impact 



associated with expanding boating up river.  



Tributaries:   It is clear to most, that the headwater tributaries cannot be open until after an 



assessment is completed.   It is unfortunate that AW , who is very aware of this fact, is now 



telling their members that this is a “new ban”.    This EA should better explain the impacts any 



use can have on the headwaters tributaries.     



                                                             
82  American Whitewater letter to  USFS regarding the Chattooga North Fork  Sept. 13, 2007  by K. Colburn  
83 pg 119 Paddle your own Canoe, Mcgruffin 1999 Boston Mills Press;  Pg 32 Essentials of river Kayaking, written by The 
American Canoe Association, 2004 Menasha Ridge Press; pg 61 Basic Kayaking , by Dickert & Rounds, 2005, Stackpole Books 
84 SCOUTING: Whispering Death March 11, Paddeling news © Verloren Hoop Productions (2003); p.22  Benner,"Carolina 



White Water; a paddlers guide to the Western Carolinas"(1993); pp. 5.12-5.15 The American Red Cross, Canoeing and Kayaking 
(1981); p. 161. William Hillcourt, Official Boy Scout Handbook (1979) or http://www.scouting.org;; pg 82 Basic Kayaking , by 
Dickert & Rounds, Stackpole Books(2005); pg 12  Colorado Whiteater; Spray July-Aug 2002;     
85 Chattooga; National Wild & Scenic River, USDA Recreation Guide R8-RG 177  “scouting is mandatory for class V rapids.” 
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Wilderness 



      The Ellicott Wilderness was designated for its intrinsic values as wilderness.  In [Public Law 



93-622], Congress described the need for Eastern wilderness designation as "urgent" in order to 



protect wilderness from human overuse.  Congress noted that areas of wilderness are 



"increasingly threatened by pressures of growing and more mobile populations” and require 



protection from “uses inconsistent with the protection, maintenance, and enhancement of the 



areas wilderness character."   The Ellicott wilderness was never intended to be a playground for 



kayakers’ unlimited use.  Clearly the justification for designation was to protect the resource from 



overuse, not to create a river park.  



  The secretary of agriculture should manage the area "in accordance with the Wilderness act" 



which includes the need to "balance conflicting uses" and "protect the wilderness character of the 



area".  



The Wilderness Act states that: 



“In order to assure that an increasing population, accompanied by expanding 



settlement and growing mechanization, does not occupy and modify all areas within 



the United States and its possessions, leaving no lands designated for preservation 



and protection in their natural condition, it is hereby declared to be the policy of the 



Congress to secure for the American people of present and future generations the 



benefits of an enduring resource of wilderness.”  [16 U.S.C. § 1131(a)] 



   “A wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and his own works dominate 



the landscape, is hereby recognized as an area where the earth and its community of 



life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor who does not remain. An 



area of wilderness is further defined to mean in this chapter an area of undeveloped 



Federal land retaining its primeval character and influence, without permanent 



improvements or human habitation, which is protected and managed so as to preserve 



its natural conditions and which (1) generally appears to have been affected primarily 



by the forces of nature, with the imprint of man's work substantially unnoticeable; (2) 



has outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of 



recreation”        [16 U.S.C. § 1131(c)] 



By designation, wilderness can offer either solitude or “unconfined recreation”.  Given that 



Ellicott Rock Wilderness was designated to avoid overuse, offering “opportunities for solitude” 



over duplicating recreational opportunities would be more aligned with congressional intent.  



     Kayaking is NOT a congressionally mandated entitlement as claimed by the kayak lobby. 



    The classic wilderness management dilemma is that policy must provide for both public use and 



enjoyment while also protecting wilderness conditions. This dilemma does not apply to Wilderness 



within Wild and Scenic Rivers.    Any Chattooga policy dilemma regarding recreational-versus-



conservation-policy is clearly prioritized under the governing statute [16:28  § 1281(b)].    The 



Wilderness Act stipulates that wilderness should be both “untrammeled” (free from human 



manipulation) and preserved in its natural condition (possibly requiring active management) [PL 



88-577]; these statements supersede the “unconfined recreation” language repeated by the kayak 
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lobby.   The governing law is that “primary emphasis shall be given to protecting its’ esthetic, 



scenic, historic, archeological, and scientific features”[16:28  § 1281(a)] and that “with respect to 



preservation of such river and its immediate environment, and in case of conflict between the 



provisions of the Wilderness Act and this chapter, the more restrictive provisions shall apply” 



[16:28  § 1281(b)].    



        The governing laws are indisputable and unambiguous, a new policy expanding kayaking, 



or any unmanaged recreation, through the Chattooga wild areas would be illegal under the 



governing laws of this designated Wilderness and Wild and Scenic River.      



     The four miles of declared Wilderness above Ellicott Rock currently has no designated 



streamside trails and access has been limited for thirty year in order to protect the resource.  



Expanding boating into the upper section of wilderness would have significant impact to habitat 



and create wildlife disturbances where few exist today.  This biological impact is not fully 



explored within the draft EA. The USFS have published these now inaccessible areas can “only 



be accessed by boat”, indicating a currently disturbance-free wildlife habitat.   The USFS needs 



to recognize the “special attributes” associated with this wilderness area and protect these ORVs 



accordingly. 



     The four miles of declared Wilderness above Ellicott Rock currently has no designated 



streamside trails and access has been limited for thirty year in order to protect the resource.  The 



special attributes associated with this area include its’ remoteness from the inaccessibility of 



visitors.     Expanding boating into the upper section of wilderness would have significant impact 



to habitat and create wildlife disturbances where few exist today.  This new biological impact is 



not fully explored within the assessment. The condition of the current resource (no developed 



access) has not been recognized.   



 



         No weight has been assigned to the non-user wilderness values
[1]



 associated with the 



Chattooga’s North Fork.  Including nonuse values in the economic valuation of ecosystems as 



suggested by the National Research Council,
[2]



 which states, “economic valuation of changes in 



ecosystem services should be based on . . . both use and nonuse values.”   Non-user values 



were originally included in the 2004 Sumter Forest Service FEIS (pg 3-283) being reanalyzed 



for this draft EA.  The 2004 FEIS reported that the majority of the public consistently favor 



protection of intrinsic wilderness values over recreational utility.    Some economic consideration of 



these intrinsic wilderness values associated with the “primary emphasis” WSR mandates, 



should be included in the draft EA[42 USC § 1502.23]. 



 



                                                             
[1]



 36 C.F.R. 219.17.(2) As a minimum, the evaluation shall include consideration of [T]he values of the area as wilderness.  
[2]



 P 6, Valuing ecosystem services:  2005, National Research Council,   National Academies Press. 
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Hiking: Scenery and Solitude 



    The impact which alterations in management policy would have on backpackers and day 



hikers remains undocumented.  Under FSM 1973.5 
86



 , measuring impact using current policy as the 



baseline is required in forest planning.   The agency is also required to “Describe the history and 



social characteristics of the analysis area as a point of departure for estimating social effects of 



[newly proposed]management alternatives” FSM 1973.4.    Social effects requires analysis against 



the current, or baseline,  policy.   



     Under statutory guidelines, “Forest planning shall identify the recreational preferences of user 



groups and the settings needed to provide quality recreation opportunities” 36 cfr 219.21(2)   



   The only data collected on front country and backcountry user preferences was collected in 



December of 2005 at the Chattooga public meetings.  During these USFS meeting the hikers' 



preferences were clearly documented as "few encounters" and "no boats".  If the USFS has other 



documented studies on the preferences of foot-travel visitors along the upper Chattooga, we simply 



ask them to provide such studies as required under 40 CFR § 1502.24
87



.  The data collected at the 



Chattooga public meetings must be used in the Environmental Analysis, and the Forest Service 



cannot arbitrarily decide to ignore this data.  The Chattooga LAC study clearly indicated current 



visitor preferences for "few encounters" and "solitude".  It would seem entirely possible that current 



hikers, picnickers and campers will lose their opportunities for solitude should new policies be 



implemented that reflect the fact that the preferences they expressed in the public meetings were 



ignored and not carried over into the final Environmental Analysis.  Additionally, the current visitors' 



visual expectations that required documentation 36CFR219.21 are not included within the EA, 



because they were never collected In the Capacity analysis.  



        Flows simply are not relevant to the majority of NC Chattooga visitors.   Therefore adding 



kayaking under water level restrictions would still result in diminishment of many recreational values.   



The Chattooga’s expensive 2007 Integrated Report published that “activities such as hiking, 



camping, walking, biking, wildlife observation, photography and similar riverside recreation can often 



occur along a river regardless of the flow, but [higher] flows may enrich the experience with 



aesthetic benefits. (Brown, 1991; Whittaker, 2002)”.
88



     Therefore streamside opportunities for 



solitude during boatable flows will be eliminated for foot travelers if the USFS sets policy to 



increase access to boaters above the lower 2/3rds of the corridor. 



   Throughout the Chattooga analysis, visitors have been consistent with their desires of continuation of 



the current management policy continue unchanged.   These repeated preferences voiced from the foot-



travel visitors can not be dismissed without justification.    



                                                             
86



 FSM 1973.5 Estimate the effects that would result from Forest Service alternatives.  Include an analysis of the social effects of the 
base (no action) alternative that follows current policies and practices and a comparison of the effects of other management 
alternatives. 
87



 40 cfr § 1502.24   Agencies shall insure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in 
environmental impact statements. They shall identify any methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote to the 
scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in the statement. 
88



 sec 3.1.1  Chattooga River; Literature Review Report, Lois Berger group 2007  USFS]  
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Inequity Toward Other Potential Chattooga Users. 



 Without documenting the full benefits of limiting access to foot-travel only, the draft EA remains 



incomplete.[42 USC § 1502.14 a& b] Under the remand decision, the USFS were requested to consider 



all “potential uses” not just paddle-sport. Without analysis of all potential recreational crafts, the proposed 



paddler access policy establishes an inequitable policy that could violate the equal protection clause 



within the Fifth Amendment of the Constitution. The proposed alternative unconstitutionally grants 



exclusive access to kayakers and canoes while restricting all other types of transport craft. Any other 



access group could argue that they are intentionally being treated differently from others similarly situated 



and where there is no rational basis for disparate treatment. [Village of Willowbrok v. Olech, 528 U.S. 



562, 564 120 S.Ct. 1073,145 L.Ed.2d 1060 (2000) see also Esmail v. Macrane, 53 F.3d 176, 180 (7th Cir. 



1995)]    



Realistically impacts from all types of river craft and restricted land crafts require assessment 



within this NEPA. A transparent justification is required if the agency plans to grant a preferential access 



policy for a single type of watercraft while it continues to restrict all others. Granting exclusive access to 



private paddlers while restricting all other types of watercrafts and land vehicles is not an equitable 



access policy.  Foreseeable future litigation from other access groups requires consideration within this 



NEPA.
89



 



In addition to river limits on tubers, rafts and motorized-craft , the paddle-only preferential policy 



discriminates against mountain bikers, horses, ATVs, motor-cross and 4-wheelers, each group currently 



restricted from accessing the North Fork corridor. Clearly a policy that restricts ALL types of vehicles is 



more equitable then a policy that grants exclusive access to ONE. Currently all members of the public 



have the opportunity to access to the North Fork corridor by foot, this simple access policy requires little 



explanation, is easily understood by the public and courts. 



Preferential access to kayakers will only initiate additional access demands that the USFS 



will have no basis or precedent for limiting.  This opening of Pandora’s box will commence the 



race to the end of the existing ‘Wildness’ and ‘Scenic’ Chattooga values.   The cumulative effects 



on future river management policy require full consideration in this EA.[36 CFR § 219.7] &[FSH 



1909.12-24.23] 



  



                                                             
89 36 CFR § 219.7:  defined as Cumulative Impacts under NEPA guidelines  
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Fishing 



 Four year ago the USFS published this statement regarding fishing .  “encounters between anglers and 



boaters will occur under this alternative, many of which may be undesired by one or both users. Because 



a significant number of these encounters may be undesired, user conflicts are very likely to result. They 



may occur when boaters pass directly through areas being actively fished where a broken line, 



entanglement or other interference with the fishing activity takes place. Conflicts can also occur when an 



actual encounter (visual or auditory) brings about a loss of solitude.” Pg H-16  F.M.S.FS 2004 FEIS 



 The historical rationalization for implementing limits on floating the Upper Chattooga were 



well documented by the USFS in the “Opposition To Motion For Preliminary Injunction” filed during 



AW’s 2006 lawsuit against the USFS.   The USFS argued that…. 



“The [Chattooga] Development Plan
90



 recognized four recreational uses: boating, 



fishing, hiking, and camping. Id. at 11,849. Without being specific about which 



sections, the Development Plan states that sections of the river are ideal for floating 



in canoes, kayaks and rubber rafts. The Development Plan provides more detail 



about trout fishing. It states that trout fishing on the Chattooga ranges from excellent 



in the upper reaches to extremely marginal in the lowermost reaches, as a result of 



different water temperatures.  .It continues that because of its location in the South, 



the river is an extremely popular area for trout fishing. Most importantly, the 



Development Plan also states “[t]he recent increase in floaters using the river has had 



a detrimental effect on the fishing experience. Conflicts have developed on certain 



sections of the river where floaters and fishermen use the same waters.” Id. at 



11,849. 



 The Development Plan recognized that restrictions in WSRA limit the types of 



permissible recreation use, especially in those sections of the river designated “wild” 



or “scenic,” as opposed to areas designated “recreation.” It states that compatible 



uses on the Chattooga are floating, hiking, hunting, fishing, and camping. However, it 



states, “although current levels of all types of uses create some problems, 



uncontrolled future use would probably result in safety hazards and a lowering of the 



quality of the recreation experience and when need warrants, this will be prevented 



by the establishment of regulations limiting size, number, type, etc., to provide 



optimum use.” Id. at 11,850. 



 In furtherance of the objective to strike an optimum balance of recreational uses 



and avoid user conflicts on the entire Chattooga, and while discussing areas of the 



river directly upstream of SC/GA Highway 28, the Development Plan states “[t]his 



area remains a favorite spot for trout fishing. This location is the source of some of 



the best trout fishing in both South Carolina and Georgia. Floating will be prohibited 



above Highway 28 . . . ” Id. at 11,852. Although floating above Highway 28 was to be 



                                                             
90 41 Fed. Reg. 11,847 (Mar. 22, 1976) 
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prohibited, to make certain that floating was accommodated on the river, no 



limitations or restrictions were placed on floating downstream of Highway 28, 



consisting of over 36 miles of the 57 mile river corridor. The Forest Service 



determined that this large portion was the most generally desirable, physically 



suitable, and highly used area for floating on the river. By exercising its discretion 



to manage the river this way, the Forest Service was able to reasonably 



accommodate two specific conflicting recreational uses, benefiting the 



individuals who wished to float the river and those who wished to experience 



quality trout fishing in the only areas of the river that offered that experience.”
91



 



         The Chattooga History Report added that... "The number and severity of boater-angler 



conflicts is a major issue in need of documentation.  All interviewees agreed that after the 



publishing of the 1971 River Study and the release of the movie Deliverance, there was a huge 



influx of floaters on the Chattooga River… their use affected locals who used the river for fishing, 



swimming, and picnicking.”
92



     



   The 1976 WSR designation literature noted   “Fishing is probably the number one attraction of the 



river at the present time. In, the upper reaches of the main stem and in the downstream tributaries, 



where the water is clear and cool, trout fishing is excellent.” [P.L. 93-278 pg  3010]    The designation 



value of Recreation was fishing. 



    The 1976 management policy diminished that value by allowing boating to grow unchecked wich 



relegated most anglers to the upper river; here the USFS protected and encouraged fishing.  This 1976 



policy was against the "protect and enhance mandates" for recreation and angling on the downriver 



portion but anglers understood the need to balance conflicting activities on a limited resource and 



accepted the 1976 policy as a compromise that protected fishing on a portion of the Chattooga while 



allowing whitewater sports to monopolize river use downstream.    American Whitewater (AW) 



recognized the rationale for these restrictions in their 1999 Nov/Dec newsletter;  AW published that 



North Fork policy was introduced “in order to prevent possible conflicts between fishermen and floaters. 



In some ways this change was understandable; after all, this river has long been recognized as one of 



the finest stocked-trout fisheries in the region.”
93



  



    Active agency management was required to resolve documented conflict between anglers 



and floaters in 1976, and is still required today.   Following required planning guidelines
94



, the 



original 1976 management plan sought to address conflicts between users by limiting paddlers’ 



displacement of anglers from the entire river corridor by limiting boats to downstream areas. 



       Fluctuating water flows did not "naturally separate" boats from anglers in 1976 and thirty 



years later, an expensive Chattooga Flow Study proved that kayakable flow levels overlap even 



                                                             
91 AW v. USFS Case 2:06-cv-00074-WCO Document 11 Filed 07/07/2006 Page 4-6 of 28 
92



 Chattooga River History Project:  Literature Review and Interview Summary, 2006, USFS 



93 American Whitewater Newsletter Nov/Dec 1999 
94



 FSM 2350.2 requires the agency to “Mitigate adverse impacts of users on other users”. 
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greater with acceptable fishing flow levels.  The 2007 study verified that fluctuations in flows 



would not naturally separate these conflicting uses; and that agency management is still required.  



The narrow creek that is the Chattooga North Fork simply couldn’t accommodate both anglers and 



boaters simultaneously; therefore, active management policy was required to protect fishing from 



boating.   The only change since 1976 is that there are many more anglers and kayakers.  



Subsequently, there will be more conflict.    Unlimited expansion of boating onto the North Fork 



would be the final step in the eradication of angling from the designated Chattooga.   Sadly, the 



Chattooga  -originally designated a Wild and Scenic River because of its angling opportunities- 



would become an exclusive boater playground without proper management. 



 



The Visitor Capacity Analysis 2005-7:   The USFS noted in the 2007 Chattooga Integrated Report, 



"we believe angler-boater encounters are among the most important impacts associated with 



allowing boating use on the Upper River.  Several other studies of angler-boater encounters have 



shown that anglers can be very sensitive to this impact (Heberlein & Vaske, 1977; Manning, 1979).  



In some studies, encounter tolerances were as low as 2 groups per day," 
95



 This is no surprise on a 



narrow mountain stream since each boating group can spook the very fish anglers are trying to 



catch.  The 2005 social data collected as part of THIS visitor capacity analysis indicated even lower 



encounter preferences for Upper Chattooga anglers.   These Chattooga specific preferences are 



absent from the current assessment. 



    Additionally the Sumter FS published in their September 2005 press release that a review of 



angler-boater conflict would be part of the analysis.   But all this was dropped!  The analysis was 



instead limited to a "recreational flow study" to assess kayakability which had been requested 



previously -- three times -- by American Whitewater in correspondence to the USFS in 2004 and 



2005.   The conducted flow study estimated what flows might be acceptable by anglers and 



boaters, but was specifically restricted from assessing user conflict as outlined in the 2006 



Implementation Plan published by the USFS.   The study never reviewed potential conflicts with 



anglers or impacts to the protected values of the fishing resource which is the "special attribute" 



published in, and protected by, the original Chattooga WSR Comprehensive Land Management 



Plan. 



    What is most disturbing is that the recreational flow study, which included both anglers and 



kayakers, was carefully designed to avoid any review of potential conflicts between the groups.  On 



the first day, some anglers were removed from the Chattooga to avoid being on the river with 



kayakers.  On the second day of study, kayaks were allowed to pass active anglers but the hired 



consultants (that were recommended by American Whitewater) refused to document fishing 



disruption or the spooked fish observed by the angling-study participants. 



    The Chattooga Capacity study initiated to determine if boating will harm the fishing resource 



or quality of recreation for anglers, never studied this interaction but instead conducted a “literature 



                                                             
95 page 63 of the 2007 Chattooga Capacity Analysis, Integrated Report.  USFS 
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review” searching for “other” studies conducted on the effects paddling a small stream might have 



on fishing.  Since no such study was found, the biased report -conducted by the consultants 



recommended by American Whitewater- concluded, Presto! no fisher/boater conflicts exists.        



     Studies... to discover if pigs can fly?   How the absence of a study indicates anything is 



preposterous!   The lack of study on “if Pigs can fly” cannot be used to conclude that pigs can fly.   



Similarly the absence of a study on if fish are spooked when brightly-colored watercraft moving 



downriver in shallow water, while paddle strokes plunge into the water, through a narrow creek that 



echoes its presence with every tap of the bed,  cannot be used to conclude impact on fishing.   The 



fact that no study exists more likely proves the absurdity of boater claims and wastefulness of such 



study.   Paddling a small creek DOES have on fishing and fish behavior.   



   If the final Environmental Assessment announces a Finding of No Significant Impact 



(F.O.N.S.I.) if boating were to overlap with angling, simply indicates the lack of effort by the agency 



or the inherent biased in the conducted analysis scope.  A F.O.N.S.I. by avoidance of issues does 



not meet the “rigorously explore” mandates required for an Environmental Assessment, especially 



after the agency published, and argued in court, the need to study how boats impact fishing. 



        User Conflict:   Impacts from kayaks on fishing include:   



  •   increased noise and disturbance through boats hitting the riverbed or  



  •   splashing a pool,  



  •   paddle strokes sound and movement,  



  •   paddle strikes against the boat or  



  •   paddle strikes against the river bottom,  



  •   talking, talking,  TALKING,    and  



  •   increased overhead shadows.  



     The draft Environmental Analysis does not offer any definitive statements on how kayaks 



impact fish behavior and therefore the ability of anglers to catch them; fish disturbances are not 



independent of angling and cannot be attenuated
96



.  The entire Chattooga Capacity Study focused 



on the physical capacity of the resource to physically hold conflicting users with little regard for how 



kayakers affect the anglers' goal of catching fish or impact the fishing experience.  The Draft EA 



only discussed the impact kayaks have on fish behavior once and in the obtuse context of “goal 



interference”;  Given the length of the Draft EA, money spent on analysis and focus on this key 



issue, the final assessment should be affirmative regarding assessment of this impact.        



     Most everyone is aware that surface movement spooks fish.  Even American Whitewater 



published that  “Fish are disturbed by noise and surface activity. Voices carry well over water. 



Kayaking is the most exhilarating of sports, but fishing is by its nature a solitary and contemplative 



activity.”
97



   The final EA should make it clear to the paddling community that their activity does 



impact others enjoyment of the area.   The education of creek-boaters with misconceptions about 



                                                             
96  Like fish for anglers, ("The relationship between red wolf takings and interstate commerce is quite direct -- with 



no red wolves, there will be no red wolf related tourism..." Cf. Gibbs v. Babbitt, 214 F.3d 483, 492 -- 493 (CA4 



2000))
96



.   
97 American Whitewater  website : http://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River_detail_id_2835_  downloaded 



3/5/2008 











  



 



Improvement Opportunities for the Chattooga Draft Assessment,                  August  16, 2008              page   65 



fish behavior and fly fishing needs should not be avoided at this juncture.  



   Scientific studies have been conducted on the effects sounds and passing shadows have on 



fish behavior.  A formal letter from  Dr. Wagner to Mr. Cleeves on May 07, 2007 provided numerous 



studies conducted on the flight response of fish to noise and overhead shadows. Studies 



referenced relative to fish responses to loud noise includes   (Knudsen et al. 1997) and  (Laming 



and Ebbesson 1984; Laming 1987).   Scientific reference to fish responses to passing shadows 



include  (Ingram and Odum (1941) and (White 2000).  This information has been included in 



numerous correspondence to the USFS and should have been considered in the Environmental 



Assessment.   The best available science indicates overhead shadows and noise –-the actions of 



boating-- will initiate a flight response (spook) in fish.   EA statements must “be supported by 



evidence that the agency has made the necessary environmental analyses” [42 USC § 1502.1].     



That available scientific studies on fish behavior are being repeatedly overlooked; this action 



shows an extreme biased by the agency.   By only considering the literature supplied by a 



consultant that was recommended by the kayak lobby, violates NEPA and APA guidelines. 



 



 



Flow Levels: 



   The only long-term scientific study indicates anglers use the North Fork most of the year and at 



most all water levels
98



.   The Chattooga analysis concluded that “The angler panel members 



indicated that the high end of optimal fishing was, about 3.0, for spin/bait fishing.”
99



    The data 



collected Chattooga within the 2007 recreational analysis indicates optimum conditions for spin 



fishing range as high as 2.8’ yet the charts in the assessment do not show the complete range of the 



data collected as part of the 2007 study.    The 2.8’ water level represents the 98% of all flow levels 



(below 750cfs at Burrels Ford) and 100% of the reported acceptable “boating flows”.  The exclusion 



of 50% of the angler preference data –through the improper use of statistics- biased the charts and 



data in the assessment and suggests an abuse of discretion from the agency.   Spin anglers 



represent the majority of Chattooga anglers, the accuracy of this data is vital for an objective 



assessment of the recreational encounter levels.  



  Additionally, the Forest Service Hydrology
100



 report indicates that higher flows do not result in 



waters too turbid to fish.    Therefore, turbidity is irrelevant with respect to angling opportunities 



available on the Chattooga North Fork  



    Even AW disagrees with the flow survey data. “Flow information will, by design, be inadequate for 



future management decisions. The opinions of 5-8 individuals running (or fishing) a river under 



highly artificial conditions, one, two, or three times is an inadequate basis for decisions regarding 



the management of a Wild and Scenic River.”   AW letter to USFS 08/02/2006 signed by Kevin 



Colburn. 



     The assessment suggest that spin fisherman anglers visit less often above 350cfs is 



factually inaccurate. The two DNR studies and by the 2006 Chattooga Flow study.
101



    In 2006, the 



                                                             
98 The 1989 GA DNR report and the 1999 SC DNR Angler Survey documented fishing up to and above the 98% 
water level.  
99 pg 20 Upper Chattooga River: Expert Panel Field Assessment Report; Sumter USFS 2007 
100 pg 2, Chattooga North Fork Hydrology Report published as part of the 2006-7 Chattooga Analysis by the Sumter FS   
101 Not only were study participants present during flow study, but other anglers (not part of the study) were 



enjoying fishing during the study at boatable flow levels (2.3-2.6’)  
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Sumter USFS published that the DNR studies contain the “most reliable”
102



 data; then the data was 



discarded by the hired consultants whom were recommended by American Whitewater.  The DNR 



angler studies proved that fishing is most popular between 2.0(250cfs @ BF) and 2.5’(470cfs) 



around Burrells Ford, therefore boaters would likely create angler disturbances if permitted on the 



North Fork..  Upstream from Burrells Ford where flows are smaller fishing remains popular up to 



and above 3.0 feet (700cfs) or during all acceptable kayaker flows.   



 



       The Chattooga runs through three states; each requires an in-state fishing license.  Unlike 



kayakers, anglers are not allowed to roam across state boaters without paying for expensive out-of-



state fishing licenses.   Angler inventory of recreational opportunities must be state specific and 



“mitigation” for displaced anglers would be required for each state.     



   



 



Angler Conclusion.: 



• A WSR capacity analysis requires the assessment of the quality of the visitor experience.   



However, only flow-levels (a boater’s attribute) have been used to assess angler quality.    



• The facts indicate some fish up to the 99% of flow levels, defined as all boatable flows. 



• The North Fork is a narrow creek that cannot be paddled without spooking the fish, 



therefore these two activities are in conflict. 



• Boaters already enjoy unlimited access to the majority of the resource. 



  



                                                             
102 pg 27 Chattooga Analysis Integrated Report, Sumter USFS, 2007 
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Restrictions on Floating  Elsewhere: 



There are many waterways in which hand-powered boating, in addition to all other boating, 



is prohibited.  Many of these “no boat areas” are found in waterfowl nesting areas and other wildlife 



areas, including sections of the Colorado River State Park, and Cheyenne Bottoms Wildlife Area.   



Additionally areas of no boat use include reservoirs and other water-bodies reserved for drinking 



water purposes.   There are also seasonal closures.   Listed here are a few of these boating 



restrictions. 



State Water Name Regulations Managing Agency 



Colorado  Boulder Reservoir  Temporary restrictions by city manager  
Boulder Parks and 
Recreation  



Colorado  
Colorado River State Park 
(now James M. Robb-
Colorado River State Park) 



Boating is not permitted at Wildlife Area, 
Corn Lake and the Swimmin' Hole at 
Island Acres. Water contact is prohibited 
at Wildlife Area and Corn Lake. (This 
includes belly boats.)  



Colorado State Parks  



Colorado  East Portal Reservoir  No boating  



Estes Valley 
Recreation and Park 
District  



U.S. Department of 
the Interior  



Colorado  Flatiron Reservoir  No boating  
Larimer County Parks 
Department  



Colorado  Marys Lake  No boating  
Estes Valley 
Recreation and Park 
District  



Colorado  Jumbo Lake  



Boating prohibited Oct. 1 through the last 
day of waterfowl season, except hand-
propelled craft used to set and pick up 
decoys and downed waterfowl retrieval  



Division of Wildlife  



Colorado  State Forest State Park  
Boating is permitted only on North 
Michigan Reservoir, which has two boat 
ramps available.  



Colorado State Parks  



California Kings River Boating restriction on upper segment  NPS  



Kansas  
Cheyenne Bottoms Wildlife 
Area  



During waterfowl season, handpowered 
boats can be utilized in pools 2,3,4; 
prohibited in 1 and 5. From Apr 15-Aug 
15, handpowered boats prohibited from 
10am-5pm  



Department of 
Wildlife and Parks  



Maryland  Baltimore  



No boating between Liberty Road and 



Liberty Dam.  



No boating between Loch Raven Drive 



Bridge and Loch Raven Dam.  



No boating between Loch Raven Dam 



and small Loch Raven Dam.  



No boating within 1500 feet of Prettyboy 



Baltimore City 
Department of Public 
Works  
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Dam.  



Minnesota  



DAKOTA COUNTY  



Burnsville All small lakes 



and ponds: under 65 acres, 



except  



Alimagnet (19-21), Crystal, 



Lavon, and Keller Lakes  



 



Sunset Pond. 



 



 



No boats allowed 



 



 



No boats allowed on south half of Sunset 



Pond (waterfowl nesting area).  



Minnesota 
Department of 
Natural Resources  



Minnesota  



HENNIPIN COUNTY  



Richfield  



Richfield Lake (27-21), 



Wood  



Lake (27-26), Legion Lake 



(27-  



24), Mother Lake (27-23)  



No boating on any body of water in the 



city.  



Minnesota 
Department of 
Natural Resources  



Minnesota  
ST. LOUIS COUNTY  



St. James Pit Lake (69-428)  
No boats or swimming in lake.  



Minnesota 
Department of 
Natural Resources  



Montana Yellowstone National Park 
No kayaking or paddle sport within the 



park boundary. National Park Service 



Oklahoma  
Wichita Mountains Wildlife 



Refuge  



Hand-powered boats are permitted only 



on Jed Johnson, Rush, Quanah Parker, 



Elmer Thomas, and French Lakes. All 



boats Prohibited elsewhere  



US Fish and Wildlife 
Service  



PA  



Goose Cove; Montour 



County  



 



Lake Chillisquaque  



All Boating is prohibited  



 



Boating is prohibited on the entire lake 



from March 15 through April 30.  



 



South 
Dakota  



Brookings County: East 



Oakwood Lake  



Waterfowl Refuge,  



no boating Oct. 20-Dec. 31.   



South 
Dakota  



Brown County:  



Putney Slough Game 



Production Area  



no boating Oct. 15- Dec. 31 in Secs. 7, 8, 



17 and 18 in T124N, R61W.  
 



South 
Dakota  



Clark County: Reid Lake,  no boating Sept. 1- Dec. 31   



South 
Dakota  



Clark County Helgeson 



Slough in Sec 27 & 34 of 



T115N, R56W  



no boating from Mar. 1 - July 31   



South 
Dakota  



Codington County: 



McKilligan Lake  
no boating during waterfowl seasons   



South 
Dakota  



Codington County: Long No boating   
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Lake in Secs. 11, 12, 13 and 



14 of  



T117N, R55W,  



South 
Dakota  



Codington County: Blythe 



Slough  
no boating from Mar. 1-Aug. 31   



South 
Dakota  



Day County: Hillebrand's 



and Spring lakes and Swan 



Pond,  



no boating; Waubay Lake,  



no boating in Windgate Arm. 
 



South 
Dakota  



Hutchinson County: Silver 



Lake,  



no boating during fall and spring 



waterfowl seasons; 
 



South 
Dakota  



Kingsbury County: Spirit 



Lake and Whitewood Lake 



Waterfowl Refuge,  



no boating Oct. 20-  



Dec. 31. 
 



South 
Dakota  



—Marshall County: that 



portion of Opitz Lake in Sec. 



26, N ½ of Sec. 35, and the 



NW ¼ of  Sec. 36, T125N, 



R56W,  



  



 East Stink Lake,    



—McCook County: Island 



Lake, see Minnehaha  



Co.; the waters of Lehrman 



Game Production Area, in 



the S ½ and the SW ¼ of 



Sec. 32,  



T103N, R56W,  



no boating Mar. 1 - July 31 



 



 



 



 



 



 no boating Oct. 20-Dec. 31. 



 



South 
Dakota  



Minnehaha County: Clear 
Lake, Island Lake,  



  



no boating Oct. 20-Dec. 31;  



no boating north  of McCook County 
Road 6 and Minnehaha  County Road 
110 Oct. 20-Dec. 31; 



 



South 
Dakota  



Roberts County: Secs. 20, 
28, 29, 32 and 33 of T128N, 
R49W of Cottonwood Lake 
Waterfowl Refuge,  



no boating zone during waterfowl 
seasons 



 



     There is no single location for this information and these restrictions must be researched water 



body by water body, agency by agency.   This list is not comprehensive on the results of a few hours 



research; many more limitations on boating could likely be discovered with greater research. 



In addition to boat restrictions there are many other restrictions on human powered vehicles; 



these limits protect wildlife and the experience of other visitors.   One example is that bicycles are 



restricted for the length of the Appalachian Trail to protect the hiker’s experience and safety.  There is 



nothing unique to allocating access to public lands amongst various recreational activities.  
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Adaptive Management: 



     ‘Interactions of various groups all competing for the same finite resource can be expressed by 



Kingsland’s Law of Diminishing Environmental Expectations.   This law states that every insult to the 



environment, and each additional competing individual for a share of the resource, is accommodated 



by others in the environment until new diminished standards and expectations are set that are then 



accepted as the revised norm’
103



.     The lowering of expectations through adaptive management 



appears incongruent with protect and enhance mandates for setting Wild and Scenic River policy. 



     The EA does not make clear how experimenting with increased access will protect the current 



values found on and along the North Fork.   In light of the clear evidence of displaced recreational 



visitors from below Highway 28, expanding boating would simply expand the harm to the quality of 



visitor experiences upstream.  



     The diminishment of the biology, scenic and esthetic values caused by increases in recreation 



access, fails to meet the “primary emphasis” guidelines for managing WSRs. 



     Contrary to adaptive management, wilderness guidelines require the agency to “Gather necessary 



information and carry out research programs in a manner that is compatible with the preservation of the 



wilderness environment.” [FSM 2320.3].      Gathering information through social and physical 



experimentations that would likely harm wilderness or OR values, does not meet agency guidelines. 



    Not only must an agency’s analysis be sound, its proposed remedy must be sound as well.  The 



remedy that relies on an adaptive management approach to protect the environment and ORVs is an 



unreasonable and impractical remedy that would violate the “protect and enhance” mandate.  



“Testing” for acceptable levels of impacts to the resource and the quality of visitors experience  



would be impossible without clear baseline on visitors BEFORE starting Adaptive Management. 



      Any Policy that allows limited boating should include an implementation plan that makes any use 



of the North Fork contingent on all boaters following the limitations.   If proposed limits are difficult for 



the boating community to follow and rougue boaters exceed “acceptable limits”, additional boating 



opportunities under should be eliminated and the previous management policy reinstituted.   .   



   Implementation of Adaptive Management is nothing more than “experimenting with an alternative 



policy with many unknowns”.    Within Wilderness, or Wild and Scenic Rivers, the agency is 



experimenting with the values that they are congressionally mandated to protect; Adaptive 



Management is clearly inappropriate on the Upper Chattooga.  
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AW and CRC 



   American Whitewater mentions and recommends Doug Whitaker (owner of CRC) in their 2004 appeal 



to the USFS  Below is a review of these published 2004 recommendations and comments.  



I.   “Whittaker, et al. define a method for studying and analyzing flow preference relationships of 



various user groups. The authors specifically address boatability and fishability. 
 



Generally, the 



flows preferred by anglers are significantly lower than those preferred by paddlers”. from page 45 



aw 2004 appeal 



      AW notes that flows for paddlers and anglers are different suggesting a forgone conclusion.  The  



Chattooga study proved this assertion inaccurate.      It is true that anglers do not prefer boatable flows 



because these flows facilitate boating and associated disturbances, not because higher flows cannot be 



fished. 



II.      “Research on rivers across the country by experts such as Bo Shelby, Doug Whittaker, Troy 
Hall, and Jeff Marion has shown NO observable or quantifiable environmental impacts by 
boaters.”  Pg 3-10 AW 2004 Appeal 



 



   Every action causes a reaction and every visitor creates impact.   The fact that these AW recommended 



consultants find in NO quantifiable impacts shows either a complete lack of ability or extreme bias.      



 
III. “the optimal [boating ] level is likely around 2.4 feet.   In the event that the Agency chooses an 



implementation alternative allowing limited access based on flow, then the Agency should 
conduct a recreational flow study based on the expert research and techniques developed by Bo 
Shelby and Doug Whittaker for use in developing recreational flows from dams. AW can help 
with this study” pg 3-17 AW 2004 appeal to the USFS



  
     AW also recommended Whitaker in 2002 to the USFS and has recommended Whitaker on at least six 



other recreational studies assessing kayaker flows.    That AW recommended the consultant to review 



kayaker access should raise eyebrows during an objective review of this assessment.  That, AW now 



demands the USFS only consider the Consultants “expert” opinions verifies the favoritism.  



      Mr. Whitaker and his company have sided with kayaking under other strange conditions.  They 



proposed public water supplies be used to increase kayaker needs in Connecticut.  They have 



recommended millions of dollars in a renewable energy sources bypass hydro-electric plants to 



accommodate the whims of AW paddlers.   Now he has been involved with a flow study that disregarded 



the majority of Upper Chattooga stakeholders, misrepresented the data collected during the study and 



ignored his own 1993 flow study manual in conducting the survey and statistical analysis.  



 



     The CEQ define  “Objectivity” as “a measure of whether disseminated information is accurate, reliable, 



and unbiased and whether that information is presented in an accurate, clear, complete, and unbiased 



manner.”[2002 (Vol. 67 Federal Register No. 36, at 8452].      Has CEQ objectivity standards been meet?          



 [40 CFR § 1502.24]: “Agencies shall insure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, 



of the discussions and analyses in environmental impact statements. They shall identify any 



methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote to the scientific and other 



sources relied upon for conclusions in the statement.”       Section 3.3-1 must comply with this NEPA 



mandate     
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The Economic Analysis Among Alternatives Is Limited.  



42 USC § 1502.23 outlines how the EA Cost-benefit analysis should be structured.   The draft EA does 



not include a comparative economic assessment on non-USFS costs 



1. The EA should compare the economic impact of adding another creek for floating during higher 



water in comparison to eliminating the current unique fishing experience on the North Fork. 



2. The EA should compare the non-use values associated with the Ellicott Wilderness area. 



3. It is unclear if the budget for a new gauge, the proposed parking facility at County Line Road, or 



the parking changes at Burells Ford  are included within the draft EA.  



4. The EA does not include the cost of collection, processing and permit boxes at all current foot 



travel access points.   There are over 50 access points surrounding the Ellicott Wilderness alone.  



5. The final EA should include cost estimates for improving the Search and Rescue costs and 



capabilities in local counties. 



    All relevant costs should be included in the economic assessment. 



  Agency planners are mandated to "sustain economic systems"
104



 when evaluating alternatives.   



Two-thirds of the Chattooga and over 90% of the watershed is currently open to kayakers.  The 



diminishing economic return on adding yet another creek to the vast selection of available runs will 



not nearly offset the economic loss to the area if Chattooga anglers can only fish during 



"unboatable" water-levels.   Relative values also require consideration under MUSYA.   



Allowing boaters to spread out to every creek and creating asymmetric conflict everywhere -in 



which boats interrupt anglers but anglers have no effect on boating- would significant diminish the 



economic benefit associated with this prime trout fishing destination.  The USFS must include a 



comparative economic evaluation for each proposed alternative to assess the economic impact 



further expanding kayaking would have on the net value of recreation within the corridor including 



anglers, hikers, birders and swimmers. 
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From: Isaac Ludwig


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


Subject: Chattooga River Access
Date: 08/15/2008 06:49 PM


I would like to comment on the ban on paddling the Upper Chattooga River. I think 
that there is no rational basis for allowing all other existing recreational activities 
while continuing to ban access to this part of the river (even if a couple of days a 
year are allotted to legally paddle this section). As a whole, members of the 
paddling community are generally good stewards of the land in which they recreate, 
so it’s hard to argue that access to this portion of the land will be detrimental to the 
environment. Wild and Scenic waterways are still navigable public waterways that 
we are legally allowed to paddle.
 
Thanks,
 
Isaac Ludwig 
Rafting in the Smokies Marketing Manager 
Hartford office: 423-487-5252 
Gatlinburg office: 800-776-7238 or 865-436-5008
cell: 740-630-8882 
fax: 865-436-3282 
AIM: isaacludw 
http://www.raftinginthesmokies.com
http://www.wildwoodmountain.com 
http://www.isaacludwig.com 
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From: Alon


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


cc: 'Craig Smerda'


Subject: Note
Date: 08/15/2008 07:51 AM


Dear Michelle Burdett,
 
Using the Camo coalition's web page (http://www.camocoalition.com/
takeaction.asp?aaid=3437), I attempted to send a message supporting 
alternative 8.  This was highjacked and changed to a support to 
"alternative 1" which I am absolutely against!  Please consider 
disregarding all Camo Coalition input as they are fraudulently changing 
people's messages!
 
Alon Coppens
3335 90th St
Chippewa Falls 
WI
715 726-0262
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From: Dave Howard


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


Subject: Allowi equal access  or no access at all-Chattooga
Date: 08/14/2008 07:10 PM


Access to the Chattooga Headwaters should be open to all non-motorized
users who don't leave a long-term or permanent effect on the Wilderness.
The Act leaves no doubt, nor does the legislative history of it, that its
intent was to allow use in any manner by any user that was consistent with
the preservation of the area as a wilderness. And consistent with
historical usage of Wilderness.


I have backpacked into the headwaters in years past, and I've scared more
fish away swimming (a non-prohibited activity with) than any boaters
would. And for the hours that I spent splashing around in the water, not
the seconds that it takes boaters to pass.


But the boater vs. fisherman Issue is a red herring. The issue is equal
access to all that use the wilderness in a manner that is non-destructive,
regardless of the way they choose to pursue the enjoyment of a beautiful
place. Every citizen is an owner of the property and should have the right
to enjoy it the way that best speaks to them, if it does no harm to the
wilderness.


If you don't allow equal access, ban all groups and let the land truly
revert to a wild state. Then all the user groups get what they say they
want - equal treatment and a beautiful place. They can take satisfaction
in that, even if they can't enjoy it.


Dave Howard
24 West 31st Street
Covington, KY  41015
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From: David Dusenbery


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/16/2008 12:08 PM


Although I'm an avid canoeist, I strongly feel that the upper section  
of the Chatooga, should remain free of boating. It is too valuable in  
its pristine condition to degrade in order to provide a bit more  
water for boating.
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From: Ray


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga Boating Ban
Date: 08/15/2008 07:32 PM


To Whom It May Concern:
 
It is my belief that the national forests of this country are a treasure for everyone 
to be able to enjoy. This is especially true when the forests provide for a 
recreational opprotunity, such as kayaking, that strengthens one's appreciation 
and bond for nature. 
 
I understand that some may be concerned with the impact on the environment 
due to the presence of kayaking. Those who are concerned are not familiar with 
kayaking and its true principles. Kayakers are some of the best stewards of the 
land you will ever find. We dislike the negative impact on the rivers of this country 
as much as anyone else. The advanced kayakers who would use this section of 
river are not rafters or once a year river vistors. They are lovers of the water and 
just wish to appreciate the Chattooga, the whole Chattooga. One must also 
consider that the presence of kayakers would be somewhat limited, as this upper 
section is heavily rain dependent. Surely everyone could come together and 
share this section of river the handful of days in the year when it is runnable. 
 
I ask you to please reconsider the boating ban on the upper Chattooga. It is too 
much of a national treasure to not be fully utilized.
 
Sincerely,
 
Raymond Brugger 
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From: Emilio LeDonne


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


Subject: I am in support  of Alternative 8
Date: 08/15/2008 11:48 AM


I am witting you to express my opinion on the Upper Chattooga
Environmental Assessment. The Upper Chattooga is a beautiful area that
should be open to all. It is supported by tax dollars and is only fair to
allow all who contribute to maintaining it with their tax money to enjoy
it. As a kayaker it greatly disturbs me  when I hear fishermen saying
kayaking will destroy the place. Kayaks leave little or no imprint. We
quietly float down stream rarely even setting foot on shore. There one
minute gone the next.


  Having kayaked on rivers all over the USA I have seen first hand the
impact fishermen leave behind. Fishing line hanging from trees and
discarded on the river banks, damaged trees from illegal fires and
camping, cigarette butts,beer cans, pop cans left behind and soil erosion
from worn out trails to the favorite fishing hole. On top of this the
disease and predator fish being introduced to water sheds everywhere
either from stocking programs or well intended fisherman that have in many
cases nearly wiped out the entire native fish population.


So as far as impact and fairness goes the fisherman have no claim as to
being the perfect steward to the wilderness. It is everyone's wilderness
and everyone's right and responsibility to use it respectfully. Therefore
I strongly support Alternitive 8


Thank you!


Emilio LeDonne
9500 Babcock Blvd
Allison Park, PA  15101
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From: Randall Tilson


To: Jerome Thomas


Subject: Allow Boating on the Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/15/2008 07:54 AM


Randall Tilson
262 Mann Rd
Franklin, NC 28734-0290


August 15, 2008


Jerome Thomas
Forest Supervisor


 


Dear Jerome Thomas:


I appreciate the opportunity to voice my opinion on the Upper Chattooga 
Environmental Assessment. The Upper Chattooga is a unique geological and 
cultural resource that is being polluted and destroyed with the stocking 
of non-native fish and the human impacts associated with fishing. I would 
support the banning of all stocking of non-native fish in the wilderness 
area and would welcome the introduction of low impact sports such as 
boating. I support Alternative 8.


Randall Tilson


Sincerely,


Randall Tilson
0000000000



mailto:rsttrees@aol.com

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






From: Ron & Linda


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


Subject: Please keep the Upper Chattooga River Pristine...(Ron Barden)
Date: 08/14/2008 07:10 PM


 
Thank you for allowing public comments on the future access to the Upper 
Chattooga River.  I have been rafting, kayaking, and canoeing the lakes and 
rivers of Georgia and South Carolina for years.  I have more than ample 
access to these beautiful outdoor resources.  Please keep the Upper 
Chattooga River pristine with the current limited access.
 
Thank you,
Ron
 
Ron Barden
272 Tatum Lane
Rabun Gap, GA 30568
rlbarden@windstream.net
H: 706-746-0272
C: 706-490-4694
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From: Zina Merkin


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


Subject: Chattooga River - comments on EA
Date: 08/17/2008 10:15 PM


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


August 17, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


To Whom it may concern,


I am a paddling enthusiast who lives in Lexington, KY.  I am a
registered Landscape Architect and work for the University of Kentucky
doing land use planning research. I am an intermediate paddler, and
may never wish to boat the sections of river under discussion, but it
is important to me that such studies, and such decisions, are made
properly. Managing for multiple uses is never easy, which is why it is
imperative that Environmental Assessments are done according to valid
protocol and with transparency and good public input.


I have briefly reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the
recreational management of the Chattooga River, and have several
concerns about both its method and conclusions.


    * The EA does not contain a user capacity analysis and does not
reference one.  The AW appeal decision required a user capacity
analysis.  Where is it?
    * It does not contain a full range of alternatives 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 treat boating as the only management
variable, while other uses, which arguably have larger impacts, are
not seriously considered for limits.
    * The assessment does not spell out the basis for the boating bans
and limits, or how they were determined.
    * The USFS hired qualified consultants and apparently ignored their input
    * The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred
alternative is a flawed measure that will be an administrative burden
for the agency. It should be eliminated.
    * The public should have the right to float on public Wild and
Scenic Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river.


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.
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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,


Zina R. Merkin
120 Victory Ave.
Lexington, KY 40502








From: don


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


Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 08/16/2008 12:29 PM


Please leave the upper river as it is. Just look around, people throw trash
every where.


    Lillian Kerr, 153 Stornoway Dr. Clayton, GA. 30525
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From: Ron & Linda


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


Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 08/15/2008 08:14 PM


Please do not allow boaters to use the Upper Chattooga River. Some of the 
boaters may be well-meaning when they say they will not harm the 
wilderness, but their footsteps will do harm. Then there are the boaters 
who really don’t care about the wilderness; they just want to have fun, and 
they will do even more harm. Once you open the door a little bit, more and 
more people will come with their  cigarette butts, casually tossed drink cans 
and bottles, and food wrappers. Let’s keep one little piece of wilderness.
 
Thank you for allowing comments.
 
Linda Barden
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From: Clayton


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


Subject: Camo Coalition decietful
Date: 08/15/2008 11:57 AM
Attachments: camo1.jpg 


camo2.JPG 


I do hope this reaches Michelle Burnette and if it does or does not, I
would really appreciate a call back to let me know that it was recieved by
someone.
My office number is: 864-294-3471.


There's an organization called the "Camo Coalition" which is hosting a web
page to facilitate comments to the Forest Service regarding the management
of the upper reaches of the Chattooga River.
This page can be seen here:
        http://www.camocoalition.com/takeaction.asp?aaid=3437


And in case that page changes, I have attached screenshots of my session
there.
In the first screenshot, note the message I've written to submit to the
Forest Service supporting Alternative 8.
In the second screenshot, note how the message has been changed to support
Alternative 1 when I submitted it!


When I noticed this I thought I'd done something wrong, so I went back and
did it again and it sent a second email with my name on it falsely
promoting Alternative 1!


Michelle, these people are playing some funny games that I don't find
funny at all.
Please call me so I know that at least one human at the Forest Service got
this message and understands me. And, again, for the record, I support
Alternative 8.


Thanks so much,


--Clayton Burton, 864-294-3471
  8 W Ridgemount Ct
  Greenville, SC 29617
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From: Brian Kirkland


To: Jerome Thomas


Subject: Stop non-native fish stocking - I support alternate #8
Date: 08/15/2008 08:25 AM


Brian Kirkland
60 Windy Park Way
Candler, NC 28715-8837


August 15, 2008


Jerome Thomas
Forest Supervisor


 


Dear Jerome Thomas:


US Forest Service,
I am submitting my strong position in favor of protecting the Upper 
Chattooga River from overuse by anglers. Please stop the environmentally 
invasive practice of stocking non-native aquatic species in the Upper 
Chattooga. I urge the Forest Service to support and promote low impact 
users in the Upper Chattooga by implementing Alternative 8. This 
alternative fairly balances recreational uses on the entire river and 
protects the sensitive upper stretch from disturbance by bank trampling, 
river polluting, trash dumping anglers. Thank you for consideration of my 
position.


Sincerely,


Brian Kirkland
828684-7257
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From: Tav Gauss


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


Subject: upper Chattooga
Date: 08/14/2008 07:10 PM


Please do not change what is not broken. The boaters seem to have access 
to 36 miles of the river. Why do they need more.
The upper 21 miles is a project that not only has worked but is also a rarity 
in America today. I would hate for us to ruin what little we have and to set 
a president for opening other pristine areas in the US.
Please do not change a thing.
Thank you 
Tav Gauss
123 Ripley Rd NW
Wilson NC 27893
 
tavg@actionstaff.net 
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From: mark gramlich


Reply To: mark gramlich


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


Subject: Chattooga River Comment
Date: 08/17/2008 10:18 PM


Hello,


I oppose opening up additional sections of the Chattooga river to boating traffic.


Thanks,
Mark Gramlich
Rabun County Resident
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From: Everett, C. Stuart


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


Subject: Chattooga Headwaters Managment Plan feedback - I support Alternative 8!
Date: 08/15/2008 08:27 AM


While I appreciate the effort the forest service has put into conducting
the Capacity & Conflict Study on the Upper Chattooga, I resent the
presupposition that, in all cases of angler-boater encounters, the
angler's experience is presumed to be negatively impacted by the
boater's presence rather than the boater's experience being negatively
impacted by the angler.


Whitewater enthusiasts have not trampled 19 miles worth of unauthorized
trails, left fishing line hanging from tree limbs along the river
corridor, littered the forest with bait containers or food wrappers, nor
have they 'impaired' the water quality of tributaries by operating a
hatchery for a non-native and invasive trout species.


If whitewater boating is to be banned, or limited too peak days when the
Forest Service predicts 450 cfs flows, then angling should also be
restricted to peak days which are predicted by the Forest Service no
more than 24 hours in advance and the limited number of trout permits
which are good on only those days and available in the same locations as
the whitewater permits.  I propose that peak angling days can be
announced on the forest service web site - perhaps on the same page as
the peak whitewater day announcements.  By doing so, the polluting trout
hatchery could theoretically be closed as the pressure on the non-native
trout population would be drastically diminished.  I think we can all
agree that a less impaired Chattooga would best satisfy the mandate of
the Forest Service and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.


If anglers as a user group are not being required to restrict their
activities within the National Forest and/or on the Chattooga River,
then I see no case for against whitewater users.  Integration has been
around since the 1960's and there is no separate but equal justification
that can be made for limiting boaters to a handful of bureaucratically
determined days during which they can enjoy the National Forests which
belong to the American taxpayers.


I urge you to reconsider the current favored alternative (#4) and move
forward instead with Alternative #8.


Sincerely,
Stuart Everett
Kingsport, TN
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From: garrickd@alltel.net


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


Subject: Chattooga Management Plan
Date: 08/14/2008 07:51 PM


To Whom It May Concern,


        Ever since I was a kid wading in creeks and camping in the woods, I have enjoyed National Forests throughout 
the southeast.  Growing up our family frequently visited the national forest.  The motto of the national forest, “land 
of many uses,” fit with our family.  We camped, hiked, swam in lakes, waded in creeks, paddled canoes, went tubing, 
rafting, fishing, and had endless fun.  I can't remember my first family camp out or the first of many fish I caught 
with my dad as a kid, but I do remember enjoying being outside.  
        Fast forward a few years and as an adult with kids of my own I still enjoy the national forests throughout the 
southeast.  I take Boy Scouts camping, hiking, and fishing.  I take my own kids with me on family adventures where we 
appreciate the outdoors which seem lost to so many younger Americans.  As an adult I can see the development pressures 
put on many of our forests, lakes, and streams.  I can appreciate the protection offered by designating these areas as 
wilderness or wild and scenic rivers.  These protections help to make sure that coming generations can enjoy the 
outdoors as I have.
        As both a fisher and a whitewater boater I looked forward to finding out the Forest Service decision on 
management of the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River.  I looked forward to a plan that would assess all users fairly and 
equitably.  I looked forward to a plan that would restrict use where warranted in a way that was fair to everyone, 
keeping to the spirit of the “land of many uses.”
        After reading the draft Environmental Assessment and preferred management alternative, I am very disappointed.  
Both the draft EA and the preferred management alternative are unfair and inequitable.  Neither of these documents keep 
with the spirit of the “land of many uses” and the original Wild and Scenic River designation as legislated by congress 
many years ago.  
        The Environmental Assessment unfairly scrutinizes boaters while failing to address the serious impact already 
present from other user groups.  The document outlining the choice of alternatives goes into detail on possible boater 
impact with absurd possibilities such as plastic scrape marks on rocks.  While scrape marks are a possibility, they 
pale in comparison to actual impacts from current user groups along the upper reaches of the Chattooga.  Impacts from 
campers who leave trash and deadened fire circles are largely ignored.  Impacts from hikers and fishers who trample 
riparian areas blazing trails to the river are also largely ignored in this assessment.  The impact of fishing lines 
and lures left hanging in trees is not addressed.  Perhaps the most glaring oversight is that no assessment has been 
made of the impact of stocking this wild and scenic river with non-native fish species.  These non-native fish 
undoubtedly impact native plants and animals within the Chattooga corridor yet this impact goes completely unmentioned 
in the environmental assessment.  The impact of those who wade into the river to fish or swim is also not included 
within this environmental assessment.  Does wading through a riparian corridor for 6 hours fishing have a greater 
impact on plants and fish than floating over the same section of the river in a boat?  This draft EA makes no serious 
attempt to assess the impact of fishers on the Chattooga headwaters.
        One area that the study focuses on in great detail is conflict between boaters and those who fish on the 
river.  In many rivers throughout the southeast, these two user groups use the same river corridor without significant 
conflict.  On rivers such as the Tellico, Green, Nolichucky, Watauga, and Wilsons Creek, these user groups find a way 
to share a resource without significant conflict.  In the case of the Choeah River, anglers and boaters worked together 
to establish a management plan for the river that resulted in a healthier river that both groups can enjoy.  How can 
these user groups share the resource?  In most cases, the conditions which are favorable to fishing (low flows) are not 
favorable to paddling (high flows).  These groups choose which days to use the resource on their own without a strict 
set of rules because there is very little natural overlap.  In the study, it becomes readily apparent that any time 
where boaters may have even a remote chance of using the resource when an angler may be present that the angler is 
given unfair preference.
        In the Forest Service preferred alternative, much of the river continues to be completely closed to whitewater 
boating.  The banned sections include the Chattooga Cliffs section which the original 1971 Wild and Scenic River Report 
describe as,  “rafting or some method of floating is the best way to see this rugged portion of the river”.  Nowhere in 
the original report does it propose banning or limiting whitewater paddling along any sections of the Chattooga River.  
In instances where Alternative 4 does allow boating on limited sections of the Upper Chattooga, the limitations make 
boating logistically impossible for all but a few local paddlers.  The proposal requires a level of flow which is only 
rarely met.  On the rare occasions that this flow level is met, this alternative would severely limit the number of 
boaters allowed to paddle this extremely limited section.  For those who do not live very close to the river, paddling 
the Upper Chattooga would require planning a trip.  These severe limits on flow levels and numbers of paddlers would 
make it nearly impossible for non-local boaters to ever paddle this section.  A more fair and equitable solution would 
be to allow boaters to decide for themselves when the level was conducive to paddling.  This would allow paddlers to 
make the decision of when to paddle, much as hikers decide when to hike along the river, and similar to anglers who are 
also able to decide when to fish along this scenic public resource.
        The length of the Chattooga River which is suitable to paddling and largely undeveloped is unique in this part 
of the Southeast.  Opening the entire Chattooga to paddling would provide a river that could be completed over several 
days while camping.  This is an appealing idea to those boaters, who, like myself, enjoy a wide range of outdoor 
activities which include hiking, fishing, and camping in addition to boating.  The Upper sections of the Chattooga 
would provide a remote camping experience not available along Sections 3 and 4 of the river.  The number of days per 
year when the river is at a suitable level for this type of activity is naturally limited.  Artificial limitations 
placed on when to boat these stretches of river would make this activity logistically impossible for those of us who 
would enjoy paddling the river from its upper reaches to Lake Tugaloo.
        In summary, the draft Environmental Assessment is incomplete as it does not fully assess all the current uses 
and impacts to the Chattooga River.  The assessment is unfairly balanced against boaters and gives preference to the 
angling community.  The alternative continues an unfair ban on much of the Upper Chattooga while placing impractical 
limits on flow and numbers of boaters on the small stretches that would be opened to boating.  The 1971 Wild and Scenic 
River Report identifies whitewater paddling as one of the primary uses of the Chattooga River and never proposes 
limiting which sections should be open to boating.  
        I would propose that a complete and balanced Environmental Assessment be conducted by an impartial group.  It 
is clear that the draft EA developed by the Forest Service is not complete, balanced, or impartial.  Given that boaters 
have been unfairly excluded from the river since the arbitrary decision made over 30 years ago in 1976, the river 
should be completely opened to boaters while this study is conducted.  This would allow the study to assess the actual 
impact of boaters instead of a hypothetical and assumed impact.  Since boaters have been unfairly excluded for over 30 
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years, and entire generations of paddlers have missed the opportunity to boat the Upper Chattooga, use in the first few 
years will likely exceed long-term use and should be excluded from the assessment.  An assessment of boater impact 
after boating has been allowed for at least 2 full years would provide a more accurate level of long-term boating 
activity.


Sincerely,


Garrick Taylor
515 Argyll Drive 
Sanford, NC








From: Sarah Zell


To: Jerome Thomas


Subject: Angling for Environmental Sustainability - Support Alternative 8
Date: 08/15/2008 12:14 PM


Sarah Zell
4633 Santeetlah Road
Robbinsville, NC 28771-7824


August 15, 2008


Jerome Thomas
Forest Supervisor


 


Dear Jerome Thomas:


US Forest Service,


I am submitting my strong position in favor of protecting the Upper 
Chattooga River from overuse by anglers. While the Chattooga River has 
designated use areas that allow both anglers and boaters to access various 
sections of the river, it is naive to assume that boating poses a greater 
threat to the peacefulness of this habitat simply by virtue of the fact 
that boaters are in the water.  What does pose a threat to the 
sustainability of this region is the continued practice of stocking 
non-native aquatic species in the Upper Chattooga for the purpose of 
recreational angling.    


As an individual with a background in ecosystems management and exotic 
invasive species (I worked in the Florida State Park System and conducted 
research on biological control), I am particularly aware of the 
destructive impact that even controlled use of non-native species can have 
on a habitat.  


Boaters by their very nature depend on the sustainability and continued 
viability of the river to enjoy recreation on the Chattooga and therefore 
work diligently as stewards of the environment.  Angling poses a 
significant threat to this viability by disrupting the ecological balance 
through non-native species releases.  


I urge the Forest Service to support and promote low impact users in the 
Upper Chattooga by implementing Alternative 8. This alternative fairly 
balances recreational uses on the entire river and protects the sensitive 
upper stretch from disturbance by so called passive recreation conducted 
by anglers.   Thank you for consideration of my position.


Sincerely,


Sarah Zell
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From: B Rohde


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


cc: tlwhite01@fs.fed.us; akimbell@fs.fed.us; lweldon@fs.fed.us


Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/15/2008 09:06 PM


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


Dear FS,


We are fishermen and long time Trout Unlimited members. We have served on
the local RTP, NC TU chapter Board of Directors, but do not pretend to speak
for any members except ourselves. The GA chapter seems to think it speaks
for all of us. They do not speak for all TU members.


We do not support the TU position on the Boating Ban on the Chattooga. It is
neither fair nor reasonable. It sets a bad precedent. It puts the FS in a
bad light.


The FS should ask the question: If the Chattooga is such an outstanding
trout fishery deserving of such unique protection, why must it be regularly
stocked with non-native species? Either the trout cannot survive or the
local trout are being killed by fishermen. Real trout fishermen do not kill
trout.


Banning one user group in favor of another is just plain un-American. A
reasonable compromise must be worked out. The FS options are not a
compromise.


Bob and Kay Rohde
Raleigh, NC
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From: don


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


Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 08/16/2008 12:50 PM


We don't own a computer so we are using a friends. I would like to see the
Chattooga protected under the Wild & Scenic Rivers Act.


Richard Kerr
153 Stornoway Dr. Clayton, GA. 30525
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From: Hughett Aviation, LLC


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


Subject: Chattoga Headwaters Comments
Date: 08/17/2008 10:48 PM


Hello,
 
Thank you for the opportunity to express my comments on the Chattooga 
Headwater issues. I am an aviation professional in Knoxville, Tennessee 
who operates two flight schools and an aircraft brokering company. When 
I am not working, I am in the woods whitewater kayaking enjoying the 
time I have in the wilderness. Like most that participate in all forms of 
recreation in the woods, I kayak to get away from the busy life of cities. 
 
As a whitewater kayaker, I am concerned about the path that the forestry 
service is proposing to manage the Chattooga Headwaters. I feel the 
proposal is very bias and only proposes restrictions for boaters and no one 
else. In a country of so many opportunities, that angers me to think that I, 
as a whitewater boater, am being discriminated against. 
 
The proposal suggested by the forestry service also includes proposed 
water level or flow restrictions for boaters that are unreasonable. As a 
weekend boater, it will be difficult for me to get the opportunity to paddle 
since the flow will be estimated in the future. That is many times 
impossible to forecast. The proposal also included provisions to only allow 
boating on a small section of the headwaters. Again that is discrimination 
against boaters. 
 
I urge you to reconsider the proposal to be more like alternative 8 which 
allows unrestricted boating on the headwaters like the fisherman and 
other recreation users have unrestricted access. And remember, if you're 
going to restrict boater participant numbers, you must restrict fisherman 
participant numbers and other participants. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to share my comments with you. I hope to 
paddle the Chattooga Headwaters soon.
 
 
Brandon Hughett, President 
Hughett Aviation, LLC 
271 Carlie Lane 
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Robbins, TN 37852 
(865) 617-8018 
(865) 859-0635 fax 
brandon@hughettaviation.com








From: Christopher Meyer


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


Subject: Fair Access to the Chattooga River
Date: 08/15/2008 12:16 PM


U.S. Forest Service


Chattooga River Project


4931 Broad River Road


Columbia, SC 29212.


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


 CC: Representative John Lewis, Senator Saxby Chambliss. Senator Johnny 
Isakson


 
August 15th, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


 
Dear Sumter National Forest,


 


As a Georgia resident and avid outdoors-man I fully understand and 
appreciate the need to preserve our most cherished natural resources.  I 
enjoy all aspect of wilderness including hiking, camping, fishing and 
boating and I know how easily cherished natural resources can be 
mismanaged.  In my opinion to favor one type of recreational activity over 
another is not right, has no legal basis and violates the intent of the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act.


Before any recreational activity is banned on a Wild and Scenic River, 
material harm from this activity to the river should be demonstrated by 
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the managing authority.  Having reviewed the Environmental Assessment 
regarding the recreational management of the Chattooga River I strongly 
disagree with your analysis and your proposal.  This Environmental 
Assessment is neither complete nor fair.  Please consider the following: 


●     The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits.  The EA is 
not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one.  The AW 
appeal decision required a user capacity analysis.  Without a 
demonstration of material harm to the river that would result from 
boating there is not basis for regulation of this activity on the Upper 
Chatooga.  The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a 
reason to limit paddling on the Chattooga and has found none. 


●     Arbitrarily banning boating on this river is unacceptable and sets a 
dangerous precedent. 


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


 
Thank you for considering these comments,


 


Sincerely


 


Christopher Meyer


914 Collier Rd, apt 1006


Atlanta, GA 30318


 








From: Bob Morris


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


Subject: Upper Chatooga River Access
Date: 08/17/2008 10:51 PM


Dear Sir or Madam: 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to voice my opinion on the Upper Chattooga 
Environmental Assessment.  
 
The Upper Chattooga is a unique geological and cultural resource that is 
being polluted and destroyed with the stocking of non-native fish and the 
human impacts associated with this stocking. I would support the banning 
of all stocking of non-native fish in the wilderness area and would 
welcome the introduction of low impact sports such as boating in the 
Upper Chattooga. I support Alternative 8. 
 
My experience of 30 years of canoing and kayaking on rivers where access 
is allowed by fishermen and human powered boaters is that the fisherman 
far exceed the environmental impact done by the boaters.  
 
Bob Morris 
106 Reton Ct. 
Cary, NC 27513 
919-481-9843 
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From: editor@aegmedia.com


Reply To: thad@aegmedia.com


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


Subject: Summer Sale
Date: 08/16/2008 04:50 PM
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From: B Rohde


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


cc: tlwhite01@fs.fed.us; akimbell@fs.fed.us; lweldon@fs.fed.us


Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/15/2008 09:39 PM


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


Dear FS,


We are fishermen and long time Trout Unlimited members. We have served on
the local RTP, NC TU chapter Board of Directors, but do not pretend to speak
for any members except ourselves. The GA chapter seems to think it speaks
for all of us. They do not speak for all TU members.


We do not support the TU position on the Boating Ban on the Chattooga. It is
neither fair nor reasonable. It sets a bad precedent. It puts the FS in a
bad light.


The FS should ask the question: If the Chattooga is such an outstanding
trout fishery deserving of such unique protection, why must it be regularly
stocked with non-native species? Either the trout cannot survive or the
local trout are being killed by fishermen. Real trout fishermen do not kill
trout.


Banning one user group in favor of another is just plain un-American. A
reasonable compromise must be worked out. The FS options are not a
compromise.


Mr Bob Rohde and Ms Kay Rohde
4215 Juniper St
Raleigh, NC 27612
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From: Margaret Weise


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


Subject: Lift the boating ban -  I support the Appeal Decision and Alternative #8
Date: 08/15/2008 08:30 AM


The Appeal Decision clearly states that the boating ban has no grounds to
stand on.  It is clearly segration of a certain type of recreationalist
which is wrong.


The restrictions for the boaters in the Alternatives are too stringent.
Let mother nature decide when she is going to put water in the river not a
calendar.


This process needs a non-biased mediator.  Although there have been public
meetings and letters... the public does not know what is going on behind
closed doors.


I am in favor of Alternative #8.


Thank You.


Margaret Weise
1352 Christian Hills Dr
Rochester Hills, MI  48309
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From: Charles Pollard


Reply To: cubpollard@tds.net


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


Subject: Alternative 3 is desireable, but I can live with Alternative 4
Date: 08/14/2008 08:58 PM


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


Please add my name to the number of people who prefer not to have any boats
upstream from Highway 28 on the Chatooga River (Alternative 3), but who can
live with Alternative 4 (which is apparently your preferred alternative).


If Alternative 4 is the final choice, it is critical that the rules and
regulations be avidly enforced.  For instance, there should no 'cheating'
with respect to minimum flows when boating is allowed and the boaters should
not be allowed to remove large woody obstructions from the river (thereby
reducing the beneficial habitat for fish).


Lest there be any doubt about my affiliations, I am a Life Member of Trout
Unlimited and an ex-President of the Chattahoochee Chapter.  Moreover, I
hope to be able to continue to fish the delayed harvest section of the
Chatooga River without being run down by boaters, who already have an excess
of running water that is much better suited to their uses.


Thank you for your consideration.


Charles Pollard
11149 Big Canoe
Jasper, GA 30143-5100
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From: Mitch Logan


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga River Use
Date: 08/14/2008 02:34 PM


To all concerned:
 
First, let me thank the Forest Service for their efforts regarding the Upper 
Chattooga.  It is so unfortunate that such analysis has to take place, but the manner 
in which the Service has handled the issue has earned the respect of reasonable 
folks on both sides.  The fact that this area has remained in its existing state for so 
many years is due to the far-sighted thinking of the Service and I have enjoyed the 
resources of the Chattooga for many years.  I was fortunate enough to be raised in 
the North Georgia Mountains (Ellijay) and have visited most of the pristine, 
wilderness areas that are available in this region.  In detail.  Of those, the Chattooga 
and Cohutta wilderness areas are the most fascinating.  We now have the 
opportunity before us to let that remain or to change it forever.  This is not for us.  
This is for our children and grandchildren.
 
I understand Alternative 4 has been proposed for implementation.  I feel Alternative 
4 could be a potential solution but this is with concerns.  It just seems very difficult 
to enforce the boating restrictions and I fear potential user confrontation problems 
are inevitable.  It just does not seem like the Service has adequate resources to 
absorb an increased workload such as this.  In this current economy and with all 
state depts being asked for budget reductions, it appears to be too much of a task.
 
I have to make the motion to allow this area to remain.  I strongly support 
Alternative 3.  This option allows for adequate safekeeping of the wilderness 
experience for future generations.  I can only hope it is that simple.
 
Thanks for the chance to be heard.  My best wishes for a successful 
implementation.
 
Mitch Logan
2314 Meadow Isle Lane
Lawrenceville Ga 30043
404.483.7353
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From: Todd Corey


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


Subject: Chattooga Headwaters
Date: 08/15/2008 12:35 PM


August 15, 2008
 
RE:  Chattooga River Project Comments
 
Dear Sumter National Forest,
 
Dear Sirs,
 
I currently live in Greenville, SC and have enjoyed the Wild and Scenic 
corridor of the Chattoga River for over 20 years.  I have gone there to 
backpack, fish and enjoy whitewater kayaking on the weekends.  When 
family and friends come from out of state we typically take the time to go 
to this area and explore the beauty and wonder of the river and woods.
 
I'm writing today to submit my comments regarding the Environmental 
Assessment regarding the recreational management of the Chattooga 
River.  I disagree with your analysis and your proposal.
 
It is not my goal to have any type of water craft on the river such as 
motorized vehicles.  My goal is to preserve the area and to leave it as a 
wilderness setting.  But to supress one group from the use of the river 
while leaving another group with cart blanch access is wrong.  All men 
should be treated equally and as a whitewater kayaker all I'm asking is to 
be able to enjoy the river just as fishermen enjoy it today, just as 
backpackers enjoy the area today and just as horseback riders enjoy the 
area today.
 
I was part of the User Capacity analysis that took place in January 
2007 and from personal experience this area is truly magnificent and 
should be open to all whitewater boaters.
 
I won't go into lengthy detail about all that I disagree with regarding the 
Environmental Assessment, but the proposal is obviously written by 
individuals who are not interested in a collaborative approach to allow 
both groups to enjoy the Wild and Scenic area that both groups pay for 
through tax dollars.  I am open to a restriction on water levels (but not as 
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they are outlined in the EA) and I am open to a restriction on the type of 
water craft allowed on the river (non-motorized).  But I can not support a 
proposal that restricts time periods due to the seasonality of fishing.
 
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,


Todd Corey


226 E. Avondale Dr, Greenville, SC 29609








From: Chuck Spornick


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


Subject: Comments - Upper Chattooga River Draft Environmental Assessment
Date: 08/17/2008 11:38 PM


To whom it may concern,


I am writing to strongly object to Alternative 4.    The 
alternative, as acknowledged in the summary, seeks to both 
enhance trout fishing and to reduce conflicts between paddlers 
and fishermen by limiting boating.   In fact, the limitations are so 
severe that they in effect ban boating.    


I simply cannot comprehend the analysis used by the Forest 
Officials in their selection of this as the preferred alternative.    I 
challenge those officials to demonstrate how this alternative is 
not biased against boating in the Upper Chattooga.


So that boating will not banned,  I am stating my strong 
preference for Alternative 8.


Thank you,


 
Charles Spornick 
390 St. Marks Drive 
Lilburn, GA 30047  email:  libcds@gmail.com 
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From: donatkinson


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga River use and designation.
Date: 08/16/2008 05:42 PM
Attachments: Boating Zoning - Tribune 080814 002.jpg 


Boating Zoning - Tribune 080814 003.jpg 
Boating Zoning - Tribune 080814 004.jpg 


Dear Forest Service, 


Thank you for your efforts in allowing all interested parties to comment on the 
Environmental Alternatives you have constructed.  I have already send you an 
email, through the TU website, stating my strong preference for Alternative #3, 
with the basic reasons why.  I also stated that I can accept Alternative #4 with the 
added provisions stated in the TU letter.


I am now attaching a copy of an article that appeared in the Clayton, GA Tribune 
on 8/14/2008, written by Justin Raines.  It states the proposition for preserving 
the wilderness qualities, in support of Alternative #3, I think you should read it.  I 
support it.


Sincerely, 


Don Atkinson 
(419) 882-3533 (Home & Fax) 
(419) 450-3199 (Cell) 
donatkinson@bex.net (email)  
<<...>> <<...>> <<...>> 
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From: Bob Gale


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga Draft EA
Date: 08/15/2008 10:04 PM
Attachments: Upper Chattooga Draft Environmental Assessment EA_WNCA.docx 


Please accept these comments re the Upper Chattooga Draft 
Environmental Assessment.


<<...>> 


Bob Gale


Ecologist


Western North Carolina Alliance


29 North Market Street, Suite 610


Asheville, NC 28801


828-258-8737


Fax: 828-258-9141



mailto:bob@wnca.org
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August 15, 2008





Jerome Thomas, Forest Supervisor


U.S. Forest Service – Sumter National Forest


Chattooga Planning Team


4391 Broad River Road


Columbia, South Carolina 29212








Dear Supervisor Thomas,





Thank you for requesting comments for the Upper Chattooga Draft Environmental Assessment (EA). The Western North Carolina Alliance (WNCA) is a non-profit grassroots organization which works to protect and restore the natural systems in the mountain region of North Carolina. Our organization is made up of approximately 1000 members who reside in local communities in our mountain region who enjoy all forms of recreation, including hunting, fishing, boating, hiking, biking, horseback riding, nature observation and scientific study. The Chattooga Wild and Scenic River corridor is one of the premier places where a number of these opportunities are experienced by our members. We are very interested in this issue. Please accept our comments below.





Concerns with the EA  The WNC Alliance has serious concerns with portions of the Environmental Assessment. First, though the Forest Service is to be commended for trying to offer a variety of alternatives, those proposed will not, in our opinion, go far enough to address this issue in a manner that both protects the resource adequately and resolve recreation conflicts fairly. The EA also contradicts current legal requirements by offering an alternative (#4) which would necessitate the creation of new trail construction for river access. Lastly, the EA does not adequately cover safety aspects with regard to proposed alternatives. These concerns are further discussed below. 





Protection of Ecological Resources The Chattooga River is home to high quality natural resources due to its unique topographical position and climate. Despite many human influences, the river corridor remains in a healthy state, especially in the reaches above the Highway 28 Bridge. This upper portion is the least disturbed section, with few road intrusions. We believe that protection of the area ecology should be the first requirement in any management decisions. Intensive use or management should not be extended into these last and least undisturbed portions of the corridor. The Forest Service must uphold its responsibilities to protect the health of this system above all other concerns. 





Enforcement Concerns This leads to another glaring shortcoming in the EA. The issue of short and long term enforcement of policies resulting from the alternatives is neither clearly nor adequately outlined. With all due respect, and despite any “good” intentions inherent in plans for future management in the Chattooga River corridor, WNCA feels that it is a certainty, (not merely a question), that the Forest Service will not be able to enforce rules and restrictions required to implement the proposal. The Forest Service is, even now, severely underfunded and understaffed to adequately enforce existing activities in its National Forests, a fact that has long been publicly evident and acknowledged by relevant agencies. This problem can only be remedied by federal legislation, but this is highly unlikely in the current budget setting and in the foreseeable future. Even if a one-time infusion of funding is made available to begin implementation of this proposal, there is no reasonable assurance that such aid could continue. Any management proposals to allow, with restrictions, boater use in more remote areas must be accompanied by sufficient funding to guarantee strict enforcement. We do not feel that the Forest Service can realistically provide that guarantee.





Separation of User Groups The EA fails to offer a reasonable alternative which allows the ecological health of the Chattooga River system to be maintained while accommodating user groups in a fair manner. We believe that a workable solution allowing a restricted number of boaters is possible in a portion of the river above the Highway 28 Bridge and at a level that still maintains protection of the surrounding natural environment. But the EA does not reach such a balance in its various alternatives and the proposed alternative goes too far upriver, which threatens the natural ecology in this area. WNCA urges the Forest Service to allow a put-in access at Bullpen Bridge only, and only when the stream flow is at or above 450 or 500 cubic feet per second (cfs), regardless of season. 





This would accomplish several goals. First, it would allow boaters use of the river above Highway 28 (and down to Highway 28) at a time when anglers would not be using the river, but the flow would be quite desirable for paddling. Conversely, it would guarantee a trout fishing experience, free of boater traffic, at times most desired by anglers. Third, it would require no road construction, yet provide much easier access than the proposed alternative. Regarding the ecological impacts, the main issue is with non-vascular plants. There are a number of rare mosses and liverworts at numerous sites above the Highway 28 Bridge. These are the most sensitive species (regarding user impacts) that occur along the upper Chattooga. Some of these liverworts and mosses do occur below Bullpen Bridge, but they become far more numerous and the riparian zone much less disturbed upstream of this point. Those populations downstream can be mitigated much more easily from user impacts if proper monitoring is given and if location of portage trails is properly designed through input from Forest Service botanists. This could and should be a modification of the current alternatives, but we repeat: There must be long term funding assured for enforcement.





No New Access WNCA is adamantly opposed to the proposal for access from the County Line Road. This would result in user impacts in the most sensitive section of the upper Chattooga River. It would also require users to travel 1.7 miles of road and then require trail construction for several hundred yards to get access to the river. On top of that, there is a huge dam of downed woody debris, as well as numerous fallen trees downstream of County Line Road that would create serious hazards. In every way, the County Line Road access is an unacceptable proposal.





Safety As stated above, the Forest Service would be creating a serious safety (and likely liability) problem where one does not now exist, if the County Line access is implemented. There is another potential access point further downstream at Cane Creek via a gated Forest Service road, but though it’s a shorter route, trail construction would be needed here, as well, and once again, at least one serious hazard exists just downstream from this point, making it unacceptable as an alternative. In addition, the ecological nature of this area should be kept intact and not subject to increased user impacts. Again Bullpen Bridge offers the best all around solution for this issue.





 Stream Ecology In no way should the downed large woody debris occurring in the upper Chattooga River be disturbed. It provides an essential component to the overall health and quality of this aquatic ecosystem. Further, the Forest Service should explore all avenues to restore sites along the river which are impacted by existing roads and disturbances. It should not take actions that would in any way worsen water quality.





National Forest Entities While we appreciate the countless hours of work by your office in the steps leading up to this Environmental Assessment, the WNC Alliance urges that representatives from all three National Forests – South Carolina, Georgia and North Carolina -- become equally engaged in the management decisions of the Chattooga River Wild and Scenic Corridor. It is essential that all three take an active and cooperative role in protection and recreational management issues of this vital river zone. Further, we encourage the US Forest Service to engage interested citizens and groups in all three states in exploring potential restoration measures within the corridor in the future. 





The Western North Carolina Alliance is greatly concerned that a major change is being proposed for the river in North Carolina and we remain interested in the progress of this proposal and future opportunities for comment. 





Thank you.





Sincerely,


     [image: mso6EB7]


Bob Gale


Ecologist


Western North Carolina Alliance
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From: Dale Swanson


To: Jerome Thomas


Subject: Upper Chatooga River Protection
Date: 08/15/2008 09:36 AM


Dale Swanson
1105 Flinchum Rd.
Danbury, NC 27016-7400


August 15, 2008


Jerome Thomas
Forest Supervisor


 


Dear Jerome Thomas:


US Forest Service,
I am submitting my strong position in favor of protecting the Upper 
Chattooga River from overuse by fishermen and hikers. It is widely known 
that these groups - especially fishermen - are responsible for the 
building of unauthorized trails and fire rings, trash caches in the 
riparian buffer, trampling and damage to riparian terrain, and fishing 
tackle litter in the river. It is critical for the long term health of the 
upper Chatooga that access for the purpose of fishing be severely 
curtailed and managed.


Sincerely,


Dale Swanson
336-829-9087



mailto:swanson.dale@gmail.com
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From: Jenna Kuklinski


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


Subject: I support  Alternative 10
Date: 08/14/2008 09:37 PM


As a boater and raft guide who works a river that supports both fishing
and boating and has restrictions for size of boats and amount of rafters.
This has been working very well on the small river and I feel that this is
the best solution. people can share resources and not have huge negative
impacts on one another. change is part of life and when handled well, it
can be a really great thing


Jenna Kuklinski
80 Deer Run Lane
Shelburne Falls, Ma  01370



mailto:ar_kimchi@yahoo.com
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From: Patrick L. Downey


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


Subject: Chattooga
Date: 08/14/2008 02:47 PM


I have used the upper part of the Chattooga river to camp and fish for more than 
20 years. I do not favor allowing boating. Between Burrells Ford and Hwy 28 
there is simply too much rough water. The fishing will be significantly disrupted 
because the river is so narrow. I am not familar, on a first hand basis, with the 
river above Burrells Ford, been up to Ellicot Rock twice.
 
One of the real charms of the river (Sims Ford Area) is the lack of restrictions. 
For the most part, the difficulty in access has kept the area fairly under utilized. 
There are no trashy problems. We primarily use the river in Spring and Fall. My 
preference is to not try to micro manage this resource. 
 
Respectfully,
 
Pat Downey
 



mailto:downeypl@merikinc.com
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From: William S. Goodman


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


cc: info@gafw.org


Subject: Opposition to boating on the upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/15/2008 09:36 AM


Dear Sirs and Madams:
 
I am opposed to opening the upper Chattooga to a noisy and messy group of 
boaters.  I am convinced that this proposal will destroy the solitude of the upper 
river, create trash on the river (including broken boats, lost paddles, ropes, food 
trash, etc.), and require the intervention of rescue crews when one or more of the 
boaters gets in trouble.  The boaters routinely shout at each other over the sound of 
the whitewater to compare notes on passage of difficult spots, as well as to arrange 
“spotting” with their ropes.  What a racket!  It would also break up and break down 
the fragile banks of the river for the access, frequent portages and “spotting” 
needed by the boaters.
 
Please reject the proposal to open the upper Chattooga River to boating.  Thank 
you.
 
Bill Goodman
1078 Seaboard Ave., NW
Atlanta  GA  30318



mailto:wsgmks@mindspring.com
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From: Doug and Eedee Adams


To: DRAFT EA Comments


cc: TU-R, Atkinson, Don


Subject: Upper Chattooga Comments - Draft EA
Date: 08/16/2008 05:59 PM
Attachments: 2003, 7-02, Upper Chattooga River Boating Ban.rtf 


----- Original Message ----- 
From: "donatkinson" <donatkinson@bex.net>
To: "'Doug and Eedee Adams'" <edadams1@alltel.net>
Sent: Saturday, August 16, 2008 5:38 PM
Subject: Emailing: 2003, 7-02, Upper Chattooga River Boating Ban.rtf


> I found this as I was sending the letter to the USFS today.  I had no idea 
> I
> wrote this so long ago, five years.  I would imagine this data remains in
> their current data base but, if you think it might not, or that it would 
> do
> some good to re-send it based on the time I wrote it --- please feel free 
> to
> forward it on the USFS on my behalf.
>
> Don Atkinson



mailto:edadams1@alltel.net

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
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From:	Don Atkinson [donatkinson@worldnet.att.net]


Sent:	Wednesday, July 02, 2003 7:16 PM


To:	sumter@fs.fed.us


Subject:	Upper Chattooga River Boating Ban


I, my family and my backcountry loving friends strongly support maintaining the existing Upper Chattooga River boating ban, as is - in support of  Alternative 1.





I have worried for months about how to convey the strong feelings I have for the Upper Chattooga River and the almost nightmarish thoughts that someone could actually consider allowing boating through that section.  I decided the only way was to write and hope the upper river remains, boater free and that I have added one small, individual thought that may have counted.





I first heard about "The River", as it was called then in the 1960s when I heard about it from some fishing  friends while living in Indiana.  I first went to the Upper Chattooga in the 1976 and walked down to the river with some of the finest fisherman I have ever met.  We went in from the South Carolina side down a steep mountain road that had just been seeded, with erosion mating in place.  Fresh grass was just appearing.  The roads had been closed to this now Wild and Scenic River.  The fishing was good. The views spectacular.  There were very few people on the river due to the difficulty in getting down the closed roads.  We entered a place the locals called Simms' Field after a 40 minute hike down the mountain.  One of the first things I saw in the river was a piece of aluminum canoe, perhaps three square feet, wrapped around a rock that was now partly out of the water.  (Late Spring).  As we fished on that near magical day, up the river, I noticed more rocks with aluminum gougings left on them and thought how impressive it was that there had been someone, or groups of people who had been so wise as to close this fragile upper part to boating -- and to close the roads, the other easy access. 





I lived in South Carolina then and returned to the upper river often.  And I did some work in conjunction with Trout Unlimited and the USFS in helping the trout population prosper.  I introduced my young family to hiking and backpacking on that stretch of river.  It made a lasting impression and I am convinced we are a substantially closer family as a direct result of our time on the Upper Chattooga.  My daughters now live in Italy and Washington, DC; they remember our times and our bonds warmly and, perhaps, profoundly.  AND, I observed, in wonder, over the years, as the river environment steadily improved as the signs of civilization disappeared with time.  I have traveled and fished all over America and find this one piece of river unique in its backcountry qualities.  One of the reasons is that it is so accessible to so many people who are willing to put in a little effort to "get into it".  The users are the traditional backcountry visitors seeking particularly the solitude it has to offer.  The only conflicts I have seen are the occasional conflict of birds or animals.  I lived in Atlanta for four years and loved the continued journeys into the now closer river.  In fact, I lived downriver, on the Chattahoochee, in Roswell, GA.  The fishing was good and the river was pretty.  But it was not the same at all.  





I now live in Ohio.  I return, still, as often as possible.  And the magic more than remains.  The Upper Chattooga is unique in its qualities and in how its structure and environment tend to self regulate the human involvement by the simple fact that one must walk in to be there, expend some effort  AND carry in what one needs.  Boat traffic would absolutely devastate the environment.  And, the only good reason I can see for a boater to be there is the desire to be able to have access to all the river.  They now have the sections that are great for all types of boating, the rest of the river.





I fish in Michigan quite a bit.  The AuSable River is a beautiful river.  It is full of trout and it is full of boaters -- kayaks, canoes, rafts and inner tubes.  I only fish that river on cold, rainy days, early in the year.  Then, sometimes, one can find solitude and good fishing.  (Good fishing is not only having the opportunity to catch fish, it is also the opportunity to reflect, grow, solve problems, and regenerate to be able to better handle the demands of our great society.)  Boaters are allowed on ALL sections of the AuSable. The carnival atmosphere and constant "hatch" of canoes, kayaks, noise and rowdiness during the summer is incredible.  The problems are enormous and the law enforcement needs have caused citizens to form various groups to video conflict situations since there are not enough enforcement officers (particularly in peak seasons).   I think the only people who are currently satisfied with the AuSable as it is are some lawyers who get their business through law suits between fisherman, rafters, boaters, landowners, etc. (You get the picture.)





The AuSable River would be a wonderful river if there were some parts of it that were boater free; there are not any. It is certainly not comparable to the wild and natural Upper Chattooga but it could be a fine river.  Two years ago, three days after my retirement, I was fishing a section known as the Mason Tract -- a place where one could cross the river in three big steps in several spots.  I was under a limb in the river fishing to a rising trout not 10 feet away when a kayak bumped my back.  I had to move out of its way; there was not enough water for it to pass.   And I suspect the person in that craft had no clue how disruptive she was.  AND, it was during the cold Michigan spring.  I have never been back there.





I have read where the boaters want to use the upper stretch of the Chattooga only in the high water times.  I see no justification for such a thing.  That would make it more dangerous for a fisherman to be on the river with the boats moving faster and possibly less controlled.





I fish many Western rivers.  Wherever there are boaters, and the river is relatively small, there are always conflicts.  You know of these stories.  They are true.





I am not against boating.  I have a kayak, a small outboard family fishing boat and this winter I built a wooden, McKenzie River drift boat.  I use them all; I love to. Boating has its place and it is not on the Upper Chattooga River.





I could write much more but would only end the same -- in requesting that you do not allow the Upper Chattooga River to change in its regulations.  You and we should be extremely proud to be the custodians of the only wadable freestone section of river that is free from boating conflicts.  It is a very special place.  Please do what you can do to keep it that way.





Sincerely,





Don Atkinson


(419) 882-3533 (Home & Fax)


(419) 450-3199 (Cell)


donatkinson@att.net (email)
















From: Jason Harris


Reply To: kayak2live@yahoo.com


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


Subject: Chatooga River Project
Date: 08/15/2008 10:33 PM


U.S. Forest Service 


Chattooga River Project 


4931 Broad River Road 


Columbia, SC 29212. 


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


15 AUG 2008 


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments 


Dear Sumter National Forest , 


My name is Jason Harris, I'm 37 years of age, a certified teacher and 
father.  I am sending this letter because I truly care about the Chatooga 
River.  I learned to kayak on the Chatooga in 1994 and had a near death 
experience on it in 1996.  I was fortunate enough to work for a canoe 
outfitter in Florida whose owner  always took his managers on an end of 
the year trip to the Chatooga for some fun on the river.  Those trips on 
the river were a catalyst that propelled myself and two other friends into 
the wonderful world of white-water boating.  In fact, all of us (six) are 
reuniting this September for a kayaking trip to North GA and TN.  The 
trips that I took with my friends have remained a constant in my life since 
they started.  No matter what, I always knew that the river would be 
there.  We often spoke of what was above Section One and what it would 
be like to kayak it. 


I would like to think that one day I will be able to run the Upper Chatooga 
and to able to show my son the joys of a truly wild and scenic river.  I 
understand that there are limited resources available to a population that 
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is always increasing and that demands on those resources will take their 
toll.  As an avid outdoorsman who enjoys hunting, fishing, hiking and 
other sports I beleive that resources can be managed to allow all users a 
chance to enjoy a particular resource.    


I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational 
management of the Chattooga River .  I 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 I 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 consider 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 


Jason T.  Harris


1718 North Baylen Street 


Pensacola, FL 32501 


850-418-3391 


  


  


 








From: Steve Frazier


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga Project Comments
Date: 08/15/2008 12:37 PM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
 
August 15, 2008
 
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
 
Dear Sumter National Forest,
My name is Steve Frazier. I have been coming from my home in suburban 
Atlanta to the Chattooga River since 1982 for several reasons. I like to hike, 
fish, canoe, swim and generally enjoy the river and its surrounding area. 
However, my main passion is whate water paddling. I own 9.3 acres of 
land near the lower reaches of Section 4 that I plan on building a house on 
for my retirement years. 
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational 
management of the Chattooga River .  I 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 I have regarding this issue:


●     The Environmental Assessment (EA) is not a user capacity analysis 
and does not reference one. American Whitewater's (AW) appeal 
decision required a user capacity analysis.  Where is it? Making this 
decision with out the REQUIRED EA boarders on being illegal and 
will certainly be challenged in court if necessary. 


●     The proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted 
under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the 
Chattooga and other rivers nationwide. The Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act was designed to protect rivers for ALL users, INCLUDING 
white water enthusiasts. 


●     No alternative the Forest Service has formulated is acceptable because 
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they all include boating bans on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and 
on tributaries – without any justification. 


●     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 consider boating to be the only management 
variable, while other larger more impact intensive uses are not 
seriously considered for limits. The Forest Service obviously made 
this decision with something besides the environment in mind. If they 
were considering the environmental impact of the user groups while 
making this decision, I wonder what user group they would have 
alienated. Maybe hikers and anglers who frequently leave trash? 
Maybe horse back riders who cause lots of erosion? It certainly 
wouldn't have been white water paddlers. 


●     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. It is easy 
to see through this. Clearly, the Forest Service can technically say the 
ban on white water boating is now lifted, yet it will be 
EXTREMELY difficult (by design) for people to get on the river, 
especially people like me that live two hours away. 


●     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.


Unfortunately, it has become apparent over the duration of this 13 year 
process that white water paddlers are being singled out and have been 
unfairly targeted as the only user group that is restricted in its use of the 
Chattooga River. Considering that white water paddlers are the group with 
the SMALLEST environmental impact, this decision was obviously made 
using other criteria. It is BLATANTLY OBVIOUS that the folks making 
this decision are anglers who selfishly want to keep the upper Chattooga to 
themselves.
It is very disappointing to me that the USFS has come to this 
conclusion. Sadly, this situation is a lot like leaving the fox in charge of the 
hen house. It is great for the fox, but a disaster for everyone else.
  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
Steve Frazier
4465 Patrick Dr. NE
Kennesaw, GA 30144-1642
 








From: Thomas Williams


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


Subject: I support Chattooga Alternative 8
Date: 08/14/2008 10:14 PM


Dear Sumter National Forest, 
 
I am a 17 year old high school student, a North Carolina resident and I 
have been an avid kayaker for the past 6 years. I have grown up 
partaking in this amazing sport and through it I have learned to take care 
of the precious resources we have available in our rivers. If I eat lunch on 
the river, I pack out my trash, and anything - fishing line, plastic bags, or 
bait containers - that I see laying, or floating, around. I have observed 
other paddlers do the same; none of us want to see our rivers waste away. 
 
I have, like many paddlers and anglers, been following the recent 
assessment of the 32 year boating ban on the Upper Chattooga River. And 
I, like so many other paddlers, feel that the ban is not only based upon 
zero evidence that boating negatively impacts the area, but also that the 
ban is unjustified and singles out and excludes boaters from enjoying the 
Upper Chattooga.  Furthermore, the wild, scenic and solitary experience 
that fisherman seek is based off of hunting a non-native, farm raised and 
invasive species; the experience is hardly wild. And while they argue that 
boaters will interrupt their fishing experience, any fisherman with 
experience would not be on the river at boatable flows. The EA tried to 
solve this problem by inventing a "daily mean flow" that must be 
calculated prior boating the Upper Chattooga. This calculation is ludicrous. 
The EA has essentially continued a 32 year ban by implementing boating 
criteria that are almost impossible to meet. 
 
The fact is, most paddlers aren't at the elite level required to boat the 
Upper Chattooga. The hoards of rafts, duckies, and beginner kayakers 
seen on the Nantahala, Ocoee, and other rivers in the area would not exist 
on the Upper Chattooga. Regardless, I have always learned that denying 
rights to a group, no matter how small, is incredibly dangerous. I am 
ashamed that my government would support such, but for the past 32 
years they have. By upholding the boating ban and setting the precedent 
that boating bans are legitimate, we risk closing rivers everywhere to 
many other low impact activities. That is why I believe that the 
Environmental Assessment proposal is unacceptable and instead support 
unlimited boating in Alternative 8. 
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Thank you, 
Thomas Williams 
Greenville, NC 
 
 








From: Tony L White


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


Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga-Ellicott Rock Wilderness Proposal
Date: 08/14/2008 03:08 PM


 
 
Tony L. White 
tlwhite01@fs.fed.us 
803.561.4072 
cell: 803.238.5747 
----- Forwarded by Tony L White/R8/USDAFS on 08/14/2008 03:06 PM ----- 
 
Richard C Feldhoff <rick.
feldhoff@louisville.edu>  
 
 
08/14/2008 01:14 PM 


 
To <tlwhite01@fs.fed.us> 
cc  


Subject Upper Chattooga-Ellicott Rock 
Wilderness Proposal 


 
  


 
 
Dear Tony,  
 
As a member of Trout Unlimited, I have sent in an e-mail note that will be 
similar to many you and your staff will likely receive. However, my wife 
and I have significant annual experience in this area and we have several 
personal thoughts and observations that include the research scientist's 
perspective.  
 
Personal experiences and comments related to the Upper Chattooga Rvr 
and Ellicott Rock Wilderness: 
 
My wife and I are research scientists and avid outdoor enthusiasts. We 
have been coming to the area that includes the Nantahala Nat'l Forest for 
the past 15 yrs to conduct NSF-supported field research and to enjoy a bit 
of hiking. Hikes along the Upper Chattooga and in the Ellicott Rock 
Wilderness have always been particularly memorable. Last week, we hiked 
to Ellicott and Commissioners Rocks and were once again stimulated and 
amazed by the solitude and wilderness. We were able to see many small 
trout in the water and the type of insect life found on the underside of 
river rocks clearly indicated a pollution-free environment. I cannot see 
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how significantly increasing human traffic and camping near this river will 
help sustain this pristine environment. Additionally, we have seen an 
extreme decrease in summer rainfall the past few yrs such that the upper 
river system is already stressed by a long drought. As an example, we are 
currently down more than 12" of avg rainfall for the past 10 weeks in this 
area (June 1 - Aug 14, 2008) and this is nearly identical to last summer 
(2007). 
 
Our strong personal preference would be to leave the Upper Chattooga 
and Ellicott Wilderness areas boat-free year round. This area is a national 
treasure that should be preserved in its current state for our children and 
grandchildren. I have read Alt 4 and can reluctantly support it as a 
possible choice, but I have significant reservations to changing the status 
quo on this part of the Chattooga Rvr. 
 
Sincerely 
 
Drs Rick & Pamela Feldhoff 
 
Dr. Rick Feldhoff 
Professor of Biochemistry 
    and Molecular Biology 
School of Medicine - HSC 
University of Louisville 
Louisville, KY 40202 
 
E-mail: rick.feldhoff@louisville.edu 
Office Phone    502-852-5752 
Cell Phone      502-836-0140 
--  
 
 
 
Rick Feldhoff, Ph.D. 
Professor of Biochemistry 
  and Molecular Biology 
School of Medicine 
University of Louisville 
Louisville, KY 40202 
 
E-mail: rick.feldhoff@louisville.edu 
Phone:  (502)852-5752 







Cellular: (502)836-0140 
FAX:    (502)852-6222 
 
 








From: Scott Anderson


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


Subject: Chattooga Comments
Date: 08/17/2008 11:48 PM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212
 
August 17, 2008
 
Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments regarding the future 
management of the Chattooga headwaters.  I am a whitewater kayaker 
from Washington, DC.  I have never visited the Chattooga, but I hope to 
someday.  It has a nationwide reputation as a place of outstanding beauty.
 
It is my opinion that the boating ban on the Chattooga headwaters is 
arbitrary, biased, and sets a bad precedent for the management of other 
Wild and Scenic rivers.  The Chattooga is the only river in the entire Forest 
Service system where boating is banned, and if I am not mistaken the ban 
violates both the Wilderness Act and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.  The 
origins of the ban are murky, but I've heard three basic arguments that 
attempt to justify it:


1. Boating is a dangerous activity.


I will agree that boating has inherent dangers, but so do many 
other outdoor activities such as climbing, skiing, and even hiking.  
That doesn't mean boating can't be pursued safely and responsibly, 
and it certainly doesn't mean boating should be singled out for 
exclusion.  Moreover, the people who are most capable of 
evaluating the dangers of boating are boaters themselves.
 
Let me use Great Falls of the Potomac River as an example.  It's far 
more difficult and dangerous than anything in the Chattooga 
headwaters, and it's in the middle of a national park.  Despite the 
significant dangers of Great Falls and the high degree of skill 
required to navigate it safely, boaters enjoy open access.  The non-
boating public has the perception that the boaters who run Great 
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Falls are reckless, but they couldn't be further from the truth.  
According to NPS records, there have been 52 deaths at Great Falls 
since 1972.  Of those, only 2 were kayakers running Great Falls.  To 
put that in perspective, there were 2 sunbathing deaths during the 
same time period.  That's right, sunbathing.  The most dangerous 
recreational activities were rock hopping (13), swimming (10), and 
fishing (6).  One might argue that this was simply due to sheer 
numbers, but I disagree.  There is a large boating community on 
the Potomac River, and boaters frequent it more often than regular 
park visitors.  I have personally run Great Falls over 300 times in 
the past two years and I've never needed rescue or medical 
treatment.  The fact of the matter is, boaters have a better 
understanding of the dangers of whitewater than anyone else, and 
are better equipped to handle it.  On numerous occasions, boaters 
have pulled people out of the river who almost certainly would 
have drowned.  There is every reason to believe the same would be 
true on the Chattooga.
 
2. Boating degrades the environment.
 
Boaters leave footprints in two locations: the put-in and the take-
out.  In-between, they float on the water and leave no trace.  The 
same can't be said for hikers, campers, and fishermen.  If there are 
unauthorized trails and campsites, river bank erosion, and trash left 
behind in the Chattooga headwaters, you can be sure they weren't 
caused by boaters because they have been banned for the past 30 
years.  I am in favor of user restrictions to protect the wilderness 
character of the Chattooga, but only if the restrictions are based 
on a user capacity analysis and apply to all user groups equally.
 
3. Boating interferes with other recreational activities (fishing in 
particular).
 
Why is there a double standard?  Don't boaters have the same right 
as everyone else to enjoy "solitude" and the "unique and 
remarkable beauty" of the Chattooga?  If it can be argued that 
boating interferes with fishing, can't it also be argued that fishing 
interferes with boating?  I can't tell you how many times I've been 
caught in fishing line that was cast directly across my path or that 
was snagged underwater and left there like tripwire.  That doesn't 







mean fishing should be banned; it just means that I need to be 
aware of my surroundings, I need to give fishermen a wide berth 
whenever possible, and I need to carry a knife in case I get tangled 
up.  Likewise, fishermen can look where they're casting, wait until 
boaters have passed, and move to another location if the river is 
too crowded.  There is no "conflict" that requires Forest Service 
intervention.
 
Over and over again, fishermen say that boaters "spook" fish.  Do 
they mean to imply that a barbed metal hook in the mouth doesn't 
spook fish?  Is there any non-anecdotal evidence to prove this 
assertion?  And even if there is evidence, why are spooked fish the 
Forest Service's problem?  By the same logic, birdwatchers could 
demand that Boy Scout troops be banned because they scare away 
the birds.  The argument doesn't hold any water.


The Preferred Alternative (#4) essentially upholds the ban on boating 
while allowing unlimited access to every other user group.  Restricting 
boaters to one-third of the upper Chattooga, during winter months, on 
days when the predicted mean daily flow is greater than 450 cfs, is no 
different than a ban.  Why only one-third of the river?  Why only during 
the winter?  Other user groups don't have those restrictions.  How are you 
going to predict the mean daily flow of the river?  How are you going to 
communicate that to boaters far enough in advance for them to take 
advantage of it?  Why not let boaters decide for themselves what is 
sufficient flow?  Boaters get skunked all the time; we drive 3 hours to our 
favorite creeks only to discover they aren't running after all, and we're ok 
with that.  But we're not ok with bureaucratic red tape that applies to us 
and nobody else, that wastes the time and money of everyone involved, 
and that does nothing to protect the wilderness character of the river in 
question.
 
I sincerely hope that a better alternative is proposed.
 
Scott Anderson
2837 Sutton Oaks Lane
Vienna, VA 22181








From: Amanda  Huginkiss


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


Subject: Stop stocking non-native fish!
Date: 08/14/2008 10:34 PM


Why are you allowing stocking of California & European fish?  Would you
allow Russian boar & African Antelope to be stocked there also?


Amanda  Huginkiss
Box 371
Clayton, GA  30525
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From: Scott Wood


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


Subject: Please consider my support for alternative 8
Date: 08/18/2008 12:35 AM


Dear sir, I am an avid kayaker and environmentalist and believe that kayaking is an 
excellent low impact way to enjoy the gifts the environment has given us without 
causing damage or harm/disruption to any wildlife.  The Upper Chattooga is a 
rare spot which hosts both unrivaled natural beauty and sections of 
whitewater.  Obviously various lobbies are pushing their agendas such as trout 
unlimited and while I view fishing in the area as being MORE destructive than 
simple kayaking my goal is not to exclude that group of their rights.  I do view that 
if access is given to one group it would be totally unfair to restrict it from another 
that would prefer to enjoy nature over poaching it. 
  
Please consider this support for alternative 8 in your final decision, 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Scott C. Wood 
3525 Crossroads Way 
Knoxville, TN, 37918    
(865) 386-3510 
scwood@hotmail.com 
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From: bluehill


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


Subject: Public Comment on Upper Chatooga Use by Boaters
Date: 08/14/2008 03:39 PM


This message expresses my opposition to any change in the current Chattooga 
river usage by boaters.
 
The current 1974 plan provides protection under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
which includes a 1976 total boat ban on the upper Chattooga.  People who want 
to change this to now allow boating rights are entirely self absorbed with their 
sport to the detriment of those with foresight who know that nature's beauty can 
not be restored once it is depleted.
 
The wooly adelgid problem is much bigger than the boaters acknowledge.  The 
beatle destruction of the hemlock trees along the waterways as well as all 
through the forests along the Eastern U.S. has been going on for more than 10 
years.  The attempts to save these trees especially along the waterways has 
been too little too late.  Dead trees falling into the river is a matter of "how soon" 
not a matter of being a small inconvenience to boaters.  I am sure they would 
want the Forest Service to then clear the dead trees out of the streams.
 
The desire of the boaters should not be allowed to change the planning and 
management of this area.  Very valid projections have been made which are not 
being given enough attention on the dire effects of destruction of a pristine 
habitat and killing native flora, driving out wildlife, new access roads, parking, 
new trails, insufficient whitewater at times and most importantly SAFETY.  Many 
an idiot has been rescued and even bodies recovered from areas due to poor 
judgment by foolish people who just wanted to have some fun.  Finally, 
suggesting that the Park Service can forecast rapid water for boaters benefits is 
irresponsible.  Having taxpayers support this just for the benefit of boaters is not 
acceptable.  We have much more important items like emergency room care that 
need changing.  This matter should no longer be pursued.
 
The relative few who want boating in this area are unwilling to admit what can 
happen to this area if opened up to boating.  They have enough rivers to use -- 
keep the status quo.  Protecting this area is our responsibility for future 
generations.
 
Barbara Gary
12 Hoebens Lane
Clyde, NC  28721
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From: Garth Brown


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


Subject: Support for Boating in the Chattooga Headwaters
Date: 08/15/2008 09:51 AM


I would like to see the arbitrary boating ban the Chattooga headwaters 
overturned for several reasons, which I have outlined below.  


●     Alternative 4 limits no group other than boaters 
●     The headwaters is only boatable when the water levels are high, which 


means it is bad for fishing and the encounters will not happen 
●     This is an extremely technical section of rivers, so it will only be 


accessed by the highest level of boaters and will not become highly 
used like section II, III, or IV 


●     Reading comments by the fisherman, they tend to make no distinction 
between kayakers, tubers, and rafters 


●     On the water, kayaking has ZERO impact on the environment.  Trash 
and litter problems are generally caused by locals who often are not 
concerned with the environment 


●     Fishermen have the stronger lobby, which is able to blame kayakers 
for every problem on the river and keep kayakers from enjoying 
public land 


●     With such an arbitrary decision, will fisherman then be able to stop all 
boating on public land?


For me, I will never boat such a hard area, but I have enjoyed hiking into this 
pristine area.  I do not like the though of having one group with zero impact 
kept from using the national forests, where other groups, such as hunter & 
fishermen have no limitations. 
 
Thank you, 
Garth Brown 
 
--  
Garth Brown 
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From: Clay Walters


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


Subject: upper Chatooga boating
Date: 08/15/2008 01:50 PM


The boaters have enough water to enjoy their pasttime.  What's needed is an area where folks willing to walk in and 
wade can enjoy the river without the boating crowd.  A wild trout area is perfect, they're getting rare, and the 
program presently in place is an ideal compromise.  Any additional "compromises" will ruin it.


Regards,


Clay Walters
Simpsonville, SC
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From: Lucas Snipes


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga river
Date: 08/16/2008 12:38 AM


The purpose of this email is to voice my opposition to the proposal to  
allow boating on the upper Chattooga river above the Highway 28  
bridge. As an Upstate SC resident and an avid outdoorsman, I think  
that it would prove very harmful to open this stretch to boaters  
because of increased traffic and harm done to the ecosystem.
Regards,
Lucas Snipes


Lucas M. Snipes
(864) 915-6923
lsnipes79@hotmail.com
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From: Tranum Fitzpatrick


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/16/2008 07:07 PM


I thoroughly enjoy whitewater rafting. I DO NOT believe that the Upper 
Chattooga should be opened to this enjoyable sport because the physical 
conditions of that beautiful stream are not conducive to use by both rafters 
and kayakers on the one hand and the large numbers of families,college 
students,hikers and fishermen who presently very pleasantly share together 
the use of this beautiful stream. Please leave the present restrictions in 
place.Thank you for your consi-
deration.  Tranum Fitzpatrick,Highlands N.C.
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From: Daniel Spencer


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


Subject: Eliminate favortism in Chattooga headwaters access issue
Date: 08/15/2008 02:04 PM


If anglers have a right to be there, then paddlers have at least as much right to be 
there.  Boaters are less destructive to the environment and disturb the riparian 
habitat less.
 
I support alternative 8.
 
Daniel Spencer
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From: Hamp26704@aol.com


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/17/2008 08:59 AM


I am writing to oppose the U.S. Forest Service proposal to open part of the Upper 
Chattooga River to boating -- “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. I feel the upper pristine stretch of this river 
should have limited boating access and be more specifically preserved for fish 
and wildlife and for people seeking quiet and solitude for hiking, camping and for 
fishing. 
 
I recognize and appreciate the many hours of commitment the Forest Service 
has dedicated in developing a balanced outcome for the Upper Chattooga issue 
and would more strongly support Alternative 3. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Joseph Kress  
RR 1, Box 35N 
Augusta, WV 26704 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
************** 
Looking for a car that's sporty, fun and fits in your budget? Read reviews 
on AOL Autos. 
(http://autos.aol.com/cars-Volkswagen-Jetta-2009/expert-review?
ncid=aolaut00030000000007 ) 
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From: Frank J. Perruccio


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


Subject: RE: Chatooga River Project
Date: 08/16/2008 02:47 AM
Attachments: Chatooga River Paddling Ban Appeal.pdf 


 


 Please accept the attached comments into the record for the Chatooga River 
Project.


 


Thank You,


Frank J. Perruccio


Frank J. Perruccio  A+


Franchise Owner/ Operator


Herndon. Reston, Great Falls, VA
1-800-905-GEEK X2383
703-668-0655 FAX 
FrankP@1800905geek.com


P Please consider the environment before printing this email


I've stopped 8,190 spam and fraud messages. You can too! 
Free trial of spam and fraud protection at www.cloudmark.com 
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August 16, 2008



RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



My name is: Frank J. Perruccio



I am from Hartford CT, and have lived in Herndon, VA for the past 10 
years.  For the past seven years I have owned and operated 2 computer 
support franchises.  I grew up spending a great deal of time on the 
Connecticut River where my father owned a marina.  I learned to row 
at 8yrs., I had a hydroplane at 16, and learned to canoe and kayak at 
28.  I am now 56.  I have been lucky enough to have experienced a 
great many of this countries rivers in CT, MA, NH, VT, ME, KY, TN, SC, 
NC, GA, NY, PA, MD, NV, UT, CO, AR, including the Chatooga, and 
Grand Canyon Of The Colorado.  



I have followed the 30 year paddling ban on the Chatooga River for 
many years and am deeply concerned by the ongoing disregard for 
precedent, due process, and common sense that have been applied in 
enacting and upholding this ban.  



No group has a better record of protecting the natural beauty of our 
nation’s rivers than the paddling community. Continuing this ban in 
spite of the overwhelming body of evidence against banning access to a 
natural resource from a group that recognizes is value and is 
committed to its preservation simply makes no sense.



This country was founded on the principles of freedom and discovery.  
This ban is an affront to those very principles.











I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the 
recreational management of the Chattooga River. I 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 I 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 support 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,



Frank J. Perruccio



12011 Stuart Ridge Dr.



Herndon, VA  20170



F2JP@cox.net













From: Douglas Shields


To: Jerome Thomas


Subject: OPEN THE UPPER CHATOOGA RIVER TO BOATERS
Date: 08/15/2008 09:59 AM


Douglas Shields
330 River Hills Road
Union, NC 28104


August 15, 2008


Jerome Thomas
Forest Supervisor


 


Dear Jerome Thomas:


US Forest Service,
I am submitting my strong position in favor of opening the Upper Chattooga 
River to boating.  I urge the Forest Sevice to select alternative 8 and to 
end the bias against boaters on the Upper Chattooga.  This alternative 
fairly balances recreational uses on the entire river.  Thank you for 
consideration of my position.


Sincerely,


Douglas M. Shields
864-427-4123
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From: Mike Hunt


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


Subject: Smells Fishy!
Date: 08/14/2008 10:39 PM


All the alternatives smell fishy!  They all favor the existing good ole
boy network!  The study should be widened to cover all user groups.  How
about horseback riding, mountain biking & dirt biking?


Mike Hunt
Box 371
Clayton, GA  30525



mailto:mhunt@yahoo.com

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






From: M. A. \(Mack\) Martin Jr.


To: US Forest Service


Subject: Chattooga North Fork Wild and Scenic River
Date: 08/14/2008 03:48 PM


Gentlemen:
 
On behalf of the Atlanta Fly Fishing School and the hundreds of 
students that we have taught over the years, let me thank you for 
soliciting comments regarding the Upper Chattooga draft for the 
environmental assessment regarding boating on this section of 
the river.
 
Cold water fisheries are important and fragile waterways, 
particularly in the south. As time passes we typically see more 
and more pressure to change or destroy these fisheries due to 
population growth, water contamination, development for 
industry and other projects. In the past the upper Chattooga has 
been set aside for the many fisherman that utilize and enjoy this 
fishery and with hopes that it will always remain the pristine and 
beautiful river that it is. When fishermen think of the upper 
Chattooga in that fashion they want the excellent fishing and 
solitude to remain the same. 
 
Now we come to a point that boaters, who use the majority of 
the river already, want to have all the river and they want to use 
the upper Chattooga for their boating at the expense of the 
fisherman. It is my opinion that you cannot provide boating along 
with the unspoiled fishing in this pristine section of the river 
while boaters are present. My primary reason for this is my 
experience with the boaters on the west fork of the Chattooga, 
where they have little regard for fishermen and always disturb 
the fishing when they often recklessly float through he fishing 
lanes. Based on that experience and my appreciation for cold 
water fisheries, I would like to see the upper Chattooga remain 
unchanged with the adoption of Alternative #1. I can reluctantly 
accept Alternate #4 as suggested by the Forest Service and 
others, but only in the spirit of some compromise as I remain 
very concerned about the future of this river if #4 is adopted. 
 
I hope that my opinions are helpful as I have spent a lifetime in 
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this sport and I have always tried to respect the rights of others 
with hopes that they respect mine. Thank you again for the 
opportunity to express my opinions and concerns.
 
Sincerely,
M. A. (Mack) Martin Jr.
Manager - FFF Certified Master 
Fly Casting Instructor  
Atlanta Fly Fishing School
http://www.atlantaflyfishingschool.com/


 
Home Office phone (770) 889-5638 
Cell & voice mail (404) 683-0070 
http://www.mackmartin.com 


Mailing address: 6105 Paddock Lane 
Cumming, GA  30040
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From: mdunkle@mindspring.com


Reply To: mdunkle@mindspring.com


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


Subject: chattooga
Date: 08/15/2008 02:59 PM


Dear Sirs,
I am a kayaker and a hiker who lives in Rabun County Georgia near the Chattooga River.  I am writing to support a 
decision that limits boating on the upper portion of this river.  I have paddled and hike extensively in the area and 
see firsthand what opening up this area to uncontrolled and unlimited boating may do.  There is plenty of the river 
already available to boaters.  The area in question should be protected and the Forest Service does not have the 
resources to ensure the controls needed for that protection.
I hope you make a decision that protects our environment and the river.
Marie Dunkle
726 Saga Mountain Road
Tiger, GA 30576
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From: Risa Shimoda


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


cc: patrick.mchenry@mail.house.gov; elizabeth.dole@senate.gov; richard.
burr@senate.gov; senator_burr@burr.senate.gov; senator@burr.senate.gov; 
senator_dole@dole.senate.gov; senator@dole.senate.gov


Subject: Comments on the Chattooga River Recreational Managerment Alternatives - 
From a Citizen in Maryland


Date: 08/17/2008 09:09 AM


Dear Representative of the Wild and Scenic Chattooga River,


 
I am both past Executive Director of American Whitewater and president of its 
board of directors, and have spent the last year developing a grassroots 
program across the United States to celebrate the 40th Anniversary of the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act for American Rivers.  I have been kayaking on the Chattooga 
River since 1979, appreciate it for its exquisite quality and its accessibility as the 
centerpiece of your great National Forest and have traveled to paddle the 
Chattooga from Cincinnati, Atlanta, Charlotte, Easley, SC and now my home 
outside of Washington, DC. 
 
In principal, 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 specific areas that protect a special interest from 
having to share the resource.
 
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational 
management of the Chattooga River, and find the Alternatives unacceptable for 
they 1) are founded on a continued poor understanding of the low-impact nature of 
non-motorized boating and 2) unfathomably favor an intense desire to maintain the 
good-old-boy, status quo boating ban among anglers.
 
The closest to acceptable among the Alternatives is Number 8, which 1) fully allows 
boating on the entire Chattooga River and its tributaries, 2) includes encounter 
standards based on a real user capacity analysis, and 3) will equitably limit total use 
only when encounter standards are consistently exceeded, preceded by employing 
all available indirect measures.
 
The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the river because 
they consider boaters to be the only management entities, while larger more 
impactive uses are not seriously considered for limits. It offers no basis for the 
boating bans and limits and lacks a full range of alternatives. It differs little from than 
the last one, is at least a year late and has wasted countless tax dollars, including 
resources spent by the USFS for qualified consultants whose input was ignored. 
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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 existing uses in unlimited numbers. This is not 
equitable, not acceptable, and would be laughable if it were not so transparently 
biased.
 
A 450 CFS average daily flow trigger included in Alternative #4 should be 
eliminated from any considerations.  The cost to implement a public notification of 
the flow and enforcement of the restriction is proof of its irrationality.
 
I suggest that if you are going to limited usage that you conduct a valid 
capacity analysis and allow boating in the same numbers, places, and seasons 
that those applied to existing users. 
 
Thank you for considering these comments,
 
Risa Shimoda
Risa Shimoda
The Shimoda Group, LLC
601 Hudson Ave., #102
Takoma Park, MD  20912
301-585-4677 p/f
301-502-6548 c
www.theshimodagroup.com
www.mclaughlinwhitewater.com
www.whitewatercoursesandparks.com
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From: charles.armentrout@comcast.net


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


Subject:
Date: 08/16/2008 07:17 AM


U.S. Forest Service 


Chattooga River Project


4931 Broad River Road


Columbia, SC 29212.


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


 


August 16, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


My name is Charles Armentrout and I grew up in Athens, Ga.  I have been 
an avid fisherman and kayaker almost my entire life.  I am now 33 years 
old.  Why has this issue turned into such a pissing match?  Why 
discriminate against one user group?


I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational 
management of the Chattooga River.  I 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 I 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.  
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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


Charles Armentrout


2496 Peachtree Road NE Unit #1615








From: Crane, Frank


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga access
Date: 08/15/2008 10:18 AM


I wish to express my support for alternative number 8 of the options for future 
boating access to the upper Chattooga. 


I frequent Overflow Creek, a branch of the same watershed.  If you'll check out 
the stream banks along Overflow you'll find numerous spots of erosion on 
extremely steep streamside banks caused by fisher people, but I challenge you 
to find any impact from boating.


Overflow does not suffer from overuse by boaters, and the only conflict I've ever 
witnessed between boaters and fisherpersons is when a for-hire guide was 
standing with his client under the Overflow bridge practicing casting and 
complained to our party when we passed under the bridge.  The sport is very self 
regulating depending on weather and water conditions which largely eliminate 
the two users groups from being there at the same time.  


In spite of its world class status Overflow is not heavily used.  This is because 
when it is running a host of other streams are also running, so the numbers on 
any one stream are mitigated.  This would be even more so on the upper 
Chattooga sections because of the length of the trips and the large amount of 
flatwater between big rapids.  That level of boater does not like flatwater and 
their boats are not designed for traveling efficiently across it, so many will not 
undertake the effort.


Please don't use my observation that many great creeks exist in the area to 
argue we don't need the Upper.  The argument is not whether it is needed, but 
rather whether it is fair (not to mention legal) to exclude us.  When I look at all the 
resources and money the USFS puts into fishing and supporting TU I am 
appalled that you are spending my tax dollars to resist my right to float a W & S 
river.  Your programs of stocking exotic fish species, even at the peril of a native 
trout species and generally exploiting the ecosystem for the benefit of a few well 
heeled Orvis clad gated community dwelling politically connected users is 
insulting to other users of the resource.  And the nerve of their argument that 
boaters will destroy the wilderness experience- when your organizations 
cooperate to fly helicopter missions up and down the river at treetop level for 
stocking is about the most ironic thing I've ever heard of.
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My apologies, as you can tell I get a little emotional.  I have friends in TU, friends 
in the USFS, and I'm a fisherperson myself.  But as a boater I would never try to 
exclude other users from the streams I float, and I've never felt that the 10 
seconds it takes me to float past a fisherperson is particularly degrading on his 
experience.  It's not like he's going out there and not seeing another person all 
day- that doesn't exist even on the Upper.  So what if I happen to have a boat 
under me?   But the bottom line is that there simply won't be that many 
occurrences of such interaction since he'll be at home watching the super bowl 
on the day the river is up and I'm boating.


Please implement Option 8 and keep me posted on further discussions and 
action. 


Sincerely, 


Frank Crane  
4302 Alison Jane Dr  
Kennesaw GA  30144 


 
 
The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential 
information intended for the use of the addressee listed above. If you are 
neither the intended recipient nor the employee or agent responsible for 
delivering this message to its intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in 
relation to the contents of the email information is strictly prohibited. If 
you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately 
by telephone or reply email and destroy this email and any attachments. 








From: Geoff Kohl


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


Subject: Please consider Alternative 8 for the Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/14/2008 10:51 PM


Whitewater boating deserves to be on the Upper Chattooga. It works on  
the Overflow Creek. In all my years of paddling it (8 years on the  
Overflow), I've never seen a fisherman and certainly in all my years  
of paddling the SE, the Rockies and elsewhere, I've never seen a  
conflict between a fisherman and boater. Both of us respect rivers  
and there's no reason why both can't coexist on the Chattooga.


I pray you make a good decision that is fair.


Geoff Kohl
5000 Bat Cave Road
Old Fort, NC 28762
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From: Patrick Mawhinney


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


Subject: I recommend that the Forest Service implement Alternative 3
Date: 08/14/2008 03:48 PM


I recommend that the Forest Service implement Alternative 3.   No-boating 
alternatives would better protect and preserve this unique wilderness area.  
Boaters currently have access to many miles of allowed boating area with 
similar whitewater levels of activity.
I don’t really understand the need to have access to this small additional 
amount of river.
            I personally feel that the majority of kayakers and canoeists are good 
folks and the majority would respect the presence of fisherfolks in the water 
and respect the river.  There are always the few that are not nice people and 
would cause problems.
There are many streams that boaters and fisherfolks share.  Therein lies part 
of the argument against allowing boating access.  There are plenty of water 
courses already available for boaters and opening sensitive, wilderness areas 
to increased activity is counterproductive and only rewards a few people.    If 
boating access is allowed I have little optimism that the occasional paddlers 
that rent rafts for the day will have much respect for the fisherfolk or 
more importantly respect for the river.  Trampled ecosystems, increased 
opportunity to spread the hemlock adelgid and trash in all the nooks and 
crannies I fear would be the result.  All these issues can result in a 
destructive downward spiral for a sensitive wilderness area or for any area 
for that matter.   
 


Respectfully,


Patrick G. Mawhinney 
B.S. Botany 
Masters Plant Pathology 
ISA Certified Arborist # S0-2347 
www.prestigestt.com
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From: Dan Reese


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


Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/15/2008 03:02 PM


 
 
---------- Forwarded Message ---------- 
Please say 'No' to the people who would foul this pristine river and forest 
just because it is part of the public trust. I believe the mission in this case 
is to preserve, not to facilitate the exploitation of a regional treasure. 
There are few areas left in this part of our country that offer such beauty 
and promoting the invasion of more people will have tragic consequences. 
Please say no. 
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From: Carl Peterson


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


Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 08/17/2008 10:01 AM


As a backpacker and fisherman that has hiked in the area. I prefer less use of 
that area. 
I cannot see where the section in question above Burrell's Ford can support float 
trips. Most of the time the water level is too low. 
As this water is pristine enough to support a wild Brook trout population I would 
not disturb it further. 
In the last 5 years I have seen a large increase of wear along the river bank, 
mostly from fishing pressure. This would be from Ellicott's Rock downstream to 
Nicholson's Ford. 
Where as most fisherman are conservation minded they still are not really 
interested in a leave no trace ethic. 
A very good example of this is at the Beauty spot just upstream from Big Bend 
Falls. 5 years ago it was barely visited and a difficult  bushwhack from the 
Foothills Trail to bankside. These days it is no trouble at all. 
The trail itself has mostly remained unchanged but the search for better fishing 
spots has taken a toll. 
Also the rules for camping along this section are not being enforced. The 50 ft 
rule may as well not be in effect. Too many live trees are cut for firewood. 
Perhaps scheduled trips by permit are needed. 
I tend to think float trips will only increase the ever building pressure on this wild 
and scenic river gorge. 
 
Carl Peterson    
55 Heronwyck Plantation 
Beaufort SC 29906
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From: EURO MILLONES INC.


Reply To: lineahoras@gmail.com


To: undisclosed-recipients:;


Subject: your email address has won a prize
Date: 08/16/2008 08:59 AM


Annual Prize of 2008.


 
Your email address have won the prize fund of US $787:000:00 (Seven Hundred And Eighty Seven Thousand United State 
Dollars Only).
You are advice to contact our Claims Department through the below informations with your Full Name, Contact Tel & Fax 
Number and Mobile Number:


 
THIS IS YOUR WINNING INFORMATIONS:


 
Ref No:-MNR/880/feb
Ticket No:-FER/3542/set
Lucky No:-87-98-34-09
Se r ial No:-JUT/588


 
EURO MILLION LOTTERY
CLAIM DEPARTMENT
MR.Oscar Mando
TEL: +34 687 083 468
E-mail:lineahoras@gmail.com


 


Faithfully yours,
Mrs.Anita Mark.
Public Relation Officer
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From: Hank Belew


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


Subject: Chattooga Users
Date: 08/15/2008 10:21 AM


The preferred alternative 4 would not be the best alternative for several reasons. 
This section of the river has very little access. In the event of a rescue effort, the 
personel that would be involved would have to traverse wilderness areas, and 
would do untold damage to the resourse. Also, the woody debris that is already 
there, creating a large log jam a quarter mile downstream of the proposed put-in 
and also several strainers besides, poses saftey concerns. This debris will only 
increase with the hemlock wooly adelgid problem, meaning an even greater 
chance of the need for upwards of 100 people involved in a rescue, or perhaps a 
recovery effort, to be hacking trails and moving equipment through this sensitive 
area.
I feel that a modified Alternative 5 would be a better choice, to allow boating from 
Cane Creek down to Hwy 28. This should be restricted to 4 groups of 6 boats per 
day, at flows of around 500 cfs. 
 
Thank you for the oportunity to comment.
Hank Belew
Clayton, Ga.
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From: Reese Culbreth


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


Subject: I support An Alternative that has NO restrictions on boating.
Date: 08/14/2008 11:52 PM


I appreciate the opportunity to voice my opinion on the Upper
Chattooga Environmental Assessment. The Upper Chattooga is a unique
geological and cultural resource that is being polluted and destroyed
with the stocking of non-native fish and the human impacts associated
with fishing. I would support the banning of all stocking of
non-native fish in the wilderness area and would welcome the
introduction of low impact sports such as boating. I support an altrnative
with NO restrictions on boating.
Thank you!


Reese Culbreth
1806 Bickett Blvd.
Raleigh, NC  27608
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From: Geri Morgan


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


Subject: Opposition to whitewater boating in the Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/14/2008 04:26 PM


Mr. Thomas:
 
I am a native of Jackson County, North Carolina and have used the Upper 
Chattooga River my whole life.  My interests in the river pertain to hiking, 
photography, and viewing wildflowers and other native plants.  I use the 
Upper Chattooga River for these activities due to the solitude the area 
offers to me. 
  
I am writing to express my opposition to allowing whitewater boating in 
the Upper Chattooga River.  This portion of the river has been closed to 
boating since the inclusion of the river into the Wild and Scenic River 
System.  This has allowed users such as myself that are seeking solitude 
to enjoy our activities without the disruption caused by whitewater 
boaters.  In return, the boaters were allowed to boat the Middle and 
Lower Chattooga River.  This "zoning" of users has effectively eliminated 
conflicts. 
  
I am asking you to continue the concept of zoning conflicting user groups 
by choosing Alternative 3 in the draft EA.  However I am willing to 
grudgingly accept the Preferred Alternative 4 if the Forest Service will 
commit to enforcing the restrictions it includes. 
  
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
  
Geritha Morgan 
Cashiers, NC
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From: Jerry Woods


Reply To: woodsjc@bellsouth.net


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/15/2008 12:45 AM


 
Hello,
 I am more of an angler than a boater, but I have 
been getting tons of e-mails to try and keep boaters 
off the Upper Chattooga. If it was the other way 
around I would think each individual should be 
allowed to use the river whether it was wade 
fishing, bank fishing, kayak fishing or just enjoying 
the scenery that can only be seen from a boat on 
the Upper Chattooga. I think Alternative 8 would 
best serve the public and at the very least 
Alternative 4. 
The FS has done a policing job that is as the 
guidelines have been, but in all fairness to the 
public and tax payers I feel it has been a huge 
injustice to ban personal flotation devices for 
enjoyment of the Upper Chattooga.  If I had a gold 
mine I would try and keep it to myself too, but as 
an angler I don’t think it has been environmentally 
necessary or fair to have banned boater all these 
years. Myself and the fishes can tolerate boaters as 
I hope when I am boating I respect and tolerate 
fishers.
I ask that you approve ALTERNATIVE #8. I long for 
the day I can view the beautiful cliffs and scenery 
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from my kayak again. There was never any sound 
or logical reason to ban boats in the first place and 
this travesty of injustice has gone on long enough. 
The FS should get back to protecting and nurturing 
forests instead of keeping taxpayers off river 
property. I do mean this in a very respectful 
manner.
Regards,
Jerry C Woods
 








From: Bill Beckwith


Reply To: billbeckwith@yahoo.com


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


Subject: Upper Chatooga River Pre-decisional EA
Date: 08/14/2008 04:26 PM


To Whom It May Concern:


I live in Fayette County, Georgia, and often drive more than 100 miles one way to experience the Chatooga River.  I am 
a trout fisherman as well as a canoeist and I enjoy both activities on the river.  


The Forest Service‘s preferred Alternative #4 is a compromise that is fair to all stakeholders and is designed to 
minimize conflict between visitors to the Upper Chattooga. The zoning stipulations in Alternative #4 will provide good 
protection for the upper Chattooga backcountry characteristics of solitude and remoteness for present and future 
generations.  This is what should be the focus of all stakeholders.  I understand both sides of this issue and I am 
satisfied that the preferred alternative will adequately serve all interested parties. 


I thank and commend the Forest Service for its efforts.  The inappropriate and unfair condemnation of the Environmental 
Assessment and of the Forest Service by certain stakeholders should not affect the fair and balanced decision that will 
be made in December 2008.


Sincerely,


Bill Beckwith
Fayetteville, Georgia
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From: Dana Lapple


Reply To: dmlapple@yahoo.com


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/15/2008 10:35 AM


Dear USFS, 
Regarding Alternative 4, there's just no getting around the fact that both 
user groups want to enjoy their activities on the river at similar flow levels  
-- same space, same time.  Giving priority to anglers in this situation is 
just unethical.  It reeks with similarity to restricting blacks to stand in the 
back of the bus.  
 
Sincerely,
Dana Lapple
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From: martha black


Reply To: oldtownplantation@yahoo.com


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


cc: news@crossroadschronicle.com


Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/15/2008 03:51 PM


These are my comments to the USFS regarding the proposals to change the "zoning of the Chattooga River 57 mile wide 
Wild and Scenic River, which prohibits boating on any part of the headwaters  above Route 28."


My family sold 828 acres of land to the USFS in 1991.  It was the #1 property on the USFS acquisition list at that 
time.  It was really a bargain sale.  Several other land owners followed suit, protecting almmost 2000 acres of the 
Chattooga Watershed.  It was done with the understanding that the purpose of the USFS in acquiring this land was to 
protect this Wild and Scenic River.  That is your mandate.  To allow any change in the use of the river would be a slap-
in-the face to those of us who have done out part to protect the river.


The rafters and canoers have plenty of water downstream already and this area would be very adversely affected by a 
change of policy.  It should be kept as low impact and pristine as possible .  If you let boaters have a foot in the 
door, hikers, swimmers, birdwatchers etc will be run down by water vehicle traffic and outfitters hauling equipment, 
food and people down gouged out paths to the river and litter and erosion will become big problems for those that have 
to clean up and repair.  The Forest Service does not have the money or manpower any more to repair damage and patrol 
the area.


A good example of this is Silver Slip Falls on Cashiers Creek, a major tributary of the Chattooga that you own.  A 
nearby property owner dammed up the Creek a number of years ago using rock over big black pipe, left bags of quickcrete 
which are still there and built a fence.  All of that is now is disrepair so that the black pipes are exposed, the 
fence is partially standing  and the concrete bags are still there.  He cuts the hillside between the twin falls and 
along with development above, has caused silt islands to form in the former pool at the bottom of the falls, which you 
own.  I went down there last Sunday and picked up litter, plastic bottles, flip flops etc.  It used to be a big falls 
in pristine condition and today it is a sad place of human abuse with more to follow with high density development 
proposed at the Millstone Inn and on Cashiers Lake, both of which are on this creek.  The bottom of the creek that used 
to be a pool with a gravel
 bed, is now mud and algae.  Is this what you want for the upper Chattooga?  Erosion will cover the gravel where trout 
bed, so many people will cause litter which will wash into the river.  Where will it stop?  It is up to y ou to stop it 
by denying the boaters access to any more of the river.


Thank you,


Martha Crouch Black
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From: Doug and Eedee Adams


To: DRAFT EA Comments


Subject: Upper Chattooga Comments - Draft EA
Date: 08/16/2008 09:01 AM
Attachments: Boating Zoning - Organizations For and Against.doc 


Please include the attached document in the public comments.
 
Thank you, Doug Adams - Rabun Gap, GA
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List Revised 8/15/2008



     This present zoning allocation that the Forest Service planners so wisely put in place over 32 years ago is supported by an ever-increasing numbers of individuals and over 2 dozen diverse conservation organizations with tens of thousands of members, united by their desire to do what is best for the Chattooga.  All recognize the need to protect and preserve wilderness and backcountry values of solitude and remoteness for present and future generations. 



Organizations Advocating Boating Limitations on the Upper Chattooga:



1. Wilderness Watch (of Missoula, MT)  http://www.wildernesswatch.org/ 



2. National Trout Unlimited  http://www.tu.org/site/pp.asp?c=7dJEKTNuFmG&b=275410


3. US Congressman Paul Broun - GA  http://broun.house.gov/ 



4. Georgia Department of Natural Resources http://www.gadnr.org/ 



5. Georgia ForestWatch  http://www.gafw.org/ 



6. Georgia Chapter, Sierra Club  http://georgia.sierraclub.org/ 


7. Georgia Council of Trout Unlimited   http://www.georgiatu.org/ 



8. Georgia Wildlife Federation  http://www.gwf.org/ 



9. Georgia Environmental Action Network  http://protectgeorgia.net/ 


10. Chattooga Conservancy  http://www.chattoogariver.org/ 



11. Atlanta Fly Fishing Club  http://www.atlantaflyfishingclub.org/ 



12. Friends of Georgia



13. The Rabun County Coalition



14. Satilla Riverkeeper (GA) http://www.satillariverkeeper.org/ 


15. State of SC, Office of the Governor Mark Sanford


16. US Congressman Gresham Barrett – SC http://www.barrett.house.gov/ 



17. South Carolina Department of Natural Resources http://www.dnr.sc.gov/ 



18. South Carolina Council of Trout Unlimited



19. South Carolina Wildlife Federation  http://www.scwf.org/ 



20. Home Preservation & Stewardship Trust (SC)



21. US Congressman Robin Hayes – NC  http://www.hayes.house.gov/ 



22. North Carolina Sierra Club http://northcarolina.sierraclub.org/ 


23. North Carolina Council of Trout Unlimited http://www.nctu.org/ 



24. North Carolina Wildlife Federation http://www.ncwildlifefederation.org/ 



25. The Wilderness Society, Western North Carolina office http://www.wilderness.org/ccc/southeast/ 



26. Highlands Plateau Audubon Society (NC)  http://main.nc.us/nas-hpc/ 



27. Jackson-Macon Conservation Alliance (NC) http://www.j-mca.org/  


28. Highland Biological Station (NC) http://www.wcu.edu/hbs/ 


29. Glenville – Cashiers Rescue Squad (NC)


30. Friends of Bull Pen (NC)


31. The Over The Hill Hiking Club (NC)


32. Whiteside Cove Association (NC)


33. Save Our Solitude Coalition (NC)


     As we near the end of this planning process, the boating organizations and their lawyers stand alone, as they have from the beginning, opposing the zoning allocation.  


Organizations Supporting Unrestricted Boating of the Upper Chattooga:



1. American Whitewater  http://www.americanwhitewater.org/ 



2. American Canoe Association  http://www.americancanoe.org/ 



3. Georgia Canoeing Association  http://www.georgiacanoe.org/ 



4. Atlanta Whitewater Club  http://www.atlantawhitewater.com/mambo/index.php 



5. Western Carolina Paddlers (NC)  http://boatingbeta.com/~wcp/ 



6. Carolina Canoe Club, Inc (NC) http://www.carolinacanoeclub.com/ 



7. Foothills Paddling Club (SC)



8. Bluegrass Wildwater Association (KY) http://www.surfbwa.org/ 



9. Penobscot Paddle and Chowder Society (ME) http://www.paddleandchowder.org/ 



10. The Philadelphia Canoe Club (PA)  http://www.philacanoe.org/ 



11. Lower Columbia Canoe Club (OR)  http://www.l-ccc.org/ 



12. Southern Illinois University Canoe & Kayak Club (IL)  http://www.siu.edu/~kayak/ 


13. University of Michigan Kayak Club (MI)







From: Bill.Reynolds@interfaceglobal.com


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


Subject: Chattooga
Date: 08/17/2008 10:20 AM


*** Body Not Included ***
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From: wrbix@aol.com


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


Subject: Upper Chatooga regulations
Date: 08/15/2008 10:56 AM


Ladies and Gentlemen, 
 
  As a South Carolina resident and property owner in North Carolina and 
an advocate for wilderness, please enter this e-mail as my strong 
opposition to opening the upper Chatooga River to unregulated boating.  
Option 3 of your options is preferred by those of us who wish to see this 
area remain unspoiled, with Option 4 with enforcement of 
restrictions being a preferred second choice option. Thank you for your 
consideration of my views. 
  Respectfully, 
    William R Bixenman, MD, Chester, SC & Rosman, NC 


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: Glenn Murer


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


Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 08/17/2008 01:13 PM


Dear USFS:


Should the use of the upper Chattooga River be changed based on the will 
of an organization with the sole purpose of promoting whitewater 
boating?  I, for one, don’t think so.  Even though I include myself among 
the many good people who enjoy rafting and kayaking, it doesn’t make 
sense to open up a remote and pristine wilderness area just to appease 
the membership of American Whitewater.  Boaters have been 
accommodated by the Forest Service with many beautiful miles of river 
throughout the region.  There is no shortage of boating opportunities.  
However, there are not many areas remaining with the qualities of the 
upper Chattooga.  Why not leave it the way it’s been for decades so those 
seeking a more remote experience will have a place to go?  Will the needs 
of those currently enjoying the upper Chattooga be overlooked because 
they’re not organized and can’t send email blasts to members, thereby 
generating hundreds of letters from all over the US?  It seems to me that 
American Whitewater wants access to this part of the river for one reason, 
because it’s something they don’t already have.  I suppose this is their 
purpose.  Like a greedy and spoiled child who keeps sticking their hand in 
the cookie jar, they need to be told enough is enough.


You (The Forest Service) have been put in the position of trying to please 
all parties.  It’s your mandate to see that everyone has fair and equitable 
access to our public lands.  Seemingly, you are doing your best to find a 
compromise.  I submit to you that compromise has already taken place 
and that your work was done correctly some 30-years ago when you 
initiated the current boating ban.  Please don't let AW's membership, 
many of whom have never set foot in the area, unduly influence your 
decision.  They should not be able to dictate the future that we must live 
with.


Glenn Murer


Highlands, NC
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From: Doug Mansfield


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


Subject: Recreation Use on the Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/16/2008 10:48 AM


Thank you for the opportunity to express my concern for the future of the Upper 
Chattooga River.  I see the pristine nature of the land and water of the upper river 
at risk if opened to boating.  Transport to and navigation of these waters will 
forever change the landscape.   I, therefore, oppose the opening of any portion of 
the Upper Chattooga River to boat traffic.  If change is to occur I see Alternative 4 
as the only acceptable compromise provided all described efforts are implemented 
to protect and preserve this beautiful section of river.
 
Doug Mansfield
3333 Rooster Lane
Hiawassee, GA, 30546
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From: JMCA


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga Comments
Date: 08/15/2008 03:57 PM


August 15, 2008
  
Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests                                                                       
        
U.S. Department of Agriculture
Forest Service, Southern Region
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC   29212
  
Dear Sirs,
 
                The Jackson-Macon Conservation Alliance submits these comments regarding the 
Draft EA for the upper Chattooga National Wild and Scenic River. Our organization is a local 
environmental voice for the Highlands-Cashiers plateau and the headwaters region of the 
Chattooga River in western North Carolina. Our 650 members and visitors to this area enjoy 
the many recreational opportunities afforded by the upper Chattooga River, and appreciate 
its wild natural beauty.
                The upper Chattooga is a designated Wild and Scenic river deserving protection. 
We have witnessed an increase in visitors and consequently the impact from their use of this 
fragile natural resource. Additional users, such as boating, ATVs, or horses, will only intensify 
the rate of deterioration of this resource. 
                Our concerns about boating in particular are: the need to portage around dead fall 
and non-navigable sections causing bank erosion and USFS prohibited tree removal; 
difficult, expensive and dangerous rescue, user created campsites and access points;  added 
litter and human generated waste; overall degeneration of solitude and wilderness 
experience. Given the fact that this area is already seeing increased visitor use under its 
current management, opening the river to another recreational activity without the capacity to 
manage it will surely be detrimental to the river.   
                We have concerns about the USFS adding additional management responsibilities 
in the face of decreasing budgets and personnel. We question how the USFS expects to 
control any of the suggested boating options or alternative usages under its current structure. 
Therefore, who will monitor this added use? The local citizens who now clean-up after the 
swimmers and visitors? 
                We are disappointed that a single interest group can put pressure on the USFS to 
the point of it being willing to add a high impact use to an environmentally sensitive area, and 
where alternative locations (lower reaches of the river) are already available. The preferred 
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Alternative IV in the EA Draft is conditional acceptable provided that the USFS can 
demonstrate the ability to manage, fund, staff and enforce this choice. J-MCA is seriously 
concerned that the USFS will not be able to meet these responsibilities. If that is the case, 
then no boating at all on the upper Chattooga River would be the best alternative. 
 
Sincerely,
  
David M. Bates
Executive Director
Jackson-Macon Conservation Alliance
348 South 5th St.
Highlands, NC 28741
828 526-9938 x 256
jmca@dnet.net
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From: Jeff


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


Subject: RE: Re: I support Alternative 8 (verification)
Date: 08/15/2008 01:44 AM


 


Jeff here, 
 
I'm protecting myself from receiving junk mail. 
 
 
Please click the link below to complete the verification process.  
You have to do this only once.  
 
http://www.spamarrest.com/a2?
ZmtjZmN5Bwb6L29goJIhqUZgp291qTuypz4gMaWuozAcp21upzyiov1mqJ10MKWNMaZhMzIxYaImBxcyMzLj 


 


You are receiving this message in response to your email to Jeff, a Spam Arrest customer. 


Spam Arrest requests that senders verify themselves before their email is delivered. 


When you click the above link, you will be taken to a page with a graphic on it. Simply read the word in the graphic, type it into the form, and 
you're verified. 


You have to do this only once per Spam Arrest customer. 


------------------------------------------------------------  
Below are the complete headers of the message that this email was generated in response to. 


Return-Path: <fsdevelopment@fs.fed.us>
Received: from aarpub07.charter.net ([10.20.200.170]) by mta42.charter.net
          (InterMail vM.7.08.03.00 201-2186-126-20070710) with ESMTP
          id <20080815054313.QILG12196.mta42.charter.net@aarpub07.charter.net>
          for <jeffcook@charter.net>; Fri, 15 Aug 2008 01:43:13 -0400
Received: from svatlsmtp001.r8.fs.fed.us ([166.4.1.14])
          by aarpub07.charter.net with ESMTP
          id <20080815054313.CRZD23414.aarpub07.charter.net@svatlsmtp001.r8.fs.fed.us>
          for <jeffcook@charter.net>; Fri, 15 Aug 2008 01:43:13 -0400
Received: from ([166.4.1.31])
        by svatlsmtp001.r8.fs.fed.us with ESMTP  id KP-BRCKP.262573531;
        Fri, 15 Aug 2008 01:24:04 -0400
From: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: I support Alternative 8
Sender: FS Application Development <FSDevelopment@fs.fed.us>
To: "Christian Cook" <jeffcook@charter.net>
Message-ID: <OF9F687044.ECB460DB-ON852574A6.001DA7D3-852574A6.001DA7D3@fs.fed.us>
Date: Fri, 15 Aug 2008 01:23:55 -0400
X-MIMETrack: Serialize by Router on ENTR8B/E/USDAFS(Release 6.5.4FP1HF140 | September 14, 2005) at
 08/15/2008 01:24:06
MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-type: text/plain; charset=US-ASCII
X-Chzlrs: 0
Received-SPF: pass(fs.fed.us: domain of
        fs.fed.us designates 166.4.1.14 as permitted sender)
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From: John Kies


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


Subject: Chattooga River Plan
Date: 08/14/2008 05:03 PM
Importance: High


Good Afternoon: 
 
I find the current proposal to implement Alternative 4 as acceptable, but 
Alternative 3 is my preferred choice, and, frankly ANY consideration of 
Alternative 8 is unacceptable. I have been an active member of Trout 
Unlimited for over 15 years holding chapter, state and regional offices. In 
that time I have worked on many streams and fished more. The 
Chattooga is a unique resource that is not duplicated elsewhere in the 
three state area. As a TU member, I support our chapters, TU state 
councils, and TU national in recommending that the Forest Service 
implement Alternatives 4 with all described enforcement, management 
and monitoring.  
 
I can modestly say that I know the Chattooga Corridor better than most 
having spent a great deal of time hiking, backpacking and fishing over the 
last 25 years. And I was there for a time when boating was still allowed 
above the Highway 28 bridge and clearly recall the angler boater conflicts. 
I for one do not want to see those confrontations again. If the entire river 
were closed to boating, I could better understand the desires of the 
boating community, but with most of the river at their disposal, I fail to 
see their argument. Anglers live with multiple restrictions and rules 
including licenses, open and closed seasons, harvest limits, tackle 
restrictions and so on. We abide by these because we recognize this is for 
the common good and boaters should have a comparable respect. Boating 
on the Chattooga will greatly impair the angling and when that occurs, the 
angler populations will drop and along with that, our volunteer 
stewardship of the resource; it is bound to happen. 
 
The boating community will quickly expand beyond a few kayaks at high 
water to a large influx of every conceivable floating device. Further, unless 
the Forest Service can significantly increase enforcement, the 
recommended high water / winter boating proposal will quickly turn into a 
far longer season. The kayakers may understand and be able to manage 
the falls and rapids downstream of Burrells Ford, but the occasional floater 
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in an inner tube will quickly get into serious trouble. Further, many will not 
be aware that once you commit to the runs below Burrells Ford, you have 
to reach Highway 28. If not, the walk out will be very difficult in shorts 
and tennis shoes. Again, without constant enforcement, these will become 
the circumstances. 
 
Keep up the good work and we in the angling community deeply 
appreciate your management and protection of the resource. 
 
--John Kies-- 
 
John C. Kies  
PMI Certified Project Manager 
404.592.0797 
T/L 930.1541 
Cell for OOTO 828.699.2356 
johnkies@us.ibm.com 
 
"The bow too tensely strung is easily broken" Publlius Syrus





