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From: wwkayaking@gmail.com


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


Subject: Environmental Assessment on Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga 
Comments


Date: 08/18/2008 11:31 AM
Attachments: Chattooga Comment.doc 


U.S. Forest Service 
Chattooga River Project 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212. 
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
 
August 18, 2008
 
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,
My name is Brian Pickett, and I reside in Kingsport, Tennessee.  I am an avid 
whitewater kayaker and backpacker.  Despite living 200 miles away from the 
Chattooga, I have frequently made trips to backpack and kayak in the area.  I 
have looked at the headwaters of the Chattooga and often wondered what it 
would be like to kayak those waters.  Despite the fact that many claim 
kayakers have the ability to enjoy other rivers in the region, I believe all rivers, 
particularly this one, provide a unique outdoor experience.   
 
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.  Furthermore, I DO NOT 
SUPPORT ANY OF YOUR ALTERNATIVES.
 
The Forest Service provided a number of alternatives, but you did not do a 
good job of providing a variety of alternatives that treated all user groups 
equally.  The bias showed toward fisherman is obvious in the literature 
presented by the Forest Service and the given alternatives.  I suggest an 
alternative that opens the entire Chattooga River to private boating.  Boaters 
will be allowed to kayak above flows of 350 cfs on the Burrells Ford gauge.  
Fishermen will only be allowed to fish below flows of 350 cfs on the Burrells 
Ford gage on the Upper Chattooga.  The Forest Service states this gives an 
average of 37 days per year for boaters to access the river and 328 days per 
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U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us


August 18, 2008


 RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



 Dear Sumter National Forest,



My name is Brian Pickett, and I reside in Kingsport, Tennessee.  I am an avid whitewater kayaker and backpacker.  Despite living 200 miles away from the Chattooga, I have frequently made trips to backpack and kayak in the area.  I have looked at the headwaters of the Chattooga and often wondered what it would be like to kayak those waters.  Despite the fact that many claim kayakers have the ability to enjoy other rivers in the region, I believe all rivers, particularly this one, provide a unique outdoor experience.   



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.  Furthermore, I DO NOT SUPPORT ANY OF YOUR ALTERNATIVES.


The Forest Service provided a number of alternatives, but you did not do a good job of providing a variety of alternatives that treated all user groups equally.  The bias showed toward fisherman is obvious in the literature presented by the Forest Service and the given alternatives.  I suggest an alternative that opens the entire Chattooga River to private boating.  Boaters will be allowed to kayak above flows of 350 cfs on the Burrells Ford gauge.  Fishermen will only be allowed to fish below flows of 350 cfs on the Burrells Ford gage on the Upper Chattooga.  The Forest Service states this gives an average of 37 days per year for boaters to access the river and 328 days per year for anglers to access the river.  This should eliminate any potential conflicts or lost feeling of solitude that both groups are “entitled.”  Camping should be handled as proposed in alternative three.  



The Forest Service attempts to give the illusion that they wish to treat the Upper Chattooga as a wilderness corridor, providing a wilderness experience and solitude to those who wish to experience the land.  However, the proposed alternatives and management of the land do not back-up the rhetoric.  In order to enhance the wilderness corridor, the Forest Service should close the bridge on the Georgia side of the Burrels Ford Bridge.  All stocking of non-native species fish should cease immediately.  All stocking of fish by helicopter should cease.  Woody debris recruitment should not be promoted, especially with the use of a chainsaw, nor should woody debris be removed from the river unless it is determined to degrade water quality or is an unavoidable danger to the user groups of the Upper Chattooga.



As mentioned above, the Forest Service report shows clear bias toward kayakers with support being shown to the fishermen.  This is made abundantly clear when reading “Assessing Visitor Capacity & Conflict on the Upper Chattooga – June 2007” on pages 67-69.  All potential conflicts and problems between the two user groups are purely hypothetical and are told only from the viewpoint of potential problems an angler might face. Boaters were repeatedly called out as a source of impact while other groups were rarely called out for their impact.  The user-created trails to the river were probably cause by anglers and hikers, but the capacity analysis simply states that the trails existed and were caused by visitors to the Chattooga. 


It is clear the preferred alternative #4 is an attempt to maintain the 30 year boating ban through restrictions and a system that will be unmanageable by the Forest Service.  The Forester Service states that only 6 days a year will be boatable under alternative #4.  Most boatable days will be lost due to the Forest Service having inaccurate and poorly designed methods to predict stream flows.  I do not believe the Forest Service Rangers will be as vigilant as boaters in staying up late at night to watch developing rainfall totals and predictions so that a boatable day will not be lost.  Boaters use information late at night and very early in the morning to determine their destination for the day.  Will the Forest Service Rangers be willing to put in this extra work?  It is clear to see that all boating days will be lost due to inaccurate predictions and a lack of timely information.  Alternative #4 is just another boating ban.


I am appalled to read the Final Draft of the Environmental Assessment.  It appears the Forest Service has been asleep on the job.  The water quality has degraded.  User-created trails and campsites have been created and threaten to increase sedimentation.  When attending one of the Forest Service workshops, I could not believe the level the Rangers had allowed to area to degrade to.  It was only by seeing the big pictures that one could see the poor management of the land.  What the Forest Service knows is the introduction of non-native trout attracts thousands of anglers to the headwaters annually.  They know these anglers stress the roads and trails of the Upper Chattooga and destroy the banks and beds of the river.  They leave behind snagged lines and lures.  The anglers are responsible for over 19 miles of unauthorized trails in the wilderness.  The Forest Service knows that the non-native trout compete with the Eastern Brook Trout for food and habitat.  However, to the Forest Service, this is acceptable and enhances one of their ORVs.  What I am most appalled with is the fact that Forest Service can’t figure out what is polluting the East Fork of the Chattooga BELOW THE FISH HATCHERY!  It seems that with all the money spent to provide rationale to ban boating the Forest Service could have attempted to figure out what was polluting the river downstream of the hatchery.  The boating ban was done without an impact study and the environmentally damaging fishing is supported and receives preferential treatment without an impact study.


By the Forest Services on words, the boating ban was put in place in 1976 due to “the boater and angler conflict.”  The Upper Chattooga Draft Environmental Assessment goes on to state that anglers were “shouting, raft-slashing, rock throwing, fistfights, and gunplay” toward boaters.  It appears that this intimidation wants to continue as the anglers and local users feared “that history would repeat itself” if the Forest Service would allow boating on the Upper Chattooga.  I believe the Forest Service has the training and ability to ensure that these conflicts do not occur by monitoring the river, put-ins, and take-outs more frequently during the start of the introduction to boating to the headwaters.  All perpetrators should be prosecuted to the fullest extent allowed by the law and this should be known from the start.  A National Forest is not a playground for those livening in the immediate communities.  It is paid for and funded with federal tax dollars.  Locals have no more right to use the land than people who live 200 miles or 3,000 away.  Locals and anglers have no right to use intimidation, vandalize, and violence on other users and outsiders to ensure they receive preferential treatment.  The Forest Service should not allow these fears and a local bias to influence their decision.


I support restrictions and bans when they are justified and supported with competent scientific user studies and facts.  The Forest Service has not these studies and continues to ban boating.  The Forest Service has not completed studies on the effects of stocking non-native aquatic species in the wilderness.  Yet, they continue to support this practice.  The literature provided by the Forest Service shows clear support toward anglers with a clear bias toward boaters.  This gives the appearance that Sumter Forest Service is bowing to local pressure and a good old-boy network and, at worst, is simply incompetent.



I ask the Forest Service abandon alternative #4.  It is a continuation of the status quo under the veil of lifting the boating ban.  Please consider conduction a real user capacity analysis and immediately allow boating in the same numbers, places, and seasons as you allow other existing users.  Paddling should be allowed in a similar manner to alternative #8 on the ENTIRE UPPER CHATTOOGA AND ITS TRIBUTAIRIES with the suggestions I gave earlier in my comment taken into consideration.



Thank you for considering these comments,



Sincerely,
Brian Pickett
608 Ridgefields Rd
Kingsport, TN  37660






year for anglers to access the river.  This should eliminate any potential 
conflicts or lost feeling of solitude that both groups are “entitled.”  Camping 
should be handled as proposed in alternative three.  
 
The Forest Service attempts to give the illusion that they wish to treat the 
Upper Chattooga as a wilderness corridor, providing a wilderness experience 
and solitude to those who wish to experience the land.  However, the proposed 
alternatives and management of the land do not back-up the rhetoric.  In order 
to enhance the wilderness corridor, the Forest Service should close the bridge 
on the Georgia side of the Burrels Ford Bridge.  All stocking of non-native 
species fish should cease immediately.  All stocking of fish by helicopter 
should cease.  Woody debris recruitment should not be promoted, especially 
with the use of a chainsaw, nor should woody debris be removed from the river 
unless it is determined to degrade water quality or is an unavoidable danger to 
the user groups of the Upper Chattooga.
 
As mentioned above, the Forest Service report shows clear bias toward 
kayakers with support being shown to the fishermen.  This is made abundantly 
clear when reading “Assessing Visitor Capacity & Conflict on the Upper 
Chattooga – June 2007” on pages 67-69.  All potential conflicts and problems 
between the two user groups are purely hypothetical and are told only from the 
viewpoint of potential problems an angler might face. Boaters were repeatedly 
called out as a source of impact while other groups were rarely called out for 
their impact.  The user-created trails to the river were probably cause by 
anglers and hikers, but the capacity analysis simply states that the trails existed 
and were caused by visitors to the Chattooga. 
 
It is clear the preferred alternative #4 is an attempt to maintain the 30 year 
boating ban through restrictions and a system that will be unmanageable by the 
Forest Service.  The Forester Service states that only 6 days a year will be 
boatable under alternative #4.  Most boatable days will be lost due to the 
Forest Service having inaccurate and poorly designed methods to predict 
stream flows.  I do not believe the Forest Service Rangers will be as vigilant as 
boaters in staying up late at night to watch developing rainfall totals and 
predictions so that a boatable day will not be lost.  Boaters use information late 
at night and very early in the morning to determine their destination for the 
day.  Will the Forest Service Rangers be willing to put in this extra work?  It is 
clear to see that all boating days will be lost due to inaccurate predictions and a 
lack of timely information.  Alternative #4 is just another boating ban.
 
I am appalled to read the Final Draft of the Environmental Assessment.  It 







appears the Forest Service has been asleep on the job.  The water quality has 
degraded.  User-created trails and campsites have been created and threaten to 
increase sedimentation.  When attending one of the Forest Service workshops, 
I could not believe the level the Rangers had allowed to area to degrade to.  It 
was only by seeing the big pictures that one could see the poor management of 
the land.  What the Forest Service knows is the introduction of non-native trout 
attracts thousands of anglers to the headwaters annually.  They know these 
anglers stress the roads and trails of the Upper Chattooga and destroy the 
banks and beds of the river.  They leave behind snagged lines and lures.  The 
anglers are responsible for over 19 miles of unauthorized trails in the 
wilderness.  The Forest Service knows that the non-native trout compete with 
the Eastern Brook Trout for food and habitat.  However, to the Forest Service, 
this is acceptable and enhances one of their ORVs.  What I am most appalled 
with is the fact that Forest Service can’t figure out what is polluting the East 
Fork of the Chattooga BELOW THE FISH HATCHERY!  It seems that with 
all the money spent to provide rationale to ban boating the Forest Service 
could have attempted to figure out what was polluting the river downstream of 
the hatchery.  The boating ban was done without an impact study and the 
environmentally damaging fishing is supported and receives preferential 
treatment without an impact study.
 
By the Forest Services on words, the boating ban was put in place in 1976 due 
to “the boater and angler conflict.”  The Upper Chattooga Draft Environmental 
Assessment goes on to state that anglers were “shouting, raft-slashing, rock 
throwing, fistfights, and gunplay” toward boaters.  It appears that this 
intimidation wants to continue as the anglers and local users feared “that 
history would repeat itself” if the Forest Service would allow boating on the 
Upper Chattooga.  I believe the Forest Service has the training and ability to 
ensure that these conflicts do not occur by monitoring the river, put-ins, and 
take-outs more frequently during the start of the introduction to boating to the 
headwaters.  All perpetrators should be prosecuted to the fullest extent allowed 
by the law and this should be known from the start.  A National Forest is not a 
playground for those livening in the immediate communities.  It is paid for and 
funded with federal tax dollars.  Locals have no more right to use the land than 
people who live 200 miles or 3,000 away.  Locals and anglers have no right to 
use intimidation, vandalize, and violence on other users and outsiders to ensure 
they receive preferential treatment.  The Forest Service should not allow these 
fears and a local bias to influence their decision.
 
I support restrictions and bans when they are justified and supported with 







competent scientific user studies and facts.  The Forest Service has not these 
studies and continues to ban boating.  The Forest Service has not completed 
studies on the effects of stocking non-native aquatic species in the wilderness.  
Yet, they continue to support this practice.  The literature provided by the 
Forest Service shows clear support toward anglers with a clear bias toward 
boaters.  This gives the appearance that Sumter Forest Service is bowing to 
local pressure and a good old-boy network and, at worst, is simply 
incompetent.
 
I ask the Forest Service abandon alternative #4.  It is a continuation of the 
status quo under the veil of lifting the boating ban.  Please consider conduction 
a real user capacity analysis and immediately allow boating in the same 
numbers, places, and seasons as you allow other existing users.  Paddling 
should be allowed in a similar manner to alternative #8 on the ENTIRE 
UPPER CHATTOOGA AND ITS TRIBUTAIRIES with the suggestions I 
gave earlier in my comment taken into consideration.
 
Thank you for considering these comments.
Sincerely, 
Brian Pickett 
608 Ridgefields Rd 
Kingsport, TN  37660








From: Elijah Smith


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


Subject: Corruption in the forest service
Date: 08/18/2008 02:57 PM


I find the current proposal to be clear evidence of corruption within the 
forest service.  All actions by the Sumter National Forest have been in 
clear oposition to all the available science and rulings by the courts as well 
as higher levels within the National Forest Service.  The decision makers in 
this case have clearly sold out to special interest groups like Trout 
Unlimited, and are violating the rights of boaters as a result.  I am 
outraged by the unethical behavior of a few decision makers within the 
Forest Service, and would hope they lose their jobs as a result of such 
behavior.  I can only support alternative-8, and find all other alternatives 
to be completely unaceptable.  
Sincerely, 
Elijah L. Smith 
 
--  
Elijah Smith 
540-808-8268 
durableinnovations@gmail.com 
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From: John Monroe


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


cc: 'Wyatt Stevens'


Subject:
Date: 08/18/2008 04:03 PM


 Dear US Forest Service,
 
Long before flow levels are available for any given weekend, I book our 
shared cottage for my fishing trip to the Chattooga.   Water-levels, Season, 
Weather do not factor into when I visit because at any water, in any 
season, and under any conditions, a remote spot for fishing along the 
North Carolina Chattooga remains available.  


      The lack of conflict with kayakers and rafts have made the Chattooga a 
desirable destination for me and my family.   The ability to enjoy any 
stream without constant interruptions from boaters passing-through has 
become very rare as kayakers fill all nearby streams.   Please do not spoil 
this unique place by adding the Chattooga to the long list of streams now 
overrun by boat.


One note of consideration.: I have been a fly fishing guide in the region for 
over 15 years.  the upper Chattooga offers some of Western North 
Carolinas finest wild trout fishing.  One concern of mine is that wild trout 
are very spooky and the passing of a boat over their lies will scare wild fish 
under rocks where they will hide and fail to feed the entire day.  One boat 
on  a small trout stream equals no fish caught . 


 I am willing to leave the Nantahala open for the boaters.  The last thing 
they ( Whitewater paddlers ) would like to see is me anchored in my drift 
boat below a run on the Nantahala.  It is legal for me to do but I don't out of 
respect for the recreational boater.  Why cant they respect my right to fish 
a small unnavigable steam in peace.  


Sincerely,


John S Monroe


Asheville, NC
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From: Chattooga Conservancy


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


Subject: upper Chattooga comments
Date: 08/18/2008 01:15 PM
Attachments: Chattooga Conservancy comments 8-08.doc 


Please find attached the Chattooga Conservancy's comments on the upper 
Chattooga EA.
 
Chattooga Conservancy 
8 Sequoia Hills Lane 
PO Box 2008 
Clayton, GA  30525 
706-782-6097 
info@chattoogariver.org 
http://www.chattoogariver.org
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Jerome Thomas, Forest Supervisor



Francis Marion and Sumter National Forest



4931 Broad River Road



Columbia, South Carolina   29212



August 18, 2008



Jerome,



I am submitting the following comments on the pre-decisional Environmental Assessment (draft EA) for the Management of Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga River, on behalf of the Chattooga Conservancy.  The Chattooga Conservancy is dedicated to protecting the Outstandingly Remarkable Values of the Chattooga River.  We have been the lead organization in protecting these values since our founding in 1991.  Many of our members have been involved in this capacity before the Chattooga River was dedicated as National Wild and Scenic River in 1974.  We consider the ultimate decision concerning the management of recreation uses in the headwaters of the Chattooga River to be one of the most important decisions the Forest Service will make in its history as the agency charged with protecting and enhancing the Outstandingly Remarkable Values of the Chattooga River.  



The gravity of this decision is reflected in a “preferred alternative” in the Draft EA that incorporates many inconsistencies and erroneous conclusions.  It is the classic example of too many cooks in the kitchen.  The compartmentalized analysis that ranges from involvement by the Washington Office of the Forest Service, the Regional Office, three National Forest Supervisor Offices, three District Offices and a host of consultants have resulted in a lack of focus and consequently, has led to a preferred alternative that is both unfair to all users, and which fails to protect the Outstandingly Remarkable Values of the Upper Chattooga River.



We realize that the Forest Service is to the point of being overwhelmed by the landslide of comments by interest parties.  Therefore, our comments will be very concise.



The EA is inconsistent and even, in places, contradictory.  For example, the preferred alternative proposes to limit encounters to preserve the wilderness experience and resource damage by not designating new trails in the Chattooga Cliffs reach.  Yet, the Forest Service proposes to designate the County Line Trail as a put-in-point for whitewater boating.  Ironically, the County Line Road “trail” designation would result in an increase in encounters in one of the last two remaining remote sections of the river corridor.  This designation would also surely result in new user created trails off of the County Line Road “trail” much like the braided network of trails at the Three Forks on Overflow Creek, where increased use as a result of designating the Three Forks Trail has resulted in major resource damage.  The County Line Road “put-in trail” proposition seems to be the result of simply moving the proposed put-in downstream to the next feasible put-in below Grimshaws Bridge, as a result of the decision to retract the Grimshaws Bridge option from consideration as a put-in.  The simple fact that the Cane Creek Road located immediately downstream from the County Line Road, and which would be a more feasible put-in, was never even mentioned in the Draft EA, reflects the arbitrary nature of the EA.  



The second capricious and inconsistent proposal in the preferred alternative is the proposal to allow whitewater boating from the County Line Road to Burrells Ford with provisions to limit boaters by numbers, groups and water level in order to protect the wilderness character of the river, but then proposes to continue the ban on whitewater boating from Burrells Ford Bridge to the Highway 28 Bridge in order to preserve high quality trout fishing.  This is illogical.  If the restrictions to limit boating in the preferred alternative are sufficient to protect the wilderness experience in the Ellicott Wilderness Area, these same restrictions would certainly protect this value downstream.  The water level restriction as proposed for boating in the upper reaches to Burrells Ford, in order separate optimum boating at higher water levels from optimum opportunities for fishing at lower levels, would logically protect the experience for both user groups from Burrells Ford to Highway 28 Bridge as well.  



The Forest Service has also seemed to have lost perspective in regard to two very important facts in crafting its preferred alternative for managing recreational use in the upper Chattooga River.  The Chattooga Cliffs area is undoubtedly the most biologically sensitive reach in the Chattooga River headwaters as reflected in biological surveys by Dr. L. L. Gaddy, as well as comments by Dr. Jim Costa, Highlands Biological Station Director, and by Bob Gale, ecologist from the Western North Carolina Alliance.  The array of ferns, liverworts, mosses, lichens and rare vascular plants in the Chattooga Cliffs reach is unprecedented.  Many of these unique plants thrive in direct harms way due to the numerous portage trails that will inevitably be created in the Chattooga Cliffs reach due to the inordinate number of portages that will be necessary to negotiate around the numerous strainers (logs and woody debris lodged in rapids) that now exist in this section.  



This situation will be soon be greatly exacerbated by the inevitable mortality of literally thousands of dead hemlocks killed by the Hemlock Woolly Adelgid.  The geologic nature of this reach, where narrow vertical gorges such as the “Alley” will act as bottlenecks, is where rapids will certainly be clogged with strainers in coming years due to the massive die-off of the hemlock trees.  This is not to imply that challenge and risk should not be allowed as an accepted and integral part of an extreme sport that has its place in wild reaches.  However, it is simply an important factor in a decision to permit a use that will soon be unmanageable.  If whitewater boating is allowed in Chattooga Cliffs reach, there will undoubtedly be both biological damage from portages and inevitably search and recovery operations that will cause unacceptable damage to the area.  



Another important factor that has been lost in the analysis is the simple fact that the most desirable reaches for whitewater boating are those reaches below Bull Pen Bridge, especially the Rock Gorge where boating would not be allowed in the preferred alternative.  Whitewater boating is an important and primary recreational value which must be given consideration in managing the upper Chattooga River.  It must be limited to protect the wilderness character of the area and if so, it must be prioritized where it is a prime consideration.  This would certainly include the reach below Burrells Ford.



Finally, we would like to point out that limits on all uses are necessary to protect the outstandingly remarkable values of the headwaters.  The preferred alternative proposes to limit uses such as camping and hiking across the board in all reaches when in fact most resource damage by these uses seems to be of primary concern near access points.  We believe this should be addressed in the areas where it is a problem now, and adapt these restrictions accordingly as needed.  



The Chattooga Conservancy has faith that these important factors will lead to a new alternative that will protect the outstandingly remarkable values of the headwaters and allow whitewater boating with sufficient limitations from Bull Pen Bridge to the Highway 28 Bridge.  Boater groups should be limited to four groups of six boaters per group and allowed only from water levels at or above 500 cubic feet per second as measured at Burrells Ford.  We also feel that the removal of large woody debris should not be allowed where whitewater boating is allowed, given the fact that it is not compatible with management directives for protecting wildness, challenge, risk, adventure, and promoting the development of backcountry skills.  We believe that camping should not be allowed within one quarter of a mile of a major access point and that any further restrictions should be implemented according to adaptive management.  We also believe that whitewater boating should be allowed with the aforementioned restrictions any time during all seasons of the year when the water level at Burrells Ford is at/above 500 cubic feet per second.  The Forest Service should notify the whitewater boating community in advance via a posting on the internet when a “predictable” boating opportunity is likely to occur.  There should also be a provision for issuing permits on a day to day basis as water levels reach 500 cubic feet per second on the Burrells Ford gauge, and are likely to be sustained long enough for boating.  Enforcement of these restrictions and the permitting process should be strictly enforced.  Fines for flagrant violations of these provisions should be one hundred dollars and a mandatory appearance in Federal Court.  Law enforcement and monitoring should be properly funded.  A provision should be made to allow “volunteer monitoring” in order to assist in this effort.  The Chattooga Conservancy offers our service in this regard.



We fervently believe that a new alternative to ensure compliance with the mandates under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act for protecting and enhancing the outstandingly remarkable values of the Chattooga River, the Administrative Procedures Act and the National Environmental Procedures Act that ensures a full range of alternatives, is warranted.  Most importantly, it is a matter of fairness, common sense, and duty.  We look forward to a reasonable conclusion to this important decision.  



Sincerely,



Buzz Williams



Executive Director, Chattooga Conservancy 








From: Robert Thompson


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga River Boating Ban
Date: 08/18/2008 09:42 AM


August 18, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


 
Dear Sumter National Forest,
        I am writing this letter in response to the boating ban on the
Upper Chattooga River. As a kayaker, fly fisherman, and hiker I have
different perspectives on the uses of our National Forests. In addition
to these views I have another perspective on managing our resources, as
I am a fourth year student at the University of Georgia in Warnell’s
school of Forestry and Natural Resources. I am knowledgeable on the
impacts that humans have on the land. I understand that kayaking is a
sport that leaves the smallest of footprints on the land. There is
absolutely no scientific justification that would describe why boating
should not be allowed on this stretch of river. The river most certainly
needs to be managed with consideration to the human dimension; however
manage in a fair and equal way. None of the alternative management plans
address the problems facing the river and public user groups. Do not
discriminate towards one user group. Manage by “Caring for the Land and
Serving People”. Serve the public by allowing fair and equal use of our
last pristine areas in the Southeast. 


Thank you for considering these comments,


                                     Sincerely
                                             Robert Thompson
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From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Support for Boating in the Chattooga Headwaters
Date: 08/18/2008 07:39 AM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 07:39 AM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/15/2008 10:21 AM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Support for Boating in the Chattooga Headwaters 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf 
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor 
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC 
     Phone 803-561-4081 
     Fax     803-561-4004 
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082 
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us 
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======================================= 
    
 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 08/15/2008 10:20 AM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/15/2008 10:09 AM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES 


Subject Fw: Support for Boating in the Chattooga Headwaters 
 
  


 
 
 
Rosanne Rowe 
Executive Assistant to the Chief 
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW 
Office: 202-205-8439 
Cell: 202-384-7412 
Fax: 202-358-4063 
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us 
 
----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 08/15/2008 10:08 AM ----- 
 
"Garth Brown" <getsgarth@gmail.
com>  
 
 
08/15/2008 09:50 AM 


 
To comments-southern-francismarion-


sumter@fs.fed.us, akimbell@fs.fed.us 
cc  


Subject Support for Boating in the Chattooga 
Headwaters 


 
  


 
 
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 








From: Chattooga Conservancy


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


Subject: upper Chattooga comments
Date: 08/18/2008 03:00 PM
Attachments: FS comments 8-08.doc 


Please find attached my comments on the upper Chattooga draft EA.
 
Nicole Hayler
190 Mountain Cove Road
Mountain Rest, SC  29664
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Jerome Thomas, Forest Supervisor



Sumter National Forest



4931 Broad River Road



Columbia, SC  29212



August 15, 2008



Jerome,



I am writing to submit my personal comments on the Forest Service’s recently released “Upper Chattooga River Draft Environmental Assessment (EA).”  



Range of Alternatives



I believe the Forest Service’s draft EA has failed to provide a full range of alternatives as required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  In sum, there is a conspicuous absence of an alternative that would preserve the wilderness experience present in the upper Chattooga above the Bull Pen Bridge while at the same time allowing boating below the Burrell’s Ford bridge, with sufficient restrictions in place to preserve the high quality fishing opportunities found in this reach, by minimizing user conflicts.  Further, this significant oversight in the draft EA—namely, its lack of presenting such an obvious and reasonable alternative—characterizes the document and its decision-making methodology as arbitrary and capricious, thus placing the EA (in its current form) in violation of the Administrative Procedures Act.



Potential Environmental Effects



I recognize that the Forest Service’s preferred alternative (4) includes certain appropriate provisions to mitigate environmental damage in the subject area.  However, this preferred alternative would also invite numerous negative environmental impacts.  First, the proposed boater put-in via the County Line Road “trail” to the confluence of Norton Mill Creek and the Chattooga River would create a new, official access point in one of the last remaining remote sections of the Chattooga River corridor.  This would further erode the potential “wilderness experience” in this section of the upper Chattooga, in conflict with the desired protections of the Wild & Scenic Rivers Act.  The proposed new access designation would also surely lead to more user created trails in this area of the river corridor, this time in conflict with the goals stated in the preferred alternative.  



Meanwhile, I have scouted sections of the upper Chattooga in between the proposed put-in via the County Line Road “trail” and the Bull Pen Bridge.  I have ample boating experience to determine that numerous portages will be likely around solidly established strainers lodged in and/or completely blocking the Chattooga Cliffs reach of the river.  Here also, the narrow vertical gorges of sections of this reach will encourage portaging through populations of the rare vascular plants, lichens, ferns, mosses and liverworts that grow in the riparian zone, which would inevitably damage these unique sensitive species.  In addition, the significantly elevated probability of search and rescue operations for whitewater related incidents in the Chattooga Cliffs reach could also cause much damage to this relatively pristine area.  If the Forest Service were to follow through with implementing alternative 4, they would knowingly be party to these negative environmental effects that are also tied to some very real hazard (strainers) considerations.



Changes to Alternatives



I encourage the Forest Service to exercise their discretion as well as their duty, and to fashion another alternative that will protect and preserve the outstandingly remarkable values of the Chattooga headwaters, while allowing boating with sufficient limitations from the Bull Pen Bridge area to the Highway 28 Bridge.  Such an alternative would scrap the proposed new access put-in at the County Line Road “trail,” and instead designate the boating put-in at the Cane Creek Road, which is an established Forest Service system road in relatively close proximity (above) the Bull Pen Bridge.  Further, boater group sizes should be limited to up to 4 groups of 6 boaters per group, and allowed year round but only from water levels at or above 500 cubic feet per second as measured at Burrells Ford.  The removal of large woody debris should be prohibited.  



Sincerely,



Nicole Hayler








From: Gordon Carrolton


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


Subject: RE: Motorized boating too!
Date: 08/18/2008 01:22 PM


Dear Analysis Team.  


The 2004 Appeal Decision asked the USFS to assess boating opportunities 
on the Upper Chattooga.   The appeal decision did not limit that analysis 
to human-powered boats, why did the USFS make this arbitrary decision?   


All members of the public have equal rights to access wild and scenic 
rivers whether it by kayak, canoe, raft, powerboat  or PWC.


The Wild and Scenic River Act does not limit motorized boats from using 
waterways; this is done by the managing agency.   The USFS has 
eliminated motorized craft from the entire river without a NEPA review or 
capacity analysis.


Why has the USFS avoided analysis of the most popular types of 
watercrafts when only few miles of the 21 miles under review flow 
through wilderness areas?    I can understand some limits or zoning from 
wilderness areas, but a complete ban is illegal use of power by the USFS


Motor boats have been denied access for thirty years.  It is time to open 
the river up for all Americans… including power boats.


Thank you for considering my comments


Gordon 
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From: Cara Wrenn


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


Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/18/2008 11:41 AM


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


Dear Mr. Cleeves: 


I have been following the proposed changes to the Upper Chattooga River 
management plan for the past two years. I appreciate the opportunity you 
have given all concerned parties to review and comment on the analysis 
and assessments conducted by the Forest Service. However, I strongly 
disagree with the current management plan and the changes that the 
Forest Service is proposing.


As a boater and hiker, I have spent a large part of my life in the Chattooga 
River corridor. It is truly a special place that deserves to be protected. 
However, this protection must be fair and equitable to all affected user 
groups. The current plan and the proposed change to adopt alternative 
four are neither fair nor equitable. The Environmental Assessment that the 
Forest Service has released does not offer a full range of alternatives, and it 
is essentially just a continuance of the thirty year ban. Boating is not the 
only management variable that exists on the Upper Chattooga, and it has 
an equal or lesser impact than fishing or hiking, yet it is the only activity of 
those three that is severely limited.


I would like to see an alternative that allows boating on all stretches of the 
Upper Chattooga and its tributaries and that includes encounter standards 
based on real user capacity analysis. This alternative should also equitably 
limit total use only when encounter standards are consistently exceeded.


Again, I thank you for the opportunity to comment on these proposed 
changes, and I hope to see a management plan that is equitable and 
acceptable to all user groups.


Sincerely, 
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Cara Jill Wrenn


501 Twin Falls Drive


Simpsonville, SC 29680








From: EvanM4677@gmail.com


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


Subject: (PG) Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 09:48 AM


Dear U.S. Forest Service,


Dear ProtectGeorgia.net and Forest Service,


My name is Evan Maxwell. I am 8 years old. I have been kayaking for 4
years. This year I learned to roll my kayak. I have an on and off side
roll and I can hand roll my kayak sometimes. I like kayaking.


My dad said we can't kayak the Upper Chattooga because the fisherman won't
let us. My dad spends a lot of time writing letters about the Upper
Chattooga. He helped me write this letter.


I don't understand why the fisherman won't let us kayak the Upper
Chattooga. It's not fair. My dad said I should tell you to stop the
fisherman from fishing there. If they like fishing as much as I like
kayaking, that would be mean. I would like to kayak the Upper Chattooga
when I get good at kayaking.


When you decide the rules you want for the Upper Chattooga, please make
them fair for everyone. I like Alternative 8. It is fair for everyone.


Thank You


Evan Maxwell
Atlanta, GA


Evan Maxwell
23 Not Available
Atlanta, GA  30360
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From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga; Fraud by the Camo Coalition
Date: 08/18/2008 07:41 AM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 07:41 AM ----- 
 
Jeff Ennis <beardawg61@hotmail.
com>  
 
 
08/14/2008 10:42 PM 


 
To <michelleburnett@fs.fed.us> 
cc  


Subject Upper Chattooga; Fraud by the Camo 
Coalition 


 
  


 
 
Dear Michelle, I am writing to you because of a disturbing development. I 
discovered that the Camo Coalition had posted an opportunity to voice my 
concerns regarding the Upper Chattooga in the form of an e-mail 
submission form. They had already filled in a form letter that supported 
Alternative 1. I changed the subject line and wrote my own letter in 
support of Alternative 8. I filled in my name and address and submitted 
the letter which I carbon copied to myself. I found that it replaced my 
letter with the one support Alternative 1. This amounts to fraud by the 
Camo Coalition and your inbox may very well be swamped with messages 
people didn't intend to send.  
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In addition to being one of the dreaded "boaters" that the Camo Coalition 
and Trout Unlimited fear so much, I'm also an EMT and a volounteer in 
my community. I have stopped half a dozen times this year to help people 
with medical emergencies while I was either on the river, or on my way to 
the river including one woman with a brain hemmorhage whose heart 
stopped. My emergency care kept her alive until we were able to fly her 
from the scene and she lived to recover. I am not a rowdy or a miscreant. 
I am a resource to my community and a tax-paying American and it is 
unconscionable that the Upper Chattooga remain a publicly funded private 
sanctuary for a few well-connected and well-funded fishermen. They are 
so concerned with the effect I have on the river by floating through it yet 
they have no concern regarding the practice of filling streams with hathery 
suported non-native species of fish. Are they interested in protecting 
coyotes in out forests as well?  
 
Most kayakers I know are highly environmentally conscious people. I don't 
litter and I don't try to dictate to others how they should choose to enjoy 
our public lands. One other thing that the fishermen don't seem to realize 
but is apparent to me because I'm both a kayaker and a fishermen. A river 
like the Upper Chattooga is only viable for kayaking during high flow 
events such as after heavy rains. Most fishermen will tell you this isn't the 
best time to go fishing. So in fact there is likely to be very little overlap in 
stream usage between the two groups.  
 
Please do the right thing and open this public resource for all of us to 
enjoy in our own chosen sport.  
 
Sincerely, thanks. - Jeff Ennis 
 
2770 Harshaw Rd.  
Murphy, NC 28906 
 


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



http://clk.atdmt.com/MRT/go/108587394/direct/01/






From: Faye Perdue


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga River, Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/18/2008 04:09 PM


Please accept this as my comment on the issue of the upper Chattooga River 
and allowing boats, canoes, and kayaks on this part of the river. It is my feeling 
we must leave part of the river as wild and scenic. There are so few areas like 
this. We have many areas where we can raft/canoe/kayak. To have the option of 
a more quiet, natural area to enjoy must not be taken from nature lovers. We 
bought a 2nd home in this area because it is so special.  What a wonderful area 
this is! Please do not allow it to be compromised.  


Thank you for allowing me to share my feelings on this.  Sincerely, Faye 
Perdue     
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From: william layton


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


Subject: I support option8
Date: 08/18/2008 11:46 AM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
 
August 18, 2008
 


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
 


Dear Sumter National Forest,
 I was born and raised in Georgia, learned to canoe, fish 
and hunt there and my father's family is one of the oldest 
families in north Georgia. Although I only visit now. I love 
the state and its forests and rivers.
 
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 
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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 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
 William Layton 
6666 Ridgeville st
Pittsburgh, PA 15217








From: G. Richard Mode


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga Management comments
Date: 08/18/2008 04:15 PM


I appreciate the opportunity to comment on future management of the 
Chattooga River.  I have followed this issue with much concern since 
Appalachian Whitewater filed its’ lawsuit to gain access to the upper 21 
miles of this protected headwater habitat.  Having grown up in North 
Carolina I have seen the recreational experiences of hunters, anglers, and 
wildlife observers severely damaged along most major rivers in the western 
part of the state by over use by boaters.  I have been saddened by habitat 
destruction endemic to this type over use of fragile riparian habitats.  On this 
river alone hunters, anglers, and wildlife observers have basically ceded use 
of the lower 36 miles to boating.  Now the boaters want it all.


I can “live with” alternative 4 as the stated preferred alternative of the USFS; 
however the much better management decision is no boating at all on the 
Upper Chattooga.  I consider the original zoning of the river to be 
progressive resource management before its time.  It is a concept that will 
need to be employed more and more as an infinite number of users attempt 
to use a finite resource. 


I am so unused to a debate like this.  I have spent close to 40 years as a 
wildlife and habitat resource advocate.  Till now all groups of outdoorsmen 
and women I have worked with have put the resource first and have accepted 
the fact that usage is a privilege, not a right.  They have at least considered 
the interests and needs of the resource and other user groups.   Although 
many boaters, me included, are good stewards of the land, the instigators 
who have tied up USFS resources and the resources of legitimate 
conservation organizations for many years are simply wrong. Their only 
interest is their interest.  It is time for the USFS to put an end to this terrible 
waste of resources and rule on behalf of habitat protection, and protection of 
recreational experiences of the entire public. It is time for the USFS to 
defend its’ mandate and the mandate of all other resource management 
agencies and their ability to manage public resources.  It is time for the 
agency to show that it cannot be bullied by a single interest group.  


Sincerely,


G. Richard Mode
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Morganton, NC


 


 


 








From: Michael Hackenberg


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


Subject: Support Alternative 8
Date: 08/18/2008 07:43 AM


Dear Sir,
I am in support of alternative 8. I am a paddler and a fisherman. I see 
paddle sports as the lower impact recreation option. Please consider this 
and allow paddling. 
Mike Hackenberg
Piedmont, SC


*** 
The information in this e-mail is confidential and intended solely for the 
individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If you have received this e-
mail in error please notify the sender by return e-mail delete this e-mail 
and refrain from any disclosure or action based on the information. 
*** 
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From: Evan Maxwell


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


Subject: A comment from Evan
Date: 08/18/2008 09:53 AM


Dear CamoCoalition.com and Forest Service,


My name is Evan Maxwell. I am 8 years old. I have been kayaking for 4
years. This year I learned to roll my kayak. I have an on and off side
roll and I can hand roll my kayak sometimes. I like kayaking.


My dad said we can't kayak the Upper Chattooga because the fisherman won't
let us. My dad spends a lot of time writing letters about the Upper
Chattooga. He helped me write this letter.


I don't understand why the fisherman won't let us kayak the Upper
Chattooga. It's not fair. My dad said I should tell you to stop the
fisherman from fishing there. If they like fishing as much as I like
kayaking, that would be mean. I would like to kayak the Upper Chattooga
when I get good at kayaking.


When you decide the rules you want for the Upper Chattooga, please make
them fair for everyone. I like Alternative 8. It is fair for everyone.


Thank You


Evan Maxwell
Atlanta, GA


Evan Maxwell
23 Not Available
Atlanta, GA  30360
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From: k.smith


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


cc: k.smith


Subject: Upper Chattooga Management
Date: 08/18/2008 01:30 PM
Attachments: Doc1.doc 
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U.S. Forest Service


Chattooga River Project


4931 Broad River Road


Columbia, SC 29212. 



August 18, 2008


 



RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



 



Dear Sumter National Forest: 



My name is Kim Smock. I live in North Augusta, South Carolina.  I own 10 acres of land in Long Creek, South Carolina, where I hope to retire.  I am both a whitewater kayaker, and a trout fisherman.  I   LOVE the Sumter National Forest and the Chattooga River.   I both fish and paddle the river.



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 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



 



Kim Smock



106 Sourwood Drive



North Augusta, South Carolina  29860







From: Tammi Hill


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 03:33 PM


8/18/08


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


I would like to comment on the recently released Upper Chattooga 
Environmental Assessment and proposed management plan, alternative 
#4.  
 
It is clear that the Upper Chattooga is under increasing pressure from 
visitors, and concessions must be made to protect all of iits "outstanding 
and remarkable" qualities. I feel, with alternative #4, the Forest Service 
has not gone far enough to protect the Upper Chattooga and has 
restricted boating without justification.  
 
The Forest Service not only needs to conduct a proper impact study of 
boating in the Upper Chattooga, it must also conduct similar studies on all 
other user groups. Boating is viewed as the only variable in all 
management plan alternatives. When in fact, there are larger, more 
impactful user groups that are not considered for limits and/or restrictions. 
It's only with quality impact studies that the Forest Service may equitably 
reduce the impact of all user groups and therefore, protect and restore its 
natural wonders. 
 
First and foremost, the Forest Service should:
 
1) Eliminate all road side parking within 1/4 mile of all bridges. Not just 
create an additional parking area a distance from the bridge.     
2) Permanently close user created trails. A few well "designed" and well 
used trails could be converted to sanctioned Forest Service trails. 
3) Establish a fair and equitable permitting system for all Upper Chattooga 
users. The data collected will help establish future use and limits 
guidelines. 
4) Close the fish hatchery that is responsible for polluting the East Fork of 
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the Chattooga River. 
5) Stock only native fish in the river. 
6) Restrict or rotate river access to anglers, allowing the stream beds and 
banks to recuperate from trampling. 
7) Restrict or rotate campsite use, allowing areas to recuperate from over 
use. 
8) Ban camping within 1/2 mile of all bridges or roads. 
9) Close a couple of bridges and/or roads to create a more remote 
wilderness corridor.  
10) Complete a true user capacity analysis and impact study for all user 
groups. 
11) Allow equitable access to all environmentally friendly user groups 
based on impact studies. 
12) Put the protection and restoration of the environment above all uses 
and user groups. The "Outstanding and Remarkable" quality of the Upper 
Chattooga is not artificially created fishing, it is the breathtaking 
wilderness. 
 
Although it is not a perfect plan, I would support implementation of 
Alternative 8. It fairly and equitably places all environmentally friendly user 
groups on the same footing, while establishing a few  
extra protections to the environment. I would urge the Forest Service to 
make use of the "adaptive management" approach, in Alternative 8, to 
further protect the environment in the ways I have outlined above. 
 
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.


Sincerely,


Tammi Hill
2158 Cumberland Parkway #6401
Atlanta, GA 30339








From: Charles LeGrand


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


Subject: Allow boating on the Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 11:48 AM


Dear Sir or Madam, 
I disagree with the proposal to limit or ban boating on Upper Chattooga while still 
allowing other users unlimited access.  There is no sensible justification for this 
exclusionary plan.  I am a kayaker.  I also hunt and fly-fish.  You could never 
convince me that kayaking is more harmful or intrusive than these other 
activities.  And any sort of user conflict between these groups is very rare in my 
experience.  We are generally on the water at different times, as our pursuits are 
more amenable to different water flows.
 
I am from North Carolina, but now live in Portland, OR.  I guided rafts on the 
Chattooga for the Nantahala Outdoor Center during the summer of 1996.  I love 
this river and always yearn to return.  It would be a joy to finally be able to paddle 
the upper sections.  Furthermore, I believe a decision here could have 
implications for river management across the country.  So, for all these reasons, I 
am concerned about what rules will be enforced.  Please do not unfairly single 
out a dedicated and responsible user group for no good reason.  Do not ban 
boaters!
 
Specifically, regarding the Chattooga River Project, paddlers prefer an alternative 
similar to Alternative 8.  And lastly, something I feel very strongly about, the 
public should have the right to float on public Wild 
and Scenic Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river.
 
Thank you for your consideration,
Charles LeGrand
5825 NE 24th Ave
Portland, OR  97211 
 
--  
Charles LeGrand 



mailto:charleslegrand@gmail.com
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From: Steve Moyer


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


cc: Bryan Moore


Subject: Comments of Trout Unlimited
Date: 08/18/2008 04:34 PM
Attachments: chattooga TU comment letter 8 18 08.doc 


Please find attached TU's comments on the draft EA on the Chattooga River.  
We appreciate the opportunity to comment.
 
Regards, Steve Moyer



mailto:SMoyer@tu.org
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August 18, 2008



To:  
Mr. Jerome Thomas, Forest Supervisor of the Sumter National Forest, USDA Forest Service 


From:  
Steve Moyer, Vice President for Government Affairs, Trout Unlimited, smoyer@tu.org; 703-284-9406


Re:  Comments of Trout Unlimited on the July 2, 2008 Draft Environmental Assessment and preferred alternative #4 for management of the Upper Chattooga River.


 



The National Office of Trout Unlimited (TU) appreciates the opportunity to offer the following comments regarding the above-referenced pre-decisional Environmental Assessment for management of the upper Chattooga River.  



The Forest Service has proposed to open part of the Wild and Scenic Upper Chattooga River to boating for the first time in more than 30 years (“Alternative 4” in the agency’s pre-decisional Environmental Assessment).   This headwater portion of the river is very sensitive and runs through the Ellicott Wilderness. Boaters currently have legal access to over half of the Chattooga River, plus many tributaries. TU believes that the upper pristine stretch of this river should have only limited boating access and be preserved for fish and wildlife, and for people seeking quiet and solitude for hiking, camping, hunting, and for world-class trout fishing.  


Background



The Upper Chattooga River watershed contains the only river section in Georgia with a “Wild and Scenic” designation, possesses what has been described as “one of the unique, premier trout fisheries for backcountry anglers seeking remoteness and solitude in the southeast”, and is of critical value to all members of TU in the southeast.  The health of the Chattooga is one of TU’s highest priorities in the region, and our volunteers in Georgia and South Carolina have worked tirelessly for many years to conserve the river and its valuable fisheries.


Specific Comments



TU appreciates the substantial resource investment that the Forest Service has dedicated to developing a balanced outcome for the Upper Chattooga issue, and TU accepts the selection of Alternative 4, which would open the Upper Chattooga to limited boating, as the preferred alternative.  TU supports Alternative 3, the no-boating alternative, as a better choice for protecting the river and its fisheries, but TU accepts Alternative 4 with qualifications, including the following: 



• The proposal does not consistently and properly prevent the removal of large woody debris from the river. Woody debris is essential to the natural flow regime of the river, and the health of fish and other aquatic life. The proposal also fails to protect the various sensitive native plant species found in the corridor.



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



TU strongly urges the Forest Service to insure that these conditions are adequately addressed within the selected management alternative. If the conditions within Alternative 4 are properly defined and followed, they may appropriately protect the resources and the true recreational experience of the Upper Chattooga, in addition to preserving the upper river’s boat-limited uniqueness compared to other rivers in the southeast.



Lastly, TU is opposed to further consideration of Alternative 8, the unlimited boating alternative.  It would be impossible to preserve the Upper Chattooga under this type of management plan.



Again, TU thanks the Forest Service for its work on this important matter, and for providing an open forum to provide comments.  We urge you to strengthen the areas highlighted above in your proposed action, Alternative 4, and protect one of the last remaining wild rivers in the southeast. 



Sincerely,



Steve Moyer







From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 03:41 PM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 03:41 PM ----- 
 
Carol L Forney/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 10:41 AM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga 
 
  


 
 
Caroline Forney 
Information Assistant, Public Affairs Office 
Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
cforney@fs.fed.us 
phone (803) 561-4002 // fax (803) 561-4004  
 
 
  
----- Forwarded by Carol L Forney/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 10:40 AM ----- 
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"Sarah A. Brewer" <sdbrewer@alltel.net>  
 
 
08/18/2008 10:15 AM 


 
To <cforney@fs.fed.us> 
cc  


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga 
 
  


 
 
  
  
  
----- Original Message -----  
From: Sarah A. Brewer  
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumpter@fs.fed.us  
Sent: Saturday, August 16, 2008 10:55 AM 
Subject: Upper Chattooga 
 
Hello, 
I would like to voice my opinion on the upper Chattooga matter of allowing 
boating on that part of the river. 
  
I think the boats should NOT BE ALLOWED on that part of the river. 
  
Thank you, 
Sarah Alley Brewer 



mailto:sdbrewer@alltel.net
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From: Justin Raines


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


Subject: comments on preferred alternative #4
Date: 08/18/2008 01:30 PM


After reviewing the Forest Serivice's preferred alternative for the upper
Chattooga River, I feel that it offers an equitable solution for boaters to
enjoy the upper section of the river when conditions are suitable. I am
skeptical, however, that the USFS has done enough analysis to determine what
the impact of additional human users are and how limits will be enforced. I
am also concerned about the safety of boaters who may overestimate their
skills and find themselves in trouble in that very remote section of
wilderness.
I would have preferred that the boating ban was upheld. In my opinion, there
are ample opportunities for boating without the upper Chattooga being
opened. I believe that any additional human presence would detract from the
Wild and Scenic values of the river.
Thanks,
Justin Raines



mailto:jraines@theclaytontribune.com
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From: tom cofer


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


Subject:
Date: 08/18/2008 09:58 AM


Dear Sirs,
 
I am an older 'boater'........and I like to paddle the upper 
Chattooga River since it is the nearest whitewater river near my 
home in Aiken SC.........I have recently taken up fly-fishing......
again........and find this a wonderful combination of outdoor 
activity for us older folks.......I would like to have as much of the 
river available for recreation as possible........of all kinds.....I have 
found that fishing and boating go well together........trout 
fishermen on the Chattooga have actually caught fish from under 
my boat as I have gone by........!!!!!



mailto:tcofer@atlantic.net

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






From: L. Brian Hayes


Reply To: brianhayes@twlakes.net


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


Subject: Dear Sir, I support Alternative 8 on the upper Chattooga river
Date: 08/18/2008 07:55 AM


Please allow boating on the Upper Chattooga River.


Thank you


L. Brian Hayes
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From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Chattooga River controversy
Date: 08/18/2008 03:42 PM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 03:41 PM ----- 
 
Carol L Forney/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 10:41 AM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Chattooga River controversy 
 
  


 
 
Caroline Forney 
Information Assistant, Public Affairs Office 
Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
cforney@fs.fed.us 
phone (803) 561-4002 // fax (803) 561-4004  
 
 
  
----- Forwarded by Carol L Forney/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 10:41 AM ----- 
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"Sarah A. Brewer" <sdbrewer@alltel.net>  
 
 
08/18/2008 10:16 AM 


 
To <cforney@fs.fed.us> 
cc  


Subject Fw: Chattooga River controversy 
 
  


 
 
  
----- Original Message -----  
From: Sarah A. Brewer  
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumpter@fs.fed.us  
Sent: Saturday, August 16, 2008 11:10 AM 
Subject: Chattooga River controversy 
 
I think the boaters & floaters should not be allowed to take the upper part 
of the Chattooga. This should be left as it is - to the fisherman. The boaters 
are already allowed to use the lower part of the river. 
Thank you, 
  
Kenneth D Brewer, Rabun County, Georgia native 



mailto:sdbrewer@alltel.net
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From: Daniel Spencer


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


cc: akimbell@fs.fed.us


Subject: Allow reasonable access to Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 01:40 PM


Alternative 4 doesn’t cut it..   Alternative 8 is better.  



mailto:dansspencer@earthlink.net
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From: dcarswell@alltel.net


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


Subject:
Date: 08/18/2008 11:55 AM


Hello,
My name is David Carswell and I live in Habersham Co, GA, near Panther Creek.  I am writing to say that I am opposed to 
opening the upper Chatooga River to boating.  This would ruin an otherwise pristine area, due to all the boat traffic. 
It is really not suited for boating anyway.Please do not authorize boating on that stretch of the river, and please 
don't cave in to boater groups.
Thank you, David Carswell dcarswell@alltel.net



mailto:dcarswell@alltel.net
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From: mister OBVIOUS


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


Subject: Chattooga River Project Alternative #8
Date: 08/18/2008 10:04 AM


U.S. Forest Service 
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
 
8-18-08
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,
Craig Smerda
Wausau, Wi. 
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. 



mailto:misterobvious@live.com
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●     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.  
Sincerely
Craig Smerda (concerned citizen, tax-payer, outdoor enthusiast and paddler)
 
 
Bureaucracy   
A form of government in which the true power lies in the hands 
of committees who dictate policy and bureaus that carry them 
out, with little accountability to the constituency.  
  
 
This letter should be read by everyone.
 
From: Claude E. Terry
Reply To: Claude E. Terry
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga Planning Team - Comments
Date: 07/22/2008 11:44 AM
 
July 22, 2008
 
Jerome Thomas
Forest Supervisor
Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests
US Forest Service
4931 Broad River Rd.
Columbia, South Carolina 29212







 
Attn: Chattooga Planning Team
 
Jerome, Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the draft EA for the 
Upper Chattooga River. It appears that reasonable comments and input 
are sorely needed. As a history, I boated the upper river in the early 70's, 
before the arbitrary, capricious, and probably unlawful closure by the 
Forest Service in 1976. I obeyed the rule of law, and now, regardless of 
the eventual access decision, at 70+ years I will never be able to boat 
those magnificent gorges again.
 
Similarly, thousands of boaters have seen their prime years pass without 
ever being able to legally use the river.
 
The closure issue, this decision and its casual flaunting of equity and rights 
has been divisive and has produced major questions as to the Forest 
Service’s objectives and ability to handle complex and adversarial issues. 
As an aside, having a Trout Unlimited executive as the Forest Supervisor 
for an extended period did not aid in the issue either.
 
At the start of this process, several years ago, I had conversations with 
several whitewater clubs people. I assured them that today’s Forest 
Service would be even-handed and give the boaters a fair hearing. It 
appears I was wrong. To put my response in perspective, please note that 
I have consulted to Federal agencies since 1969, served as a expert 
witness on water related issues, and was the Mission Contractor for 
Region IV, USEPA for Environmental Studies of the impact of Federal 
actions. The projects often involved public presentations. I have done 
hands-on and design work for geohydrological restorations on the 
Chattooga and other Federal projects. In all of these activities, fair and 
objective consideration of alternatives before acting was essential, and 
even the appearance of bias was to be avoided.
 
It is counterproductive to address one "use" of the corridor in flowery 
terms, while starkly pairing the other use alternative with "conflict" or 
"loss" wherever it occurs. Yet, the existing rainbow trout fishery is 
described in your letter and the three pages of alternatives as:
 
● -"high-quality trout fishing experience"-
● -"one of the unique premiere trout fisheries for backcountry anglers 
seeking remoteness and solitude in the southeast"-







 
● Boating? Boating is mentioned with the need to:
 
● "Minimize conflict between boaters and anglers by establishing flow 
and season(al) restrictions for boating"
● Maintain a "boatfree recreational experience"
● Boating is considered a threat to "uniqueness" and to "unique" 
opportunities for enhanced solitude"
 
There’s more, but the simple fact is the fishery is a trout-farm based, put 
and take fishery based on a species alien to the area, providing recreation 
to a very few people. There are many questions raised in my mind by the 
verbal "color" attached to each use. For instance;
 
● Where on the entire Chattooga River are fishermen excluded to provide 
"solitude" and "uniqueness" of experience for boaters?
● Where do you note the differing impact of shoes of fishermen, hikers, 
campers, bird watching groups, compared to the passage of a boat?
● There are trail problems noted in the alternatives. Are those trails the 
result of boaters’ visits or of fishermen and hikers?
● There is frequent use of "uniqueness" to describe a put and take fishery, 
and almost no notice for the incredible white water, and the truly unique 
boating experience.
 
The level of skill and perception required to enter and use this wilderness 
area for white water boating are high. There is a reason that boaters have 
fought to be allowed to use this segment of the Chattooga, and it is the 
truly unique white water, not the artificial fishery.
 
The blatant attempt to make boating more dangerous or impossible by 
prohibiting removal of " large woody debris" apparently came from a 
Forest Service sycophant’s input. The removal ban would be laughably 
absurd if it were not so dangerous and unscrupulous. It would be 
appropriate to list the name of the individual suggesting the protection of 
woody debris against the loss of life of a hapless fisherman, hiker or 
boater. I think this suggestion is the height of absurdity.
 
There is a curious inconsistency about a purportedly fair review that touts 
fishing as though it were unique and had no impact, vilifies boating as 
destroying uniqueness and solitude, ignores hiking, birding and other uses 
with their impacts, and wishes to leave trees across the stream to the risk 







of injury and death for boaters, hikers, swimmers, and other users. So 
much for an objective study.
 
The two different descriptions of the regulatory trigger flow for alternative 
4 are curiously unknowable and perhaps not even capable of attempts to 
calculate, except retroactively. I can visualize boaters detained by Forest 
Service personnel, standing at some gauge until midnight in the dead of 
winter, at which point the Ranger say "Aha. Got you. See, the average 
flow was 451 cfs, but the mean daily average flow level was only 
448.5 cfs." It is interesting that a basically incalculable number would have 
to be calculated before going to the river in mid winter, where you park 
miles away, walk in with your gear, calculate the river’s cfs accurately, 
enter the river, avoid touching the trees blocking the channel at some 
point, cannot legally use the most attractive areas of the river, and get 
out, only to find your calculations were for the "average mean daily flow 
level", not the "mean daily average flow level" and that you are boating 
unlawfully. If this sounds ridiculous, it is.
 
To this point, the Forest Service has been a friendly agency to users of the 
upper Chattooga, except boaters. The proposed alternative 4 regulations 
for boating display the same blind bias that has prevailed for 36 years. 
Surely, after years of delay, we could expect a document without the 
inherent bias shown in the current proposal.
 
Please accept these comments as a suggestion that I don’t think 
Alternative 4 is objective, reasonable, fair, logical, or capable of actually 
achieving balanced management of the Magnificent Upper Gorges of the 
Chattooga.
 
Very truly yours,
Claude E. Terry 
Atlanta, GA
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From: Jeff Tallman


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us; dkinser@ediltd.com


Subject: I support alternative 8.
Date: 08/18/2008 08:03 AM


U.S. Forest Service 
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
 
Monday, August 18, 2008 
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,
 I am  an avid hiker, fisherman, camper and paddler who am upset that my rights 
to float navigable waters in a wilderness setting are being trampled on.  
 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. 
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●     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.


Additionally, I was upset to learn that the East Fork of the Chattooga was found to 
be polluted.  The only possible source of this pollution is the fish hatchery where 
tens of thousands of non-native fish are raised in an industrial fashion.  I think if 
you quit stocking non-native fish and only had southern brook trout stocked, the 
Chattooga would be a better place for all species.  
  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,
Jeff Tallman 
36 Peace St. 
Asheville, NC 28806 
LoraxVW@hotmail.com 
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From: enichol


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


Subject: Chattooga Project comments
Date: 08/18/2008 05:00 PM
Attachments: Chatooga Boating EA comments.doc 


attached
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August 17, 2008



Jerome Thomas, Forest Supervisor



Sumter National Forest



Chattooga River Project



4931 Broad River Road



Columbia, SC  29212




RE:  Environmental Assessment for the Management of Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga River


Dear Supervisor Thomas,



Please accept these comments regarding the Forest Service’s future management of the Upper Chattooga River.  These comments address the Environmental Assessment for the Management of Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga River (“draft EA” or “EA”). The Chattooga Wild and Scenic River is very dear to my heart, having fished, hiked, boated, and camped on it for the past 20 years.   In these comments I will refer to the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River both as the “Chattooga” and the “River.”



The list of available recreational activities on the Chattooga is great and I have enjoyed many of these, as mentioned above.  However, in presenting these comments my primary concern is the maintenance and improvement of the River’s ecological health, and the protection of its “outstandingly remarkable” values.  These values are the reason the Chattooga was designated as a federally protected Wild and Scenic River (WSR).  It is the only river in Georgia with this august designation and deserves special attention thereby.



This is especially true of the section of River that flows through the Ellicot Rock Wilderness Area (ERWA).  Without a doubt, the most outstandingly remarkable value of the River is its opportunity for, and nourishment of the value of solitude—an increasingly rare value in our modern world.  This is in keeping with the fundamental reasons for establishing Wilderness Areas as well, areas such as the ERWA. I believe that protection of this value, at whatever impediment to whatever recreational user group, must be the Forest Service’s primary responsibility in order to maintain its federally mandated responsibility to protect the Chattooga as a WSR.  



To this end, only Alternatives 2 and 3 are acceptable from a perspective of protecting this outstandingly remarkable river.



LEGAL OVERVIEW



Being a professional paralegal having studied dozens of USFS Environmental Assessments; having filed 22 Appeals of Decision Notices that resulted in 7 overturned Forest Service decisions on the Chattahoochee/Oconee National Forests (CONF); having prevailed in 2 lawsuits against USFS So. Region (Sierra Club v. Martin, 168 F.3d 1 (N.D. Ga. 1999); and Rabun Co. Coalition to Save the Forest, Inc. and Edmon Nicholson v. Joslin, Civil No. 96-2696 (1996)); as well as having studied environmental case law for the past two decades; I feel competent to comment on the legal aspect of a decision on the draft EA.  This is not meant as legal advice, but is my personal opinion in the role of submitting public comment.



A Decision that excludes or restricts the access of boaters from the sections of River where boating is currently banned may invite more legal action from the boating community.  This should not be a deterrent to a sound decision.   Courts have consistently declined to substitute their judgment for agency judgment on these matters—even in instances where agency judgment, on the face of it, appeared questionable.  Only in instances where there has been clearly erroneous reasoning of significance to the outcome of a Decision, or where an agency has relied on erroneous info, or where there have been Decisions of clearly arbitrary and capricious nature (violating the APA) have the Courts been willing to overturn an agency decision.



The draft EA contains more than sufficient analysis on the issue of boating.  A legal challenge to a Decision to implement Alternative 2 or Alternative 3, which maintain a ban on boating, would not prevail and should be of no consideration in coming to a Decision to exclude boating.



However, Alternatives 4, 5, 8, 9, and 10 may be vulnerable due to their insufficiency to adequately maintain the USFS’ mandate of protection of the resources of the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River and the Ellicot Rock Wilderness Area.



WILDERNESS AREA PROTECTION



As noted above, the Chattooga flows through the heart of the Ellicot Rock Wilderness Area.  A quick look at the map reveals that the River almost exactly bisects the WA north to south.  ERWA is not a large Wilderness Area (8,724 acres.)  One criteria in consideration of an area’s suitability for designation as “Wilderness” is the “Sights and Sounds” criteria—how far removed an area is from noises of civilization, such as roads.  In fact, recognizing the unavailability of lands in the East that were sufficient distances from roads to be designated as federally protected Wilderness Areas, Congress made an exception to the criteria for distance from roads in the establishment of WA’s in the East.  Noises from activities on the five miles of River that pass through the ERWA therefore have great bearing on this area’s Wilderness “character.”



The Wilderness Act defines Wilderness as having “outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation…” [Wilderness Act, Section 2 (c) (2)]  These criteria are a hallmark of the Chattooga River, with its “…largely unmodified natural surroundings with many opportunities for remoteness and solitude.”  [EA, App. A, Recreation, p. 133]


These descriptions are patently incompatible with the typical activity of whitewater boating.  Campers and hikers, fishermen, birdwatchers, naturalists, photographers, botanists, snorkelers, etc. would typically enjoy a river or wild area without a lot of noise or user conflict.  This is not true, however, of boating.  Boating, by its very nature (picture canoes, kayaks, etc. banging against rocks in a rushing stream) will be disruptive to the preservation of this feature of the ERWA. The activity of rivercraft banging against rocks is at odds with the “opportunities for solitude”--one of the essential criteria that defines a Wilderness Area.  User conflicts between fishermen and boaters would also be implicated as discussed more fully below at USER CONFLICTS.



Alternative 4 allows boating from County Line Road Trail (NC) to Burrels Ford bridge (5 miles).  This activity in the heart of the ERWA is simply not compatible with the area’s Wilderness values.



WATER QUALITY



Regarding large woody debris (LWD), so important to the ecological health of the river, boating would inevitably have a detrimental impact on this important ecological feature.  It is extremely doubtful that most boaters, after taking the time, expense, and trouble to carry in their gear to a river and after boating partway down that river, will leave LWD in place when it blocks their access.  Or if they do, there is another environmental consequence indicted--portage trails, discussed more fully below.



For these reasons, Alternative 4, 5, 8, 9, and 10, are all ecologically unacceptable.  [EA; p.34, par. 3, 4, 5, 6; p.35, par. 1, 2:  “The addition of boating in the upper Chattooga increases the potential for unauthorized LWD removal in sections of the upper Chattooga opened to boating.”]



The following statement in the EA regarding soils analysis and related impacts is unsupported and illogical:



The boating alternatives all include the potential for designated portage trails around log jams in the river. [EA, p.42, par. 2]



Because there is no way to predict in advance where these log jams will occur, it is impossible to say where the portage trails “around log jams in the river” will be.  It is therefore equally impossible, in advance, to evaluate the deleterious impacts of these portage trails.  These impacts would most likely be of significant concern considering the Chattooga’s rugged terrain, i.e. they would likely be on steep, and on highly erodible soils [EA, p.37, par. 3].  The potential for trampling of rare or protected vegetation is also a concern with these portages.  (SEE also, EA, p.38, par.1:  “trails that are located on slopes in close proximity to the water are of most concern.”)



Concurrent with this activity would be the detrimental effects on scenic values--one of the river’s ORV’s.  By necessity, all of these portage trails would be from and to the river.



Regarding impromptu portage trails around log jams or other features a boater might seek to avoid for safety or lack of adequate flows, the nature of the river--often steep and difficult to access—as well as the nature of portages--go around or drown--would often require these portages to be on very steep terrain, as noted above.  The attendant resource damage would typically be much greater than that caused by a hiker/fisher because of the need to return the craft to the water, rather than having to carry it greater distances.  SEE EA:



Portage trails would move and proliferate depending on changes in the river and the anticipated felling of hemlock; their movement and proliferation may cause increased soil disturbance from compaction and displacement on the trail tread. Erosion and sediment would also increase from exposed soils during intense rainfall and runoff periods.  [EA, p.41, par. 8]



While USFS regulations could outlaw unauthorized portages, no boater could turn around and return upstream in the event of an impasse.  And what are the chances the USFS will be there to enforce the regulation?  --Almost absolutely zero. Enforcement of this issue is beyond the USFS’ capacity under current budget constraints, as discussed more fully below at  LAW ENFORCEMENT.



Finally, most recreationists do not use the river as a toilet.  The natural inclination for hikers is to leave the trail for toilet needs, and that trail is frequently far removed from the river.  Fishermen tend not to use the toilet where they fish.  Boaters, who in general may not be any less environmentally sensitive than other users, nonetheless are generally loathe to leave their boats for any appreciable distance when using a river, and consequently may be less circumspect about their proximity to the river when “nature calls.”  This is an issue that could impact water quality.



LAW ENFORCEMENT 


Where user conflicts are concerned, it would be virtually impossible to have a strong enough law enforcement presence in the WSR corridor to mitigate this concern.  This is unfortunately a risk one has to be willing to take in using these remote areas.  As trustee of a Wild and Scenic River, however, the USFS has the responsibility to provide adequate law enforcement as it relates to the protection of the River’s ORVs.  This would include issues such as boating on days when flows aren’t sufficient for some alternatives, illegally-sited campsites, removal of LWD.



Sadly, the USFS is currently unable to maintain adequate law enforcement on the National Forests in Georgia. This is without the additional need to police boating on the Chattooga. This inadequacy is evident from the large and widespread number of illegal All Terrain Vehicle (ATV) trails across the Forest.  These are doing drastic damage to watersheds.  It is also evident from the numerous illegal campsites across the Forest and on the Chattooga.  These also have a deleterious impact on water quality.  There are many more examples too numerous to itemize.



Remarkably, none of the Alternatives that introduce boating discuss implementation of law enforcement measures that mitigate non-compliance with boating regulations.  Without a NEPA-compliant prescription for mitigation (i.e. discussion in an EA or other environmental documents) the USFS has not done an adequate environmental analysis.  The document is legally, and substantially insufficient in this regard.



Citizen reporting of violations under any Alternative that establishes minimum flow restrictions for boating would be ineffective as well.  The vast majority of non-boating users will be unaware of the specific flow volume and will have no way of knowing if a boater is using the river illegally, i.e. while the River is below a given Mean Daily Flow level.



For example, I have been using the River for 20 years but have no idea what a Mean Daily Flow (MDF) of say, 450 cubic feet per second (Alternative 4), means in terms of looking at the river.  And as a hiker or fisherman, I’m not going to check a website to find out MDM prior to a visit to the River, like a boater might (or might not) do.  I’m just going to look at a weather forecast, and I believe I am typical in this respect.   In fact, it is quite likely that many boaters will be ignorant of these criteria, but their ignorance will not deter them from trying to float the river when “the water’s up.”



USER CONFLICTS



Boaters currently have 36 miles (below Highway 28 bridge) and trout fishers have a unique 21 miles above this point to enjoy themselves without user conflicts with boaters.  While boaters might argue--and it is true--that trout fishermen have all 57 miles of the river, the areas below Highway 28 are marginal trout waters, at best, while the lower area offers the best whitewater rafting.  At the same time, the upper 21 miles are an extremely rare resource for trout fishers.  SEE EA: 



· “one of the best trout streams in the country according to a national survey”



· “one of the finest stocked trout fisheries in the region”



· “the largest self-sustaining trout stream in South Carolina (Frampton 2007) and one of the southernmost coldwater stream systems – therefore suitable for trout – in the United States”



[EA, p.1, par.5]



Recognizing that boating is a legitimate form of recreation where it is appropriate, it must be noted that if it seems unfair for some sections to be open to boaters and fishers while some are open only to fishers, it must be noted that the activities of fishermen do not interfere with boating.  In contrast, the activities of boating on waters of the size of the upper sections of the Chatooga would totally disrupt a fisher’s recreation for a major portion of a day.  For example, the EA notes the nature of the river thus:



Advanced whitewater paddlers and creek boaters are interested in experiencing these upper sections which contain very scenic, remote, narrow stretches of river. [EA, p.1, par.6]   



A fisherman stalking trout in confined waters such as this would have his chances ruined upon the appearance of one or more river craft floating through the area.



CONCLUSION



Alternative 1 is the “No Action” alternative and does not address concerns brought by American Whitewater’s successful appeal of the Sumter National Forest’s Land and Resource Management Plan.  Nor does it address current environmental problems on the Chattooga River.



Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 are both desirable because they would improve the River ecologically.



Alternatives 4,5,8 9, and 10, would impact the River negatively for the reasons stated above.



I urge the USFS to adopt Alternative 2 or 3.  Thank you for this opportunity to comment.



Sincerely,



Ed Nicholson



1403 Mackenzie Court



Tucker, GA  30084



770.414.4410



enichol@bellsouth.net
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From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: I support Alternative 8
Date: 08/18/2008 03:42 PM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 03:42 PM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 10:58 AM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: I support Alternative 8 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf 
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor 
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC 
     Phone 803-561-4081 
     Fax     803-561-4004 
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082 
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us 
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======================================= 
    
 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 10:58 AM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 10:50 AM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES 


Subject Fw: I support Alternative 8 
 
  


 
 
 
Rosanne Rowe 
Executive Assistant to the Chief 
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW 
Office: 202-205-8439 
Cell: 202-384-7412 
Fax: 202-358-4063 
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us 
 
----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 10:50 AM ----- 
 
"Grant Green" <williamgrantgreen@gmail.
com>  
 
 
08/18/2008 10:41 AM 


 
To comments-southern-


francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.
us, akimbell@fs.fed.us 


cc  
Subject I support Alternative 8 
 
  


 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
 
  
 







 
I strongly support Alternative 8 in regards to Chattooga access.  I am a 
member of a community that wholeheartedly understands and respects the 
places that we explore.  You will not find a more respectable and eco 
friendly group of outdoorsmen that regard opportunities like the boating 
community does.  We are privileged and honored that our skills have 
allowed us to reach places not many have.  I believe a common 
misconception is that boaters will overrun any river that we paddle.  In 
reality, only a handful of boaters have the skills to paddle the upper 
reaches of the Chattooga, therefore limiting the population.   
 
 
  
 
 
This unnecessary arguing over access has brought nothing more than 
negative attention to the forest services actions, and will continue to do so 
until the natural right of every person is honored fairly. 
 
 
  
 
 
With all egos' aside I ask that you do the right thing.  A smart man has the 
ability to see the big picture and can manage relationships effectively.  
Step up and make an honorable decision in regards to Chattooga access.  
Anything less that Alternative 8 would be a travesty to human policy and 
another scar on the already disgraced forest service.  Support alternative 
8!   
 
 
  
 
 
Regards, 
William Green 








From: FishonJMB@aol.com


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


Subject: Chattooga River Management Plan
Date: 08/18/2008 01:42 PM


Dear Sir or Madam:
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the future management of the 
Chattooga River.  I have followed this issue with interest and a great deal of 
concern since the boating community filed their lawsuit to gain access to the upper 
21 miles of this fragile natural area.  As a fisherman, hunter, wildlife enthusiast, 
and occasional boater, I would like to express my opposition to allowing boating 
on the upper Chattooga.
 
During my more than 40 years of roaming the rivers and streams of western North 
Carolina, I have witnessed the impact of increased human use on these limited 
resources.  Especially over the last twenty years, I have witnessed the increasing 
popularity of whitewater boating.  With the advent of new technology, I now see 
kayaks on streams previously thought to be inaccessible to this form of recreation.  
Unfortunately, along with increasing encounters with kayaks have come 
decreasing opportunities to enjoy what I consider the greatest pleasure of fishing, 
hunting, and wildlife viewing: solitude.  Fly fishing is known among its 
enthusiasts as “the quiet sport.”  Much of the time it is no longer quiet in the 
Green River Gorge, the Nantahala tailwater, lower Wilson Creek, the Pigeon 
River, Overflow Creek, or the lower 36 miles of the Chattooga River.  Those of us 
who enjoy solitude and quiet have largely abandoned those areas, as well as 
others, due to the overwhelming influx of boaters.  The fish are still in the water, 
but the quality of the human experience is gone.
 
This is not a new problem.  It first arose in the early 1970’s when the Chattooga 
was “discovered” by whitewater enthusiasts.  Because of conflicts between 
boaters and fishermen, the Forest Service wisely adopted a management policy 
that included segregation of these user groups, which has resulted in a world-class 
whitewater destination on the lower 36 miles of the river, and a world-class trout 
fishing destination in the upper 21 miles.  That management strategy was, and still 
is, a brilliant and highly successful concept.
 
Unfortunately, the boaters now find that they have fouled their nest on the lower 
river, where there are over 60,000 “boater days” each year.  Now the boaters want 
unlimited access to the last stretch of high-quality trout water in North Carolina’s 
National Forests that is currently protected by regulation from their incursion.  
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Their appeal of the current successful management plan threatens the balance of 
users that has kept this area magical for all manner of wilderness, wildlife, fishing, 
hunting, and whitewater enthusiasts.
 
Your comprehensive Visitor Use Capacity Analysis has without doubt shown that 
the upper Chattooga is near the limits of its ability to naturally assimilate human 
users.  Now your task is to determine how best to control human use and its 
impact on this fragile, unique, and incredibly valuable natural resource.  Each of 
your Alternatives in your Environmental Assessment offers ways to accomplish 
this goal.  I believe that the only alternatives that will protect the Chattooga 
wilderness and its wild inhabitants, while at the same time preserve the values that 
the majority of human users have come to enjoy, are Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.  
Alternatives 4, 5, 8, 9, and 10 are unacceptable due to their inclusion of 
whitewater boating on the Upper Chattooga.  
 
Any incursion of plastic boats into this environment would adversely affect the 
experience for thousands of other users, and there is also ample evidence that the 
addition of this new group of users will also adversely affect the environment 
itself.  New trails for boater access and portaging will result, and large woody 
debris will be removed.  Despite the determination of the Forest Service to prevent 
this, I know of no current popular small-stream boating destination in North 
Carolina where this has not occurred.
 
In addition, new boat-building technology has made it possible for so-called creek 
boaters to access sections of streams previously thought to be unboatable.  There 
are many marginally skilled boaters who would not have thought about tackling 
some sections of the Chattooga in the past, but now find that the newer boats 
tempt them to do so.  Because of crowding on the lower sections of the river, 
many of these boaters will want to move to the upper river, and the Forest Service 
will have a very difficult time enforcing limitations on users.  Fishermen, hunters, 
birdwatchers, and other wildlife enthusiasts limit their use of areas like the 
Chattooga River simply because of the aforementioned need for solitude.  That is 
not a need that whitewater boaters share.  The Forest Service will have to devote 
limited enforcement resources to ensure that permits are properly issued and 
observed.
 
Considering my concerns as stated above, I am convinced that allowing boaters to 
access the Upper Chattooga River will adversely affect the enjoyment of the 
majority of human users, and has serious potential to adversely affect the resource 
itself.  Zoning of conflicting users has been a successful management tool on the 







Chattooga for over 30 years.  Abandoning this management tool because of the 
selfish demands of whitewater boaters to “have it all” could have profound 
implications for other managers of public lands in the Southeast as well as other 
areas of the country.
 
I hope that the Forest Service will stand up to this challenge to good management 
practices which have preserved a quality wilderness experience for thousands of 
people, while preserving the wilderness itself.  The majority of the human users 
support you in this endeavor.
 
Thank you for what you do for our public lands.
 
Sincerely,
John M. Benbow, MD
Immediate Past President
North Carolina Wildlife Federation
Concord, NC
 
 
 


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: Bill Perkins Jazz Ensemble


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


Subject: Dear Sir, I support Alternative 8.
Date: 08/18/2008 11:59 AM


 


Get ideas on sharing photos from people like you. Find new ways to share. Get 
Ideas Here! 
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From: carverml@usa.redcross.org


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


cc: trentthib@gmail.com; brandoncollins@ups.com; wggreen@mayerelectric.com; 
iamitchell@deloitte.com


Subject: I Support Alternative 8
Date: 08/18/2008 10:05 AM


Dear Sir,
 
I strongly support Alternative 8 in regards to Chattooga access.  I am a member of a 
community that wholeheartedly understands and respects the places that we 
explore.  You will not find a more respectable and eco friendly group of 
outdoorsmen that regard opportunities like the boating community does.  We are 
privileged and honored that our skills have allowed us to reach places not many 
have.  I believe a common misconception is that boaters will overrun any river that 
we paddle.  In reality, only a handful of boaters have the skills to paddle the upper 
reaches of the Chattooga, therefore limiting the population.  
 
This unnecessary arguing over access has brought nothing more than negative 
attention to the forest services actions, and will continue to do so until the natural 
right of every person is honored fairly.
 
With all egos’ aside I ask that you do the right thing.  A smart man has the ability to 
see the big picture and can manage relationships effectively.  Step up and make an 
honorable decision in regards to Chattooga access.  Anything less that Alternative 8 
would be a travesty to human policy and another scar on the already disgraced 
forest service.  Support alternative 8!  
 
Regards,
 
Matthew L. Carver, MSPS
Donor Management Supervisor
 
American Red Cross
2201 Charlotte Ave.
Nashville, TN 37203
(615) 346-7826 (p)
(615) 346-7984 (f)
carverml@usa.redcross.org
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From: BARRINGER , JASON R


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 08:22 AM


To whom it may concern;
 
As a long time supporter of the conservation of North Georgia’s rivers and 
forests, 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.
 
Thank you
Jason
 
Jason Barringer
Research Scientist
Center for Quality Growth and Regional Development
760 Spring St., Suite 213
Atlanta, GA 30308
P:  404-385-5126  F:  404-385-5127
E:  jason.barringer@coa.gatech.edu
W:  www.cqgrd.gatech.edu
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From: Camel Toe


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


Subject: Go with alternative 8
Date: 08/18/2008 05:01 PM


Please use alternative 8 to allow boaters fair access to the Chattooga headwaters.   
It is not fair that a group such as anglers, which have a larger enviromental impact 
to the riparian enviromnet, is allowed greater access than boaters. 
  
CT 
 


See what people are saying about Windows Live. Check out featured posts. Check 
It Out! 
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From: Brian Jacobson


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


Subject: Chattooga EA Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 10:08 AM


Mr. Tony White
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212-3530
 
Email: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
 
Re: The environmental assessment titled: “Managing Recreation Uses 
on the Upper Chattooga River”
 
Dear Mr. White:


The first comment is boating is not a new user group for the 
Chattooga Headwaters.  Boating had occurred for many years prior to 
the unjustified ban.  The Interagency Wild & Scenic Rivers 
Coordinating Council states  “The public’s right to float a 
particular river does not change with WSR designation.” and 
to limit activities the agency must “evaluate activities under the 
river management plan and the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) in order to determine whether such uses 
and activities are consistent with protecting and enhancing 
the Outstandingly Remarkable Values.”   The appeal decision 
affirms “Whitewater boating (canoeing and rafting) is 
specifically recognized as one of the recreational 
opportunities available in this generally remote river setting 
(Chattooga WSR Classification, Boundaries, and 
Development Plan (41 FR 11830, March 22, 1976)).”  No 
analysis was performed before the ban so it is clearly illegal.


The appeal decision required the Forest Service to consider  “While 
there are multiple references in the record to resource 
impacts and decreasing solitude, these concerns apply to all 
users and do not provide the basis for excluding boaters 
without any limits on other users.”  The EA does not consider 
limiting use by larger and more heavily impacting user groups like 
camping, hiking, and fishing so it fails to meet any measure of 
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fairness.  Limiting use by permitting all users, restricting camping, 
preventing stocking in remote areas would have a greater beneficial 
impact on the river than the incremental impact by boaters during 
the few days conditions are favorable.  In effect the EA’s 
conclusion is the Headwaters can support unlimited use by 
all existing users, now and in the future, regardless of the current 
impacts, but a single boat is too many in some sections of the 
river and most of the year in other sections of the river.


The Chattooga is not a high quality trout fishing water.  It is too 
warm in summer, and heavy stocking of trout is required in cooler 
months to sustain a viable fishery.  The EA does not consider the 
effect of creating an attractive nuisance by stocking exotic fish and 
the impact to the river including bank damage, erosion, and 
increased visitor use.  During summer months the trout have a high 
mortality and pollute downstream waters with increased biological 
waste and bacteria as they decay.  These effects were not considered 
in the EA.


The EA and supporting documents do not provide a user capacity 
analysis.  Crude use estimates are performed but do not consider all 
users and are not supportable scientifically.  Use and capacity are 
entirely different concepts and capacity is never addressed.


The EA is permeated by an unmistakable bias.  I don’t know if the 
source of the bias is the close personal relationships that exist 
between the Forest Service and other stakeholders or political 
pressure from above but the bias is blatant.   The EA has examples of 
bias that make it clear the Forest Service had a conclusion then 
attempted to support it, that conclusion being to protect the activities 
of their friends and continue the boating ban.  For Example: 


“Heavy stocking and institution of a delayed-harvest section 
in the Nicholson Fields Reach have recently made the fishing 
experience even more attractive (Samsel 2007). “EA1
 


This statement is not true, the additional stocking has a significant 
effect on the banks of the river to provide a fishery that is not 
sustainable.







“The unique angling opportunity that exists on the upper 
Chattooga needs to be carefully managed.”EA2
 
While the experience of catching stocked trout is hardly unique, the 
need for managing the attraction of people to an area where people 
are seeking solitude by natural means is correct.  Managing the 
Chattooga as catch and release or limiting take to larger fish and 
eliminating stocking would better protect the river and would create a 
uniqueness of the angling experience.  Once again the EA does not 
consider any management alternatives for any users except boaters.
 
“The Forests are seeking to take appropriate action now, in 
order to prevent adverse impacts to ORVs from increasing 
use levels”. EA3
 
Alternative 4 proposed no actions to limit existing users, no 
mechanism to limit group size or groups per day, and no registration 
of existing user groups.  Day use, the fastest growing use is not even 
quantified in the EA. The EA states encounter standards are currently 
exceeded but does not consider the need to limit encounters between 
user groups like hikers and fishermen.  The EA also does not consider 
that there is no section of the river to float where boaters are 
guaranteed a hiker and fishermen free experience.  If it is needed for 
one user group it should be provided for all user groups.
 


The concept of a boatable day impossible to predict or implement.  
Many boaters have tried for many years to predict flows on nearby 
Overflow and frequently assumptions based on rainfall, existing water 
levels, and the 76 gage level do not allow a future water level to be 
predicted.  The only reliable means to determine the water level on a 
given day is a visit to a local gage before the start of the trip.  The 
logical gage for the Headwater is the Burrell’s Ford gage.


The boater trials were conducted at 1.5 ft on the Burrell’s Ford gage 
or approximately 375 cfs.  The boaters, of which I was one, had no 
problems due to low flow and in fact stated the run could be 
performed comfortably slightly lower (i.e., down to approximately 1.3 
at the Burrell’s Ford gage.).  No justification was provided for the 







higher water level selected in the preferred alternative.


Alternative 8 includes rafts which prevents equal comparison with 
other alternatives, in addition the addition of rafts likely misleads the 
causal public to assume this alternative would allow commercial raft 
trips to create opposition to the alternative.  This is another example 
in introducing bias and prejudice against boaters.


While recreation management proposed in the alternatives 
would likely result in overall reduction in sediment from 
existing trails and campsites, increasing use, including the 
addition of boaters in some alternatives, would likely result 
in some new potential sediment sources from user-created 
features such as portage trail. EA21
 
This statement while generally true is an example of the bias towards 
boating in the EA.  This theme is repeated again and again.  A 
general statement that all use creates impacts then an example is 
provided how boating creates impacts.  No new portage trails were 
required to conduct the boater trial and no evidence of the need for 
any new portage trails at any location is provided in the EA.


The predominant beneficial use for the Chattooga and its 
tributaries is fishing, with waters designated as primary 
trout waters above Big Bend Falls. Below Big Bend Falls, a 
cool to warm temperature transition results in changes to 
the trout community. EA22
 


No evidence to support this statement is provided.  To state a 
predominant beneficial use is fishing when other forms of recreation 
have been banned is misleading at best.  In addition, the section of 
river where the boating ban is maintained is below Big Bend Falls.  If 
this is a marginal trout water due to warming temperatures, how can 
it be “unique” “outstanding” “exceptional” fishing (as described in the 
EA)compared to a truly self supporting stream?


The east Fork of the Chattooga River downstream of the fish 
hatchery is listed as only partially supporting intended use on page 
23 of the EA.  No evaluation of a reduction in stocking and hatchery 







use was conducted to evaluate the direct impact of maintaining a 
stocked put and take trout stream.  The effects of boating are 
minimal compared to the hatchery impacts but the impacts are never 
compared.


Figure 3.1.1 shows the main high water months are December 
through May.  However, boating is restricted to December 1 through 
March 1 with no scientific basis or data to demonstrate the need for 
seasonal restrictions. 


Figure 3.1-2 shows a correlation between flow at Burrell’s Ford and 
the 76 gage.  It should be noted that the figure shows a delay 
between the peak at Burrell’s Ford to the 76 gage of approximately 4 
hours.  This indicates the 76 gage reflects events which have already 
occurred at Burrell’s Ford and cannot be used to predict events at 
Burrell’s Ford.


Depending on flow levels, the presence of LWD in the 
channel can create areas of river that cannot be safely 
boated and require portage. Over time, a route that is 
consistently trampled by portaging boaters or other users 
can also have negative impacts by causing erosion, resulting 
in sedimentation into the stream channel. EA25
 


This statement again takes a general condition, large woody debris, 
and attempts to predict effects by boaters.  There is no evidence 
portaging LWD creates erosion and all portages required due to LWD 
during the boater trials were conducted on either bedrock (e.g., Big 
Bend Falls) or over the LWD itself (e.g., log jamb on  Cliffs section).


Since LWD loading and transport is dynamic, and many of 
the reaches of the upper Chattooga are unscouted by 
boaters, it is unknown how much wood would ultimately be 
removed due to the addition of boating. EA26
 
This statement is false.  The entire upper Chattooga was traversed 
during the boater trials.  LWD impeded boating in only two locations 
and none was subject to removal to proceed downstream.  It is 
important to note that Overflow Creek had approximately the same 







amount of LWD as the upper Chattooga (193 vs. 205 LWD/mile) and 
Overflow has had boating for over 30 years.  The West Fork which 
sees boating and fishing has significantly more LWD than the upper 
Chattooga (357 LWD/mile).  Holcomb Creek has been shown to be a 
poor surrogate stream due the effects of logging and residual saw 
logs in the stream bed.


The alternative evaluations repeatedly state boating will create 
impacts, for example:


•         “Increased use of County Line Road Trail by boaters and 
the creation of new portage trails could result in slightly more 
compaction, erosion and sedimentation than in alternatives 2 
or 3.” , 
•         “Potential sedimentation impacts from put-ins, take-outs 
and portage trails would be greater than Alternative 4 because 
an additional six miles of river would be open to boating.” , 
•         “Potential sedimentation impacts from put-ins, take-outs, 
and portage trails are similar in type to those in alternatives 4 
and 5, but would occur over a greater extent along 20 miles 
of river. Additional user-created trails due to scouting and 
portages around major rapids also may occur. Of all the 
alternatives, this alternative would likely result in the most 
potential impacts to water quality and the riparian corridor 
from sedimentation.”, 
•         “Impacts from increasing use in the corridor would be 
similar to Alternative 5 and would include potential 
sedimentation impacts from put-ins, take-outs and portage 
trails”  


 
Then the section is summarized by stating “When all watershed 
impacts are considered in the Chattooga watershed, as well 
as associated mitigations, there would be no cumulative 
effects resulting from any alternative.”  The conclusions of the 
need to limit boating do not follow the argument unless a bias 
towards boating is assumed.
 
The discussion on page 37 states “Similarly, impacts from 
introducing boating also would be minor.” Then goes on to 







state “Alternative 8 is expected to have the highest likelihood 
of increased erosion and sedimentation from increased 
portages as well as the greatest additional impacts on trails 
from the largest potential increase in users.”  The last 
statement contains two falsehoods, first boating is the “highest 
likelihood of increased erosion” which is false even if the 
maximum boating use is compared to the estimated day use by other 
users, and “largest potential increase in users”.  The later 
statement is true only due to the mathematical fact that any increase 
from zero is infinite compared to a quantifiable increase of existing 
use.  Boating will be a small component of day use as shown in your 
own figure 3.3-1.  Page 38 identifies 91 active sediment delivery 
erosion points, none of which are attributable to boaters, however, 
no restrictions are suggested to limit user numbers for any user 
group except boaters.  Limiting group size with no limits on numbers 
of groups does not reduce total visitor days.
 
Table 3.2-8 provides another example of biased analysis.  The table 
ranks boating impacts on the alternatives but does not discuss these 
impacts relative to the much larger and unlimited use of other user 
groups.
 
Much is made of boater removal of LWD.  However, the boater trials 
demonstrated LWD was not a significant factor and did not affect 
boating.  At the same time the Sumter SOPA has a proposed action 
to allow cutting of wood with chainsaws to create fish habitat.  The 
EA does not provide any data to show that fish can use LWD cut by 
Forest Service personnel but cannot utilize LWD cut by boaters.  In 
fact most LWD that may affect boaters is above the normal water line 
and lowering it into the stream may enhance fish habitat.
 
The discussion of conflict on page 88 is without merit and should be 
deleted.  Citing hearsay of conflict from another report does not 
make the report credible.  No evidence is presented to show actual 
conflicts.  In fact most of the actions described as conflicts are not 
over river use and solitude but describe criminal behavior by 
individuals.  This is a situation easily remedied by law enforcement 
and arrest of unruly individuals.  The argument that fishermen cannot 







behave around others so others should be banned from contact with 
fishermen is absurd.  Boaters and fishermen have used Overflow and 
the West Fork without incident for over 30 years.  The suggestion 
they cannot “play” together above 28 is without merit or evidence.
 
Future use projections suggest boating will be lower use compared to 
other users that are currently allowed unlimited use.  Backpacking is 
expected to increase 23% (no limits set on backpackers), day hiking 
is expected to increase 48% (no limits set on day hikers); whitewater 
boating has decreased since the 1990s (this use targeted for extreme 
limits and bans).  It is not logical to protect the resource by banning 
a small and diminishing use while allowing all other uses in unlimited 
numbers at any time in any season.  
 
 
Boating should be added as an ORV under recreation in Appendix A.
 
Appendix D states precise information about trail encounter levels is 
not available and river use information is not available.  However, far 
reaching decisions to ban a user group are made based on 
speculative “workshops” without any real data.  Wild speculation that 
50% of the number of groups is equal to the number of encounters is 
not supported in fact.  The section cites its own use estimation 
workshop.  Citing an estimation does not make the estimation fact.  
Additionally, the estimations are made with the caveat that they are 
“not reduced due to increasing water levels, inclement 
weather conditions and/or adverse temperatures”.  Since 
boating needs a rain event and these events typically occur during a 
cold front in the winter, the assumption is overly conservative and a 
further example of bias.
 
Of the alternatives presented, Alternative 8 is the closest to a legal or 
equitable decision.  Alternative 8 would be more acceptable and more 
legal if it allowed boating on the entire Chattooga River and its 
tributaries.  I request that the USFS adopt nationally consistent 
management on the Chattooga for the first time ever and adopt a 
modified Alternative 8, which allows boating in the same locations, 
seasons, and amounts as all other existing uses, and protects public 







enjoyment of the entire Chattooga River
 
 


Regards,


Brian Jacobson
PO Box 338
Long Creek, SC 29658
 


 








From: troutdvm@aol.com


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


Subject:
Date: 08/18/2008 08:23 AM


Dear US Forest Service, 
 
My simple comment on opening the Chatooga River to recreational water 
craft use is PLEASE DON'T. I am not a local resident, I am from Michigan,
but I have been fortunate to have fished the Chatooga River several 
times. I really enjoy the wilderness like fishing experience on the 
Chatooga. Whenever I fish the Chatooga, I compare those experiences 
with the experiences I have at home being a land owner on the Pere 
Marquette River. The Pere Marquette is designated as a "Wild and Scenic" 
river. The river is currently over exploited by commercial water craft usage 
- canoes, kayaks and inner tubes. These vessels are limited to water use 
between 9 am and 6 pm. Needless to say, this dose not make for much of 
a quality fishing experience. The only time the river is not impacted is 
during the winter months. What is "Wild and Scenic" about the Pere 
Marquette River is the behavior of a number of the water cruisers. 
 
I am also concerned that the opening of the Chatooga River to 
recreational watercraft may set a dangerous precedent for watercraft use 
in our National Parks. I could not imagine going to Yellowstone or any 
other National Park and seeing the rivers full of kayakers, canoers or 
tubers. Please protect the quality of the wilderness experience on the 
Chatooga River. 
 
Sincerely Concerned, 
 
Michael R. Sobaski, DVM 


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: Dan.Peschio@upmraflatac.com


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


Subject: Chatooga Headwaters EA - I Support Alternative 8
Date: 08/18/2008 12:07 PM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us


 RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


I have written impassioned and well thought out comments to you on this
issue in the past. You have heard the arguments over and over, so let me
keep it short. The current proposal is an unworkable and untenable
logistical nightmare. I support option 8. If you're truly concerned about
the Chatooga I would suggest looking at all the user (fishermen) created
trails and the impact of stocking.


I support Alternative 8 -


Thank you for your time.


Dan Peschio
Raflatac Technical Service
828-651-4864
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From: Elijah Smith


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


Subject: River management
Date: 08/18/2008 01:44 PM


I support alternative 8 and feel that fish stocking should be strongly 
limited if not eliminated to preserve the natural beuty for all other users. 
 
--  
Elijah Smith 
540-808-8268 
durableinnovations@gmail.com 



mailto:durableinnovations@gmail.com

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

mailto:durableinnovations@gmail.com






From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Chattooga opinion (I Support Alternative 8)
Date: 08/18/2008 03:42 PM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 03:42 PM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 10:59 AM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Chattooga opinion (I Support Alternative 8) 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf 
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor 
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC 
     Phone 803-561-4081 
     Fax     803-561-4004 
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082 
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us 
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======================================= 
    
 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 10:59 AM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 10:49 AM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES 


Subject Fw: Chattooga opinion (I Support Alternative 8) 
 
  


 
 
 
Rosanne Rowe 
Executive Assistant to the Chief 
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW 
Office: 202-205-8439 
Cell: 202-384-7412 
Fax: 202-358-4063 
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us 
 
----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 10:49 AM ----- 
 
"trent thibodeaux" 
<trentthib@gmail.com>  
 
 
08/18/2008 10:27 AM 


 
To comments-southern-francismarion-


sumter@fs.fed.us, akimbell@fs.fed.us 
cc  


Subject Chattooga opinion (I Support 
Alternative 8) 


 
  


 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
 
In my own opinion, I believe this is a travesty. To close access to a river 
based on unequal rights is unfair. Imagine if the roles were reversed. 







Would it be this hard to open the river to fisherman, and find a happy 
middle ground were both parties agree. Especially when we all know that 
in order for the river to be boatable, the quality of fishing decreases 
immensely. As far as the notion that boaters are not eco-friendly, well, that 
is just plain ignorance. The majority of boaters are very respectable to the 
environment and follow the "leave no trace" idea with strong convictions. 
Sure, there are some that might not respect the land as much as others, 
but the same can be said about hunters, fisherman, and just about any 
outdoor person. With this said: 
 
I strongly support Alternative 8 in regards to Chattooga access. I am a 
member of a community that wholeheartedly understands and respects the 
places that we explore.  You will not find a more respectable and eco 
friendly group of outdoorsmen that regard opportunities like the boating 
community does.  We are privileged and honored that our skills have 
allowed us to reach places not many have.  I believe a common 
misconception is that boaters will overrun any river that we paddle.  In 
reality, only a handful of boaters have the skills to paddle the upper 
reaches of the Chattooga, therefore limiting the population.   
 
 
  
This unnecessary arguing over access has brought nothing more than 
negative attention to the forest services actions, and will continue to do so 
until the natural right of every person is honored fairly. 
 
 
  
With all egos' aside I ask that you do the right thing.  A smart man has the 
ability to see the big picture and can manage relationships effectively.  
Step up and make an honorable decision in regards to Chattooga access.  
Anything less that Alternative 8 would be a travesty to human policy and 
another scar on the already disgraced forest service.  Support alternative 
8!   
 
 
  
 
 
Regards, 








From: Diane Cheshier


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


Subject: Boating on the Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 05:01 PM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us


8/18/08


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


My husband and I are members of the Arkansas Canoe Club; we live and work near 
Fort Smith, Arkansas.  We have been involved in the sport for about six years now, 
and are both certified instructors with the American Canoe Association.  We are 
very passionate about the sport and appreciate the opportunity to kayak the 
streams and rivers of Arkansas, as well as the other states we visit.  The Chattooga 
is a treasure for all Americans, and we would like to share our thoughts with you 
about the management of river access to this Wild and Scenic River.


We have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational 
management of the Chattooga River, and we disagree with your analysis and 
proposal.  Both treat our community of river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal 
would not meet our 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. 


●     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 
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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 
●     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,


Diane and Andy Cheshier


196 Antioch Road, Booneville, AR 7297


479-675-4827; dcheshier@fortsmithlibrary.org
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From: Kompass, Philip


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


Subject: Alternative 8
Date: 08/18/2008 12:14 PM


 
Dear Sir:  
I support Alternative 8.  
Please allow boating on the Upper Chattooga.  


Thanks  
Philip Kompass 


 
 
 
CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVILEGED INFORMATION NOTICE 
 
This e-mail, and any attachments, may contain information that 
is confidential, subject to copyright, or exempt from disclosure. 
Any unauthorized review, disclosure, retransmission,  
dissemination or other use of or reliance on this information  
may be unlawful and is strictly prohibited.   
 
AVIS D'INFORMATION CONFIDENTIELLE ET PRIVILÉGIÉE 
 
Le présent courriel, et toute pièce jointe, peut contenir de  
l'information qui est confidentielle, régie par les droits  
d'auteur, ou interdite de divulgation. Tout examen,  
divulgation, retransmission, diffusion ou autres utilisations  
non autorisées de l'information ou dépendance non autorisée  
envers celle-ci peut être illégale et est strictement interdite.
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From: Kevin Colburn


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


cc: 'Mark Singleton'; Dkinser@ediltd.com; cheetahtrk@hotmail.com; 
bdjacobson@comcast.net; nathan@cnelsonlaw.com; 'Austin, John'; 
jthomas01@fs.fed.us; akimbell@fs.fed.us; gmanning@fs.fed.us; jbedwell@fs.
fed.us; 'Chris N Brown'; lagpaoa@fs.fed.us


Subject: American Whitewater's comments on the USFS Chattooga EA
Date: 08/18/2008 05:03 PM
Attachments: 2008.08.18 Official Final AW EA Cmnts.pdf 


Dear Mr. White,
 
        On July 2nd, 2008, the United States Forest Service published an 
environmental
assessment (“EA”) titled, Managing Recreation Uses on the Upper 
Chattooga River. For the
reasons set forth in the attached document, American Whitewater 
finds the EA grossly deficient in its discussion, analysis and selection 
of a preferred alternative.
 
Thank you for considering these comments.  If you have any problem 
opening this document or have any questions, please do not hesitate 
to contact me.  
 
Sincerely
      
Kevin Colburn
National Stewardship Director
American Whitewater
1035 Van Buren St
Missoula, MT 59802
(O) 406-543-1802
(C) 828-712-4825
kevin@amwhitewater.org
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August 18th, 2008 
 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC AND FIRST CLASS MAIL 
 
Mr. Tony White 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Email: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us 
 
Re: The environmental assessment titled: “Managing Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga 
River” 
 
Dear Mr. White: 
 



On July 2nd, 2008, the United States Forest Service (“USFS”) published an environmental 
assessment (“EA”) titled, Managing Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga River.  For the 
reasons set forth below, American Whitewater finds the EA grossly deficient in its discussion, 
analysis and selection of a preferred alternative. 



 
Thank you for considering these comments. 



Sincerely, 
 



 
 
Kevin Colburn 
National Stewardship Director 
American Whitewater 
1035 Van Buren St. 
Missoula, MT 59802 
406-543-1802 
Kevin@amwhitewater.org 



 
cc: Mark Singleton, AW     Mr. Jerome Thomas, USFS  
 Don Kinser, AW     Abigail Kimbell, USFS 
 Charlene Coleman, AW    Gloria Manning, USFS   
 Brian Jacobson, AW     Mr. Jim Bedwell, USFS  
 Nathan Galbreath, Nelson Law Firm   Chris Brown, USFS 
 John Austin, Patton Boggs    Liz Agpaoa, USFS
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I. Introduction: 



 American Whitewater has reviewed the environmental assessment (EA) titled: 
“Managing Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga River” in detail and offers comments in this 
document.  The EA does not comply with NEPA on very basic levels.  The EA does not meet the 
mandate of the Record of Decision (ROD) for our appeal of the 2004 Revised Land and 
Resources Management Plan (RLRMP), and fails to contain a user capacity analysis as required 
by the ROD.  The EA is deeply biased and makes many massive leaps in logic with no 
supporting information.  The EA and its preferred alternative violate the Wilderness Act and the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.  American Whitewater does not support the EA or its 
recommendations.   
 
II. Comments regarding procedural problems with the EA 



A. The EA does not meet the mandate of the Record of Decision (ROD) in response 
to American Whitewater’s successful appeal of the Sumter National Forest Land 
and Resources Management Plan  



The EA was mandated by a ROD in response to American Whitewater’s successful 
appeal of the Sumter National Forest Land and Resources Management Plan.  The ROD required 
that several specific considerations be made in the EA and in future management – the majority 
of which were not complied with in this EA.  Specifically, the EA is deficient in meeting the 
following orders laid out in the ROD: 



 
• The EA must address the “Chattooga WSR from and to existing access points between 



and including NC Road 1107 (Grimshawes Bridge) and the Highway 28 Bridge.” (ROD 
pg. 3) First, the EA fails to analyze the entire length of river required by the ROD. The 
EA does not analyze the section of river at and immediately downstream of Grimshawes 
Bridge.  Second, the EA, with no analysis, purports to make new extreme management 
decisions related to Chattooga River tributaries.  Such tributaries are outside the scope 
of the ROD and were neither studied nor properly considered.  



• The EA must ensure that “If it becomes necessary to limit use, ensure that all potential 
users have a fair and equitable chance to obtain access to the river.” (ROD pg. 5) The 
EA does not even pretend to treat all users equitably, in any of the alternatives. 



• The EA must ensure that Wilderness “be administered for the use and enjoyment of the 
American people in such manner as will leave them unimpaired for future use and 
enjoyment as wilderness”(Section 2(a) of the Wilderness Act). The EA does not meet 
this mandate.  Regularly exceeded encounter standards as well as the causes of existing 
biophysical impacts are left unmitigated in the proposed alternative. 



• The EA must ensure that “wilderness will be made available for human use to the 
optimum extent consistent with the maintenance of primitive conditions” (36 CFR 
293.2(b)).  The EA does not, as it allows virtually no boating in Wilderness. 



• The EA must ensure that ““direct controls and restrictions” be minimized, and that 
controls are to be applied only as necessary to protect the wilderness resource after 
indirect measures have failed (FSM 2323.12).” The EA does not, as it proposed 
unjustified direct boating limits prior to trying indirect measures. 



• The EA must ensure that “limitation and distribution of visitor use should be based on 
“periodic estimates of capacity in the forest plan” (FSM 2323.14).” The reviewing 
officer states: “I am directing the Regional Forester to conduct the appropriate visitor 
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use capacity analysis, including non-commercial boat use,” The EA does not include or 
reference a user capacity analysis. At most it addresses past and current use, with no 
consideration of capacity. In addition, the EA is limited in scope to addressing the 
capacity of paddlers – not all users as directed by the ROD.  



• The RLRMP was “deficient in substantiating the need to continue the ban on boating to 
protect recreation as an ORV or to protect the wilderness resource.” (ROD pg. 6) The 
EA does not address that deficiency as it is just a rewritten version of the same 
inadequate discussion document and ultimately proposes the same actions.   



• The EA attempts to base recommendations on someone’s perceptions of safety, even 
though the authors were specifically told by the ROD 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.” (ROD pg. 6) 



 
Thus, the EA wholly fails to meet the legally required, agency-directed goals for the 



document.  In essence, the USFS has duplicated the discredited Appendix H of the RLRMP in 
this EA.  As such, we hereby incorporate our Notice of Appeal of the 2004 RLRMP part of the 
official record of this NEPA proceeding.  For brevity this 95 page document is not attached as an 
appendix, but it is in the records of the Forest Service and also can be downloaded from the 
American Whitewater website and is clearly part of the record for this proceeding.1  We will 
provide copies upon request.   



 
B. The EA does not comply with the legal arguments made in our appeal of the 
Sumter National Forest Revised Land and Resources Management Plan.   



American Whitewater previously brought up significant violations of federal laws, 
regulations, and policies in our appeal of the Sumter National Forest Revised Land and 
Resources Management Plan.  Prominent among these claims were that the boating ban 
contained in the RLRMP violated the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the Wilderness Act.  
Indeed the highest office of the USFS agreed with these claims and others in our appeal.  Now, 
four years later, the USFS has proposed a virtually identical management plan including total 
bans on floating numerous sections of the Chattooga River and its tributaries.  Just as in the 
previous RLRMP, the USFS has offered no basis for their management of boating or any other 
use.  We therefore assert, via reference to our appeal, that the claims made in our appeal are as 
relevant regarding this EA as they were regarding the RLRMP.  We incorporate our entire 
appeal, and specifically our arguments relating to law, policy, and regulation as part of these 
comments on the EA.   



 
C. The EA is not a user capacity analysis, nor does it reference one  



 The Record of Decision for our appeal required the Sumter National Forest to conduct a 
user capacity analysis.  Courts have also found that user capacity analyses are mandatory as a 
basis for managing both the types and levels of use.  The EA does not state a total recreational 
capacity for the Upper Chattooga River, or capacities for individual types of use.  Thus, it is not 
a user capacity analysis.  Likewise the Integrated Report (Shelby and Whittaker 2007) is not a 
user capacity analysis and indentifies no capacities for the river corridor.  Without a user 
capacity analysis, the USFS has no basis to limit boating.  
 



                                                 
1 http://www.americanwhitewater.org/resources/repository/Final%20Chattooga%20Appeal%20Document.pdf 
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The National Wild and Scenic Rivers System; Final Revised Guidelines for Eligibility, 
Classification and Management of River Areas (the “Secretarial Guidelines”)2 addressed user 
carrying capacity. The Secretarial Guidelines define “carrying capacity,” as “[t]he quantity of 
recreation use which an area can sustain without adverse impact on the [ORVs] and freeflowing 
character of the river area, the quality of recreation experience, and public health and safety.” Id. 
at 39,455.  



 
The Secretarial Guidelines state that: 



 
“[s]tudies will be made during preparation of the management plan and 
periodically thereafter to determine the quantity and mixture of recreation 
and other public use which can be permitted without adverse impact on the 
resource values of the river area. Management of the river area can then be 
planned accordingly.” Id. at 39,459 (emphasis added).  



 
Friends of Yosemite v. Kempthorne recently held that: “The Secretarial Guidelines also 



require that a component’s management plan state the kinds and amounts of public use which the 
river area can sustain without impact to the values for which it was designated[,] and specific 
management measures which will be used to implement the management objectives for each of 
the various river segments and protect esthetic, scenic, historic, archeologic and scientific 
features.”3  
  



The EA does not define the appropriate kinds and amount of public use that can be 
sustained in the Chattooga River corridor, and is therefore not a user capacity analysis.    
 



D. The EA does not treat uses equitably or propose an equitable preferred 
alternative 



 The Record of Decision on our appeal confirms that if use is to be limited it must be 
limited equitably.  The EA, the alternatives, and the preferred alternative are not equitable.  Each 
alternative proposes to radically limit or ban paddling use while other uses are virtually 
unlimited. The preferred alternative is predicted by the Forest Service to allow only six days of 
boating, and acknowledges that only 3 of them would actually be available to paddlers.  Three 
days of paddling versus 365 days for other uses is not equitable.  Even worse, the preferred 
alternative totally bans boating on two thirds of the river, while allowing other uses unlimited 
access.  In addition the only boating that is allowed is in the winter while other uses are allowed 
year round access.  
 
 Inequity and bias permeates the EA, and is stated up front in section 1.1.2.  The need for 
action states that “The unique angling opportunity that exists on the upper Chattooga needs to be 
carefully managed” whereas “Opportunities on the upper Chattooga for whitewater floating need 



                                                 
2 See National Wild and Scenic Rivers System; Final Revised Guidelines for Eligibility, Classification and 
Management of River Areas, 47 Fed. Reg. 39,454 (Sept. 7, 1982). 
 
3 FRIENDS OF YOSEMITE VALLEY; MARIPOSANS FOR ENVIRONMENTALLY RESPONSIBLE GROWTH 
(“MERG”), Plaintiffs-Appellees, v. DIRK KEMPTHORNE, in his official capacity as Secretary of the Interior; THE 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, Jonathan P. Jarvis, in his capacity as Director of the Pacific West Region, National 
Park Service, Department of the Interior; MICHAEL J. TOLLEFSON, in his official capacity as Superintendent, 
Yosemite National Park, National Park Service, Department of the 
Interior, Defendants-Appellants.  No. 07-15124. DC No. CV-00-06191-AWI 
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to be evaluated as an enhancement to the whitewater boating recreation experience and its effects 
evaluated.”  Angling is painted as something “unique” to be “managed” whereas boating is seen 
as an “enhancement” which needs to be scrutinized.  This is not equal treatment and forms the 
basis for the entire flawed EA. In the end, angling is not limited at all and boating is virtually 
banned.  
 
 Likewise section 1.3 lists the inappropriate and inequitable questions to be addressed by 
the EA.  Boating is addressed as a binary question of whether or not to institute the harshest 
possible management or not: “Should there be additional boating opportunities in the Chattooga 
River Corridor (above Highway 28)?”  This is misleading in itself, as the word “additional” 
implies that there is already some boating, when in fact there is none. All other recreation, 
including larger and more damaging uses, are addressed only through considering indirect limits 
in the case that boating is allowed. This difference can only lead to inequitable treatment of user 
groups.  The EA does not ask, “should there be hiking, camping, angling, or stocking,” nor does 
it ask “what is the capacity for each of these individually, or collectively.” 
 



E. The EA does not contain an unlimited boating alternative 



 The EA does not contain an alternative representing unlimited private boating which is 
the status quo on every other river in the region.  Failing to include an alternative that represents 
the accepted management protocol for all other rivers is a significant and unjustified omission 
and is in violation of NEPA.  Specifically, the alternative that allows the most paddling still 
contains a total ban on one section of the river, as well as tributaries.    
 



F. The EA fails to address American Whitewater’s scoping comments 



 The USFS has failed to respond to our extensive scoping comments, which are included 
as Appendix 1 in these comments.  In fact, of the seven issues that we noted must be addressed 
by all alternatives in the EA, the USFS has complied with none of them.  These seven points are: 
 



1. All alternatives must protect and enhance whitewater boating 
2. Alternatives should recognize high use frontcountry areas and low use backcountry 
areas as different  
3. Alternatives must include a range of use limits for all users  
4. Alternatives must be based on a capacity for all users and/or individual uses  
5. Alternatives must include indirect limits prior to direct limits  
6. Alternatives, to the extent they address angling, must address stocking  
7. Alternatives should consider impacts of management decisions on recreationists, 
equally with impacts those recreationists may have on one another  



 
In addition, the USFS wholly disregarded our comments on specific alternatives and gave 



no reason for doing so.  Perhaps most importantly, the USFS failed to consider the reasonable 
alternatives presented by American Whitewater in our scoping comments.  The alternatives we 
presented are consistent with river management protocols, USFS precedent and regulations, and 
with federal law.  These are attributes that all of the USFS alternatives lack.  By failing to 
consider the alternatives we presented in our scoping comments, or anything even similar, the 
USFS has violated NEPA. Our scoping comments are hereby incorporated into our comments 
and become part of the official record.     
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G. The EA is based on a flawed and unilaterally developed record 



 Prior to publishing the EA, the USFS created or paid for the creation of several issue-
specific reports.  Some of these reports are cited in the EA and others are not.  These reports 
were developed unilaterally and contain numerous and serious documented flaws.  To the extent 
that the EA is based on any of these reports, the EA is likewise flawed.  For each of these 
reports, American Whitewater filed detailed comments highlighting the errors, omissions, and 
often bias that permeated the reports. We have included our comments on these reports as 
appendices to these comments on the EA.  We hereby incorporate our issue-report comments as 
part of the official record, and part of our comments on the presumed basis of the EA.  The 
related appendices are as follows: 
 



• Appendix 2. American Whitewater’s Comments on the Chattooga River User Capacity 
Analysis (note that this document was not actually a user capacity analysis).  Submitted 
on August 2nd, 2006 



• Appendix 3. American Whitewater’s Comments on the “Chattooga River History 
Project Literature Review and Interview Summary”.  Submitted on April 17, 2007 



• Appendix 4. American Whitewater’s Comments and Suggested Revisions Regarding the 
Draft Upper Chattooga River Phase I Data Collection Expert Panel Field Assessment 
Report, dated February 2007, and first made available to the public on April 2, 2007  



• Appendix 5. American Whitewater’s Comments on the USFS Report titled “Capacities 
on other Wild and Scenic Rivers: seven case studies”. Submitted on May 7, 2007 



• Appendix 6. American Whitewater’s Comments on the Chattooga Literature Review 
Report. Submitted on May 7th, 2007 



• Appendix 7. American Whitewater’s Comments on the USFS Report Titled Capacity 
and Conflict on the Upper Chattooga River and authored by Shelby and Whittaker. 
Submitted on July 3rd, 2007  



• Appendix 8. American Whitewater’s Comments on the Inventory of Large Wood in the 
Upper Chattooga River Watershed. Submitted on March 25, 2008  



 
H. The EA offers no basis or discussion of the upper half of the Chattooga Cliffs 
Reach and thus does not consider a full range of alternatives or meet the mandate of 
the ROD 



All alternatives addressed in the EA propose a ban on the upper half of the Wild and 
Scenic Chattooga Cliffs reach without any rationale, analysis, or justification.  The EA simply 
states that “The County Line Road Trail was chosen as the uppermost put-in since it provides 
more suitable access to the river than is available farther upstream.”  “Suitable” is not defined, 
nor is there any explanation of the seemingly absurd conclusion that a long hike carrying a kayak 
or canoe is more suitable than putting in at a road bridge with a parking area?  There is no 
discussion of the basis for this decision.  Banning paddling on this reach is without a legal or 
rational basis and is a significant federal action limiting the public’s legal rights.   
 



The USFS has neither conducted a user capacity analysis nor even collected any 
recreational information on the upper half of the Chattooga Cliffs reach on which to base a 
decision. Paddlers were forbidden from paddling the reach even during the one-time on-river 
assessment.  Because no rational basis is provided, this decision is arbitrary and capricious.  This 
decision is also in direct violation of the ROD based on our appeal of the RLRMP.  This decision 
also violates NEPA because no alternatives to the action were analyzed.   
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Alternative 8, while erroneously described by some as unlimited boating, does in fact 
contain a boating closure.  It would ban boating on the upper 2-4 miles of the river and multiple 
tributaries, and thus does provide the clearly stated legal access being sought by American 
Whitewater to the entire Chattooga Wild and Scenic River.  This closure exists in all alternatives 
and adversely affects access to the public river as it flows through both public and private lands.    



 
It is worth noting that the USFS specifically addressed the question of “How will the 



Forest Service be handling the question of private lands within the Upper Chattooga Corridor?” 
in a frequently asked questions document posted to their website.  The answer given includes the 
following passage:   



 
“As the Forest Service begins to develop and analyze specific alternatives 
regarding floating and other recreational pursuits in the Upper Chattooga 
River, the agency will fully consider and evaluate this issue. Where 
uncertainty exists about the legal status of the river and the potential 
effects of each analyzed alternative, the Forest Service will document that 
level of uncertainty as part of its environmental analysis.”4  
 
Nowhere in the EA does such documentation exist, and its failure to do so renders the 



entire EA illegal and inadequate.  
 



I. The EA offers no basis or discussion of the recommended paddling bans on 
Chattooga River tributaries. 



 The EA introduces a totally new concept – a ban on floating the tributaries of the Upper 
Chattooga – in all the alternatives.  There is no discussion of the rationale for this decision.  
Banning paddling on these reaches would impact paddlers.  These new floating bans have the 
same flaws that the previous ban in the RLRMP had.  There is no basis for them whatsoever.  
Thus, this new decision is arbitrary and capricious. This decision also violates NEPA because no 
alternatives to the action were analyzed, and violates the ROD for our appeal decision by 
replicating the same type of baseless closure on new reaches.   
 



J. The EA offers no rationale for the preferred alternative. 



 Nowhere in the EA does the USFS actually state why Alternative #4 is the preferred 
alternative nor why others are not the preferred alternative.  There is no direct comparison or 
discussion of the actual merits of the alternatives in the EA.  Without this explicit justification 
for one alternative over another the EA is nothing more than a patchwork of observations and 
opinions.  The EA leaves many vital questions totally unanswered and unaddressed.  The EA 
therefore does not provide an adequate basis for the selection of the preferred alternative.   It is 
therefore in violation of the ROD for our appeal of the RLRMP, and of the requirements for 
lawfully adequate EA.  
 



K. Section 3.3.3 Human Health and Safety (Search and Rescue) should be 
eliminated. 



The ROD for our appeal clearly states: “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.” (ROD pg. 6)  The inclusion of this section of the EA is a blatant violation of 



                                                 
4 http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms/forest/projects/chattooga_questions_answers_6_14_07.pdf 
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the law and the Chief’s directions.  It can only have been included as a means of introducing a 
subjective factor that the author erroneously believes can justify an illegal action.  It had been 
removed from the scope of analysis and must be removed from the EA.   
 



L. Alternative 8 does not represent paddlers’ wishes or a reasonable alternative.  



 The EA paints Alternative 8 as the paddlers’ preferred alternative.  It is not.  It contains a 
ban on boating the uppermost several miles of the Wild and Scenic Chattooga River with zero 
basis or discussion, and also contains a new ban on boating tributaries with zero basis or 
discussion.  Alternative 8 also fails to limit all uses equitably using all indirect measures first 
followed by direct measures. 
 



M. The EA does not contain a complete or defensible use estimation system and 
therefore does not form an adequate basis for decision making.   



 Appendix D of the EA is the kind of statistical house of cards that is typical of the EA 
and the USFS treatment of Upper Chattooga recreational issues.  If standard margins of error 
were acknowledged for each set of data, the error would surely be enormous, likely exceeding 
the predicted encounters many times over.  We will summarize just a few of the data 
weaknesses: 
 



• USFS does not know how many hikers, anglers, campers, hunters, or other users visit the 
river corridor, where they visit, or how long they stay. 



• USFS does not know how many paddlers are likely to visit the river corridor. 
• “Precise information about trail encounter levels is not available for most parts of the 



river.”  
• “Precise use information is not available for most parts of the river, particularly trail 



users.” 
• “Precise information about use-encounter relationships is not available.” 



 
So, after a three year long multi-million dollar user analysis that completely failed to 



address capacity, the USFS still does not have recent data indicating how many people are using 
the river corridor, what they are doing, or how often they encounter one another.  In the place of 
real data, the EA offers a series of guesses in Appendix D and in Shelby and Whittaker 2007.  
These guesses simply do not, by any standard, form an adequate basis for decision making.  The 
USFS has published specific methods for determining use, and the Sumter National Forest has 
failed at even attempting to utilize them in the EA. The USFS handbook Wilderness Recreation 
Use Estimation: A Handbook of Methods and Systems offers the following cautionary advice to 
managers: 5   
 



“With little or no reliable wilderness use information, managers cannot 
adequately judge resource condition trends. Visitor opinions alone are inadequate 
for evaluation purposes; there may be little agreement between visitor 
perceptions and the actual condition of the resource, or even on the conditions 
that determine “primitive and unconfined” experiences. Quality wilderness 
use information is absolutely essential for examining and testing the various 



                                                 
5 Watson, Alan E.; Cole, David N.; Turner, David L.; Reynolds, Penny S. 2000. Wilderness recreation 
use estimation: a handbook of methods and systems. Gen. Tech. Rep. RMRS-GTR-56. Ogden, 
UT: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station. 198 p. (page 2) 
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tenets, principles, and dogmas of wilderness management; for optimal management of the 
resource, it is critical to distinguish management principles 
 which have been empirically verified from those which have never been 
tested, and are based on nothing more than “authoritative opinions” (Cole 
1995).” 
 
The EA falls into the exact trap warned against by the authors of the USFS Technical 



Report on Wilderness user capacity.  In the preparation of the EA, the USFS has collected barely 
a shred of actual user data, and have instead relied upon the very type of “authoritative opinions” 
that Cole concludes are inadequate.    



 
The USFS Technical Report lists five essential steps of any use estimation system.  They 



stress that “If any of these elements is missing from the system, the exercise of data collection is 
of little or no value.”  Below we list the five steps and the Sumter National Forest’s treatment of 
the steps in the EA.  
 
1. A statement of objectives: We are not aware of a specific statement of objectives for the 
treatment of use estimation in the EA.  However, the elements of the statement of objectives are 
generally found in Whittaker and Shelby 2007. 
    
2. Identification of the specific use characteristics to be measured.  No use characteristics were 
measured relating to use for the EA, except extremely limited presence data and some data on 
Wilderness condition.  In addition to this miniscule amount of data actually collected, the USFS 
inappropriately relied upon existing use information (which was scant, old, and spatially 
limited), a problematic “use estimation workshop” and national or regional surveys of use trends 
(Shelby and Whittaker 2007).  Group size, length of stay, method of travel, use of commercial 
services, types of activity, temporal and spatial use distribution patterns, visitor perceptions, and 
visitor characteristics were not measured. 
 
3. Choice of appropriate wilderness visitor use measurement techniques.  The Technical Report 
offers the following measurement techniques: external visual observation, stationary internal 
observation, roaming internal observation, mechanical counters, registration, permits, surveys, 
indirect estimation6, and aerial surveys.  The only use measurement techniques actually 
employed by the SNF were intermittent vehicle spot counts, which were extremely limited in 
temporal and spatial scope and wholly inadequate.  No boating was allowed so no measurement 
of boating use could occur.     
 
4. Choice of the appropriate strategy for sampling. There was no strategy for sampling that we 
are aware of, except for occasional vehicle spot counts.  The use estimations in the EA are 
largely based on the “use estimation workshop.” The Technical Report clarifies that such 
workshops are of little or no value and are inherently biased.  
 



“In reality, convenience or judgment samples are an extremely poor 
alternative to statistical sampling procedures. The use of human judgment 
invariably results in biased sample selection; judgment is unavoidably 
influenced by untested assumptions of how the various properties of the 



                                                 
6 While on its face the EA may seem to present “indirect estimation” of use, it does not.  “Indirect estimation” is a 
technique that employs actual data on use-related variables that have known relationships to visitation numbers to 
estimate visitation.  This extrapolation is rigorously tested for statistical and on-the-ground significance before relied 
upon for decision making.  The EA makes no such efforts.    
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users or visit characteristics, or both, should be related. Furthermore, it is 
impossible to determine the size of the bias from sampling methods of this 
kind. The samples obtained from judgment surveys are therefore not 
representative of the population as a whole. Examples are wilderness 
users that are convenient or easy to survey, vocal supporters or critics of 
special interest groups at public meetings, users surveyed at easily 
accessed trailheads. The characteristics of the individuals sampled will 
invariably differ from those of users who travel into more remote or less-
accessible areas, or who do not belong to a special-interest group. Because 
standard errors cannot be calculated for such samples, statistical testing 
procedures and analyses cannot be used (Id. 44). 



 
It should be noted that the EA attempts statistical analysis of data generated by judgment 



sampling.  The extremely small amount of real data was greatly massaged by SNF judgment and 
therefore there was no reliable strategy for sampling employed.   
 
5. Choice of a specific technique and/or procedure for data analysis and summary.  There were 
few data to analyze or summarize, and those that were analyzed were inappropriately generated 
through judgment sampling. 
 



Based on these 5 steps, the technical report suggests 10 use estimation systems, none of 
which remotely resemble the approach taken by the SNF.  In essence, the SNF hired consultants 
to conduct the first step of a use estimation system, statement of objectives, and stopped there.  
Instead of moving ahead with the other 4 steps as recommended by their own guidance 
documents, the SNF embarked on a process controlled by their own “authoritative opinions” and 
based on a near total absence of data.  Because the EA fails to include a use estimation system 
that is consistent with USFS standards and protocols, the EA fails to provide a sound basis for 
estimating existing, past, or future use. Likewise, decisions made to limit paddling based on the 
EA’s estimates of use or encounters also lack a sound or defensible basis.   As such, decisions 
based on encounters are without merit, arbitrary and capricious.             
 



N. Applying different standards to different management alternatives makes a 
comparison of management alternatives virtually impossible and introduces bias 



Applying different standards to different management alternatives makes a comparison of 
management alternatives virtually impossible and introduces significant bias.  For example, 
alternatives 3, 4, and 5 which severely limit boating have relatively loose encounter standards 
when compared to alternatives 8, 9, and 10 which have relatively tight standards (see table 
below).   



 
Maximum backcountry encounter standards by alternative and location. 
Alternative & 
Location 



Grimeshawes 
to County 
Line Trail 



County Line 
Trail to 
Bullpen 



Bullpen to 
Burrells Ford 



Burrells Ford 
to 
Reed Creek 



Reed Creek to 
Hwy 28 



Alt # 2 Trails No Mention 3 3 3 6 
Alt # 2 River No Mention 3 3 3 6 
Alt # 3,4,5 
Trails 



No Mention 4 6 6 8 



Alt # 3,4,5 
River 



No Mention 4 9 we, 4 wd 15 we, 8 wd 15 we, 8 wd 
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Alt #8,9,10 
Trails 



No Mention 6 6 6 6 



Alt # 8,9,10 
River 



No Mention 4 6 6 8 



 
The effect can be seen in EA figures 3.3-1 and 3.3-2.  These figures show that 



Alternatives 8-10 have significantly more encounter standard violations than Alternatives 4-5, 
however what is less clear is that these violations are largely caused by lower standards – not 
higher use.  For example, management of existing users remains unchanged between alternatives 
4 and 8, yet the respective differences in encounter standard violations are an average of 25.5 
days and 44 days respectively.  Thus, the organization of the alternatives artificially make the 
management variables in Alternatives 8-10 appear significantly less desirable, which they are 
not.  To put a fine point on it, we are unable to answer the question of how many encounter 
standard violations unlimited boating would have under the standards associated with Alternative 
4.  Therefore we (and the USFS) can not compare management alternatives on equal footing.   



 
The USFS has constructed the alternatives to mask the real effects of allowing paddling 



to occur – which are negligible - except for the positive effects which are voluminous.  If 
analyzed under the same standards as Alternative 4, Alternative 8 would surely show a miniscule 
number of days on which encounter standards are exceeded, if any at all.  All of these days could 
be just as easily attributed to non-paddlers as to paddlers visiting the river corridor.  In this way, 
the EA exhibits significant bias and fails scientific scrutiny.       
 
III. Comments regarding mistreatment of biophysical issues within the EA 



A. Boating has no significant and/or cumulative biophysical impacts, while other 
uses do.      



USFS review has consistently found that boating would have no significant or cumulative 
biophysical impact, yet the EA repeatedly infers otherwise.  As an example the EA states that 
“All other alternatives would have varying degrees of cumulative scenery impacts depending on 
allowed use-levels and river miles open to boating: more use will result in greater impacts” (EA 
125). To the contrary, the EA elsewhere concluded that: 



 
• Soils: “…impacts from introducing boating also would be minor.” (EA 37) and 



“Reductions in erosion are likely under all alternatives with improved recreation 
management, but would still be minor when placed in context with contributions made 
from existing roads.” (EA 43) 



• Water and Riparian Corridor: When all watershed impacts are considered in the 
Chattooga watershed, as well as associated mitigations, there would be no cumulative 
effects resulting from any alternative. (EA 36) 



• Plants: full [Alternative 8] implementation of the monitoring guidelines (see Appendix 
B), including designating portages if necessary, should alleviate any viability concerns 
for these species.” (EA 60) 



• Wildlife: Under alternative 8: “As with other alternatives, although some individuals 
may be directly or indirectly impacted, it is not likely that this alternative, when 
combined with other past, present and future management actions on both public and 
private land, would have a cumulative effect on the population viability of rare species.” 
(EA 70) 
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• Aquatic Organisms: “There are no federally listed or proposed aquatic species within 
the analysis area. Under all alternatives, there would be no adverse cumulative impacts 
to Forest Listed Sensitive aquatic species or Locally Rare aquatic species and no risk to 
aquatic population viability across the Forests for Management Indicator Species and 
Communities under any of the alternatives. (EA 87) 



 
The USFS seems to be making the same type of logical error that was made in the 



discredited RLRMP: asserting that a series of insignificant and unrelated effects can somehow 
add up to one large significant impact.  This is simply not the case. This argument failed on 
appeal in the RLRMP and should not be relied upon now.  There is no data indicating that 
boating has had or would have any adverse environmental impacts on the Upper Chattooga.     



 
While the EA’s inferred conclusion that paddling will have some level of biophysical 



impact is based on absolutely no direct evidence (and indeed much evidence to the contrary) the 
EA’s conclusions regarding the impacts of other users are extremely well supported.  The EA 
states  



 
 “Recent studies have shown that current use is already affecting 
vegetation along the corridor by trampling and clearing vegetation around 
campsites, erosion and loss of plants along user-created trails, damaged 
trees, denuded banks at stream crossings and the potential for damage to 
rare species in sensitive settings along rock cliffs and gorges.” (EA 45) 
 
This conclusion is based on an inventory of campsites, trails, and general conditions 



within the Upper Chattooga corridor.  This inventory found 19.3 miles of user created trails, 91 
erosion problems, 141.5 gallons of trash, 26 campsites within 20 feet of the river, and over 500 
damaged trees in the Upper Chattooga River corridor.7  All of these impacts were most prevalent 
in areas of intense trout stocking, namely Nicholson Fields, the Rock Gorge, and the area 
surrounding Burrells Ford Bridge.  None of these impacts can be attributed to paddlers, yet the 
USFS targets only paddlers for use limits.  Choosing to manage proven real impacts with indirect 
management while managing unproven and unanticipated impacts with harsh direct management 
is not justified within the EA and indeed cannot be justified.         



 
B. Wood impacts are overstated and unjustified 



Throughout the EA, “LWD,” standing for “Large Woody Debris” is found 93 times.  
Pages upon pages are devoted to LWD.  Yet, every alternative proposes to allow removal of 
LWD only in limited cases, and never for boating.  Based on this decision – LWD is a non-issue.  
Still the EA considers the impacts that “unauthorized removal” of wood might have.  They do 
not at the same time consider the impact of unauthorized removal of fish, damage to rare species, 
camping, trail creation, ATV use, or other recreational misdeeds.  The USFS selects only boaters 
as presumed rule-breakers.  This is unfair, inequitable, biased, and indefensible. 
 



We have commented at length on LWD in our comments on the Inventory of Large 
Wood in the Upper Chattooga River Watershed which were dated March 25th, 2008. We hereby 
incorporate those comments as part of our comments on the EA.  We have found absolutely no 
justification for limiting boating based on LWD – and neither has the USFS.  The USFS has 
found that The Upper Chattooga (where wood has never been managed by paddlers) has 4,171 
pieces of wood and only 2 wood-related portages.  Therefore only 0.02% of wood is potentially a 
                                                 
7 Shelby and Whittaker 2007, Section 5.  Capacity and Conflict on the Upper Chattooga. 
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recreational issue.  The USFS has generated – and in the EA ignored – conclusive data that 
shows boating would have no impact on wood in the Chattooga River.   



 
To limit boating based on concerns about unauthorized removal of LWD is not justified 



and to do so would be arbitrary and capricious, just as would be the banning of all angling 
because some anglers might fish without a license.  Furthermore, wood removal was shown in 
the Inventory of Large Wood in the Upper Chattooga River Watershed to be carried out by non-
boaters on the Upper Chattooga—a logical conclusion because boating has been banned.  Thus, 
any decision to ban or limit boating based on concerns about unauthorized removal of LWD by 
boaters without banning or limiting other uses known to remove LWD would be inequitable.  
LWD is simply not a significant management issue on the Upper Chattooga.   
 



C. Boats do not mark rocks as the EA claims 



The EA claims that “Boating also will introduce another new impact to scenery: boat 
markings on rocks” (EA 125).  Boats are made of extremely hard plastic.  We are unaware of any 
data supporting this claim.  Boats do not, so far as we know, leave marks on rocks.  Indeed 
Whittaker and Shelby 2007 conclude regarding boat markings that “This impact does not appear 
to be a substantial concern on other rivers with whitewater use, and we have not seen it discussed 
in the literature or at river management symposia.”  The EA offers no proof for this asserted 
impact and thus any decisions based on the assertion that boats mark rocks is arbitrary and 
capricious.   
 



D. The EA overlooks the ecological threats of stocking large numbers of exotic 
predatory fish 



 The EA does not consider the environmental and social impacts of stocking massive 
numbers of exotic rainbow and brown trout in the Wild and Scenic Chattooga River.  The fact 
that stocking is not adequately addressed in the EA is a further indication of its bias.  The EA 
contains numerous references to the unique experiences for anglers and the high quality of the 
fishing as justifications for banning boating so as to not interfere with those anglers.  If the EA 
took into account the number, age and size of the fish that are stocked, the methods by which 
they are stocked and that fact that the fish being stocked are non-indigenous, the EA would have 
to reach a far different conclusion about the value of the angling on the Upper Chattooga. 
American Whitewater does not believe there is any evidence to indicate that any lawful uses 
should be banned on the Upper Chattooga.  However, if the Forest Service were to conclude that 
it is necessary to ban some uses on the Upper Chattooga, it would be a very logical step to 
conclude that boating should be allowed and fishing should be restricted to catching indigenous 
fish. 
 



American Whitewater’s May 7th, 2007 Comments on the Chattooga Literature Review 
Report clearly outline numerous proven ecological impacts associated with stocking.  We further 
brought this issue up in our scoping comments and elsewhere in the record and it has not been 
dealt with in the EA, thus violating NEPA.   
 



In addition to the direct impacts of stocking on the ecology of the river the EA also failed 
to analyze the impacts of the hatchery maintained for this purpose on the East Fork of the 
Chattooga River. The EA notes that the east Fork of the Chattooga River downstream of the fish 
hatchery is listed as only partially supporting intended uses (EA 23) but fails to link the impacts 
with the operation of the fish hatchery.  Studies have shown a direct and measurable link 
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between the operation of salmonid hatcheries and diminished water quality8.  Other states have 
determined that: 



 “All fish culture stations discharge wastewater that contains a limited set 
of metabolically generated waste products. The major waste products 
include phosphorus, nitrogen, solids and carbon dioxide. Fish metabolic 
activity also consumes oxygen and increases the biochemical oxygen 
demand in the wastewater.”9 
   
Ignoring these collateral impacts of the artificial Chattooga River fishery fails to protect 



the river from these recreational impacts and places other recreational impacts in a false context.  
The EA is deficient in not addressing these known recreational impacts.  We would not at this 
time recommend that the hatchery be closed, but rather require that all recreational impacts be 
analyzed and managed in the same context in this EA and in any future management plan for the 
Upper Chattooga.   
 
 Lastly, Whittaker and Shelby 2007 report on major biophysical impacts such as user 
created trails, erosion problems, and litter that are focused in intensely stocked areas.  One can 
only conclude that stocking increases recreational use of riparian corridors and thus increases 
biophysical impacts to those areas.    
 
IV. Comments regarding mistreatment of social issues within the EA 



A. The EA, by focusing on boating as the only management variable, does not 
consider a full range of alternatives and introduces inherent inequity  



 The EA considers paddling limitations as the only direct management tool, while all other 
larger and more damaging uses are allowed in every location, in every time, in unlimited 
numbers.  This would be the same as only considering managing a small dog in a china shop 
while there is a bull running around.  Paddling is anticipated to be the smallest and lowest 
impact use on the river, and it is nonsensical, arbitrary, and capricious to manage environmental 
or social impacts by managing only the smallest and lowest impact use.  The record of decision 
on our appeal ordered a user capacity analysis – not a paddling capacity analysis.  Thus the EA 
does not meet the mandate of the appeal decision or of Forest Service guidelines.  The USFS has 
biased the entire EA and left the river corridor and user experiences at risk of harm by analyzing 
the effects of various levels of paddling without simultaneously analyzing the effects of other 
uses.   
 



                                                 
• 8 Kendra, W. Quality of Salmonid Hatchery Effluents during a Summer Low-Flow Season. Article in 



Transactions of the American Fisheries Society 120:43-51, 1991.  Abstract “Ecology assessed the quality of 
salmonid hatchery effluents and receiving water streams in Washington State during the 1988 summer low-flow 
period. Relative to hatchery influent waters, effluents showed significant increases in temperature, pH, 
suspended solids, ammonia, organic nitrogen, total phosphorus, and chemical oxygen demand. Wastewater 
discharges sometimes violated state water quality standards; effects were exacerbated by low dilution. Hatchery 
nutrient loads equaled or exceeded receiving water loads; effects of enrichment were most evident in 
oligotrophic waters. Benthic invertebrates sensitive to organic waste were often replaced by pollution-tolerant 
forms in the vicinity of hatchery outfalls. Survey findings necessitated revision of existing hatchery wastewater 
discharge permits in Washington.” 



 
9 http://www.fish.state.pa.us/promo/fishpro/execsumm_15-22.pdf 
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Percent of Days Available for Boating and 
Non-Boating Uses
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While it may be true that increasing numbers of boaters may have increasing impacts, the 
USFS admits that so too will increasing numbers of hikers, anglers, and campers have increasing 
impacts.  The EA admits that “By not restricting [non-boating] use, the inevitable increase in use 
will continue to create scenery impacts from soil compaction, erosion, vegetation damage and 
human waste/trash accumulation” (EA 124).  If this is the case, then why did the USFS not 
analyze the effects of all recreationists on the corridor? The EA does allude to an answer to this 
question: “Although [dispersed and developed recreation opportunities] can have potential 
impacts to riparian corridors, they are allowed because the majority of forest users prefer to 
recreate in or near bodies of water. (EA 29).  The EA’s answer is essentially that some 
recreational impacts are OK because recreation is generally good for society – except apparently 
paddling.  This double standard permeates the EA and is arbitrary and capricious.    
 



The elementary argument that more use will result in more impacts, and therefore very 
little use should be allowed to reduce impacts to a very low level, must be applied to all uses or 
none.  The USFS could change the word “boating” to “hiking” or “angling” for the entire 
biophysical analysis (as well as many encounter estimates) and the results would remain 
identical; i.e. more “angling” equals more use (which is undesirable) therefore no additional 
anglers may access the river.   
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Day hiking for example is by far the largest use of the river corridor and is anticipated to 



rapidly grow by 48% by the year 2020 (Shelby and Whittaker 39).  This increase of use and its 
associated impact is vastly larger than predicted levels of paddling that is anticipated to occur if 
paddling was not limited.  Yet, the USFS proposes absolutely no direct limits on day hiking.  
Camping is perhaps the highest impact activity on the forest, yet the USFS proposes absolutely 
no direct limits on camping.  The USFS has arbitrarily excluded non-paddling recreation from 
the action alternatives.  In doing so they overlook massive risks, and greatly exaggerate any 
potential impacts that allowing paddling may introduce.    
 
 The following figures are based on USFS estimates of current and potential use (which 
are problematic), and show the estimated amount of use for each reach and each major type of 
recreational visitor for the past several years.  They do not, of course, address capacity because 
no capacity study was undertaken.  The figures clearly show the enormous amount of other uses 
compared to the potential paddling that might occur.  Choosing to directly limit paddling in this 
context without limits on other vastly larger uses is indefensible.     
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 The EA’s treatment of this same data is biased and overlooks clear management issues 
relating to non-boating use.  Figure 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 exemplify the EA’s misdirected focus on 
management of only paddling.  Figure 3.3-1 for example shows that non-boaters cause encounter 
standards to be exceeded on 10 to 95 days each year depending on the alternative.  Indeed non-
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boaters in the preferred alternative exceed encounter standards on 11 to 37 days per year 
depending on the reach.  At the same time, unlimited boating would only cause encounter 
standards to be met on 0 to 7 days per year (and these numbers are inflated).  Boating has a 
similarly miniscule effect on on-river encounters: 3 to 7 days.  The EA does not even try to 
justify banning the smallest use accounting for the fewest encounters – to do so would be 
impossible. 
 
 The bias of the EA is perhaps nowhere more obvious than Figures 3.3-1 and 3.3-2.  These 
figures label impacts of non-boaters as “boating does not cause standards to be exceeded” while 
labeling boating’s potential contribution to standards as “boating causes standards to be 
exceeded.”  Instead, the labels should read: “non-boating uses’ contribution to days of standards 
exceeded,” and “boating’s contribution to days of standards exceeded.”  This is critical for two 
reasons.  First, the EA attempts to focus attention exclusively on the (miniscule) role of paddling 
on causing encounters, while ignoring the (massive) role that existing users play in causing 
encounters.  Second, the EA ignores the fact that no one person, group, or recreational type of 
use “causes” encounters: encounters occur when two individuals or groups meet.  Thus, the 
“cause” of the encounters are shared equally between these two groups or individuals.  An 
encounter between a boater and an angler for example is no more caused by the boater than by 
the angler.      
 
Below is the way this figure should appear, and it clearly shows the EA’s misdirected and 
unjustifiable focus on boating.  
  



 
 
 We should also note that the these figures introduce significant bias and limit the public 
and the agency’s understanding of the role recreational uses play in encounters by not showing 
the contributions of all individual types of recreation in exceeding encounter standards.  For 
example, how would encounters change if boating were allowed but hiking, camping, hunting, or 
fishing eliminated?  Figures 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 should include categories for each individual type of 
recreation.    
 



non-boating uses’ 
contribution to 
days of standards 
exceeded 



boating’s 
contribution to 
days of standards 
exceeded 
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Our scoping comments and comments on Whittaker and Shelby 2007 clearly 
recommended studying all recreational uses.  Likewise, the ROD for our appeal recommended a 
user capacity analysis, not a boating capacity analysis.  The ROD also required use to be limited 
equitably which is an impossible outcome when boating is the only management variable.  By 
not including other recreationists in the action alternatives the EA is in violation of NEPA.  
 



B. The EA, by considering a skewed range of boating alternatives, does not 
consider a full range of alternatives and introduces inherent inequity  



As seen in the graph below, all of the boating alternatives except Alternative 8 provide 
either zero or very small amounts of boating on any given reach.  All alternatives propose zero 
use on one reach and the tributaries, three alternatives propose zero boating on all reaches, and 
all but two alternatives propose zero use on additional reaches.  Other than Alternative 8, all 
alternatives consider allowing boating on only 0-10 percent of days.   



Percent of Available Boating Days Under Various 
Alternatives
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 Essentially, the USFS has considered alternative 8 as a throwaway, and then only 
seriously considered extremely small amounts of paddling.  By limiting analysis in such a 
skewed manner, the USFS has biased the EA and violated NEPA. 
 
 In addition, the EA radically misinterprets the data regarding the actual boating 
opportunities that alternative 4 would provide.  Analysis of the past 4.5 years for example has 
revealed that extremely few boating days would actually have been available compared with 
USFS predictions.   
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 Any serious look at the USFS preferred alternative reinforces that alternative 4 is nothing 
more than a boating ban requiring USFS staff management.  Factoring in all the limitations of 
Alternative 4 for the past few years, the data shows that roughly 0.2 days per year would be 
viable boating days.  The figure below depicts this grim reality for paddlers.   
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C. The entire user conflict section of the EA is nothing more than a “qualitative 
discussion” and is inadequate for decision making 



 The ROD on our appeal stated that there was no basis for a boating ban.  Apparently, the 
basis for this newest proposal to ban boating is user conflict.  Yet, there is no evidence of user 
conflicts on the river!  Paddling has not even occurred there in 32 years, so how could user 
conflicts possibly be justification for banning a use?  The USFS even agrees in the EA: 
“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.” (EA 103) 
Instead of providing any actual evidence of user conflicts the USFS simply opines about user 
conflicts in a “qualitative discussion of the existing or potential level of goal interference for 
each alternative…” (EA 103).  A qualitative discussion did not adequately justify the decision to 
ban boating in the RLRMP and it will not adequately justify it in this case.  The USFS has 
offered the same exact evidence for a ban that they did in the RLRMP without a shred of 
additional evidence.  This EA is every bit as inadequate as the previous EIS.  A decision to ban a 
use based on a qualitative discussion of user conflicts that are not occurring, have never 
occurred, and are not likely to occur is arbitrary and capricious. 
 



D. The preferred alternative inequitably proposes no user limits on uses exceeding 
encounter standards, while proposes limits on the less impactful use of boating 



 The EA clearly finds that encounter standards are already exceeded by existing users yet 
proposed no mitigation for these impacts.  The EA states: 
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“…the number of encounters currently occurring in the upper Chattooga 
on some days, especially in the wilderness, exceeds the threshold that 
typically defines solitude in wilderness and primitive backcountry 
settings.” (EA 99) 
 
The EA also states: 
 
“The solitude experience of existing backcountry users is already being 
diminished during certain times of the year and in certain locations which 
may have caused some users to change the timing of their activities to 
lower use times of the week/season/year or has entirely displaced some 
users from the river.” (EA 104) 
 
The encounter estimates in the EA are not rigorous enough for decision making, as we 



have explained elsewhere in these comments.  Regardless, we offer the following analysis of the 
EA’s treatment of encounter standard violations to show the double standard that the EA 
employs regarding encounters.   



 
Figures 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 clearly show that the proposed management of existing users 



would exceed standards on up to 37 days per year!  How can the USFS justify banning the 
smallest use, presumably to avoid violation of encounter standards, while actively allowing and 
even enhancing vastly larger violations by existing users?  Not managing the large existing 
standard violations is arbitrary and capricious and leaves the river corridor and experience of 
users unprotected.  The table below shows that the USFS is choosing to not manage use that is 
anticipated to violate trail encounter standards on an average of 25.5 days annually while 
choosing to ban a use that would only amount to only 4.25 days of annual standard violations 
(under much tighter standards).  It is impossible for us to know the number of days on which 
unlimited boating would exceed Alternative 4’s trail standards, but it is certain to be significantly 
less than 4.25, and likely less than 3 days.  The table below depicts the relationship between the 
two alternatives.       
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On-trail backcountry encounter violations by boaters and non-boaters under alternatives 4 
and 8.   
 Alternative 4 Alternative 8 
 Number of days 



existing users 
exceed trail 
encounter (loose) 
standards 



Number of 
days boaters 
exceed (loose) 
trail encounter 
standards 



Number of days 
existing users 
exceed (tight) 
trail encounter 
standards 



Number of days 
boaters exceed 
trail (tight) 
encounter 
standards 



Chattooga Cliffs 11 0 0 0 
Ellicott Rock 30 0 22 7 
Rock Gorge 24 0 66 3 
Nicholson Fields 37 0 88 7 
Average Violation 25.5 0 44 4.25* 
* Note that Alternative 8 has much tighter standards to comparing violations between alternatives 4 and 8 are not 
comparing like items.  If the relationship between the two alternatives for boating is the same as it is for existing 
users the average number of violations caused by boating would be 2.46.  



 
The table below tells a similar story, only regarding on-river encounters rather than on-



trail encounters.  This table shows that the USFS is adopting an alternative that allows 12 days of 
standard violation from existing users but prohibits a use that would result in fewer days of 
impacts (when differing standards and use estimate flaws are factored in).  



 
On-river backcountry encounter violations by boaters and non-boaters under alternatives 4 
and 8.   
 Alternative 4 Alternative 8 
 Number of days 



existing users 
exceed river 
encounter standards 



Number of 
days boaters 
exceed river 
encounter 
standards 



Number of days 
existing users 
exceed river 
encounter 
standards 



Number of days 
boaters exceed 
river encounter 
standards 



Chattooga Cliffs 0 0 0 0 
Ellicott Rock 0 0 0 7 
Rock Gorge 0 0 0 7 
Nicholson Fields 12 0 12 14* 
Average Violation 3 0 3 7 
* Note that these numbers are inflated by assumed scenic boating use which has never occurred and has never been 
proposed or requested on the Upper Chattooga, and also by the different standards applied to Alternatives 4 and 8.   
 
 Perhaps most important to acknowledge is that the USFS is proposing to ban a use that 
even based on their inflated encounter estimates would only result in violations of encounter 
standards on at most 7 to 12 days each year.  At the same time the USFS has supported uses that 
violate standards on 11 to 37 days each year.  The question we have to ask is: how many days of 
violation are too many, and why are those standards being applied differently to boaters than all 
other users?  How can the USFS justify supporting violations of standards by some users but not 
by others?  What is the real standard here?  
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E. The EA inequitably and explicitly rules out direct use limits for other users while 
proposing them for paddlers 



The EA suggests that the USFS rejected the potential permit system in alternative 2 
because “Use limit systems require administrative effort, require users to plan ahead and 
compete for limited permits, and would displace some proportion of existing use on high use 
days” (EA 106).  If this is sufficient justification to eliminate alternative 2, it should be sufficient 
justification to eliminate the preferred alternative and others that would require permits for 
paddlers.   
 



F. Recreational opportunities foregone assessment is inequitable and flawed 



 The EA equates 1) the impact on non-boaters of the mere lack of a guaranteed boat-free 
experience while they are enjoying the Upper Chattooga, with 2) the impact on boaters of being 
totally excluded in their recreational opportunities forgone assessment.   
 



“Boaters who want to float the upper Chattooga year round may 
experience recreation opportunities foregone 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 recreation 
opportunities foregone since they are not guaranteed a boat free 
experience year-round on the lower river segments…”(EA 112) 



 
This is an indefensible position. The EA insinuates that even if an angler or hiker never 



sees a boater but thinks they might, they are impacted as much as a paddler who completely 
forbidden from enjoying the river.  In addition, the preferred alternative still contains a total ban 
on paddling a large majority of the river as well as tributaries – and therefore entire reaches are 
forgone.  Many paddlers will be forced to forgo paddling even the sections that is allowed in the 
preferred alternative because of the limited permits and administrative hurdles.      
 



G. The EA offers no basis for selecting 450 cfs as a management trigger 



  The preferred alternative in the EA totally bans boating on several reaches and allows 
boating on one reach restricted to flows above 450cfs.  There is no basis for the selection of that 
flow.  The selection of 450 cfs as a cut off eliminates many optimal boating opportunities (that 
are not optimal angling flows), and forces paddlers to run the river at higher flows which some 
paddlers may not prefer to somewhat lower flows.  Flows between 350 and 450 cfs for example 
offer optimal boating and unacceptable fly fishing. Shelby and Whittaker state that: 
  



“for many days in the “high overlap” period [350-650 cfs], boater-angler 
conflict and related capacity problems would be unlikely. These are lower 
quality angling days for all but bait anglers, and they tend to occur in 
winter when bait angling use is low.  Some fly and spin anglers certainly 
fish these flows...but they have lower quality conditions in comparison to 
the other 320 days per year that they have lower flows.”  



 
However, the EA states that “At these overlap flows [referring to all overlap – both high and 
low] some users of each group could be present (if boating were allowed) and encounters could 
create impacts and conflict.” (EA 95)  
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Whittaker and Shelby 2007 clearly conclude that if any management of boating and 
angling would be acceptable it would be required during the “low overlap” period between 225-
350 cfs. There is simply no scientific basis in the record for boating (or angling) limits based on 
a 450 cfs cut-off, or above 350 cfs.  Thus the preferred alternative is arbitrary and capricious.  
 



Even when suggesting an alternative that would provide a miniscule amount of time 
where boating can occur, the Forest Service has unlawfully treated boaters unequally by 
selecting a flow rate that is at the highest end of the range where fishing can comfortably take 
place, yet well above the low end of the flow rate where optimal boating can occur.  
 



H. The EA offers no rationale for allowing boating only in the winter 



 The EA offers no rationale or justification for allowing paddling only in the winter in 
certain alternatives.  Winter days are shorter and colder, making them less desirable for paddling 
trips.  In addition the EA finds that “Angler-boater encounters are more likely to occur in the 
winter months (December thru February) when both groups are on the river in the middle of the 
day” (EA 95).  Thus, selecting an alternative that allows paddling in the winter and not during 
the rest of the year is arbitrary and capricious. 
 



I. USFS preferred alternative artificially increases demand in a Wilderness Area 



While paying lip service to encounter standards and use limits, the USFS preferred 
alternative artificially increases recreational us by stocking trout adjacent to a Wilderness area 
and in a Wild and Scenic River, while banning natural floating use.  The EA admits that “The 
angling trends on the Chattooga also depend on stocking and regulation stability” (EA 94), and 
that “Heavy stocking and institution of a delayed-harvest section in the Nicholson Fields Reach 
have recently made the fishing experience even more attractive (Samsel 2007). (EA 1).” The 
agency has reported that they support the stocking of over 70,000 exotic game fish annually in 
the Upper Chattooga River to artificially increase recreational use.  At the same time they have 
banned boating to decrease that use.  In a Wilderness area natural conditions should prevail.  The 
upper Chattooga River naturally provides high quality boating opportunities during times of high 
flow and a moderate quality angling experience at low flows.  We see no justification in the EA 
for artificially increasing one use while effectively banning another wilderness use (paddling).  
Surely this is not the kind of management the authors of the Wilderness Act anticipated or would 
approve of.  The most Wilderness compliant alternative would have a natural balance of boating 
and angling – without conflict, with little recreational overlap, and without the collateral impacts 
of stocking exotic game fish.  The EA is deficient in not having analyzed a true natural 
wilderness alternative.         
 



J. No rationale is given for overlapping limits (season, flow, reach) in the preferred 
alternative 



 Several alternatives ban boating in certain reaches at all flows, including the USFS 
preferred alterative.  The USFS offers no rationale for why paddling should not be allowed 
during flow conditions when other in-stream recreation is not occurring or optimal.  In the 
preferred alternative for example, there would be many boating days available when flow 
conditions will exclude other in-stream users on the Rock Gorge reach and Chattooga Cliffs 
reach beginning at Grimshawes Bridge.  Likewise, there are high flow conditions outside of the 
December through February time frame in the preferred alternative that would provide boating 
when other users were not even present in the river.  There is no rationale for banning boating in 
those conditions.  Doing so is arbitrary and capricious.    
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K. The preferred alternative offers no basis or discussion of the ban on floating the 
Rock Gorge 



The EA offers ample evidence that the Rock Gorge does not provide acceptable fishing 
opportunities at high flows yet bans boating regardless even at high flows. 
 



“The Rock Gorge stretch down to the Big Bend area is similar to the 
Ellicott Rock reach below the Ellicott Rock marker in terms of gradient, 
width and access. It is easily accessible by the Chattooga Trail on the east 
bank and a user-created trail on a portion of the west bank. Because this 
reach is stocked, the fishing pressure is relatively high here and higher 
than in both the Chattooga Cliffs and Ellicott Rock reaches. 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.” (EA 102) 



 
The EA offers no rationale for banning boating on this reach at all flows at all times of 



year.  The fact that a miniscule amount of use was found acceptable on the admittedly similar 
Ellicott Rock reach but not on the Rock Gorge reach exhibits the inconsistency of the EA.      
 



L. The EA states and then ignores the fact that flows alone adequately separate uses  



The EA clearly reports that natural flow alone adequately separates user groups: 
  
“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 (the 
exception is bait fishing, which remains optimal through higher flows). The 
best fishing flows are not the best boating flows and vice versa.” “However, 
Whittaker and Shelby (2007) also documents that acceptable but lower 
quality fishing opportunities would overlap with optimal boating and 
acceptable but lower quality technical boating would overlap with optimal 
fishing.” (EA 95) 
 
The EA never justifies why flow alone does not adequately separate boating 



and angling uses.  Specifically, according to the Whittaker and Shelby (2007) 
report, flow alone would totally segregate fly anglers and paddlers while they are 
having their optimal experiences. Specifically on average each year anglers would 
have 247 days of optimal angling with no boating, boaters would have 37 days of 
optimal boating with minimal or no angling, and there would be 77 days when 
boaters and anglers would share the river at conditions that are good for both 
depending on the specific flow.  The EA never justifies why the simplest, cheapest, 
fairest, and easiest to manage solution, unlimited boating, is not acceptable.        
 



M. Assumptions behind encounter estimates are not reasonable or defensible 



 The EA is based on encounter estimates that are unsupported and irrational.  The USFS 
“assumes that a hiker, angler, camper, etc. will see an average of 75% of all boaters floating a 
specific stretch on any particular day” (EA 98).  Roughly half the days on which flow triggers 
are reached would be un-boatable because of the timing of the flows, the unpredictability of the 
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flows, or other conditions.  In addition, the vast majority of the Upper Chattooga is not visible 
from any trail or campsite so non-boaters actually seeing paddlers would be minimal at best – 
NOT 75%. Boating and other uses typically only occur for 4-hour windows so overlap would be 
limited by roughly 1/3 of use even co-occurring at the same time. Use estimates of both boating 
and other uses is absolutely not based on hard data, and is thus unreliable for decision making.  
The assumption that 75% of visitors would see paddlers has no rational basis and thus is not a 
reasonable basis for decision making.  Decisions based on these unfounded assumptions would 
be arbitrary and capricious.    
 



N. The EA provides no evidence that “high quality angling” is in any way impacted, 
or that conflicts would be caused, by allowing boating to co-occur 



 The USFS selected alternative is “designed to minimize conflict between anglers and 
boaters” and is focused on “continuing to emphasize, protect and enhance optimal, year-round, 
high-quality trout fishing.” The very intent of alternative 4 and indeed most of the alternatives 
that feature boating limits is misdirected and without merit. 
 



First and foremost, there are no conflicts to minimize between boaters and anglers. 
Boating and angling co-occur on 213 river reaches in North Carolina, 142 in Georgia, and 80 in 
South Carolina (www.americanwhitewater.org).  None of these 435 rivers – not a single one – 
has a limit on the number of private boaters allowed to float the river.  None of these rivers – not 
a single one – has a documented conflict between anglers and boaters.  There is no 
documentation of conflicts on the Chattooga either – merely a prediction that conflicts may 
occur.  The USFS does not even try to justify their claim that conflicts will occur if boating is 
allowed even though there are no current conflicts and no conflicts on every other river in the 
region.  The EA asks readers to take an enormous leap of judgment to assume that conflicts will 
develop between anglers and boaters.  This defies overwhelming precedent.  The EA then asks 
readers to accept that these conflicts will be so severe that one use must be totally eliminated.  
This is analogous to stating that a ubiquitous species that has never hurt a human being should be 
wiped out to protect people from attack.   
 
 There is no evidence of conflict on the Upper Chattooga, and absolutely no evidence to 
support any will occur.  Conversely, every other river in the region serves as evidence that no 
conflicts will occur.  On page 8 the EA admits that Alternative 4 “is designed to minimize 
conflict between anglers and boaters…”  Making a decision based on speculation that conflicts 
will arise is arbitrary and capricious.   
 
 Likewise the EA at least infers that allowing paddling to co-occur with angling will 
somehow impact the USFS goal: to “emphasize, protect and enhance optimal, year-round, high-
quality trout fishing.”  The USFS offers no data whatsoever that this is the case.  It has not been 
shown that paddling on the Upper Chattooga would impact the angling experience in any way.  
As the EA points out on page 95, “The [Whittaker and Shelby 2007] report … suggests that the 
highest quality fishing and boating generally occur in different parts of the hydrograph (the 
exception is bait fishing, which remains optimal through higher flows). The best fishing flows 
are not the best boating flows and vice versa.”  Thus, paddling will seldom if ever occur during 
“high quality” angling flow conditions based on the USFS’s own data.  A use that is not 
occurring during high quality angling times cannot possibly impact high quality angling.  
Furthermore, and perhaps most importantly, the EA offers no evidence that any impact would 
occur even if a paddler does float by an angler on the Upper Chattooga River.  
 





http://www.americanwhitewater.org/
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 The EA states that boating limits are required to minimize conflicts and protect high 
quality angling.  However, there are no conflicts to minimize, and no evidence that allowing 
paddling would impact high quality angling.  While the USFS may have the authority to zone 
uses, they must have justification for doing so and have exhausted other opportunities first (see 
the ROD for our appeal).10  In the EA, the USFS offers neither justification, nor evidence that 
other management techniques have been attempted – let alone exhausted. The entire premise of 
the boating closures throughout the EA is a construct based on no evidence and pure, biased 
speculation. 
   



O. The EA admits that managers created disagreements, and require boaters alone 
to pay for it 



 The EA makes the obvious finding that USFS managers have created the current 
disagreements and hard feelings about how the Chattooga should be managed.  By instituting a 
policy that gave privileged access to one user group while removing another they essentially 
created a microcosm of prejudice. The EA states: “As documented previously, boating has been 
absent on the upper Chattooga for 30 years and has created an expectation and experience unique 
to the upper Chattooga (no boating, outstanding trout fishing)…” (EA 101).  While managers 
have created this inequity, they seek now to maintain it rather than clean up their mess.  It was 
likely easier to keep schools segregated in the middle of the past century than to integrate them – 
but it was not the right thing to do.  Our nation is based on remedying past wrongs by restoring 
equity – even if it is difficult.  A US federal agency seeking to institutionalize bias is not 
acceptable. 
 



P. The Upper Chattooga is not a unique or outstanding natural trout fishery that 
rivals boating resources 



 The EA attempts on its first page to declare that the Chattooga River is an outstanding 
and unique trout fishing resource while boating is just something that used to happen.  Regarding 
angling, the Chattooga is managed more like a grocery store than a Wild and Scenic River, with 
over 70,000 exotic fish stocked annually for anglers to catch.  Without this artificial 
enhancement the river would just be a good stream to fish.  As it is, it is attractive largely 
because of the stocking program.  Even still, anglers do not rate the Upper Chattooga highly 
among local substitutes, which is a glaring omission from the EA’s glowing review of the 
angling resource.  In our appeal of the RLRMP we noted that:   
 



 “The Bixler Study, a survey of 202 members of the “Rabun” and 
“Chattooga” Chapters of Trout Unlimited, revealed that of the eighteen 
most common substitutes for the Chattooga River, eleven were rated as 
offering a better trout fishing experience than the Chattooga.  Statistically, 
four of the substitutes were significantly better.11  The study concludes 
that “the highest rated river was the Chestatee indicating that anglers rated 
the trout fishing experience better than the Chattooga National Wild and 
Scenic River.”  Furthermore, while the ROD/FEIS claims that “the section 
of river upstream of Highway 28 is considered to be the best trout fishing 
waters in South Carolina,” respondents to the Bixler Study disagreed with 
the statements: “the Chattooga is the best place for trout fishing,” that 



                                                 
10 See section IV.B.5 of our 2004 appeal of the RLRMP for additional discussion of why zoning is not justified on 
the Upper Chattooga.    
11  Bixler, R., Backlund, E.  2002.  Chattooga National Wild and Scenic River Trout Angler Substitution Study.  
Clemson University, Dept of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management.  46 
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“Trout fishing on the Chattooga is more important to me than trout fishing 
any other river,” and that “I get more satisfaction out of trout fishing the 
Chattooga than from trout fishing any other river.”   



 Thus the only empirical evidence relating to the importance of the upper Chattooga as an 
angling resource strongly disagrees with the EA’s premise, conclusions, and preferred 
alternative. The EA lacks even the most basic description of the Upper Chattooga River as a 
boating resource.  The reaches that the USFS allowed to be paddled during the one-time, two day 
assessment were rated very highly by paddlers, and all the same scenery and solitude 
opportunities appreciated by anglers are also appreciated by boaters.  Perhaps the main 
difference is that the experience of boaters is of a natural river, where as artificially stocked fish 
are critical to angler’s experiences.  The USFS has no basis to claim that the Upper Chattooga 
provides an angling experience that is any more unique, powerful, or important than a paddling 
experience.  To make such a claim – especially on page 1 - is inequitable and arbitrary and 
capricious.  It is not only offensive, it is wholly unsupported by the record. 
 



Q. The EA fails to consider the concept of resource substitutability, even though the 
USFS provided funding to study this concept amongst Trout Unlimited anglers and 
private boaters who recreate on the Chattooga River and the data are readily 
available 



The concept of recreation substitution is said to encompass activities, experiences, 
locations/resources, species, and temporal distributions (R. Manning, 1999)12.  In a study of 
anglers, Shelby and Vaske (1991)13 indicated that for resource managers, identifying resource 
substitutes is likely more helpful than identifying activity substitutes.  Thus, the USFS should 
consider the availability of resource substitutes for recreationalists when considering future 
management on the Upper Chattooga River.  
 



To more fully understand the concept of substitutability amongst frequent users of the 
Chattooga River, the USFS provided funding in 2001 to Clemson University Parks, Recreation, 
and Tourism (PRTM) Graduate Student Erik Backlund and PRTM faculty members William 
Hammitt and Robert Bixler.  This study examined Trout Unlimited (TU) Anglers from two local 
chapters, Rabin and Chattooga River (n=203), and private boaters on the lower Chattooga River 
(n=237) (Backlund, 200214; Bixler & Backlund, 200215).  These data have been made readily 
available to the public in the form of a graduate thesis (Backlund, 2002), activity report (Bixler 
& Backlund, 2002), conference proceedings (Hammitt, Backlund, & Bixler, 2004b)16, and 
several refereed journal articles (Backlund, Hammitt, & Bixler, 2006)17; Hammitt, Backlund, & 



                                                 
12 Manning, R. (1999). Studies in outdoor recreation: Search and research for satisfaction (2 ed.). Corvallis: Oregon 
State University Press. 
13 Shelby, B., & Vaske, J. (1991). Resource and activity substitutes for recreational salmon fishing in New Zealand. 
Leisure Sciences, 13, 21-32. 
14 Backlund, E. A. (2002). Resource substitutes, activity involvement, and place bonds of Chattooga National Wild 
and Scenic River trout anglers. Unpublished master's thesis, Clemson University, Clemson. 
15 Bixler, R. D., & Backlund, E. A. (2002). Activity or resource substitutes: Paddlers using the Chattooga River. 
Clemson: Clemson University. 
16 Hammitt, W. E., Backlund, E. A., & Bixler, R. D. (2004b). Stream attributes for selecting substitutable fishing 
resources. Paper presented at the Northeastern Recreation Research Symposium, Bolton Landing, New York. 
17 Backlund, E. A., Hammitt, W. E., & Bixler, R. D. (2006). Experience use history and relationships to the 
importance of substitute stream attributes. Human Dimensions of Wildlife, 11, 411-422. 
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Bixler, 2004a)18 however none of these valuable and telling empirical evaluations are mentioned 
in the EA.  
 



Of particular relevance to the current EA are the following data:  All respondents (anglers 
& boaters) were asked “how many other rivers would provide a similar experience as 
angling/boating the Chattooga?”  Respondents were required to write in an answer and then rate 
their choice on a scale of 1=not as good, 4=equivalent, 7=better.   
 



As evident in the below table (reproduced from Backlund, 2002; and from Bixler & 
Backlund, 2002), of the n=203 TU anglers sampled, eleven (11) specific southeastern streams 
were identified that respondents (TU)  felt exceeded the Chattooga in terms of substitutability as 
a fishing resource.  In other words, TU anglers identified 11 streams they felt exceeded the 
Chattooga as a trout fishing experience.  Of the 237 boaters surveyed, only two (2) streams, the 
Green and Talluah, were listed as ‘better’ substitutes for the Chattooga.   
 



The Tallulah River typically only has sufficient flow for ‘runs’ five weekends per year 
and in drought years sometimes not at all.  These data suggest that private boaters actually have 
far less substitutes for the Chattooga River than do TU anglers and that banning boaters from the 
upper river serves to only further to limit the availability of quality recreation resources for this 
recognized and lawful user group (G. Manning, 200519; Wild and Scenic Rivers Act," 197420; 
Wilderness Act," 196421). 
 
Table X.



Stream Mean SD
Chestatee 7.00 0.0
Esopus 6.50 0.7
Hazel Creek 6.00 1.0
Watagua 6.00 1.2
Deep Creek 5.00 1.4
Wilson Creek 5.00 1.4
Davidson 4.96 1.3
Tuckaseegee 4.64 1.7
Mills 4.60 1.5
Nantahala 4.47 1.2
Other 4.40 1.8
Little River 4.25 1.9



Green 4.11 1.6
Tallulah 4.25 1.2



1 1=not as good, 4=equivalent, 7=better



Anglers



Similarity Rating1



Rivers/Streams Indicated as Substitutes for the CNWSR; Mean Similarity 
Rating (only streams exceeding mean score of '4' are listed)



Boaters



 
 
 



                                                 
18 Hammitt, W. E., Backlund, E. A., & Bixler, R. D. (2004a). Experience use history, place bonding and resource 
substitution for trout anglers during recreation engagements. Journal of Leisure Research, 36(3), 356-378. 
19 Decision for appeal of the Sumter National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan revision (2005). 
20 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 16 USC 1271 - 1287 (1974) 
21 Wilderness Act, P.L. 88-577(1964) 
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Finally, the abovementioned empirical evidence directly counters the observation of 
Regional Forester Robert Jacobs who commented in the Record of Decision for the RLRMP that 
there are currently “adequate opportunities for (other) ‘creek boating’ experiences in the area” 
(Jacobs, January 2004, p. 13)22.  This report also demonstrates that there are not other adequate 
opportunities for creek boating in the area while adequate opportunities do exist for angling.   
 



R. The EA fails to consider the concept of place bonding, even though the USFS 
provided funding to study this concept amongst Trout Unlimited anglers and private 
boaters who recreate on the Chattooga River and the data are readily available. 



The idea that individuals develop emotional bonds to a ‘place’ (Tuan, 1977)23 has 
become a powerful tool for land managers in the planning and allocation of recreation resources.  
The notion of ‘place’ suggests that through repeated visits to an area or location, strong 
psychological bonds form from the person towards the place.  Research into the construct of 
place has shown individuals consider such resources as ‘the best place,’ the ‘only place,’ or ‘my 
favorite place’ to recreate (Hammitt, Backlund, & Bixler, 2004a24; Korpela, Hartig, Kaiser, & 
Fuhrer, 200125).  In the academic literature, the phenomenon of place goes by several names, 
perhaps the two most prominent descriptors are ‘place attachment,’ and ‘place belonging’ 
(Hammitt, Backlund, & Bixler, 200626; Williams, Patterson, Roggenbuck, & Watson, 199227).  
In the current controversy over the Chattooga River, it is easy to see how the various user groups 
have developed strong levels of attachment and belonging to the river and its corridor and why it 
is important to assess such levels of attachment.  It is equally important to recognize the impacts 
of denying this experience to some users.      
 



In 2001, Sumter National Forest provided funding to the Parks, Recreation and Tourism 
Management (PRTM) Department at Clemson University to assess levels of place bonding 
amongst Trout Unlimited (TU) anglers from the two local chapters, Rabun and Chattooga, and 
private boaters who utilize the river.  These data have been made readily available to the public 
in the form of a graduate thesis (Backlund, 200228), activity report (Bixler & Backlund, 2002)29, 
conference proceedings (Hammitt, Backlund, & Bixler, 2004b30; Vagias, Powell, & Hayne, 
200631), and several refereed journal articles (Backlund, Hammitt, & Bixler, 200632; Hammitt, et 



                                                 
22 Record of Decision; Environmental Impact Statement for the Sumter National Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan § 13 (January 2004). 
23 Tuan, Y. F. (1977). Space and Place. London, UK: Arnold. 
24Hammitt, W. E., Backlund, E. A., & Bixler, R. D. (2004a). Experience use history, place bonding and resource 
substitution for trout anglers during recreation engagements. Journal of Leisure Research, 36(3), 356-378. 
  
25Korpela, K. M., Hartig, T., Kaiser, F. G., & Fuhrer, U. (2001). Restorative experience and self-regulation in 
favorite places. Environment and Behavior, 33(572-589). 
26Hammitt, W. E., Backlund, E. A., & Bixler, R. D. (2006). Place bonding for recreational places: Conceptual and 
empirical development. Leisure Studies, 25(1), 17-41. 
27Williams, D., Patterson, M., Roggenbuck, J., & Watson, A. (1992). Beyond the commodity metaphor: Examining 
emotional and symbolic attachment to place. Leisure Sciences, 12, 29-46. 
28Backlund, E. A. (2002). Resource substitutes, activity involvement, and place bonds of Chattooga National Wild 
and Scenic River trout anglers. Unpublished master's thesis, Clemson University, Clemson. 
29Bixler, R. D., & Backlund, E. A. (2002). Activity or resource substitutes: Paddlers using the Chattooga River. 
Clemson: Clemson University. 
30 Hammitt, W. E., Backlund, E. A., & Bixler, R. D. (2004b). Stream attributes for selecting substitutable fishing 
resources. Paper presented at the Northeastern Recreation Research Symposium, Bolton Landing, New York. 
31 Vagias, W. M., Powell, R. B., & Hayne, L. T. (2006). Recreational use in the headwaters of the Chattooga River. 
Paper presented at the Northeastern Recreation Research Symposium, The Sagamore; Bolton Landing, NY. 
32Backlund, E. A., Hammitt, W. E., & Bixler, R. D. (2006). Experience use history and relationships to the 
importance of substitute stream attributes. Human Dimensions of Wildlife, 11, 411-422. 
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al., 2004a33, 200634) however none of these valuable and telling empirical evaluations are 
mentioned in the EA.  
 



Utilizing data from the Backlund (2002) masters thesis, Vagias, Powell, and Haynie 
(2006) directly examined levels of ‘place bonding’ amongst TU anglers (n=187) and private 
boaters (n=239)who had recently floated the Chattooga.  Bonding was operationalized according 
to Hammitt and Cole’s taxonomy of Recreational Place Bonding, conceptually presented in 
Figure 1. 
 



 
Figure 1 – Taxonomy of Place Bonding (Hammitt & Cole, 1998) 
 



Multiple items were written to assess each level of the taxonomy.  Each item was then 
scored on a Likert-type scale from 1=strongly disagree, 3=neutral, and  5=strongly agree (see 
Hammitt, et al., 2006 for complete treatment and development of items).   
 



Vagias, et. al. (2006) developed construct specific mean scores for each of the five 
subscales in the taxonomy.  T-test analyses, presented in Table 1 below, indicated highly 
statistically significant mean differences (p ≤ .001) between groups (TU Anglers and Boaters) at 
each level of the taxonomy.  Review of mean scores further illuminates that in every instance 
boaters have higher levels of bonding intensity and bonding character to the Chattooga River 
than TU Anglers.   
 



For example, on the ‘Place Dependence’ subscale, TU anglers had a mean score of 2.55 
(less than neutral, indicating the sample disagreed that they ‘depend’ on the resource), 
conversely, boaters scored a 3.53 (higher than neutral, indicating they agreed that they ‘depend’ 
on the river).  Example items measuring ‘place dependence’ read: “The Chattooga is the best 
place for trout fishing/whitewater boating” and “No other place can compare to the Chattooga for 
trout fishing/whitewater boating.”   
 
 



                                                 
33 Hammitt, W. E., Backlund, E. A., & Bixler, R. D. (2004a). Experience use history, place bonding and resource 
substitution for trout anglers during recreation engagements. Journal of Leisure Research, 36(3), 356-378. 
34Hammitt, W. E., Backlund, E. A., & Bixler, R. D. (2004b). Stream attributes for selecting substitutable fishing 
resources. Paper presented at the Northeastern Recreation Research Symposium, Bolton Landing, New York. 
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N Mean N Mean t df p
Place Familiarity * 187 3.48 235 4.29 -9.70 420 <.001
Place Belongingness * 188 3.53 238 4.16 -9.38 424 <.001
Place Identity * 188 3.51 237 4.16 -8.99 423 <.001
Place Dependence * 189 2.55 235 3.53 -12.66 422 <.001
Place Rootedness * 189 2.06 237 2.50 -6.29 424 <.001



     *p<.05



Table 1 - Place Bonds



TU Members Whitewater Boaters



 
 



In commenting on the potential reasons for these statistically significant discrepancies in 
scores, Vagias et. al. commented that “fishermen could fish other streams while the Chattooga is 
the only Wild and Scenic whitewater river in the Southeast for intermediate boaters.  Therefore 
this resource is not replaceable” (2006, p. 212).  Finally, it seems TU anglers are actually not all 
that dependent on the Chattooga as a trout fishery.   Consider the comments of Backlund, who 
stated (regarding place dependence) “a mean score of 2.55 with a standard deviation of .78 
suggests that the respondents are fairly place independent, that is, they do not totally rely on the 
CNWSR for trout angling” (2002, p.53). 
 



S. The USFS proposal to allow boating based on predictions of mean daily flow will 
not work.   



 USFS does not state how it intends to manage use, or expects paddlers to plan future trips 
based on a statistical analysis of past conditions?  Mean daily flow may make sense to analyze as 
an indicator of potential use based on past data, but it is unworkable and invalid as a 
management technique aimed at directly limiting future use.  As the EA acknowledges, the 
Upper Chattooga is extremely flashy and many boatable flows occur as spikes in the hydrograph.  
Paddlers cannot know, nor be expected to know, on Friday what the mean flow will be on 
Saturday.  When a paddler arrives at the put in, and finds a boatable flow, there is no rational 
way to know whether the river is legal to paddle under this alternative.  Are USFS staff members 
going to predict and publish flows every day?  How would they do so? Based on what standards 
of accountability?  The management problems and resulting questions are endless.  If the flow is 
at the target level a paddler should be able to launch regardless of the daily average.  Any limit 
based on flow, and none are justified, would have to be tied to real-time instantaneous stage at a 
gage that is readable both onsite and online in order for them to be even remotely workable. 
Regardless, no limits based on flow are needed, because flows alone act as indirect limits on use.  
 
V. Conclusion: 



 The EA does not comply with NEPA on very basic levels, and all alternatives violate the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the Wilderness Act.  The EA does not meet the mandate of the 
ROD for our appeal of the RLRMP, and is not, nor does it incorporate, a user capacity analysis.  
The EA is deeply biased and makes many massive leaps in logic with no supporting information.  
The EA follows closely in the footsteps of the discredited RLRMP in that it offers few facts, 
many opinions, much discussion, finds no significant impacts of allowing unlimited paddling, 
and then proposes to ban virtually all boating anyway.  Also like the RLRMP, the EA is not 
equitable in its treatment or proposed management of Wilderness compliant recreational uses.  
American Whitewater does not support the EA or its recommendations.   
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 Of the alternatives presented, Alternative 8 is the closest to a legal or equitable decision.  
Alternative 8 would be more acceptable and more legal if it allowed boating on the entire 
Chattooga River and its tributaries.  We have been proposing this alternative for several years, 
and the USFS has yet to analyze it.  We ask that the USFS adopt a nationally consistent 
management plan for the Chattooga for the first time ever and adopt a modified Alternative 8, 
which allows boating in the same locations, seasons, and amounts as all other existing uses, and 
protects public enjoyment of the entire Chattooga River.   
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September 13, 2007 
 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC AND FIRST CLASS MAIL 
 
Mr. John Cleeves 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Email: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us 
 
Re:  August 24, 2007 “NEPA Scoping Package” 



File Code 1920-2 
Upper Chattooga River Management 



 
Dear Mr. Cleeves: 
 



On August 14, 2007, the United States Forest Service (“USFS”) published a scoping 
letter containing a package of proposed management alternatives (“USFS Alternatives”) relating 
to the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River above Highway 28 (“Headwaters”). American 
Whitewater’s comments to the USFS Alternatives and scoping letter are enclosed herewith. 



Thank you for considering these comments. 



Sincerely, 
 



 
 
Kevin Colburn 
National Stewardship Director 
American Whitewater 
1035 Van Buren St. 
Missoula, MT 59802 
406-543-1802 
Kevin@amwhitewater.org 



 
cc: Mark Singleton, AW 
 Don Kinser, AW 
 Charlene Coleman, AW 
 Brian Jacobson, AW 
 Nathan Galbreath, Patton Boggs 
 Chuck Myers, USFS 
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I. Brief Background 



A. Pre-Administrative Appeal 



Critical to formulation and evaluation of these alternatives is the fact that the portion of 
the Chattooga River north of Highway 28 (the “Headwaters”) is part of the federally protected 
Wild and Scenic River System.  The Headwaters was protected in 1974 expressly because it 
provides unique and outstandingly remarkable opportunities for whitewater recreation.  In fact, 
the Congressional Wild and Scenic River study even found that the best way to see and 
experience the Headwaters is “from a boat,” and labeled Grimshawes Bridge as “the beginning 
of rafting water.” See figure 1. 



 



Figure 2 – USFS WSR Report:  Grimshawes Bridge, “Beginning of Rafting Water" 
 



Because whitewater boating was among the “Outstandingly Remarkable Values” that 
caused the Headwaters to be included in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System, federal law requires 
this administrative agency to “protect and enhance” hand-powered floating on the Headwaters. 



Nevertheless, in 1976 and 1985 the United States Forest Service (“USFS”) inexplicably 
banned all whitewater boating on the Chattooga Headwaters.35  Before the USFS banned 
paddling on the Headwaters in 1976, hand-powered floating had occurred without limitation on 
the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River for more than 200 years.  The reason for the 1976 and 1985 
bans remains a mystery.  The USFS itself recently attempted to uncover the basis for the 1976 
and 1985 bans.  However that attempt was unsuccessful because the historical records “failed to 
provide data or analysis.”36 



On January 30, 2004, Bob Jacobs, in his capacity as Regional Forester for the USFS’s 
Region Eight (Southern Region), published a Record of Decision, Final Environmental Impact 
                                                 
35 Ironically, just six years earlier, adjacent landowners and the USFS had launched in canoes to study the suitability 
of the Chattooga River for protection under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
36 From “Capacity and Conflict on the Upper Chattooga River” 2007, page 16. 
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Statement and Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the Sumter National Forest 
(the “ROD”).  Over the written objections of American Whitewater and more than 1000 private 
whitewater boaters, the ROD re-instituted a total ban on all canoeing, kayaking and rafting on 
the Headwaters—including the portion of the Headwaters flowing through the Ellicott Rock 
Wilderness, a spectacular natural wilderness that is also protected under the Wilderness Act for 
wilderness compliant uses like hand-powered floating. 



B. Administrative Appeal 



On April 15, 2004, American Whitewater administratively appealed a discrete portion of 
the ROD, known as “Issue 13,” which prohibited boating on the Headwaters. 



On April 28, 2005, Gloria Manning, as Reviewing Officer for the Chief of the USFS, 
issued an administrative appeal decision favorable to American Whitewater.  Reasoning that the 
ROD had demonstrated no basis for the floating ban, the administrative appeal decision 
“reversed” the discrete portion of the ROD that banned floating on the Headwaters, and ordered 
the USFS to conduct a “user capacity analysis” on the Headwaters.  The decision further ordered 
the Regional Forester to include whitewater boating in the study, and to issue a new ROD within 
two years. 



C. Post-Administrative Appeal 



In an effort to comply with the order to conduct a “user capacity analysis,” the USFS 
hired several outside consultants to conduct various analyses of the Headwaters corridor.  
Confusingly, the bulk of these “user capacity analysis” efforts have focused on issues other than 
whitewater boating, despite the limited focus of American Whitewater’s appeal.  For example, 
the USFS has expanded the scope of its analysis to include a variety of issues related to the 
Headwaters corridor generally, such as the location and condition of official and user-created 
trails and campsites, trash, parking, angling studies, woody debris and other general management 
issues.   



In addition, a portion of the “user capacity analysis” focused on a perceived “conflict” 
between boaters and anglers despite the fact that the relevant USFS studies found no empirical 
evidence of any such conflict.  Instead of simply restoring floating access for two or more years 
to determine whether any conflicts or capacity issues actually exist (as American Whitewater had 
recommended), the USFS has instead spent untold amounts of time and money hypothesizing 
about conflicts and capacity issues that “might” occur.   



Amazingly, out of more than 800 days of purportedly studying the Chattooga Headwaters 
in response to American Whitewater’s appeal of the boating ban, the USFS has only permitted 
(or studied) whitewater boating on the Headwaters on two days.  On January 5-6, 2007, the 
USFS conducted a boating trial to determine whether whitewater boating remains an 
outstandingly remarkable form of recreation on the Chattooga Headwaters.37  The results of that 
trial, as embodied in the relevant USFS study report, overwhelmingly confirm that whitewater 
                                                 
37 In connection with these comments, please consider the comments submitted by American Whitewater in 
connection with the USFS boating report, as well as the other American Whitewater comments referenced on 
Exhibit 2 hereto, which comments are incorporated herein for all purposes. 
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boating remains a viable, important and outstanding form of recreation on the Headwaters, and 
must therefore be protected and enhanced under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act38: 



• The Chattooga Cliffs Reach received an overall rating from paddlers of 6.4 on a 
scale of 1-7. 



o “The boaters found that the advantages of the Chattooga Cliffs reach 
include: incredible aesthetics, narrow canyon, waterfalls, challenging 
rapids, expedition-style boating more than a typical whitewater trip, and to 
be physically challenging.” 



o “The panel members stated there were no similar rivers with these 
characteristics in the region.” 



o “The boaters found Chattooga Cliffs to be a unique slot canyon.” 



• The Ellicott Rock Reach received an overall rating from paddlers of 6.7 on a scale 
of 1-7. 



o “The boaters stated that the advantages of the Ellicott Rock run included: 
lots of read-and-run Class 4 ledges and boulder gardens, continuous 
rapids, no portages required, few scouts, great scenery, available at a 
broad range of flows, and an easy shuttle … The boaters stated that overall 
the run is unique for its wilderness and other attributes…” 



• The Rock Gorge Reach received an overall rating from paddlers of 6.5 on a scale 
of 1-7. 



o “The boater panel characterized advantages of the Rock Gorge/Nicholson 
run at these flows to include: exploratory wilderness feel, safe, easy 
rescues, easy portages, and that the hydraulics were not very powerful.” 



o “The boater panel members stated that important attributes of the run 
include: wilderness setting, aesthetics, little evidence of visitor use, 
beautiful canyon walls/cliffs, length (long), remote feel, and easy access.” 



o “The boaters considered the reach to be a very unique run…” 



Restoration of boating access was also supported by the following conclusions reached 
by the boating study: 



• The entire Upper Chattooga River is safely navigable and boatable 



• The paddling experience provided by the Headwaters is truly outstanding and 
remarkable 



                                                 
38 Bulleted points from the: UPPER CHATTOOGA RIVER PHASE I DATA COLLECTION: EXPERT PANEL 
FIELD ASSESSMENT REPORT, February 2007, by Louis Berger Group. 
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• Existing river access is adequate to support public use, i.e. there is no need to 
create new parking, access points or trails to restore whitewater boating access 



• Boating use is anticipated to be minimal, especially relative to other uses 



• Boating use is anticipated to have no unique measurable impacts on the resource 



• Boating use will potentially overlap with other recreational use on less than 20% 
of days, while actual backcountry encounters will occur on vastly fewer days still, 
i.e., restoration of unlimited whitewater boating access would not change the 
status quo at all 292 of 365 days out of the year 



• On days with boatable flows, boaters are unlikely to see other users in the 
backcountry of the Headwaters, and other users are similarly unlikely to see 
boaters 



In short, the boating study concluded that there is absolutely no justification for limiting, 
much less prohibiting, boating on any section of the Chattooga Headwaters. 



D. USFS Alternatives 



Having decided that sufficient data had been collected to make a new management 
decision on whitewater boating, on August 14, 2007, the USFS published a scoping letter 
containing a package of proposed management alternatives (“USFS Alternatives”) relating to the 
Headwaters.  Notwithstanding that the boating trial unequivocally established that floating access 
remains a recreation value to be protected and enhanced on the Headwaters, five out of six 
proposed USFS Alternatives fail to protect or enhance whitewater boating. In fact, half of the 
alternatives (3 of 6) completely ban whitewater boating on all sections of the Headwaters, and 
two more completely ban boating on some sections of the Headwaters.  To make matters worse, 
the proposed USFS Alternatives confusingly intermingle a host of other complex management 
issues with no semblance of order.  For example, each of the six proposed USFS Alternatives 
attempts to tackle the issue of boating access along with the location and condition of official and 
user-created trails and campsites, trash, parking, woody debris, permitting for other recreation 
opportunities, and other management issues.  American Whitewater addresses these and other 
deficiencies below in its critique of the proposed USFS Alternatives. 



II. Critique of Proposed USFS Alternatives 



A. Problems Associated with all USFS Alternatives 



All of the proposed USFS Alternatives are deficient for the following reasons: 



1. All alternatives must protect and enhance whitewater boating 



Federal law requires the USFS to “protect and enhance” the values that caused the 
Chattooga Headwaters to be protected under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.  The USFS was 
deficient in complying with applicable law between 1976 and 2004 because, during that time 
period, it banned one of the very outstanding recreation opportunities it was required to protect 
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and enhance:  whitewater boating.  The USFS has now found that the reason it was deficient in 
complying with applicable law is unknown because the public record relating to management 
during that period is insufficient and the anecdotal evidence collected is conflicting and in many 
cases unreliable. 



Citing a handful of “unknowns,” such as possible problems with safety and 
solitude, the USFS again purported to ban boating on the headwaters in 2004.  However, in 2005, 
the USFS Chief reversed the 2004 boating ban, reasoning:    “After careful review of the record 
… I am reversing the Regional Forester’s decision to continue to exclude boating on the 
Chattooga WSR above Highway 28.  I find the Regional Forester does not provide an adequate 
basis for continuing the ban on boating above Highway 28.  Because the record provided to me 
does not contain the evidence to continue the boating ban, his decision is not consistent with the 
direction in Section 10(a) of the WSRA or Sections 2(a) and 4(b) of the Wilderness Act or 
agency regulations implementing these Acts.” 



More than two years and two million dollars later, the USFS has made two critical 
determinations related to boating:  (1) the USFS’s January 2007 boating trial confirmed what 
Congress knew in the early 1970’s:  whitewater boating remains a viable, important and 
outstanding recreation opportunity on the Chattooga Headwaters; and (2) there is no data 
indicating that any direct limits on whitewater boating are currently warranted (beyond general 
limits that might be placed on all users of the Headwaters corridor, such as group size and self-
registration permitting). 



Based upon the USFS’s own capacity analysis study, therefore, all alternatives 
relating to whitewater boating access must restore, protect and enhance whitewater boating on 
the Headwaters. 



 
2. Alternatives should recognize high use frontcountry areas and low use 



backcountry areas as different 



Several areas in the corridor have relatively high levels of use because of easy 
access, camping availability, and fisheries management designed to increase use.  The USFS 
should recognize that the management goals, user expectations, standards, and capacities in these 
locations are different than backcountry areas.  For example, visitors to a campground, bridge, or 
delayed harvest reach expect to see significantly more users than visitors to a backcountry area.  
We therefore propose that these higher use areas be delineated and managed differently than the 
rest of the corridor. 



We propose higher use “frontcountry” areas at: 



• Grimshawes Bridge, within the designated “Recreation” Wild and Scenic River 
Corridor; 



• Bullpen Bridge, within the designated “Scenic” Wild and Scenic River Corridor; 
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• Burrell’s Ford Bridge, within the designated “Scenic” Wild and Scenic River 
Corridor; and 



• Within the designated “recreation” Wild and Scenic River Corridor more 
commonly referred to as the “Delayed Harvest Reach,” ending at Highway 28. 



These zones would be managed in a manner consistent with management 
elsewhere of access areas, campgrounds, and natural attractions.  See Figure 2 below for a 
geographic representation of American Whitewater’s proposed Frontcountry and Backcounty 
areas: 
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3. Alternatives must include a range of use limits for all users 



Every USFS Alternative proposes inequitable limits on users without any basis.  
In fact, the USFS has not proposed a single alternative that treats whitewater boating as equal to 
all other wilderness compliant uses.  In USFS Alternatives 1-5 paddling is limited more than all 
other uses.  Even Alternative 6 limits group sizes for paddlers more than other users.  There is no 
basis in the record for this distinction.  Absent data demonstrating a need to directly limit a 
particular type of use, the USFS Chief has already directed the USFS to apply any use limits 
equitably among users:  “If it becomes necessary to limit use, ‘ensure that all potential users have 
a fair and equitable chance to obtain access to the [Headwaters]’.”  The USFS Chief also 
instructed the USFS as follows: 



While there are multiple references in the record to resource 
impacts and decreasing solitude, these concerns apply to all users 
and do not provide the basis for excluding boaters without any 
limits on other users. 



Therefore the manner in which the USFS Alternatives discriminatorily treat 
boating is inconsistent with the direction of the USFS Chief and is inconsistent with the federal 
law cited in the USFS Chief’s administrative appeal decision on this matter. Based upon the 
results of the Boating Study, boating is unquestionably an outstanding recreational use of the 
Headwaters that must be protected and enhanced.     



4. Alternatives must be based on a capacity for all users and/or individual 
uses 



How many anglers, hikers, boaters, campers, and swimmers are too many?  
Unless there are too many present, use should not be limited.  Period.  This core principal of 
recreational management is totally lost in the USFS Alternatives.  Each alternative should clearly 
state capacities designed to provide different types of experiences, and propose actions for if and 
when those capacities are exceeded.  The USFS Chief has also directed the USFS in this process 
to comply with the following USFS regulations: “limitation and distribution of visitor use should 
be based on “periodic estimates of capacity in the forest plan” (FSM 2323.14).” 



5. Alternatives must include indirect limits prior to direct limits 



USFS policy is clear that indirect measures of limiting use should be implemented 
prior to implementing direct measures.  The USFS Chief has expressly instructed the USFS in 
this process as follows: “Agency policy for wilderness echoes law and policy relative to 
maximizing visitor freedom, directing that ‘direct controls and restrictions’ be minimized, and 
that controls are to be applied only as necessary to protect the wilderness resource after indirect 
measures have failed (FSM 2323.12).” 



6. Alternatives, to the extent they address angling, must address stocking 



The Integrated Report notes that over 70,000 exotic fish are stocked into the 
Chattooga River each year for recreational purposes, mostly in the Headwaters.  This activity has 
been proven to have significant ecological impacts, as noted in our Comments on the Integrated 
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Report.  The USFS cannot ignore this significant impact.  There should be a range of alternatives 
regarding stocking, and the impacts of continued stocking should be assessed as part of every 
such alternative.  The analysis must include the direct ecological impacts of stocking as well as 
the ecological and social impacts that result from increased recreational angling use caused by 
stocking. 



7. Alternatives should consider impacts of management decisions on 
recreationists, equally with impacts those recreationists may have on one 
another 



Imposing harsh limits on recreationists dramatically impacts those users.  
Paddlers’ protected solitude and experience on the Upper Chattooga have been completely 
eliminated for more than thirty years.  The proposed USFS Alternatives fail to adequately weigh 
the severity of total elimination of a protected use (on any portion of the Headwaters corridor) 
against the alleged impacts of that use on other users. 



B. Problems Associated with Specific USFS Alternatives 



1. Deficiencies in USFS Alternative #1 (No-action alternative) 



While the USFS may feel compelled to always include a “no-action” alternative 
in its NEPA processes, the USFS Alternative #1 is nevertheless unacceptable here because: 



• It violates applicable law.  As set forth in the USFS Chief’s decision:  
“the Regional Forester’s decision to continue to exclude boating on the 
Chattooga WSR above Highway 28 ….  is not consistent with the 
direction in Section 10(a) of the WSRA or Sections 2(a) and 4(b) of 
the Wilderness Act or agency regulations implementing these Acts.” 



• The alternative will not support the USFS’s stated desired conditions.  
By banning one of the primary intended recreational uses, the 
recreation ORV is not protected or enhanced.  By eliminating all 
ORV’s in the upper 1.7 miles of the river the ORV’s are not protected.  
By eliminating boating, boaters’ personal sense of solitude away from 
modern life is eliminated.  The solitude felt while floating down a river 
is special and unique for those who seek it out.  This alternative has 
NO protections for solitude because it has no encounter standards, 
monitoring, or controls.  There is NO evidence that the presence of 
paddlers will significantly impact the solitude of other users in any 
unique way, and an overwhelming body of evidence that paddlers will 
not significantly or uniquely impact the solitude of others.  The USFS 
does not provide a wilderness experience for paddlers – whose true 
Wilderness experience can only be achieved in a boat, through one of 
the most low-impact and intimate ways of interacting with nature.  The 
USFS does not provide a true Wilderness experience for any users 
because boating is a core part of Wilderness where it is possible.  The 
alternative fails to limit or monitor use to assure that Wilderness 
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encounter standards are maintained.  This alternative has had proven 
detrimental effects to the scenery and setting including trash, huge 
campsites, erosion, user created trails, tree damage, riparian trampling, 
and the artificial stocking.  This alternative has proven inadequate at 
protecting the natural resources that make this place special.  Nothing 
in this alternative protects any of the desired conditions in the 
uppermost 1.7 miles of the corridor.39 



• It confuses the issue of restoring boating access by including a random 
assortment of other management issues. 



• Alternative 1 has prevented multiple generations from experiencing 
the Chattooga River from their canoes, kayaks and rafts.  This 
management has had a devastating effect on Chattooga River paddlers 
– resulting in a 100% elimination of their experience for more than 
three decades.  While existing users of the upper Chattooga River have 
had no limits imposed on their activities whatsoever – boating has 
been totally excluded.  There is no basis for a capacity of zero paddlers 
on any or all sections of the upper Chattooga. 



• Alternative 1 has resulted in a 12+ year conflict over the issue, and 
created one of the most contentious and costly river recreation 
management issues in history.  Alternative 1 has failed every day for 
over 31 years. 



• Alternative 1 fails to provide capacities for total use, capacities for all 
individual uses, or standards on which management actions will be 
based.  Under Alternative 1, hiking, angling, and swimming could 
occur in vast numbers with no management triggers designed to 
protect the river or the recreational experience it provides.  Without 
capacities and standards, Alternative 1 provides no guarantee of 
protection of the Chattooga’s ORV’s—and completely eliminates one 
of them (whitewater boating recreation). 



• Alternative 1 fails to limit or treat wilderness compliant uses equitably 
as required by the USFS Chief’s appeal decision. 



                                                 
39 “Throughout this process, the public has expressed agreement on their desire to protect and 



enhance the outstandingly remarkable values of the Chattooga River (geology, biology, 
scenery, recreation and history); maintain a sense of solitude away from modern life; offer a 
remote wilderness experience; preserve the spectacular scenery and setting; and protect the 
natural resources of the upper section of the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River that make this 
area a special and unique place. In the NEPA process, these goals collectively are called a 
“desired condition.”  USFS Scoping Package, file code 1920-2 
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• Alternative 1 fails to “maximize visitor freedom in wilderness” as 
USFS policy demands.  A ban on boating is the polar opposite of 
maximizing freedom. 



• Alternative 1 fails to implement indirect use limitations prior to 
implementing the harshest possible direct limit on a single user group. 



• Alternative 1 fails to protect any Outstanding Remarkable Values of 
the uppermost 1.7 miles of the Chattooga River.  By banning boating, 
the alternative eliminates what may be the only option for protecting 
and enhancing recreation – or any ORV - in this reach because 
recreationists can only enjoy most of this reach by boat due to private 
property and geographic impediments.  We remind the USFS that the 
Wild and Scenic studies and the congressional intent behind 
designation clearly intended that Grimshawes Bridge be the put-in for 
floating down the Chattooga River below that point.  Figure 1, from 
the original USFS WSR studies reflects that fact.  Alternative 1 thus 
fails to follow the congressional intent of designation and the USFS’s 
own description of the “recreation” ORV in this “recreation” 
designated river reach.40  The USFS has the authority and many would 
argue the obligation to protect the scenic (i.e., riparian areas and other 
viewshed areas), water quality, and biophysical conditions in this 
reach. 



• Alternative 1 is unnecessarily divisive in that it maintains gross 
inequities and entitlements. 



• Alternative 1 fails to manage frontcountry and backcountry areas 
differently, with the exception of one small frontcountry location.  The 
biophysical threats, acceptable biophysical conditions, encounter 
standards, and management activities differ between designated 
Wilderness, frontcountry areas, recreation river sections, and wild 
river sections. 



• Alternative 1 is deficient for the reasons set forth in the section above 
entitled “Problems associated with all proposed USFS Alternatives.” 



                                                 
40 See also “In the management of the Chattooga River as a unit of the National Wild and Scenic River System, one 
objective will be to provide a recreation experience where a feeling of adventure, challenge, and physical 
achievement is dominant.  In addition a maximum of outdoor skills, without comfort or convenience facilities will 
be provided.  To provide this experience, river access will be primarily by trail, including canoe launch sites.  
Only three points will have road access—Grimshawes Bridge, Highway 28 bridge, and Highway 76 Bridge” 
emphasis added, from: USDA Forest Service—Southern Region.  (1971). Chattooga River as a Wild and Scenic 
River. 
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2. Deficiencies in USFS Alternative #2 



Alternative 2 is the only alternative that includes an actual standard that 
presumably reflects some concept of capacity.  However, the 3 encounters per day standard is 
highly limiting and would trigger an all-user permit system almost immediately, especially if it 
was applied strictly on every day of the year.  In theory this is a worthwhile concept to analyze, 
however there are significant problems with this alternative that render it unacceptable.  
Specifically: 



• It violates applicable law.  As set forth in the USFS Chief’s decision:  
“the Regional Forester’s decision to continue to exclude boating on the 
Chattooga WSR above Highway 28 ….  is not consistent with the 
direction in Section 10(a) of the WSRA or Sections 2(a) and 4(b) of 
the Wilderness Act or agency regulations implementing these Acts.” 



• The alternative will not support the USFS’s stated desired conditions.  
By banning one of the primary intended recreational uses, the 
recreation ORV is not protected or enhanced.  By eliminating all 
ORV’s in the upper 1.7 miles of the river the ORV’s are not protected.  
By eliminating boating, boaters’ personal sense of solitude away from 
modern life is eliminated.  The solitude felt while floating down a river 
is special and unique for those who seek it out.  There is NO evidence 
that the presence of paddlers will significantly impact the solitude of 
other users in any unique way, and an overwhelming body of evidence 
that paddlers will not significantly or uniquely impact the solitude of 
others.  The USFS does not provide a wilderness experience for 
paddlers – whose true Wilderness experience can only be achieved in a 
boat, through one of the most low-impact and intimate ways of 
interacting with nature.  The USFS does not provide a true Wilderness 
experience for any users because boating is a core part of Wilderness 
where it is possible.   



• It confuses the issue of restoring boating access by including a random 
assortment of other management issues. 



• Alternative 2 provides no boating opportunities on the Upper 
Chattooga.  This management alternative would have a devastating 
effect on Chattooga River paddlers – resulting in a 100% elimination 
of their experience. There is no basis for a capacity of zero paddlers on 
any or all sections of the upper Chattooga. 



• Alternative 2 would continue the 12+ year conflict over the ability of 
citizens to float the river, and one of the most contentious and costly 
river recreation management issues in history. 



• Alternative 2 fails to limit or treat wilderness compliant uses equitably 
as is required by the binding and relevant Record of Decision. 
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• Alternative 2 fails to “maximize visitor freedom in wilderness” as 
USFS policy demands.  A ban on boating is the polar opposite of 
maximizing freedom. 



• Alternative 2 fails to implement indirect use limitations prior to 
implementing the harshest possible direct limit on paddlers and other 
direct limits on other users. 



• Alternative 2 fails to protect any Outstanding Remarkable Values of 
the uppermost 1.7 miles of the Chattooga River.  By banning boating, 
the alternative eliminates what may be the only option for protecting 
and enhancing recreation in this reach because recreationists can only 
enjoy most of this reach by boat due to private property and 
geographic impediments.  We remind the USFS that the Wild and 
Scenic studies and the congressional intent behind designation (see 
figure 1) clearly intended that Grimshawes Bridge be the put-in for 
floating down the Chattooga River below that point.41  Alternative 2 
thus fails to follow the congressional intent of designation and the 
USFS’s own description of the “recreation” ORV in this “recreation” 
designated river reach. The USFS has the authority and many would 
argue the obligation to protect the scenic (i.e., riparian areas and other 
viewshed areas), water quality, and biophysical conditions in this 
reach. 



• Alternative 2 is unnecessarily divisive in that it maintains gross 
inequities and entitlements. 



• Alternative 2 fails to manage frontcountry and backcountry areas 
differently, with the exception of one small frontcountry location.  The 
biophysical threats, acceptable biophysical conditions, encounter 
standards, and management activities differ between designated 
Wilderness, frontcountry areas, recreation river sections, and wild 
river sections. 



• We are unsure of what “enhance woody debris recruitment” means 
specifically, however such a management objective could have 
significant negative ecological and recreational impacts.  Active 
falling of trees into the river would damage vital riparian function, 
create stream bank erosion, threaten nearby trees to wind-throw and 



                                                 
41 See also “In the management of the Chattooga River as a unit of the National Wild and Scenic River System, one 
objective will be to provide a recreation experience where a feeling of adventure, challenge, and physical 
achievement is dominant.  In addition a maximum of outdoor skills, without comfort or convenience facilities will 
be provided.  To provide this experience, river access will be primarily by trail, including canoe launch sites.  
Only three points will have road access—Grimshawes Bridge, Highway 28 bridge, and Highway 76 Bridge” 
emphasis added, from: USDA Forest Service—Southern Region.  (1971). Chattooga River as a Wild and Scenic 
River. 
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destabilization of roots, and leave unaesthetic stumps and cut logs in 
what should be a natural appearing stream.  Use of chainsaws or other 
motorized equipment should not take place in the backcountry.  Trees 
fallen intentionally into the river would also pose a serious risk of 
death to generations of anglers, swimmers, hikers, and boaters.  We 
support the natural process of trees entering and exiting the river.  We 
cannot support the unnatural addition of wood by human action to a 
fully functional, natural bedrock and boulder controlled channel with 
ample complexity and habitat. 



• Alternative 2 is barely an alternative at all since the only other option 
is unlimited use by all non-paddler recreationists.  If the USFS is going 
to analyze a standard of 3 encounters per day, they must also analyze a 
range of standards that should include at least standards of 6 and 10 
encounters. 



• We fully support the registration of all users in the W&S corridor.  
This information will be critical in future management decisions. 



• We are not opposed to closing parking lots in the corridor although we 
see little need or value in doing so, except as a passive measure to 
limit use naturally. 



• While Alternative 2 is aimed at limiting encounters, it also takes the 
same biophysical measures as Alternative 3 and others.  Alternatives 
should be different. 



• Alternative 2 is also deficient because the reasons set forth in the 
section above entitled “Problems associated with all proposed USFS 
Alternatives.” 



3. Deficiencies in USFS Alternative #3 



This is a radically flawed alternative.  Alternative 3’s stated objective is to 
manage biophysical impacts, yet bans floating in the entire river while allowing all other uses to 
go unlimited and unchecked.  This runs counter to all reason and counter to the record.42  How 
does banning the lowest impact and smallest use while allowing all other uses to exist unlimited 
and untracked lead to strong biophysical protection? 



Camping is unlimited yet has demonstrated biophysical impacts noted throughout 
the IR including ground clearing, vegetation damage, fire risk, soil compaction, erosion, human 
waste, wildlife attraction, and wildlife disturbance. 



Hiking and angling are unlimited yet have demonstrated biophysical impacts 
including vegetation damage, riparian area clearing, soil compaction, user created trail creation, 
                                                 
42 The USFS Integrated Report (i.e. Capacity and Conflict on the Upper Chattooga River) states on page 57 that “It 
is relatively rare (because it is usually less effective) to address biophysical impacts through use limits.” 
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erosion, human waste, wildlife attraction, and wildlife disturbance.  Furthermore, angling use is 
encouraged and enhanced through stocking of 70,000 exotic fish which likely have an enormous 
biophysical impact in and of themselves. 



Yet, somehow, this alternative limits only floating use which has so little 
biophysical impact that it is anticipated to be scarcely measurable. 



In addition, Alternative 3 is deficient because: 



• It violates applicable law.  As set forth in the USFS Chief’s decision:  “the 
Regional Forester’s decision to continue to exclude boating on the 
Chattooga WSR above Highway 28 ….  is not consistent with the 
direction in Section 10(a) of the WSRA or Sections 2(a) and 4(b) of the 
Wilderness Act or agency regulations implementing these Acts.” 



• Alternative 3 provides no boating opportunities on the Upper Chattooga.  
This management alternative would have a devastating effect on 
Chattooga River paddlers – resulting in a 100% elimination of their 
experience.  There is no basis for a capacity of zero paddlers on any or all 
sections of the upper Chattooga. 



• The alternative will not support the USFS’s stated desired conditions.  By 
banning one of the primary intended recreational uses, the recreation ORV 
is not protected or enhanced.  By eliminating all ORV’s in the upper 1.7 
miles of the river the ORV’s are not protected.  By eliminating boating, 
boaters’ personal sense of solitude away from modern life is eliminated.  
The solitude felt while floating down a river is special and unique for 
those who seek it out.  This alternative has NO protections for solitude 
because it has no encounter standards, monitoring, or controls.  There is 
NO evidence that the presence of paddlers will significantly impact the 
solitude of other users in any unique way, and an overwhelming body of 
evidence that paddlers will not significantly or uniquely impact the 
solitude of others.  The USFS does not provide a wilderness experience 
for paddlers – whose true Wilderness experience can only be achieved in a 
boat, through one of the most low-impact and intimate ways of interacting 
with nature.  The USFS does not provide a true Wilderness experience for 
any users because boating is a core part of Wilderness where it is possible.  
The alternative fails to limit or monitor use to assure that Wilderness 
encounter standards are maintained.   



• Alternative 3 would continue the 12+ year conflict over the ability of 
citizens to float the river, and one of the most contentious and costly river 
recreation management issues in history. 



• It confuses the issue of restoring boating access by including a random 
assortment of other management issues. 
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• Alternative 3 has no physical carrying capacity or standards for any user 
group and is therefore flawed. 



• Alternative 3 fails to limit or treat wilderness compliant uses equitably as 
is required by the binding and relevant Record of Decision. 



• Alternative 3 fails to “maximize visitor freedom in wilderness” as USFS 
policy demands.  A ban on boating is the polar opposite of maximizing 
freedom. 



• Alternative 3 does not track use to determine trends and therefore leaves 
biophysical resources at risk of overuse. 



• Alternative 3 fails to implement indirect use limitations prior to 
implementing the harshest possible direct limit on paddlers. 



• Alternative 3 fails to protect any Outstanding Remarkable Values of the 
uppermost 1.7 miles of the Chattooga River (including biophysical 
conditions).  The USFS has the authority and obligation to protect the 
scenic (i.e., riparian areas and other viewshed areas), water quality, and 
biophysical conditions in this reach. 



• Alternative 3 is unnecessarily divisive in that it maintains gross inequities 
and entitlements. 



• Alternative 3 fails to manage frontcountry and backcountry areas 
differently, with the exception of one small frontcountry location.  The 
biophysical threats, acceptable biophysical conditions, and management 
activities differ between designated Wilderness, frontcountry areas, 
recreation river sections, and wild river sections.  This should be factored 
into any alternative. 



• We are unsure of what “enhance woody debris recruitment” means as 
referenced in Alternative 3, however this alternative element could have 
significant ecological and recreational impacts.  Active falling of trees into 
the river would damage vital riparian function, create stream bank erosion, 
threaten nearby trees to wind-throw and destabilization of roots, and leave 
unaesthetic stumps and cut logs in what should be a natural appearing 
stream.  Use of chainsaws or other motorized equipment should not take 
place in the backcountry.  Trees fallen intentionally into the river would 
also pose a serious risk of death to generations of anglers, swimmers, 
hikers, and boaters.  While we support the natural process of trees entering 
and exiting the river, we cannot support addition of wood to a functional, 
natural, and largely bedrock and boulder controlled channel with ample 
complexity and habitat. 
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• Alternative 3 is also deficient for the reasons set forth in the section above 
entitled “Problems associated with all proposed USFS Alternatives.” 



4. Deficiencies in USFS Alternative #4 



• It violates applicable law.  As set forth in the USFS Chief’s decision:  
“the Regional Forester’s decision to continue to exclude boating on a 
portion of the Chattooga WSR above Highway 28 …. is not consistent 
with the direction in Section 10(a) of the WSRA or Sections 2(a) and 
4(b) of the Wilderness Act or agency regulations implementing these 
Acts.” 



• This alternative totally bans boating on the Rock Gorge, Delayed 
Harvest, and private reaches – making it wholly unacceptable.  There 
is no justification for these boating bans whatsoever, and no evidence 
that there is a zero capacity for recreational boating on these reaches. 



• The alternative will not support the USFS’s stated desired conditions.  
By banning one of the primary intended recreational uses on several 
sections and on most days, the recreation ORV is not protected or 
enhanced.  By eliminating all ORV’s in the upper 1.7 miles of the river 
the ORV’s are not protected.  By eliminating boating, boaters’ 
personal sense of solitude away from modern life is eliminated.  The 
solitude felt while floating down a river is special and unique for those 
who seek it out.  This alternative has NO protections for solitude 
because it has no encounter standards, monitoring, or controls.  There 
is NO evidence that the presence of paddlers will significantly impact 
the solitude of other users in any unique way, and an overwhelming 
body of evidence that paddlers will not significantly or uniquely 
impact the solitude of others.  The USFS does not provide an adequate 
wilderness experience for paddlers – whose true Wilderness 
experience can only be achieved in a boat, at flows and seasons of 
their choosing, through one of the most low-impact and intimate ways 
of interacting with nature.  The USFS does not provide a true 
Wilderness experience for any users because boating is a core part of 
Wilderness where it is possible.  The alternative fails to limit or 
monitor use to assure that Wilderness encounter standards are 
maintained. Nothing in this alternative protects any of the desired 
conditions in the uppermost 1.7 miles of the corridor. 



• Alternative 4 would continue the 12+ year conflict over the ability of 
citizens to float the river, and one of the most contentious and costly 
river recreation management issues in history. 



• Alternative 4 has no physical carrying capacity or standards for any 
user group, except group size for paddlers on 2 of 5 reaches, and is 
therefore flawed. 
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• It confuses the issue of restoring boating access by including a random 
assortment of other management issues. 



• Alternative 4 fails to limit or treat wilderness compliant uses equitably. 



• Seasonal and water level based closures on this section do not 
“maximize visitor freedom” as should occur in wilderness areas. 



• Alternative 4 fails to implement indirect use limitations prior to 
implementing harsh direct limits on paddlers. 



• Alternative 4 fails to protect any Outstanding Remarkable Values of 
the uppermost 1.7 miles of the Chattooga River.  By banning boating, 
the alternative eliminates what may be the only option for protecting 
and enhancing recreation – or any ORV - in this reach because 
recreationists can only enjoy most of this reach by boat due to private 
property and geographic impediments.  We remind the USFS that the 
Wild and Scenic studies and the congressional intent behind 
designation clearly intended that Grimshawes Bridge be the put-in for 
floating down the Chattooga River below that point.  Figure 1, from 
the original USFS WSR studies reflects that fact.  Alternative 4 thus 
fails to follow the congressional intent of designation and the USFS’s 
own description of the “recreation” ORV in this “recreation” 
designated river reach.  The USFS has the authority and many would 
argue the obligation to protect the scenic (i.e., riparian areas and other 
viewshed areas), water quality, and biophysical conditions in this 
reach. 



• Alternative 4 is unnecessarily divisive in that it maintains gross 
inequities and entitlements. 



• Alternative 4 fails to manage frontcountry and backcountry areas 
differently.  The biophysical threats, acceptable biophysical 
conditions, and management activities differ between designated 
Wilderness, frontcountry areas, recreation river sections, and wild 
river sections.  This should be factored into any alternative. 



• Alternative 4 limits boating to single capacity craft.  The USFS has no 
information that indicates tandem canoes, tandem inflatable kayaks, or 
2-4 person rafts are unacceptable on these reaches.  This limit is 
arbitrary. 



• Alternatives 4 and 5 limit paddling to four groups per day.  The only 
other alternative is zero groups per day.  We expect a broader range of 
group numbers for analysis. 
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• This alternative limits floating to only December through March in the 
Ellicott Rock section.  This limit is without basis.  It does not prevent 
overlap with other in-stream river users, and forces paddlers to only 
enjoy the river on relatively cold, short days. 



• This alternative limits paddling the Ellicott Rock section to above 400 
cfs at Burrell’s Ford.  This limit totally eliminates significant boating 
opportunities without basis, and forces paddlers to explore a river 
under unnatural constraints that may reduce personal safety. 



• The alternatives state that group number will be managed through 
“self-registration only until records indicate the maximum number of 
groups is exceeding four; then permits in advance.”  The alternative 
fails to mention the number of days per year on which groups exceed 
four that will actually trigger permits.  1 day per year, 20 days per 
year, 20 days per year for 3 consecutive years? 



• This alternative has a trigger for permits to be required, however offers 
no details on these permits.  We are aware of no other permit system 
on a small flashy headwater creek run – and cannot envision one that 
would not result in lost paddling opportunities purely due to delays 
within the system.  The alternative should describe this in greater 
detail. 



• This alternative includes “limited wood removal.”  We are unsure of 
what this means but we are concerned.  There are ways of responsibly 
managing wood in rivers to support ecological and recreational values 
but they are not captured under the title “limited wood removal.”  We 
would prefer that two wood alternatives be analyzed, 1) allow natural 
processes to manage wood (prohibit removal and additions), and 2) 
actively manage wood to protect and enhance ecological and 
recreational values.  Boating does not require wood removal and 
alternatives should not infer this. 



• Alternatives that allow boating should acknowledge that portaging and 
scouting may occur in some predictable locations.  In these locations, 
the IR confirms that boaters only exited the river channel once during 
the expert panel study, and predicts that less than 500 feet of trail 
would be necessary to support paddling. 



• Alternative 4’s stated objective is to manage biophysical impacts, yet 
bans floating on three river reaches while allowing all other uses to go 
unlimited.  This runs counter to all reason.  Camping is unlimited yet 
has demonstrated biophysical impacts noted throughout the IR 
including ground clearing, vegetation damage, fire risk, soil 
compaction, erosion, human waste, wildlife attraction, and wildlife 
disturbance.  Hiking and angling is unlimited yet have demonstrated 
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biophysical impacts including vegetation damage, riparian area 
clearing, soil compaction, user created trail creation, erosion, human 
waste, wildlife attraction, and wildlife disturbance.  Angling is 
enhanced through stocking of 70,000 exotic fish which likely has an 
enormous biophysical impact.  Yet, somehow, this alternative limits 
only floating which has so little biophysical impact that it is 
anticipated to not even be measurable.  This is a radically flawed 
alternative.  How does banning the lowest impact and smallest use 
while allowing all other uses to exist unlimited and untracked lead to 
strong biophysical protection?  How is the paddling ban part of this 
alternative?  There is simply no logical rationale for including a 
boating ban in this alternative. 



• Alternative 4 would allow some reaches to be floated but would 
prohibit a complete run of the entire Chattooga River which is a 
unique 50+ mile multi-day paddling opportunity that is possible 
nowhere else in the region. 



• We fully support the registration of all users in the W&S corridor.  
This information will be critical in future management decisions. 



• Alternative 4 is also deficient for the reasons set forth in the section 
above entitled “Problems associated with all proposed USFS 
Alternatives.” 



5. Deficiencies in USFS Alternative #5 



• It violates applicable law.  As set forth in the USFS Chief’s decision:  
“the Regional Forester’s decision to continue to exclude boating on a 
portion of the Chattooga WSR above Highway 28 ….  is not consistent 
with the direction in Section 10(a) of the WSRA or Sections 2(a) and 
4(b) of the Wilderness Act or agency regulations implementing these 
Acts.” 



• It confuses the issue of restoring boating access by including a random 
assortment of other management issues. 



• We are aware of no reason to ban floating below Lick Log Creek, 
especially given that congress clearly intended for this use to be 
protected and enhanced. 



• The alternative will not support the USFS’s stated desired conditions.  
By banning on one reach and at some flows throughout the river, one 
of the primary intended recreational uses, the recreation ORV is not 
protected or enhanced.  By eliminating all ORV’s except recreation in 
the upper 1.7 miles of the river the ORV’s are not protected.  By 
eliminating the freedom of paddlers to select their own preferred 
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flows, their Wilderness experience is damaged.  By eliminating 
boating on one reach, boaters’ personal sense of solitude away from 
modern life is eliminated from that reach.  The solitude felt while 
floating down a river is special and unique for those who seek it out.  
This alternative has NO protections for solitude because it has no 
encounter standards, monitoring, or controls for users.  There is NO 
evidence that the presence of paddlers will significantly impact the 
solitude of other users in any unique way, and an overwhelming body 
of evidence that paddlers will not significantly or uniquely impact the 
solitude of others.  The alternative fails to limit or monitor use to 
assure that Wilderness encounter standards are maintained.   



• Alternative 5 would continue the 12+ year conflict over the ability of 
citizens to float the river, and one of the most contentious and costly 
river recreation management issues in history. 



• Alternative 5 has no physical carrying capacity or standards for any 
user group, except group numbers for paddlers on 2 of 5 reaches, and 
is therefore flawed. 



• Alternative 5 fails to limit or treat wilderness compliant uses equitably 
as is required by the binding and relevant Record of Decision. 



• Alternative 5 fails to implement indirect use limitations prior to 
implementing the harsh direct limits on paddlers. 



• Alternative 5 does protect a portion of one Outstanding Remarkable 
Value of the uppermost 2 miles of the Chattooga River.  We remind 
the USFS that the Wild and Scenic studies and the congressional intent 
behind designation clearly intended that Grimshaw’s Bridge be the 
put-in for floating down the Chattooga River below that point.  
Alternative 5 thus partially follows the congressional intent of 
designation and the USFS’s own description of the “recreation” ORV 
in this “recreation” designated river reach. 



• Alternative 5 is unnecessarily divisive in that it maintains gross 
inequities and entitlements. 



• Alternative 5 fails to manage frontcountry and backcountry areas 
differently.  The biophysical threats, acceptable biophysical 
conditions, and management activities differ between designated 
Wilderness, frontcountry areas, recreation river sections, and wild 
river sections.  This should be factored into any alternative. 



• Alternative 5 limits boating to single capacity craft.  The USFS has no 
information that indicates tandem canoes, tandem inflatable kayaks, or 
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2-4 person rafts are unacceptable on these reaches.  This limit is 
arbitrary. 



• Alternatives 4 and 5 limit paddling to four groups per day.  The only 
other alternative is zero groups per day.  We expect a broader range of 
group numbers for analysis. 



• This alternative limits paddling the river to above 350 cfs at Burrell’s 
Ford.  This limit totally eliminates significant boating opportunities 
without basis, and forces paddlers to explore a river under unnatural 
constraints that may reduce personal safety. 



• The alternatives state that group number will be managed through 
“self-registration only until records indicate the maximum number of 
groups is exceeding four; then permits in advance.”  The alternative 
fails to mention the number of days per year on which groups exceed 
four that will actually trigger permits.  1 day per year, 20 days per 
year, 20 days per year for 3 consecutive years? 



• This alternative has a trigger for permits to be required, however offers 
no details on these permits.  We are aware of no other permit system 
on a small flashy headwater creek run – and cannot envision one that 
would not result in lost paddling opportunities purely due to delays 
within the system.  The alternative should describe this in greater 
detail. 



• This alternative includes “limited wood removal.”  We are unsure of 
what this means but we are concerned.  There are ways of responsibly 
managing wood in rivers to support ecological and recreational values 
but they are not captured under the title “limited woody debris 
removal.”  We would prefer that two wood alternatives be analyzed, 1) 
allow natural processes to manage wood (prohibit removal and 
additions), and 2) actively manage wood to enhance ecological and 
recreational values.  Boating does not require wood removal and 
alternatives should not infer this. 



• Alternatives that allow boating should acknowledge that portaging and 
scouting may occur in some predictable locations.  In these locations 
the Integrated Report confirms that boaters only exited the river 
channel only once during the expert panel study, and predicts that less 
than 500 feet of new trails would be needed to support paddling.  The 
boating alternatives should consider construction of these trails if 
needed, but also acknowledge that they are not necessary. 



• This alternative totally bans boating on the bottom section of the 
Upper Chattooga below Lick Log Creek - making it wholly 
unacceptable.  We are aware of no justification for this boating ban 
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whatsoever, and no evidence that there is a zero capacity for 
recreational boating on this reach.  Requiring a long hike-out would 
unnecessarily impact canoeists, and other paddlers unable to carry a 
boat up the hill for any reason. 



• Alternative 5’s stated objective is to manage biophysical impacts, yet 
bans floating on one river reach while allowing all other uses to go 
unlimited – and in fact attracting other uses through stocking and 
fishing regulations.  This runs counter to all reason.  Camping is 
unlimited yet has demonstrated biophysical impacts noted throughout 
the IR including ground clearing, vegetation damage, fire risk, soil 
compaction, erosion, human waste, wildlife attraction, and wildlife 
disturbance.  Hiking and angling is unlimited yet have demonstrated 
biophysical impacts including vegetation damage, riparian area 
clearing, soil compaction, user created trail creation, erosion, human 
waste, wildlife attraction, and wildlife disturbance.  Angling is 
enhanced through stocking of 70,000 exotic fish which likely has an 
enormous biophysical impact.  Yet, somehow, this alternative limits 
only floating which has so little biophysical impact that it is 
anticipated to not even be measurable.  This is a radically flawed 
alternative.  How does banning the lowest impact and smallest use 
while allowing all other uses to exist unlimited and untracked lead to 
strong biophysical protection?  How is the paddling ban part of this 
alternative?  There is simply no logical rationale for including a 
boating ban in this alternative. 



• Alternative 5 combines the Chattooga Cliff’s reach and the Rock 
Gorge with regards to group numbers, which erroneously assumes 
paddlers will always run both of these sections together.  These should 
be considered 2 reaches. 



• Alternative 5 would allow some reaches to be floated but would 
prohibit a complete run of the entire Chattooga River which is a 
unique 50+ mile multi-day paddling opportunity that is possible 
nowhere else in the region. 



• We fully support the registration of all users in the W&S corridor.  
This information will be critical in future management decisions. 



• Alternative 5 is also deficient for the reasons set forth in the section 
above entitled “Problems associated with all proposed USFS 
Alternatives.” 



6. Deficiencies in USFS Alternative #6 



• Alternative 6 does not single out paddlers for different treatment than 
other users (except for group sizes) and is more equitable. This is a 
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good thing and is consistent with the Record of Decision that is the 
root of this environmental analysis. However we see no reason or data 
to suggest different group sizes. 



• It confuses the issue of restoring boating access by including a random 
assortment of other management issues. 



• The alternative will not support the USFS’s stated desired conditions.  
By eliminating all ORV’s except recreation in the upper 1.7 miles of 
the river the ORV’s are not protected.  This alternative has NO 
protections for solitude because it has no encounter standards, 
monitoring, or controls.  The alternative fails to limit or monitor use to 
assure that Wilderness encounter standards are maintained.   



• Alternative 6 is not divisive and would begin the process of 
eliminating the senseless conflicts over the Chattooga’s management. 



• Alternative 6 would end the 12+ year conflict over the ability of 
citizens to float the river, and one of the most contentious and costly 
river recreation management issues in history. 



• Alternative 6 would allow the entire Chattooga River to be floated and 
would allow complete runs of the entire Chattooga River which is a 
unique 50+ mile multi-day paddling opportunity that is possible 
nowhere else in the region. 



• Alternative 6 does protect a portion of one Outstanding Remarkable 
Value of the uppermost 2 miles of the Chattooga River.  We remind 
the USFS that the Wild and Scenic studies and the congressional intent 
behind designation clearly intended that Grimshaw’s Bridge be the 
put-in for floating down the Chattooga River below that point.  
Alternative 6 thus partially follows the congressional intent of 
designation and the USFS’s own description of the “recreation” ORV 
in this “recreation” designated river reach. 



• However, Alternative 6 has no physical carrying capacity or standards 
for any user group and is therefore flawed. 



• Alternative 6 limits boating to single capacity craft.  The USFS has no 
information that indicates tandem canoes, tandem inflatable kayaks, or 
2-4 person rafts are unacceptable on these reaches.  This limit is 
arbitrary. 



• This alternative includes “limited wood removal.”  We are unsure of 
what this means but we are concerned.  There are ways of responsibly 
managing wood in rivers to support ecological and recreational values 
but they are not captured under the title “limited woody debris 
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removal.”  We would prefer that two wood alternatives be analyzed, 1) 
allow natural processes to manage wood (prohibit removal and 
additions), and 2) actively manage wood to enhance ecological and 
recreational values.  Boating does not require wood removal and 
alternatives should not infer this. 



• Alternatives that allow boating should acknowledge that portaging and 
scouting may occur in some predictable locations.  In these locations 
the Integrated Report confirms that boaters only exited the river 
channel only once during the expert panel study, and predicts that less 
than 500 feet of new trails would be needed to support paddling. 



• Alternative 6’s stated objective is to manage biophysical impacts and 
encounters, yet offers not a single capacity or standard for any user 
group or total use.  This runs counter to all reason.  Camping is 
unlimited yet has demonstrated biophysical impacts noted throughout 
the IR including ground clearing, vegetation damage, fire risk, soil 
compaction, erosion, human waste, wildlife attraction, and wildlife 
disturbance.  Hiking and angling is unlimited yet have demonstrated 
biophysical impacts including vegetation damage, riparian area 
clearing, soil compaction, user created trail creation, erosion, human 
waste, wildlife attraction, and wildlife disturbance.  Angling is 
enhanced through stocking of 70,000 exotic fish which likely has an 
enormous biophysical impact.  There is a capacity of the Chattooga 
River to support recreation, and Alternative 6 totally ignores this most 
basic principle. 



• Alternative 6 fails to distinguish between frontcountry and 
backcountry areas.  The biophysical threats, acceptable biophysical 
conditions, and management activities differ between designated 
Wilderness, frontcountry areas, recreation river sections, and wild 
river sections.  This should be factored into any alternative. 



• We fully support the registration of all users in the W&S corridor.  
This information will be critical in future management decisions. 



C. Deficiencies in the Scoping Document Generally 



• The Scoping Document (SD) provides that “Dispersed camping occurs at 
least 50 feet from lakes and streams to protect riparian areas, 50 feet from 
trails and ¼ mile from a road on the Andrew Pickens District.”43  It says 
nothing of the other districts, and fails to recognize that according to the 
Integrated Report, “Of the 97 [camp] sites on the Upper River, about 26 
(27%) are within 20 feet of the river,” and that “The median amount of 
cleared area was 1,000 square feet” for those sites.  Therefore, while the 



                                                 
43 USFS Scoping Document, Page 2 
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USFS explanation of their current management indicates protection of the 
river and management of camping, the reality is quite different.  A large 
number of generally large campsites have been created by users in the 
riparian corridor without USFS management. 



• The SD fails to mention that historical lack of management has resulted in 
over 19 miles of user created trails in the Upper Chattooga Corridor, 
which is appalling given that the Headwater is only 21 miles long.44  
Worse yet, these trails have over 90 erosion problems associated with 
them, and almost 2 miles of the user created trails are within 20 feet of the 
river.45  Alternative 1 has created this dire situation – and will not remedy 
it. 



• The SD fails to mention that historical management has included stocking 
of over 70,000 exotic, non-native, fish each year to the Chattooga River.  
While this action has benefited anglers interested in catching such fish, it 
may impact anglers that seek native fish, as well as native organisms 
including macroinvertebrates, fish, salamanders, and spiders.46  Moreover, 
such stocking artificially attracts visitor use, which impacts capacity. 



• The SD fails to mention that historical management has resulted in 
rampant litter of which 142 gallons, or 6.7 gallons per river-mile was 
found while collecting data for the Integrated Report.47 



• The SD fails to mention the impacts of existing recreational use on fish 
and wildlife, or the potential impacts of continued unlimited recreational 
use.48 



• The SD fails to mention that the USFS has little to no data on past or 
existing recreational use levels, encounters, or competition impacts.  
Absent these data, one cannot reasonably conclude that encounter and 
competition impacts are not (or are) occurring. 



III. American Whitewater’s Proposal 



It is simply not feasible to combine the myriad complex management issues currently 
under consideration by the USFS into one set of integrated alternatives.  See generally, the issue-
by-issue organization of the 2004 ROD.  There are so many variables, that it would require 
hundreds or thousands of alternatives to account for all of the various combinations (as the USFS 
unsuccessfully attempted to do in only six integrated alternatives). 



                                                 
44 Integrated Report, Page 42 
45 Integrated Report, Page 43 
46 AW Comments on the Integrated Report 
47 Integrated Report, Page 46 
48 Integrated Report, Page 51-56 
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American Whitewater proposes that the USFS address important management issues on 
an issue-by-issue basis, as is the USFS’s custom in Land and Resource Management Plans.  The 
USFS should provide sets of alternatives, organized by issue, that relate to other management 
changes it seeks to include in this NEPA process; for example the location and condition of 
official and user-created trails and campsites, trash, parking, angling and hiking access, fish 
stocking and treatment of woody debris. 



Below, American Whitewater proposes a set of three alternatives related to the issue of 
recreational use.  These alternatives are essentially identical with the exception of the standards 
relied upon for management.  Thereafter, American Whitewater briefly outlines other potential 
alternatives on an issue-by-issue basis. 



A. American Whitewater’s Proposed Alternatives Related to Recreational Use 



1. Nationally Consistent River Management Alternative #1 (high encounter 
standard)49 



• Restore private, self guided boating on the Headwaters. 



• Monitor and mitigate existing and ongoing biophysical impacts of 
recreational use throughout the Wild and Scenic River Corridor.  This 
action includes standard river resource protection and restoration 
initiatives including fixing erosion problems, closing or formalizing 
user created trails, and bringing all campsites and trails up to USFS 
standards. 



• Manage river reaches designated as “Scenic” or “Recreation” as 
frontcountry areas. Manage river reaches designated as “Wild” as 
backcountry areas. (See Figure 1) 



• Create no new river access parking, roads, or trails. 



• Require registration of all corridor visitors. 



• Educate users on “Leave No Trace” (LNT), low impact encounter 
protocols, difficulty of floating reaches, rules and regulations, and 
water level preferences. 



• Implement standard boating safety regulations similar to those in force 
below Woodall Shoals (life jackets, helmets, appropriate craft). 



                                                 
49 In alternatives 2 through 4, American Whitewater proposes a simple and commonly used method of protecting the 
river and assuring that biophysical and recreational standards are not exceeded.  This basic concept involves 
implementing a range of protection and restoration initiatives, as well as recreational regulations, and then allowing 
wilderness compliant uses to occur until one or more standards are exceeded.  Use will then be limited as needed 
through indirect measures first, followed by direct measures as needed. 
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• Prohibit the use of single chamber inflatable craft in backcountry 
areas. 



• Prohibit commercial floating use on the entire river above Highway 
28. 



• Construct up to 500 feet of boating portage trails as needed for 
resource protection, while closing existing user created trails that are 
actively eroding or casuing other impacts. 



• Implement congruent group size limits for all uses. 



Allow capacities of frontcountry areas to be defined passively by parking and camping 
availability.  If or when backcountry areas exceed 10 group encounters on more than 5% of 
days per year, for 3 consecutive years, initiate Use Reduction Management, as follows: 



Survey visitors to ensure encounter standards represent actual encounter tolerances.  If 
this is the case, then limit use by indirect measures in those specific areas.  If not, adjust 
standards to reflect user tolerances. 



If total use or encounter standard violations are primarily attributable to one or more 
groups, target indirect efforts at those groups first.  Indirect measures may include reducing 
group sizes, altering stocking or fisheries management, education on alternative recreational 
opportunities, instituting voluntary temporal, spatial or water level based avoidance periods (ie 
voluntary closures), changing access areas, and/or changing camping opportunities. 



If after 2 full years of implementing aggressive indirect measures, standards are still 
exceeded in specific frontcountry or backcountry areas, limit use by direct measures in those 
specific areas. If total use or encounter standard violations are primarily attributable to one or 
more groups, target efforts at those groups first.  The most appropriate direct means of limiting 
use is the requirement of limited permits for entry by all users or for participation in specific 
activities in specific areas during specific times as justified.50 



2. Nationally Consistent River Management Alternative #2 (moderate 
encounter standard) 



• Restore private, self guided boating on the Headwaters. 



• Monitor and mitigate existing and ongoing biophysical impacts of 
recreational use throughout the Wild and Scenic River Corridor.  This 
action includes standard resource protection and restoration initiatives 
including fixing erosion problems, closing or formalizing user created 
trails, and bringing all campsites and trails up to USFS standards. 



                                                 
50 See Exhibit 1 for an example of a permitting system that could be applied to boating if data ultimately 
demonstrates a need for implementation of direct limits on whitewater boating. 
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• Manage river reaches designated as “Scenic” or “Recreation” as 
frontcountry areas. Manage river reaches designated as “Wild” as 
backcountry areas. (See Figure 1) 



• Create no new river access parking, roads, or trails. 



• Require registration of all corridor visitors. 



• Educate users on “Leave No Trace” (LNT), low impact encounter 
protocols, difficulty of floating reaches, rules and regulations, and 
water level preferences. 



• Implement standard boating safety regulations similar to those in force 
below Woodall Shoals (life jackets, helmets, appropriate craft). 



• Prohibit the use of single chamber inflatable craft in backcountry 
areas. 



• Prohibit commercial floating use on the entire river above Highway 
28. 



• Construct up to 500 feet of boating portage trails as needed for 
resource protection, while closing existing user created trails that are 
actively eroding or casuing other impacts. 



• Implement congruent group size limits for all uses. 



If or when individual frontcountry areas meet or exceed parking and/or camping 
capacity on more than 10% of days per year, for 3 consecutive years, limit use by indirect 
measures in those specific areas.  If or when backcountry areas exceed 6 group encounters on 
more than 5% of days per year, for 3 consecutive years, initiate Use Reduction Management, as 
follows: 



Survey visitors to ensure encounter standards represent actual encounter tolerances.  If 
this is the case, then limit use by indirect measures in those specific areas.  If not, adjust 
standards to reflect user tolerances. 



If total use or encounter standard violations are primarily attributable to one or more 
groups, target indirect efforts at those groups first.  Indirect measures may include reducing 
group sizes, altering stocking or fisheries management, education on alternative recreational 
opportunities, instituting voluntary temporal, spatial or water level based avoidance periods (ie 
voluntary closures), changing access areas, and/or changing camping opportunities. 



If after 2 full years of implementing aggressive indirect measures, standards are still 
exceeded in specific frontcountry or backcountry areas, limit use by direct measures in those 
specific areas. If total use or encounter standard violations are primarily attributable to one or 
more groups, target efforts at those groups first.  The most appropriate direct means of limiting 
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use is the requirement of limited permits for entry by all users or for participation in specific 
activities in specific areas as justified.51 



3. Nationally Consistent River Management Alternative #3 (low encounter 
standard) 



• Restore private, self guided boating on the Headwaters. 



• Monitor and mitigate existing and ongoing biophysical impacts of 
recreational use throughout the Wild and Scenic River Corridor.  This 
action includes standard resource protection and restoration initiatives 
including fixing erosion problems, closing or formalizing user created 
trails, and bringing all campsites and trails up to USFS standards. 



• Manage river reaches designated as “Scenic” or “Recreation” as 
frontcountry areas. Manage river reaches designated as “Wild” as 
backcountry areas.  (See Figure 1) 



• Create no new river access parking, roads, or trails. 



• Require registration of all corridor visitors. 



• Educate users on “Leave No Trace” (LNT), low impact encounter 
protocols, difficulty of floating reaches, rules and regulations, and 
water level preferences. 



• Implement standard boating safety regulations similar to those in force 
below Woodall Shoals (life jackets, helmets, appropriate craft). 



• Prohibit the use of single chamber inflatable craft in backcountry 
areas. 



• Prohibit commercial floating use on the entire river above Highway 
28. 



• Construct up to 500 feet of boating portage trails as needed for 
resource protection, while closing existing user created trails that are 
actively eroding or casuing other impacts. 



• Implement congruent group size limits for all uses. 



If or when individual frontcountry areas meet or exceed parking and/or camping 
capacity on more than 5% of days per year, limit use by indirect measures in those specific 
areas.  If or when backcountry areas exceed 2 group encounters on more than 5% of days 
per year, for 3 consecutive years, initiate Use Reduction Management, as follows: 
                                                 
51 See Exhibit 1 for an example of a permitting system that could be applied to boating if data ultimately 
demonstrates a need for implementation of direct limits on whitewater boating. 
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Survey visitors to ensure encounter standards represent actual encounter tolerances.  If 
this is the case, then limit use by indirect measures in those specific areas.  If not, adjust 
standards to reflect user tolerances. 



If total use or encounter standard violations are primarily attributable to one or more 
groups, target indirect efforts at those groups first.  Indirect measures may include reducing 
group sizes, altering stocking or fisheries management, education on alternative recreational 
opportunities, instituting voluntary temporal, spatial or water level based avoidance periods (ie 
voluntary closures), changing access areas, and/or changing camping opportunities. 



If after 2 full years of implementing aggressive indirect measures, standards are still 
exceeded in specific frontcountry or backcountry areas, limit use by direct measures in those 
specific areas. If total use or encounter standard violations are primarily attributable to one or 
more groups, target efforts at those groups first.  The most appropriate direct means of limiting 
use is the requirement of limited permits for entry by all users or for participation in specific 
activities in specific areas as justified.52 



B. Basis for USFS Inclusion of American Whitewater’s Proposed Alternatives: 



• It will protect both the Headwaters itself and the experience of visitors to 
that resource 



• It is equitable and fair 



• It will promptly begin easing tensions between user groups 



• It is administratively and legally defensible assuming there is support for 
the standards selected, and will thus save time and money for all involved. 



• It is consistent with proven river management on other rivers nationwide. 



• It is consistent with USFS policy, the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and the 
Wilderness Act. 



• It is consistent with the USFS Chief’s administrative appeal decision 
directing the USFS in this process 



• It treats problems that currently exist, and provides a formula for dealing 
with issues that could arise in the future. 



• It is inexpensive, easy, and straightforward to implement. 



• It is flexible to highly variable flows, seasons, and other factors. 



                                                 
52 See Exhibit 1 for an example of a permitting system that could be applied to boating if data ultimately 
demonstrates a need for implementation of direct limits on whitewater boating. 
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• It will provide high quality experiences for all users, including providing 
angling experiences with no boaters present on an average of 80% of days, 
opportunistic and hassle free boating on days of acceptable flows, 
camping at clean, private sites, hiking without seeing too many other 
groups, swimming in un-crowded pools of clean water, and visiting a wild 
and natural river on which man has a small influence. 



IV. Other Important Management Issues and Proposed Alternatives 



Based upon the USFS’s lines of inquiry during the user capacity analysis process, 
American Whitewater briefly outlines the following additional management issues related to the 
Chattooga Headwaters corridor and a range of alternatives for each: 



A. Fish Stocking: 



• Continue existing stocking rates, species, and locations 



• Stock only native species, but continue existing rates53 



• Reduce stocking rates, and prioritize native species. 



• Eliminate helicopter stocking54 



• Expand stocking to entire river 



B. User Created Trails: 



• Continue existing management 



• Close 33% of user created trails of highest impact and/or lowest use, 
formalize the remaining 67% 



• Close 66% of user created trails of highest impact and/or lowest use, 
formalize the remaining 34% 



• Close all user created trails within 50 feet of the river 



• Close all user created trails. 



C. In-stream Wood Management: 



• Continue current policy 



• Promote wood recruitment 



                                                 
53 See our extensive comments on the impacts of stocking nonnative fish such as rainbow and brown trout in our 
comments on the USFS Report Titled “Capacity and Conflict on the Upper Chattooga River. 
54 An analysis of the recreational impacts of vehicular intrusion into the corridor via helicopter must be conducted. 
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• Prohibit all wood removal or addition 



• Publish new guidelines on wood management that allow movement of 
only ecologically low-functioning and recreationally high risk wood 
pieces only to the degree that allows passage.  Educate users on 
guidelines. 



• On the Chattooga, several stakeholders seem to feel that paddling and 
wood in rivers is inconsistent.  Nothing could be farther from the truth.  
Assessing, paddling, and portaging wood is a fundamental part of the 
paddling experience on every whitewater river.  The Boating study 
showed that current conditions support paddling with limited interaction 
with in-stream wood.  Changes in the amount or distribution of wood 
cannot be anticipated within the timeframe of the current forest plan, and 
therefore management must be based on current conditions and be flexible 
enough to address changes.  Current and anticipated conditions do not 
require active management of wood.  The most appropriate management is 
to educate paddlers on the ecological value that wood plays and either 
discourage or prohibit wood removal.  We should note also that much of 
the Chattooga Headwaters is high-gradient and bedrock and boulder 
controlled, and therefore many areas are simply wood transport zones.  
Impacts of movement of an extremely small percentage of the wood in the 
system would not be found to have a significant ecological or social 
impact.55 



D. Parking 



• Maintain existing parking opportunities 



• Increase parking capacity by 30% 



• Decrease parking capacity by 30% 



• Move all parking out of corridor 



E. Private Land Corridor 



• Continue existing management 



• Legally establish USFS right to manage floating through the reach 



• Negotiate a recreation easement along the river 



• Condemn a recreational easement along the river 



• Negotiate a scenic easement along the river 
                                                 
55 See Exhibit 3 (discussing management of wood in rivers). 
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• Condemn a scenic easement along the river 



V. Conclusions 



The proposed USFS Alternatives are deficient in many respects.  American Whitewater 
asks that the USFS analyze both the framework and the specific alternatives it has presented in 
these comments.  American Whitewater further asks the USFS to modify its proposed USFS 
Alternatives relating to whitewater boating access to conform to American Whitewater’s 
proposed alternatives, as set forth above.  Of the alternatives presented by the USFS, we prefer 
#6. 
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Exhibit 1 



Direct Limits on Boating Access:  Special Permitting System56 
The special permitting system outlined below would only be appropriate if, after a 



sufficient period of data collection on actual boating use, the data shows that the capacity of the 
Chattooga Headwaters cannot accommodate existing levels of boating use (as opposed to total 
use of all users), and that indirect measures have failed.  The following temporary permitting 
system could be used by the USFS to directly limit whitewater boating use: 



• Paddling trip leaders would have to secure a free permit from the USFS online or via 
phone for the day they wish to paddle a specific section of the Headwaters (Chattooga 
Cliffs, Ellicott Rock, and/or the Rock Gorge/Delayed Harvest Reach).  Trip leaders 
may secure permits for multiple sections on the same day. 



• The permits will become available at 8am on the day prior to the desired paddling 
day, and will remain available until filled. 



• Permits will be nontransferable and awarded to individual trip leaders and cover that 
individual’s group, the members of which do not have to be named on the permit. 



• Group size will be limited to 8 people, and group members must travel together. 



• The permit itself will simply be an 8 digit number that paddlers must write on their 
registration form, which will be available online and/or at the put-in. 



• Identity of permit applicants will be positively identified using some means (Driver’s 
License Number, Social Security Number, Valid Credit Card Number, Etc) upon 
application. 



• The USFS will make every effort to detect and prosecute fraudulent permit 
applications by individuals not actually intending to paddle the river.  To this end, 
individuals may incur two no-shows per year at which point permit applications will 
no longer be accepted for that year, filing fraudulent permit applications must be 
made a punishable offence, paddlers must register at access areas as well as securing 
a permit, the USFS must do spot counts, and the names of trip leaders must be 
published on the Sumter National Forest website on a monthly basis. 



Potential variations to this permit system based upon number of trips include: 



Variation A:  Permit 12 boating trips per day. (all flows) 



Variation B:  Permit 8 boating trips per day. (all flows) 



                                                 
56 Limits should not be imposed on users until standards are reached or exceeded.  Doing so causes significant and 
undue burdens on both the administrating agency and the public. This certainly applies to boating on the Chattooga 
which we expect to be among the smallest uses in the Headwaters corridor with the smallest impacts. 
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Variation C:  Permit 4 boating trips per day. (all flows) 



Variation D:  Permit 2 boating trips per day below 285cfs at Burrells Ford, and 8 boating trips 
per day above 285cfs.  In addition to the methodology above, the following permit elements 
would also be required for Variation D: 



• A flow trigger would be set at 285 cfs, roughly the median of the shared flow range. 



• The Burrell’s Ford gage would have to be online as well as physically readable, and 
the stage representing 285 cfs would have to be clearly marked on both versions.  The 
gage would have to update online in 15 minute increments. 



• The first two permits issued for a given day would be guaranteed, and the remaining 6 
would be conditional on flows. 



• Conditional permit holders may run the river on the permitted day if the river is 
running at least 285 cfs at 8am on the permitted day, or if/when it reaches 285 cfs at 
some point during the day. 



• Conditional permit holders that do not run the river on the permitted day will not be 
penalized with a no-show penalty unless the flow is at or above 285 at 8am on their 
permitted day. 
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Exhibit 2 
 



Additional  Resources to Consider 
in Formulation of Final USFS Proposed Alternatives 



• American Whitewater’s Comments and Suggested Revisions Regarding the 
Draft Upper Chattooga River Phase I Data Collection Expert Panel Field 
Assessment Report, dated February 2007, and first made available to the 
public on April 2, 2007, Respectfully Submitted on April 6, 2007 



• American Whitewater’s Comments on the “Chattooga River History Project 
Literature Review and Interview Summary”, Respectfully Submitted on 
April 17, 2007 



• American Whitewater’s Comments on the USFS Report titled “Capacities on 
other Wild and Scenic Rivers: seven case studies”, Respectfully Submitted on 
May 7, 2007 



• American Whitewater’s Comments on the Chattooga Literature Review 
Report, Respectfully Submitted May 7, 2007 



• Comments on the USFS Report Titled “Capacity and Conflict on the Upper 
Chattooga River”, Submitted on July 3rd, 2007 



• American Whitewater’s Notice of Appeal of the Record of Decision (ROD) 
for the Sumter National Forest Revised Land and Resource Management Plan 
(RLRMP) and its accompanying Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS). 



• DECISION FOR APPEAL OF THE SUMTER NATIONAL FOREST LAND 
AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN REVISION, #04-13-00-0026 
American Whitewater, Dated April 28th, 2005. 
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Exhibit 3 



 
On May 22nd, 2007, American Whitewater's National Stewardship Director, 



Kevin Colburn participated on a panel discussion at a River Management Society 
conference that focused on management of wood in rivers.  The talk was well attended by 
river managers from across the country.  The following is a synopsis of the talk. 



Most wood is not in 
play



 



Most wood is not in play:  The vast majority of wood pieces in river and riparian 
systems are not recreationally problematic or especially dangerous to paddlers.  Paddlers 
generally refer to these non-problematic pieces as being “not in play.”  In general, wood 
is not in play when it can be paddled under, over, around, or beside without exposing 
paddlers to unacceptable risks. 
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Paddling wood is 
part of paddling



 



Paddling wood is part of paddling:  Portaging (or moving) wood requires a significant 
amount of time and energy, and is avoided by paddlers whenever possible.  Therefore 
many paddlers, especially skilled paddlers, are highly adept at avoiding in-channel wood 
pieces.  When approaching and assessing a piece of wood or accumulation of wood 
pieces, paddlers are faced with a variety of options: 



• Most often a clear route around the wood can be taken, since the majority of 
wood pieces and accumulations do not completely span the full channel or all 
channels. 



• If at least part of the wood piece or accumulation is partially or fully 
submerged, paddlers can often paddle over the piece of wood. 



• If at least part of the wood piece or accumulation is partially or fully at least 
two feet above the water level, paddlers can often paddle or push under the 
piece of wood. 



Oftentimes, wood creates interesting and enjoyable challenges for paddlers.  Negotiating 
wood in rivers is viewed as part of the paddling experience.  The presence of wood often 
increases risk, but is viewed as part of the natural ecosystem and natural challenge.  
Paddling is not inconsistent or in conflict with wood in rivers, rather wood in rivers is a 
fundamental element of paddling. 
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Portaging wood is 
part of paddling



 



Portaging wood is part of paddling:  There are situations where for some period of time 
(ranging from minutes to decades or longer) that wood pieces or accumulations totally 
block recreational passage.  These instances represent a very small percentage of wood 
pieces in a river system.  In these cases, paddlers typically either portage the obstruction 
or avoid the reach until the obstruction naturally changes enough to allow passage.  
Portaging wood obstructions is an expected and integral part of the paddling experience, 
particularly on narrow streams.  Wood portages can often be very short and accomplished 
within the channel. 
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All Wood is Not Created Equal



All Wood In Stream Reach



Ecologically 
Most 
Functional 
Pieces



Recreational
Problem
Pieces



Conflict 
Pieces



 



All wood is not created equal:  Occasionally, based on a wide range of variables, river 
managers or users will move wood to allow passage, partially remove wood to allow 
passage, or fully remove wood to allow passage.  Only wood pieces that require portage 
or pose a serious risk to paddlers' safety are candidates for being moved, partially 
removed, or fully removed for recreational reasons.  In the figure above, these wood 
pieces are depicted in light blue.  River managers and users prefer to alter wood as little 
as possible due to the significant amount of work that moving wood requires, and due to 
a shared commitment to maintaining a naturally functioning river environment.  
Therefore no movement is preferred over any management, movement is preferred over 
any type of removal, and partial removal is preferred over full removal. 



A small percentage of wood pieces in rivers are disproportionately ecologically 
functional and important.  The body of literature describing the factors that contribute to 
a wood piece or accumulation’s ecological value is robust and proven.  Wood pieces can 
provide a variety of stream functions depending on their size, shape, and location in the 
channel.  These functions include sediment trapping, habitat complexity formation, and 
flow modification.  Wood is not a significant food source to aquatic ecosystems as some 
stakeholders have claimed.  In general, wood is most important and functional when the 
wood piece is large and long, when the log is actively trapping sediment, when the log is 
adjacent to floodplains, and when the bed and adjacent banks are of a fine substrate.  In 
the figure above, these wood pieces are depicted in dark green. 



There may be some pieces that are both ecologically vital and recreationally problematic 
- but this is a very small percentage of wood pieces - and should be the subject of careful 
management.  In the figure above, these wood pieces are depicted in red. 
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The light green wood pieces in the figure above are not a concern to recreational river 
managers because there is no cause for movement or removal by river managers or users.  
The dark green wood pieces in the figure above are likewise at no risk of removal, but 
may deserve special attention or management because of their ecological value.  The light 
blue wood pieces in the figure above may be best managed through public education, 
collaboration, and through typical agency action decision pathways.  These pieces may be 
candidates for movement or removal in some situations as described later in this report.  
The dark red wood pieces in the figure above may be best managed by agency personnel 
following defined wood management protocols.  These pieces should not be removed 
except in cases where agencies have formally deemed it the preferred alternative for 
ecological and/or recreational reasons. 



All wood within the effect of a river exists in a dynamic state of decay, wear, and 
movement.  Wood pieces may play a variety of ecological roles throughout their 
transition from a freshly fallen tree to assimilated molecules.  The premise behind the 
above concept is that the subtle effect of moving as few of the light blue pieces as little as 
possible, while the light green, dark green, and red pieces remain unmoved, will allow 
this natural process to proceed at all relevant scales without any significant ecological 
effects. 



Difficult, Low Use, 
Wilderness, 
Headwaters



Rivers as Water Trails



Rock or Mountain 
Climbing Routes



High Use, Rafting, 
Commercial Use, 
Lower Difficulty



ADA or High Use Trails
Managed for Easy 



Experience



Moderate Use
Moderate Difficulty
No Commercial Use



Backcountry Trails



Little Management
Education on Wood 
(Stress No Removal)



Little Management
Education on Wood



(Stress Little Removal)



Remove Key Wood
Collaborate with



Paddlers



• All trails have some impacts, water trails are relatively low impact 



•Some trails are managed for everyone (think ADA), 
some are managed for high adventure (think mountain climbing routes),
there is a continuum in between. 



RiversTrails Management



 



Rivers as water trails:  River managers may find it useful to think of rivers as extremely 
low impact trails.  Trails are corridors through which people experience nature.  It is 
widely accepted that some form of land trails – while they have some environmental 
footprint - are suitable in all settings from roadside picnic areas to remote Wilderness 
areas.  With that said, ADA or high use trails are managed very differently from 
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Wilderness trails.  Likewise rivers are managed on a continuum of standards aimed at 
providing different types of experiences that are appropriate for the setting. 



This may be a useful analogy in determining wood management practices.  Rivers that 
are difficult, low use, Wilderness, and/or small in size may be analogous to rock or 
mountain climbing routes.  River managers may wish to manage wood in these rivers 
primarily through educating user groups, and stressing no removal.  Moderate use, 
moderate difficulty, rivers with no commercial use may be analogous to standard 
backcountry trails.  River managers may wish to manage wood in these rivers primarily 
through educating user groups, and stressing little removal.  River managers may also 
wish to apply some direct management of wood to these reaches.  High use, 
commercially used, rafted, and/or easier rivers may be analogous to ADA or high use 
managed trails. River managers may wish to work collaboratively with the paddling 
community to remove wood pieces that are recreationally problematic and not highly 
ecologically functional.  This concept was proposed primarily for discussion purposes.  
Discussion following the talk pointed out that this is a very oversimplified framework, 
and that these types of decisions must be made on a case by case basis. 



Anglers can learn which fish to eat and 
which to release. 



Paddlers can likewise learn which 
situations it is more OK or not OK to 
remove or move wood, and how to 



best do it.
 



The role of education:  There is often hesitance on the part of river and land managers to 
encourage the public to participate in active management projects.  This has been the case 
with management of wood, on which there has been little work to educate or include the 
public in management activities ranging from protection of all wood pieces to limited 
removal efforts.  It is a management hot potato. 



With this being said, there is ample precedent for agencies educating the public on how to 
participate in active management activities in cases where there is little oversight and 
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some basic ecological knowledge required.  One example is in the left hand picture 
above.  This man is holding up a federally threatened bull trout, which he will 
presumably release.  Agencies trust anglers to be able to differentiate between game fish 
and which they can kill and eat, and extremely similar endangered fish which must be 
handled appropriately and released.  Hunters likewise must be able to tell the difference 
between game and non-game (coyote and wolf for example) at long distances with lives 
of endangered species on the line.  Even community weed-pulls are examples of agencies 
educating the public on the value of some organisms while working with them to manage 
others. 



Paddlers are certainly capable of likewise learning which situations it is more OK or not 
OK to move or remove a piece of wood, and how to do it with the smallest ecological 
footprint.  Educational efforts could be targeted at any chosen wood management 
practice, including policies enforcing no movement, collaborative movement, or 
movement of certain types of pieces.  



UrbanWilderness
Class II/IIIClass V
Log in Popular ReachLog in Seldom Paddled Reach
Log Likely to Entrap PaddlerLog Unlikely to Entrap Paddler
Log is Impossible to PortageLog is Easily Portaged
Log is UnavoidableLog is Avoidable While Paddling
Log is HiddenLog is Obvious



Paddling Considerations
Intact Forested WatershedHeavily Impacted Watershed
Dense Riparian VegetationNo Riparian Vegetation
No Endangered SpeciesStream has Endangered Species
Log is Small and ShortLog is Large and Long
Log Above Water LevelLog Trapping Sediment
Cliffs Adjacent to ChannelFloodplain Adjacent to Channel
Bedrock BanksSand, Gravel, Cobble Banks



Ecological Considerations
More OK to Re/move LogDo Not Move/Remove Log



 



An educational model:  Paddlers currently have such a policy that they operate under 
that was developed in 2001 by Kevin Colburn, and published by American Whitewater 
on their website and in their journal.  The policy educates paddlers on the ecological role 
that wood plays in river ecosystems, strongly discourages any wood movement, while 
offering an educational decision model for paddlers considering the movement of a piece 
of wood.  This model offers continuums of both ecological and recreational 
considerations. 
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American Whitewater’s Comments on the Chattooga River User Capacity Analysis. 



 
[note that at the time of drafting these comments we assumed that the user trials 



would be combined with other data to form a user capacity analysis.  This was not 
done.] 



 
Submitted on August 2nd, 2006 
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American Whitewater’s Comments on the Chattooga River User Capacity Analysis. 
 



Submitted on August 2nd, 2006 
 
 American Whitewater was told by Jerome Thomas at the July 27th, 2006 meeting 
regarding the Chattooga River User Capacity Analysis (UCA) that we were welcome to 
submit comments on the study design, however the design is final and our comments will 
not be incorporated.  Still, the current design of the UCA will not yield the intended result 
and is irresponsibly unsafe, and we feel we must file comments.  The USFS appears 
intent to deviate from standard methods and safety protocol and has thus doomed at least 
portions of the UCA to failure.  We have accepted that the USFS will carry out the UCA 
with an illegal study design unless the courts intervene, however we cannot accept a 
study design that is unscientific, unlikely to work, and unsafe.  Therefore we offer these 
comments with the hope that reason will prevail, and the study design will be improved.   
 
 We would like to remind you that you define collaboration as “just another way to 
describe the two-way communication that is our public involvement process57.”  Yet, 
your agenda58 for the only meeting held to “discuss” the UCA study plan clearly stated in 
bold font: “The intent of the meeting is for the Forest Service to share information with 
the public on the data collection process. This meeting will not be a hearing or formal 
comment session.”  There has been and will be no opportunity to offer comments on the 
study design.  Thus, there has been no two-way communication and no collaboration on 
the study design.  You have not granted our resource professionals the opportunity to 
work with you or even comment on the study design during its preparation and as a result 
the product of your efforts does not meet our interests in a fair, scientifically rigorous, 
and workable study.  While you may have “involved interested parties” per the Appeal 
ROD, you have certainly not created a collaborative process. 
  
 As a general comment, we disagree with the statement made by Roberta Willis at 
the meeting that the goal of the UCA is to collect information for making a decision, and 
is not a long-term research project.  User capacity analyses are in their very essence 
designed to be replicable at regular intervals for long term management direction  – in 
short:  a long term research project.  We still have never heard the USFS state the 
research question being asked of the UCA – and this is a critical missing point of 
information. If the USFS is simply studying whether or not to allow boating – without 
addressing the full suite of recreational uses of the corridor – then the study is inherently 



                                                 
57 From the FAQ’s recently published on the SNF Chattooga webpage: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms/forest/projects/faq.shtml 
58 Agenda is at: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms/forest/projects/AgendaJuly27.pdf 
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biased and unsupportable.  We request clarification of what questions and hypotheses the 
USFS will be using the UCA to analyze.   
 
 In addition we request an actual study plan for review.  All we have to base our 
assessment on is a few presentations and meeting hand-outs.  We request that the USFS 
make available a comprehensive study plan complete with objectives, methods, and 
research questions.  We feel that a million-dollar analysis should have a publicly 
available study plan, so that at least the public can gage success of the work.  We should 
note that we proposed a more affordable, robust, and timely study plan in May of 2005, 
less than 2 weeks following the Record of Decision.   
 
 We hope that you remain open minded enough to change selected methods of the 
UCA so they do not fail abysmally from meeting your needs and ours.  Please consider 
these ideas, we offer them to improve the study and reduce future administrative 
challenges and hurdles.    
 
Expert Panels: 
 
 The current plan for using expert panels will not work and will expose paddlers to 
unacceptable risks.  An on-water study has never been carried out with the methods the 
USFS has selected, for several very good reasons.  While we are certain the consultants 
have explained this and were disregarded, we feel we must object with the hope that the 
USFS will change the study design. In general, the USFS has is recklessly proposing to 
seriously alter paddlers’ normal decision making process and offering incentives to take 
risks.  The problems with the expert panels as designed are as follows: 
 



• Paddlers will be exploring uncharted Class V waters with strangers.  
Paddlers are very particular about who they run difficult whitewater with, and 
typically have a core group of friends they pursue challenges with.  These 
groups have unique communication skills using hand signals and other means, 
have practiced rescue techniques together, gage rapid difficulty by watching 
others with known skill levels, and most importantly have the level of personal 
care and trust essential for any backcountry challenge.  Forcing people to tackle 
the Headwaters with strangers severely diminishes the safety of each individual, 
the group, and the UCA.  It also significantly erodes the experience and 
perception of difficulty, risk, and enjoyment of the river corridor for paddlers.  
It is reckless, and significantly weakens the study by deviating from normal use 
patterns.   



     
• Paddlers will have only one or possibly up to three specific days to 



experience the headwaters.  All athletes and adventurers have good days and 
bad days regarding their physical, emotional, or mental fitness.  On any given 
day individuals may be sick or recovering from an injury, or overexerted from 
previous activity, or may have slept poorly, or may have experienced a loss or 
emotional trauma, or intuition may tell the person not to paddle.  The list goes 
on… However, if there is only one single day on which this person will be 
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allowed to paddle the Chattooga headwaters in their entire lives, it is very likely 
that they will choose to paddle regardless of virtually any external factor.  
Forcing people to paddle the river on a single day, or never again, creates an 
artificially dangerous incentive for paddlers to choose to paddle when they 
might otherwise choose to not paddle.  The USFS is recklessly creating this 
situation.  A group of cooperative river managers accidentally created the same 
incentive by instituting a system of difficult to obtain permits on the Tallulah 
River, and subsequently lifted the permits for this very reason.  



 
Furthermore, artificially deviating from likely preferred use patterns significantly 
weakens the study.  



      
• Paddlers will not have their choice of flow conditions.  Some paddlers prefer 



higher flows, while others prefer lower flows, and most are especially particular 
about the flow conditions they prefer for an exploratory descent.  In this case 
however the USFS will be selecting the flow which paddlers will have their one 
chance to experience the river.  Once again the USFS has recklessly set up an 
incentive for paddlers to deviate from their normal decision making process – 
and to tackle the headwaters at conditions on which they may otherwise chose 
not to run the river.   



 
In addition, it is very likely that each section of the headwaters will have different 
ranges of optimal, minimal, and safe flows.  By forcing paddlers to tackle all sections 
at once, as is presumably the plan, paddlers will not be able to self-select preferred 
flows for each reach.  While controlled flow studies offer specific flows; those flows 
are chosen by paddlers and it is highly likely that paddlers choosing not to paddle can 
return at a different flow or future date.  Furthermore, artificially deviating from self-
selected preferred flows significantly weakens the study.     



   
• Paddlers will have to run 21 consecutive miles of Class IV-V whitewater.  



The average southeastern Class V run is roughly 3-5 miles long.  By asking 
paddlers to run 21 miles of difficult and uncharted whitewater in a single day 
(or potentially not run it at all for their entire lives) creates an artificially 
dangerous situation.  It encourages paddlers to accept the challenge and move 
fast – without adequate time to scout rapids – and also fosters physical and 
emotional exhaustion.  There is no doubt that it can be safely done by some 
individuals, especially after routes are learned – but it is totally inappropriate as 
part of the study.   



 
This is the longest flow study of a drop-pool river we are aware of, a fact made more 
onerous by the fact that the river is a total unknown.  Furthermore, artificially 
deviating from likely preferred use patterns significantly weakens the study.    



    



• Paddlers, anglers, consultants, agency staff, and observers will have to 
travel to the river on a moment’s notice.  Lets face it, the proposed plan is 
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just not going to work.  All headwater streams in the southeast are very flashy, 
particularly during times of leaf-out, low base flows, and drought.  It will take a 
miracle to get all these people to the river at the same time when the flows are in 
an appropriate window, and once amassed there will be incredible pressure for 
paddlers to run the river regardless of weather, water, or personal conditions.  
This is further complicated by the very long length of the run(s), and the 
different preferred flow ranges for each reach.  There has never been a study to 
our knowledge that has required a select group to mobilize so fast on a 
moment’s notice, let alone such a diverse group.  While pulling off one such trip 
will take a miracle, pulling off two or three will be virtually impossible.  This 
method needs to be discarded. 



 
• 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.  Expert panels 
are acceptable for reconnaissance trips – but not in most cases for determining 
the full range of flow preferences.  It is acceptable for these groups to document 
the resource with video and still images, map significant features, characterize 
reach difficulty and access needs, and to generally discuss flow preference 
ranges.  This will be very helpful and indeed necessary information, but should 
not be substituted for a complete flow study. 



     
• Study elements are needlessly and erroneously being combined and 



truncated.  The study plan calls for boaters and anglers to analyze the same 
flows on the same days, which is completely unnecessary and counter 
productive.  Both anglers and paddlers need to experience flows that are at least 
marginally too high and too low for their preferred experience in order to begin 
to draw flow preference curves.  It is unreasonable to only study flows in the 2.0  
2.5 foot range (or higher), since those flows present very different recreational 
conditions for paddlers and anglers.  Both user groups need to experience a suite 
of flows in their own acceptable range and possibly beyond that range.  Overlap 
is needed, but not 100% by design.   Creating 100% overlap biases the study in 
well documented ways:  If boaters and anglers both use one flow or the same 
flows only – they will likely enjoy it – since it is better than the alternative of 
not fishing or not boating.  This design is radically flawed, biased, and totally 
unacceptable.  We are aware of no other study designed this way – and for good 
reason.  



 
Coupling the two groups on the same days is also totally irrelevant, since the expert 
panels cannot be – should not be – and are not - designed to address encounters 
between the two user groups.  Coupling the study dates serves no purpose, and in fact 
distracts study participants from the true questions they are charged to answer.   



  
• Non-paddlers are shooting a paddling video.  The Chattooga River is not 



easily viewed or filmed from shore along its entire length.  We have never 
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experienced a reconnaissance video shot by land-based consultants that was 
affordable, aesthetic, comprehensive, or representative.  Certainly in this case it 
would be impossible.  Only a paddler with videography experience can capture 
the paddling experience on the Chattooga, and capture a comprehensive 
documentary on the rapids, portages, and scenery of the river.  The USFS is 
wasting money by hiring anyone but a paddler with the appropriate skills to 
shoot and edit the video, and the USFS will not meet its goals.  Only through 
hiring a paddler can we get this information in a timely and professional 
manner.  We have specific recommendations on paddlers with professional 
videography experience, and have recommended them in the past – to no avail.   



  
• A reach has been erroneously eliminated from the analysis.   Congress did 



not eliminate the uppermost 1.7 miles of the Chattooga River from designation 
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers act, and the USFS therefore cannot arbitrarily 
eliminate it from study or management for the Chattooga River’s designation 
values.  The USFS claims that they will not study this reach – but will then 
recommend management alternatives regarding the reach.  On what will these 
alternatives be based, given the near complete lack of knowledge of that 
resource?  How will they endure scrutiny? 



 
In the Frequently Asked Questions pages recent published on the SNF website 
the USFS states that navigability is beyond the scope of the UCA and too 
complicated to deal with at this juncture.  The reviewing officer of our appeal 
did not grant the SNF the latitude to throw 1.7 miles of the Chattooga River out 
of the UCA – and it is impermissible for them to do so.  We would remind the 
SNF that navigability is completely irrelevant in this case – and that they have 
an obligation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to manage – and thus study 
– this reach.  Importantly the SNF has every right to do so, and indeed in this 
case must act.   



 
[PHOTO] 
 



Above Photo:  Misleading sign welcoming the American Public to their Wild and 



Scenic Chattooga River at it beginning at Grimshawes Bridge.   



 
[PHOTO] 
 



Above Photo:  Sign strung over the Wild and Scenic Chattooga River.   



 
Recently new signs have been placed at Grimshawes Bridge that indicate all 
public recreational use is being prohibited by the private land-owners (some 
signs have existed for several years).  By allowing this to occur, the USFS is in 
violation of the WSRA, which charges the USFS to protect and enhance 
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recreation throughout the WSR corridor.  The WSRA is very clear that the 
USFS has the tools at its disposal to remedy this egregious disregard for 
congressional intent and the public trust.  Section 6(b) of the WSRA reads: 



 
“If 50 per centum or more of the entire acreage outside the ordinary high 
water mark on both sides of the river within a federally administered wild, 
scenic or recreational river area is owned in fee title by the United States, 
by the State or States within which it lies, or by political subdivisions of 
those States, neither Secretary shall acquire fee title to any lands by 
condemnation under authority of this Act. Nothing contained in this 
section, however, shall preclude the use of condemnation when necessary 
to clear title or to acquire scenic easements or such other easements as are 
reasonably necessary to give the public access to the river and to permit its 
members to traverse the length of the area or of selected segments 
thereof.” 



 
Forest Service policy closely follows the WSRA.  Section 2354.51a of the Forest 
Service Manual states: “Condemnation may be used to clear title or acquire scenic 
easements or other such easements deemed reasonably necessary to provide 
public access to the river and to permit the public to traverse the length of the 
river or selected segments.” 
  
It further clarifies in Section 2354.51: “Work with private landowners to 
minimize incompatible use and to prevent other potential problems.”  In the same 
section it states that these actions may include “Acquiring key private land in fee 
title or partial interests.  Acquire lands and interests in lands only to the extent 
necessary to protect, maintain, and/or enhance the river area and the established 
recreation objectives.” 
 
The USFS’s mandate is clear.  They must manage the entire Chattooga WSR for 
the public benefit, and specifically for the values that lead to designation.  These 
values are being totally eviscerated on 1.7 miles of the Chattooga River.  The 
USFS must work with the owners of this land to resolve this issue.  If a mutually 
agreeable solution cannot be reached, the USFS has an obligation to condemn at 
least, a recreational easement along the Chattooga River to support floating, 
fishing, swimming, and other recreational pursuits.   



 
A proposal for a safer and more scientifically rigorous study plan: 
 
This study plan is illegal59, but is vastly safer and more scientifically rigorous than the 
“final” plan decided upon by the USFS.  Because we are certain that the USFS is 
unwilling to adopt a legal study plan that meets our interests, we ask the USFS to adopt 
this plan for the Expert Panels which will at least result in gathering of relevant data. 
 
                                                 
59 It is illegal because any study plan that does not allow unlimited paddling is in violation of a number of 
federal laws and regulations.   
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1.  Permits will be issued to as many individuals as the SNF is willing to accept, which 
contain the following provisions: 



• Permit holders may run each section of the headwaters of the Chattooga up to 3 
times, and must report each run to the SNF. 



• Permit holders may paddle the Headwaters of the Chattooga on any day within 
the study period, which begins with the date of permit issuance and expires on 
February 28th, 2007.  This period may be extended as needed.  



• Up to 4 paddlers may accompany permit holders on each run of each section.  
These paddlers must fill out a sub-permit given to them by the permit holder.   



• Each permit holder and sub-permit holder must complete their post-run 
assessment form as a condition of their permits.  These assessment forms will be 
filled out and mailed to the SNF.  Permit and sub-permit holders must be willing 
to participate in phone interviews as a condition of their permit. 



• Permit holders are encouraged – but not required - to select a range of flows.   
• Permit holders are encouraged – but not required – to fulfill the maximum number 



of runs allowable under their permit. 
• Permit holders receive a package of information regarding the river.   
• Permits are non-transferable.    



  
2. One additional permit will be issued to a paddler with suitable experience that is hired 



by the SNF to film and edit a video documentary of paddling the Upper Chattooga 
River. 



3. Floating access through the private lands along the Headwaters of the Chattooga 
River should be negotiated by the USFS for the time period of the study, and/or a 
recreational easement should be acquired promptly for perpetuity. 



4. We recommend that the angling expert panels are operated in a very similar manner – 
with the acknowledgement that permits are not required for angling at this time.     



 
Discussion: 
 
 Our recommended study plan fosters safe backcountry decision-making through 
eliminating incentives to attempt the river during sub-optimal personal or environmental 
conditions.  It creates a safer study by allowing paddlers to select their group, their water 
levels, the days on which they paddle the river, and the sections they choose to paddle.  It 
eliminates many of the divergences from normal paddling behavior, which allows the 
study to capture a more realistic analysis of the resource.  It more closely follows 
accepted scientific methodologies and concepts.  It eliminates bias caused by angling and 
boating flows that overlap 100%.  It will capture data on a wider range of flows.  It 
addresses the entire headwaters rather than an arbitrarily truncated portion.  It eliminates 
the notoriously bad practice of hiring land-based consultants to attempt to film the 
paddling experience through dense rhododendron in favor of more accepted and 
favorable option of hiring a paddler to fill this role.  It will save massive resources by not 
requiring last minute travel by consultants and agency staff, not to mention future 
successful challenges to a faulty record.  It will actually result in a completed study with 
data in hand – without requiring any miracles.  It will uncouple the unrelated angling and 
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paddling expert panel analysis in the UCA.  In short, it is a better study: it is cheaper, 
safer, more scientifically rigorous, and will yield vastly better results.    
 
Literature Review: 
 
 We fully support the USFS conducting a literature review regarding User 
Capacity Analyses and other relevant topics.  We have already contributed considerably 
to the record through our appeal, and will likely contribute further.  One study of note is 
the 2003 study titled “Use and Economic Importance of the Chattooga River60” which 
was published by American Rivers and the National Park Service.  This study probed 
many of the specific issues that stakeholders have brought up regarding on the upper 
river, and have tested them on the lower river.  Thus, it is a treasure trove for this 
analysis.  One example is how seeing paddlers impacted non-paddling visitors’ 
experience.  The study reports the following:  
 



“A number of questions probed how various issues might be affecting users’ 
experiences for better or worse. The first related to boaters’ interactions with 
others on the river. Most users saw 5 or fewer people kayaking the river during 
their visit. The average number of kayakers seen was 7 (table 20). Most users 
reported that seeing kayakers that day had no effect on their enjoyment. On 
average seeing kayakers increased user’s enjoyment slightly overall. Only 6% of 
users reported that seeing kayakers had somehow decreased their enjoyment that 
day (Table 21). When asked in an open-ended format how the kayakers had 
affected their enjoyment, the vast majority of comments were positive. The most 
common responses were that kayakers were fun and interesting to watch and that 
it was enjoyable to see their skill (Table 22).” 
 



 The USFS also requested information on proxy, or similar rivers to study.  There 
are multiple rivers in the region that share some but not all of the Upper Chattooga’s 
characteristics as a paddling resource.  We provided detailed analyses of these resources 
during the preparation of the DEIS.  In general there are very few other whitewater rivers 
in the region that are 1) Wild and Scenic, 2) Wilderness, 3) as long as the Chattooga’s 
runs (5, 10, 21, 50+ miles), 4) that have good water quality, 5) are protected, 6) are not 
roadside, or 7) have similar ecological, scenic, geologic, and geomorphological 
characteristics.  More importantly, no other river flows through the incomparable valley 
of the Chattooga, and no other river offers the same unique rapids.  The Chattooga is a 
unique paddling experience.  Our comments on the list developed by the USFS is in 
Appendix 1.  We have not commented on the river’s “importance” because the concept is 
highly personal and totally moot. 
 
 From a management of floating perspective the Upper Chattooga should be no 
different from scores of other regional USFS managed headwater streams, including 
several that flow through Wilderness and at least one designated as a WSR.  However, 
from the individual paddler’s perspective (and certainly the same is true for anglers and 
hikers) – the Chattooga is unique.  
                                                 
60 http://www.americanrivers.org/site/DocServer/final_report_chattooga.pdf?docID=532 
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 The literature review must address all users and their impacts – not just paddlers.  
Specifically, the review must address the impacts of lead sinkers and tackle lost by 
anglers61, monofilament line left behind, user created trails, unregulated camping, 
stocking, and other impacts associated with hiking, camping, and angling.   
 
 With regards to safety, search and rescue, data and statistics must be collected on 
all forest users (hikers, anglers, swimmers, campers, etc) if they are to be addressed for 
any one use.  There is no rationale for analyzing these issues at all given the mandate of 
the USFS and the ROD from the Chief’s office regarding our appeal.  It is a non-
actionable and therefore moot issue and should thus be removed from the analysis.    
 
Biophysical Conditions: 
 
 American Whitewater was deeply concerned by Berger’s description of 
biophysical data collection as collection of “baseline data.”  The reviewing officer was 
clear that biophysical impacts are shared by all users, and indeed these users and their 
impacts have been totally unmanaged for at least 3 decades (with the exception of the 
unjustified paddling ban).  Current conditions are not baseline conditions, 1974 is 
baseline: the date of the Wild and Scenic designation and beginning of the USFS’s non-
degradation mandate.   
 
 Any impacts associated with paddling must be studied, analyzed, and weighed 
equally with ongoing impacts associated with other users.  We remain concerned that 
paddling as a use is being presumed guilty until proven innocent, and is being “tested.”  
This should not be the case.  All uses should be treated equally – since paddlers are not a 
new use and our artificial absence was proven to have no basis whatsoever.    
 
Existing Use Observations: 
 
 Along with counting existing users pursuing different uses, the USFS must look at 
the timing of this use on an hourly, daily, and seasonal scale.  These data must be then 
correlated with specific management events such as fishing seasons, hunting seasons, and 
stocking dates.  They should also be correlated with weather and holidays.  Current USFS 
policies that attract users artificially to the resource must be analyzed in this context, 
including fish stocking with trucks, and helicopter stocking throughout the corridor.      
 
Flow Data: 
 
 We feel certain that the USFS consultants and/or hydrologists are more than 
capable of synthesizing flow information, and look forward to reviewing this work.   
 
Conclusion: 
 
                                                 
61 See Appendix 2. 
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Thank you for considering this proposal for a much better study design relating to expert 
panels, and our comments regarding other study elements.  We request a formal response 
to this proposal, including justifications for the acceptance or denial of our points and 
suggested plan.   
 
Respectfully Submitted By: 
 
Kevin Colburn 
National Stewardship Director 
1035 Van Buren St.  
Missoula, MT 59802 
Cell:  (828)-712-4825 
Office:  (406)-543-1802 
Kevin@amwhitewater.org 
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VII. Appendix 1:  Boating Proxy Rivers Proposed by the USFS 



 
River Segment Comments 
Upper Yough The Yough is a 9 hour drive from the Chattooga, is dam release, and is 



unprotected.  It is commercially rafted.  A very different resource.  
AW manages the put-in cooperatively with the State of MD. 



Tallulah Tallulah is only 2-3 miles long, only runs 10 days each year on dam 
release, requires a long carry in and reservoir paddle out.  It contains 
at least one rapid larger than anything on the Chattooga.  AW 
collaboratively manages releases with the state of GA and GA Power.  



Green Narrows The Green Narrows is dam release, only 3 miles long, and is vastly 
steeper than the Chattooga.   



Little River 
Canyon 



Little River Canyon is a much larger river than the Chattooga 
headwaters, with very different characteristics. 



Obed Much larger easier river 
Big South Fork Much larger easier river 
Watauga Watauga is much shorter than the Chattooga.  AW owns the public 



river access area on the Catawba.  Unprotected river corridor. 
Wilson Creek Wild and Scenic River under USFS management.  Some commercial 



floating use.  Significant roadside swimming and angling along 
several reaches, as well as more backcountry opportunities on upper 
reaches.  Several hour drive from Chattooga.  



Ocoee Totally beyond comparison.  High commercial use, roadside, dam 
release, ecologically unhealthy (mining).  



Tellico USFS managed river with significant private use and no public 
floating, angling, and swimming use.  Roadside.  Several hour drive 
from the Chattooga, and much easier.  AW affiliates assist USFS with 
Stream clean-ups. 



New River 6 hour drive from Chattooga.  Large river under NPS management 
with relatively short whitewater section and significant commercial 
use.  Railroad.  



Gauley 7 hour drive from Chattooga.  Large dam release river under NPS 
management with significant commercial use. 



Nolichucky Larger, shorter, easier, commercially boated.   
Chauga Shorter and less protected but close. 
Chattahoochee Flat and urban.  No Comparison 
Big Laurel Shorter and far easier and less protected and more polluted. 
French Broad N fork has similar whitewater for short length.  Polluted by hatchery.   
Nantahala No Comparison.  Roadside, dam controlled, commercially boated in 



large numbers.  Some sections by dam dewatered.   
Linville Similar length but no road incursions at midpoints.  Much more 



difficult than the Chattooga.  Wilderness, USFS.  Very different 
scenery. 



Big Creek NPS managed.  Shorter than the Chattooga, and hiking access only for 
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upper run.  Very pretty, but very different ecologically and 
geomorphologically.   



Cullasaja Poor water quality, more difficult, close to road. 
Doe Shorter, litter, easier?, very different scenery. 
Elk River Shorter, difficult to catch with water, difficult portage, much larger 



drops (45 feet, 55 ft, 20 ft, etc).  Several hours from Chattooga.   
Pigeon Dries Dewatered by hydro dam.  Polluted. 
Overflow Shorter with large drops.  Possibly comparable to one section of the 



Chattooga.   
Cheoah Roadside, dam release, larger, continuous, USFS managed.  AW 



collaborates with USFS on management. 
Tuckasegee Big, flat, roaded, unprotected, polluted, dam release.   
Rocky Broad Two unprotected sections of potentially similar difficulty to the 



Chattooga.  One urban roadside, and one more remote.  96 flood 
diminished quality and frequency of paddling experience.   



Russel Fork 5 hours away, short, dam release, polluted, very different rapids. 
MF Saluda Seldom if ever paddled, tiny 
Slickrock Long hike in and no way to check water levels limits use.  Wilderness, 



USFS, shorter, possibly comparable to one section of the Chattooga – 
but with very different ecology and geology. 



 
 
Appendix 2:  References regarding lead fishing tackle and shot: 
 
 
USEPA 1994. Lead Fishing Sinkers: Response to Citizens' Petition and Proposed Ban, 
Proposed Rule. U.S.  Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC.  
Eisler, Ronald, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. "Lead Hazards to Fish, Wildlife, and 
Invertebrates: A Synoptic Review." Biological Report 85(1.14), Contaminant Hazard 
Reviews, April 1988.  
 
New Hampshire Fish and Game Department, 
www.wildlife.state.nh.us/Fishing/get_the_lead_out.html   
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1986. "Migratory bird hunting; availability of a final 
supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) on the use of lead shot for hunting 
migratory birds in United States." Federal Register 51(124):23443-23447 
 
US Fish and Wildlife Service. 1987. "Migratory bird hunting; zones in which lead shot 
will be prohibited for the taking of waterfowl, coots and certain other species in the 1987-
88 hunting season." Federal Register 52(139):27352-27368.  
 
Sanborn, Wendy. "Lead Poisoning of North American Wildlife from Lead Shot and Lead 
Fishing Tackle."  
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Sidor, Inga F., Pokras, Mark A., Major, Andrew R., Poppenga, Robert H., Taylor, Kate 
M. Miconia, Rose M. "Mortality of Common Loons in New England, 1987 to 2000." 
Journal of Wildlife Diseases, Vol. 39, No. 2, pp. 306-315.  
 
Scheuhammer, A.M., Money, S.L., Kirk, D.A., Donaldson, G. "Lead fishing sinkers and 
jigs in Canada: Review of their use patterns and toxic impacts on wildlife." Occasional 
Paper Number 108, Canadian Wildlife Service, March 2003.  
 
Scheuhammer, A.M., Norris, S.L. "A review of environmental impacts of lead shotshell 
ammunition and lead fishing weights in Canada." Occasional Paper Number 88, 
Canadian Wildlife Service, August 1995. 
http://www.projectgutpile.org/archives/pdf/leadshot.pdf  
 
Vermont Statutes, Sec. 1. 10 V.S.A. § 4606(g) and Sec. 2. 10 V.S.A. § 4614.  
Maine Statutes, Title 12: Conservation, Part 13: Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, Subpart 4: 
Fish and Wildlife, Subchapter 5: Unlawful Fishing Methods, §12663: Unlawful sale of 
lead sinkers.  State of New York Environmental Conservation Law, Section 11-0308. 



Getz, L.L., et al. 1977. Lead in urban and rural songbirds. Environmental Pollution 12: 
235-238. Download PDF 



McLaughlin K., et al. 1981. Body burden of lead in Pennsylvania deer and squirrels from 
hair analysis. Proceedings of the Pennsylvania Academy of Science 55(1): 98. Download 
PDF 



Maedgen K., et al. 1982. Bioaccumulation of lead and cadmium in the royal tern and 
sandwich tern. Arch. Environm. Contam. Toxicol. 11: 99-102. Download PDF 



Erickson, D.W., et al. 1983. Led and cadmium in muskrat and cattail tissues. Journal of 
Wildlife Management 47(2): 550-554. Download PDF 



Pattee, O.H. and Hennes, S.K. 1983. Bald eagles and waterfowl: the lead shot connection. 
48th National Wildlife Conference, pp.230-237. Download PDF 



Hoffman, D.J., et al. 1985. Survival, growth, and accumulation of ingested lead in 
nestling American kestrels (Falco sparverius). Arch. Environm. Contam. Toxicol. 14: 89-
94. Download PDF 



Lumeji, J.T. 1985. Clinicopathologic aspects of lead poisoning in birds: a review. 
Veterinary Quarterly 7(2): 133-138. Download PDF 



Pattee, O.H., Bloom P.H., et al. 1986. Lead hazards within the range of the California 
Condor. Condor 92: 931-937. Download PDF 



Weimeyer, S.N., Scott, J.M, et al. 1988. Environmental contaminants in California 
condors. Journal of Wildlife Management 52(2): 238-247. Download PDF 
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contaminants in wintering bald eagles. Journal of Wildlife Management 53(3): 792-802. 
Download PDF 



Locke, L.N., et al. 1992. Lead poisoning of avian species other than waterfowl. The 
International Waterfowl and Wetlands Research Bureau, 6pp. Download PDF 



Blus, L.J. 1994. A review of lead poisoning in swans. Comp. Biochem. Physiol. 108C, 
259-267. Download PDF 



Franson, J.C. and Hereford, S.G. 1994. Lead poisoning in a Mississippi sandhill crane. 
Wilson Bulliten 106(4): 766-768. Download PDF 



Havera, S.C, Hine, C.S., et al. 1994. Waterfowl hunter compliance with nontoxic shot 
regulations in Illinois. Wildlife Society Bullitens 22: 454-460. Download PDF 



DeStefano, S., et al. 1995. Seasonal ingestion of toxic and nontoxic shot by Canada 
geese. Wildlife Society Bullitens 23(3): 502-506. Download PDF 



Kendall, R.J., et al. 1996. An ecological risk assessment of lead shot exposure in non-
waterfowl avian species: upland game birds and raptors. Environ. Toxicol. Chem. 15: 4-
20. Download PDF 



Wood, P.B., et al. 1996. Environmental contaminant levels in sharp-shinned hawks from 
the eastern United States. Journal of Raptor Research 30(3): 136-144. Download PDF 



Kurosowa, N. 2000. Lead poisoning in Steller's sea eagles and white-tailed sea eagles. 
Wild Bird Society of Japan, Tokyo Japan. Download PDF 



Meretsky, V.J., Snyder N.F., et al. 2000.Demography of the California condor: 
implications for reestablishment. Conservation Biology 14(4) 957-967. Download PDF 



Craig,T.H., et al. 2001. Lead concentrations in golden and bald eagles. Wilson Bulliten 
102(l): 130-133. Download PDF 



Fry, M. 2002. An assessment of lead contamination sources exposing California condors, 
DFG Report. Download PDF 



California condor Lead Exposure Reduction Steering Committee. 2003. May 2003 
Report. Download DOC 



Fry, M. 2004. DFG Final Report Addendum: Analysis of lead in California condor 
feathers: determination of depuration during feather growth. Download PDF 
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American Whitewater’s Comments on the 
 “Chattooga River History Project Literature Review and Interview Summary” 



 
Respectfully Submitted on April 17, 2007 
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American Whitewater’s Comments on the 
 “Chattooga River History Project Literature Review and Interview Summary” 



 
Respectfully Submitted on April 17, 2007 



 
 American Whitewater staff and volunteers have reviewed the Chattooga River 
History Project Literature Review and Interview Summary and have found several 
significant errors and weaknesses.  We offer these comments to the USFS with the 
expectation that the Report will be corrected, with the goal of making a stronger and 
more accurate report.  In these comments we will refer to specific sections of the Report, 
point out the errors contained in those sections, and request changes.  The History Report 
may in fact tell the story of the original decision to ban paddling, however that decision 
and its rationales have already been discredited by the USFS’s highest office.  The 
History Report offers no new factual information, and if anything simply clarifies that the 
original decision was an unjustifiable mistake.   
 



Specific Errors and Omissions 
 
Report Section 1.1:  The statement: “the Forest Service (USFS) agreed to reassess that 
decision as part of broader examination of visitor capacity issues on the Upper Chattooga 
River” is not appropriate or sufficient to describe the results of the AW appeal.  The 
reviewing officer specifically found that the existing record was insufficient to justify 
limiting any use, let alone a total ban on paddling62.  Ms. Manning also stated that 
safety63 and solitude64, which are discussed throughout the History Report, are not 
adequate justifications for a boating ban. This is a critical point to make in the 
introduction of the History Report because much of the content of the Report was already 
reviewed and found inadequate.  Even in the interviews, no new historical information 
was presented, and the justification for the boating ban remains inadequate. The History 
Report is deficient and misleading without the context of the AW appeal decision.     
 



                                                 
62 “I find the Regional Forester does not provide an adequate basis for continuing the ban on boating above 
Highway 28.” “No capacity analysis is provided to support restrictions or a ban on recreation use or any 
type of recreation user.”  AW Appeal ROD.     
63 “In addition, 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.”  AW Appeal ROD.    
64 “While there are multiple references in the record to resource impacts and decreasing solitude, these 
concerns apply to all users and do not provide the basis for excluding boaters without any limits on other 
users.” AW Appeal ROD. 



Kevin Colburn 
National Stewardship Director 
American Whitewater 
1035 Van Buren St. 
Missoula, MT March 25, 
2008 59802 
406-543-1802
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Report Section 1.2.1:  We question the sources and validity of the following statement: 
“In addition, conflicts between boaters and anglers apparently began to develop about 
this time.  Forest Service law enforcement responded to several verbal and physical 
confrontations (USDA Forest Service 2006), probably on the lower river (although 
documents do not specify their location or the number of specific incidents).”  
Presumably the citation “USDA Forest Service 2006” refers to the affidavits listed Table 
1.1.  We would point out that these affidavits are not USDA Forest Service sources.  The 
affidavits were solicited by opponents of the boating ban who unsuccessfully sought 
Amicus status in the lawsuit between the USFS and American Whitewater.  Amicus 
status was not granted and therefore the affidavits were not accepted by the court, and 
thus have no status beyond personal opinions.  Citing these documents at all given their 
clear advocacy intent is questionable, but citing them as USDA Forest Service sources is 
wholly unacceptable.   
 
Equally importantly, Jim Barrett states in his interview: “Before the closure no significant 
conflicts, the river was low and that made for good fly fishing,” and Max Gates states in 
his interview that conflicts occurred but not specifically between anglers and boaters.  He 
did not claim to have actually witnessed or responded to conflicts directly.  Nowhere in 
the History Report is there actual evidence of conflicts, just vague hearsay that some 
conflicts happened between some people somewhere on the river.  The History Report 
concludes that conflicts happened and were increasing, yet no evidence of this exists, and 
no indication of the number, severity, participants, location, or cause of these conflicts is 
shared.     
 
Report Section 1.2.2:  We have serious problems with the following sentence: 
“Responses from other anglers may have included aggressive displays of frustration over 
these changes, and may have included shouting, raft-slashing, rock throwing, fistfights, 
and gunplay (Adams 2002).”  First and foremost, the USFS History Report should not be 
based on a document titled “History of the Boating Ban from the Angler’s Perspective” 
written by the primary opponent to boating on the Upper Chattooga.  This is a position 
document and should not be cited, or should be cited in context.  Secondly, the language 
used that displays may have included the listed actions is not worth citing since actions 
may have included virtually anything.  The History Report should focus on what 
definitely happened, not what may have happened.  
 
Report Section 1.2.3:  Craig et al. 1979 should not be used as a reference on the basis of 
the boating ban, since the document was written several years after the ban.  
 
Report Section 1.3:  The following paragraph must be removed entirely:  
  



“The solution above Highway 28 presented itself in two parts. 
First, closing the section of the river that was most dangerous 
helped with safety concerns. Second, it fostered a higher quality 
fishing experience and provided users with an experience of 
solitude on portions of the river not especially suited for floating.”  
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This statement is erroneous and inappropriate for many reasons.  First, stating that there 
is a solution above Highway 28 infers that there was a problem there.  Nothing in the 
History Report even suggests a problem above Highway 28 prior to the ban: no conflicts, 
no paddling deaths, low use, no capacity problems.  Second, there has never been a 
paddling death on the Upper Chattooga so claiming it is the most dangerous section is 
false.  Third, banning paddling on a section with low use and no accidents may have 
helped with safety concerns – but did nothing to improve actual river safety or to 
decrease deaths on the river as is inferred.  Fourth, there is a stated assumption that a 
prohibition on paddling provides a high quality angling experience while there is no 
evidence that a high quality angling experience on the upper Chattooga cannot be 
attained while boating is allowed.  Fifth, there is a stated assumption that anglers would 
not have experienced solitude on the Upper Chattooga without the boating ban which is 
unjustified and unlikely.  Lastly, there is a stated assumption that the upper portions of 
the river were not especially suited for floating.  This is patently untrue, since the Upper 
Chattooga was - and remains - a unique and treasured wilderness river paddling 
experience for experienced canoeists and kayakers. 
 
The conclusions state that the basis for the boating ban was for safety, solitude for 
anglers, and conflicts.  This may be the best story there is, but that is all it is, a story.  The 
actual record - even enhanced by interviews that the Report states may have “uncertain 
motivations” - does not support these conclusions or justify the decision.  There were no 
accidents on the Upper Chattooga, there was very low floating use on the Upper 
Chattooga, and there is no evidence of conflicts on the Upper Chattooga.  The boating 
ban on the Upper Chattooga may have been a response to accidents, increased use, and 
possible conflicts on the Lower River as the report suggests.  However, there is no hard 
evidence of conflicts involving paddlers, and the AW appeal decision has clarified that 
safety and solitude did not justify banning boating.  
 
Importantly, no factual information was included in the History Report that was not part 
of the record considered during the AW appeal.  The interviews are anecdotal, potentially 
biased, and generally in agreement with existing record and understanding of the basis for 
the ban.  Thus, since the History Report was generated in response to the AW appeal, the 
History Report should conclude that the original ban was not justified based on the AW 
appeal decision.                 
 
Thank you for considering these comments, 
 



 
 
Kevin Colburn 
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American Whitewater’s Comments and Suggested Revisions Regarding the Draft 



Upper Chattooga River Phase I Data Collection Expert Panel Field Assessment 
Report, dated February 2007, and first made available to the public on April 2, 2007  



 
Respectfully Submitted on April 6, 2007 
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Mr. John Cleeves 
Project Coordinator 
USDA Forest Service 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212  
jcleeves@fs.fed.us 
 



 
American Whitewater’s Comments and Suggested Revisions Regarding the Draft 



Upper Chattooga River Phase I Data Collection Expert Panel Field Assessment 
Report, dated February 2007, and first made available to the public on April 2, 2007  



 
Respectfully Submitted on April 6, 2007 



 
 
 American Whitewater (AW) would first like to commend and thank the United 
States Department of Agriculture/United States Forest Service (“Forest Service”) for 
conducting an initial on-river floating study of a significant portion of the Headwaters of 
the Chattooga River.  In connection with the Draft Upper Chattooga River Phase I Data 
Collection Expert Panel Field Assessment Report (Expert Report), both the Forest 
Service and its consultants have obtained many initial and important floating and angling 
related data points to inform future management of the Chattooga Headwaters.  As the 
expert boater panel can now attest from personal experience, floating the Chattooga 
Headwaters is a rare and unparalleled wilderness floating experience, especially when 
viewed as an integral part of fifty-two continuous miles of pristine and free-flowing 
Southeastern whitewater.   
 



On April 2, 2007, the Forest Service posted a draft of the Expert Report on its 
website.  AW’s staff and volunteers have reviewed that draft and have found certain 
significant technical errors and deficiencies that AW hopes the Forest Service – in 
conjunction with its consultants – will correct prior to finalizing the Expert Report or 
making any management decisions based upon the Expert Report.  Below, please find 
AW’s suggested revisions to the draft.  Our comments are based on our experience with 
dozens of other similar studies and the ongoing LAC process, as well as on our 
membership’s significant familiarity with the corridor of the upper Chattooga River.     
Thank you for considering these comments, and please do not hesitate to contact AW 
regarding anything contained herein.  



 
 



Kevin Colburn 
National Stewardship Director 
American Whitewater 
1035 Van Buren St. 
Missoula, MT 59802 
406-543-1802 
Kevin@amwhitewater.org 
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Comments and Suggested Revisions Based On Technical Errors and Deficiencies 
 
Report Section 2.0:  This section lists the bordering National Forests but makes no 
mention of the private lands bordering the river.  This section should describe the entire 
Wild and Scenic Corridor, including the Forest Service land at and above the 
Grimshawes Bridge, the public river downstream, and any private lands that are adjacent 
to the river and within the Wild and Scenic Corridor. 
 
Report Section 2.1:  Footnote 2 states that the upper 1.7 miles of the river were not 
analyzed.  In fact, at least the upper 2.0 miles was not paddled, however Figure 2.2 
appears to indicate that more than 2.0 miles was not paddled, and elsewhere in the 
document the section not paddled is estimated at 3 miles.  The distances paddled and not 
paddled should be noted in section 2.1 and used consistently throughout the document.   
 
It should be explained that a significant portion of the Wild and Scenic Chattooga River 
was not studied by the Forest Service, its consultants, or the expert panels of anglers and 
boaters.  This upper reach is a federally designated Wild and Scenic river and we know 
virtually nothing about the state of the reach’s Outstanding Remarkable Values, except 
that the Recreation ORV has been completely eliminated by the Forest Service’s failure 
to clarify and enforce public access provisions.  The reasons for excluding this reach 
from the User Capacity Analysis and the expert panel data collection should be explained 
in the context of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the AW appeal decision, and 
documented. See related comments throughout.  
 
Report Section 2.1.1:  This section is deficient in that it does not note that the Forest 
Service owns the boating put in65 at Grimeshawes Bridge, and in that it does not share the 
rationale for excluding this portion of the river from the study.  Exclusion of roughly the 
upper half of the Chattooga Cliffs reach results in a significant data gap and should be 
justified and accounted for throughout the Expert Report.   
 
Report Section 2.1.4:  Section IV of the Chattooga is roughly described but the reach 
length is not noted, nor is suitability for rafting, commercial use, access, management, 
larger size than the headwaters, and more regular flows.  Section IV is described as 
currently receiving “heavy private and commercial boating use…”  This is an 
unsupported capacity judgment and should be struck from the Expert Report.  
Furthermore, Section IV was not studied as part of the expert panel data collection and 
therefore should not be referenced in this report at all.  Section IV receives little or no 
additional reference as a proxy river in the report, and is therefore not relevant.  We 
recommend removing this section entirely.     
 
Figure 3.1:  Please note whether this data is 15 minute, hourly, daily, etc.   
 
Report Section 5.1.1:  In this section and the sections that follow, it is impossible to 
determine the extent of the river that was fished by anglers.  Did they fish 1% or 90% of 
                                                 
65 Grimshawes Bridge is clearly labeled and referred to as the boating put in for the Chattooga Headwaters 
throughout the original Wild and Scenic Study documents, as well as in modern guidebooks and websites.    
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the river?  Did they view and decide not to fish certain reaches of the river?  This section 
needs a map (and numeric data) showing the locations fished, viewed but not fished, and 
not visited.  In addition this map and analysis should include the distances hiked on 
formal trails and distances hiked on user created or informal trails.      
 
Secondly, this section begins a discussion of spin and bait fishing found throughout the 
Expert Report.  Since no participants actually engaged in these activities we question the 
validity of these data.  At the very least, it should be noted that any references to spin and 
bait fishing is based on unverified, extrapolated information.   Discussion is likely 
acceptable, but extrapolating the numeric suitability of a wide range of flows for an 
activity that was not carried out is not defensible.  The limitations of these data should be 
clearly noted, or the data should be removed from the report.   
 
Report Section 5.1.2:  No panelist fished the Chattooga Cliffs reach, even though they 
were asked to do so.  This decision is a data point - backed by an angler panelist’s hiking 
report - suggesting that the reach or flow conditions were undesirable, however this is 
where the discussion of angling on the Cliffs reach should end.  However, the Report 
goes on to predict specific suitable flows and to discuss the merits of the reach even 
though only a small part of the reach was viewed by only a single panelist who chose to 
not fish.   This should be corrected throughout the document.   
  
Report Tables 5.2:  This table should not include the Chattooga Cliffs reach because the 
reach was not fished and most of it was not visited as part of the data collection.  Spin 
fishing and bait fishing should be excluded, or at least footnoted and/or otherwise 
highlighted to indicate that this activity was not engaged in as part of the data collection 
and is based on unverified, extrapolated information.           
 
Report Section 6.1.2: There is an error in the following sentence:  “The boatability was 
rated overall 6.5, the whitewater challenge 5.5, and the overall rating was 5.2 on a scale 
of 1 being totally unacceptable to 7 being totally acceptable.”  Based on Table 6.1, the 
overall rating was actually 6.2, not 5.2 as stated in section 6.1.2.  
 
Report Section 6.2.1:  This section and sections that follow erroneously infer that the 
only Forest Service or public access for the reach is downstream of the private lands.  
This is absolutely false and must be corrected.  Grimshawes Bridge is clearly noted as the 
“start of the rafting water” and as a boat launch in the Wild and Scenic study documents 
and paddlers would very likely prefer to put in at Grimshawes Bridge – on Forest Service 
land or in the road right-of-way – rather than hike 1.7 miles with their boats.  This is a 
fact that is ignored throughout the report.  The 1.7 mile hike was required by the Forest 
Service as an artificial limitation on the study, but has nothing to do with past, desired, 
intended, or potential recreational use patterns.  This must be reflected in the report.  See 
comments to Report Section 2.1. 
 
Report Section 6.2.2:  The access section notes: “The decision to put-in at this location 
was based on the restriction of access at the upper stretches due to private property.”  
This statement is erroneous.  There is no restriction on access to the upper stretches due 
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to private property.  As we have explained and documented in prior written 
correspondence, the Forest Service has the authority to allow floating on a Wild and 
Scenic River regardless of ownership, and furthermore the state of North Carolina has a 
formal Attorney General’s opinion stating that the public has the right to paddle any river 
capable of being paddled.  This factual error in the Expert Report must be corrected.  The 
Forest Service should manage and allow public access at or near Grimshawes Bridge, but 
if the Agency fails to do so, access will be allowed under North Carolina state law.  The 
reality of future use will likely be based on paddlers using Grimshawes Bridge, and the 
Expert Report should predict and discuss this.    
 
The Forest Service’s position on the private property issue, and the basis for that 
decision, should be made public and defended immediately.  The lack of a clear position 
by the Forest Service is already causing bias in the LAC process as evidenced by the draft 
Expert Report.  See also, comments to Report Section 2.1. 
 
Report Section 7.1.2:  The Report states a disadvantage as follows: “Accessibility - 
difficult put-in at the confluence of Norton Mill Creek and the Chattooga River, about 3 
miles downstream from Grimshawes Bridge; access via 1.7 miles portage on an 
abandoned logging road;”  This is only true of the study, but not of the river itself.  As 
previously noted, Grimshawes Bridge is the appropriate put in for this reach.  Altering 
past, intended, documented, and preferred recreational use patterns during the study has 
weakened the results.  This must be noted and addressed in all sections. See comments to 
Section 2.1. 
 
Report Section 7.1.3:  These data are highly confusing without converting the 
experiences of paddlers and anglers to the same gages.  Even our staff and volunteers 
who are very familiar with the river, the Expert Study, and surrounding issues were 
confused by the lack of correlation between the gages.  The final draft of the Expert 
Report should have correlated gages. 
 
Report Section 7.2.2:  Again, there are no access restrictions on the upper Chattooga 
except those put in place by the Forest Service.  Any statement to the contrary should be 
removed.  See comments to Expert Report Section 2.1. 
 
Omission:  The surveys filled out by anglers and boaters should be scanned and included 
in an appendix with the Expert Report.  This is standard protocol.   
 
Thank you again for considering these comments.  Please do not hesitate to contact me or 
any of the staff at AW. 
 
Sincerely, 



 
 
Kevin Colburn 
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American Whitewater’s Comments on the USFS Report titled “Capacities on other 
Wild and Scenic Rivers: seven case studies” 



 
Respectfully Submitted on May 7, 2007 
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American Whitewater’s Comments on the USFS Report titled “Capacities on other 
Wild and Scenic Rivers: seven case studies” 



 
Respectfully Submitted on May 7, 2007 



 
 American Whitewater has reviewed the report titled: “Capacities on other Wild 
and Scenic Rivers: seven case studies.”   
 
 The case studies in the Report were purportedly selected from hundreds of Wild 
and Scenic River reaches because of their “similarities to issues on the Upper Chattooga.”  
While there are some similarities and some differences between these cases studies and 
the upper Chattooga, it is important to remember that the purpose of the upper Chattooga 
capacity analysis is to determine if there are any issues on the Chattooga that warrant 
management, and if so what they are.  The assumption going into the analysis should be 
that there are no issues – past, present, or likely once use is restored – relating to 
whitewater boating on the Upper Chattooga.  What should be assumed is that there may 
be some resource and/or recreational impacts associated with past, present, or potential 
management that may require a change in management direction. With several 
exceptions, these case studies confirm that non-commercial, day-use, whitewater boating 
is seldom singled out for any management action or limits, and when it is, those limits are 
based on sound data and equitably applied to other users as well.  The exceptions, the 
Upper Rogue, N Umpqua, and Kern “Forks”, are simply anomalies.  Each is very 
different from the upper Chattooga, and each has significant problems that may render 
the boating limitations illegal or inconsistent with the WSRA or other regulatory 
guidance.  Our interests rest in finding solutions on the upper Chattooga which are 
consistent with river management on a national scale.   
 



Given that very few WSRs in this country have limitations on primitive day-use 
non-commercial floating, the selected rivers surveyed in the Report does not paint an 
accurate picture of national river management because it surveys nearly as many rivers 
with limits as it does rivers without limits.  In fact, limitations are so rare, that a more 
appropriate study might attempt to discover why a handful of rivers (three or less) have 
parted from the overwhelming WSR management standard which is to not limit (much 
less ban) this form of primitive floating. 
 
 Notwithstanding that the Report is unrepresentative of national WSR 
management, the report is informative on a number of issues.  We respectfully offer 
certain specific comments to the Report which we set forth below.    In these comments 
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we will point out some similarities and differences between the selected reaches and the 
upper Chattooga that are not readily apparent in the Report.  We will also address the 
impacts and context of the management actions carried out on each river.   We 
respectfully request that you revise the Report where applicable to reflect the comments 
in this letter. 
 



Report Omission 
 



The Report is deficient in that it does not contain one or more case studies 
addressing recreational and ecological management of Wild and Scenic Rivers as they 
pass through private lands.  This is a critical issue on the Chattooga in need of guidance, 
and we ask that the Report be revised to include this topic.  A significant portion of the 
Chattooga Cliffs Section of the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River flows through private 
lands.  The river at its uppermost access point is posted with menacing No Trespassing 
signs.  Other WSRs are typically posted with large “Welcome” signs.  The USFS has 
totally eliminated recreation (a designated ORV) from this section of the river, has not 
managed the other ORVs, and has not entered or studied this section of river as part of 
the user capacity analysis.  We have brought this issue up repeatedly, and yet there are no 
case studies in the Report addressing private lands as they affect the right to float and the 
rights of the USFS to manage for all ORVs.  Are there other examples of where the USFS 
and the public have essentially been locked out of a designated Wild and Scenic River by 
private landowners?  Alternately, are there examples of situations where the USFS has 
resolved such issues in a manner that has resulted in active management and protection of 
the ORVs?  Who manages floating on Wild and Scenic Rivers as the flow through private 
lands: the federal managing agency or the private landowner as limited by state 
navigability laws?     
 



Comments Regarding the Report’s Introduction 
 



The preliminary conclusions bulleted in the Introduction fail to mention or 
comply with overarching guidance from the Wilderness Act, the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act and Forest Service Policy guidance documents – which all provide specific direction 
on how capacity related issues should be addressed.  It is clear that several of the case 
studies which exhibit extreme use limitations are the rare cases in which these policy 
mandates were pushed to - or beyond - the limits of the regulations and were not 
challenged administratively or legally.    
 



This section needs to more realistically depict the regulatory and legal arena in 
which capacity decisions are made – if it is to reach any conclusions at all.  First, the 
Forest Service manual states that indirect limits to use should be exhausted before any 
direct limits are imposed.  The Forest Service manual further provides that, in the drastic 
situations where data support use limitations, such limitations must be implemented in 
the least intrusive and most equitable way. Second, visitor freedom in Wilderness Areas 
should be maximized, and only limited when necessary following a specific process.  
Finally, important recreational values (such as boating on the Upper Chattooga) that lead 
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to2007.05.07 AW Case Study Comments Final WSR designation must be protected 
and/or enhanced on Wild and Scenic Rivers.   
 



This section of the Report simply does not paint a complete picture of the decision 
space that managers operate in, the best management practices that make sense on rivers, 
or the appropriate processes managers use to gradually limit uses and manage specific 
impacts.      
 



Comments Regarding Kern River 
 



On all six of the SF Kern segments, and Segment 2 of the NF Kern, use is low due 
to rare optimal flows, logs, and perhaps other alternatives.  Thus, to the extent the Kern is 
analogous to the upper Chattooga, it is the SF Kern and Segment 2 of the NF Kern that 
are most similar to the upper Chattooga (especially in light of how those segments are 
unique compared to the Kern river as a whole).  Importantly, these analogous sections of 
the Kern have no limits on boating (at least none discussed in the Report).     
 
Also, while the Report references certain “conflicts,”66 on the four upper sections of the 
NF Kern, it is important to note that the FS does not limit private, noncommercial boating 
on those sections either.   
     



The Forks section of the Kern, where boating limits are in place, is not analogous 
to the upper Chattooga.   The Forks section is a remote multi-day paddling resource that 
requires camping – making it very different from the Upper Chattooga which is made up 
of three relatively short day trips. 
 



Moreover, the boating “limits” on the Forks section relate to camping, not 
boating.  The Forks of the Kern has a limit of 15 people per day.  This limit is based on 
perceived camping capacity – not conflicts.  The report also fails to mention that this 
limit has been highly contentious and does not meet the interests of the paddling 
community – since many have no desire to camp, but rather seek to float the entire reach 
in a single day. While American Whitewater disagrees with current limits placed on the 
Forks section for reasons outside the scope of the Report, those limits do not inform 
management of the upper Chattooga for the reasons stated above, namely that camping is 
not a logical limitation on use of the upper Chattooga. 
 



                                                 
66 Any such conflicts are most likely attributable to commercial rafting use, which is not present on the 
Upper Chattooga.   Thus any purported connection between “conflicts” on the Kern and “conflicts” on the 
upper Chattooga are unfounded.  In addition, the only “conflicts” on the upper Chattooga are merely 
anecdotal and not supported by any record. The four reaches of the Upper NF Kern referred to as Segment 
4 notes some “conflicts” including noise, crowding, and parking.  These “conflicts” are symmetrical with 
the exception of noise which may be asymmetrical , however there is no indication of the severity of these 
interactions or capacity issues.  We object to the Report stating that boating has caused conflicts including 
“competition for limited space on land and the river, and congested parking” since these are caused equally 
by all users.  We also question the term “conflict” used in this context, since the severity of the interactions 
is not adequately described to justify calling them conflicts.   
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We do not approve of the following statement: “Establishing a numeric limit for 
the number of people who may launch in the Wilderness and Forks Run has significantly 
contributed to protecting the wilderness experience and biophysical resources.”  Any 
limit on any use will reduce biophysical impacts and enhance the wilderness experience 
for whoever is allowed access – this is not unique to paddling.  The Wilderness Act 
supports non-mechanized recreational use, and specifically paddling.  Managers must 
strike a balance for visitors and the land based on the Wilderness Act and the WSRA.  
Limiting a low impact use to 15 people per day based on the faulty assumption that their 
use will require camping, while some other uses are essentially unlimited is not a success 
or good management that should become a model.      
 



The concept of a formal “quiet zone” is likely not applicable to private boaters, 
however the concept of noise sensitivity may be a good educational topic for all 
backcountry users on the Upper Chattooga.  Likewise, USFS educational efforts 
regarding recognizing and respecting private property may also be applicable on the 
upper Chattooga. 
 



Comments Regarding Metolius River 
 



This river has significant year-long overlapping angling and boating use which is 
not present on the upper Chattooga.  Regardless, there are no problems or limitations on 
either use by the USFS.  This may serve as a good example of a river with more 
recreational overlap than the Chattooga would have, yet still has no conflicts in an 
unlimited management setting. 
 



Comments Regarding North Umpqua River 
 



The N Umpqua is a very different river from the Upper Chattooga.  First, it is 
roadside, providing angling and other access along its entire length, which is not 
discussed in the Report.  Second, it is an extremely popular salmon and steelhead fishing 
destination – likely far exceeding the Chattooga in every measure of visitation.  The 
terms often applied to the river are “combat fishing” or “shoulder to shoulder fishing.”  
The angling density is so great on the N Umpqua reaches that whitewater paddlers have 
been displaced – not the other way around.  Absent (or with) a specific comparison of 
angling visitation, density, and capacity data for the two rivers, management actions on 
the N Umpqua and the Upper Chattooga should not be compared.  They are not 
comparable resources.  



 
Another major difference is that the N Umpqua is one of the few rivers boatable 



during times of regional low flows – which coincide with the intense peak fall angling 
season.  The Upper Chattooga on the other hand is only boatable during high flows when 
angling use is likely to be lowest.  Thus, the potential for conflict is far greater on the N 
Umpqua.  The 30 year old voluntary closure on the N Umpqua has essentially acted as a 
warning to paddlers to expect extremely high angling use on a specific reach during a 
specific time window.  This warning is educational and the knowledge of the angling use 
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encourages paddlers to seek alternatives.  The closure aspect of the management may be 
less important in reducing conflict as its educational component.  
 



The voluntary boating closures on the N Umpqua are unique in our experience.  
Our regional staff feels that the voluntary closures are generally followed by the paddling 
community, mostly because the angling use is so intense that paddling the river is not 
preferable to alternatives.  Essentially, unlimited angling has displaced paddlers.  
Furthermore, there is no reference to real conflicts on the N Umpqua in the Report.  The 
voluntary closures were not challenged administratively or legally by the paddling 
community to our knowledge and it is uncertain if they would pass either level of 
scrutiny.          
 



Comments Regarding Pecos River 
 



Boating on the Pecos River has not caused conflicts.  The river receives low 
paddling use and relatively high levels of other uses.  This is similar to the Upper 
Chattooga in that paddling use is likely to make up a miniscule portion of total use and 
therefore not the most critical use to target in management actions.   
 



Comments Regarding Snake River 
 



Hells Canyon is about as different from the Upper Chattooga as a river could be.  
It is a dam controlled, massive, multi-day, commercially rafted, desert river that is 
boatable every day of the year and has jet-boats speeding through the rapids.  The Upper 
Chattooga differs in that paddling use will generally be day-use, use will not include 
commercial rafting, and flows rarely support paddling.  Demand for the Upper Chattooga 
will be miniscule compared to demand for Hells Canyon for obvious reasons.   
Importantly, other uses on the Snake River are regulated based upon whether they will 
adversely impact primitive floating, which is recognized as an outstandingly remarkable 
recreation value of the river. With regard to the Snake River, the Forest Service has 
argued in federal court that high levels of motorized boating use should be allowed 
because it would not interfere with the important recreational value of hand-powered 
floating.  Other potential uses of the upper Chattooga should similarly be measured 
against their potential impact on primitive floating, yet that impact is difficult to measure 
at this time given that all primitive floating is currently prohibited. 
 



Comments Regarding Upper Rogue River 
 



Perhaps the most important distinction between the upper Rogue and the upper 
Chattooga is that primitive floating recreation is not an Outstanding Remarkable Value 
on the Rogue under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.  This differs from the Chattooga 
which was designated with a Recreation ORV based largely on the upper Chattooga’s 
documented value as a whitewater boating destination.  The USFS is obligated to protect 
and enhance paddling on the Upper Chattooga under the statute.  On the Upper Rogue 
however, they must simply allow paddling use to occur so long as it does not impact the 
Rogue’s ORVs.  This is not mentioned in the Report. 
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Second, the Upper Rogue is not considered to be a whitewater resource at all.  



Essentially the USFS banned a use that did not even exist.  This differs markedly from 
the upper Chattooga which has been congressionally recognized as a high quality 
whitewater paddling resource.  The recent paddling descent of the Upper Chattooga 
corroborated these findings.  Banning enjoyment of a high quality recreational use is very 
different than banning a use on a river for which there is virtually no demand. 
 



Third, we would also like to address the management of wood in rivers in the 
context of both the upper Rogue and the upper Chattooga.  Wood is one issue discussed 
in the Report relating to whitewater boating on the Rogue.  Wood is a natural component 
of stream ecosystems, and is a natural part of the paddling experience.  Paddlers that 
prefer remote, narrow, and/or steep sections of whitewater are highly skilled at assessing 
wood pieces and then either going over, under, or around them.  When passage is 
impossible, portage is often accomplished in the river bed or on rocky shores.  It is not 
considered an acceptable practice for paddlers to disturb the natural ecosystem by 
removing wood to facilitate passage.  Banning paddling to protect logs though would be 
like banning hunting or hiking to prevent killing of non-game species.  All that is needed 
to prevent log removal is a prohibition of log removal – and accompanying education.  
Obviously this issue becomes more complex on rivers that attract rafting use or high 
levels of unskilled users – but on Class IV and V kayaking streams the issue is simple.   
 



Finally, the ban on paddling the Upper Rogue would never pass administrative or 
legal review and therefore it is not a good example.  USFS policy is very clear that 
floating use should be allowed and not limited unless there is a defined conflict with 
other resource values at which time use should be limited equitably and first indirectly.  
Safety is also not an adequate reason for banning paddling, and as stated earlier neither is 
the mere possibility of unregulated removal of wood.  There was no use, no capacity 
problems, no conflicts, etc.  Simply put, this ban has no basis (which is where its 
similarity to the upper Chattooga ends). 
 



Comments Regarding Wilson Creek 
 



Wilson Creek is a relatively good case study to apply to the Chattooga.  It is a 
modern plan from the same state as much of the Upper Chattooga.  The plan recognizes 
and protects recreational enjoyment, while improving the quality of the recreational 
experiences for all users and protecting the river.  The lower reaches are roadside which 
obviously differs from Chattooga, but the upper reaches and tributaries including Upper 
Wilson Creek, the Gragg Prong, North Harper Creek, and Lost Cove Creek are all nice 
class IV or V steep creeks in remote settings.  There are no limits on paddling.     
 



American Whitewater’s Conclusions 
 



These case studies exhibit a range of good management to marginal or bad 
management yet are all presented as good management.  They are presented as having 
similarities to issues on the Chattooga but we are unaware of any real issues involving 
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paddlers on the Chattooga.  Regardless, there are at least as many differences as 
similarities between the Chattooga and the rivers in the case studies.  With that being 
said, there are definitely lessons to be learned from these case studies.  Limiting non-
commercial, day-use, low-use, severely flow limited whitewater boating is extremely rare 
on Wild and Scenic Rivers.  The rare examples of this management presented in the case 
studies each represent questionable decision making.   The Kern has a strict and 
unjustifiable limit based on false assumptions, the Rogue has a senseless ban on a mostly 
unrunnable section of river for reasons that would fail any scrutiny, and the N. Umpqua 
has a closure that is merely voluntary.  We disagree with any assertion that these closures 
represent good or defensible river management.  We also feel strongly that they have 
critical differences from the Chattooga that render them poor examples of potential 
solutions on the Chattooga.  Other case studies however that are more similar to the 
Chattooga show that non-commercial, day-use, low-use, severely flow limited whitewater 
boating is wholly compatible with other uses and resource protection.       



 
The Report is deficient in that it does not contain one or more case studies 



addressing recreational and ecological management of Wild and Scenic Rivers as they 
pass through private lands.  This is a critical issue on the Chattooga in need of guidance, 
and we ask that the Report be revised to include this topic.   
  



Thank you for considering these comments. 
 



Sincerely, 
 



 
 
Kevin Colburn 
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American Whitewater’s Comments on the Chattooga  
Literature Review Report 



 
Respectfully Submitted on May 7th, 2007 
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American Whitewater’s Comments on the Chattooga  
Literature Review Report 



 
Respectfully Submitted on May 7th, 2007 



 
 The Literature Review Report lacks key concepts in the literature that we have 
tried to include in these comments.  Many of these comments and citations were included 
in greater detail in our appeal of the Sumter National Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan, so their omission in this Report is surprising.  Much of the discussion 
in the Report is accurate and well written and the problems in the report generally stem 
from omissions rather than errors.  We hope these comments can lead to a more robust 
Final Literature Review Report.  Perhaps the most critical failure of the Report comes in 
the management component.  Management actions are listed without any context from 
the literature – rather than as solutions for specific types of problems in specific settings.  
A list of actions is meaningless without the context of why, when, and how the actions 
would be applied.  While it may be beyond the scope of the Literature Review, 
management ideas and actions should also be discussed within the bounds of the 
regulatory framework found in the Wilderness Act, Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Forest 
Service Manual, Forest Service Handbook, and other sources.  Management ideas outside 
of the regulatory arena are just ideas, which may or may not be appropriate or legal.     
 
 We have organized our comments based on the organization of the Report, using 
the same bold titles and numbering, for your convenience. 
 
AW Comments On:  2.1.1 & 2.2.1 Influences of Type of Recreational Use  
 



This section is incomplete because it does not specifically discuss the concept of 
recreational specialization.  This is extremely relevant because the level of specialization 
and skill required to paddle the Headwaters is quite high. Recreation specialization is 
characterized by a range of elements related to individual attributes of participation and 
setting preferences.  Recreation specialization research examines widely ranging topics 
including, locus of control,67 privacy orientation,68 specialization, experience, social 
                                                 
67  Knopf, R.C., Peterson, G.L., Leatherberry, E.C.  1983.  Motives for Recreational Floating:  
Relative Consistency Across Settings.  Leisure Sciences.  5:  231-255.  
68  Knopf, R.C.  1987.  Human Behavior, Cognition and Affect in the Natural Environment.  In 
Handbook of Environmental Psychology.  Stokols, D. and Altman, I.  New York:  Whiley. 
 McIntyre, N.  1989.  The Personal Meaning of Participation:  Enduring Environment.  Journal of 
Leisure Research.  21:  167-179. 
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group structure,69 recreation setting preferences, natural setting preferences, equipment,70 
risk,71 and safety.72  Studies show that one’s level of specialization is positively related to 
one’s sense of place.73  Solitude, scenery, small group definition, and sense of place are 
important to every specialized group.74  A review of studies in recreation specialization 
reveals that both boating and angling take place in the context of limited resources.  Both 
user groups must contend with environmental degradation, and the intensification of legal 
concerns regarding use of private lands.75   



Based on the literature, highly specialized paddlers should be seen as a group with 
strong commitments to environmental stewardship, strong connection to place, high 
appreciation of wilderness and solitude, and as having a relatively minor environmental 
impact.   



The discussion of interpersonal conflict and social values conflict in the 
report is generally good.  Interpersonal conflict can be defined as the 
presence of an individual or group interfering with the goals of another 
individual or group.  “Social value conflict can arise between groups who 
do not share the same norms76 and/or values,77 independent of the 
physical presence or contact between the groups.”78   



The alleged conflict on the Headwaters is a social values conflict.  For example, 
an angler representative made the following comment in support of keeping boaters out 
of the Headwaters:  “Obviously they [boaters] just don't understand backcountry 
                                                 
69  Roggenbuck, E.J., Williams, D.R., Bange, S.P., et al.  1991.  River Float Trip Encounter Norms:  
Questioning the Use of the Social Norms Concept.  Journal of Leisure Research.  23:  133-153. 
 Schuett, M.A.  1995.  Predictors of Social Group Participation in Whitewater Kayaking.  Journal 
of Park and Recreation Administration.  13:  42-54.   
70  Block, P.H., Black, W.C., Lichtenstein, D.  1989.  Involvement with the Equipment Component of 
Sport:  Links to Recreational Commitment.  Leisure Sciences.  11: 187-200. 
71  Slovic, P.  1964.  Perception of Risk.  Psychological Bulletin.  61:  220-223. 
 Slovic, P.  1987.  Perception of Risk.  Science.  236:  280-285.   
72  Mackay, S.  1988.  Risk Recreation in Wilderness Areas:  Problems and Alternatives.  Western 
Wildlands.     33-38. 
 McEwan, D.N.  1983. Being High on Public Land: Rock Climbing and Liability.  Parks and 
Recreation. 18:    4650 
73  Ewert, Alan., Hollenhorst, S.  1994.  Individual and Setting Attributes of the Adventure Recreation 
Experience.  Leisure Sciences 16: 177-191. 
 Bixler, R., Backlund, E.  2002.  Chattooga National Wild and Scenic River Trout Angler 
Substitution Study.  Clemson University, Dept of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management.   
 Bixler, R., Backlund, E.  2002.  Activity of Resource Substitutes:  Paddlers Using the Chattooga 
River.  Clemson University, Dept of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management.   
74  Ewert, Alan., Hollenhorst, S.  1994.  Individual and Setting Attributes of the Adventure Recreation 
Experience.  Leisure Sciences 16: 177-191. 
75  Lee, R.D. Recreational Use Statutes and Private Property in the 1990’s.  1995;  Journal of Park 
and Recreation Administration.  13:  71-83 
76  Ruddell, E.J., Gramann, J.H.  1994.  Goal orientation, norms, and noise induced conflict among 
recreation area users.  Leisure Sciences.  16:  93-104. 
77  Saremba, J., Gill, A.  1991. Value conflicts in mountain park settings.  Annals of Tourism 
Research.  18: 155-172. 
78  Vaske, J.J., Donnely, M.P., Wittman, K., and Laidlaw, S. (1995).  Interpersonal Versus Social-
Values Conflict.  Leisure Sciences, 17, 205-222. 
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anglers...and our low tolerance for encounters with others with different beliefs."79  
Researchers describe social values conflicts as follows: 



if people do not observe an event, but believe a problem situation exists, 
the type of conflict must stem from a conflict in social values.80 



Obviously there has not been interpersonal conflict between boaters and anglers 
(or other users) on the Chattooga Headwaters since there are no boaters allowed on the 
Chattooga Headwaters.  Furthermore there are no studies documenting interpersonal 
conflicts between boaters and other dispersed recreationists on any of the hundreds of 
rivers in the region that anglers and paddlers share.  Rather the alleged conflict must be 
based on the perception of a problem rather than on any actual event.  Specifically the 
conflict on the Chattooga is a social values conflict created by the Sumter National 
Forest, which gave one group exclusive access to the river while discriminatorily banning 
another. This decision to favor one user group is apparently based on stereotypes of 
paddlers, and is not based on any studies.  Studies show that if an activity is stereotyped, 
it may result in intolerance, regardless of situational factors.81   



The Literature Review Report does not directly address the concept of 
stereotyping which is certainly an issue on the Chattooga.  It also does not address the 
role that managers can play in creating or exacerbating conflicts through artificial 
removing some recreational users to benefit others.  We have witnessed significant social 
values conflicts primarily in situations where a use is artificially removed and then 
proposed to be allowed once again.  On rivers where uses exist with equal footing 
throughout time conflicts are far more rare – and more likely based on goal interference 
than on social values.    



AW Comments On:  2.1.2, 2.2.2, 2.1.3 & 2.2.3 Recreational Use Encounters and 
Crowding & Encounter Norms  
 



Several studies have shown that an individual’s cognitive belief that a particular 
backcountry situation is a problem may not correspond with that individual’s 
experience.82  In other words, while some users may expect the presence of paddlers to 
impact their experience, those impacts may not actually occur.  This phenomenon is 



                                                 
79    Comment to Draft Sumter EIS. 
80  Id. 
81  Ivy, M.I., Stewart, W.P., and Lue, C. (1992).  Exploring the Role of Tolerance in Recreational 
Conflict.  Journal of Leisure Research.  24.  348-360. 
82  Patterson, M.E., and Hammitt, W.E.  (1990). Backcountry Encounter Norms, Actual Reported 
Encounters, and Their Relationship to Wilderness Solitude.  Journal of Leisure Research.  Vol. 22.  No. 3.  
259-275. 
 Ditton, R.B., Fedler, A.J., and Graefe, A.R. (1983). Factors Contributing to Perceptions of 
Recreational Crowding.  Leisure Sciences. Vol. 5, No. 4.  273-288. 
 Hendricks, W.W.  (1995).  A Resurgence in Recreation Conflict Research: Introduction to the 
Special Issue.  Leisure Sciences.  17.  157-158. 
 Owens, P.L. (1985).  Conflict as a social interaction process in environmental and behavior 
research: The example of leisure and recreation research.  Journal of Environmental Psychology. Vol. 5.  
241-259. 
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critical to predicting the response of other users when paddling is restored to the Upper 
Chattooga.  The results suggest that while some stakeholders claim zero tolerance, the 
impacts of paddling on their experiences may not be as severe as they anticipate.   



We are curious if there are studies that have looked at the distribution of 
encounter tolerance levels among populations of recreationists.  For example, it would 
seem significant if 5% of a population had a zero tolerance yet the rest of the population 
was tolerant of a significant number of encounters each day.  This type of analysis has 
direct management implications regarding the target population for management.  We are 
also curious if studies have discussed groups of recreationists exaggerating their own 
sensitivity for strategic gain in management decisions.  It seems that all a group would 
have to do to justify a monopoly in some or all time and space on public lands would be 
to present a unified fabricated story of zero tolerance against other recreationists (based 
on the literature only – not including regulatory guidance to the contrary).  Are their 
examples of this in the literature?     



AW Comments On:  2.1.4   Influence of Use Experience and Place Attachment  
 



Kinney explores several topics relating to place and specialization among Class V 
kayakers.83  His thesis certainly merits discussion and a citation in the Literature Review.    
 
AW Comments On:  2.2.4:  Perceptions of Wilderness and Solitude Experiences  
 



The discussion of solitude is incomplete.  We suggest the addition of several 
sources and concepts.  Patterson and Hammitt conclude that encounters between 
recreationists have a minimal impact, if any, on the solitude experienced by those 
recreationists.84  Their conclusion is based on the fact that “solitude has a broader 
meaning than simply visitor encounters and perceived crowding.”85  Their research 
concludes that “solitude refers to remoteness, primitiveness, nonconfinement, cognitive 
freedom, and autonomy.  In fact, many of these other aspects of solitude appear to be 
more important than being alone.”86   



The concept of cognitive freedom is recognized in USFS policy that stresses 
maximizing visitor freedom in the Wilderness.  The boating ban is the opposite of this 
recommendation and concept of solitude. 



                                                 
83  Kinney, T.K.  1997.  Class V Whitewater Paddlers in American Culture:  Linking Anthropology, 
Recreation Specialization, and Tourism to Examine Play.  Unpublished Graduate Thesis.  Northern 
Arizona University. 
84  Patterson, M.E., and Hammitt, W.E.  (1990). Backcountry Encounter Norms, Actual Reported 
Encounters, and Their Relationship to Wilderness Solitude.  Journal of Leisure Research.  Vol. 22.  No. 3.  
259-275. 
85 “Solitude need not be the opposite of social crowding” (Hammitt, 1983). 
86  Hammitt, W.E.  (1983).  Toward and Ecological Approach to perceived crowding in outdoor 
recreation.  Leisure Sciences.  5.  309-320. 
 Hammitt, W.E.  (1982). Cognitive Dimensions of Wilderness Solitude.  Environment and 
Behavior.  14.  478-493. 
 Hammitt, W.E., Brown, G.F. (1984).  Functions of privacy in wilderness environments.  Leisure 
Sciences.  6.  151-165. 
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In the Record of Decision regarding our appeal of the forest plan, the reviewing 
officer stated that:  “While there are multiple references in the record to resource impacts 
and decreasing solitude, these concerns apply to all users and do not provide the basis for 
excluding boaters without any limits on other users.”  Ewert and Hollenhorst confirm that 
solitude is important to every specialized group.87  Solitude should be discussed in the 
context of being equally important to groups of similar levels of specialization, and 
differing based on expectations which are in turn based on a number of factors including 
location and past management.   



AW Comments On:  2.3.1 Influences of Type of Recreational Use (Chattooga Specific) 
 
 Paddlers on the Upper Chattooga should be considered highly specialized 
recreationists and discussed in that context.  See our comments on recreation 
specialization elsewhere in this document.  
 
AW Comments On:  2.3.2 Recreational Use Encounters (Chattooga Specific) 
 



The only point that we would like to make regarding this section is that there are 
no data that include paddlers as part of the mix of users on the Upper Chattooga.  This 
should be mentioned in the Report as a data gap.   
 
AW Comments On:  2.3.3 Influence of Use Experience and Place Attachment 
(Chattooga Specific) 
 



Chattooga River paddlers exhibited a stronger sense of place than Chattooga 
River anglers in every category of the studies cited.  In fact, one finding of the Bixler 
study characterized Chattooga River angler’s motivation for fishing on the Chattooga in 
the following manner: “For a significant portion of the respondents, trout fishing may be 
a means of expressing their [socio-economic] status,” not finding a sense of place.88  This 
is a significant finding that is not referenced in the Report. 



 We would like to point out that paddlers have had almost no ability to develop 
Place Attachment on the Upper Chattooga due to the artificial ban on their preferred 
activity.  Place bonding occurs most strongly through engaging in a preferred activity, 
especially for highly specialized recreationists.  Comparisons of Place Attachment 
between paddlers and other permitted users must be tempered by this factor.  What can be 
said is that USFS management has eviscerated paddlers’ place attachment on the Upper 
Chattooga for over a generation.  Allowing paddling in the future may or may not 
occasionally decrease other users’ connection with the place, but it would absolutely and 
vastly increase paddlers’ connection with the place.  Allowing all uses would rebalance 
an unequitable impact on place relationships on the Chattooga.  This concept should be 
pointed out in the Report.  



                                                 
87  Ewert, Alan., Hollenhorst, S.  1994.  Individual and Setting Attributes of the Adventure Recreation 
Experience.  Leisure Sciences 16: 177-191. 
88  Bixler, R., Backlund, E.  2002.  Chattooga National Wild and Scenic River Trout Angler 
Substitution Study.  Clemson University, Dept of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management.   
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AW Comments On:  2.4.1 Identification and Selection of Indicators  
 



If the limits of acceptable change methodology is to be applied equitably, the 
USFS must acknowledge the baseline for any changes must include paddling on the 
Upper Chattooga (without artificial limits).  With that baseline, uses may be limited 
following protocol.  There exists no reason for the current boating ban, and the ban 
should therefore not be considered part of the baseline.  Part of this correction for past 
management must include acknowledgement that the perspective and stated tolerance 
levels of existing users are artificially skewed and that some resetting of expectations is 
totally appropriate.  Paddlers’ use preferences must also be considered.    
 
AW Comments On:  2.4.2 Use Limits & 2.4.3 Other Factors (including Zoning) 
 



The following statement is erroneous:  “Vaske et al (2006) states that zoning 
incompatible users to different locations can be an effective method of managing conflict 
that stems from interpersonal conflict. Furthermore, when the source of conflict is a 
difference in values, education may be required.”  Vaske did not state that education may 
be required in addition to zoning as the wording “furthermore” infers.   They are in fact 
two different solutions for two different types of conflicts.  From Vaske et al: 



 
Understanding these sources of conflict (interpersonal conflict versus 
conflicts in social values) is important for natural resource managers 
because the solution to the conflict depends on the cause of the problem.  
Zoning, for example, may reduce conflicts stemming from interpersonal 
conflict because the user groups are physically separated.  On the other 
hand, zoning is likely to be ineffective when conflicting values are 
involved (Ivy, et al., 199289, Owens, 198590). Because social interaction 
is not necessary for this type of conflict to occur, physically separating 
users will have little influence.  In these situations, education may be 
more effective.91      



Vaske asserts that “the potential for interpersonal conflict increases with increased 
visitation.  On the other hand, for individuals who fundamentally disagree with an 
activity…, these conflicts in values should not vary with visitation.” 92  In other words, 
allowing boating on the Headwaters would not exacerbate the alleged social values 
conflict that may be present.  He concludes that “when the source of conflict is 



                                                 
89  Ivy, M.I., Stewart, W.P., and Lue, C. (1992).  Exploring the Role of Tolerance in Recreational 
Conflict.  Journal of Leisure Research.  24.  348-360. 
90  Owens, P.L. (1985).  Conflict as a social interaction process in environmental and behavior 
research: The example of leisure and recreation research.  Journal of Environmental Psychology. Vol. 5.  
241-259. 
91  Vaske, J.J., Donnely, M.P., Wittman, K., and Laidlaw, S. (1995).  Interpersonal Versus Social-
Values Conflict.  Leisure Sciences, 17, 205-222. 
92  Vaske, J.J., Donnely, M.P., Wittman, K., and Laidlaw, S. (1995).  Interpersonal Versus Social-
Values Conflict.  Leisure Sciences, 17, 205-222.  
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differences in values, however, zoning is not likely to be very effective.”  “In this 
situation educational efforts…may be more effective.” 93 



Recreational specialization research shows that zoning will do nothing to 
eliminate the perceived conflict on the Chattooga River, and will instead exacerbate 
conflict.  This research also shows that education, not zoning, is the best means of 
reducing conflict. 



Even if a conflict between boaters and other users did exist, education—not 
zoning—would be the best (and only) way to resolve that conflict.94  Dyke and Rule 
found that people are less likely to experience anger if they are aware of the roots of the 
behavior that would have otherwise angered or frustrated them.95  Ramthun accordingly 
suggests that “interpretive efforts that help users to understand the behaviors, 
motivations, and land use needs of other user groups may reduce perceptions of 
conflict.”96  Examples of this type of education on the Chattooga would include 
educating anglers on paddlers’ river stewardship efforts, the compatibility of paddling 
use, concern with safety, and paddlers’ enjoyment of solitude.  Ramthun also states that 
“while it is obviously necessary to establish some behavioral protocols, it may be equally 
necessary to promote understanding and acceptance for the needs and motives of 
different user groups.  If these educational efforts emphasize that different user groups 
have many similarities, especially regarding relationship to setting, perhaps fewer biased 
evaluations will occur.”97   



Ramthun concludes his study as follows: 



An emphasis on understanding and acceptance, if successful, would help 
to redefine the social situation in outdoor recreation settings.  At present, 
other user groups are often viewed by recreationists as a source of 
interference and competition. By emphasizing tolerance in our interpretive 
efforts, we may encourage the people in different user groups to see each 
other simply as fellow travelers in the outdoors.” 98   



This conclusion is consistent with the literature and USFS policy and shows that 
education, not zoning, is the most appropriate means of resolving any alleged user 
conflicts on the Chattooga.   



AW Comments On:  2.5 Key Findings and Management Considerations  
 
                                                 
93  Id. 
94  Vaske et al’s recommendation that education be utilized to resolve social values conflict like those 
on the Chattooga is critical to the resolution of this issue and is well supported by other literature. 
95  Dyck and Rule, 1978 as cited in Ramthun, R.  1995.  Factors in User Group Conflict Between 
Hikers and Mountain Bikers.  159-169. 
96  Ramthun, R.  1995.  Factors in User Group Conflict Between Hikers and Mountain Bikers.  159-
169. 
97  Id. 
98  Ramthun, R.  1995.  Factors in User Group Conflict Between Hikers and Mountain Bikers.  159-
169. 
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 The management considerations present a Chinese menu of management options 
– yet fails to mention that these options exist in a procedural framework clearly defined 
by the regulatory arena that decisions take place in.  These menu items may all exist in 
the literature, but in a regulatory context - or in their context in the literature - many of 
them are totally inappropriate in many situations.  Without context, this section is 
meaningless.   
 
AW Comments On:  3.1.2 Flow-Recreation Issues in the Chattooga Corridor  
 
 This section is missing the only robust methodology capable of gathering the kind 
and quality of data sufficient for decision making on the Chattooga.  This methodology 
has been reiterated by American Whitewater numerous times in comments.  It simply 
entails permitting some large number people to paddle the river should they choose to do 
so, and surveying those paddlers via a mail or online survey tool.  This methodology 
allows paddlers to opportunistically paddle the river during stochastic high flow periods, 
gathers a large sample size of real users at the conditions they seek, and costs virtually 
nothing to implement.  Studies such as these have been carried out on West Rosebud 
Creek (MT), the Cheoah River (NC), the Crooked River (OR), the Sultan River (WA), 
and many others.  The lack of this obvious and ideal methodology in the Report is a 
glaring omission.    
 
 Expert panels are often capable or gathering data sufficient for management 
decisions as stated in the Report.  Single flow assessments however are rarely if ever 
sufficient to base long term management decisions on.  Typically, single flow 
assessments are used to determine if a multiple flow assessment is justified based on 
reach quality, or needed based on the certainty of responses.  Time and time again during 
flow studies the estimates made during single flow assessments are either found to be 
wrong or are significantly refined through a multiple flow assessment.  The limitations of 
a single flow assessment should be explained in detail. 
 
AW Comments On:  4.0 RECREATIONAL USE EFFECTS ON TRAIL AND SITE 
RESOURCES  
 
We would like to see more discussion of the benefits of trail use, or at least an 
acknowledgement of it.  Most of the great conservationists of our time, and most of the 
voters that have supported great conservation initiatives developed a personal relationship 
with the natural world on a trail of one kind or another (including water trails, ie rivers).  
Outdoor recreation is one of the primary drivers of resource protection and trails are the 
gateway to outdoor recreation experiences including hiking, climbing, paddling, fishing, 
hunting, and camping.  In an era when an increasingly smaller percentage of people are 
visiting national parks and other public lands, it would serve us all well to acknowledge 
that people are welcome to responsibly enjoy public lands – not discouraged from doing 
so.  
 
AW Comments On:  5.1.2 Potential Influences of Recreation Activity Type and 
Behavior  
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 There are several omissions in this section.  First, there is no discussion of hunting 
yet hunting is discussed in some detail in other places in the document.  Second, the 
section regarding fishing is incomplete.  The Report states that stocking impacts are being 
debated. In fact, while there is always debate in science, there is a great deal of scientific 
consensus that stocking has numerous definable and predictable impacts.  Please see the 
following references as a starting point regarding the accepted impacts of fish stocking 
and other angling related actions:  
  



• Trout stocking impacts amphibians99-100 
• Trout stocking impacts entire freshwater food webs101-102-103 
• Trout stocking causes loss of genetic diversity and population changes104-105 
• Trout stocking displaces native trout106-107 
• Trout stocking can reduce or eliminate other species108 



                                                 
99 Pilliod, David S.; Peterson, Charles R. 2000. Evaluating effects of fish stocking on amphibian 
populations in wilderness lakes. In: Cole, David N.; McCool, Stephen F.; Borrie, William T.; O’Loughlin, 
Jennifer, comps. Wilderness Science in a Time of Change Conference–Volume 5: Wilderness Ecosystems, 
Threats, and Management; 1999 May 23-27; Missoula, MT. Proceedings RMRS-P-15-VOL-5. Ogden, UT: 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station: 328-335. Leopold 
Publication Number 406.  
 
100 Pilliod, David S.; Peterson, Charles R. 2001. Local and landscape effects of introduced trout on 
amphibians in historically fishless watersheds. Ecosystems. 4(4): 322-333. Leopold Publication Number 
446.  
 
101 Yang, Y.F. et al. (2005) Effects of fish stocking on the zooplankton community structure in a shallow 
lake in China. Fish. Manage. Ecol.12, 81–89 
 
102 Lisa A. Eby, W. John Roach, Larry B. Crowder and Jack A. Stanford. 2006.  Effects of stocking up 
freshwater food webs.  TRENDS in Ecology and Evolution Vol.21 No.10. 
 
103 Scavia,D. et al. (1986) Influence of salmonine predation and weather on long-term water quality trends 
in Lake Michigan. Can. J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 43, 435–443 
 
104 Simon, K.S. and Townsend, C.R. (2003) Impacts of freshwater invaders at different levels of ecological 
organisation, with emphasis on salmonids and ecosystem consequences. Freshw. Biol. 48, 982– 
994.  
 
105 Dunham, J.B. et al. (2004) Assessing the consequences of nonnative trout in headwater ecosystems in 
Western North America. Fisheries 29,18–24 
 
106 Nakano, S. et al. (1998) Competitive interactions for foraging microhabitat among introduced brook 
charr, (Salvelinus fontinalis) native bull charr (S. confluentus) and westslope cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus 
clarki lewisi) in a Montana stream. Environ. Biol. Fishes 52, 245–355 
 
107 Gunckel, S.L. et al. (2002) Effect of bull trout and brook trout interactions on foraging habitat, feeding 
behavior growth. Trans. Am. Fish. Soc. 131, 1119–1130 
 
108 Simon, K.S. and Townsend, C.R. (2003) Impacts of freshwater invaders at different levels of ecological 
organisation, with emphasis on salmonids and ecosystem consequences. Freshw. Biol. 48, 982–994 
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• Trout stocking can impact macroinvertebrates109-110-111 
• Trout stocking can impact riparian plants and animals112-113-114-115 
• Lead tackle impacts aquatic and terrestrial animals116-117-118-119 
• Monofiliment line can impact aquatic and terrestrial animals120 
• Lost fishing hooks can impact aquatic and terrestrial animals as well as other 



recreationists121.  
• Fishing can result in direct mortality to fish, both intentionally as take, and 



unintentionally122.  



                                                 
109 Gliwicz, Z.M. and Rowan, M.G. (1984) Survival of Cyclops abyssorum tatricus (Copepoda, Crustacea) 
in alpine lakes stocked with planktivorous fish. Limnol. Oceanogr. 29, 1290–1299 
 
110 Nakano, S. and Murakami, M. (2001) Reciprocal subsidies: Dynamic interdependence between 
terrestrial and aquatic food webs. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 98, 166–170 
 
111 37 Baxter, C.V. et al. (2005) Tangled webs: reciprocal flows of invertebrate prey link streams and 
riparian zones. Freshw. Biol. 50, 201–220 
 
112 Nakano, S. and Murakami, M. (2001) Reciprocal subsidies: Dynamic interdependence between 
terrestrial and aquatic food webs. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 98, 166–170 
 
113 37 Baxter, C.V. et al. (2005) Tangled webs: reciprocal flows of invertebrate prey link streams and 
riparian zones. Freshw. Biol. 50, 201–220 
 
114 Baxter, C.V. et al. (2004) Fish invasion restructures stream and forest food webs by interrupting 
reciprocal prey subsidies. Ecology 85, 2656–2663 
 
115 Knight, T.M. et al. (2005) Trophic cascades across ecosystems. Nature437, 880–883 
 
116 Eisler, Ronald, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. "Lead Hazards to Fish, Wildlife, and Invertebrates: A 
Synoptic Review." Biological Report 85(1.14), Contaminant Hazard Reviews, April 1988. 
 
117 Scheuhammer, A.M., Money, S.L., Kirk, D.A., Donaldson, G. "Lead fishing sinkers and jigs in Canada: 
Review of their use patterns and toxic impacts on wildlife." Occasional Paper Number 108, Canadian 
Wildlife Service, March 2003. 
 
118 Sidor, Inga F., Pokras, Mark A., Major, Andrew R., Poppenga, Robert H., Taylor, Kate M. Miconia, 
Rose M. "Mortality of Common Loons in New England, 1987 to 2000." Journal of Wildlife Diseases, Vol. 
39, No. 2, pp. 306-315. 
 
119 Scheuhammer, A.M., Norris, S.L. "A review of environmental impacts of lead shotshell ammunition and 
lead fishing weights in Canada." Occasional Paper Number 88, Canadian Wildlife Service, August 1995. 
 
120 This is a common issue discussed in the grey literature, and the Report authors should research this in 
the peer reviewed literature. 
 
121 This is a common issue discussed in the grey literature, and the Report authors should research this in 
the peer reviewed literature. 
 
122 Aaron Bartholomew and James A. Bohnsack. 2005.  A Review of Catch-and-Release Angling Mortality 
with Implications for No-take Reserves.  Reviews in Fish Biology and Fisheries. Volume 15, Numbers 1-2 / 
February, 2005. 129-154 
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• Wading may impact macroinvertabrates123.  
 
American Whitewater’s Conclusions 
 
 We hope that the USFS finds these comments useful, and can enhance their 
literature review with the sources and information we have shared.   
 
Thank you for considering these comments, 
 



 
 
Kevin Colburn 



                                                 
123 Kick-netting is a widely used method for causing unintentional drift in stream macroinvertebrates for the 
purpose of sampling, inferring that walking and shuffling feet on the stream bottom for any purpose would 
have the same effect.  To learn more about the methodologies, see Cummins, K.W and R.W. Merritt.  1996.  
Aquatic Insects of North America.  Third edition.  Kendall Hunt Publishing.  
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Introduction and Executive Summary 



The USFS report titled Capacity and Conflict on the Upper Chattooga River (Integrated Report 
or IR) contains a wealth of information useful in managing the Chattooga River and we commend the 
FS and their consultants for their efforts compiling this report.  We are offering these comments as both 
comments on the Integrated Report itself, and also on the greater process and state of information 
leading up to this fall’s NEPA process.  The IR finds that: 



 
 Paddling use is expected to result in at most 1200 additional visits to the 



Chattooga Headwaters each year – making it among the smallest uses of the 
area.    



 The only impact that paddlers might have according to the IR that is not 
common to all current users is a potential social impact on the recreational 
experience of a very small number of sensitive, backcountry fly fishermen, 
on a few days of the year.  That is it. 



 There is no evidence of similar impacts on the Chattooga or on any river in 
the region. 



 The few anglers present would not see any paddlers on at least 80% of the 
year and that for much of the remainder of days they may or may not see one 
or two groups of paddlers. The only exception would be a handful of 
suboptimal angling days when boating use could be unusually high (still only 
4, 8, or 14 groups expected depending on the reach). 



 
The IR shows clearly that the result of allowing paddling on the Chattooga amounts only to a 



couple of highly sensitive anglers seeing a couple groups of paddlers on a small percentage of days 
when angling is suboptimal.  This finding should be the end of the discussion. However, while the report 
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clearly offers no evidence of any past or potential conflicts of any significance – it somehow makes the 
massive leap in logic to conclude that conflicts between boaters and anglers may occur on the 
Chattooga, may be significant, and may require active management intervention.  The IR goes on to 
present a range of biased “solutions” to this “problem” – which in reality does not exist and will not 
occur.  We fully disagree with these conclusions, and will show in our comments that the IR itself 
clearly does not support them. 



 
We challenge the USFS to find a management alternative more elegant, fair, protective, 



responsive to rapid flow changes, and easier to manage than simply allowing the natural flow regime to 
dictate use on the upper Chattooga River.  Quite frankly, it can’t be done – the natural flow regime has 
worked on every other river in the region to eliminate any potential conflicts.  The natural flow regime 
creates an 80:20 split on the Chattooga; 80% of days having angling without boaters present, and 20% of 
days having potentially shared use.  We see this as meeting even the zero-tolerance angler’s interests by 
providing predictable time periods during which no boaters will be present, on over 80% of days.  We 
would add that in reality, based on flow preferences, flow changes, time of day, season, location 
selection, number of hours fished, and other factors, it is highly likely that an individual angler would 
actually see paddlers on less than 5% of visits.  This management alternative is proven, it is legal, it is 
regionally and nationally consistent, and it meets our interests.  The IR offers no evidence for why this 
alternative is not the best possible alternative.     



 
We question the title of the report itself. The Chief ordered a capacity analysis, not a “conflict” 



analysis. Despite the Chief’s clear order, the local FS insists on making this issue about conflict between 
two primary user groups – anglers and whitewater paddlers. Both groups have an equal right to solitude 
on the river and the IR shows that both groups are complimentary to each other, not in conflict.  The IR 
shows that the natural flow regime provides the preferred recreational experiences for every user group.    



 
The IR contains significant errors and omissions that must be remedied.  Especially egregious is 



the discussion on decision space which excludes vital information such as USFS policy on river 
management and navigability, an interstate compact securing navigation, and a US Supreme Court 
statement of navigability of the Chattooga.   



 
Our comments that follow address both the IR itself, and also the greater process and state of 



information leading up to this fall’s NEPA process.  We point out a number of factual errors, many 
significant omissions, errors in interpretation of facts, organizational errors, and errors of judgment 
regarding management options. We ask that the FS take note of our comments and concerns and address 
them appropriately as we move forward in the NEPA process.  We also ask that the studies underlying 
the IR, and the IR itself be corrected based on these comments and the comments of other stakeholders.  
Continuing to create a record of documents that have not been corrected based on public comment does 
nothing but create a weak and flawed foundation for future decisions.  These documents, as they exist, 
are not defensible.   



 
1. Comments on the Integrated Report chapter titled: “Introduction” 



 
The legend in Figure 1 misrepresents the map and reality. 
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 The legend in Figure 1 lists 4 reaches open to boating and only one closed to boating, while the 
map clearly shows the 3 (or 4 if the Delayed Harvest Reach is counted) reaches banned to boating.  The 
legend should be changed to match the map, and include the 3 or 4 reaches banned to boating. 
 
 The introduction also fails to point out that the entire river corridor is open to angling and every 
effort is made in the IR to imply that boaters and anglers share the river equitably under current 
management. This could not be further from the truth. The misleading legend in Figure 1 is just one 
example of this bias. 
 
Agency “expert judgments” lack boating expertise. 
 
 On page 6 among the Report Limitations and Caveats it is noted in the second bullet that agency 
staff was relied upon for “expert judgments.”  None of these “experts” are experts or even novices in 
whitewater boating.  Furthermore none of the “expert” agency staff are experts in the management of 
whitewater boating on steep mountain creeks and rivers such as the Upper Chattooga.  This fact needs 
referenced in the report, and should temper if not disqualify the assertions made by this group regarding 
paddling.        



 
2. Comments on the Integrated Report chapter titled: “The Upper Chattooga 



“Decision Environment” 
 
The IR fails to address user capacity and the outstanding remarkable values on a significant 
portion of the river. 
 
 The upper 2 miles of the Chattooga Headwaters were not addressed at all in the IR other than to 
dismiss them as private lands and beyond Agency management discretion. The reach was excluded 
explicitly on page 10 and 11 in a discussion of navigability and private land.  This section contains 
significant errors – though none greater than the resulting omission of this section of river from the 
remainder of the analysis. 
 
 Congress designated this section as Wild and Scenic, it was included in our appeal, and was 
included in the appeal decision that required a user capacity analysis.  The upper 10% of the Chattooga 
WSR has various OR values.  The USFS admittedly has not entered this reach for a long time period, so 
the public and the agency cannot determine whether or not they are protecting and enhancing those OR 
values as required by federal law.  
 
 On page 52 the IR states that development is not a major concern.  It is a major concern for 
American Whitewater and we have no information regarding development in the top 10% of the upper 
corridor including information on potential scenic, biological, or water quality impacts.  The IR should 
be revised to include these concerns and specifically state these significant data gaps.    
 
 What we do know about this reach is that the Recreation OR value has been eviscerated by the 
USFS.  The FS is has not protected and enhanced public recreation on this reach and are thus, absolutely 
and obviously, violating the WSRA.  The one use that the USFS can explicitly allow on this section of 
river, and thus at least partially fulfill their mandate, is paddling – the only use they have banned.  The 
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IR is deficient in that it does not describe the recreational resources of the top 10% of the upper river, 
nor does it propose alternatives for protecting and enhancing the recreation OR value of this reach. 
 
The IR is deficient in omitting key portions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (WSRA) addressing 
private lands.   
 



The IR fails to mention that the USFS has the right and obligation under the WSRA to negotiate 
or condemn a floating or scenic easement to assure the rights of the public to paddle, scout, or portage 
on Wild and Scenic Rivers.  This discussion should be added to page 7, under the WSRA section and 
reiterated under the navigability section on page 11. 



 
SECTION 6 (a) 2 of the WSRA states that: 
 
“Nothing contained in this section, however, shall preclude the use of condemnation when 
necessary to clear title or to acquire scenic easements or such other easements as are reasonably 
necessary to give the public access to the river and to permit its members to traverse the length of 
the area or of selected segments thereof.” 
 



 This telling section of the WSRA indicates a clear intent of the authors that the public should be 
allowed to access and traverse Wild and Scenic Rivers, especially in cases like the Chattooga that have 
recreation – and boating specifically – mentioned as an OR value.   



 
While condemnation of any easements on the upper Chattooga is not necessary to allow floating 



(see following discussion on navigability) this element of the act certainly must be referenced in the IR, 
and its intent and power noted.   
 
The IR omits key USFS policy regarding the management of Wild and Scenic Rivers flowing 
through private lands.   



 
The IR omits the USFS policy on regulating use on Wild and Scenic Rivers flowing through 



private lands. The Forest Service Manual directly states that the USFS has the right to regulate use on 
rivers within the USFS boundaries or Wild and Scenic Rivers. Yet, the IR is written as though this 
document and policy do not even exist. See the excerpt below from the Forest Service Manual:  
 



2354 - RIVER RECREATION MANAGEMENT. 
 
2354.01 - Authority.  Administration of the rivers within the National Forest System falls 
under the general statutory and regulatory authorities, including mining and mineral leasing, 
laws, that apply to lands.  The basic authority to regulate public use of waters within the 
boundaries of a National Forest or Wild and Scenic River derives from the property clause of 
the U.S. Constitution as implemented through the laws pertaining to the administration of the 
National Forests.  The authority of the Secretary of Agriculture to regulate the public use of 
waters found at 16 USC 551 has been upheld in many court decisions.  The most notable cases 
are: 
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    1.  United States v. Lindsey, 595 F.2d 5 (1979).  The court held that within a federally 
designated area the Federal Government had the authority to regulate camping on State-owned 
land below the high water mark of a river. 
 
    2.  United States v. Richard, 636 F.2d 236 (1980) and United States v. Hells Canyon Guide 
Service, 660 F.2d 735 (1981).  The courts held that the Forest Service can regulate use of a 
river notwithstanding the fact that users put in and take out on private land. 



 
This discussion should be added to page 7, under the WSRA section and reiterated under the 



navigability section on page 11.     
 
The IR fails to address Section 13(e) of the WSRA as it relates to the USFS decision space on the 
Upper Chattooga.   



 
Section 13 (e) of the WSRA states: 
 
“Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed to alter, amend, repeal, interpret, modify, or be 
in conflict with any interstate compact made by any States which contain any portion of the 
national wild and scenic rivers system.” 
 



 In 1876 the Supreme Court clarified that the Chattooga (the most northern tributary of the 
Tugaloo River) is navigable to its source under an interstate compact entered into between the States of 
South Carolina and Georgia on the twenty-fourth day of April, 1787.  The court stated the following, 
referencing an interstate compact:     



 
“The navigation of the river Savannah, at and from the bar and mouth, along the north-east side 
of Cockspur Island, and up the direct course of the main northern channel, along the northern 
side of Hutchinson's Island, opposite the town of Savannah, to the upper end of the said island, 
and from thence up the bed or principal stream of the said river to the confluence of the rivers 
Tugoloo and Keowee, and from the confluence up the channel of the most northern stream 
of Tugoloo River to its source, and back again by the same channel to the Atlantic Ocean, is 
hereby declared to be henceforth equally free to the citizens of both States, and exempt 
from all duties, tolls, hindrance, interruption, or molestation whatsoever attempted to be 
enforced by one State on the citizens of the other, and all the rest of the river Savannah to the 
southward of the foregoing description is acknowledged to be the exclusive right of the State of 
Georgia.(emphasis added)124” 
 
Thus, the 30+year ban on paddling under the management plan for the Chattooga Wild and 



Scenic River has been in direct conflict with Section 13 (e) of the WSRA. 
 
Likewise, the Comprehensive River Management Plan contained in the Land and Resource 



Management Plan for the Sumter National Forest – now up for amendment - must conform to Section 13 
(e) and allow navigation without hindrance, interruption, or molestation.  Several management options 
that limit paddling would directly and illegally conflict with this compact. 
                                                 
124 State of South Carolina v. State of Georgia 93 U.S. 4 (1876) http://supreme.justia.com/us/93/4/case.html 
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The IR wrongly infers that the Chattooga River has not been adjudicated as navigable, as it 
relates to the USFS decision space on the Upper Chattooga.   
 



Governing regulations for navigability determinations state: “Precise definitions of "navigable 
waters of the United States" or "navigability" are ultimately dependent on judicial interpretation and 
cannot be made conclusively by administrative agencies.125” 



 
In the case of the Chattooga, judicial confirmation of navigability has occurred and confirms 
navigability of the reaches in question.  In 1876 the Supreme Court clarified that the Chattooga, the most 
northern tributary of the Tugoloo, is navigable to its source (see above). The Chattooga River is 
absolutely navigable – since it has been adjudicated as such by the Supreme Court of the United 
States126.   
 
The IR fails to include relevant references, context and policy regarding the Wilderness Act. 
 



The IR overlooks specific USFS policy that dictates how wilderness should be managed.  The 
Forest Service has promulgated its own regulations to execute Congress’s mandate that: agencies 
administer wilderness to preserve its wilderness character. 



16 U.S.C. § 1133(b) states: 



“each agency administering any area designated as wilderness shall be responsible for preserving 
the wilderness character of the area and … wilderness areas shall be devoted to the public 
purposes of recreational … use”). 



The Forest Service regulations provide the following with respect to wilderness areas: 



 National Forest Wilderness shall be so administered as to meet the public 
purposes of recreational … uses;127 



 
 In carrying out such purposes, National Forest Wilderness resources shall be 



managed to promote [and] perpetuate … specific values of … primitive 
recreation.  To that end:  … Wilderness will be made available for human 
use to the optimum extent consistent with the maintenance of primitive 
conditions.128 



 
The IR also makes several USFS policies on Wilderness management seem like a passing 



opinion with little or no relevance to the management of the Chattooga.  The first example of this is the 
forth bullet under the Wilderness Act section on page 9. The Forest Service Manual contains the 
following policies: 



                                                 
125 33CFR 329.3 
126 State of South Carolina v. State of Georgia 93 U.S. 4 (1876) 
127 36 C.F.R. § 293.2 
128 36 C.F.R. § 293.2(b) 
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“Maximize visitor freedom within the wilderness. Minimize direct 
controls and restrictions.  Apply controls only when they are essential for 
protection of the wilderness resource and after indirect measures have 
failed”. 



“Use information, interpretation, and education as the primary tools for 
management of wilderness visitors.” 



The USFS Manual also provides that one of the objectives for management of wilderness is to 
“Protect and perpetuate wilderness character and public values including, but not limited to…primitive 
recreation experiences (USFS Manual § 2320.2).”  It is later clarified in section 2320.5.3, that rafts and 
canoes are considered primitive devices suitable for use in wilderness.  These points should be 
referenced in the IR – and should be considered fundamental management objectives for the Chattooga 
River’s Ellicott Rock reach.  



The discussion of “grandfather rights” fails to address paddling specifically.   
 
 In the final bullet under the WSRA section on page 8, the IR states that: 
 



“In general, types of use and access routes within river corridors at the time of designation 
receive ‘grandfather rights’ (continued use).  However if an access route or type of use adversely 
impacts an OR Value, it may be closed or regulated.” 
 
The IR is deficient in not specifically discussing how this relates to paddling. Substantial 



paddling use occurred both prior to and at the time of designation. Furthermore there is absolutely no 
evidence of that paddling use impacted any other OR value, either then or now. 
 
  In fact, eliminating paddling use has impacted and continues impact a grandfathered element of 
the recreation OR value for the upper Chattooga - paddling.  This is a major issue regarding the historic 
boating ban and future management and must be elaborated upon in a revised draft of the IR.  Not doing 
so leaves a critical element of the decision space essentially blank.        
 
Anecdotal evidence is not evidence – there is no evidence of past conflicts 
 
 Anecdotal evidence is inappropriately relied upon throughout the IR.  For example in the third 
bullet on page 15 (6th bullet under the History section), the authors state that anglers “appear” to have 
had conflicts or been displaced by increased boating use on the lower river – an opinion which they 
admittedly base on loose anecdotal evidence. 
 
 We are aware of no factual evidence or first hand accounts of any such occurrence in the record, 
and thus ask that this bullet be struck.  This report should be based on facts – not speculation by biased 
sources.  Continued reliance on anecdotal evidence of questionable intent is a significant hurdle to 
resolving issues surrounding Chattooga River management.  
 
The IR misrepresents state navigability law and the disagreement among stakeholders regarding 
navigability.   
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 The IR uses a misunderstanding of navigability law and USFS policy to conclude that they 
cannot manage the section of the Chattooga WSR that flows through private lands.  This must be 
corrected. 
 



The public has the right to paddle this river under both state and federal law. As for state law, the 
IR erroneously states that a 1998 opinion by the NC Attorney general: 



 
“suggested that waters ‘capable of use’ by canoes and kayaks were likely to be determined 
navigable if adjudicated” (emphasis added). 



  
In fact the AG opinion did not merely suggest, rather firmly stated that rivers capable of being paddled 
are navigable129.   The Attorney General’s Opinion never mentions adjudication as a requirement of 
navigability – merely the possibility of floating in a canoe or kayak.   
 



Furthermore, the Attorney General’s opinion definitively answered the question of whether or 
not the public has the right to float down streams in canoes and kayaks directly with the following 
statement: 



 
“Yes. Citizens have the right to travel by "useful vessels" such as canoes and kayaks, "in the 
usual and ordinary mode" on waters which are in their natural condition capable of such use, 
without the consent of the owners of the shore.”   



 
There is in fact no doubt whatsoever that the Chattooga River is navigable under NC law and 



legal to float.  The IR must be corrected for accuracy on this issue.  While it may be clear that the 
landowners claim the reach is not navigable, it is equally clear that the 1998 Attorney General’s opinion 
states that it is absolutely navigable.   



 
Regardless, the river was adjudicated as navigable to its source by the US Supreme Court in 



1876.130  American Whitewater has provided this documentation to the USFS numerous times yet no 
mention is made in the IR of this pivotal fact.   
 
The IR fails to include the USFS policy on the navigability of rivers: 
                                                 
129 “The controlling law of navigability as it relates to the public trust doctrine in North Carolina is as follows: " 'If 
water is navigable for pleasure boating it must be regarded as navigable water, though no craft has ever been put upon 
it for the purpose of trade or agriculture. The purpose of navigation is not the subject of inquiry, but the fact of the 
capacity of the water for use in navigation.' " Id. at 608-09, 48 S.E. at 588 (quoting Attorney General v. Woods, 108 
Mass. 436, 440 (1871)). In other words, if a body of water in its natural condition can be navigated by watercraft, it is 
navigable in fact and, therefore, navigable in law, even if it has not been used for such purpose. Lands lying beneath 
such waters that are navigable in law are the subject of the public trust doctrine. 342 N.C. at 301, 464 S.E.2d at 682. 
 
  The Court concluded that "navigability in fact by useful vessels, including small craft used for pleasure, constitutes 
navigability in law." (Emphasis supplied.) Gwathmey, 342 N.C. at 300, 464 S.E.2d at 681, citing State v. Narrows 
Island Club, 100 N.C. 477, 5 S.E. 411 (1888). "The capability of being used for purposes of trade and travel in the 
usual and ordinary modes is the test, and not the extent and manner of such use." Gwathmey, 342 N.C. at 300, 464 
S.E.2d at 681, quoting State v. Twiford, 136 N.C. 603, 606, 48 S.E. 586, 587 (1904). Further, "the public have the right 
to the unobstructed navigation as a public highway for all purposes of pleasure or profit, of all watercourses, whether 
tidal or inland, that are in their natural condition capable of such use." Gwathmey, 342 N.C. at 300, 464 S.E.2d at 681, 
quoting State v. Baum, 128 N.C. 600, 604, 38 S.E. 900, 901 (1901).” 1998 Attorney General Opinion.   
 
130 State of South Carolina v. State of Georgia 93 U.S. 4 (1876) 
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 Section 2354.14 of the UFSF Manual clearly states that: 
 



“The Forest Service retains authority to regulate the use of a river and the National Forest lands 
on the shorelines whether it is navigable or nonnavigable.” 



 
This USFS policy should form the basis of the USFS response to landowner’s efforts to exclude 



the public from a USFS managed WSR.  The IR is severely deficient in omitting this policy.   
 
Substantial boating use did occur prior to 1971 
 
 The IR states on page 14 that substantial boating use had not occurred prior to 1971 on the upper 
Chattooga.  This is a matter of opinion and we disagree. Substantial boating use did occur at the time of 
designation up until the time of the paddling ban in 1976. 
 
 There were people regularly kayaking the Chattooga headwaters prior to 1971 (see the AW co-
plaintiff affidavits from the lawsuit over this matter).  While not a huge number of people, we consider 
this substantial use. 
 
 Likewise, the USFS considered it substantial enough at the time to recommend the river for Wild 
and Scenic designation based on its OR value as a paddling resource, and went on to recommend put-
ins, take-outs, and portage trails on the upper river in the process.  We consider this to be adequate 
evidence that paddling use was substantial.  
 
The History Section conflicts with the Potential Use section of the IR 
 
 The History Section of the IR, on page 15, notes that boating use on the lower Chattooga has 
fallen over 37% in the past decade.  In contrast the Potential Use section on page 40 estimates that 
whitewater boating has increased a ridiculous 250%.  This conflict should be corrected. 
 
Also the use of OIA numbers on page 40 is highly suspect. Many in the sport and business of whitewater 
boating, including AW, believe these numbers are both bizarre and erroneous.   
 
The History Section confirms that there was never a basis to ban boating.   
 



The documentation of the 1976 boating closure is not limited, it is completely non-existent and 
the History Section confirms AW’s assertion and the Appeal Record of Decision’s findings that there 
was never a basis, and certainly no record of a basis, for the 30+ year boating ban. 



 
The IR however fails to reach this explicit conclusion, even though it is clearly proven.  This 



should be changed. 
 
70,000 exotic species is not Wild and Scenic. 
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 One of the OR values on the Chattooga is “Biology.”  We question how stocking 70,000 non-
native exotic fish131 into a Wild and Scenic River is compliant with that OR value, given the proven 
impacts of stocking such fish on native biology.  We ask that the IR deal with this conflict and express 
how this action is consistent – given the proven conflicts between this recreational measure and the 
Biology ORV.    
 
Backcountry anglers create and use user created trails (page 20) 
 
 The IR is clear that backcountry anglers rely heavily on user created trails to access the river.  
This specific relationship between such a use and the resulting impacts is never explicitly addressed in 
the IR.   
 
The amount of user created trails appears to be substantial (page 21) 
 
 There are 35.0 miles of designated trails in the upper river corridor and 19.3 miles of user created 
trails.  We feel that this is a significant amount deserving of active management to reduce any erosion or 
visual impacts.  
 
3. Comments on the chapter titled: “Recreational Opportunities” 
 
The Delayed Harvest reach of the Chattooga is not in North Carolina. 
 



The second to last bullet on page 20 states that the delayed harvest reach of the Chattooga River 
is in North Carolina.  It is not.   
 
Skilled boating does not attract unskilled boaters 
 
 The final bullet under the Scenic Oriented Boating / Tubing section contains significant 
problems.  Here the IR asserts that allowing floating could “exacerbate this problem” of inexperienced 
paddlers putting on the river. 
 
 First, there is no evidence of this effect on any river that we are aware of including the lower 
Chattooga. 
 



Second, the presence of skilled paddlers can actually deter such use through peer pressure and 
education. 



 
Third, the IR fails to mention that there is virtually no signage or information at any of the upper 



river access points that the public could use to make a floating decision on.  The notion that the ban is 
“well publicized” is laughable, since a visit to any of the river access areas offers no notice of the 
closures or what lies downstream. 



 



                                                 
131 Page 19 of the IR 
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We would argue, and the IR should note, that information at the river access areas, along with 
the presence of skilled boaters, could deter people from putting on the river that lack the skills to safely 
complete the run.          
 
4. Comments on the Integrated Report chapter titled: “Use Information” 
 
The use estimation workshop estimates differ significantly from real data presented 
 
 The IR should explain the basis for inflating use estimates above the real use numbers actually 
collected.  Why are uses estimated, when real use data exists?   
 
“Use Estimation Workshop” Participates lack whitewater paddling expertise. 
 
 Each of these workshop participants’ paddling expertise (or lack thereof) and experience with 
use levels of class IV/V kayaking on steep creeks should be noted. 
 
 Furthermore we question why David Hedden, the river ranger with the most on the ground 
knowledge of the resource was not a participant in the workshop. 
 
Section III of the Chattooga is not acceptable as a proxy river.   
 
 The Lower Chattooga Boating Use section on pages 32 and 33 lumps Sections III and IV 
together for comparison purposes to the upper river.  Section III is a very different recreational resource 
from the Upper Chattooga.  It is vastly easier and therefore acceptable to a vastly larger pool of paddlers 
– and it also runs all year.  Comparisons and discussion involving Section III are inappropriate and 
should be struck from the IR.   
 
Section IV of the Chattooga is not acceptable as a proxy river.   
 



The IR makes a serious error in relying on Section IV of the Chattooga as a reference reach for 
the Upper Chattooga.  Section IV has a long history of use, is commercially rafted, is well known by the 
community, is predictably free of strainers, is a more open and less intimidating reach, is likely easier 
than the headwaters, has fewer rapids than the headwater reaches, runs all the time, has more predictable 
flows, and is generally a much larger river.  Many more people are attracted to such well known, bigger, 
predictable rivers with summer flows than are attracted to steep inaccessible unknown runs that run only 
on intense rain storms generally in colder weather on shorter days.  All told, Section IV is a vastly less 
intimidating, more approachable river than any headwater steep creek of similar difficulty.  Many 
paddlers run only larger rivers and shy away from the additional challenges faced by creek boating. 



 
Furthermore the Section IV use numbers include use down to Woodall Shoals as well as use 



below Woodall Shoals. This is inappropriate because many users that would not run the upper river take 
out at Woodall Shoals yet are counted as Section IV paddlers. The IR is erroneous in considering 
Section IV, especially the use from Highway 76 to Woodall Shoals as a good metric for demand.        
 
Reservoir access areas do include reservoir boaters.    
 











2.  



  



The final bullet under the Other Lower Chattooga Use section of the IR, on page 34, states that 
spot counts at the Tugaloo Lake access area “may” reflect some reservoir use.  We would argue that 
these spot counts do include reservoir use.  These data should not be considered any basis for use 
estimates of Section IV.  
 
Use of the Lower River is NOT increasing. 
 



The second bullet under the “Estimating potential whitewater boating use” section concludes that 
private use may be increasing on Section IV (page 35). This assertion is based on comparing 2003 – 
2005 medians to 1998-2005 average medians. This is misleading. 2003 – 2005 were high water years. 
Only a bizarre cherry picked statistic such as the one selected could show that a decrease from 80,000 to 
60,000 users is an increase! Use is decreasing, and the IR should acknowledge that.  The contribution of 
commercial use, which will not occur on the upper Chattooga, should also be figured into any 
comparison.   
 
Use of Overflow Creek is vastly overestimated 
 
 We feel that the estimates of use on Overflow Creek found on page 35 are significantly inflated.  
The “anecdotal information from several sources” should be revealed behind these estimates – and they 
should be lowered.  We were told that there was a permit box placed on Overflow Creek and are curious 
why those data were not used?   
 
Most days there will be no boating, and on even more days there will be no encounters.   
 



Optimal angling exists on average for 324 days each year, and acceptable angling occurring on 
361 days.  In that same time period, paddlers have only 34 days of optimal boating flows and 114 days 
of potentially acceptable flows.  Anglers naturally have nearly 10 times more days on which optimal 
opportunities for their activity exist, and 3 times more days on which their activity is even possible.  
Each individual day of optimal and acceptable paddling opportunities is therefore far more precious to 
paddlers than to anglers.   
 
The Report Overestimates Usable Boating Days 
 



The report fails to adequately describe the effects of predictability on the number of available 
days for both uses.  Of the 34 average days on which optimal boating flows occur, many of these flows 
will be unavailable to the paddling community. 



 
As mentioned in the report, many of these peak flows will occur at night, rendering a significant 



number recreationally unavailable.  Another significant portion will represent very quick flow events 
that are simply too short for paddlers to make use of.  Another portion will occur as the result of flash 
thunderstorms that result in unpredictable flows that paddlers are unaware of until after they occur 
(especially without a gage on the upper river).  A portion of the flow events will occur on days of very 
low temperatures or poor weather which act as a boating deterrent.  Yet more days on which optimal 
flows occur will be on the rising limb of the hydrograph when many paddlers avoid flashy steep creeks. 
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This combination of factors will lead to a true count of optimal and boatable days that are in fact 
much lower than the 34 and 114 noted respectively.  We would argue that the number of truly desirable 
days of flow may actually be 50% of the stated numbers based on these factors. 
 
Unlike the boating flows which by their nature occur during dynamic flow events, angling flows are 
much more predictable.  This is proven by the very fact that there are 324 optimal angling days and only 
34 optimal boating days.  The Chattooga River’s hydrograph provides long periods of relatively stable 
or predictable flows in the angling range for most of the year.  Thus, the estimated days of optimal and 
acceptable angling are likely very close to the true opportunities that exist.   
 
The IR likely overestimates boating demand for individual reaches 
 
 The IR estimates that likely use of the upper Chattooga will be between that on Overflow Creek 
and Wilson Creek seems reasonable. 
 



What the report fails to conclude however is that this demand is for the entire headwaters and 
will be spread across 2 or 3 sections (depending on whether or not boaters paddle both upper sections on 
the same day).  Each of the 3 reaches provide different experiences of similar difficulty and will 
generally be runnable on the same days – thus paddlers interested in boating the Upper Chattooga will 
have to choose which section to paddle. 



 
The numbers for the 3 reaches combined (provided in Table 1 on page 36) exceed the demand 



for Wilson Creek and are thus likely higher than actual likely use.  Demand will draw a limited number 
of paddlers to the Upper Chattooga, and the length of runs will split that demand into several subsets. 



 
Thus, the “guesstimates” of use on page 36 may be overestimated per reach, though are not 



beyond the range useful for discussion purposes.  We feel that they are perhaps 25% inflated.  With this 
being said, we feel that these estimates are useful as high estimates for the purposes of the IR and 
subsequent discussions.  We feel that having some high figures that are “in the ballpark” will contribute 
to the discussion and therefore support these numbers with the caveat that we expect actual peak use to 
be significantly lower.     
  
The IR misrepresents angling demand for the Chattooga Cliffs reach 
 
 In the management and flow based sections of the IR, the Chattooga Cliffs reach is combined 
with the other reaches in discussions of angling flow preferences, use encounters, etc. 
 
 This should not occur because there is virtually no backcountry angling use of the Chattooga 
Cliffs reach.  During the expert panels no anglers wanted to fish this reach, indicating that in fact angling 
use may be very low and even approach zero during times of boatable flows. 
 



The IR estimates that backcountry angling (and presumably fly fishing more generally) peaks at 
3 PAOT but may average 1 to 2 PAOT for much of the year.    It is safe to say that half the reach has no 
public angling use due to private landowner issues, and the other half has extremely low use. 
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Discussions of limiting floating in that reach to protect an angling experience that does not even 
exist should be eliminated from the document, and the lack of even potential conflict made apparent.    
 
Angling use is very low 
 



There will be an average of only 1.5 anglers on the Chattooga Cliffs, 4.3 on the Ellicott Rock 
reach, 2 in the Rock Gorge, and 6.5 on the DH reach at any given time according to the questionable use 
estimates – sometimes there will be more, and sometimes there will be none.  



 
Anglers are more likely to be absent or lower in numbers when boating is optimal than when it is 



suboptimal according to the IR.  Likewise, paddlers are more likely to be present when angling is 
suboptimal than when it is optimal. 



 
Thus, any impact of boating on angling will affect very few individual anglers, each of which 



will have ample opportunities to experience a boater free Chattooga River based on natural flow 
regimes.  The IR fails to make this very critical point.   
 
The report fails to estimate user encounters: 
 
 If an angler wishes to fish the Upper Chattooga without seeing any paddlers – he or she would 
have ample opportunities if paddling were allowed and unlimited.  The IR use estimate numbers seem 
high but may reflect future use reasonably accurately.  On an average of 247 days the angler could check 
the gage and know that he/she would have optimal angling flows and not encounter a single boater.  
Encounters on these days would be zero. 
 
 If the flow is a bit higher the angler could anticipate possibly encountering a single group of 5 
paddlers on about half of the 77 days when angling is optimal and boating acceptable but not optimal.  
The other 39 days in that period he/she would have zero encounters. 
 
 If the river were higher yet, angling would be no longer be optimal, but paddling would be, on a 
total of 34 days.  The angler could expect to encounter paddlers on half of these days (17), and may in 
fact see several groups of paddlers on about a third of these days (6).  The other 17 days in the optimal 
boating period the angler would encounter zero or very few paddlers.  This information from the report 
can form the basis for some estimates of encounters between paddlers and backcountry anglers132.     
 



We have calculated high estimates of use encounters between paddlers and backcountry anglers 
based on the data in the IR133.  Most anglers do not spend the entire day on the river and therefore many 
anglers will not see paddling groups that are on the river the same day as the angler’s visit.  For the 
purpose of this analysis, in an effort to show the extreme case, we assume that anglers will see every 
group of paddlers – even though this will certainly not be the case – especially given preferences for 
different parts of the day.    



 
On at least 292 days, anglers will encounter zero paddlers on the Chattooga Cliffs reach.  On 67 



days anglers may encounter 1 group of paddlers.  On 6 days anglers may encounter 4 groups of paddlers.  
                                                 
132 IR page 37 
133 See Appendix 1 for the assumptions behind this analysis, which all come straight from the IR. 
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Note that the total range of acceptable flows is narrower on this reach than on others, making the total 
paddling opportunities fewer than these average numbers suggest.    
 



On at least 292 days, anglers will encounter zero paddlers on the Ellicott Rock reach.  On 39 
days anglers may encounter 1 group of paddlers.  On 17 days anglers may encounter 2 groups of 
paddlers.  On 11 days anglers may encounter 4 groups of paddlers.  On 6 days they may encounter 14 
groups of paddlers.   
 



On at least 292 days, anglers will encounter zero paddlers on the Rock Gorge and the Delayed 
Harvest reach.  On 56 days anglers may encounter 1 group of paddlers.  On 11 days anglers may 
encounter 2 groups.  On 6 days anglers may encounter 8 groups of paddlers.  Note also that the Rock 
Gorge actually has a narrower range of optimal flows than the average numbers used for these 
calculations, so optimal paddling use would actually be further restricted than these numbers suggest.   



 
 What does all this mean?  It means that what the IR describes as a significant conflict and impact 
– is neither.  Based on the assumptions of use in the report, which are overestimated with regards to 
boating, encounters between backcountry anglers and boaters would rarely occur. 
 
 The few anglers present would see no paddlers on at least 80% of days.  The remainder of days 
they may or may not see one or two groups of paddlers, with the exception of a handful of suboptimal 
angling days when boating use could be unusually high (still only 4, 8, or 14 groups expected depending 
on the reach). Anglers would also be able to anticipate the number of paddlers they expect to see based 
on flows. 
 
 Simply put, anglers have ample opportunities (80% of days) to predictably fish the Chattooga 
River without a single encounter with a group of paddlers without any limits on either use.     
 
 We ask that the IR provide use encounter estimates.  Failing to do so explicitly ignores what the 
report claims is a significant issue on the river.  We feel our estimates are reasonable based on the IR, 
and will in fact dramatically overestimate actual encounters because of the assumptions that all anglers 
will see all paddlers and other assumptions of use made in the IR.   
 
5. Comments on the Integrated Report chapter titled: “Biophysical Impacts.” 
 
The USFS should be commended for collecting robust biophysical data 
 
 We greatly appreciate the USFS taking a hard look at biophysical impacts on the Chattooga 
River.  The collection of data on user trails, erosion areas, camp areas, fire rings, litter, and tree damage 
is exactly the kind of information needed to really begin to manage for reduced impacts on the upper 
Chattooga.  We applaud the USFS efforts to collect these data and look forward to working with them 
on stream clean ups and other management actions designed to mitigate or reduce any unacceptable 
impacts discovered through this field work.   
 
Boater user created trail estimates are without basis 
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 The estimates of boating related user created trails are not based on any real findings and are 
therefore not adequate for informing decision making134.  During the expert panels boaters used bedrock 
to portage and scout.  We would point out however that even these overestimates represent only 1/5th of 
one percent of the total existing trail miles.  Regardless, the amount of trails estimated in the IR is 
negligible in the context of the total trail mileage in the corridor.  Trails could also be formally 
constructed if a need is present – which we doubt is the case.      
 
Litter is unacceptably high, but would not be exacerbated by paddlers as stated in the IR 
 
 The amounts of litter noted on page 46 of the IR are totally unacceptable and we agree that this 
should be remedied.  We disagree however with the assertion on page 46 that boaters would contribute 
to the litter problem just like any other user.  Class IV+ paddlers are highly specialized, highly skilled 
users and numerous studies have linked specialization with increased stewardship (see our appeal).  
Furthermore, paddling does not result in the almost obligatory littering that occurs through fishing.    
 
Hunting and fishing should not be beyond the scope of the wildlife impact analysis on page 52 
 
 The USFS must have the ability to manage user capacity on their lands as it relates to hunting 
and fishing - and wildlife and fish.  If the IR scrutinizes the impacts of merely walking or floating past 
fish and wildlife then the IR cannot simply ignore the impacts that result from fishing and hunting. 
Killing and eating fish and wildlife is an impact that greatly surpasses any impacts from hiking and 
floating use on those fish and wildlife. This massive omission makes no sense from the resource 
perspective – and is transparently inequitable.    
 
Page 54 notes that anglers trample riparian areas 
 
 The impact of angling on riparian areas receives no suggested remedy in the report.  This is both 
unacceptable and blatantly inequitable. 
 
Encounters between anglers and boaters would not be high as stated on Page 62, nor would they 
be an important impact 
 
 The IR states that:  
 



“Encounters between anglers and boaters could be high on the days when flows are acceptable 
for both…” 



 
and that these encounters: 
 



“are among the most important impacts associated with allowing boating on the upper river.” 
 



This finding is in direct conflict with the results of the IR. 
 
 The IR estimates that on 80% of days anglers will see no boaters, and on all but a few of the 
remaining days they would see only 1-2 groups if any at all.  It is certainly true that the IR 



                                                 
134 Page 43 of the IR 
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anticipates 6 or so days each year on which use could be unusually high - but would it really be high 
when flows are acceptable for both?  No. 
 
 Excluding only a half dozen sub-optimal angling days when boating would predictably be high, 
the rest of the year encounters would be nonexistent or incredibly low. 
 
 We struggle to see the basis for the conclusion that this miniscule interaction is somehow 
important enough to require management action.  Even the IR goes into some detail describing 
variables that will assure low encounter numbers on the 20% of days when both uses are even 
possible, including temperature, time of day, location, etc.   
 



Based on these factors outlined in the IR, an angler who randomly selected angling days might 
see one or two groups of paddlers on 1-2 days out of every 10 they fish the upper Chattooga – 
however the same angler could easily select days on which no boating would occur.  Even with a 
random selection of angling dates, anglers with a zero tolerance for paddlers would have the 
experience they desire well over 80% of the time.   



 
How does this translate into “high encounters” that are an “important impact.”  This is ridiculous 



and needs to be revised for consistency.   
 
6. Comments on the Integrated Report chapter titled: “Social Impacts” 
 
Encounter impact analysis is missing key points 
 
 The encounter impact discussion on page 65 of the IR misses several critical points.  The 
statement that “the relationship between use levels and river or trail encounters is well established … so 
use limits are probably the most powerful tool for addressing them” is not always true or consistent with 
USFS policy and the Wilderness Act.  On the Chattooga for example, hikers rarely would see paddlers.  
Also indirect measures of limiting use must be exhausted before direct limits are implemented based on 
USFS policy.    
 



The IR goes on at some length in other sections about how on other rivers and on the upper 
Chattooga differing flow preferences create different use patterns.  On many rivers, and on the 
Chattooga, boating and angling can increase or decrease in popularity without leading to changes in 
encounters because the users are on the river at different times.   



 
It is ridiculous to presume that increases in boating use would create a level of encounters that 



merits any limitations whatsoever.  Furthermore, this section discusses direct and indirect limits as 
though they are a menu of random options.  Limiting use – based on USFS policy and the Chattooga 
Appeal decision – must be done indirectly before it is done directly.  More importantly though – there 
must be a problem before the USFS can implement a solution with such massive impacts to users as a 
total closure or direct limits on use numbers.   
 
The interference with angling section lacks an unbiased look at the issue 
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 The analysis of boats passing over fish and the impacts that has on fishing success135 fails to 
address the similar impacts of catching fish, wading in the river, or otherwise startling fish through 
angling.  While some anglers may approach a reach carefully, others do not, and many wade right 
through fishing habitat on the way to new or other locations. 
 
 Likewise, casual sightseeing along the river and swimming in the river may have similar impacts 
on fish response to lures.  Any look at this issue needs to realistically address the impacts of all users on 
fishing success. 
 
 Regardless of this massive oversight, the IR found no information linking paddling to reduced 
fishing success.   
 
The interference with angling section states a bizarre goal without basis 
 
 This section states that there is no simple way to “totally eliminate negative effects from boater 
angler encounters.”  Ignoring the fact that there will be no encounters on 80-90% of days or more, we 
must ask where the goal of totally eliminating all impacts on a single user group came from?  How is 
this even possible?  Is this a standard?  Is this the USFS goal?  What other user group or forest use is this 
standard applied to?   
 
 We firmly object to this language and goal.  The IR clearly shows that the USFS can allow 
paddling while still managing for very high quality angling on the upper Chattooga.  The two are not 
inconsistent in any way whatsoever.   
 
 The same section notes several western rivers (Blackfoot, Ruby, Rock Creek, Beaverhead, Big 
Hole, and Madison) that exhibit boat-based and shore-based angler conflicts.  The IR is deficient in that 
it fails to emphasize that these conflicts are not the result of whitewater boaters at all – but rather other 
fishermen or summer tubers that seek the same flows as anglers.  The Blackfoot for example only 
experiences conflicts during the warm low-flow summer months when angling and tubing use is 
extremely high, and whitewater use has subsided with the flows.   
 
 The IR discusses separation of users in space and time – even though there is no justification for 
this whatsoever given the natural flow driven separations. Essentially the IR recommends making 
management actions that limit use when nature already limits use.   
 
 Perhaps most egregiously, the IR goes on to talk about zero capacity management which is 
wholly unsupported by the remainder of the IR, not to mention a host of laws and regulations.  Again, 
the IR presents the goal of zero encounters – all the time – which would never pass a straight face test of 
equitability as described in the Chattooga Appeal decision.   
 



The IR must be revised to include alternatives of eliminating all angling and allowing paddling 
which would also reduce encounters to the ridiculous standard of zero.   
 
Angler – boater interactions is not a consideration in the management of any USFS rivers in the 
region 
                                                 
135 Page 67,68 of the IR. 











2.  



  



 
 On page 69, the IR notes that after a significant amount of research, the authors did not find any 
examples of management actions to deal with angler-boater interactions in the region.  Somehow they 
then conclude that such interactions have not become a priority on “most southeastern rivers”. 
 



This should be changed to reflect that it is not a priority on “any other southeastern rivers.”  We 
also question why the IR authors discuss a potential need for management on the Chattooga where there 
is no evidence of any conflicts ever – given the regional context of a similar lack of conflict.       
 
The search and rescue analysis is OK, but lacks regulatory and management context 
 
  This section contains some good information on accident likelihood, but lacks key context.  For 
example, the appeal decision clearly states that the USFS does not ban or limit use for safety or search 
and rescue reasons. 
 



This comes directly from the USFS policy that states: “The manager's role in safety is advisory 
and informational.  Provide opportunities for the river recreation user to become informed of current 
river flows, equipment and experience minimums and hazards.  The user must make the final decision 
about whether or not to engage in the recreation activity.136”   



 
The analysis also lacks clear records of search and rescue operations related to other uses and the 



impacts of those uses.  Why for example would paddling lead to increased rescues any more than say an 
additional number of anglers or hikers?  If there is a capacity of a resource to withstand rescue 
operations than either that capacity is the same for all users and/or the rescue operations should be 
modified for reduced impacts.   
 
Search and Rescue operation estimates are not referenced 
 
 On page 71 the IR states that the lower river attracts 6-8 search and rescue operations annually, 
yet then states that the incidents are not tracked.  We question the validity of these data, given the 
admitted lack of any tracking mechanism. 
 
Rescue skills may or may not be lower in younger paddlers 
 
 We question the validity of the statement on page 71 that “some wonder” if rescue training is 
declining among younger boaters.  First, “some wonder” if aliens will land on the Chattooga – but that 
level of personal inquiry does not belong in a scientific report such as the IR. 
 
 Second, we are unaware of any evidence of a decline in rescue skills among any user group.  
 
7. Comments on the Integrated Report chapter titled: “Flow Issues” 
 
There is no basis for the Bait Fishing, and scant basis for the Spin Fishing flow preferences 
 



                                                 
136 USFS manual 2354.41b 
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 Figure 11 presents acceptable flow ranges for bait fishing (which no expert panel member chose 
to participate in) and spin angling (which was based on very little direct information).  There is 
absolutely no basis for this information and it should not be given the same level of certainty that the fly 
fishing data are given.  Please see our comments on the Expert Panel Report regarding the failures of 
that report.   
 
Number of Days analysis is critically flawed 
 
 The number of days analysis is based on an average of fly fishing, spin fishing (which has an 
inadequate basis), and bait fishing (which has no basis).  This average makes the overlap between 
boating and angling look far more significant than the real overlap of concern: boating and fly fishing 
(which makes up the bulk of backcountry fishing according to the IR).  The number of days analysis 
should compare overlap of fly fishing and boating per reach, in order to be relevant.   
 
The IR fails to present use preference curves 
 
 The standard method of displaying differing or overlapping flow preferences is by using flow 
preference curves.  The figures on page 80 and 82 do a good job of showing overlap of optimal and 
suboptimal flows of various uses on various sections, however they do not show the trends within those 
categories. 
 



For example, the outer ends of the bars in figure 11 are less preferable (and therefore would 
likely attract less use and provide a less optimal experience) than other locations on the bars that are also 
rated as acceptable.  Displaying these trends, even with rough data, will do a vastly better job of 
showing the type and level of experiences that are really overlapping in the data – if not on the river as 
well.  The IR should be revised to present these curves.  
 
Usable day information is located in the wrong location in the IR 
 
 The IR proposes a reasonable estimate of factors limiting paddling usage on days where flows 
appear acceptable or optimal when just looking at the flow statistics.  The IR displays this information in 
the bullets on page 37, under the “Estimating Potential Whitewater Boating Use” section.  This 
information belongs at that location but must also be included and discussed in the “Using boating days” 
section on page 84.  Along with the discussion and presentation of the bulleted points, a figure similar to 
Figure 13 should be constructed showing the likely real use of the boatable days, based on the bulleted 
assumptions on page 37.   
 
Flow issue conclusions do not match the findings of the IR 
 



The conclusions on page 85 do not logically follow the rest of the IR.  The IR concludes that on 
the 77 days (on average) when suboptimal boating overlaps with optimal fishing (but not fly fishing) 
management actions may be necessary to protect high quality fishing.  This assumption is built on a 
massive house of cards. 
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First, and most importantly, high quality fishing is already protected by natural flow preferences 
which assure boater-free angling on an average of 247 days each year!  It is absurd to state that in order 
to protect high quality angling on the Upper Chattooga the USFS must do it every day of the year. 



 
Secondly, this conclusion is based on the bizarre assumption that angling is no longer high 



quality if an angler sees zero, one or two groups of paddlers each day, which is what the IR predicts will 
occur during those 77 days. The conclusion that those 77 days justify some sort of active management is 
without any basis.   
 
8. Comments on the Integrated Report chapter titled: “Management Actions” 
 
The “Conflict and Capacity on the Upper Chattooga” section is missing a key point. 
 
 What about the impacts of past and future capacity management on paddlers!?  There is no 
discussion regarding the totally devastating impact the assumed “conflict” has had on paddlers for over 
3 decades.  The past ban, and any future limits could severely impact paddlers and this impact must be 
analyzed.      
 
The IR erroneously concludes that boating during “overlap periods” would introduce conflict. 
 
 We see no basis for the conclusion on page 88 that the presence of boaters and anglers on the 
same river at the same time introduces conflict.  The authors and the USFS sought evidence of such an 
effect on other regional rivers and found none.  They sought evidence on the Chattooga – going back at 
least 4 decades – and found none.   There is no basis for this conclusion and it should be struck from the 
report.   
 
Boating may not have been rare on the upper river prior to the ban   
 



Page 89 notes that boating was rare prior to the ban, yet there is no basis for this statement. In 
fact boating use was substantial enough for the 1971 study to suggest access points, portage trails, etc. 
Likewise there was some level of use even during the closure that may deserve mention in this section.  
This is especially true during the 1980’s. 
 
The “Management Action Considerations” section of the IR fails to consider the impacts of 
management alternatives on paddlers 
 
 The Management Action Considerations section of the IR (page 100) completely fails to 
consider the impacts of management alternatives on paddlers – while it does address impacts to “current 
users.” 
 



The impacts of a total ban or any limits on paddlers must be weighed against the lack of such 
restrictions on other user groups.  This is a vital error of the IR.   
 
The “Separating uses by space” and “Separating uses by time” sections contain solutions for 
problems that do not exist”  
 











2.  



  



 There is no evidence of past conflicts between boaters and anglers (or hikers, or other users) on 
the Chattooga or any other regional river.  Therefore the proposed remedies are for a problem that does 
not – and will not – exist.   
 
The “Separating uses by space” sections lacks discussion of the upper 2 miles of river 
 
 There is no mention of the current and apparently intended management of the uppermost 2 
miles of the Chattooga River for no use.  Surely this deserves analysis in this section of the report.   
 
The “Separating uses by space” and “Separating uses by time” sections are severely biased 
 
 There is no mention whatsoever in the “Separating uses by space” or “Separating uses by time” 
sections of the IR regarding the use of limits on angling, swimming, hiking, or any other use – except 
boating.  This is absolutely unacceptable.   
 
The “Separating uses by flow” section indicates an unacceptable goal of managing for a small 
number of zero-tolerance individuals resulting in zero capacity  
 
 There is no discussion in this section on the options of limiting angling or other uses.  This is 
significantly biased.   
 



Just as importantly, managing zero tolerance individuals may be the key to the Chattooga River 
management.  After all, if one person says that they have a zero tolerance for seeing all other users, 
would the USFS ban all other users for this one person?  While the answer is clearly “no”, we would 
point out that this is very possible given that tolerance levels are a choice that individuals can make. 



 
Likewise, if 10 individuals have a zero tolerance for another wilderness compliant user group 



that they will scarcely ever interact with, should the USFS ban the user group – or ban the individuals – 
or just acknowledge that the overly sensitive individuals may have an impacted experience on a few 
days each year? 



 
This is essentially what has happened on the Chattooga for the last 30+ years.  The USFS has 



banned an entire user group (paddlers) to suit the stated zero tolerance levels of a very few individuals.  
The USFS should not be managing for extremely small groups of zero tolerance individuals.  The result 
of managing for zero-tolerance individuals is more similar to privatization or homesteading than it is to 
the mandates and policies of the USFS as guided by the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act – or any 
modern concept of recreational management.    
 
The “Separating uses by flow” section lacks a discussion of natural separation of uses by flow    
 
 This section is also deficient in that it does not discuss the fact that flows naturally separate uses 
(particularly angling and boating) to the extent that both user groups have significant opportunities to 
enjoy the river without seeing one another.  Anglers have 80-90% of days without paddlers – so how can 
the USFS possibly justify restricting boating on those few days?  Where is the justification for that in the 
report or the WSRA?   
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The IR contains many good resource protection ideas that we support. 
 
 We fully support the concepts of trail maintenance, trail redesign, camp rehabilitation, 
backcountry pit toilets at high use sites, clean up patrols, and various educational actions.   
 
The “fishing regulation changes” section is incomplete. 
 
 We fully support angling on the upper Chattooga and elsewhere to the extent that it does not 
damage the river environment or displace other users.  Historically and currently, angling has displaced 
100% of paddlers from the upper Chattooga.  It now threatens to continue to do so based on a few 
individuals that claim zero tolerance for one group of other wilderness compliant users. 
 



Angling has contributed significantly to the large number of user created trails and trash in the 
river corridor.  Angling results in roughly 70,000 individual exotic fish being added to the river each 
year.  Angling results in low elevation helicopter stocking operations which certainly has impacts on 
other users yet is not addressed in this report.  Angling undoubtedly impacts other users seeking 
solitude, fish health, aquatic invertebrates, riparian health, and other factors.  Angling has displaced 
100% of paddlers.     
    



The IR ignores all these factors and gives no real consideration to limits on angling or 
management of these impacts.    The angling regulation section on page 93 fails to address the very 
tangible benefits to boating, other users, trails, camping, riparian health, fish health, the native aquatic 
assemblage, and other resources that reduced or modified angling activity may have. 



 
With all this said, we feel that angling on the upper Chattooga should continue to be fully 



supported by the USFS so long as its impacts are minimized and mitigated – just like all uses.    
 
The rationale behind limits on boaters is flawed 
 



The IR states on page 93 that limits on boaters are “probably the best way to ensure that boating 
use (if allowed) does not substantially increase encounter rates in the river corridor.” This may or may 
not be true of boating – but it is equally or more true of other and all users as well.  If limiting the 
number of encounters is the goal/standard, then limiting far more popular (and increasing) uses like 
hiking, camping, fishing, etc would do more to limit the number of encounters. 



 
However for some reason this standard is only applied to boating – likely the smallest and most 



seasonally/flow restricted use in the entire corridor.  Applying this standard to boaters only is analogous 
to stating that limiting the smallest group among minorities’ access to voting is the best way to enhance 
the voting power of the majority.  It is both unethical to apply the standard in this way – and does not 
make sense.    



 
The IR goes on to list examples of other places where boating has been limited, but fails to 



mention any real reason for why it is boaters that were limited in these cases – or refer to our significant 
comments on these case studies (filed in reference to the case study report). 
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The final paragraph suggesting specific appropriate limits is totally without basis.  This 
paragraph assumes that meeting others’ encounter standards on every day of the year is a justifiable 
management priority – in the face of data that says these limits may only be exceeded on a handful of 
days and only impact a handful of people or less. 



 
The other justifications are similarly bizarre: we fail to see how greater difficulty of the 



Chattooga Cliffs Reach should trigger more stringent use level restrictions.  We also fail to see why 
more stringent use limits could be justified during the overlap period – when it would be extremely 
unlikely that an angler would see a group of boaters on those days – and when anglers have at least 80% 
of days on which there is no chance they would see a paddler.   
 
The “limits on numbers” sections referring to user groups other than boaters are not explored as 
fully as the limits on boaters section – or at all 
 
 There should be an equal amount of detail expressed in exploring limits on each user group (page 
93-95).  There should also be an analysis of limits on total use – regardless of recreational pursuit.   
 
The “considerations for developing permit systems” section is totally unacceptable and would 
result in the elimination of nearly all boating opportunities. 
 
 The “considerations for developing permit systems” section of the IR, found on page 95, is a 
ridiculous scenario that is surely intended to show that any permit system on the Chattooga would fail to 
meet paddlers’ interests or be workable for the USFS. 
 



The IR estimates that there are only 34 optimal days of paddling flow each year on average, 17 
of which would be utilized – without any permit system whatsoever. 



 
The permit system methodology discussed in the IR would drop that number to virtually zero use 



by creating unsurpassable hurdles for paddlers.  In order to paddle the Upper Chattooga, paddlers have 
to opportunistically react on literally a moments notice to meteorological information that indicates 
likely boatable flows.  Any impediment to this process would essentially make the Chattooga 
unrunnable.  This is totally unacceptable.   
 
 The IR overlooks the most obvious option for a permitting system, and one that we 
wholeheartedly endorse.  This would be a self-issued permit for all users of the Chattooga River 
corridor.  These permits would be unlimited in number and free, but would allow the USFS to track 
various recreational uses and would provide basic regulations for all users, such as camp spacing, 
distance to water, etc.  See the Cohutta Wilderness LAC for an example.   .       
 
There is no discussion of the impacts of a ban on paddlers – only on the benefits to anglers 
 
 The report discusses at some length the potential negative impacts of the presumed angler-boater 
conflict on anglers, yet fails to mention the very real past and potential impact on paddlers.  Based on 
this presumed conflict, and entire generation has had no paddling experiences whatsoever on the Wild 
and Scenic upper Chattooga for over 30 years.  One must ask which is a greater impact on users: a slight 
reduction in quality of experience on up to 20% of days, or the total elimination of an activity. 
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It is analogous to comparing a pin prick and a gunshot wound.  For 30+ years paddlers have had 



the gunshot wound so a small number of anglers would not occasionally feel a pin prick.  Allowing 
paddling, and allowing it to be naturally limited by flows, would potentially result in a pin prick to the 
angling experience for a small number of individuals on a small number of days but would heal the 
gunshot wound all potential paddlers are currently suffering from.   
 



The IR discusses options of limiting or eliminating paddling through management decisions 
based on a variety of spatial, seasonal, and flow variables as possible alternatives, yet presents no 
discussions of the impacts these actions would have on the paddling community.  It is analogous to 
doing a cost-benefit analysis and only analyzing the benefits.  The IR must be revised to reveal the very 
real recreational impacts of past management and alternatives for the future that include permits and 
limitations on paddling use.      
 
There is no discussion of limiting or banning angling use to reduce or eliminate encounters   
 
 If two groups actually conflict – regardless of the direction of antipathy – limiting or eliminating 
either group would have equal effects on the conflicts.  Limiting boating would reduce the already 
miniscule number of angler-boater encounters, as would limits on anglers.   
 



Eliminating angling for all or part of the year on all or some sections would eliminate encounters 
altogether.  Eliminating boating for all or part of the year on all or some sections would eliminate 
encounters altogether.  The report fails to discuss the effects of limiting angling to reduce encounters.  
We feel the IR clearly show that no limits are needed for either use, since both uses are low in number 
and the optimal flow preferences do not overlap.   
 
The “Limits on numbers of anglers” section on page 94 is lacking key benefits 
 
 The IR goes on at length about limiting boating to benefit anglers.  Thus, boaters’ experiences 
are totally destroyed, to avoid a rare encounter that detracts somewhat from an angler’s experience.  This 
fails all tests of equity.  If the IR or the USFS truly can state that the two uses are incompatible – then 
there should be an angling ban for part of the year specifically so that paddlers can use the river without 
impacting anglers.  We do not endorse this option as reasonable because we see no evidence of 
incompatibility.        
 
9. Comments on the Integrated Report chapter titled:  “Proceeding with Planning 



and Decision-making 
 
Flow information is not “precise” 
 
 On page 101 of the report, the IR states that “information for flow-dependent activities on the 
Upper Chattooga is relatively precise for a river with a ‘new’ gage and formal assessment of just one 
flow.”  While this conditional statement may be true, the fact remains that there is a great deal of 
uncertainty regarding the flow information itself and the user preferences.  We state this based on gage 
translation problems, single flow experience, small sample size, the fact that one reach was not fished at 
all, the fact that the upper 2 miles was not fished or boated, and other study design flaws.    
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Conclusions: 
 
 The Integrated Report offers no justification whatsoever for any limits to paddling.  In fact the IR 
confirms our assertions that allowing paddling would have no environmental effects that are not similar 
to other users, that paddling use would be low and rare, and that interactions between paddlers and other 
users would be extremely rare based on flows and other factors.  Still, there are significant errors and 
omissions in the IR that must be remedied before this information is incorporated into a NEPA process.  
Likewise, there are several management options in the report – including limits to paddling – for which 
there is no basis in the report.  We ask that these problems be corrected, and also ask that our comments 
on the individual studies underlying the Integrated Report be responded to and wrapped into the NEPA 
report. 
 
 We would like to reiterate our challenge to the USFS to find a management alternative more 
elegant, fair, protective, responsive to rapid flow changes, legal, nationally consistent, and easier to 
manage than simply allowing the natural flow regime to dictate use on the upper Chattooga River.        
 
Respectfully Submitted On July 2nd, By 



 
Kevin Colburn 
National Stewardship Director 
American Whitewater 
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Appendix 1.  Assumptions behind our use encounter estimates. 
     



Chattooga Cliffs 
 Boaters per da Boater GroupAnglers PAOT Encounters 



247 days of no boating
optimal angling 



0 0 2 0 



17 days of optimal  
boating with 50%  
weekday use 



2.5 1 2 1 



11 days at weekday  
max 



5 1 2 1 



6 days at peak use 20 4 2 4 
38 days of low overlap 0 0 1 0 



39 days of low overlap
boaters per day. 



5 1 1 1 



7 days at big water with
use 



0 0 0 0 



 
 



Ellicott Rock 



 Boaters per  
day 



Boater  
Groups  
per Day 



Anglers 
 PAOT 



Encounters 



247 days of no boating
optimal angling 



0 0 2.3 0 



17 days of optimal  
boating with 50% week



10 2 2.3 2 



11 days at weekday 
 max 



20 4 2.3 4 



6 days at peak use 70 14 2.3 14 
38 days of low overlap 0 0 2.3 0 
39 days of low overlap
boaters per day. 



5 1 2.3 1 



7 days at big water  
with little to no use 



0 0 0 0 



 
 



Rock Gorge and D.H reach 
 Boaters per  



day 
Boater  
Groups per 



Anglers  
PAOT 



Encounters 
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 Day 



247 days of no boating
optimal angling 



0 0 2.3 0 



17 days of optimal  
boating with 50%  
weekday use 



5 1 2.1 1 



11 days at weekday  
max 



10 2 2.1 2 



6 days at peak use 40 8 2.1 8 
38 days of low overlap 0 0 2.1 0 



39 days of low overlap
boaters per day. 



5 1 2.1 1 



7 days at big water  
with little to no use 



0 0 0 0 



 
. 
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John Cleeves 
Project Manager 
Sumter National Forest 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212 
 
RE: Chattooga Wood Inventory                          
                                                                                                                     March 25, 2008 
Dear Mr. Cleeves, 
 
 American Whitewater noticed the Inventory of Large Wood in the Upper 
Chattooga River Watershed (Inventory) on the Sumter National Forest’s website on 
February 29th, 2008.  This inventory is apparently related to the ongoing User Capacity 
Analysis, yet we were not notified of the Inventory’s preparation or existence.  Our staff 
has significant experience with studying wood in rivers and would have welcomed the 
chance to participate in this Inventory’s development.    
 
 The Inventory is just one more of many unilaterally created documents that were 
issued as a final document without any opportunity for comment by stakeholders.  Like 
other documents developed as part of this process, it contains errors and omissions.  The 
Forest’s practice of releasing final documents without opportunity for review and 
comment runs counter to the Record of Decision for our appeal of the Sumter’s Forest 
Plan, which clearly required involvement with interested parties.     
 
 While we disagree with the process that lead to the release of the Inventory, and 
some of the discussion within the Inventory, the data (with one exception) appear to have 
been collected and reported properly. Based on the results, we now know that: 
 



• The Upper Chattooga (where wood has never been managed by paddlers) has 
4,171 pieces of wood and only 2 wood-related portages.  Therefore only 0.02% 
of wood is potentially a recreational issue.   



• Overflow Creek where boating has been popular for decades has essentially the 
same average amount of wood as the Upper Chattooga (where no boating has 
occurred).  



• Recreationist’s (on streams with and without boating) only managed “several” 
pieces of wood out of 8,322 total pieces.  Ecologically, and in the context other 
accepted recreational impacts, this miniscule effect is not significant.    



 
While no comment opportunity was provided, we are providing our comments on 



the Inventory to the Forest and the authors.  Thank you for considering these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 



 
Kevin Colburn 
National Stewardship Director, American Whitewater 



Kevin Colburn 
American Whitewater 
1035 Van Buren St. 
Missoula, MT 59802 
(406)-543-1802 
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American Whitewater’s Comments on the “Inventory of Large Wood in 
the Upper Chattooga River Watershed”, Including the “Executive 



Summary” 
 



March 25th, 2008 
 



The Inventory of Large Wood in the Upper Chattooga River Watershed 
(Inventory) reveals several relationships between historical logging, current ecological 
conditions, and recreational enjoyment in the watershed.  The methodologies appear 
correct and the results appear robust.  The discussion of this collection of data however, 
including the Executive Summary, contains several subtle errors and omissions that could 
lead to confusion among managers or the public.  



 
As a general statement we find it confusing and inappropriate that the Executive 



Summary contains photos and information not included in the Inventory itself.  It would 
be helpful if all figures and information in the Executive Summary were also in the 
Inventory itself.  In addition, the Inventory is deficient in that it failed to survey the 
uppermost 2-3 miles of the Wild and Scenic Chattooga River.  Lastly, the Inventory 
opines about recreational management but fails to quantify recreational impacts to wood.  



 
We offer the following specific comments on the Inventory with the hope that it 



can be revised to incorporate our comments.    
 
1.  Holcomb Creek is not an acceptable reference stream for Overflow Creek: 
 
 In several places, the Inventory indicates that Holcomb Creek may be an 
acceptable reference stream for Overflow Creek.  This is not appropriate.  Holcomb 
Creek 1) contains many saw-length pieces left behind by loggers137, 2) was and is the site 
of at least one splash dam138, 3) has human placed wood structures not mentioned in the 
report (see photo in Appendix 1), and 4) is smaller and likely has a lower transport 
capacity than larger streams like Overflow139.  Overflow does not share any of these 
characteristics.  In essence, Holcomb Creek’s high number of logs can be directly traced 



                                                 
137 “Much of the relatively larger LW load in the West Fork Chattooga appears to be derived from past 
logging in the West Fork drainage. Many if not most of the LW pieces were logs as evidenced by two saw-
cut ends and typical saw-log lengths. These logs tended to form major portions of the banks along the 
midlower West Fork channel.  Although many of the LW pieces found in Holcomb Creek were likely also 
residual from logging as evidenced by saw-cut ends, none of the cuts were recent.” Executive Summary, 
pdf page 4. 
 
138 “At least some of the pieces in the lower half of Holcomb Creek probably had broken loose from an old 
splash dam, located about 0.5 km downstream of the bridge on FS road 86b.” Executive Summary, pdf 
page 4. 
139 The study reach on Holcomb Creek is 25% smaller than the study reach on Overflow at the upstream 
ends of the sites, and 44% smaller at the downstream ends.  The study reach on Overflow Creek is 23% 
steeper than the study reach on Holcomb Creek.  Combined, these two factors show that Overflow has a 
much higher transport capacity for wood.   
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to morphological differences and historical logging impacts, and therefore Holcomb 
Creek is not a viable reference stream for Overflow Creek.  
   



As an example of this problem with the report, the Inventory subjectively 
describes Overflow Creek as having a “dramatically lower LW load” without any 
comparison of data.  Overflow Creek does not have a “dramatically lower LW load” 
compared to any appropriate reference stream.  Overflow’s LW load is only dramatically 
lower than the very different and impacted Holcomb Creek.   
 
2.  Wood distribution and movement is not adequately addressed in the Inventory 
 



Transport of wood varies with the size, discharge, and channel characteristics of 
the stream, as well as the size and shape of the wood piece.  Typically, as channel width 
increases, the amount of wood present decreases (Bilby and Ward 1991140).  Low 
gradient reaches also tend to collect and retain wood, whereas higher gradient reaches 
tend to transport wood.  One glance at the maps depicting wood piece abundance per 
reach reveals this anticipated effect.  The smallest reaches at the top of the Inventoried 
streams are more likely to retain wood simply because of their size relative to the size of 
wood pieces.  With this said, the large accumulation in the uppermost reaches of the 
Chattooga indicate sufficient stream capacity to transport and organize wood into 
accumulations.  Steep sections of moderate size like Overflow Creek, and much of the 
Upper Chattooga and the Upper West Fork have the capacity to move logs through those 
areas during periods of high flow.  These logs are deposited when stream gradient 
decreases as is the case with the lower West Fork and the lowermost reach of the Upper 
Chattooga.  Also in these downstream low gradient reaches, wood pieces entering the 
stream from the riparian area are less likely to be transported downstream.  Stream size 
and gradient can explain many of the patterns in wood location, yet is largely overlooked 
by the Inventory. Wood retention and distribution is a complex and dynamic 
phenomenon and deserves some discussion in the Inventory.         
 
3.  The Inventory reveals that wood may be managed by a variety of recreationists  
 



According to the report, minimal recreational management of wood has occurred 
on Overflow Creek, the West Fork, and the Upper Chattooga.  This alteration of 
“several” pieces of wood out of over 8000 happened on streams both with and without 
whitewater paddling.  Recreational management of wood may be related to swimming, 
angling, aesthetics, tubing, paddling, or firewood gathering.  The Inventory alluded to 
this result and we would like to reiterate it here.   
 
 
 
 



                                                 
140 Bilby, R.E., and J.W. Ward. 1991. Characteristics and Function of Large Woody Debris in streams 
draining old-growth, clear-cut, and second-growth forests in southwestern Washington. Canadian Journal 
of Fisheries and Aquatic sciences 48: 2499-2508. 
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4.  Recreational impacts were not ecologically significant     
 



The inventory found a total of 8,322 pieces of wood in the Upper Chattooga 
Watershed and only “several” that were apparently cut by recreationists.  While it is 
unclear from the Inventory exactly how many “several” pieces are, one must assume that 
at a watershed scale, it is insignificant.  Even if “several” is 80 pieces of wood (which is 
unlikely); that is still under 1% of the wood in the streams.  We ask that the authors 
provide the exact number of logs cut by recreationists.  Assuming that “several” is a 
relatively small number, one clear result of this Inventory is that recreation has an 
insignificant impact on wood in the Chattooga Watershed, yet that clear conclusion is 
never stated.  In fact the Inventory vaguely seems to indicate that recreation is potential 
threat to wood.   



 
The extremely small amount of wood that is moved or removed by paddlers is 



typically above the water line in high quality rapids – where wood has little ecological 
value in providing complexity, cover, refugia, or sediment retention. Thus, it should not 
be assumed that recreational wood management is random or especially damaging.  It 
should also be noted that recreational management that lowers a wood piece from above 
the water to below the water, and/or moves it from a bedrock reach to a reach of finer 
substrate, may actually improve the immediate ecological functionality of the wood 
piece.  The Regardless, simply prohibiting the removal of wood from the river would 
mitigate any potential impacts from any recreationist, although the Inventory shows such 
a prohibition is not justified.    



 
The Inventory states that several wood pieces in Overflow and the West Fork 



“had been cut into small, easily moved pieces. Some pieces had been placed outside of 
the bankfull channel. Pieces that are removed from the channel can not function as LW 
and will not soon be replaced, an unintended consequence that will span generations 
(Inventory 8-9).”  It is clear that the wood pieces and the main bole featured in Figures 6-
9 were not in fact removed from the bankfull channel.  Photos taken at a modest (lower 
than bankfull) flow reveal that the main bole and pieces in Figures 6 and 7 are in fact 
submerged or nearly so even at that flow (see photo in Appendix 1).  We feel that the 
inventory misrepresents the fate of these few pieces of wood.    
 



On a similar note, the Inventory makes the general statement that “Several of the 
targeted pieces were channel spanners that provide measurable benefit to streams in the 
form of sediment and organic debris retention (Ex Summary pdf page 8).”  We would 
like to point out that while spanning logs have been shown to have measurable benefits to 
streams in some situations, that is not true in all locations. Only spanning logs that are in 
contact with the substrate can trap sediment, and it is extremely unlikely that paddlers 
would remove logs that they could simply paddle over.  The Inventory does not state the 
elevation above the streambed of the spanning logs.  In addition, the Inventory fails to 
address the different roles that wood plays in various types of stream channels.  In steep 
streams with bedrock channels like the inventoried streams, wood plays a much smaller 
role in stream function than in lower gradient streams with less stable alluvial channels 
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(Murphy and Koski 1989141, Bilby and Wasserman 1989142)  Figures 6-9 in the Executive 
Summary clearly show a bedrock and boulder substrate, which is common in these high 
gradient streams.   
 



All recreational use of Forest Service lands carries some impact.  Just as every 
piece of wood has some ecological value, so too does every inch of land converted to 
trails and campsites, every animal harvested by hunters and anglers, and every piece of 
wood burned for campfires – not to mention every tree harvested.  These other impacts 
are vastly larger than any foreseeable impact on wood in the Chattooga Watershed’s 
rivers, are acceptable on a multiple use landscape, and are all managed in a manner that 
limits the impacts to within an acceptable threshold.  
 
5.  The Inventory proves paddling can be allowed on the Upper Chattooga River 
with no significant impact on wood.   
 



The Inventory revealed that the Upper Chattooga has 4,171 pieces of wood with 
an average of 205 pieces per mile.  This wood has never been managed or manipulated 
by paddlers to support navigation.  In January of 2007, paddlers navigated this entire 
section with only two wood-related portages.  Thus, the maximum potential impact of 
allowing paddling to occur on existing wood resources would be the removal of 2 pieces 
out of 4,171.  In reality, one of these obstructions is a large accumulation of wood that 
could not and would not ever be removed by hand.  The other piece is in Big Bend Falls 
and is 1) likely to move on its own, and 2) not ecologically functional in its current 
location.  Thus, the total impact of allowing paddlers access to the river – and not limiting 
the removal of wood in any way – would be the possibility that one piece of non-
functioning wood gets moved.  That amounts to 0.02% of the total wood in the river.  
This is a large sample size, and one of the few data sets of its kind.  We can now say with 
a high degree of certainty that only 1 piece of wood out of every 2,085 pieces on the 
Upper Chattooga River creates a boating impediment.  The Inventory fails to state this 
extremely important conclusion.    



 
In addition, Overflow Creek and the Upper West Fork, where boating has been 



popular for decades, have on average essentially the same amount of wood as the Upper 
Chattooga (where no boating has occurred).    



 
As the Inventory noted at length, impending hemlock deaths may significantly 



increase the amount of large wood pieces over the next several hundred years.  Some 
percentage of these pieces may be of recreational concern, presumably 0.02% of pieces.  
Even if the Sumter National Forest makes no effort to curtail recreational management of 



                                                 
141 Murphy, M.L., and K.V. Koski. 1989. Input and depletion in Alaska streams and implications for 
streamside management. North American Journal of Fisheries Management 9: 427-436. 
142 Bilby, R.E., and L.J. Wasserman. 1989. Changes in characteristics and function of woody debris with 
increasing size of streams in western Washington.  Transactions of the American Fisheries Society 118: 
368-378.  
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those few problematic pieces, the death of the hemlocks will lead to significant increases 
of wood in the Chattooga watershed and only miniscule recreational issues.    



 
We should also note that paddlers have a specific tolerance for portaging on 



creeks.  This tolerance is not zero, and therefore it can be assumed that paddlers will 
accept a certain number of portages per reach prior to even considering managing a piece 
of wood.   
 
Conclusions: 
 
 The Inventory of Large Wood in the Upper Chattooga River Watershed contains a 
wealth of data on wood in the system.  It paints a vivid picture of the lasting impacts of 
large scale logging on Holcomb Creek and the lower West Fork.  It offers a textbook 
lesson on how flashy mountain streams transport and deposit wood along their lengths.  It 
reveals that Upper Chattooga River and Overflow Creek have similar amounts of wood, 
regardless of unique past differences in recreational management.  It reveals that 
recreationists have an extremely small effect on wood in the watershed.  In concert with 
the recreational boating study, it proves that paddlers can navigate past, around, under, or 
over 4,169 logs on the Upper Chattooga, and only have to portage two.  In short, it shows 
that there is no significant conflict between recreational use and protection of wood 
anywhere in the watershed. 
 
 Somehow though, these obvious conclusions are not explicitly stated in the 
Inventory.  The Inventory works well as an ecological analysis.  In its selective treatment 
of recreation, however, it misses several key points.  We recommend either fully 
including a robust discussion of recreation, based on the issues brought forward in these 
comments, or removing the few vague references to recreation in the Inventory.  In 
addition, we ask that the specific number, characteristics, and location of logs cut by 
recreationists be shared in the Inventory.     
 
Thank You for considering these comments.   
 
Sincerely, 



 
Kevin Colburn 
National Stewardship Director 
American Whitewater 
1035 Van Buren St. 
Missoula, MT 59802 
(406)-543-1802           
   
 
 
 
 











2.  



  



Appendix 1. Photos 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1. Human placed log v-weir on Holcomb Creek. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



2.  Logs featured in Inventory photos.  Small pieces are submerged or absent, sub-bole is 
in the water column, and main bole is nearly in the water column at a flow that is 
significantly below bankfull.  
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			I. Introduction: 


			II. Comments regarding procedural problems with the EA 


			A. The EA does not meet the mandate of the Record of Decision (ROD) in response to American Whitewater’s successful appeal of the Sumter National Forest Land and Resources Management Plan  


			B. The EA does not comply with the legal arguments made in our appeal of the Sumter National Forest Revised Land and Resources Management Plan.   


			C. The EA is not a user capacity analysis, nor does it reference one  


			D. The EA does not treat uses equitably or propose an equitable preferred alternative 


			E. The EA does not contain an unlimited boating alternative 


			F. The EA fails to address American Whitewater’s scoping comments 


			G. The EA is based on a flawed and unilaterally developed record 


			H. The EA offers no basis or discussion of the upper half of the Chattooga Cliffs Reach and thus does not consider a full range of alternatives or meet the mandate of the ROD 


			I. The EA offers no basis or discussion of the recommended paddling bans on Chattooga River tributaries. 


			J. The EA offers no rationale for the preferred alternative. 


			K. Section 3.3.3 Human Health and Safety (Search and Rescue) should be eliminated. 


			L. Alternative 8 does not represent paddlers’ wishes or a reasonable alternative.  


			M. The EA does not contain a complete or defensible use estimation system and therefore does not form an adequate basis for decision making.   


			N. Applying different standards to different management alternatives makes a comparison of management alternatives virtually impossible and introduces bias 


			III. Comments regarding mistreatment of biophysical issues within the EA 


			A. Boating has no significant and/or cumulative biophysical impacts, while other uses do.      


			B. Wood impacts are overstated and unjustified 


			C. Boats do not mark rocks as the EA claims 


			D. The EA overlooks the ecological threats of stocking large numbers of exotic predatory fish 





			IV. Comments regarding mistreatment of social issues within the EA 


			A. The EA, by focusing on boating as the only management variable, does not consider a full range of alternatives and introduces inherent inequity  


			B. The EA, by considering a skewed range of boating alternatives, does not consider a full range of alternatives and introduces inherent inequity  


			C. The entire user conflict section of the EA is nothing more than a “qualitative discussion” and is inadequate for decision making 


			D. The preferred alternative inequitably proposes no user limits on uses exceeding encounter standards, while proposes limits on the less impactful use of boating 


			E. The EA inequitably and explicitly rules out direct use limits for other users while proposing them for paddlers 


			F. Recreational opportunities foregone assessment is inequitable and flawed 


			G. The EA offers no basis for selecting 450 cfs as a management trigger 


			H. The EA offers no rationale for allowing boating only in the winter 


			I. USFS preferred alternative artificially increases demand in a Wilderness Area 


			J. No rationale is given for overlapping limits (season, flow, reach) in the preferred alternative 


			K. The preferred alternative offers no basis or discussion of the ban on floating the Rock Gorge 


			L. The EA states and then ignores the fact that flows alone adequately separate uses  


			M. Assumptions behind encounter estimates are not reasonable or defensible 


			N. The EA provides no evidence that “high quality angling” is in any way impacted, or that conflicts would be caused, by allowing boating to co-occur 


			O. The EA admits that managers created disagreements, and require boaters alone to pay for it 


			P. The Upper Chattooga is not a unique or outstanding natural trout fishery that rivals boating resources 


			Q. The EA fails to consider the concept of resource substitutability, even though the USFS provided funding to study this concept amongst Trout Unlimited anglers and private boaters who recreate on the Chattooga River and the data are readily available 


			R. The EA fails to consider the concept of place bonding, even though the USFS provided funding to study this concept amongst Trout Unlimited anglers and private boaters who recreate on the Chattooga River and the data are readily available. 


			S. The USFS proposal to allow boating based on predictions of mean daily flow will not work.   





			V. Conclusion: 


			VI. Appendices 


			I. Brief Background 


			A. Pre-Administrative Appeal 


			B. Administrative Appeal 


			C. Post-Administrative Appeal 


			D. USFS Alternatives 





			II. Critique of Proposed USFS Alternatives 


			A. Problems Associated with all USFS Alternatives 


			1. All alternatives must protect and enhance whitewater boating 


			2. Alternatives should recognize high use frontcountry areas and low use backcountry areas as different 


			3. Alternatives must include a range of use limits for all users 


			4. Alternatives must be based on a capacity for all users and/or individual uses 


			5. Alternatives must include indirect limits prior to direct limits 


			6. Alternatives, to the extent they address angling, must address stocking 


			7. Alternatives should consider impacts of management decisions on recreationists, equally with impacts those recreationists may have on one another 





			B. Problems Associated with Specific USFS Alternatives 


			1. Deficiencies in USFS Alternative #1 (No-action alternative) 


			2. Deficiencies in USFS Alternative #2 


			3. Deficiencies in USFS Alternative #3 


			4. Deficiencies in USFS Alternative #4 


			5. Deficiencies in USFS Alternative #5 


			6. Deficiencies in USFS Alternative #6 





			C. Deficiencies in the Scoping Document Generally 





			III. American Whitewater’s Proposal 


			A. American Whitewater’s Proposed Alternatives Related to Recreational Use 


			1. Nationally Consistent River Management Alternative #1 (high encounter standard)  


			2. Nationally Consistent River Management Alternative #2 (moderate encounter standard) 


			3. Nationally Consistent River Management Alternative #3 (low encounter standard) 





			B. Basis for USFS Inclusion of American Whitewater’s Proposed Alternatives: 





			IV. Other Important Management Issues and Proposed Alternatives 


			A. Fish Stocking: 


			B. User Created Trails: 


			C. In-stream Wood Management: 


			D. Parking 


			E. Private Land Corridor 





			V. Conclusions 


			VII. Appendix 1:  Boating Proxy Rivers Proposed by the USFS 
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From: Jim F. Kelley


Reply To: jamesfkelley@bellsouth.net


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga River environmental assessment
Date: 08/18/2008 03:42 PM


Gentlemen, 
 
I write to urge the Service not to adopt Alternative 8 proposed in your Environmental 
Assessment for the Upper Chattooga.   Allowing boats on this stretch of the river 
will ruin one of the few real wilderness areas left in the Southeast, degrading banks 
and fragile fish spawning habitat, and resulting in unsightly litter as boaters typically 
discard everything from clothes too food wrappers.  Allowing boats will also 
fundamentally change the character of this great wild fishery, and the wildlife in the 
surrounding biosphere.
 
Those of us who love this river urge you to adopt Alternative 3, or at worst 
Alternative 4 in your Assessment, including all the enforcement and monitoring 
proposals included in it. 
 
James F. Kelley
Cashiers, NC



mailto:kelleyjim58@gmail.com

mailto:jamesfkelley@bellsouth.net
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From: Robert H. Lee


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga Public Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 01:56 PM


I am a paddler, hunter and fly fisherman and I strongly disagree with the current proposal for the regulated use of the 
Upper Chattooga. It appears to be biased against people who use the water directly for recreation -boaters. Kayakers, 
canoeists and the like have every right to the responsible use of the waterway as hunters and fishers do. It is a 
'waters of the United States' as well as a 'Wild and Scenic' river. It is public domain from the headwaters to the sea 
up to the ordinary high water line. We have a right to it. To agree to such and inequitable exclusionary management 
strategy will be setting a very dangerous watershed management precedent that could have ramifications and consequence 
nationally. 


We paddlers would prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga 
River below Grimshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on 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.


We are an ecologically and environmentally conscious cohort, our sport depends on that. We should be valued as such. We 
are advocates for good land stewardship practices. We should be consulted and welcomed, not ignored and banned!!



mailto:kahalabob@yahoo.com
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From: Grant Green 101198


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


Subject: I Support Alternative 8
Date: 08/18/2008 10:16 AM


Dear Sir,
 
I strongly support Alternative 8 in regards to Chattooga access.  I am a member of a community that wholeheartedly 
understands and respects the places that we explore.  You will not find a more respectable and eco friendly group of 
outdoorsmen that regard opportunities like the boating community does.  We are privileged and honored that our skills 
have allowed us to reach places not many have.  I believe a common misconception is that boaters will overrun any 
river that we paddle.  In reality, only a handful of boaters have the skills to paddle the upper reaches of the Chattooga, 
therefore limiting the population.  
 
This unnecessary arguing over access has brought nothing more than negative attention to the forest services 
actions, and will continue to do so until the natural right of every person is honored fairly.
 
Support alternative 8!  
 
Regards,
Grant Green
Mayer Electric Supply Co
511b Middle Tennessee Blvd
Murfreesboro TN 37129
main: (615) 895-2065
fax: (615) 895-1623
mobile: (615) 785-8694
watts: (800) 930-3331
email : wggreen@mayerelectric.com
 


NOTICE: This communication is not encrypted and may contain privileged or  
other confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient or  
believe you may have received this communication in error, please reply to the


 
sender, indicating that fact, and delete the copy you received. In addition,  
you should not print, retransmit, disseminate or otherwise use the  
information. Thank you.



mailto:WGGreen@mayerelectric.com
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From: kumarskeeper


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 08:24 AM


U.S. Forest Service


Chattooga River Project


4931 Broad River Road


Columbia, SC 29212.


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


 


August 18, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


I am a novice paddler living in Marietta, Ga. I am interested in this cause because I 
have a great affinity for the Chattooga River. I learned to paddle on this river, and I 
fell in love with its beauty. I am not experienced enough to take on the challenge of 
the Upper sections, but I feel that the beauty of this river should be shared by ALL, not 
just a select few.  The fact is, paddlers leave less of an impact than any other sport, 
and access MUST be granted to any and all who desire to view the river in any form 
they so choose.


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? 


●     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 EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits 
●     The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input 
●     Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows boating on the 


entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) 
includes encounter standards based on a real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limit 
total use only when encounter standards are consistently exceeded, and 5) will do so using 
all available indirect measures first. 


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


●     All aspects of the “Outstanding Remarkable Values” of Wild and Scenic Rivers should be 
protected on the entire river, not just in some areas. 
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Thank you for considering these comments.  Please consider conducting 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


Memré Savant


4121 Riverlook Pkwy SE #207


Marietta, GA  30067


kumarskeeper@yahoo.com


 
 


______________________________________________________________________________


 I would rather be a beggar and single than a queen and married. 
To the Ambassador of the Duke of Wurtemberg, 1564. 
Chamberlin, The Sayings of Queen Elizabeth (1923), ch. 2.
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From: ken lee


Reply To: boatguy43@yahoo.com


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


Subject: Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 01:05 AM


Dear Sir, I support alternative 8. I am presently stationed in San Diego, 
Ca., but I love the serinity and natural beauty of the Chattoga River and 
everytime I visit home I like to try and make it to the river. It is truly one 
of the best scenic and fun rivers in all of our country and we should keep 
it open to Kayakers for future use. Don't forget we are outdoor lovers and 
love and respect all that it has to offer and will do our best to better it and 
preserve it for our children and grand children to enjoy.
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From: Caroline Moon


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


Subject: Paddling Access on Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 12:24 PM


Hello,


Please note that the University of Georgia Whitewater Club is in support of allowing recreational river craft have 
access to the upper sections of the Chattooga River.  


I am the president of the club; our club is planning to sponsor a river clean-up of sections 2-4 to show our support. 
Some of the areas we will be removing trash from are most easily accessed by whitewater kayak.  If sections 00-1 are 
opened to kayakers, then the UGA WW Club will work to keep the headwaters clean and beautiful.


Thank you for your time,


Caroline Moon
UGA Whitewater Club President
Warnell School of Forestry Member   
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From: Don Piper


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


Subject: Chattooga River Headwaters
Date: 08/18/2008 05:06 PM


To:
John Cleeves
Project Coordinator
Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests
 
From:
Don Piper 
250 Wildwood Ln
Mountain Rest SC 29664
 
I oppose the ban on wilderness recreational compliant paddling on the 
Chattooga Wild and Scenic River upstream of the US 28 bridge..
All compliant user groups are entitled to access to the entire National and 
Scenic River at flows less than 450 cfs in all seasons. 
All compliant user groups have the same entitlements.
All compliant user groups must tolerate each other.
No user groups have exclusive rights to solitude.
Compliant paddlers must not be subject to prejudice.
 
Please use logic, fairness, and the rights of all citizens in all user groups when 
considering Chattooga River restrictions.
                                                                
                                                                                                                    
                                                                                                                   
Thank you.
Don Piper
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From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Chattooga boating ban
Date: 08/18/2008 03:42 PM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 03:42 PM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 11:06 AM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Chattooga boating ban 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf 
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor 
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC 
     Phone 803-561-4081 
     Fax     803-561-4004 
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082 
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us 
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======================================= 
    
 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 11:06 AM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 11:02 AM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES 


Subject Fw: Chattooga boating ban 
 
  


 
 
 
Rosanne Rowe 
Executive Assistant to the Chief 
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW 
Office: 202-205-8439 
Cell: 202-384-7412 
Fax: 202-358-4063 
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us 
 
----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 11:02 AM ----- 
 
pwsisk0@engr.uky.edu  
 
 
08/18/2008 10:59 AM 


 
To akimbell@fs.fed.us 
cc  


Subject Chattooga boating ban 
 
  


 
 
Dear Mr. Kimbell, 
 
Thank you for receiving my comments.  I am an avid outdoorsmen and 
have  
been for all of my life.  I have been fortunate to enjoy many of the  
US's national forests whether it hiking, camping or kayaking.  I live  
in Lexington, KY, but hope you realize that the decisions going on with  







respect to the Chattooga headwaters affect us all.  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.  
  Why does the public have no right to float on public Wild and Scenic  
Rivers. 
 
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational  
management of the Chattooga River.  I disagree with the analysis and  
proposal and ask for your help to step in and assist the local  
mis-management.  The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and  
limits, it lacks a full range of alternatives, and sadly is no better  
or different than the last one.  To make matters even worse, the EA is  
at least a year late and has wasted millions in tax payer money.  Why  
is it the USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input? 
 
No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on  
the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries ? without any  
justification. 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. 
 
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, 
 
Phillip Sisk 
 
---------------------------------------------------------------- 
This message was sent using IMP, the Internet Messaging Program. 
 
 








From: Joseph Gatins


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


Subject: Chattooga boating response
Date: 08/18/2008 02:15 PM


August 18, 2008


Via E-Mail to: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us


Chattooga Planning Team


Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests


4391 Broad River Road


Columbia, South Carolina 29212


Re: Proposal for managing recreation uses on the Upper Chattooga River
 
Dear Chattooga Planning Team,


I have closely followed the USDA Forest Service efforts to craft a defensible response to the 
American Whitewater lobby group’s appeal of the Sumter National Forest plan decision to 
continue the existing zoning on the 21 miles of the Upper Chattooga, which prohibits boating 
on those headwaters.  That was a good decision when taken 32 years ago, and it still would be a 
good decision today.


Accordingly, I cannot support the agency’s preferred alternative, Alternative 4, which would 
open the door to limited boating on portions of the Upper Chattooga.  The draft “Pre-
Decisional Environmental Assessment,” moreover, does not adequately support such an 
alternative.  Frankly, after, lo, these many months and years of planning and all the taxpayer 
money spent on this effort, one would have thought the Forest Service, which brought so many 
resources to bear on the study of this issue, would have come up with a more thoughtful 
document.


Its shortcomings, and that of Alternative 4, are many.  Among them:


 


•      It lacks a cogent economics benefit analysis.
•      There is inadequate discussion and lack of commitment to proper monitoring 
and enforcement of any new proposed boating – a crippling defect.  This is a 
particularly sore point, at a time when Forest Service budgets are routinely being 
diminished (except for fire management) and the agency finds itself more and more 
pressed to meet its already considerable legal requirements to safeguard an 
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increasingly precious resource.
•      It does not adequately review the boating situation on the 36 miles of the Lower 
Chattooga – a real zoo that one would think the agency did not wish to duplicate on 
the Upper Chattooga.
•      It does not contain a final biological evaluation of the natural resources involved,
•      It does not adequately protect the outstandingly remarkable values of the Ellicott 
Rock Wilderness and the pristine, backcountry of the Rock Gorge inventoried 
roadless area and the wild Chattooga Cliffs reach – especially their quiet and solitude, 
increasingly rare treasures in this modern-day age.
•      It fails to adequately explain or support creation of a new road or trail to let a 
small boater elite rush down to the river at Norton Mill Creek. 
•      It fails to assess the long-term, negative and cumulative impacts that boating 
would have on the natural resources of this stretch of Wild and Scenic River.
•      There is no commitment to arriving at uniform rules for managing this resource 
on the part of the thr4ee affected National Forests (Chattahoochee, Nantahala and 
Sumter.)
•      There is no adequate rule provided or proposed for recruiting the vast amount of 
large woody debris that will be accumulating in the river as more and more native 
eastern hemlocks fall into this river.
•      It proposes to introduce a commercial aspect to the boating proposal – inflatable 
kayaks – while at the same time averring that no commercial boating would be 
permitted.


 


Accordingly, I would recommend the Forest Service adopt a modified version of the no-
boating Alternatives 2 or 3, with greater attention paid to preserving and protecting the 
wilderness and other backcountry areas listed above.  (It goes without saying that I cannot 
support the other boating alternatives, either.)


This could handily be accomplished with little need for amendment to the draft EA, and still be 
legally defensible, as I see it.  I urge the Forest Service to rethink its stance, abandon the 
boating alternatives and protect the river, as it has been trying to do for better than three 
decades.


Thank you for your time.


Sincerely,


Joseph Gatins


2489 Glade Road


Clayton, Georgia  30525







706-782-9944 








From: trent thibodeaux


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


Subject: Chattooga opinion (I Support Alternative 8)
Date: 08/18/2008 10:27 AM


Dear Sir, 


In my own opinion, I believe this is a travesty. To close access to a river based on 
unequal rights is unfair. Imagine if the roles were reversed. Would it be this hard to 
open the river to fisherman, and find a happy middle ground were both parties 
agree. Especially when we all know that in order for the river to be boatable, the 
quality of fishing decreases immensely. As far as the notion that boaters are not 
eco-friendly, well, that is just plain ignorance. The majority of boaters are very 
respectable to the environment and follow the "leave no trace" idea with strong 
convictions. Sure, there are some that might not respect the land as much as 
others, but the same can be said about hunters, fisherman, and just about any 
outdoor person. With this said: 
 
I strongly support Alternative 8 in regards to Chattooga access. I am a member of a 
community that wholeheartedly understands and respects the places that we 
explore.  You will not find a more respectable and eco friendly group of 
outdoorsmen that regard opportunities like the boating community does.  We are 
privileged and honored that our skills have allowed us to reach places not many 
have.  I believe a common misconception is that boaters will overrun any river that 
we paddle.  In reality, only a handful of boaters have the skills to paddle the upper 
reaches of the Chattooga, therefore limiting the population.  


 
This unnecessary arguing over access has brought nothing more than negative 
attention to the forest services actions, and will continue to do so until the natural 
right of every person is honored fairly.


 
With all egos' aside I ask that you do the right thing.  A smart man has the ability to 
see the big picture and can manage relationships effectively.  Step up and make an 
honorable decision in regards to Chattooga access.  Anything less that Alternative 8 
would be a travesty to human policy and another scar on the already disgraced 
forest service.  Support alternative 8!  


 


Regards,
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From: B.J. Hudson


Reply To: miniguy4minitec@yahoo.com


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


cc: akimbell@fs.fed.us


Subject:
Date: 08/18/2008 08:33 AM


U.S. Forest Service 
Chattooga River Project 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212. 
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us 
  
 August 18, 2008  
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments 
  
Dear Sumter National Forest, 
            My name is BJ Hudson. I live in Canon, GA about 30 miles from the 
Chattooga. I am 26 years old and have been boating the Chattooga for as long as I 
have lived. I believe allowing paddling on the upper sections of the river will have 
minimal impact on the fishing, and even less on the environment. On the lower 
sections that have been paddled for years, there are no traces of boaters negatively 
impacting the river. 
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 
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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 
BJ Hudson  
Mini Tec, LLC 
426 Dawkins Road  
Royston, GA 30662  
706.246.0072
WWW.SUPERFASTMINIS.COM 
 



http://www.superfastminis.com/






From: ken lee


Reply To: boatguy43@yahoo.com


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


Subject: Chatooga River
Date: 08/18/2008 01:09 AM


Dear Sir, I support alternative 8. I am presently stationed in San Diego, 
Ca., but I love the serinity and natural beauty of the Chattoga River and 
everytime I visit home I like to try and make it to the river. It is truly one 
of the best scenic and fun rivers in all of our country and we should keep 
it open to Kayakers for future use. Don't forget we are outdoor lovers and 
love and respect all that it has to offer and will do our best to better it and 
preserve it for our children and grand children to enjoy.
Thank You,
Naval Special Warfare Instructor
Petty Officer Kenny Lee
757-348-4687
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From: Lee Bruce


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


Subject: Chattooga Fair Use
Date: 08/18/2008 10:30 AM
Attachments: chattoogaletter.doc 
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08/18/2008



 



RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



 



Dear Sumter National Forest,



 



My name is Lee Bruce. I have been a South Carolina resident my whole life, and have been hiking and paddling the Chattooga for 15 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 USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling on the Chattooga and has found none.  It is time to open the river to boating. 



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



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



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



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



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



· The EA lacks a full range of alternatives 



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



· The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input 



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



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



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



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



The simple fact of the matter is that fishermen and boaters will never be on this section of the river together as it is. Fishermen benefit when the water is low, whitewater enthusiasts when it is hight. 



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



 



Lee Bruce



501 Twin Falls Drive



Simpsonville, SC 29680








From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga Boating Ban
Date: 08/18/2008 03:43 PM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 03:43 PM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 11:06 AM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga Boating Ban 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf 
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor 
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC 
     Phone 803-561-4081 
     Fax     803-561-4004 
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082 
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us 
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======================================= 
    
 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 11:06 AM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 11:02 AM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES 


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga Boating Ban 
 
  


 
 
 
Rosanne Rowe 
Executive Assistant to the Chief 
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW 
Office: 202-205-8439 
Cell: 202-384-7412 
Fax: 202-358-4063 
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us 
 
----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 11:02 AM ----- 
 
"Jascomb, Jerry" <jjascomb@kcc.
com>  
 
 
08/18/2008 10:44 AM 


 
To comments-southern-francismarion-


sumter@fs.fed.us 
cc akimbell@fs.fed.us 


Subject Upper Chattooga Boating Ban 
 
  


 
 
Dear Forest Service – 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed boating 
ban for the Upper Chattooga.   
  
I am an avid trout fisherman and whitewater kayaker from the 







Atlanta area, and lifelong resident and native of Georgia.  I am also a 
dedicated environmental activist and outdoor enthusiast who has 
enjoyed hiking, fishing and kayaking the Chattooga River for over 
three decades now.  I am a designer of medical devices 
professionally, but love to escape to the wildness and solitude of the 
Chattooga area as an antidote to the stresses and anxieties of urban 
living and the corporate life.   
  
I support Alternative 8 and here’s why: 
  
●     The boating ban on kayaks and canoes is simply unreasonable 


and unfairly excludes one user group that has the LEAST impact 
on the river and surrounding area.  Kayakers/Canoeists merely 
pass through quietly without creating and eroding trails as I’ve 
seen us fishermen and hikers do.   


●     Sumter Forest did not take into account the user study and 
environmental assessment (EA) that it paid millions for at 
taxpayer expense. 


●     Sumter Forest hired qualified consultants then ignored their 
input and recommendations. 


●     There is no user capacity analysis as was required. 
●     The proposed flow limits of 450 cfs avg daily flow is totally 


unworkable, and not real-time.  When the data is analyzed to 
confirm 450 cfs and announced – the water will be gone by then 
in the vast majority of rain events. 


●     Whitewater kayaking and canoeing is allowed and flourishes 
throughout the U.S. on National Wild and Scenic Rivers without 
user conflicts.  Why is only the Chattooga considered the special 
preserve of only one particular user group of fishermen (of which I 
am one) when this is not necessary in the other National 
Forests?  It smacks of elitism and pandering to an influential and 
politically-connected user group only – Trout Unlimited. 


  
I have kayaked all over the southeast national forests, and have 
never encountered fishermen at the same time rivers and streams 
are high enough for boating except on the Tellico and Nantahala – 
and there were no conflicts involved nor impact to fishing.  I have 
been kayaking Overflow Creek on the West Fork Chattooga 
headwaters since 1992 – and again, have never encountered trout 
fishermen except on 2 occasions – and they were below the takeout 
bridge after boaters already exit the river.  Overflow alone proves 







that there are no restrictions necessary to kayaking/canoeing and 
no conflicts with trout angling as the creek is only boatable during 
very high flows when I have never seen fishermen active in the 
stretch that is kayaked. 
  
Please do not cave in to one special interest group (Trout Unlimited) 
to dedicate a public resource to a private group for their exclusive 
pleasure through artificial means – the helicopter and truck stocking 
of non-native trout such as Rainbows and Browns.  Does not the 
National Forest and Chattooga belong to all Americans? 
I enjoy fishing for Browns and Rainbows too, but I do not advocate 
excluding others from a public resource as long as they do no 
environmental harm and respect it.  Kayaking/Canoeing is very low-
impact pursuit.  We take only memories and leave no trace. 
  
I would encourage the Forest Service to act with fairness and ignore 
overemotional pleas for exclusivity and the rampant misinformation 
disseminated by groups such at Trout Unlimited.   
  
Sincerely,   
  


Jerry Jascomb 


255 Shady Grove Lane 


Alpharetta, GA 30004 
Kimberly-Clark Health Care R&D 
770.587.8485 Phone 
jjascomb@kcc.com     Email 
  
 
 


 
 
This e-mail is intended for the use of the addressee(s) only and may 
contain privileged, confidential, or proprietary information that is 
exempt from disclosure under law. If you have received this 
message in error, please inform us promptly by reply e-mail, then 
delete the e-mail and destroy any printed copy. Thank you.  
 



mailto:jjascomb@kcc.com





 
 








From: Cynthia Crockett


Reply To: crockett_cynthia@yahoo.com


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


Subject: Keep It Clean by keeping it Pristine!  URGENT!!
Date: 08/18/2008 02:20 PM


                                                                        Monday, 8/18/2008


S.  Forest Service


Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212


via email:  comments-southern-francis-marion-sumter@fs.fed.us.


re:  proposed Chattooga River expansion
comments:  Please Keep It Clean by keeping it Pristine!


Dear Forest and River Keepers,


I am writing you to voice my comments on the proposed opening of the Chattooga River to potentially expand use of the 
river to boaters and other recreation.  I am pro-keeping it pristine and beautiful, as it is NOW.


I would like you to consider the potential harmful impact upon the pristine and beautiful environment that this 
expansion would cause.  I frequently hike the areas around this beautiful river where the public is permitted.  I am 
always picking up trash left behind by thoughtless visitors on my visits.  I believe that it would be a grave mistake 
and a shame to open up the area in question to boaters. 


I hiked the Burrells Ford area and Bull Sluice area in the past week and visited the Woodall Shoals area just 
yesterday.  At all 3 locations open to the public, I saw an unacceptable amount of glass and other trash left behind by 
previous visitors at these locations.  It saddens me to know that people who are blessed to be enjoying such a 
beautiful environment are the same ones who thoughtlessly trash the beauty for others.  


I have enjoyed boating, fishing and all that goes along with boat ownership.   I feel that there are plenty of areas 
for boaters to access already without changing the pristine-ness of the area in question.    I believe that our primary 
focus should be on land and river stewardship, so that future generations may also appreciate the natural beauty of 
this wondrous river and area.  


The current drought resulting in the lower river levels should awaken us to recognize our need to preserve this 
wilderness area for our grandchildren and for generations to come.  It is our responsibility as earth and river keepers 
to preserve the wilderness areas.  Please choose to keep the area pristine, as it currently is.


Please Keep It Clean by keeping it Pristine!


Gratefully,


Cynthia Crockett
Rabun County, GA Citizen
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From: jaoberg@vt.edu


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


Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/18/2008 12:24 PM


August 18, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


   I am a whitewater enthusiast and have been enjoying the rivers for a number
of years.  I grew up in the Southeast and have enjoyed unlimited access to many
of the runs.


    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 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 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.
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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,


Jessica Oberg
1115 SE Lexington St.
Portland, OR. 97202








From: Evan Maxwell


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


Subject: A Comment From Evan
Date: 08/18/2008 09:01 AM


Dear Forest Service,
 
My name is Evan Maxwell. I am 8 years old. I have been kayaking for 4 years. 
This year I learned to roll my kayak. I have an on and off side roll and I can hand 
roll my kayak sometimes. I like kayaking. 
 
My dad said we can't kayak the Upper Chattooga because the fisherman won't let 
us. My dad spends a lot of time writing letters about the Upper Chattooga. He 
helped me write this letter.
 
I don't understand why the fisherman won't let us kayak the Upper Chattooga. It's 
not fair. My dad said I should tell you to stop the fisherman from fishing there. If 
they like fishing as much as I like kayaking, that would be mean. I would like to 
kayak the Upper Chattooga when I get good at kayaking. 
 
When you decide the rules you want for the Upper Chattooga, please make them 
fair for everyone. I like Alternative 8. It is fair for everyone.
 
Thank You
 
Evan Maxwell 
Atlanta, GA



mailto:evanm4677@gmail.com
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From: Dane


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


Subject: Upper Chatooga
Date: 08/18/2008 01:16 AM


 
 
Dear Sir, 


I support Alternative 8. 
 
Thks,


Dane and Nancy White 
35 Laurel Cir SE 
Jacksonville, AL


 


 
 
____________________________________________________________  
Click for a credit repair consultation, raise your FICO score. 
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From: robbyh777@juno.com


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


Subject: Chattooga River Access
Date: 08/18/2008 05:13 PM


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


August 18, 2008


 
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


 
Dear Sumter National Forest,
 I am Dr. Robby Hansen, I live]in Tallahassee, Florida and travel to North Carolina and South Carolina frequently to 
boat.
 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:


 
[SELECT a subset of these bullet points or write your own – please personalize]


 
·       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 USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and 
allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on the remaining reach – while allowing all other wilderness conforming 
existing uses in unlimited numbers..  This is not equitable and not acceptable!  
·       The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits
·       The EA lacks a full range of alternatives
·       
·       The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input
·       The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed measure that should be 
eliminated from any considerations. There is no way a paddler can know this number and will be an administrative burden 
for the agency.


The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the 
river.
·       All aspects of the “Outstanding Remarkable Values” of Wild and Scenic Rivers should be protected on the entire 
river, not just in some areas.


  
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
 Dr. Robby Hansen
3850 Imaginary Rd 
Tallahassee, Florida 32309
850-877-6625 


____________________________________________________________
Get a life insurance quote online. Click to compare rates and save.
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL2141/fc/Ioyw6i3oib2rwAMVeezZSZXshD79VjTeIt3hSdpIZ6bgi6MIp0MOeV/
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From: Benjamin Blake


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


Subject: Alternative 8 Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 09:09 AM


Dear Sir,
 
I support Alternative 8 for management of the Upper Chattooga.  The 
Chattooga is a beautiful and truly special river.  Its status as a Wild and 
Senic River is well deserved and access to all is important.  Opening the 
Headwaters to whitewater boating will increase the public's ability to 
appreciate and utilize this wonderful resource. 
 
Best Regards,
 
Benjamin Blake
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From: Lindsay, Cynthia


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


cc: akimbell@fs.fed.us


Subject: I support implementation of Alternative 8.
Date: 08/18/2008 05:19 PM


 
Dear Sir,
 
I would like to comment on the recently released Upper Chattooga Environmental Assessment and proposed management 
plan, alternative #4.
 
It is clear that the Upper Chattooga is under increasing pressure from visitors, and concessions must be made to protect all 
of its "outstanding and remarkable" qualities. I feel, with alternative #4, the Forest Service has not gone far enough to 
protect the Upper Chattooga and has restricted boating without justification.
 
The Forest Service not only needs to conduct a proper impact study of boating in the Upper Chattooga, it must also conduct 
similar studies on all other user groups. Boating is viewed as the only variable in all management plan alternatives. When in 
fact, there are larger, more impactful user groups that are not considered for limits and/or restrictions. It's only with quality 
impact studies that the Forest Service may equitably reduce the impact of all user groups and therefore, protect and restore 
its natural wonders.
 
First and foremost, the Forest Service must:
 
1)  Eliminate all road side parking within 1/4 mile of all bridges. Not just create an additional parking area a distance from the 
bridge.
2)  Permanently close user created trails. A few well "designed" and well used trails could be converted to sanctioned Forest 
Service trails.
3)  Establish a fair and equitable permitting system for all Upper Chattooga users. The data collected will help establish 
future use and limits guidelines.
4)  Close the fish hatchery that is responsible for polluting the East Fork of the Chattooga River.
5)  Stock only native fish in the river.
6)  Restrict or rotate river access to anglers, allowing the stream beds and banks to recuperate from trampling.
7)  Restrict or rotate campsite use, allowing areas to recuperate from over use.
8)  Ban camping within 1/2 mile of all bridges or roads.
9)  Close a couple of bridges and/or roads to create a more remote wilderness corridor.
10)  Complete a true user capacity analysis and impact study for all user groups.
11)  Allow equitable access to all environmentally friendly user groups based on impact studies.
12)  Put the protection and restoration of the environment above all uses and user groups. The "Outstanding and 
Remarkable" quality of the Upper Chattooga is not artificially created fishing, it is the breathtaking wilderness.
 
Although it is not a perfect plan, I would support implementation of Alternative 8. It fairly and equitably places all 
environmentally friendly user groups on the same footing, while establishing a few extra protections to the environment. I 
would urge the Forest Service to make use of the "adaptive management" approach, in Alternative 8, to further protect the 
environment in the ways I have outlined above.
 
Thank You
 
Cynthia Lindsay
 



mailto:CLindsay@SPRIGGS.com

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

mailto:akimbell@fs.fed.us

http://mm1.lettermark.net/spriggs/card/YCPV_6.map





This electronic message contains information from the law firm of Spriggs & 
Hollingsworth, which may be confidential or privileged.  The information is for the 
use of the individual or entity named above.  If you are not the intended recipient, 
be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the contents of this 
message is prohibited.  If you have received this electronic transmission in error, 
please notify us immediately at (202) 898-5800.








From: Joey H.


Reply To: pinelake1_33@yahoo.com


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 06:03 AM


To whom it may concern,
 
I support Unrestricted boater access to the Chattooga River. As a member 
of the kayaking community access to this area is not only feasible but a 
must. 
 
Thank you,
Joey Hagan
Columbus, GA
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From: Grant Green


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


Subject: I support Alternative 8
Date: 08/18/2008 10:41 AM


Dear Sir,


 


I strongly support Alternative 8 in regards to Chattooga access.  I am a member of a 
community that wholeheartedly understands and respects the places that we 
explore.  You will not find a more respectable and eco friendly group of 
outdoorsmen that regard opportunities like the boating community does.  We are 
privileged and honored that our skills have allowed us to reach places not many 
have.  I believe a common misconception is that boaters will overrun any river that 
we paddle.  In reality, only a handful of boaters have the skills to paddle the upper 
reaches of the Chattooga, therefore limiting the population.  


 


This unnecessary arguing over access has brought nothing more than negative 
attention to the forest services actions, and will continue to do so until the natural 
right of every person is honored fairly.


 


With all egos' aside I ask that you do the right thing.  A smart man has the ability to 
see the big picture and can manage relationships effectively.  Step up and make an 
honorable decision in regards to Chattooga access.  Anything less that Alternative 8 
would be a travesty to human policy and another scar on the already disgraced 
forest service.  Support alternative 8!  


 


Regards,
William Green
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From: Tim Gestwicki


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga River Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 12:26 PM
Attachments: Chattooga.doc 


Please see attached word document in regards to comments about the United 
States Forest Service's predecisional environmental assessment for the Upper 
Chattooga River. 
 
Thank you,
 
Tim Gestwicki 
Deputy Director 
Conservation Programs 
North Carolina Wildlife Federation 
2155 McClintock Rd 
Charlotte, NC 28205 
(704) 332-5696 
tim@ncwf.org 
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RE:  United States Forest Service’s pre-decisional Environmental Assessment for the Upper Chattooga River. 



 To:  United States Forest Service  


Submitted: via electronic transmittal on August 18, 2008 



The North Carolina Wildlife Federation (NCWF) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the United States Forest Service's (USFS) pre-decisional Environmental Assessment for the Upper Chattooga River.    



In 1974, the Chattooga River was deservedly designated as a National Wild and Scenic River because of its biodiversity, largely unimpacted watershed, and beautiful scenery. The Chattooga watershed is prime undisturbed habitat for black bear, white-tailed deer, ruffed grouse, and wild turkey.   Being one of the largest free-flowing trout streams in southern Appalachia, it provides a wild and pristine site for trout fishing and supports a healthy, reproducing trout fishery. The area is one of the southeast regions and country’s prime examples of productive wildlife habitat and offers extensive wild places, well deserving of sound management practices.   



Our original comments were in support of Alternative 1- no change to the current management plan.  NCWF based our decision to support this Alternative due to our belief that managed zoning was working effectively in balancing all the various user needs including hunting, birding, angling, hiking, nature photography and whitewater paddling.  


The original 1976 Chattooga Management Plan instituted a zoning policy that balances uses between competing recreational activities. The lower 36 miles of the designated river are open to boating while the upper 21 miles are preserved for anglers, hunters, birders and hikers. The policy transformed the lower Chattooga into a world-class whitewater resource while the upper Chattooga remained a haven for sportsmen and wildlife. Even though more emphasis was placed on meeting boating needs, the balanced policy is an exemplary model for river management that has resulted in high visitor satisfaction by offering a broad spectrum of recreational opportunities while protecting the resource from overuse.  This balanced policy was continued under the 1985 and 2004 revised management plans. NCWF supported Alternative 1 because we believed that fish and wildlife habitat was being managed effectively. In addition, it was our opinion that all resource-based recreation pursuits were being satisfied in an equitable fashion.   



Since the Forest Service has offered Alternative 4 as the preferred Alternative, at this juncture NCWF must reiterate some of our concerns regarding the allowance of boating on the Upper part of the river albeit limited. We recognize the USFS compromise efforts as appeasing the whitewater paddling desires to have full and unfettered access to the Upper Chattooga.  Admittedly, there are some good components to Alternative 4.  Among those NCWF appreciates are the fact that the proposed seasonal and limited boating would not interfere with riparian corridor avian nesting period for herons, kingfishers, flycatchers, and warblers.  It is positive that this Alternative emphasizes foot traffic versus vehicle or new trail access so as to not degrade or fragment the habitat.  Primarily, NCWF recognizes the USFS attempt in Alternative 4 to uphold their zoned management plan as the limited boating will not occur during the peak trout angling seasons of Spring and Fall. It is also good foresight to preserve the delayed trout harvest segment of the river solely for angling. 



  



However, we have concerns with regards to enforceability of any new changes to the current management plans and its direct ramifications on habitat.  Alternative 4 would not allow the removal of Large Woody Debris (LWD).  Biologically this is critical to the health of the river system and its aquatic and semi aquatic species.  Without more resources to enforce this component of the management plan, it is our opinion that that LWD removal will more than likely occur as boaters will invariably remove it to achieve desired paddling destinations.  This removal would not be a viable or acceptable and will have adverse impacts on the overall aquatic health of the ecosystem.    



NCWF is aware that boaters will certainly encounter hunters during the proposed December through March allowed paddling period.  Education will need to be heightened in order to avoid and minimize any new user conflicts between these two user groups.  Any Alternative must ensure that hunting remains an allowable pursuit. We also question the enforceability of the limited days and numbers in groups of paddlers allowed within Alternative 4.  If the USFS does not plan for and implement enforcement tools, resources, and processes effectively, there is a potential for even greater user conflict issues over non-compliance.    



Alternatives 1, 2 and 3, by being boating-free, would protect and enhance for future generations the aesthetic backcountry values of the upper Chattooga such as solitude and wildness. Therefore, it remains our opinion that in order to ensure the protection of the Upper Chattooga the best option would be Alternative 1 followed by Alternatives 2 and 3 due to the emphasis on improving and enhancing biophysical resources, with Alternative 4, the Preferred Alternative, serving as a compromise Alternative that needs steadfast and resolute emphasis on compliance and enforcement to ensure the Upper Chattooga's Outstanding Remarkable Values are upheld.  NCWF firmly supports zoning as a management tool to protect natural resources, and to minimize user conflicts.    



As our population increases in the southeast, demand for recreation opportunities in our wild areas will invariably increase as well. Unless this encroachment is controlled, the potential for adverse impact on wildlife and habitat will only increase. Likewise, conflicts between various users in the Upper Chattooga watershed, as well as many other areas within the National Forest system, will become more frequent and more disturbing to user enjoyment.  Because of these factors, the USFS needs to retain all of its management options available, including segregation of users.  NCWF applauds the USFS for providing a thorough and inclusive stakeholder opportunity. We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and look forward to a satisfactory agreement that benefits wildlife, habitat and sportsmen pursuits now and for the future. 



  



Sincerely, 



  



Alen Baker 
President 
North Carolina Wildlife Federation 



  



  



North Carolina
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Affiliated with the National Wildlife Federation



2155 McClintock Rd.



Charlotte, NC 28205



(704) 332-5696



  www.ncwf.org




















From: Glenn Murer


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


Subject: letter from Gordon McDonald
Date: 08/18/2008 02:26 PM
Attachments: Mail0002.PDF 


I was asked to send the attached letter regarding the Chattooga River boating 
issue.
 
 



mailto:GlennM@atlantel.net

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






r i \ M P A  ( 8 1 3 )  2 5 4 - ? 7 4 7



C ] T F  M o e r L  r E r  2 4 5 - 8 2 8 4



G o n D o N  G .  M A c D o N A L D
l 6 0 0  S .  M a c D r r - r -  A v e N U E ,  # S O 3



T a u  p a ,  F r _ o a r D A  3 3 6 A 9



t .  o .  =o . "d * .  H  G .TLANDS.  \ c  2a74 ,



f f i  
= 'o-zoza



5-) '{
G F G  r A R f /  ( 9 g ' )  7  9 6 - 5 j  4 7



0""y*-{ u A oc,p



r, ['
k  l t



[a,o&a",' -lLrwr<a-
' j*; -j-"^



'A.a*t 
J



/Warv"* :
A/W<^J .
Me LL



Ykil"f
4T .Mrz- i



- '



"YWE- k4^.b



d l )  l l' 
lk,xlLK



r l/ | /'\



A'^,ilu/,



n l ln/ I r fr*- US +*"r{ -Jn"^,".n- 
,



{ r
J v <



-.|Ve"t



A"il.
fu..W*



,W-



11 !l*-klLl^ P"* (pal* xr)
) lN"*h ,Nc-  eF74 I













From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga comment
Date: 08/18/2008 03:43 PM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 03:43 PM ----- 
 
Carol L Forney/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 01:02 PM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga comment 
 
  


 
 
Caroline Forney 
Information Assistant, Public Affairs Office 
Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
cforney@fs.fed.us 
phone (803) 561-4002 // fax (803) 561-4004  
 
 
  
----- Forwarded by Carol L Forney/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 01:01 PM ----- 
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"Sarah A. Brewer" <sdbrewer@alltel.net>  
 
 
08/18/2008 12:26 PM 


 
To <cforney@fs.fed.us> 
cc  


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga comment 
 
  


 
 
  
  
  
----- Original Message -----  
From: Sarah A. Brewer  
To: sumter@fs.fed.us  
Sent: Saturday, August 16, 2008 3:43 PM 
Subject: Upper Chattooga comment 
 
As a life-long native of Rabun County Georgia, whose family dates back to 
some of the first white settlers hundreds of years ago, I would like to see 
the Upper Chattooga left to the hikers and fishermen.  
  
The boaters have access to the rest of the river. I think the upper part 
should be off limits to the boaters. It's just common sense that with boating 
allowed, there will be more traffic, destruction to the environment, and less 
solitude. 
  
I read several of the comments sent by some from California, Washington, 
Oregon, Colorado, Idaho, Tennessee, etc, who will likely never set foot on 
the banks of the river. I believe these individuals don't have much of a "dog 
in this fight" as the people who call this place home do. 
  
I believe, in order to keep this place protected as "one of the very last 
chunks of true wilderness left in this area, a true American treasure," to be 
left alone as pristine and undisturbed as when the native American Indians 
lived here, hikers and fishermen are enough visitors to this area. We 
should keep an area for our future generations to behold and enjoy God's 
creation without the boaters on this section of the river. 
  
I see where a lot of the "pro-boater" writers say they think they should 
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have access to the river because they "pay taxes". Guess what - the 
people who live in Rabun County Georgia, Oconee County South Carolina, 
and Macon County North Carolina do too. These people and their children 
have more to lose in this debate.  
  
Thank you for giving everyone a chance to comment, 
  
Sarah Alley Brewer 
Lakemont, Georgia 
  
  








From: Hickman.Doug


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga River Management Alternatives
Date: 08/18/2008 12:30 PM


Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the proposed management alternatives 
for the Upper Chattooga River watershed.  As a fly fisherman who has fished the 
Chattooga for many years, I would prefer Alternative 3 but will support Alternative 4 
as a prudent compromise within the context of preserving the backcountry solitude 
experience that brings me to the Chattooga.  I also request that the Forest Service 
continue to focus on enhancing the proposed management plan to address ongoing 
concerns over removal of woody debris, trail / campsite maintenance, road access 
etc. with the primary objectives of (1) protecting the river’s current high water 
quality, (2) maintaining and hopefully improving the esthetics of the backcountry 
experience, and (3) enhancing fisheries management to maintain and build on what 
has been accomplished since the early 1980s.  
 
Limited, permitted boating by serious whitewater enthusiasts in designated areas 
that does not conflict with the times and water conditions I would normally be on the 
river is an acceptable compromise to me.  I have done a fair amount of boating 
myself over the years (incidentally, I just returned from a week long wilderness 
canoe trip in the Boundary Waters Canoe Area in Minnesota and experienced 
enough portaging to last a lifetime!).  What is not acceptable to me is unlimited, 
unregulated boating at any time above Hwy 28 because it will disrupt my 
experience and the experience of many other backcountry trout fishermen, require 
new facilities and user access that will inevitably degrade water quality and scenic 
quality, and create a management nightmare for the FS and DNR.  For example, 
there is no way that a casual boater or tuber should attempt to float the Big Bend 
Falls and Rocky Gorge areas and only highly competent kayakers should even 
consider attempting them at optimal water levels.  Common sense would require 
that these areas be portaged, which will lead to degraded conditions in and around 
these areas and a requirement for more rangers to patrol these areas.
 
The concept of “zoning” has been a successful practice for many years on rivers 
that have the potential for user conflict.  Several notable examples include fly/
artificial only or no kill sections on high quality trout streams and float accessible / 
wade only sections of large western rivers (ex. Madison River).  Locally, the 
Chattahoochee River is a good example of effective zoning (artificals only and 
boating restrictions in certain parts of the river).  I think it is very important that the 
FS continue to be able to use this management tool to avoid potential conflicts and 
give all stakeholders an opportunity to have the type of experience they desire.  
Boating through an area that I am fishing may not degrade the boater’s experience, 
but it sure will degrade mine!   Not to mention the prospect of dealing with streams 
of trash, clothing, broken equipment etc. from casual boaters that underestimate the 
level of difficulty in some of the backcountry areas of the river.    
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As a longtime Atlanta resident who is confined to the big city during the week for job 
reasons, I relish every opportunity I have to come to the Chattooga and “get away 
from it all”.  I do not like fishing in crowds and when I come to the Chattooga, I’m 
looking for solitude and am willing to hike many miles to find it.  The Chattooga is 
one of the few places in the Southeast where I can have a quality fishing 
experience on a large watershed that is still reasonably accessible for a one day 
trip.  The boaters have access to virtually every other large river system in the 
Southeast and have many options to enjoy their sport.  I only have one option 
reasonably nearby to pursue a quality large water backcountry experience – the 
Chattooga River.  I strongly encourage the FS to adopt Alternative 4 and put in 
place all of the necessary management activities that have been identified.
 
Thank you for giving me the opportunity to comment.
      
 
Doug Hickman
Group Vice President
Institutional Asset Services
SunTrust Bank
Mail Code Ga Atl 221
P.O. Box 4655
Atlanta, GA 30302
(404)588-7398 phone
(404)588-8901 fax
doug.hickman@suntrust.com
 
 
 
 
LEGAL DISCLAIMER 
The information transmitted is intended solely for the individual or entity to which 
it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any 
review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of or taking action in reliance 
upon this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is 
prohibited. If you have received this email in error please contact the sender and 
delete the material from any computer. 
  
SunTrust and Seeing beyond money are federally registered service marks of 
SunTrust Banks, Inc. 
[ST:XCL] 








From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Allow reasonable access to Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 03:44 PM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 03:44 PM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 01:54 PM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Allow reasonable access to Chattooga 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf 
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor 
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC 
     Phone 803-561-4081 
     Fax     803-561-4004 
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082 
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us 
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======================================= 
    
 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 01:53 PM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 01:46 PM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES 


Subject Fw: Allow reasonable access to Chattooga 
 
  


 
 
 
Rosanne Rowe 
Executive Assistant to the Chief 
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW 
Office: 202-205-8439 
Cell: 202-384-7412 
Fax: 202-358-4063 
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us 
 
----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 01:46 PM ----- 
 
"Daniel Spencer" <dansspencer@earthlink.
net>  
 
 
08/18/2008 01:44 PM 


 
To <comments-southern-


francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.
us> 


cc <akimbell@fs.fed.us> 
Subject Allow reasonable access to 


Chattooga 
 
  


 
 
Alternative 4 doesn’t cut it..   Alternative 8 is better.   








From: Rusty Manley


Reply To: rustymanley@yahoo.com


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


cc: akimbell@fs.fed.us


Subject: Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/18/2008 02:33 PM


I would like to see fair and equitable granting of access to both user 
groups.  With that being said, I would support Alternative 8.  In my 
opinion, this is the best option.  
 
Thank you for your time.
 
David. R. Manley
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From: Jascomb, Jerry


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


cc: akimbell@fs.fed.us


Subject: Upper Chattooga Boating Ban
Date: 08/18/2008 10:45 AM


Dear Forest Service –
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed boating ban for the Upper Chattooga.  
 
I am an avid trout fisherman and whitewater kayaker from the Atlanta area, and lifelong resident 
and native of Georgia.  I am also a dedicated environmental activist and outdoor enthusiast who 
has enjoyed hiking, fishing and kayaking the Chattooga River for over three decades now.  I am a 
designer of medical devices professionally, but love to escape to the wildness and solitude of 
the Chattooga area as an antidote to the stresses and anxieties of urban living and the corporate life.  
 
I support Alternative 8 and here’s why:
 


●     The boating ban on kayaks and canoes is simply unreasonable and unfairly excludes one user group 
that has the LEAST impact on the river and surrounding area.  Kayakers/Canoeists merely pass 
through quietly without creating and eroding trails as I’ve seen us fishermen and hikers do.  


●     Sumter Forest did not take into account the user study and environmental assessment (EA) that it 
paid millions for at taxpayer expense. 


●     Sumter Forest hired qualified consultants then ignored their input and recommendations. 
●     There is no user capacity analysis as was required. 
●     The proposed flow limits of 450 cfs avg daily flow is totally unworkable, and not real-time.  When the 


data is analyzed to confirm 450 cfs and announced – the water will be gone by then in the vast majority 
of rain events. 


●     Whitewater kayaking and canoeing is allowed and flourishes throughout the U.S. on National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers without user conflicts.  Why is only the Chattooga considered the special preserve 
of only one particular user group of fishermen (of which I am one) when this is not necessary in the 
other National Forests?  It smacks of elitism and pandering to an influential and politically-
connected user group only – Trout Unlimited. 


 
I have kayaked all over the southeast national forests, and have never encountered fishermen at the 
same time rivers and streams are high enough for boating except on the Tellico and Nantahala – 
and there were no conflicts involved nor impact to fishing.  I have been kayaking Overflow Creek on 
the West Fork Chattooga headwaters since 1992 – and again, have never encountered trout 
fishermen except on 2 occasions – and they were below the takeout bridge after boaters already exit 
the river.  Overflow alone proves that there are no restrictions necessary to kayaking/canoeing and 
no conflicts with trout angling as the creek is only boatable during very high flows when I have never 
seen fishermen active in the stretch that is kayaked.
 
Please do not cave in to one special interest group (Trout Unlimited) to dedicate a public resource to 
a private group for their exclusive pleasure through artificial means – the helicopter and truck stocking 
of non-native trout such as Rainbows and Browns.  Does not the National Forest and Chattooga belong 
to all Americans?
I enjoy fishing for Browns and Rainbows too, but I do not advocate excluding others from a 
public resource as long as they do no environmental harm and respect it.  Kayaking/Canoeing is very 
low-impact pursuit.  We take only memories and leave no trace.
 
I would encourage the Forest Service to act with fairness and ignore overemotional pleas for 
exclusivity and the rampant misinformation disseminated by groups such at Trout Unlimited.  
 
Sincerely,  
 


Jerry Jascomb
255 Shady Grove Lane
Alpharetta, GA 30004
Kimberly-Clark Health Care R&D
770.587.8485 Phone
jjascomb@kcc.com     Email
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This e-mail is intended for the use of the addressee(s) only and may 
contain privileged, confidential, or proprietary information that is exempt 
from disclosure under law. If you have received this message in error, please 
inform us promptly by reply e-mail, then delete the e-mail and destroy any 
printed copy. Thank you. 








From: Julia Franks


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


Subject: Treat all Chatooga users the same!
Date: 08/18/2008 09:16 AM


Dear Sumpter National Forest:
 
I don't think any of the proposed alternatives are a good solution, and I would 
argue that the NationaL Forest Service needs to revise the alternatives proposed 
in order to achieve a solution that is acceptable to more users.  
 
I think the alternatives need to be re-worked for the following reasons:


●     Using "Mean Daily Flow" to determine whether boating is allowed or not is 
not a realistic solution.  If flow rates are to be used- a better solution 
needs to be proposed.  It is not clear how or when the "prediction" for the 
MDF would be posted or how this would be communicated to the boating 
community.  Daylight hours dictate when boaters will start their trips- 
especially from Dec-March.  It seems more logical to base the minimum 
flow on a level reading from that morning.  The MDF seems prone to error 
and subjective interpretation in advance of hard data that would be a 
known quantity the morning of a potential "boating day".  Assuming level 
flows must be a requirement (which I disagree with), there must be a 
better way. . 


●     The EA lists 4000+ LWD sites on the Chattooga.  Of these, only a handful 
resulted in portages on the upper section due to LWD during the boater 
study. .  A sensible policy is needed to remove LWD when it seriously 
endangers safety of boaters and others and/or the impact of LWD 
removal is less than additional trail portages.  If hiking trails are cleared of 
fallen trees, then why not water trails where needed??    


●     Combining MDF's with a permit system that limits boater use 
and introduces the future possibility of an internet based permit system 
will create bureaucracy that will make it extremely difficult for anyone to 
plan a paddling on the rare days that it is possible to paddle.  


●     Unlike other river users, minimum flow requirements and boater skill level 
will naturally regulate the number of boaters who choose to paddle the 
more difficult back country sections of river.  Therefore, MDF, limits and # 
of users/day and permitted months to boat should not be requirements of 
the solution. 


●     The EA data supports that the best boating days and the best fishing days 
will seldom coincide.  This fundamental realization should guide 
alternatives that provide more access to boaters. 


●     If Nicholson Fields are prime fishing areas, then don't allow put-in access 
at Lick Log.  It is likely that the summer recreational users will cause the 



mailto:jmfranksatl@mindspring.com

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





highest negative impact.  Don't include tubers with coolers in the same 
category as hard deck boaters.  We're not proud of them either.   


●     Fishing DOES negatively impact my boating experience.  Beer cans and 
other garbabe may be left by "other" users, but tangles of fishing 
line, hooks, and  used bait containers and abandoned trot lines belong 
specifically to one user group. .  The EA points to specific impacts from 
boaters, but I don't see any mention of specific problems related to 
fishing.  


Thank You for considering these comments.
 
Julia Franks
981 Berne St.
Atlanta, GA 30316








From: RivieraRatt@aol.com


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


cc: akimbell@fs.fed.us


Subject: (no subject)
Date: 08/18/2008 06:14 AM


PO Box 237 
Fairport, NY 14450 
August 13, 2008
 
Mr. John Cleeves 
Project Coordinator 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530
 
Re: Chattooga River Project Comments
 
Dear Sir:
 
I wish to register my comments re. the proposed management plans for Sumter 
National Forest. I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment re. the 
management of recreation in the Chattooga River corridor. I find the analysis, as 
presented, to be seriously flawed and unfairly weighted against the concerns of a 
legitimate public group, to wit, whitewater paddlers.
 
Nothing in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act supports discrimination in favor of one 
user group against another. While it is true that anglers consider the upper reaches 
of the Chattooga River to be unique, offering pristine environmental conditions, 
beauty, and solitude, those very characteristics are among those that whitewater 
paddlers seek and enjoy. To maintain this public resource for the benefit of 
fishermen, and the exclusion of paddlers, has no basis in fact, law, or public policy.
 
Alternative #4 does not treat all user groups equally. In particular, it maintains the 
status quo in favoring fishermen over whitewater paddlers. Since boats have a 
smaller impact on the environment (streambed and riparian areas) than do wading 
fishermen, favoring fishermen over paddlers has no objectively protective impact 
on the wilderness characteristic of the Chattooga Headwaters.
 
In addition, Alternative #4 is based on little or no data. There are no publicly 
available data that provide evidence that allowing whitewater paddlers would 
constitute a threat to other user groups' experience. During the "Chattooga 
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Headwaters User Capacity Study," Jan. 5-6, 2007, the paddlers did not encounter 
any other users. This is primarily because whitewater paddlers would use the 
Upper Chattooga during the winter and extremely rainy times—conditions when 
other users have little incentive to visit the area.
 
The proposal within Alternative #4, that boating only be allowed a "daily average 
mean of 450 cfs" is predicted, is unworkable. Predictions of flow in such a 
watershed are notoriously error-prone, and relying on a daily average mean (rather 
than the actual flow at the time of intended use) ignores the impact of ephemeral 
rain events. These rules would unreasonably restrict paddlers from the watershed 
during peak boating opportunities, when surely other user groups would have little 
interest in visiting the Chattooga Headwaters.
 
I support Alternative #8, with some modifications:
-- Allow unrestricted boating on the entire Chattooga River and its tributaries 
below Grimshawes Bridge.
-- Restrict rafts from boating in the Chattooga Headwaters. Allow canoes (decked 
and open) and kayaks (hardshell and inflatable). This is not an area appropriate for 
rafts. 
-- Further, to address fishermen's concerns about crowding with unqualified 
paddlers, do not allow professionally guided trips or equipment rental in the 
Headwaters.
-- Employ a permit system, which will enable the Forest Service to survey boaters' 
use of the Headwaters. After an appropriate period, regulations for paddlers may 
need to be adjusted, based on user data generated by the initial period of use.
-- Work toward returning the Headwaters to its natural state. This would mean, 
among other efforts, banning the introduction of non-native plant and animal 
species to the wilderness area. Introducing non-native species for the enjoyment of 
one favored group is counter to the concept of a Wilderness Area.
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment, and thank you for offering Alternative 
#8 as an option. Alternative #8 treats all legitimate user groups equally and is truly 
in keeping with the letter and spirit of the Wilderness Act and the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act.
 
Yours sincerely,
 
Matt Muir
PO Box 237
Fairport, NY 14450-0237







matt@americanwhitewater.org
 
cc:        Abigail Kimbell, Chief, U.S. Forest Service  
            Hillary Rodham Clinton, Senator, New York 
            Charles Schumer, Senator, New York 
            Randy Kuhl, Representative, 29th District Of New York
            Eric Massa, Democratic candidate for Congress, 29th District Of New York
 
 
 


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


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


Subject: Chattooga River/Ellicott Rock Wilderness Area
Date: 08/18/2008 12:31 PM


Gentlemen, this is to express my concern about the possible opening of the 
Chattooga wilderness area.  There are far too few wild and pristine areas left in 
this country, especially the southeast, and the pressure to open more for general 
use (and abuse) will only grow greater.  This particular waterway is a jewel in the 
northwest South Carolina and western North Carolina mountains.  It deserves 
restrictions which will protect it for generations to come.  
 
While kayaking and rafting are becoming increasingly popular these sports can 
be incompatible with other uses which are more in context with this pristine 
stretch of water.  I am familiar with other stretches of water which have become 
popular kayaking and rafting locations.  In many instances the kayakers are 
respectful of the water, but they tend to bring in rafters with their less respectful 
use---i.e., alcoholic beverage consumption, loud shouting and behavior not in 
harmony with the use of a wild and pristine area.  
 
So, I strongly recommend that this stretch of river be restricted only to uses 
which are in harmony with the intent of the designation of " wild and scenic."  
These might include hiking, wilderness camping, fishing (particularly fly fishing), 
and hunting.  
 
Thank you in advance for consideration of my concern and recommendation.
 
J. David Maxwell
PO Box # 160
Columbus NC, 28722
 
828-894-0308   
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From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga Management
Date: 08/18/2008 03:44 PM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 03:44 PM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 01:54 PM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga Management 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf 
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor 
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC 
     Phone 803-561-4081 
     Fax     803-561-4004 
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082 
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us 
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======================================= 
    
 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 01:54 PM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 01:46 PM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES 


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga Management 
 
  


 
 
 
Rosanne Rowe 
Executive Assistant to the Chief 
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW 
Office: 202-205-8439 
Cell: 202-384-7412 
Fax: 202-358-4063 
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us 
 
----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 01:45 PM ----- 
 
"k.smith" <yall241@comcast.net>  
 
 
08/18/2008 01:30 PM 


 
To <akimbell@fs.fed.us> 
cc  


Subject Upper Chattooga Management 
 
  


 
 


  








From: Collin Lines


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/18/2008 02:38 PM


I am writing in response to the use of the upper Chattooga for
boater use.  I would prefer Alternative 5.  I feel it needs some  
modification to
be the very best solution:  only 4 groups of up  to 6 boaters at a  
time, only levels above 500 cubic feet per second
and this would be from the Cane Creek Road all the way to Highway 28.
Thank you for listening to my thoughts and opinions.


Create Peace, Collin Lines


" The old Lakota knew that man's heart away from nature becomes hard."
Standing Bear
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From: John Kobak


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


Subject: Our 400 member club votes for Alternative 8
Date: 08/18/2008 10:46 AM


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.
 
 
John Kobak 
Keel Haulers Canoe Club 
http://keelhauler.org
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From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: (no subject)
Date: 08/18/2008 09:18 AM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 09:18 AM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 08:42 AM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: (no subject) 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf 
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor 
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC 
     Phone 803-561-4081 
     Fax     803-561-4004 
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082 
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us 
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======================================= 
    
 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 08:41 AM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 08:07 AM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES 


Subject Fw: (no subject) 
 
  


 
 
 
Rosanne Rowe 
Executive Assistant to the Chief 
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW 
Office: 202-205-8439 
Cell: 202-384-7412 
Fax: 202-358-4063 
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us 
 
----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 08:07 AM ----- 
 
RivieraRatt@aol.com  
 
 
08/18/2008 06:13 AM 


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


Subject (no subject) 
 
  


 
 
PO Box 237 
Fairport, NY 14450 
August 13, 2008 
  
Mr. John Cleeves 
Project Coordinator 







4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
  
Re: Chattooga River Project Comments 
  
Dear Sir: 
  
I wish to register my comments re. the proposed management plans for 
Sumter National Forest. I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment re. 
the management of recreation in the Chattooga River corridor. I find the 
analysis, as presented, to be seriously flawed and unfairly weighted against 
the concerns of a legitimate public group, to wit, whitewater paddlers. 
  
Nothing in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act supports discrimination in favor 
of one user group against another. While it is true that anglers consider the 
upper reaches of the Chattooga River to be unique, offering pristine 
environmental conditions, beauty, and solitude, those very characteristics are 
among those that whitewater paddlers seek and enjoy. To maintain this 
public resource for the benefit of fishermen, and the exclusion of paddlers, 
has no basis in fact, law, or public policy. 
  
Alternative #4 does not treat all user groups equally. In particular, it 
maintains the status quo in favoring fishermen over whitewater paddlers. 
Since boats have a smaller impact on the environment (streambed and 
riparian areas) than do wading fishermen, favoring fishermen over paddlers 
has no objectively protective impact on the wilderness characteristic of the 
Chattooga Headwaters. 
  
In addition, Alternative #4 is based on little or no data. There are no publicly 
available data that provide evidence that allowing whitewater paddlers 
would constitute a threat to other user groups' experience. During the 
"Chattooga Headwaters User Capacity Study," Jan. 5-6, 2007, the paddlers 
did not encounter any other users. This is primarily because whitewater 
paddlers would use the Upper Chattooga during the winter and extremely 
rainy times—conditions when other users have little incentive to visit the 
area. 
  
The proposal within Alternative #4, that boating only be allowed a "daily 







average mean of 450 cfs" is predicted, is unworkable. Predictions of flow in 
such a watershed are notoriously error-prone, and relying on a daily average 
mean (rather than the actual flow at the time of intended use) ignores the 
impact of ephemeral rain events. These rules would unreasonably restrict 
paddlers from the watershed during peak boating opportunities, when surely 
other user groups would have little interest in visiting the Chattooga 
Headwaters. 
  
I support Alternative #8, with some modifications: 
-- Allow unrestricted boating on the entire Chattooga River and its tributaries 
below Grimshawes Bridge. 
-- Restrict rafts from boating in the Chattooga Headwaters. Allow canoes 
(decked and open) and kayaks (hardshell and inflatable). This is not an area 
appropriate for rafts.  
-- Further, to address fishermen's concerns about crowding with unqualified 
paddlers, do not allow professionally guided trips or equipment rental in the 
Headwaters. 
-- Employ a permit system, which will enable the Forest Service to survey 
boaters' use of the Headwaters. After an appropriate period, regulations for 
paddlers may need to be adjusted, based on user data generated by the initial 
period of use. 
-- Work toward returning the Headwaters to its natural state. This would 
mean, among other efforts, banning the introduction of non-native plant and 
animal species to the wilderness area. Introducing non-native species for the 
enjoyment of one favored group is counter to the concept of a Wilderness 
Area. 
  
Thank you for this opportunity to comment, and thank you for offering 
Alternative #8 as an option. Alternative #8 treats all legitimate user groups 
equally and is truly in keeping with the letter and spirit of the Wilderness Act 
and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
  
Yours sincerely, 
  
Matt Muir 
PO Box 237 
Fairport, NY 14450-0237 
matt@americanwhitewater.org 



mailto:matt@americanwhitewater.org





  
cc:        Abigail Kimbell, Chief, U.S. Forest Service  
            Hillary Rodham Clinton, Senator, New York 
            Charles Schumer, Senator, New York 
            Randy Kuhl, Representative, 29th District Of New York 
            Eric Massa, Democratic candidate for Congress, 29th District Of 
New York 
 
 
 
 
 


Looking for a car that's sporty, fun and fits in your budget? Read reviews 
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From: a and d travis


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


Subject: Chatooga
Date: 08/18/2008 07:01 AM


Dear Sir,
 
I support Alternative 8 and my rights as a United States Citizen to have access to 
public owned lands.
 
Thank you,
 
Andy Travis
1000 Onotoa Dr.
Indian Trail, NC 28079



mailto:travisad@earthlink.net
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From: Scott Houser


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


Subject: Chattooga Comment
Date: 08/18/2008 12:40 PM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
 
 
August 18, 2008 
 
 
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
 
Dear Sumter National Forest,
 
Yes, I have copied the form letter because I wanted the pertinent 
information included. I am a whitewater boater, and a backpacker. I 
am a Boy Scout Leader and have been a leader for over 15 years. I 
am also a member of the Bartram Trail Society. The Chattooga River 
is one of my favorite rivers to paddle and to hike. I have hiked many 
of the trails in the area, and many of the sections of the Chattooga 
River. 
 
I live in the Atlanta area and the Chattooga River is a fantastic 
resource that is close to my home. I am very concerned that if the ban 
on boating continues, then other sections of the river and other rivers 
will eventually be closed.
 
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:



mailto:scotth@farnsworthlogistics.com
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•                     The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a 
reason to limit paddling on the Chattooga and has found none.  
It is time to open the river to boating.
•                     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. I have seen damage 
to the river by fishermen and hikers. I have picked up trash from 
both those groups. On other sections of the river, horses really 
make a mess. This is not equitable and not acceptable!  
•                     The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits
•                     The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at 
least a year late and has wasted millions in tax payer money
•                     The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored 
their input.
•                     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
 







 
Scott Houser
Farnsworth Logistics
2700 Moreland Ave SE
Atlanta, GA 30315
 
Phone             404-924-4600
Fax      404-924-4601
scotth@farnsworthlogistics.com
 
 








From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/18/2008 03:45 PM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 03:45 PM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 02:48 PM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga River 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf 
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor 
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC 
     Phone 803-561-4081 
     Fax     803-561-4004 
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082 
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us 
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======================================= 
    
 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 02:48 PM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 02:43 PM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES 


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga River 
 
  


 
 
 
Rosanne Rowe 
Executive Assistant to the Chief 
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW 
Office: 202-205-8439 
Cell: 202-384-7412 
Fax: 202-358-4063 
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us 
 
----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 02:43 PM ----- 
 
Rusty Manley <rustymanley@yahoo.
com>  
 
 
08/18/2008 02:31 PM 


Please respond to 
rustymanley@yahoo.com 


 


 
To comments-southern-


francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us 
cc akimbell@fs.fed.us 


Subject Upper Chattooga River 
 
  


 
 
 







I would like to see fair and equitable granting of access to both user 
groups.  With that being said, I would support Alternative 8.  In my 
opinion, this is the best option.   
  
Thank you for your time. 
  
David. R. Manley 
  
  








From: Elijah Smith


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


Subject: Discrimination against boaters
Date: 08/18/2008 02:39 PM


The proposal by the forest service shows a clear bias by fishermen agains 
boaters, as well as a clear sell out by the forest service officials to angler 
friendly special interest groups.  The forest service is showing corruption 
and a clear disregard for the task with which they are asigned: protecting 
the natural beuty of the land for ALL users.  It is disgracefull the way this 
is being handled and as a boater, I am outraged.  I support alternative-8 
and find all other options completely unaceptable.   
 
--  
Elijah Smith 
540-808-8268 
durableinnovations@gmail.com 



mailto:durableinnovations@gmail.com

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

mailto:durableinnovations@gmail.com






From: Tom Blue


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


Subject: Public Comment on Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/18/2008 10:49 AM


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


August 18, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


I am a long time whitewater boater who enjoys the legal sections of the
Chattooga River.  I live in eastern North Carolina but make a point of
visiting the Chattooga at least once every year.  


None of the alternatives in the Environmental Assessment regarding the
recreational management of the Chattooga River is acceptable.  All of
them limit boating on the upper Chattooga in some fashion, a limitation
that can only be characterized as discrimination against a particular
user group.  


This is not a complicated matter.  The National Forest is public land.
Accessing that land by boat does less damage to that land than accessing
it by any other method (foot, horse, bike, or motorized vehicle) because
it requires no trails.  The upper Chattooga should be open to boaters.  


Thank you for considering these comments.


Sincerely,


Tom Blue
400 Tinkerbell Road
Chapel Hill, NC  27517


 



mailto:Tom.Blue@elliswinters.com
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From: kirk@safeandsoundatl.com


Reply To: kirk@safeandsoundatl.com


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga  Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 09:33 AM


U.S. Forest Service 


Chattooga River Project


4931 Broad River Road


Columbia, SC 29212.


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


 


08/18/2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


My name is Kirk Baker.  I live in the Atlanta Metro area and frequent the north 
GA mountains and the Chattooga watershed frequently.  I am an avid trout 
fisherman and kayaker.  


I offer this input in regards to the current situation over the upper Chattooga 
River.  I feel the river should be open to all outdoor enthusiats equally.  To 
provide preferential treatment to some groups over others is not justifiable or 
fair.  There are many great trout streams in the lower Appalachian Range and 
the Chattooga is one of them.  It also happens to be one of the great whitewater 
runs in the same area.  There are no rivers that can only be boated.  The chance 
of boater/angler encounters is very limited as the run is quite demanding and 
rainfall dependant.  The levels at which the boaters will be on the water is 
generally a level that anglers will not be out.  There will be a rush in the 
beginning years to the river as it will be recently decriminalized, but that will taper 
off over time.  The FS practice of adding logs to the river, creating strainers, to 
provide habitat for any nonendangered species is absolutely absurd.  It is a 
practice which increases the chance of a fatal accident for all users of the river 
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whether it be anglers, hikers, swimmers, boaters, etc.  Intentionally creating 
drowning hazards is not something the Forest Service should EVER do.  


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 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,
 
Kirk Baker 
768 Brownlee Lane
Lawrenceville, GA 30044
770-780-8077 
kirk@SafeAndSoundAtl.com 
www.SafeAndSoundAtl.com
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From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Chattooga Headwaters
Date: 08/18/2008 07:38 AM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 07:38 AM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/15/2008 02:09 PM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Chattooga Headwaters 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf 
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor 
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC 
     Phone 803-561-4081 
     Fax     803-561-4004 
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082 
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us 



mailto:CN=Michelle Burnett/OU=R8/O=USDAFS

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES





======================================= 
    
 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 08/15/2008 02:08 PM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/15/2008 02:07 PM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES 


Subject Fw: Chattooga Headwaters 
 
  


 
 
 
Rosanne Rowe 
Executive Assistant to the Chief 
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW 
Office: 202-205-8439 
Cell: 202-384-7412 
Fax: 202-358-4063 
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us 
 
----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 08/15/2008 02:06 PM ----- 
 
"Todd Corey" <dtodd.
corey@gmail.com>  
 
 
08/15/2008 12:34 PM 


 
To comments-southern-francismarion-


sumter@fs.fed.us, akimbell@fs.fed.us 
cc  


Subject Chattooga Headwaters 
 
  


 
 
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 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: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 09:34 AM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 09:34 AM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 08:16 AM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Chattooga 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf 
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor 
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC 
     Phone 803-561-4081 
     Fax     803-561-4004 
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082 
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us 
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======================================= 
    
 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 08:16 AM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 07:40 AM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES 


Subject Fw: Chattooga 
 
  


 
 
 
Rosanne Rowe 
Executive Assistant to the Chief 
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW 
Office: 202-205-8439 
Cell: 202-384-7412 
Fax: 202-358-4063 
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us 
 
----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 07:40 AM ----- 
 
"a and d travis" <travisad@earthlink.net>  
 
 
08/18/2008 07:02 AM 


 
To <akimbell@fs.fed.us> 
cc  


Subject Chattooga 
 
  


 
 
Dear sir, 
  
I support Alternative 8 and my right as a Citizen of the United States to 
access public lands. 
  
Thank you, 







  
  
  
Andy Travis 
1000 Onotoa Dr. 
Indian Trail, NC 28079 








From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: USFS Conflict of Interest and Collusion
Date: 08/18/2008 07:38 AM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 07:38 AM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/15/2008 12:49 PM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: USFS Conflict of Interest and Collusion 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf 
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor 
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC 
     Phone 803-561-4081 
     Fax     803-561-4004 
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082 
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us 
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======================================= 
    
 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 08/15/2008 12:49 PM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/15/2008 11:59 AM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES 


Subject Fw: USFS Conflict of Interest and Collusion 
 
  


 
You will note that this one was also sent to Secretary of Agriculture 
address. 
 
Rosanne Rowe 
Executive Assistant to the Chief 
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW 
Office: 202-205-8439 
Cell: 202-384-7412 
Fax: 202-358-4063 
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us 
 
----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 08/15/2008 11:58 AM ----- 
 
Liz Mc <eamcnamara01@yahoo.com>  
 
 
08/15/2008 11:49 AM 


 
To akimbell@fs.fed.us 
cc AgSec@usda.gov 


Subject USFS Conflict of Interest and 
Collusion 


 
  


 
 
I am writing in grave concern about the obvious conflict in interest that 
exists between the Forest Servce and Trout Unlimited.  I have just learned 
that The USFS is a national sponsor of the Georgia Council of Trout 
Unlimited. 







  
I cannot imagine a more biased situation in which to manage forests which 
are intended to be used by ALL citizens, not just an elite few.  
  
For years, the Francis Marion-Sumter National Forest has illegally banned 
boating on the upper reaches of the Chattooga River in Georgia, North 
Carolina and South Carolina.  All attempts by the boating community to 
gain fair and equitable access to this Wild and Scenic River, as is 
specifically allowed by the WSR designation, have been strongly opposed 
by the angling community.   
  
And, the illegal ban has stayed in place for over 30 years.  Now, I know 
why.   
  
This is a travesty of administration on the part of your agency.  I am 
completely disgusted with this situation. 
  
For decades, US citizens have tried to access a river which was clearly 
designated as Wild and Scenic in an attempt to protect the unique and 
unparalleled whitewater boating experience represented by the Chattooga 
River.  We have been stymied on every front with refusals, delays and, 
now, outright collusion on the part of the federal agency tasked with 
protecting our rights to use and enjoyment of this tremendous national 
resource. 
  
Please remedy this situation.  It is completely inexcusable and represents 
"old boy politics" at it's finest.   
  
Elizabeth McNamara 
710 Bennett Street 
Greenville, SC  29609 
 








From: Chattooga Conservancy


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 11:00 AM


We have gotten some complaints from people who were unable to email their 
comments to this address b/c there was a problem on your end.
I was just checking to see if this address was still valid.
 
Melinda Fischer
Chattooga Conservancy
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From: Chris Bell


Reply To: bell@unca.edu


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


Subject: Comments on the Upper Chattooga River Draft Environmental Assessment
Date: 08/18/2008 12:51 PM


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


August 18, 2008


To Whom It May Concern:


My name is Chris Bell.  I live in Asheville, NC and teach economics at 
the University of North Carolina's Asheville campus.  I grew up hiking, 
climbing and fly fishing in California's Sierra Nevada mountains and 
began paddling whitewater when I moved to North Carolina in 1985.  I 
first paddled the Chattooga in 1987 and have provided comments on your 
management of the Chattooga many times, the first in the early nineties. 
I appreciate the opportunity to provide comments yet again, this time on 
the July 2, 2008 Upper Chattooga River Draft Environmental Assessment.


Based on my reading of the Draft Environmental Assessment and the many 
years' worth of documents leading up to it, I strongly support 
Alternative 8.  Indeed, based on the concerns raised by the USFS Chief 
Reviewing Officer in her April 28, 2005 appeal decision and the failure 
of the Draft EA to address them, I don't think a legitimate case can be 
made for any of the other alternatives.


As you know, in her appeal decision the Reviewing Officer focused on 
"the Regional Forester's decision [to ban boating above Highway 28] and 
its adherence to law, regulation, and policy for allegations related to 
wild and scenic rivers and wilderness." (4/28/2005 Appeal Decision, page 
4)  The Reviewing Officer found that the Regional Forester's decision to 
ban boating above Highway 28 did not adhere to law, regulation, and 
policy.  Her decision was made on basis of the following findings of fact:


1.  In the document designating the Chattooga as a Wild and Scenic 
river, "[w]hitewater boating (canoeing and rafting) is specifically 
recognized as one of the recreational opportunities available in this 
generally remote river setting." (4/28/2005 Appeal Decision, page 5)
2.  The Interagency Guidelines governing the management of public lands 
designated as having outstanding remarkable values (ORVs) state that 
"[i]f it becomes necessary to limit use, 'ensure that all potential 
users have a fair and equitable chance to obtain access to the 
river.'"(4/28/2005 Appeal Decision, page 5)
3.  "Agency policy for wilderness echoes law and policy relative to 
maximizing visitor freedom, directing that 'direct controls and 
restrictions' be minimized, and that controls are to be applied only as 
necessary to protect the wilderness resource after indirect measures 
have failed.'" (4/28/2005 Appeal Decision, page 5)
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4.  "The Sumter National Forest RLRMP record, however, is deficient in 
substantiating the need to continue the ban on boating to protect 
recreation as an ORV or to protect the wilderness resource. No capacity 
analysis is provided to support restrictions or a ban on recreation use 
or any type of recreation user. While there are multiple references in 
the record to resource impacts and decreasing solitude, these concerns 
apply to all users and do not provide the basis for excluding boaters 
without any limits on other users." (4/28/2005 Appeal Decision, page 6)


Based on these findings, the Reviewing Officer "revers[ed] the Regional 
Forester's decision to continue to exclude boating on the Chattooga WSR 
above Highway 28" and directed "the Regional Forester to conduct the 
appropriate visitor use capacity analysis, including non-commercial boat 
use, and to adjust or amend, as appropriate, the RLRMP to reflect a new 
decision based on the findings. (4/28/2005 Appeal Decision, page 6)"


The Reviewing Officer estimated that it would take two years to conduct 
an appropriate visitor use capacity analysis and adjust or amend the 
RLRMP. (4/28/2005 Appeal Decision, page 6) Three years and counting we 
have the Upper Chattooga River Draft Environmental Assessment and its 
preferred alternative that:


1.  Continues application of a direct control on visitor freedom without 
first demonstrating that indirect controls to protect the wilderness 
have failed.
2.  Unfairly singles out one user group for direct controls, a user 
group cited as justification for designating the Chattooga Wild and 
Scenic in the legislation elevating the Chattooga to Wild and Scenic status.
3.  Fails to justify direct controls on this user group on grounds that 
do not apply to all user groups.
4.  Fails to provide a capacity analysis capable of addressing the 
Reviewing Officer's concerns;  indeed, the Regional Forester rejected 
the recommendations made by the consultant hired to advise his team on 
the design and implementation of an appropriate capacity analysis.
5.  Proposes a system to control access by the singled out user group 
that would almost certainly prove to be a logistical nightmare and would 
amount to a continuation of the ban on boating in fact if not on paper.


In short, despite the significant amount of time and money spent since 
the Reviewing Officer's decision, her concerns have not been addressed.


In light of this I strongly support Alternative 8.  It is the 
alternative closest to the management policy I believe would ultimately 
address the Reviewing Officer's concerns.  Such a policy would:


1.  Immediately open the entire Chattooga river and its headwaters to 
boating on a trial basis in the same numbers, places, and seasons 
allowed existing users.  The trial period would need to be of a 
sufficient length of time to determine the true degree of interaction 
between users and the added environmental stress -- on the order of 3-5 
years (on the shorter end if the rains return, on the longer end if the 
drought continues).
2.  Monitor the outcome.  At the end of the trial period write a user 
capacity study on the basis of the observed interactions and 
environmental effects.  If problems sufficient to warrant controls are 
found, impose them in an equitable manner, that is, in a manner that 
treats all user groups equally.







I am confident that if such a policy were adopted, what would be found 
is that the actual impact of lifting the ban would be small:  after the 
first couple years the reaches above Highway 28 would be paddled only a 
handful of days a year, the days most attractive to boaters would for 
the most part coincide with those least attractive to other users, and 
the environmental impacts would be virtually unmeasurable.


Of course I could be wrong.  But there is only one way to know, and that 
is with a well designed user capacity analysis, that is, an analysis 
that measures actual rather than hypothesized behavior.


Thank you for the considering my comments.


Sincerely


Chris Bell
54 Greenleaf Circle
Asheville, NC 28804








From: Elijah Smith


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


Subject: Lack of science
Date: 08/18/2008 02:46 PM


The proposed decision by the forest service is clearly lacking any kind of 
scientific basis and should be rejected untill a proper study can be 
performed.  All recomendations at every level find boating to be 
environmentaly friendly and have far less impact on the river cooridor than 
all other forms of recreation.  The forest service failed to perform a proper 
study accounting for ALL user groups because they knew that the science 
would show other user groups to be far more detremental to the river 
cooridor.  The decision shows completely improper handling of the issue 
and a disregard for the value of the area.  If the forest service is going to 
spend millions of tax dollars conducting studies, they should at least listen 
to the findings of those studies.  
 
--  
Elijah Smith 
540-808-8268 
durableinnovations@gmail.com 
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From: Marcus Gilley


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


Subject: Chattooga Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 03:48 PM


Dear Sumter National Forest, 
 
I am a college professor, a resident of Georgia, and a white water kayaker. 
 
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 lacks a full range of alternatives 
 
The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their inputThe 450 
CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed 
measure that should be eliminated from any considerations. There is no 
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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. 
 
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


 
 
Marc Gilley 
(423) 322-2106 
 
125 Stanton Way 
Athens, GA 
30606 








From: Alan Jenkins


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


Subject: Comments on Chattooga River use
Date: 08/18/2008 11:26 AM


As an outdoorsman with forestry and law degrees who loves to hike, 
birdwatch, bike, boat and fish, I appreciate the difficult job the Forest 
Service has in managing public land.  
It strikes me that a key issue in the Chattooga controversy is whether 
recreation uses that are more disruptive than others must have access to 
all wild and scenic river areas at all times and in all places.  Of course, the 
answer is no.   It certainly is not reasonable for me to ride my mountain 
bike or a horse on all trails where others want to enjoy hiking and would 
like solitude and freedom from vehicles.  It also is not reasonable for me 
to boat, or even fish from a boat or tube, in all areas of the river where 
those on foot seek solitude and freedom from vehicles.  
In light of the disruption that boating has had to other recreation uses 
below Highway 28, the best and most reasonable solution remains for 
boating to be limited to that the area of the river below 28 and the best 
alternatives are #2 and #3.  As the river narrows to a stream further 
upriver, boating is even more disruptive - the same pools at the base of 
rapids and falls that a creek boater would love are the ones sought by 
swimmers and anglers.  Obviously a kayak hurling off a drop and into 
the pool would ruin trout fishing and could endanger swimmers and 
anglers.  Stream trout are so easily spooked that an angler often only has 
two or three tosses of a fly into a pool before the trout retreat.  If a light 
dry fly does that, how about a boat?  Also, there simply is no room in tight 
streams to move out of the way of rushing boats.   I have fished and 
hiked the Nicholson Fields DH, the Bend area and the portion of the 
Chattooga in North Carolina.  As there are numerous other places for 
creek boating and as the upper Chattooga is a unique foot-traffic only 
area, the Forest Service should maintain the current zoned management 
policy.  
Finally, if the Forest Service decides to open some of the river above 
Highway 28 for boating, it should be limited at a minimum by the 
measures of Alternative 4.  November and March are prime hiking and 
angling months in the Chattooga area.  Any boatable day flow should be 
posted day ahead on a Forest Service website.  I often check weather and 
USGS flow measurements on line before heading out and this would be a 
simple mechanism to avoid controversy and alert potential users.  Indeed, 
a boater who likes to fish could check the website and decide whether to 
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bring a boat or flyrod. 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Alan Jenkins
B.Sc. SUNY College of Environmental Science & Forestry
J.D.  UNC Chapel Hill








From: John Pilson


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


Subject: The Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 03:57 PM


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


August 18th, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


I am a whitewater paddler and avid outdoorsman.  I live in Asheville
and am grateful for all the National and state parklands I can access
as a hiker or fisherman or kayaker.


I have followed this controversy now for several years.  Further, 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:


I fully agree with the following bullet points:


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
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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.


I strongly believe the ban is illegal and was made to benefit one user
group to the detriment of another user group.  Further, I see no
conflicts between the groups, as whitewater paddlers will not be using
the Upper Chattooga when people want to fish there.  This idea of
conflict in the fishermen's eyes is a red herring.


Thank you for considering these comments,


Sincerely


John Pilson
45 Russell St.
Asheville NC 28806








From: Doug and Eedee Adams


To: DRAFT EA Comments


Subject: Upper Chattooga Comments  - On the pre-decisional EA
Date: 08/18/2008 02:54 PM
Attachments: Boating Zoning - Letter from Adams 080731.doc 


Attached are my detailed comments for your consideration.
 
Sincerely, Doug Adams - Rabun Gap, GA
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Doug Adams



PO Box 65



Rabun Gap, GA 30568



July 31, 2008 (Rev. 8/9/2008)



U.S. Forest Service 



Chattooga River Project



4931 Broad River Road



Columbia, SC 29212



E-mailed to comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us


Attn: Dr. Jerome Thomas – Forest Supervisor


Subject: Comments on the pre-decisional Environmental Assessment (draft EA) 



For Managing Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga’s North Fork


Dear Jerome,



Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments on the draft EA and preferred alternative.  I believe the Forest Service (FS) designed and conducted a professional, comprehensive, and fair User Capacity Analysis. I am especially pleased that the process will establish limits of acceptable change that hopefully will bring to an end the further deterioration of the biophysical resources in the riparian areas and, when the new management plan is implemented, will restore some areas that have been abused and overused.  



Also I wish to express my appreciation to the FS for attempting to involve all affected and interested parties in the analysis process through outreach using the media, your website and public meetings.  I believe it was very important for all the stakeholders, not just the organized boaters and anglers, to have opportunities to express their opinions, desired condition needs, and vision for the future of the upper Chattooga. 


The FS planners considered what the various stakeholders contributed, the data collected, the appeal decision and overarching legal requirements of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the Wilderness Act when they were designing the preferred alternative (#4) with zoning stipulations to minimize conflicts between existing visitors and boaters, avoiding the overuse and user conflicts that have plagued the lower Chattooga for decades.  Zoning ensures that different and conflicting types of users are physically separated   Zoning is a time tested, fair, and legal land and water management practice.  Zoning of conflicting activities is good stewardship.  


I would rather the preferred alternative had been Alternative #3 (zoned completely boat-free with high-quality trout fishing), but I can accept Alternative #4.  It preserves a "foot travel only" backcountry through the Rock Gorge segment and the Delayed Harvest segment.  It is designed to minimize conflict between visitors to the upper Chattooga. 



More importantly, Alternative #4 upholds and preserves the ability to zone public recreational waters for all federal agencies (USFS, NPS, and BLM) by section of stream, by time of year, by water level (flow), by number of boats/day and by type of craft.  To maintain the quality of experience for all visitors and/or protect riparian resources, zoning of public recreational waters is absolutely necessary now and in the future, particularly as recreational demands on limited public waters increase near population centers and in the Rocky Mountain Region.



All of the alternatives except #1 provide for limiting overnight camping in the corridor of the upper Chattooga to designated sites and closing and/or rehabilitating a number of user-created campsites and trails. To relieve congestion and reduce impacts, roadside parking will also be prohibited within ¼ mile of Burrell’s Ford Bridge.  In addition to ‘Put and Take’ trout fishing, Burrell’s Ford is the most popular trailhead for the Ellicott Rock Wilderness.  It is the trailhead for Kings Creek Falls, the trailhead for Spoonauger Falls, the trailhead for the backcountry trails down the river, plus the Burrell’s Ford walk-in campground.   As a result, the Burrell’s Ford Bridge area is the most congested and overused/abused section of the upper Chattooga.  Limiting camping and parking are needed to protect the area for future generations.



I believe that the FS‘s preferred alternative is a compromise that is fair to all stakeholders.  It is obvious that not all recreation activities are compatible.  Stewardship encompasses far more than picking up litter; it includes the protection of the aesthetic values of natural resources such as remoteness and wildness, the proper regard for the rights of others to solitude, and the responsibility of preserving these values intact for future generations. I believe the zoning stipulations in Alternative #4, if properly enforced, will provide good protection for the upper Chattooga backcountry’s Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORV) of solitude and remoteness for present and future generations.  



I have enjoyed my 53 years of visiting and making memories on the Chattooga North Fork.  I appreciate the protection the North Fork values have received from the FS since 1976 and enhancements in water quality and fisheries management since 1986.  I worked on this zoning issue to preserve the biophysical resources and the experiences for future generations.  I believe the preferred alternative can do that. 


Following you will find my comments on the pre-decisional Environmental Assessment (draft EA)



Thank you for giving consideration to my comments.



Sincerely, Doug Adams - A visitor to the upper Chattooga since 1955.



-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Comments on the pre-decisional Environmental Assessment (draft EA) 



SECTION 1 - VISION for the Upper Chattooga 



(#1 – #4A COMMENTS)



What are the benefits that your vision provides? 



(environmental, social, recreational, economic, etc.)



(This question was included in the FS announcement for the public hearing last year, on 7/10/2007)



Very simply, my vision for the Upper Chattooga river corridor is for a place where present and future generations can experience solitude, remoteness and wildness that is free of user conflicts.



1. COMMENT - Environmental: The existing biophysical conditions were well documented in the EA and the restoration needs were identified. Alternative 1 does not improve the biophysical riparian conditions above Highway 28.  All other alternatives protect LWD and reduce the biophysical damage from trails, campsites, and roadside parking.  With improved enforcement, a full time on-site river manager and education, any of the other 7 alternatives will satisfy my biophysical vision for the upper Chattooga.



2. COMMENT - Social: The EA contains a good discussion of the social events (conflicts) between anglers and boaters on the lower Chattooga that resulted in the present zoning (on pages 88 – 90). However, there was no discussion of the conflicts that also occurred between campers and boaters or between swimmers and boaters. Boating activity has also displaced some birders from the lower river (see #133 COMMENT).  The EA has a brief discussion of “recreation opportunities foregone on the lower river” (on page 112), which I believe needs to be expanded.  These are important considerations when evaluating alternatives for managing the upper Chattooga.



Alternative 1, by being boating-free, would protect but not enhance for future generations the aesthetic and backcountry ORV of the upper Chattooga such as solitude and wildness.  My social vision would not be fully satisfied.


Alternatives 2 and 3, by being boating-free and by limiting parking, would protect and enhance for future generations the aesthetic and backcountry ORV of the upper Chattooga such as solitude and wildness.  They satisfy my social vision for the upper Chattooga



Alternative 4 will also provide protection through zoning by space, by time of year, by water level (flow), and by number of groups of boats/day.  There are two concerns: 1) Enforcement needs of the zoning restrictions with stiff fines as deterrents. 2) The “foot-in-the-door” effect because of the 10 to 15 year forest wide planning cycle.  Considering the history of FS budget cuts, the potential for future “adaptive management” strategy, and the “foot-in-the-door” for boating, I cannot say that I’m fully content that alternative 4 will satisfy my social vision for the upper Chattooga.



Alternatives 5 and 9, by zoning for limited boating through the Wilderness and backcountry segments, would cause some deterioration of the backcountry ORV of solitude and remoteness.  These alternatives would not satisfy my social vision for the upper Chattooga. 


Alternatives 8 and 10, by allowing boating through the Burrell’s Ford area and the Delayed Harvest segment, would create conflict and interference with existing users. These alternatives will deteriorate the quality of the recreational experience for all visitors. These alternatives would not satisfy my social vision for the upper Chattooga. 


I believe the range of the alternatives is widespread and comprehensive.



3. COMMENT - Recreational: The FS’s decision on the American Whitewater (AW) 2004 appeal stated:  “Agency policy (FSM 2354.41) identifies factors to consider in developing direction for recreation visitor use in a wild and scenic river (WSR) corridor including the capability of the physical environment, desires of present and potential users, diversity of recreation opportunities within the geographic area, and budgetary, personnel and technical considerations.”  (underline added)



For boaters, diverse whitewater boating opportunities with unrestricted access exist on all other public streams on all surrounding National Forests. “Overflow Creek, a tributary of the West Fork Chattooga, offers another river for comparison.  This “creek” segment appears to be slightly more difficult than Upper Chattooga segments, and may have boatable flows slightly less often, but it is well known for its outstanding whitewater.” (Quote from the Integrated Report. page 35)    The following is an excerpt from a personal E-mail to Doug Adams (Subject: Boating Ban Above Highway 28 Bridge – Chattooga River) dated 12/19/1999 from Milt Aitken, AW member and expert boater in the Jan. 2007 user trials.  Mr. Aitken wrote, “It’s beautiful, but not as exciting or action packed as other runs like Overflow, Cullasaja, Big Creek, etc.  The hair boaters will choose a hair run most of the time.” 



 For boaters, the W&S West Fork/Overflow run has better backcountry solitude than the North Fork for two important differences: 1) There is no hiking trail parallel to the river. 2) There are no low gradient reaches for wading anglers during boatable flows, thus the self-regulating separation of conflicting users. Also, anglers know that when there are boatable flows they can go to the North Fork and fish undisturbed waters (displacement).



For experienced boaters, the upper Chattooga is just another “creek” and just another notch in the paddle. 





A question from page 3 of the EA, “Should there be additional boating opportunities in the Chattooga River Corridor (above Highway 28)?”  Maybe the EA should explore the question; is there a need for more boating opportunities?   I believe the EA fails to fully explain a “need” to providing additional geographic area boating opportunities by allowing boating in the North Fork.  





For anglers and other existing visitors, the upper Chattooga is the only river in the area without boating disturbances during high water flows.  For anglers, the upper Chattooga offers a unique fishing experience.  This unique solitude experience is shared without conflict among traditional “foot travel only” backcountry visitors such as anglers, swimmers, hikers, backpackers, hunters, bird watchers, waterfall viewers, photographers, and nature lovers. 





As a backcountry angler, I have visited many mountain trout streams all the way up the East Coast to Maine.  East of the Mississippi River, I have found that public mountain trout streams with the size and water quality comparable to the upper Chattooga have roads running beside them or too many access roads to them.  Since 1957, I have made 60 road-trips to the Rocky Mountain West to hike, camp and trout fish.  The closest stream I have found that is similar in size and solitude is a 13-mile section of the Encampment River in WY.  Like the upper Chattooga, it passes through a Wilderness and is paralleled only by a foot trail.  The Encampment is 1600 miles away (35 hours of driving each way), only fishable 3 or 4 months of the year, and not as pretty as the Chattooga, but the fishery is better.  I go out west when the upper Chattooga (below the NC line) gets too warm to trout fish in the summer.





The EA did mention the uniqueness of the upper Chattooga fishing experience on pages 1, 2, 7 and 101. However, it did not mention the uniqueness for all the other “foot travel only” backcountry visitors.  





For me personally, I believe alternative 4, if the zoning stipulations are properly enforced, will satisfy my vision of protecting the uniqueness of the upper Chattooga for anglers.  I can’t speak for the other visitors.



4. COMMENT - Economic: The draft EA provides the estimated implementation, monitoring, and enforcement costs for each alternative. Unfortunately, there was no mention of funds needed for the proper enforcement and education of visitors under Alternative 1.



However, it is not clear if the materials, equipment and contract costs estimates are included.  I believe there should be more discussion in the final EA of these estimated allocations and the funds availability to begin implementation.



The EA does not discuss economic effects of the various alternatives on the local economies and local governments if boating opportunities are added to the upper Chattooga.  I will comment on the following in more detail with the alternatives:



Backcountry angler interference and displacement can cause economic value loss in the community.  



Delayed Harvest angler interference and displacement can cause economic value loss in the community.  



Boater’s expenditures in the community are not anticipated to increase or decrease as a result of any alternatives. 



Search And Rescue (SAR) costs may increase.  The EA discussed SAR on pages 126 & 127.


The question we should be asking, "What is best for the Upper Chattooga?"



4A. COMMENT: Alternatives 2, 3 & 4 could satisfy, with proper enforcement and education, my vision of protecting and enhancing the backcountry ORVs while providing economic benefits to the local community.  Therefore they are the best alternatives for the Upper Chattooga.



SECTION 2 - COMMENTS on Draft EA Specifics 



(#5 - #57 COMMENTS)



From page 1: Purposes: 



1. to ensure continued enjoyment of the upper Chattooga by a variety of outdoor recreationists; 



2. to maintain or improve biological and physical conditions in the Chattooga corridor; 



3. to ensure the Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs) for the river are protected and enhanced 



4. to protect water quality and free flow as required under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.


5. COMMENT: I believe there is a  5th purpose: to protect and manage the designated Wilderness for outstanding opportunities for solitude.  Which of the alternatives will achieve these purposes?  I believe Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are the only alternatives that satisfy the 3rd and 5th purposes.



#
#
#



From page 1:  1.1 Need for the Proposed Actions: “Advanced whitewater paddlers and creek boaters are interested in experiencing these upper sections which   contain very scenic, remote, narrow stretches of river.”


6. COMMENT:  This is a “want”, not a “need”.   Boaters already have unlimited access to approximately half of the W & S Chattooga “upper sections” with the West Fork including Overflow, Holcomb and Big Creeks “which contain very scenic, remote, narrow stretches of river.” 



I believe what the boaters need is a “precedent” they can use to access other public recreational waters and they are willing to sacrifice the ORVs of the North Fork to get it.



#
#
#



From page 2: Action is needed to respond to an appeal decision:  The appeal decision directed the Regional Forester to “Involve affected and interested parties in the design and execution of the capacity analysis”.  


7. COMMENT: Through use of public meetings, hearings, workshops, the website and the media the FS satisfied that directive having involved 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 - - because they just want it. Like children surrounded by toys, some boaters are obsessed with what they do not have while remaining oblivious to the effect their activity has on the solitude and remoteness experiences of other visitors.


The User Capacity Analysis demonstrated that Alternative 4 is the only alternative that can provide some opportunity for boating without significant damage to the experiences of other users.  


#
#
#



From page 3: “For potential adaptive management purposes, more information on the amount and patterns of uses needs to be gathered to guide future management.”



8. COMMENT: 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 “adaptive management” could cause gradual erosion ORVs that would not be consistent with the “protect and enhance” directive.


#
#
#



From page 1: “Advanced whitewater paddlers and creek boaters are interested in experiencing these upper sections which contain very scenic, remote, narrow stretches of river.”    



From page 10: “This alternative responds directly to the concern that the Forest Service should allow natural flows to regulate paddling and any resulting conflicts, rather than implementing zone, season and/or flow restrictions.”


From page 126: “The Forest Service promotes safety on the river in a variety of ways including: requiring recreationists to use protective equipment in certain sections; prohibiting certain craft types in some sections; restricting paddling alone in some sections; and by posting pertinent safety information on maps, brochures, websites, permits and signs.”


 9. COMMENT:  Some whitewater boaters like to call themselves by the action term of “paddlers” instead of the normal FS terms of “boater” or “floater”.  I find it interesting that the words “paddler” and “paddling” were not used at all in the 2004 Forest Plan and FEIS. And everywhere else in this EA the terms  “boater” or “floater” and “boating” or “floating” were used.  Over 550 times total.  I recommend the FS continue to use the terms “boating” and “floating” because they cover the full range of crafts.


#
#
#



From page 3: 1.3 Decisions to Be Made – “The decisions to be made by the Forest Supervisors:” - -  “1. Should there be new direction in the Forest Plans limiting trailheads, trails and/or campsites?”


From pages 7 & 8: 2.1.2 Alternative 2 & Table 2.1.3. Alternative 3 – Trails • Designated trails only.


10. COMMENT: Some of the existing undesignated trails on old roadbeds should remain open to hiking (such as the County Line Road Trail in NC).  



I am very familiar with the “undesignated trails” between Highway 28 and the NC line.  The undesignated trails that should be considered for continued public use are between Highway 28 and Burrell’s Ford.  Only one undesignated trail in the Wilderness (from Burrell’s Ford Bridge up Harden Creek) should remain open.  All are old roads (homesteader wagon roads or logging roads).  Most are displayed on the existing map sold by the FS titled “Trail Guide – Andrew Pickens Ranger District – Sumter National Forest”.  I drove on many of these old roads prior to their closure to motorized vehicles in 1975.  Now these old roadbeds are called “undesignated trails.” For several years prior to the construction of the designated trails, these were the only backcountry trails.



Here is a list of the old roads in the backcountry that I’m recommending NOT be closed to hiking, but rather inspected, improved as needed, and left as old foot-travel roads (or else be designated as trails). 



· The GA side Nicholson Ford Road from the gate at Highway 28 to Salt Trough (a portion of this is the existing administrative road behind the gate). 



· The GA side of the DH alongside the river from Ridley Fields Crossing up to the Nicholson Fields.



· The SC side of the DH alongside the river from Highway 28 Parking Lot to above Reed Creek then connecting with the River Trail (a portion of this is the existing administrative road behind the gate).



· The SC side from the Thrift Lake Parking Area to The Boulevard (between the Square Turn and Rock Gorge) with a portion following the River Trail.



· The SC side from near the end of the Big Bend Road to the River Trail at the Sims Fields. 


· The SC side from the end of the Big Bend Road to the River Trail at Big Bend.


· The GA side from Burrell’s Ford Bridge up Harden Creek.


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


#
#
#



From page 3: 1.3 Decisions to Be Made – “The decisions to be made by the Forest Supervisors:” - -  “3. Should there be additional boating opportunities in the Chattooga River Corridor (above Highway 28)?”



10A. COMMENT: The EA must compare the impact of any revised policy (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 North Fork as a result of the 1976 W&S River Plan and the 1985 Forest Plan. 



The EA document should make the 1976 and 1985 basis perfectly clear to the public.  I have seen no persuasive evidence that adding boating recreation to the North Fork will protect and enhance its backcountry ORVs of solitude and remoteness for present and future generations. Nor have I seen persuasive evidence that adding boating recreation to the Ellicott Rock Wilderness will not diminish the outstanding opportunities for solitude or assist in securing an enduring resource of wilderness for present and future generations. 



I realize that AW contends otherwise by saying there was a small amount of boating above Highway 28 prior to 1976 and that makes boating there a recreational ORV.  I know there was some boating there (I encountered it and saw abandoned crafts), and there was also horseback riding, motorcycles and 4X4 vehicles. And prior to the 1971 study there was solitude and remoteness opportunities on the lower Chattooga in sections III and IV. There is absolutely nothing in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act that says all recreation uses or even all recreational ORVs must be available in all segments of the river.


#
#
#



From page 4: 1.3 “The decisions to be made by the Forest Supervisors:” - - “Should there be new direction in the Forest Plans establishing standards for woody debris recruitment and retention?”


From pages 7 through 13: Woody debris • Maintain current management (See page 6 of the EA for the 3 different “current management” details for the 3 National Forests involved).


 11. COMMENT: Yes, there needs to be new and consistent direction 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.  I believe the LWD recruitment and retention in the W&S corridor should be standardized regardless of the National Forest and should also be consistent with the corridor prescription:  It should not matter whether LWD is nearest the GA bank or the SC bank.


Excerpt from the Wild segment prescription: “These segments of the Chattooga River (wild) are the most primitive and remote.  Management of these segments is focused on protecting the outstandingly remarkable values of the river and preserving the natural environment and natural processes from human influences.”  (Quote from CONF Forest Plan, page 3-26) (underline added)



Excerpt from the Wilderness management emphasis: “The emphasis is to allow ecological and biological processes to progress naturally with little to no human influence or intervention, except the minimum impacts made by those who seek the wilderness as a special place that offers opportunities to experience solitude.” (Quote from page 3-1 of the Sumter Forest Plan) (underline added)



12. COMMENT: I also believe LWD management for the Chattooga Cliffs “Wild” segment (entirely in NC) and the LWD management for the West Fork/Overflow “Wild” segment (entirely in GA) must be identical, including protective enforcement.


#
#
#



From page 8: “A mean daily flow level of 450 cfs is the highest optimal flow level for fly, spin and bait angling on the upper Chattooga; it also provides optimal standard boating opportunities.”


From page 9: “A mean daily flow level of 350 cfs is the highest optimal flow level for fly and spin angling on the upper Chattooga (bait angling is optimal up to 450 cfs); it also provides optimal standard or technical boating opportunities (Whittaker and Shelby 2007).”


13. COMMENT:  Page 8 is correct and, page 9 is mistaken.  During 2003 (a wet year), I fly-fished the upper Chattooga 40 times and 5 were on days the level exceeded 2.3 feet (see my Chattooga Angler Diary records on file at GA WRD).  Even at my age (72) I routinely fly fish low gradient stretches at levels up to 2.5 feet on the USGS gauge.



#
#
#


From page 8: Alternative #4: “This alternative is designed to minimize conflict between anglers and boaters by providing boating opportunities from County Line Road trail in North Carolina south to Burrells Ford Bridge at a mean daily flow level (see Appendix C) of 450 cubic feet per second (cfs) and above from December 1 – March 1.” 


14. COMMENT:  The following is an excerpt from a personal E-mail to Doug Adams (Subject: Boating Above Highway 28 – Chattooga River) dated 12/02/1999 from Milt Aitken, AW member and expert boater in the Jan. 2007 user trials.  



Mr. Aitken wrote, “We really do only seek to boat when the water is high.  That is almost always in the cold months of winter.  The best boating around the Chattooga is in January & February.  The water is clear and high, and there are fewer people around.” 



In another E-mail dated 12/19/1999, Mr. Aitken wrote, “I don’t want the ban removed in total.  I want boating allowed during the Winter months and, if we can administer it, on high water events (like hurricanes) during the rest of the year.  It may be that boating during the Summer causes more problems than it solves and high water allowance isn’t feasible.”   It appears Alternative #4 would satisfy what Mr. Aitken was seeking.  



Recently Mr. Aitken filed his “Comments on Chattooga Draft EA” on 07/26/2008 12:30 PM in which he wrote, “Unfortunately, this has the appearance of nothing more than a token to try to appease boaters and maybe the USFS Chief.”  “And the season should be December 1 through May 31 to allow viewing from the river of the immense hillsides of rhododendron & mountain laurel in full bloom.”  (A personal note to Milt: Actually the rhododendron blooms in early July, just as they do on the lower Chattooga.)


Apparently Mr. Aitken and AW are not really seeking winter season access as much as they are seeking a precedent.  


#
#
#



From page 8: Alternative #4: “This alternative is designed to minimize conflict between anglers and boaters by providing boating opportunities from County Line Road trail in North Carolina south to Burrells Ford Bridge at a mean daily flow level (see Appendix C) of 450 cubic feet per second (cfs) and above from December 1 – March 1.”



15. COMMENT:  I believe the upper put-in site and especially the Burrell’s Ford Bridge take-out should have signage on the river with “no boating above” and “no boating below the bridge” respectively.  This is in addition to normal signage with permitting, seasons, minimum flows and group size restrictions.  I believe the fine amounts for violations should be increased and posted at all put-in and take-out sites (see # 208 COMMENT).


#
#
#



From page 8: Alternative #4: “The County Line Road Trail was chosen as the uppermost put-in since it provides more suitable access to the river than is available farther upstream.”



16. COMMENT:  This is confusing.  Actually it is neither a FS designated “road” nor is it a FS designated “trail”.  I believe it is another undesignated trail that serves a need to disperse backcountry visitors and reduce encounters.  I believe the FS should express intent to designate it a trail for “foot travel only”.



#
#
#



From page 9: Table 2.1.4. Alternative 4: “From the the user-created County Line Road Trail to the confluence of Norton Mill Creek in North Carolina south to Burrells Ford Bridge December 1 - March 1.”


17. COMMENT:  Actually this was not user created.  This is an old road that had been closed to vehicles by the FS.  Now this old roadbed is being called “user-created”, which is a misnomer since all the visitors did was start walking on an old road.  For several years prior to the construction of the designated trails, these old roads were the only backcountry trails.  I believe the term “the user-created” should be deleted from this statement.


#
#
#


From page 9: Table 2.1.4. Alternative 4: “No LWD removal to accommodate boating”.


17A. COMMENT: Obviously this is consistent with the Wilderness Act and the management of “Wild” sections of the river.  It is also consistent with the W&SRA, which requires maintain or improve the biological ORV.   And consistent with the FS manual stipulation, conservation over recreation demand.  If the final alternative includes some level of boating access, the management plan should have a stipulation that should LWD/strainer cause the death of a boater, the upper Chattooga will revert to the 1985 boating policy.  


#
#
#



From page 19: Table 2.3-1 Comparison of Alternative Components,


18. COMMENT:  Please add (not including tributaries) to this table.



#
#
#



From page 19:  Table 2.3-1 Comparison of Alternative Components, Alternative #3 says Camping “Designated sites/fire rings; reservations.”


19. COMMENT:  This is not correct.  Reservations are required in Alternative 2, not in Alternative 3.



#
#
#



From page 34: • Put-ins: Chattooga River Trail west bank (NC); County Line Road trail (NC); Bull Pen Bridge (NC); Burrell’s Ford Parking Lot (GA); the 2 Fisherman’s Trail/Big Bend Road (SC); Lick Log Creek (SC).



• Take-outs: County Line Road trail (NC); Bull Pen Bridge (NC); East Fork Trail (SC); Burrell’s Ford Parking Lot (GA);; the 2 Fisherman’s Trail/Big Bend Road (SC); Lick Log Creek (SC); & Highway 28 Bridge (SC).


Alt 4: “Increased use of County Line Road Trail by boaters and the creation of new portage trails could result in slightly more compaction, erosion and sedimentation than in alternatives 2 or 3.”



Alt. 5: “Potential sedimentation impacts from put-ins, take-outs and portage trails would be greater than Alternative 4 because an additional six miles of river would be open to boating.”


Alt. 8: “Potential sedimentation impacts from put-ins, take-outs, and portage trails are similar in type to those in alternatives 4 and 5, but would occur over a greater extent along 20 miles of river.”


Alt. 9: “Impacts from increasing use in the corridor would be similar to Alternative 5 and would include potential sedimentation impacts from put-ins, take-outs and portage trails as in alternatives 4 and 5, but along six miles of river – less distance than alternatives 4, 5, 8 or 10.”


Alt. 10: “Impacts from increasing use in the corridor would be similar to Alternative 5 and would include potential sedimentation impacts from put-ins, take-outs and portage trails as in alternatives 4 and 5, but along 20 miles of river.”


20. COMMENT: I question if the above brief statements constitute complete environmental assessment of the effects of boating traffic on these 7 put-ins and 8 take-outs sites for the alternatives that provide boating opportunities in the upper Chattooga. Boatable river levels are usually either during rain or immediately following a major rain event. I’m particularly concerned about the 2 undesignated FS trail sites above Bull Pen Bridge and the already abused and overused Burrell’s Ford Bridge site.  


#
#
#



From page 23: Table 3.1-2. Upper Chattooga stream reaches of concern



20A. COMMENT:  There may be more streams than the 4 listed in Table 3.1-2.  The following is a quote from page 4-5 of the January 2004 Sumter Forest Plan:  “ Watch list streams show signs of impact and may need added protection from sedimentation and increased monitoring of point and non-point source pollutants. This management area includes the following impaired (I) and watch list (W) streams:  - - various tributaries of North Fork Chattooga River including Ammons Branch (I), Norton Mill (I), and Fowler Creeks (I), Scottsman Branch (W), East Fork Chattooga River (W), Ridley Creek (W), Hedden Creek (W) and King Creek (W) - -“


#
#
#



From page 28: Table 3.1-6. Summary of trail information (Upper Chattooga)



  User-created Trails Within 20 ft of River - Total 7,464 ft (1.41 mi)



From page 32: Table 3.1-12. Summary of trail information (Lower Chattooga)


  User-created Trails Within 20 ft of River - Total 20,551 (3.9 mi.)


20B. COMMENT: I believe the EA should assess the reason the lower river has 45% more per river mile than the upper river of user created trails within 20 feet of the river (Upper @19 miles has 393 ft/mile and the Lower @ 36 miles has 571 ft/mile).  Is the reason associated with boating (portage, scouting, spectators, re-runs, etc)?  


#
#
#



From page 74: “Currently, campsites and trails are contributing sediment to the river and its tributaries; and some unauthorized removal of LWD is taking place.  All of the alternatives address LWD retainment and the designation of campsites and trails to minimize aquatic resource impacts.”


From page 79: Aquatic Habitat – “Stream habitat surveys using Basinwide Visual Estimation Technique (Dollof et al. 1993) were conducted in six South Carolina tributaries to the Chattooga River in 2001 and 2002. The total area of riffle habitat in these streams was 1.5 to 3.8 times greater than the total pool area. The lack of instream habitat complexity is in part associated with a low percentage of LWD within the streams. Presence of LWD classes considered large enough to be stable and create fish habitat ranged from one to fifteen per cent of the total wood surveyed within the streams.” 


From page 80:  “Aquatic habitat enhancement through the addition of LWD has recently been implemented in one tributary to the Chattooga River. The project was designed to increase habitat complexity for brook trout, though other aquatic species will also benefit from the addition of wood to the stream.”


From page 85: Alternative #4, “The Chattooga River tributaries are not included for boating under this alternative; therefore, portage trails would not be created along these streams    Protection of stream banks and recruitment of LWD is crucial in these tributaries that are managed for brook trout and the restoration of brook trout populations.”


21. COMMENT: In further support of the (not including tributaries) stipulation, I offer the following for your consideration.  The preservation of LWD in tributaries is very important for increasing habitat complexity for brook trout as stated above, but there are several other reasons why LWD in tributaries has incredible importance in the upper Chattooga’s wild trout and native non-trout fisheries.  Tributaries such as Reed Creek, lower Kings Creek, Harden Creek, East Fork, Bad Creek and several others play critical roles in the annual cycles of the Chattooga North Fork wild brown trout fishery.  I will list a few here:



1. Tributaries water temperatures are typically 8 to 10 degrees F cooler than the North Fork on summer afternoons.  Trout from the river seek thermal sanctuary in tributaries for several months when the water flow drops and the river water temperature begins to rise.  In a drought year like we are having now, trout may crowd into tributaries for 3 or 4 months.  The pool complexity and the cover provided by LWD are critical to hosting the trout seeking a thermal sanctuary. 


2. In November every year, the adult wild brown trout will go on their spawning run (see References Cited on EA page 151; Burrell et al. 2000).  Some brown trout will make redds in the river but most (and probably the more successful spawners) travel up the tributaries in search of the perfect gravel beds to construct redds.  The LWD is critical in the habitat complexity needed to provide sites for redds.  After spawning, the adult brown trout return to the exact same location in the river (maybe several miles down stream) where they resided the previous 51 weeks.


3. When the brown trout fry emerge from the gravel in the spring, they are very vulnerable to predation (by other fish, crawfish, insects, etc).  They seek sanctuary in nursery areas, shallow water sites behind logs, in root wads and debris jams.  Without these protective nursery areas created by the presence of LWD, their numbers would be devastated.  Some of these fry grow into fingerlings, and eventually they are recruited to the river to become mature wild brown trout.



4. LWD in the tributaries will catch and hold some of the leaves each October and November.  Leaves are the largest annual source of stream nutrient input, providing food for some of the aquatic insects that in turn provide food up the chain to the fishery. 



Therefore, tributaries and their LWD are extremely important to the fishery in the upper Chattooga. The river above Big Bend Falls has about 12 species of native fish, all searching for their special habitat needs.  LWD in the river and in the tributaries help to supply the complexity to meet those needs.  (Sumter NF fisheries biologist Jeannie Riley can provide the identity and density on those native fish)


#
#
#


From page 85: Alternative #4, “The Chattooga River tributaries are not included for boating under this alternative;”


From pages 9, 10, 11, 12 &13: (not including tributaries)



22. COMMENT: To provide further EA support for this stipulation, here is a quote from page 2-4 of the January 2004 Sumter Forest Plan:



“Goal 4 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. Perennial and intermittent streams are managed in a manner that emphasizes and recruits large woody debris (LWD).


Objective 4.01 Create and maintain dense understory of native vegetation on 1 to 5 percent of the total riparian corridor acreage during the 10-year planning period.”


The following is a quote from page 4-5 of the January 2004 Sumter Forest Plan:  “ Watch list streams show signs of impact and may need added protection from sedimentation and increased monitoring of point and non-point source pollutants. This management area includes the following impaired (I) and watch list (W) streams:  - - various tributaries of North Fork Chattooga River including Ammons Branch (I), Norton Mill (I), and Fowler Creeks (I), Scottsman Branch (W), East Fork Chattooga River (W), Ridley Creek (W), Hedden Creek (W) and King Creek (W) - -“


#
#
#



From page 88: “In addition, road closures made stocking the lower river difficult, and warmer water temperatures were marginal for developing a wild fishery there, while the upper river was better suited for stocking and fishing.”


23. COMMENT: Insert the words “trout in” (i.e. “ - - made stocking trout in the lower river difficult - - “).


#
#
#


From page 88:  “By 1974, some lower river anglers were probably displaced due to the lack of solitude.” 



From page 103:  “- - -  some hikers, backpackers, and anglers are experiencing recreation opportunities foregone since they are not guaranteed a boat-free experience year-round on the lower river - - -.” 


24. COMMENT: Mitigation:  Because Alternative 4, 5, 8, 9, & 10 are adding boating opportunities in the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River corridor by decreasing the number of boat-free days on the upper Chattooga, there should be mitigation on the lower Chattooga such as “time of day” (e.g. 10 AM to 5 PM) boating restrictions (see page 96 of the Integrated Report).


#
#
#



From Page 89:  "The implicit notion underlying the prohibiting boating above Highway 28 was to ensure that these conflicts did not migrate to the upper river, which had less use, a more primitive setting and few boaters because of lower water levels, incompatible equipment and more difficult whitewater. The idea was to ensure that local anglers had a segment to fish where encounters with floaters would not take place."


25. COMMENT:  Delete the word local.  This should read, “The idea was to ensure that anglers had a segment to fish where encounters with floaters would not take place."   From the 1987 Backcountry Anglers Creel Survey, a total of 367 anglers were interviewed during 193 survey workdays on the upper Chattooga between Big Bend Falls and NC line.   Residents of South Carolina, Georgia, and North Carolina comprised 61%, 22%, and 9%, respectively, of all interviews.  Only 14% of the total lived within 80 km (50 mi) of the river.  Forty-two percent had traveled between 80 and 160 km (50 to 100 miles), and 32% drove from 160 to 320 km (100 to 200 miles) to the Chattooga.  About half (51%) of the anglers were also camping along the river.  (from: “A Fisheries Survey of the Upper Chattooga River”; by Jeffery P. Durniak, GA DNR; dated September 1989; pages 28, 29, & 30.)  During my first 10 years fishing the Chattooga (1955 to 1965), I lived in metro Atlanta, about 130 miles away.  My wife and I moved to Rabun Country in 1965 so that we could visit the upper Chattooga easier and more frequently.



#
#
#


From page 90: "Public meetings between 2005 and 2007 and a public hearing in 2007 have shown that locals are concerned that similar frustrations and the resulting conflict may reoccur if boaters are allowed to float the upper Chattooga."


26. COMMENT:  Change “locals” to “anglers and existing users”.  Used in this context, “locals” is offensive (similar to “hillbilly” or “redneck”).  You should use the phrase anglers and existing users, similar to what was said on page 88, “During public meetings in 2005 and 2006 and a public hearing in 2007, some of those same anglers and local users expressed frustration about what happened in the 1970s and their continued fear that history would repeat itself should the FS allow boating on the upper Chattooga.”


#
#
#


From page 91: Table 3.3-1. The existing recreation experiences available in the North Fork are described in the “Characteristics” column on  “Existing Recreation Opportunities of the upper Chattooga” 


27. COMMENTS: Some boaters are saying they are being denied access to the Chattooga headwaters for “creeking” experiences when actually boaters have unrestricted access to approximately half of the Chattooga headwaters, the West Fork/Overflow watershed.  I believe that it would be useful to include a table with a “Characteristics” column of the  “Existing Recreation Opportunities of the lower Chattooga including West Fork /Overflow.”


#
#
#



From page 91: Table 3.3-1.  “Frontcountry Angling: Grimshawes Bridge - Limited fishing opportunity.  Fly, spin or bait anglers fish for rainbow and brown trout.  Mostly cooler months/ dawn/dusk in the summer


Frontcountry Angling: Bull Pen Bridge - Limited fishing opportunity.  Fly, spin or bait anglers fish for rainbow and brown trout.  Year-round


Backcountry Angling: Chattooga Cliffs reach/Ellicott Rock reach - “Wild” trout fishery. Higher proportions wade rather than fish from the bank and use flies rather than spinning gear or bait.  Relatively fewer anglers compared to downstream reaches. Ellicott Rock is a congressionally designated wilderness Year-round; best in spring, early summer and fall”


28. COMMENT:  Bait is NOT permitted on public waters in the Chattooga watershed above Bull Pen Bridge.  The regulation for that portion is "wild trout waters - single hook artificial lures only", no bait.  



Bait is permitted in the Ellicott Rock Wilderness from the NC line to Bull Pen Bridge.  The regulation for that portion is "wild trout waters with natural bait.”


This is a wild brown trout fishery.  Less than 1% of the trout I catch in the NC portion of the Chattooga are rainbows (and I believe they come from private property stocking.)  The state does not stock the Chattooga in NC.



It may be true that a “higher proportion - - - use flies rather than spinning gear” in the Chattooga Cliffs segment, but I doubt that is true in the Ellicott Rock Wilderness segment.  Bait is allowed in the entire Wilderness segment.  In the 1987 Backcountry Anglers Creel Survey, from the NC Line to Big Bend Falls (omitting the Burrell’s Ford segment), most backcountry anglers used spinning or spincast tackle (77%), while the remaining 23% used fly fishing gear. (Published in: “A Fisheries Survey of the Upper Chattooga River”; by Jeffery P. Durniak, GA DNR; dated September 1989; pages 28, 29, & 30.)


#
#
#


From page 91: Table 3.3-1.  “Burrells Ford Bridge; Stocked May to October. Provides best frontcountry angling opportunity.; Year-round”



From page 95: “However, Whittaker and Shelby (2007) also suggests that bait anglers are more likely to be frontcountry users, may be more focused on harvesting fish than a social setting and may have higher use levels during front country stocking season (generally focused on summer).”


From page 66 of the Integrated Report: April through October.  


29. COMMENT: Actually, none of the above are correct.  December and January are the only 2 months that stocking does not occur at Burrell’s Ford.  See below a copy of an E-mail from Dan Rankin, SC DNR.



Sent: Wednesday, July 09, 2008 


Subject: RE: Stocking of trout at Burrell's Ford



Starts in mid February (no later than March 1) and continues through November.



Dan Rankin - Region 1 Fisheries Coordinator, South Carolina Department of Natural Resources


#
#
#


From page 92: Table 3.3-1. “Hunting; Along usercreated trails; Light use. Bear, deer, hog and turkey are available game species but none are thought to be abundant.; Defined fall season.; Solitude, remote and scenic setting, game availability. ; Unlikely to interact with other users.”


30. COMMENT: Click on: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms/forest/projects/OpportunitiesandDFC%20.pdf 



Visitor Use Capacity Analysis, Upper Chattooga River - Third Public Meeting, December 1, 2005


Public Comments - Recreation Opportunities and their Desired Conditions


Hunting (some of whom also are hiking, backpacking, camping, and fishing)


• Concerned about ease of access through boating, which would increase use from hunting and fishing


• Looking for solitude/few hunters



• Should be difficult to access



• Bear, hog, deer, turkey



• Enjoy natural, remote setting



• Day and multi-day hunting, 20-25 days per year



Indicators by Opportunities - Hunting 



Total number of encounters with other groups; Average group size; Parking availability; Campsite condition measures; Litter & Damage to trees



The solitude of the Upper Chattooga is a treasure to many GA hunters.  On the GA side 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.  Unfortunately, the Sumter Forest Plan and draft EA do not consider hunting to be an ORV. Therefore, 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. In North Georgia on FS lands the feral hog season runs from 8/15 to 2/28 and from 3/21 to 5/15, deer hunting season runs from 9/13 (archery) to 1/1, the bear-hunting season runs from 9/13 (archery) to 12/7, the grouse hunting season is from 10/15 to 2/28, and the turkey-hunting season runs from 3/21 to 5/15. There is the potential for game disturbance, encounters and conflict between hunters and noisy groups of boaters.  



I have camped in the North Fork corridor and hunted squirrels part of the time and fished part of the time.  I have friends that camp and hunt in the corridor every year.  They hunt deer and trout fish on the same trip.  I have friends that daytrip in the corridor to hunt deer, turkey, and grouse.  There may be some limited duck hunting during the state waterfowl season.  



I do not know about the importance of hunting in the SC and NC corridors.  Unfortunate hunters didn’t turnout for the FS workshops, but they were at the Public Hearing and sent written comments favoring “no change.”


#
#
#



From page 94: “One issue that may affect social impacts in the future is trends among existing and potential uses.  For many recreation activities, past use may be a relatively good predictor of future use.  However, some activities may be in developing or declining trends, in which case factors such as population growth, economy, availability of nearby alternatives, free time, weather etc. should be considered (Whittaker and Shelby 2007). Whittaker and Shelby (2007) provide some insight into trends for existing and potential recreation uses on the Chattooga:


31. COMMENT: The EA lacks a listing of the nearby alternatives in the southeast. 


For boaters, there are many nearby alternatives (for a listing, click
 http://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River_view_ 



“From the meandering Shenandoah to the legendary whitewater of the Gauley, the paddling opportunities in the American Southeast are unrivalled. While the West has a lot to offer in the way of deep, steep gorges and big water, the Southeast has all that plus tight, technical little creeks that tumble down out of the Appalachians. And best of all, the region's regular rainstorms and milder climes keep much of the fun flowing year-round.”  From Paddler’s Paradise – The American Southeast 
 http://gorp.away.com/gorp/activity/paddling/features/southeast.htm 


For anglers, the upper Chattooga has uniqueness found nowhere else in the south and east.



From page 1 “The 21-mile stretch above the Highway 28 Bridge known as the upper Chattooga is highly valued for the unique fishing experience, the solitude and scenery, as well as the quality of the trout fishery.”


From page 7 “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.”


From page 107 “As documented previously, boating has been absent on the upper Chattooga for 30 years and has created an expectation and experience unique to the upper Chattooga (no boating, outstanding trout fishing) and an experience and expectation unique to the lower Chattooga (world class boating, challenge).”


#
#
#


From page 94: “Whitewater Boating: According to a recent survey, whitewater kayaking saw growth in the mid- to late-1990s, but that growth has flattened in recent years. Use data from the lower Chattooga indicates considerably higher use in the late 1990s, with a drop-off in the first part of this decade (possibly explained by several recent low-water years) (Whittaker and Shelby 2007). Growth in whitewater boating is not as certain when compared to the likely increase in day hiking.”


32. COMMENT: Maybe the growth in steep creeking is partly responsible in the decrease in the lower Chattooga use by private boaters. Keep in mind that headwaters boating (creeking) is a relatively new whitewater sport and still growing in popularity.  Creeking is made possible by the application of new hi-tech materials to creative new boat designs that began about 1995.  It is part of the explosion in popularity of “extreme” sports.   High water years in 2003, 2004 & 2005 put boaters on Overflow Creek and other world class steep creeks in the region where there was no self-registration.  



In recent years, the nearby Green River in NC has become a popular steep creeking destination: “The Green Narrows is the southeast's most famous steep creek. It epitomizes a low-volume, boulder congested, pool-drop character, with a couple of slides thrown in for good measure. Unique in the fact it is dam released and runs nearly 300 days per year,”  “First run in it's entirety in 1988, and long after remaining a holy grail for whitewater enthusiasts, the Narrows has been eclipsed by a series of other now commonly run creeks of greater difficulty.”  Click on:
 http://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River_detail_id_1080_ 


An excerpt from page 40 of the Integrated Report stated, “recreation use trend information suggests that Chattooga use is likely to increase at the rate of population increases for the region, which may exceed 20% over the next decade. Within that general increase, however, some activities may increase at slightly higher rates (e.g., frontcountry recreation, day hiking, whitewater boating, and fly fishing), while others may grow more slowly (e.g., frontcountry fishing, backpacking).”  


#
#
#


From page 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). “ 


34. COMMENT: This statement is not exactly right.


From the Integrated Report on page 62 “Timing affects the number of angler-boater encounters. In general, boating occurs in the middle of the day due to the logistics of arranging shuttles, preparing gear, and taking advantage of warmer weather. In contrast, timing for anglers vary through the year. For example, the best fishing in summer is early morning before temperatures have risen; in winter, the best times are the middle of the day when the sun has raised temperatures slightly; in the spring and fall, there are typically better periods in morning and late afternoon, but some months offer uniformly good conditions throughout the day (see further discussion under fishing interference impacts below; also Berger, 2007). Based on this information, angler-boater encounters are more likely to occur in the winter months (December thru February) when both groups are on the river in the middle of the day (although angler use levels for some reaches may be lower during those months). 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.”


From the Integrated Report page 96: “Limiting boating to the middle of the day (e.g., 10 am to 5 pm) could reduce angler-boater interaction during late spring, summer, and early fall (when better fishing is in mornings or evenings). However, both groups prefer the middle of the day from November to about February (the majority of likely boatable days)”.


However, neither of those excerpts tell the whole story. The majority of anglers will fish through the middle of the day because the “fishing” is always good, even if the “catching” is not.  Backcountry anglers enjoy being in the beautiful places where trout live.  When the catching is slow, anglers will enjoy the solitude and the beauty of their surroundings. They will study the wild flowers, animal tracks, the birds, and other wildlife. However, when there is a rain event, even in the summer, the trout will feed all day long.   Below is an excerpt from what I sent to the FS in 2002:



Cc: "Mike Crane" <mcrane@fs.fed.us>; "Joseph A Robles" <jrobles@fs.fed.us>


Sent: Thursday, December 19, 2002 11:06 AM


Time(s) of day use (boating) would occur by weekend and weekday?



The experienced boater will put in about 10 AM and take out 1 or 2 hours before dark.


The Majority of Anglers (about 80%):  Unfortunately, these are the same hours that most anglers are in the river.   The majority of anglers will fish the ‘Dr. Pepper schedule’ (10, 2 and 4).  They start about 10, take a break about 2, and quit about 4.   A lot of these anglers are day-trippers who come from considerable distances.  Most visit on weekends, and some camp on or near the Chattooga.  These are the anglers sure to be impacted by boating.


The Minority of Anglers (about 20%):  The more experienced Chattooga anglers match their time of day for fishing to the trout’s feeding activity.  From late September though early April they fish mid-day to late afternoon, from April through mid-June they fish the last 2 or 3 hours of daylight (walking out by flashlights), and from May through September they may fish from before daybreak to about 10 or 11 AM (walking in by flashlights).  These anglers will encounter boaters most often through the fall, winter, and early spring months.


#
#
#


From page 96: Table 3.3-3 shows “flow range bars” for fishing



From page 114:  “Additionally, Table 3.3-3 shows that flow levels of 350 cfs or higher provide “optimal” boating (up to approximately 650 cfs) and are “acceptable” for fly and spin fishing (up to approximately 450 cfs and 525 cfs respectively) and “optimal” (up to 450 cfs) and acceptable” (up to 650 cfs) for bait fishing”


35. COMMENT: The bar for “Fly-Fishing” has 3 zones: Low acceptable / Optimal / High acceptable


The consultant that devised this table and bar (Doug Whitaker) told the anglers on the panel that his experience was with regulating flow releases from impoundments where this type of bar is logical.   Anglers told the consultant that flow (cfs) didn’t mean anything to anglers; anglers were familiar with “level”.  Finally the consultant reluctantly accepted the angler’s condition and began to talk about flow and corresponding levels.



At that time I told the consultant that there is no such thing as “low flow acceptable” in an unregulated trout stream. What is unacceptable to trout is high water temperature.  Low water level with cool water temperature provides an excellent opportunity to “sight” fish on undisturbed waters and is very enjoyable.  Evidently with his experience with being able to adjust impoundment releases, he didn’t understand the enjoyment of low flow “sight” fishing with flies. 



I also told the consultant that during high water level periods (on non-regulated rivers), wading anglers simply avoid high gradient reaches and go to low gradient reaches. It is not a matter of “optimal” versus “acceptable” as it is for wading and boating on regulated tailwaters.  Wading anglers recognize the natural water level variations as normal and adjust accordingly.  Each individual takes personal responsibility and has their own “go somewhere else” level based on size, weight, wading experience, knowledge of the river, etc.  For example, I wouldn’t take a 10-year old child with me if the level were above 1.8 feet.  I wouldn’t take a “newbie” adult male at levels above 2.0 feet. The consultant, having vast experience with regulated impoundment releases, didn’t seem to understand this concept of adapting to natural water levels.  



    For examples: 



At water level less than 1.5 feet, I can wade any reach (except maybe the Upper Narrows) in the 19 public miles of the North Fork



At water level greater than 1.5 feet, I will avoid fishing through the Rock Gorge and the NC portion of the Ellicott Rock Wilderness



At water level greater than 2.0 feet, I will also avoid fishing the Square Turn, Big Bend (Lower Steps) and the Upper Steps reaches.



At water level greater than 2.3 feet I begin selecting where I will fish such as the Delayed Harvest, the Lower Island, above Bad Creek and above Bull Pen Bridge reaches.



At water level greater than 2.6 feet, I avoid the North Fork and “go somewhere else”, such as to smaller streams, which run down quicker.. 



I was a member of the Expert Angler Panel in the January 2007 user trials.  Because of time constraints, not all anglers were able to disperse to good low gradient sections, especially on the 2nd day.  At the time of the user trials I had fished above Bull Pen Bridge twice, once about 30 years ago with a 1-day NC license and again about 10 years ago.  None of the other anglers on the panel (GA & SC residents) had ever fished there but they all had fished above Burrell's Ford.  I didn't recall that stretch well enough to tell others where it was and wasn't wadeable. Since the flow trials I have fished it 11 time, several were in the rain.  Now I have a good enough knowledge of the first 1/2-mile to fish it at “user trials" level and higher.


When I was in my 40s and 50s, I would wade select reaches of the North Fork up to 2.8 feet (30 years ago, before the internet, we used “gauge rocks” at various put-in locations).  But now I’m 72 years old and retired; I can wait for the water level to drop back below 2.6 feet.



Please keep in mind that most North Fork backcountry anglers used spinning or spincast tackle (77%), while the remaining 23% used fly fishing gear. (Published in: “A Fisheries Survey of the Upper Chattooga River”; by Jeffery P. Durniak, GA DNR; dated September 1989; pages 28, 29, & 30.) Solitude and undisturbed waters are important expectations for all backcountry anglers, regardless of angling method they decide to use.


#
#
#



From page 96: “Solitude is one component of the Chattooga River’s recreation ORV.  Information from the public indicates that solitude is one of the most valued, if not the most valued, qualities of the recreation experience in the upper Chattooga Corridor.”


36. COMMENT: In 2004, the same year AW filed their appeal for unrestricted North Fork boating, Forest Service Chief Dale Bosworth identified “unmanaged recreation” as one of the “Four Threats” to all of the National Forests. Conflicts between different forms of recreation use have arisen with increasing frequency in recent years.  Zoning ensures that different types of users are physically separated   Zoning of conflicting activities is good stewardship.  Stewardship includes the protection of the aesthetic values of natural resources such as remoteness and wildness, the proper regard for the rights of others to solitude, and the responsibility of preserving these values intact for future generations.  Alternative #1, #2, #3 and #4 do exactly that.


#
#
#


From page 97: “Competition involves contention for potentially scarce resources. Competition for campsites or fishable water is a common example. Three potential competition indicators on the upper Chattooga include percent of fishing areas passed because they are occupied; percent of campsites passed because they are occupied; and percent of camps occupied per segment (Whittaker and Shelby 2007).”


37. COMMENT: Competition can also result in displacement to another stream.  An angler may rather compete with other anglers on a smaller stream than with the potential for encounters with boating.  An angler may be displaced from a stream section where boating may occur and increase the competition for fishable waters elsewhere.



#

#
#


From page 101: “For these users, any boating represents a “problem” even if they have no face-to-face encounters; the 1976 boating closure…is considered a “compromise solution,” and any additional boating erodes it (Whittaker and Shelby 2007).”


38. COMMENT: This compromise has protected the upper Chattooga from the degradation in solitude and other wilderness values that the lower Chattooga has suffered.  The FS should be considering limiting use of the lower Chattooga and West Fork / Overflow, not opening boating access to more segments of the river.


#
#
#



From page 101:  “For example, anglers may experience goal interference from boaters when they are forced to move out of the boater’s path (themselves or their lines). “Making anglers move” is a social impact which is related to several variables: characteristics of the location (e.g., river width, where anglers are fishing, space for boaters to pass); tackle (e.g., spinning gear, which has a longer “range”); behavior of anglers (e.g., wading into the channel vs. fishing from the bank); and behavior of boaters (whether they know and take the “path of least disturbance” or whether the line of descent dictates their path). Boaters may also interfere with anglers’ goals when the number, behavior or frequency of boaters disturbs fish which in turn, may affect fishing success (Whittaker and Shelby 2007).”


39. COMMENT:  This is the only mention I could find in the EA about fish or waters being disturbed by boats and paddling.  There is a good discussion of this concern in the Integrated Report on page 68. The opportunity to fish in undisturbed waters is very important to backcountry anglers.  During the Visitor Use Capacity Analysis, Third Public Meeting (12/1/2005) the top 3 comments (72%) by the Backcountry Angling Group were about fish disturbance (see excerpts below):


Public Comments excerpts - Indicators by Opportunities; (90 dots total)



1. Fishing disturbances (number of times angler per day had to stop fishing because of an encounter) 44 dots 



2. Disturbances to fish is very important 14 dots



3. Fishing disturbance time (total minutes per day anglers could not fish during or shortly after encounters) 7 dots


#
#
#


From page 102: “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.”


40. COMMENT: Actually, it depends on the location above Bull Pen Bridge.  Some sections are very narrow, some are very wide; some are low gradient, some are high gradient. There is a ¼ mile stretch of wide low gradient river between the bridge and The Narrows that is easy to fish from the west side in high water without crossing the river or climbing out to the trail.


#

#
#


From page 103: “The conflict from existing users as well as potential users is real and does not exist to this extent on other rivers.”


41. COMMENT: Maybe not to this extent, but it does exist.  In this part of the country, where boating interference has become commonplace in recent years, 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.  It is the last refuge for a “boat-free” backcountry trout fishing experience on a public river in the south and east.


A whitewater boating ban on all streams and rivers in Yellowstone National Park has been in effect since 1950.  The park's ID planning team restudied the ban from 1985 to 1988.  The team collected baseline data on the potential impacts should the ban be lifted.  In 1988 the ID team issued a 110-page report titled "Boating on Yellowstone Rivers: An Analysis and Assessment".  The end result was the ban was maintained based mainly on concerns for crowding and aesthetics, according to an AW report.  But the NPS spokesperson also sites conflicts with other park visitors, such as anglers.  “We’re looking at ways to reduce impacts rather than to increase or add activities,” she said. “Once an activity is established it is very hard to change it, so you don’t want to jump into something.”  “It’s much harder to fix it than it is to not allow it at all,” she said. 



Then there is the Kern River situation in CA.  AW responded to the scoping letter concerning the proposed amendment to the Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (FLRMP) for the Sequoia National Forest.  AW expressed discontent with the current reservation system of 15 non-commercial persons per day on this Wild & Scenic stretch of river.  They say "Only 15 citizens are permitted to float the Forks each day, whereas no other public, non-commercial forest users in the river corridor have restricted day use."



The USFS announced plans to cut whitewater boating by 50 percent on the Middle Fork, and by 30 percent on the main Salmon River in Idaho. The final environmental impact statement (EIS) will guide the future management of the 2.3 million-acre Frank Church Wilderness for the next decade.  Concerns about overcrowding drove the proposed cutbacks, according to FS wilderness planners. 



On the Gallatin River in MT, commercial and noncommercial whitewater enthusiasts compete for space at the same time both groups confront fly-fishing enthusiasts. On the Beaverhead and Big Hole rivers, anglers and floaters have to work around a 4-year-old rule that allocates river space based on residency and whether users are wading, floating, and with a guide. "Combat fishing" is the way one state Fish, Wildlife & Parks Department commissioner described it. Since 1989, recreationists on the Smith River south of Great Falls have had to apply for permits to float that popular river. And the Missouri is getting so crowded that more than one outfitter has suggested it might be time to consider restricting its use. 



The AuSable Main Branch is the busiest canoe stream in the state of MI, at least in the upper section. It also has the state's worst outbreak of the beer-guzzling aluminum-hatch rental canoeists, at least on summer weekends.  It's a premiere trout stream, and that also causes more user conflicts.  The Pere Marquette in MI is another trout and salmon river with severe angler-boater conflicts.



In CO, WY and MT there have been recent court cases concerning public boating through private lands.  Several of the streams involved are managed as private fishing clubs.  It’s the same old angler-boater conflict, but this time on private property.


#
#
#



From page 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.”


42. COMMENT: There has been plenty of “on-the-ground mixing of these uses."  I have experienced encounters with boaters “poaching-a-run” on several occasions on the upper Chattooga.  And I have experienced boater interference on the lower Chattooga, West Fork and on other rivers nearby (e.g. Nantahala, Davidson, Tuckaseegee, Chattahoochee, etc) and on several rivers out west (in MT, WY, CO, etc).


#
#
#



From page 104: Alt.1 “Backcountry encounters in this alternative are the same as under the Existing Condition. The solitude experience of existing backcountry users is already being diminished during certain times of the year and in certain locations which may have caused some users to change the timing of their activities to lower use times of the week/season/year or has entirely displaced some users from the river.”


43. COMMENT:  TRUE.  About 15 years ago I stopped visiting the upper Chattooga on Friday afternoons, Saturdays, and until late afternoon on Sundays (March through November) because of competition for undisturbed waters.   For the DH section I will seldom visit Friday afternoon through Sunday afternoon even in December, January and February - unless it is rainy weather.  I’ll go to the upper Chattooga on a rainy weekend day because other folks stay home and some of the better fish can be caught when the water is a little high and off color (slightly dingy).  I’m retired; I can go there late Sunday afternoon through Thursday and spend time with my family on weekends. After all, those weekenders are the folks contributing to my monthly Social Security checks.



#
#
#


From page 105; Alt.1  “The number of campsite encounters is likely to decrease from existing levels under this alternative because existing management includes implementation of Forestwide Standard 81 in the Sumter LRMP. When implemented, it will rehabilitate and close all backcountry dispersed campsites within 50 feet of the Chattooga River and its tributaries in South Carolina.  Replacement campsites will likely be constructed outside the 50-foot zone and not as many campsites would be constructed as close to one another. Under this alternative, competition for campsites may increase if user demand is not met due to the agency closing campsites and decreasing the overall number of campsites throughout the upper river corridor.”


44. COMMENT:  The same rehabilitation should be consistently implemented throughout the entire W&S corridor including the lower river, West and North Forks, regardless of whether the offending campsite is in SC, GA, or NC.



#
#
#


From pages 105 - 121:  Competition for fishable waters.



#



Page 105, Alt #1: “Competition for fishable water and parking in this alternative is the same as under the Existing Condition. Given future use trend information, competition for fishable water is likely to increase under this alternative, particularly in the Nicholson Fields reach.”


45. COMMENT: Agree.


#



Page 107 Alt  #2: “Because of the stringent encounter levels and limited permits in this alternative, competition for fishable water in the Nicholson Fields reach during the delayed-harvest season should be reduced, although opportunities to fish also would be reduced.


46. COMMENT: Agree.



#



Page 109, Alt #3: “Competition for fishable water would be the same as Alternative 1.”


47. COMMENT: Agree.


#



Page 110, Alt #4: “Competition for fishable water would be the same as Alternative 1”.


48. COMMENT: Very similar, but not the same.


#



From page 113, Alt #5: “Competition for fishable water would be the same as Alternative 1.”


49. COMMENT: Not true.  Alternate 5 permits boating when flow is above 350 cfs (2.3 feet) any season of the year. In a recent 12-month period (9/1/2004 through 8/31/2005) for 24% of the time (88 days) the daily flow levels equaled or exceeded 2.3 feet (approximately 350 cfs at Burrell’s Ford).  Some anglers will avoid and be displaced from the waters between Bull Pen Bridge and Lick Log Creek on boatable days.  Some displaced backcountry anglers will increase competition for fishable waters upstream and downstream of the sections with boating.  Some of the frontcountry anglers at Burrell’s Ford may be displaced to below Highway 28 Bridge or to other smaller stocked streams in SC, GA, and NC. 


#



Page 116, Alt #8:  “Competition for fishable water may be higher in this alternative than all others because of the direct interference boaters may cause anglers at various flow levels.”


50. COMMENT: This is an understatement.  Alternate #8 opens the upper Chattooga to private boating opportunities with no zone, season, or flow restrictions and provides an average 125 boatable days/year (range 85 to 168 days) plus extreme low flow (ELF) boating. There will be increase competition for fishable water and some permanent displacement from the Chattooga. The Chattooga will no longer be unique. Some of the displaced anglers will go to other streams in SC, GA, and NC.



#



Page 119, Alt #9:  “Competition for fishable water would be the same as Alternative 1.”


51. COMMENT: I do not agree. Alternate 9 permits boating when flow is above 350 cfs (2.3 feet), season from 11/1 to 3/31. 



A. November 1 is too early.  November is a prime fishing month with wild brown trout spawning and good mid-day insect hatches.  Experienced backcountry anglers know wild brown trout can be stalked and caught in undisturbed waters upstream of the East Fork during daylight hours in November each year.



B. March 31 is too late.  Each year the Chattooga visitation surges during the last half of March. March is the 4th most popular fishing month in the upper Chattooga backcountry, thus making the possibility higher for angler-boater encounters and conflict.  Most angler visitation occurs during the last half of March when spring insect hatches are strong and trout are actively feeding.  Most insect activity and resulting trout feeding activity occurs between 11 AM and 5 PM EDST.  See the Hatch Chart below:



March  Hatches



The Bugs          
 Time of Month               Time of Day            


Early Black Stone               All Month                    L am to M pm          



Small Dun Caddis              All Month                   L am to M pm                


     (Important)                                                                          




Blue Winged Olive &          All Month                     L am to M pm               


Blue Quill                                                                                                    



Quill Gordon                       All Month                     L am to M pm              


     (Important)                                                                                             


Cream Caddis                       Late                          M day to L pm              


     (Important)                                                                                             


Red Quill                            Mid to Late                   M day to L pm             


     (Hendrickson)                                                                                           


March Brown                     Mid to Late                   L am to M pm               


     (Very Important)                                                                



Midges                                All Month                     M am to L pm                


Most college spring breaks are scheduled during the last 20 days of March (visit
 http://www.tripsmarter.com/panamacity/springbreak/sbcalendar2.htm ) and the Chattooga Wilderness is a “get away from it all” destination.  If limited Wilderness boating is allowed, to reduce conflict and interference, the seasonal restriction should be modified to “Allows boating December 1 – March 1”



Some anglers will avoid the waters between from Chattooga Cliffs and East Fork on boatable days.  Some displaced backcountry anglers will increase competition for fishable waters downstream of the sections with boating creating more competition for fishable water.  



#



Page 121, Alt #10:  “Competition for fishable water would be the same as Alternative 1”


52. COMMENT: I do not agree.  With the season of 11/1 to 3/1 and an average of 14 boatable days through Burrell’s Ford and the peak of DH season, there will be angler displacement from the Chattooga. November is a prime fishing month with wild brown trout spawning and good mid-day insect hatches. (see above).  Experienced backcountry anglers seeking wild brown trout know they can be stalked and caught in undisturbed waters during daylight hours each year in November.  November is probably the most popular month on the DH segment. The Chattooga will no longer be unique.  Some of the displaced anglers will go to other streams in SC, GA, and NC.


#
#
#



From page 114: “Table 3.3-3 shows that flow levels of 350 cfs or higher provide “optimal” boating (up to approximately 650 cfs)”. That is approximately 2.3 feet to 2.9 feet on the HWY 76 gauge.


53. COMMENT: Table 3.3-3 shows 350 cfs or approximately 2.3 feet (HWY 76 gauge) may actually be 2.1 on the staff gauge at Highway 76.  In a personal E-mail to Malcolm Leaphart, SC TU Council Chairman, on 11/08/1999, Charlene Thompson (Coleman), AW’s Regional Coordinator and one of the 3 members of the AW Chattooga Advocacy team, said about the 3 river segments above Highway 28 Bridge, “Now the sections only run when the Chattooga is 2.6’ and above, on the Hwy 76 bridge gauge (that would be 2.8 on the USGS gauge).”  Her statement raises 2 questions: (1) Which gauge is the EA referring to?  (2) Is Charlene correct that the sections don’t “run” at the 2.3 feet as suggested in Table 3.3-3?  



I believe the EA must be clear which HWY 76 gauge (bridge or USGS) is being used.  In addition to the 2.6 versus 2.8 feet, boaters know the bridge staff gauge is real-time and the USGS Internet gauge can be up to 4 hours delayed.  Anglers use the USGS gauge..



I wonder if Charlene was being honest with the “2.8 feet and above” and perhaps the “expert boater panel” skewed the “run” level down to the levels in Table 3.3-3.  


#
#
#



From page 115: Alt #8:“Whether those higher encounter levels are sustained could depend on whether boater interest in floating the upper river wanes after the first few years. In addition, the adaptive management approach in this alternative could allow up to five years of exceeded encounter goals prior to implementing direct controls.”



54. COMMENT: I need a clarification of "adaptive management".  Specifically, adaptive management should not allow any activities outside the scope of the decision, such as increasing time of year, decreasing flow levels, increasing group size, etc.  Any of those actions should require a new decision.


#
#
#



From page 117: “Confliict for boaters who wan to float all reaches above Highway 28 at all flow levels would be solved.”


55. COMMENT: Typos: “Confliict” for “Conflict” & “wan” for “want”


#
#
#



From Page 124: “Boating also will introduce another new impact to scenery: boat markings on rocks. As a hardshell kayak hits river rocks, a mark the same color as the boat will be left behind.”


55A. COMMENT: When hardshell or inflatable boats rub rocks, spray zone flora may be removed.  This could occur more frequently in Alternative 8; which has no flow lever restriction and facilitates extreme low flow (ELF) boating.


#
#
#



From page 140: “For trail encounters, however, assume anglers spend about half their time on trails (since they are headed to their favorite fishing spot) when compared to hikers/backpackers.”


56. COMMENT: This implies that an angler will go to the same “favorite” spot on the river every trip.  That may be true of frontcountry anglers and backpackers (who often have a favorite camping spot), but not true for backcountry anglers.  I suggest rewording as follows, “For trail encounters, however, assume backcountry anglers spend about half their time on trails (since they are headed to a remote destination to begin fishing) when compared to hikers/backpackers.”  



#
#
#



From page 140: “The one exception to this would be in the Delayed Harvest reach (Lick Log to Highway 28) where average encounters between anglers would be 50% of PAOT (Durniak 2007).”


57. COMMENT: Change “Lick Log” to “Reed Creek”.



SECTION 3 – COMMENTS on the Environmental Effects of Each Alternative


(#58 - #205 COMMENTS)



Alternative 1



Maintain Current Management (includes all three forest standards)



Boating



 • Does not provide additional boating opportunities on the Chattooga River (above the Highway 28 Bridge).



58. COMMENT: The existing “foot travel only” zoning prevents user conflicts, displacement, and preserves for future generations the unimpaired backcountry solitude and wildness.  



58A. COMMENT: The problem with Alternative 1 is the lack of consistent management plans for the corridor in the GA, SC and NC National Forests.


59. COMMENT: Suggestion for immediate Alternate 1 improvement – Education and increased law enforcement with stiff fines and penalties for violators is needed. 


Alternative 2



Increases solitude by managing encounters through a permit system and reducing user-created features. 



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.


Boating



 • Does not provide additional boating opportunities on the Chattooga River (above the Highway 28 Bridge).



60. COMMENT: The existing “foot travel only” zoning prevents user conflicts, displacement, and preserves for future generations the unimpaired backcountry solitude and wildness.  



Group Encounters



• No more than three encounters per day except within the Burrells Ford campground and within ¼ mile of all roads and bridges.  No more than six encounters between ¼ mile north of the Highway 28 Bridge and Reed Creek.



61. COMMENT: Most trail encounters do not cause conflict or interference (an exception is a hiker with an unrestrained dog which is a lack of enforcement/education issue).  



62. COMMENT: Most of the DH encounters are one sided; an angler on the trail see an angler in the river and keeps walking.  The angler in the river never knew the other went by.  No problem!  



63. COMMENT: There are few “in-stream” backcountry angler – angler encounters because anglers visit small sections of the river with their envelope of solitude and all are generally moving slowly in the same direction (upstream).



64. COMMENT:  Encounter management goes too far in this alternative.  


Group size 



• Maximum of 12 per group on trails; six at campsites except at group campsites; four for anglers.


65. COMMENT: Maximum of “4 for anglers” is good.



Trails



• Designated trails only. Close redundant trails; trails where resource damage cannot be mitigated; and trails where closure is needed to limit encounters.  



66. CMMENT: See #10. COMMENT.



• Rerouting may be necessary to correct existing problems on designated trails.



67. COMMENT: Good!  That has been needed several time in the past. 


• No new trail construction except where needed to enhance solitude.


68. COMMENT: I believe one such new trail is needed in the Ellicott Rock Wilderness on the GA side.  There needs to be a new “foot-trail only” from Carey Gap (FSR-646) to the existing Ellicott Rock Trailhead in NC (Bull Pen Road).  The new trail through the Wilderness should follow the ridgeline north from Carey Gap (elev. 2380) over Bee Bait Mountain (elev. 3045), down through a gap (elev. 2580) over Drip Nose Mountain (elev. 3310), through Jim Harden Gap (elev. 2930), over Glade Mountain (highest point in the Wilderness, elev. 3672) and connect to the existing Ellicott Rock Trail (elev. 2950).  


Woody debris



 • Maintain current management. 



69. COMMENT: See #11. COMMENT



Dispersed Camping Campsites



• Camping only in designated sites; reservations required.



70. COMMENT: I believe 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.


• Campsites limited to no more than three tents, except for group designated campsites.



71. COMMENT: A large number of today’s backpackers prefer and use 1-person tents.  The “not more than 3 tents” should apply only to 2-person and larger tents.


• Permanently close and rehabilitate excessive and unsustainable campsites.



72. COMMENT: Backcountry camping is excessive between Burrell’s Ford and East Fork (SC side) inside the Wilderness. 



73. COMMENT: Backcountry camping is excessive in the Wild segment at Lick Log Creek (SC side - both inside and outside the corridor).


Parking



• Close roadside parking within ¼ mile of Burrells Ford Bridge.



74. COMMENT: Good!  For comments see paragraph 6 in the cover letter.


• Lost parking spaces will not be replaced.



75. COMMENT: That is good, however on peak visitation weekends in the spring, summer and fall there will be visitor displacement from Burrell’s Ford to other nearby locations such as Bull Pen Bridge, the Fish Hatchery trailhead to the Wilderness, the Ridley Fields DH parking area, West Fork, the Big Culvert on Overflow Creek, etc.  Close monitoring must be conducted on the effects of this displacement.



• No net gain in parking capacity.



76. COMMENT: Good!  For comments see paragraph 6 in the cover letter.



User Registration



• Self-registration for all users/visitors. A permit system that manages use will be implemented for all users to maintain appropriate level of encounters.



77. COMMENT: 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 



• Periodically assess amount of use occurring more than ¼ mile from roads and bridges.



78. COMMENT: Good!  I recommend that monitoring results be made available through the Sumter NF website.



Alternative 3



Emphasizes, protects and enhances exceptional, year-round, high-quality trout fishing. 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. 



Boating 



• Does not provide additional boating opportunities on the Chattooga River (above the Highway 28 Bridge).



79. COMMENT: The existing “foot travel only” zoning prevents user conflicts, displacement, and preserves for future generations the unimpaired backcountry solitude and wildness.  



Encounters 


 • 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.



80. COMMENT: Presently trail encounters are excessive only between Burrell’s Ford and the East Fork inside the Wilderness (SC side) between 10 AM and 6 PM on some spring through fall weekends and holidays.  



• 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.



81. COMMENT: Standard etiquette practiced by most backcountry visitors minimizes “in river” encounters.  Existing “in river” visitors hike-in to space themselves apart for personal solitude and stay in small undisturbed sections of the river (see page 140 of EA).  “In river” encounters are not a problem in the backcountry, except on a few spring weekends.  


User Registration



• Manage encounters using adaptive management strategy that may include user registration, monitoring, surveys, etc., followed by indirect and direct measures.



82. COMMENT: If user registration is implemented, it 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. 



83. COMMENT: Monitoring and survey results should be made public on the Sumter NF website. 


Alternative 4



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. 



84. COMMENT: In October of 1999, AW said boaters should be allowed to boat the upper Chattooga when the Highway 76 bridge staff gauge reads above 2.6 feet (See Reference Cited page 153 of EA: Robertson, 1999).  Now Alternative 4 provides boating at a mean daily flow of 450 cfs or higher (Burrell’s Ford gauge) or approximately 2.5 feet or higher (either the staff or USGS gauge), providing a lower boating flow opportunity than AW originally requested.  See also #53 COMMENT


85. COMMENT: Boating by the numbers - In October 1999, AW estimated the upper river is " - unlikely to receive more than a couple hundred visitors per year."   



Now alternative 4 provides: An average of 6 boatable days/year; range of 0 to 11; Maximum 6 per group; minimum 2 crafts per group; Maximum 4 groups per day in each of 2 segments; Groups permitted to make one trip per day; and Craft type: tandem/single-capacity hard boats and inflatable kayaks.



Average year at 67% capacity: average of 4 boats/group X 6 days/year X 4 groups/segment X 2 segments X 1 person/boat = 192 boating visitors/year average. (right on AW’s 1999 estimate)


Maximum year at 100% capacity: 11 days/year X 4 groups/segment X 6 max boats/group X 2 segments X 2 persons/boat = 1056 available boating visitors/year maximum.


Average year at 100% capacity: 6 days/year X 4 groups/segment X 6 max boats/group X 2 segments X 1 person/boat = 288 available boating visitors/year average.



The available boating opportunities are similar to what AW originally estimated.



86. COMMENT: Foot-in-the-door:  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 (and I don’t believe it will unless there is poaching of runs), 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 could result in user displacement, a slow erosion of the backcountry ORVs of solitude and remoteness and a loss of North Fork uniqueness.


87. COMMENT: If boating opportunities are allowed on the upper Chattooga, there must be a commitment by the FS to enforce the new standards.  Violators must be penalized with stiff fines and progressively higher penalties for repeat offenders (such as confiscation of boat, paddle, etc).  See also #208 COMMENT.



88. COMMENT: Additional law enforcement and education of visitors are the keys to the successful management of this plan.



Boating from County Line Road trail in NC south to Burrells Ford Bridge (not including tributaries)



89. COMMENT: The waterfall under the Bull Pen Bridge is likely to be a boating “play spot,” attracting skilled boaters and attracting spectators (similar to Bull Sluice).  



90. COMMENT: Tributaries: The stipulation of no boating on tributaries is needed to protect LWD.  See also #21 COMMENT & #22 COMMENT for more information.



91. COMMENT: Holiday break – high number of encounters:  If limited Wilderness boating is allowed, the seasonal restriction “Allows boating December 1 – March 1” is a good concept.  The Ellicott Rock Wilderness has lowest visitation during the winter months of December, January, and February.  However, the combination of Christmas school break, “cabin fever” and mild weather sometimes result in a 2 to 3 week period of high visitation around the Christmas – New Years holidays that could create some encounters with boating.  


92. COMMENT: Bird watching interference: If limited boating is allowed upstream of Burrell’s Ford Bridge with the seasonal restriction, there should be minimal interference on bird watching in the Burrell’s Ford to the fish hatchery reach. The Swainson’s warbler arrival is normally after March.


93. COMMENT: Backcountry ORV protection: Boating allowed only above Burrell’s Ford 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, preserving for future generations the unimpaired backcountry experience.



94. COMMENT: Displacement: With proper enforcement and with the section, season and flow zoning restrictions, I don’t believe alternative 4 will cause displacement of traditional visitors. 



95. COMMENT: Preserving Backcountry angling – Preserving economic value: Providing a boating-free zone between Burrell’s Ford and Highway 28 Bridge is very good.  Because of the unique backcountry experience, in 1999 the upper Chattooga was named one of the 100 best trout streams in the nation. This unique solitude experience is shared without conflict among traditional backcountry visitors.  The upper Chattooga backcountry is a special and unique place for trout anglers, and many travel hundreds, even thousands of miles to experience it (just check the license tags in the parking areas). There is nowhere else in the East with the unique combination of the large size free-flowing stream not paralleled by a road, the excellent foot-trail access, the spectacular beauty, the solitude experience, and the quality of fly-fishing that is found in this boating-free section of the upper Chattooga River backcountry.  And this opportunity is available year-round, unlike most western backcountry streams that experience harsh winter conditions.  I have met anglers on the river who traveled over 1000 miles to experience the Chattooga backcountry. I believe if out-of-town backcountry anglers experience interference from boating, some will be displaced and never return. Therefore zoning boating away from the backcountry segment preserves and protects a unique resource, the Chattooga backcountry experience, and will benefit the local economy.  



96. COMMENT: Preserving Delayed Harvest (DH) angling – Preserving economic value: Providing a boating-free zone in the Nicholson Fields Reach is very good.  Zoning boating away from this section during the popular DH season would prevent user conflicts.  The DH regulations attract more specialized trout anglers from hundreds of miles away. The DH reach is consistently used through the winter, even when temperatures approach freezing.  It is preferred over other DH streams in the southeast because it is unique (a walk-in backcountry experience in beautiful environs, a large mountain stream without a parallel road, excellent water quality, outstanding fly fishing trout habitat, sections that are wadeable up to 2.6 feet, and it is boating free).  I believe if out-of-town DH anglers experienced interference from boating, some will be displaced to DH streams in NC. Therefore zoning boating away from the DH segment will benefit the local economy.  



97. COMMENT: Upper Chattooga boating – Insignificant economic value: Chattooga’s Section 4 has unrestricted boating, is slightly less difficult than the upper Chattooga and is boatable more of the time.  Overflow Creek has unrestricted boating, is slightly more difficult than the upper Chattooga and is boatable slightly less often.  Both are well known and attract significant numbers of skilled boaters. Overflow and upper Chattooga are likely to experience the same rain events.  The upper Chattooga boating is not likely to attract additional boaters to the Chattooga region, simply attract boaters from other segments of the Chattooga watershed.  Therefore, in the long term, opening the upper Chattooga to restricted boating probably will not bring significant addition boater dollars into the local economy.


• Craft type: tandem/single-capacity hard boats and inflatable kayaks.



98. COMMENT: The revision to allow inflatable kayaks (tandem/single-capacity) with a 450 cfs flow level and winter season restrictions means there will be no ELF (extreme low flow) boating by less-skilled boaters.  ELF boating can cause biophysical damage to the streambed and spray zone flora.


• Boating at a mean daily flow of 450 cfs or higher (Burrells Ford gauge) or approximately 2.5 feet or higher (HWY 76 gauge). Provides an average of 6 boatable days/year; range of 0 to 11. 



99. COMMENT: The increase from 400 cfs to 450 cfs or higher (approximately 2.5 feet or higher) will reduce encounters and conflict with other in-stream visitors.


• From the user-created County Line Road Trail to the confluence of Norton Mill Creek in North Carolina south to Burrells Ford Bridge December 1 - March 1. 


100. COMMENT: Put-in at Norton Mill Creek provides a mile of boating-free river up to the private property.  This is good for the traditional visitors seeking solitude during high flow events.



101. COMMENT: The revision to cold weather boating eliminates the less-skilled boaters, which is very good.


102. COMMENT: Applying seasonal restrictions in the Chattooga Cliffs segment was a good revision necessary to avoid conflict and interference with existing visitors (swimmers, photographers, hikers, anglers, etc).



103. COMMENT: The change to March 1 is excellent for the same reason.   Each year the Chattooga visitation surges during the last half of March.   March is the 4th most popular fishing month in the upper Chattooga backcountry and most college spring breaks are in the last 3 weeks of March.  



104. COMMENT: See #51 COMMENT B.


105. COMMENT: Applying a flow level restriction to Chattooga Cliffs segment will eliminate ELF boating, which can be damaging to spray zone flora.


106. COMMENT: Time-of-Day restriction was removed because it has little value in the 12/1 – 3/1 season. 



• Maximum 4 groups per day between County Line Road trail and Bull Pen Bridge. Groups permitted to make one trip per day.



107. COMMENT: The addition of “one trip/day” stipulation will reduce encounters. 


108. COMMENT: Capping future growth: The cap of the number of groups per day is a good concept.  This does address the potential future growth issue discussed on page 94 of the EA.


• Maximum 4 groups per day between Bull Pen Bridge and Burrells Ford Bridge. Groups permitted to make one trip per day.



109. COMMENT: The addition of “one trip/day” stipulation is good.  



110. COMMENT: Capping future growth: The cap of the number of groups per day is a good concept.  This does address the potential future growth issue discussed on page 94 of the EA..



111. COMMENT: Protecting Wilderness values: I believe the cap of 4 groups per day and ending boating on March 1st will adequately protect and preserve the outstanding opportunities for solitude and assist in securing an enduring resource of wilderness for present and future generations.



• Self-registration.



112. COMMENT: Starting out simply relying on boater self-registration to maintain a cap on numbers will be questionable, to say the least.


113. COMMENT: Add internet-based management for boaters register; If Camping Reservations can be managed through an internet-based reservation system (page 134 of the EA), then certainly Boater registration or permitting should be managed with a similar internet-based reservation system that is activated when flow will be adequate.  It could easily be programmed to manage group limits at each launch site.  The “adequate flow” prediction was more than 24 hours ahead of time for the boater/angler flow trials in January 2007.



• Put-ins: County Line Road trail (NC); Bull Pen Bridge (NC) 


114. COMMENT: See #20 COMMENT for information.


115. COMMENT: I believe the County Line Road/Trail must never be opened for access by private vehicles. I understand there are plans to use it as a temporary roadway (with gate) for hauling logs back to Whiteside Cove Road during the upcoming White Bull Timber Sale.  I feel strongly that this temporary access road should be closed, blocked, and replanted after the sale and designated “Foot Travel Only”. I believe visitor parking should remain at the Whiteside Cove Road.  The ORVs of the Chattooga Cliffs segment are too sensitive and unique to provide easier access.  


• Take-outs: Bull Pen Bridge (NC); Burrells Ford Bridge (SC) 



116. COMMENT: See #20 COMMENT for information.


117. COMMENT: The moving of the boating zone ending ¼ mile above Burrell’s Ford Bridge down to the bridge may not create significant frontcountry angler interference, conflict and confrontation because of ending the boating season on March 1st (instead of March 31st) and raising minimum flow 400 cfs to 450 cfs (2.4 feet to 2.5 feet).  However, trout stocking usually begins in February (see #29 COMMENT).


• No commercially guided floating or shuttles.



118. COMMENT: The additional stipulation of “no guided” and “no shuttles” is excellent.  This is no place for low-skilled boaters.



Group size • Same as Alternative 3 (See Alternative 3 for comments)


• Boaters: maximum six per group; minimum two craft per group.



119. COMMENT: Is that 6 crafts (up to 12 people) or 6 boaters maximum?  



Parking • Same as Alternative 2 (See Alternative 2 for comments)



120. COMMENT: With winter boating only, Alternative 4 should not create competition for parking at Burrell’s Ford.



Monitoring



• Periodically assess the condition of LWD.



• Prior to opening of boating season or after significant wind or ice events, assess need for designation of portage areas/trails to ensure rare plants are not adversely impacted (See Appendix B).


121. COMMENT: Excellent!  Please also periodically assess the LWD in tributaries.  I recommend that monitoring results be made available through the Sumter NF website.


Suggestions to improve alternative 4 management of the upper Chattooga:



122. COMMENT: Law Enforcement:  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).



123. COMMENT: LE Fines for misdemeanors: Increase the fines for violations and progressively increase for repeat offenders. Stiff fines are needed as deterrents.   At present the fine for boating above Highway 28 is only $50. The fines for repeat offenses is still only $50.  Some boaters consider $50 as a nominal price of admission that may be collected if caught.  In comparison, a one-day ticket to Six-Flags over Georgia amusement park cost $55, including parking.  The FS fine for hunting, fishing, or trapping out of season is $250.  See
 http://www.scd.uscourts.gov/StandingOrders/index.asp 


124. COMMENT: Education:  Education efforts are needed to encourage appropriate recreational behaviors that minimize impacts (e.g. “leave no trace” or low impact camping practices, encounter etiquette, dispersed use, bank trampling, appropriate distance from wildlife, etc). I believe the upper Chattooga needs another “River Ranger” like it had 25 years ago.  


125. COMMENT: River Manager: This 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.



126. COMMENT: Boatable days: The FS or a contract concessionary must pre-authorize “boatable” days and post this information publicly.  Many anglers and boaters already have a practice of checking on-line weather radar reports and river level measures (USGS) and a pre-authorized “boatable” day posted on-line would greatly reduce confusion and misunderstanding as to whether a day is “boatable.”


When the Expert Panel Field Assessment was conducted, the panel members were mobilized on 1/3/07 and the in-river activities were conducted on 1/5/07 and 1/6/07.  All 18 of the panel members and all but one consultant assembled.  Doug Whittaker came all the way from Alaska.  Without a doubt this proved that pre-authorization is efficient and sensible.



An on-line gauge at Burrell’s Ford would make this task easier, but it is not a necessity.



127. COMMENT: 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 printout a permit and bring it to the launch site.  It works for reserving campsites and airline tickets.  



128. COMMENT: Monitoring is a very important component of the protection and enhancement strategy for the entire 57 mile long Chattooga.  Monitoring should be timely, ongoing, and available to the public on the Sumter NF website. 


129. COMMENT: Stakeholder involvement; The stakeholders were engaged in the LAC process.  We want to stay actively involved in the implementation, monitoring, and enforcement of the new plan.  



130. COMMENT: Budgetary constraints: If the FS is unable to fund these suggestions to improve management and protection, then Alternative #1 or #3 should be the preferred alternative (no boating).  They are the least expensive alternatives and any available funds should be used for law enforcement and education



. 



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 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.


· A mean daily flow level of 350 cfs is the highest optimal flow level for fly and spin angling on the upper Chattooga (bait angling is optimal up to 450 cfs); 



131. COMMENT: The above statement is incorrect.  See #13 COMMENT & #58 COMMENT for more information.


Boating from Bull Pen Bridge south to Lick Log Creek (not including tributaries)



132. COMMENT: Year-round boating will be detrimental to the Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORV) of backcountry solitude and remoteness for present and for future generations.  



133. COMMENT: Bird watching interference: If year-round boating is allowed, it will cause considerable interference with bird watching.  One of my high school classmates who is a serious birder lives in Syracuse, NY.  He recently traveled all the way to Burrell’s Ford to observe the Swainson’s Warbler.  He later advised, "The only bird in your area that I know of being rare is the Swainson's Warbler which is of concern."  For more information he suggested a book titled, Birds of the Blue Ridge Mountains by Marcus B. Simpson, Jr., University of North Carolina Press, 1992.  The book contains a very complete discussion of the Swainson's Warbler and the upper Chattooga on page 260 through page 267 where the author discussed the Ellicott Rock Wilderness and Burrell's Ford as "prime Swainson's Warbler habitat."   The author concludes the discussion with a brief mention of the 20 miles of trail on the west side of the river from Highway 28 to US 76.  Remember, he published this book 16 years ago, "Swainson's may be found all along these routes, but heavy white-water sports use and reduced accessibility makes these segments less attractive for birding than the area upstream from Burrell's Ford." 



Birders were at FS public workshops and sent comments favoring “no change.”


134. COMMENT:  Swimming: Allowing warm weather boating will create in-stream swimmer-boater encounters, especially in the frontcountry the same as it does in the lower river.  “Boat-free” swimming is a unique value of the upper Chattooga.


135. COMMENT: Time of Day (10 AM to 5 PM) restriction needs to be added: “Limiting boating to the middle of the day (e.g., 10 am to 5 pm) could reduce angler-boater interaction during late spring, summer, and early fall (when better fishing is in mornings or evenings). However, both groups prefer the middle of the day from November to about February (the majority of likely boatable days).” (see page 96 of the Integrated Report). 


136. COMMENT: The waterfall under the Bull Pen Bridge is likely to be a boating “play spot,” attracting skilled boaters and attracting spectators (similar to Bull Sluice).  This could be avoided by moving the put-in from the Bull Pen Bridge to FS Trail 434 (about ½ mile east on Bull Pen Road) where there is an existing large trailhead parking area.


137. COMMENT: Tributaries:  See #21 COMMENT & #22 COMMENT for information.


• At a mean daily flow of 350 cfs or higher (at Burrells Ford gauge) or approximately 2.3 feet (HWY 76 gauge) and above only. Provides an average of 37 boatable days; range of 12 to 64.



138. COMMENT: I believe the flow restriction (350 cfs) is too low to prevent user conflicts, interference, and displacement. Page 8 of the EA states: ”A mean daily flow level of 450 cfs is the highest optimal flow level for fly, spin and bait angling on the upper Chattooga; it also provides optimal standard boating opportunities.”   There are many low gradient stretches of river between the Bull Pen Bridge and Lick Log Creek where anglers routinely visit at water levels up to 2.6 feet seeking backcountry solitude, remoteness, and wild brown trout in the most primitive and natural recreation setting.  In a recent 12-month period (9/1/2004 through 8/31/2005) for 24% of the time the daily flow levels equaled or exceeded 2.3 feet (approximately 350cfs at Burrell’s Ford).



139. COMMENT:  In the warm water months (April through October) many anglers are wet wading (wearing wading shoes and quick dry pants) and are typically willing to wade deeper and take an occasional dip in the warmer water.  This flow restriction (350 cfs) is much too low.  


• Maximum six groups per day (self-reservation in advance) between Bull Pen Bridge and Burrells Ford Bridge. Groups permitted to make one trip per day.



140. COMMENT: If limited year-round Wilderness boating is allowed, the cap of the number of floats per day per segment is a good concept, although 6 groups per day is high (up to 36 boats & up to 72 boaters per day). The cap does address the potential future growth issue discussed on page 94 of the EA.


• Maximum eight groups per day (self-reservation in advance) between Burrells Ford Bridge and Lick Log Creek. Groups permitted to make one trip per day.



142. COMMENT: If limited year-round backcountry boating is allowed, the cap of the number of floats per day per segment is a good concept, although 8 groups per day is too many (up to 48 boats & up to 96 boaters per day). The cap does address the potential future growth issue discussed on page 94 of the EA.


• Put-ins: Bull Pen Bridge (NC): Burrells Ford Parking Lot (GA).



• Take-outs: Burrells Ford Bridge (SC); Lick Log Creek (SC); Fisherman’s Trail/Big Bend Road (SC).



143. COMMENT: See #20. COMMENT for information.


144. COMMENT: The Burrell’s Ford Bridge scenic segment is the most congested and overused/abused section of the upper Chattooga.  In addition to ‘Put and Take’ trout fishing, Burrell’s Ford is the most popular trailhead for the Wilderness, the trailhead for Kings Creek Falls, the trailhead for Spoonauger Falls, the trailhead for the backcountry trails down the river, plus the Burrell’s Ford walk-in campground.   If boating is allowed, the bridge will also be a boating ‘put-in’ location from morning to early afternoon, a ‘paddle-through’ location in mid-day, and a ’take-out’ location from afternoon to early evening.   Not only will there be more congestion in the water, but also added congestion in the road/parking areas with shuttle vehicles, etc.  Most anglers come here to catch and keep trout.   Solitude does not exist here.  If boating is allowed year round in or through the Burrell’s Ford Bridge scenic segment, I believe there will be interference, conflicts, and confrontations between frontcountry anglers and boaters.  Allowing boating access through the Burrell’s Ford Bridge scenic segment would be rolling back the calendar to 1974 when “Anecdotal evidence shows that responses from anglers to boaters in the 1970s included aggressive displays of frustration over change, shouting, raft-slashing, rock throwing, fistfights and gunplay (TetraTech, Inc., 2006).” (page 88 of EA).



• No commercially guided floating or shuttles.  


145. COMMENT: The additional stipulation of “no guided” and “no shuttles” is excellent.  This is no place for low-skilled boaters, which may want to access the upper Chattooga for warm weather floats.



146. COMMENT: To further protect the resources, add the stipulation that local outfitters should not be allowed to rent boats (inflatable or hard boats) for use on the upper Chattooga.  This alternative has year-round boating. Less skilled people often rent their boats in warm weather seasons.  AW agreed when they wrote a letter to the USFS on 6/10/02 about the lower Chattooga boating.  In the letter AW explicitly acknowledged that commercial users (renters) are less skilled than people who own their own boats.  The following are excerpts from that letter, “Other commercial users - the shuttle clients and/or rental customers of any other special use permit holder such as a shuttle permit or any entity that advertises to rent equipment on the Chattooga River.  In general this group of users are less skilled, less aware of their impacts on the river, and are more prone to needing public search and rescue services.”  “Shuttle permits are generally issued to the companies that also rent inflatable kayaks or other river craft and commercially promote and encourage river use.”  “There are no restrictions on the number of craft a company can rent.”


Parking • Same as Alternative 2 (See Alternative 2 for comments).


147. COMMENT: With year-round boating, Alternative 5 will increase competition for parking at Bull Pen Bridge, Burrell’s Ford, and Thrift Lake Trailhead on some weekends between March and December.


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.



Boating from below private land to Highway 28 Bridge (not including tributaries)



• Boating allowed from the existing user-created trail stemming from the Chattooga River Trail (approximately 4/10 mile below private land on the west side of the river) to the Highway 28 Bridge. Provides an average of 125 boatable days; range of 85 to 168.



148. COMMENT: Destructive to Backcountry ORV: If unrestricted year-round boating is allowed, it will be destructive to the Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORV) of backcountry solitude and remoteness for present and for future generations.  


149. COMMENT: The waterfall under the Bull Pen Bridge is likely to be a boating “play spot,” attracting skilled boaters and attracting spectators (similar to Bull Sluice).  


150. COMMENT: Damaging to Wilderness values:  The segment within the Ellicott Rock Wilderness has extraordinary management and stewardship requirements.  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.  Wilderness solitude is diminished by actions and activities that are reminders of civilization, its conventions, and technologies.



151. COMMENT: Frontcountry conflict: The Burrell’s Ford Bridge scenic segment is the most congested and overused/abused section of the upper Chattooga.  In addition to ‘Put and Take’ trout fishing, Burrell’s Ford is the most popular trailhead for the Wilderness, the trailhead for Kings Creek Falls, the trailhead for Spoonauger Falls, the trailhead for the backcountry trails down the river, plus the Burrell’s Ford walk-in campground.  If year-round unrestricted boating is allowed, the Burrell’s Ford Bridge will also be a boating ‘put-in’ location from morning to early afternoon, a ‘paddle-through’ location in mid-day, and a ’take-out’ location from afternoon to early evening.   Not only will there be more congestion in the water, but also added congestion in the road/parking areas with shuttle vehicles, etc.  Most anglers that fish here come to catch and keep trout.   Solitude does not exist here.  If unrestricted boating is allowed in or through the Burrell’s Ford Bridge scenic segment, I believe there will be conflicts and confrontations between frontcountry anglers and boaters.  Allowing unrestricted year-round boating access through the Burrell’s Ford Bridge scenic segment would be rolling back the calendar to 1974 when “Anecdotal evidence shows that responses from anglers to boaters in the 1970s included aggressive displays of frustration over change, shouting, raft-slashing, rock throwing, fistfights and gunplay (TetraTech, Inc., 2006).” (page 88 of EA).



152. COMMENT: Bird watching interference: If unrestricted year-round boating is allowed, it will cause considerable interference with bird watching.  One of my high school classmates who is a serious birder lives in Syracuse, NY.  He recently traveled all the way to Burrell’s Ford to observe the Swainson’s Warbler.  He later advised, "The only bird in your area that I know of being rare is the Swainson's Warbler which is of concern."  For more information he suggested a book titled, Birds of the Blue Ridge Mountains by Marcus B. Simpson, Jr., University of North Carolina Press, 1992.  The book contains a very complete discussion of the Swainson's Warbler and the upper Chattooga on page 260 through page 267 where the author discussed the Ellicott Rock Wilderness and Burrell's Ford as "prime Swainson's Warbler habitat."   The author concludes the discussion with a brief mention of the 20 miles of trail on the west side of the river from Highway 28 to US 76.  Remember, he published this book 16 years ago, "Swainson's may be found all along these routes, but heavy white-water sports use and reduced accessibility makes these segments less attractive for birding than the area upstream from Burrell's Ford."  



Birders were at FS public workshops and sent comments favoring “no change.”


153. COMMENT:  Swimming: Allowing warm weather boating will create in-stream boater-swimmer encounters, especially in the frontcountry the same as it does in the lower Chattooga.  “Boat-free” swimming is a unique value of the upper Chattooga.


154. COMMENT: The angler-boater encounters: Backcountry anglers will walk the trail to space themselves along the river to avoid spoiling another angler’s backcountry solitude experience.  If unrestricted year-round boating is allowed through the upper Chattooga, the passive system of angler ‘zoning’ to achieve an angler’s personal level of solitude could no longer exist.  When floaters are in the river they are traveling in groups, talking and hollering challenges at one another.  When a boating group encounters an angler, the boaters don’t feel infringed upon at all and it has no effect on their experience (see pages 98 & 103 of the EA).  But for the angler, it can ruin the entire day!  The boaters have not only invaded the angler’s personal solitude, but also have completely disrupted the angler’s activity.  The angler has to reel in his line, wade out of the way, and wait for the boaters to paddle past.  Their brightly colored boats and the paddling commotion have already alarmed and spooked the trout (see page 101 of EA).  Because the boating groups space themselves, the angler will experience this disruption every few minutes, resulting in frustration and conflict. 



155. COMMENT: Rude behaviors - exacerbate the level of interference: If unrestricted year-round boating is allowed on the upper Chattooga, there will be a large number of angler-boater encounters.  The stream is too narrow to avoid conflict and confrontation between anglers and boaters. Because anglers spend most of their time near the river, and usually fish a small segment of the stream, they are likely to be passed by nearly all the boaters using the segment on that day. There is anecdotal evidence that some boaters pass anglers too closely, move too fast, splash, or are noisier than some anglers prefer, behaviors that may exacerbate the level of interference with fishing.  Most boaters are not members of AW and the AW “Share The River Recommendations” are not practiced by some of the newer generation of skilled whitewater boaters (brash and rude, loud talking, hollering, beaver slaps with their paddles, obscene gesturers, etc). 



156. COMMENT: Backcountry angler interference and displacement - Economic value loss: If unrestricted year-round boating is allowed through the upper Chattooga Wilderness and backcountry, it will result in the loss of backcountry solitude for foot-travel visitors and in angling interference during overlapping of activities (angling – boating) between water levels of 1.8 feet and 2.8 feet. The upper Chattooga backcountry is a special and unique place for trout anglers, and many travel hundreds, even thousands of miles to experience it (just check the license tags in the parking areas). There is nowhere else in the East with the unique combination of the large size free-flowing stream not paralleled by a road, the excellent foot-trail access, the spectacular beauty, the solitude experience, and the quality of fly-fishing that is found in this boating free section of the Upper Chattooga River backcountry.  And this opportunity is available year-round, unlike most western backcountry streams that experience harsh winter conditions.  I have met anglers on the river who traveled over 1000 miles to experience the Chattooga backcountry.  I believe if out-of-town backcountry anglers experience interference from boating, some will be displaced and never return.  Therefore allowing unrestricted Wilderness and backcountry boating will have an adverse effect on the local economy



157. COMMENT: Loss of Regional & National value: If unrestricted year-round boating is allowed on the upper Chattooga, the unique backcountry experience will be lost FOREVER, and it will no longer be one of the nation’s 100 best trout streams.   


158. COMMENT: Delayed Harvest angler interference and displacement - Economic value loss:  If unrestricted boating is allowed through the Nicholson Fields Reach during DH season, it would have a detrimental effect on the local economy. DH regulations attract more specialized trout anglers from hundreds of miles away. The DH reach is consistently used through the winter, even when temperatures approach freezing.  It is preferred over other DH streams in the southeast because it is unique (a walk-in backcountry experience in beautiful environs, a large mountain stream without a parallel road, excellent water quality, outstanding fly fishing trout habitat, sections that are wadeable up to 2.6 feet, and it is boating free).  I believe if out-of-town DH anglers experienced interference from boating, some will be displaced to DH streams in NC.  



159. COMMENT: Upper Chattooga boating – Negligible economic value: Chattooga’s Section 4 has unrestricted year-round boating, is slightly less difficult than the upper Chattooga and is boatable more of the time.  Overflow Creek has unrestricted year-round boating, is slightly more difficult than the upper Chattooga and is boatable slightly less often.  Both are well known and attract significant numbers of skilled boaters. Overflow and upper Chattooga are likely to experience the same rain events.  After the newness wears off, upper Chattooga boating is not likely to attract additional boaters to the Chattooga region, simply attract boaters from other segments of the Chattooga watershed.  Therefore, in the long term, opening the upper Chattooga to boating probably will not bring significant addition boater dollars into the local economy.



160. COMMENT: Skilled ELF with hard boats: If unrestricted year-round boating is allowed, the chart on page 80 of the Integrated Report says ELF (extreme low flow) or technical boating could occur down to 1.8 feet and for a recent 3-year period (2003 – 2005) the daily gauge reading was over 1.8 feet for 79% of the time (862 days).  Future equipment improvement may make it possible to hard boat the upper Chattooga at stage levels much lower than 1.8 feet.  ELF boating will create more recreational encounters.   ELF boating will be done when levels for fishing are optimal resulting in numerous encounters, interferences, confrontations and angler displacements. 


161. COMMENT: Less-skilled ELF boaters: Unrestricted year-round boating provides a deceiving temptation for less-skilled boaters (including some trout anglers with personal pontoons, inflatable kayaks, and/or open cockpit kayaks).  Some less-skilled boaters will attempt to float from Burrell’s Ford to Highway 28 Bridge at water levels much lower than 2.0 during the warmer water months of April through October. Less-skilled low flow boating will be attempted when the levels for fishing are optimal resulting in encounters, interferences, confrontations, and angler displacements. The views of the river from the bridges at Burrell’s Ford and Highway 28 are deceivingly placid to the low skilled boater.  I have encountered floaters 'poaching a trip' in inner tubes between Lick Log Creek and Highway 28 and I’ve seen several aluminum canoes busted or wrapped around rocks in the Rock Gorge.  I rescued two doctors below the Sims Fields in a K-Mart plastic raft after dark and encountered a wooden johnboat with 3 occupants below Big Bend Falls.  Many times I have observed tubers at Burrell’s Ford.  In the Ellicott Rock Wilderness Area the encounters have been with only experienced ‘creekers’ (the view from the Bull Pen Bridge is intimidating). 


162. COMMENT: Uncapped future boating growth: If unrestricted year-round boating is allowed, this does not cap future growth. The only control on the number of groups/day may come after 5 years through adaptive management.  An excerpt from page 40 of the Integrated Report stated, “recreation use trend information suggests that Chattooga use is likely to increase at the rate of population increases for the region, which may exceed 20% over the next decade. Within that general increase, however, some activities may increase at slightly higher rates (e.g., frontcountry recreation, day hiking, whitewater boating, and fly fishing), while others may grow more slowly (e.g., frontcountry fishing, backpacking).”  Unlimited boating use at any water level, any time, and any number of boats equals “unlimited growth” potential and irreversible harm to the upper Chattooga’s ORV and Wilderness values.



166. COMMENT: Wildlife: If unrestricted year-round boating is allowed, the sounds and sights of unlimited number of boating groups passing through these Wilderness and backcountry segments will adversely affect birds and other wildlife day after day. An excerpt from page 40 of the Integrated Report stated, “Wildlife impact concerns in backcountry river settings like the Chattooga tend to focus on disturbance effects on reproductive success, use of important habitats, and behavior changes/stress on individual animals.” 


167. COMMENT: Sounds: If unrestricted year-round boating is allowed, the sounds created by groups of up to 6 boat (up to 24 boaters maximum) will diminish the wildness, peace, and tranquility.  When I have encountered boaters “poaching a run” on the upper Chattooga, I almost always hear them talking or hollering or hear their hard boats bumping rocks before I see them, even when I’m on the trail.  



168. COMMENT: Boating all day long: If unrestricted year-round boating is allowed, the other visitors will not be assured of a time each day when the river will be free of boating encounters.  Time of Day (10 AM to 5 PM) restriction needs to be added.


169. COMMENT: Swimming interference:  If unrestricted year-round boating is allowed, there will be warm water boating that conflict with swimmers.



170. COMMENT: Precedent: If unrestricted boating is allowed at any water level that 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.  



170A. COMMENT: The float anglers may be significant in numbers in approved crafts below Lick Log Creek during the DH Season.  This backcountry float may be attractive to a large number of anglers so equipped. The stretch of water from Lick Log Creek to Highway 28 Bridge would provide anglers with high catch rates, even upstream of Reed Creek where it is legal to bait fish, use treble hooks, and keep trout.  Then the float anglers would pass through the DH with a creel/stringer of trout and maybe illegal equipment.  This would create conflict with the DH “catch and release” wade angler and be a major law enforcement problem for rangers.



171. COMMENT: Tributaries: See #21 COMMENT & #22 COMMENT for information.


• Craft type: Tandem/single-capacity hard boats, tandem/single-capacity inflatable kayaks and up to four-person rafts.



172. COMMENT: Remove inflatable kayaks and rafts - ELF:  Inflatable kayaks and rafts should not be allowed.  Inflatable kayaks and rafts will facilitate ELF (extreme low flow) boating by less skilled boaters.  ELF boating can cause biophysical damage to the streambed and spray zone flora.  ELF boating will create more recreational encounters.   ELF boating can be done when fishing is optimal.



• Put-ins: Chattooga River Trail west bank (NC); County Line Road trail (NC); Bull Pen Bridge (NC); Burrells Ford Parking Lot (GA); Fisherman’s Trail/Big Bend Road (SC); Lick Log Creek (SC).



• Take-outs: County Line Road trail (NC); Bull Pen Bridge (NC); Burrells Ford Bridge; Fisherman’s Trail/Big Bend Road; Lick Log Creek (SC); Highway 28 Bridge (SC).



173. COMMENT: See #20 COMMENT for information.


• No commercially guided floating or shuttles. 


174. COMMENT: The additional stipulation of “no guided” and “no shuttles” is excellent.  This is no place for low-skilled boaters, which may want to access the upper Chattooga for warm weather low water level floats.


175. COMMENT: To further protect the resources, add the stipulation that local outfitters should not be allowed to rent boats (inflatable or hard boats) for use on the upper Chattooga.  This alternative has year-round boating without flow level restriction. Less skilled people often rent their boats in warm weather and low flow seasons.  AW agreed when they wrote a letter to the USFS on 6/10/02 about the lower Chattooga boating.  In the letter AW explicitly acknowledged that commercial users (renters) are less skilled than people who own their own boats.  The following are excerpts from that letter, “Other commercial users - the shuttle clients and/or rental customers of any other special use permit holder such as a shuttle permit or any entity that advertises to rent equipment on the Chattooga River.  In general this group of users are less skilled, less aware of their impacts on the river, and are more prone to needing public search and rescue services.”  “Shuttle permits are generally issued to the companies that also rent inflatable kayaks or other river craft and commercially promote and encourage river use.”  “There are no restrictions on the number of craft a company can rent.”


Encounters 


• Trails: max 6; In River: max 4 above Bullpen; max 6 Bullpen to Burrells Ford; max 6 Burrells Ford to Reed Creek; 



max 8 Reed Creek to 28. Exceptions: ¼ mile around bridges and Burrells Ford Campground.



176. COMMENT: Encounter adaptive management strategy must be adjusted for encounters that do not cause conflict (when a foot travel visitor can simply walk on for an envelope of solitude) versus encounters that cause conflict and interference (such as angler – boater).   



177. COMMENT: Most trail encounters do not cause conflict or interference (an exception is a hiker with an unrestrained dog which is a lack of enforcement/education issue).  



178. COMMENT: Most of the DH encounters are one sided; an angler on the trail see an angler in the river and keeps walking.  The angler in the river never knew the other went by.  No problem!  



179. COMMENT: There are few “in-stream” backcountry angler – angler encounters.  Backcountry anglers will walk the trail to space themselves along the river to avoid spoiling another angler’s backcountry solitude experience.   Anglers visit small sections of the river with their envelope of solitude and all are generally move slowly in the same direction (upstream).


• If encounters are exceeded on more than 5% of days per year for three consecutive years, the agency will implement indirect limits such as reducing group size, educating the public about alternative recreation opportunities, changing access areas and/or changing camping opportunities. Then, after two full years of implementing indirect measures, if standards are exceeded, a permit system will be implemented for all users to manage level of encounters.



180. COMMENT: Allowing unrestricted boating for 3 to 5 years will cause numerous encounters, interference, and conflict in the DH section alone, not to mention backcountry and Wilderness segments.  Five years will cause irreversible harm to Wilderness values and to Backcountry ORVs.



Group size • Maximum of 6 for all users; minimum of two craft for boaters.


181. COMMENT: So is that 6 boaters maximum or 6 boats maximum (up to 24 boaters)? Some boats are single, some tandem, and some are 4 person.  



Parking • Same as Alternative 2 (See Alternative 2 for comments).


182. COMMENT: With year-round boating, Alternative 8 will increase competition for parking at Bull Pen Bridge, Burrell’s Ford, and Thrift Lake Trailhead on some weekends between March and December.


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.


Boating from below private land south to East Fork Trail (not including tributaries)



• Boating allowed from the existing user-created trail stemming from the Chattooga River Trail (approximately 4/10 mile below private land on the west side of the river) south to East Fork Trail. Provides an average of 21 boatable days; range from 4 to 38.



183. COMMENT: The waterfall under the Bull Pen Bridge is likely to be a boating “play spot”, attracting skilled boaters and attracting spectators (similar to Bull Sluice).  



184. COMMENT: This alternative does avoid the Burrell’s Ford Bridge scenic segment, which is the most congested and overused / abused section of the upper Chattooga. 


185. COMMENT: And it avoids the one section where encounters are excessive, between Burrell’s Ford and the East Fork inside the Wilderness. 



186. COMMENT: Bird watching interference: If limited boating is allowed upstream of the East Fork confluence with the seasonal restriction, there should be minimal interference on bird watching in the Burrell’s Ford to the fish hatchery reach. The Swainson’s warbler arrival is normally after March.


187. COMMENT: This alternative has no cap on the maximum number of boating groups per day; therefore future growth in numbers of groups per day is probable.


• Boating allowed November 1 – March 31.



188. COMMENT: The cold weather boating restriction eliminates less-skilled boaters, which is very good.



189. COMMENT: November 1 is too early.  See #51 COMMENT A for more information.


190. COMMENT: March 31 is too late.  See #51 COMMENT B for more information.


• Mean daily flow of 350 cfs or higher (at Burrells Ford gauge) or approximately 2.3 feet (HWY 76 gauge).



191. COMMENT: I believe the flow restriction (350 cfs) is too low See #13 COMMENT for information. 


• Put-ins: Chattooga River Trail west bank (NC); County Line Road trail (NC); Bull Pen Bridge (NC).



• Take-outs: County Line Road trail (NC); Bull Pen Bridge (NC); East Fork Trail (SC).



192. COMMENT: See #20. COMMENT 



Parking • Same as Alternative 2 (See Alternative 2 for comments).


193. COMMENT: With 11/1 – 3/31 boating, Alternative 9 may increase competition for parking at Bull Pen Bridge on some weekends in November and March.


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.


Boating below private land south to Highway 28 Bridge (not including tributaries)


• Boating allowed from approximately 0.4 mile below private to the Highway 28 Bridge November 1 - March 1.



194. COMMENT: The cold weather boating eliminates less-skilled boaters attempting segments upstream of Lick Log Creek.  However, less-skilled angler/boaters will float from Lick Log through the DH section to the Highway 28 Bridge during winter months. 



195. COMMENT: November 1 is too early because November is a prime fishing month with wild brown trout spawning and good mid-day insect hatches. See #51 COMMENT A  for more information.


196. COMMENT: November 1 is too early because November 1 is the opening of the DH season and fishing pressure in the DH and backcountry are very high in November.  Floating in November at this low flow/lever will create excessive encounters, interference, and conflict in the DH section alone, not to mention backcountry and Wilderness segments.



197. COMMENT: Bird watching interference: If limited boating is allowed with this seasonal restriction, there should be minimal interference on bird watching.  The Swainson’s warbler arrival is normally after March.


198. COMMENT: This alternative has no cap on the maximum number of boating groups per day; therefore future growth in numbers of groups per day is probable.  Allowing the number of groups to increase will result in more backcountry encounters and conflicts.


199. COMMENT: Delayed Harvest angler interference and displacement - Economic value loss:  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. DH regulations attract more specialized trout anglers from hundreds of miles away. The DH reach is consistently used through the winter, even when temperatures approach freezing.  It is preferred over other DH streams in the southeast because it is unique (a walk-in backcountry experience in beautiful environs, a large mountain stream without a parallel road, excellent water quality, outstanding fly fishing trout habitat, sections that are wadeable up to 2.6 feet, and it is boating free).  I believe if out-of-town DH anglers experienced interference from boating, some will be displaced to DH streams in NC.  



200. COMMENT: The waterfall under the Bull Pen Bridge is likely to be a boating “play spot,” attracting skilled boaters and attracting spectators (similar to Bull Sluice).  


• Mean daily flow of 350 cfs and above (at Burrells Ford gauge) or approximately 2.3 feet (HWY 76 gauge). Provides an average of 14 boatable days; range from 0 to 28.



201. COMMENT: Water level restriction too low:  If year-round boating is allowed in all 3 segments, I believe the flow restriction [At flows equivalent to 350 cfs (at Burrells Ford gage) or approximately 2.3 feet (HWY 76 gage) and above only] is too low to prevent user conflicts, interference, and displacement..  There are many low gradient stretches of river between the Chattooga Cliffs and Highway 28 Bridge where anglers routinely visit at water levels up to 2.6 feet and higher seeking backcountry solitude, remoteness, and wild brown trout in the most primitive and natural recreation setting. Floating at this low flow/level will cause numerous encounters, interference, and conflict in the DH section alone, not to mention backcountry and Wilderness segments.   In a recent 12-month period (9/1/2004 through 8/31/2005) for 24% of the time the daily flow levels equaled or exceeded 2.3 feet.  See also #13 COMMENT & #53 COMMENT for more information.


• Craft type: • Tandem/single-capacity hard boats and inflatables from Lick Log Creek to Highway 28 Bridge.



202. COMMENT: Less skilled people often use “inflatables.”  Less-skilled boaters (including some trout anglers with personal pontoons, inflatable kayaks, and rafts) will attempt to float from Lick Log Creek to Highway 28 Bridge.  Less-skilled boaters passing through the DH section will result in additional encounters, interferences, confrontations, and angler displacements.


203. COMMENT: The float anglers may be significant in numbers.  Personal pontoons and kayaks have become very popular with trout anglers that frequent tailwater trout streams, and their numbers are growing rapidly.  This backcountry float may be attractive to a large number of anglers so equipped.  The stretch of water from Lick Log Creek to Highway 28 Bridge would provide anglers with high catch rates, even upstream of Reed Creek where it is legal to bait fish, use treble hooks, and keep trout.  Then the float anglers would pass through the DH with a creel/stringer of trout and maybe illegal equipment.  This would create conflict with the DH “catch and release” wade angler and be a major law enforcement problem for rangers.



• Put-ins: Chattooga River Trail west bank (NC); County Line Road trail (NC); Bull Pen Bridge (NC); Burrells Ford Parking Lot (GA); Fisherman’s Trail/Big Bend Road (SC); Lick Log Creek (SC).


• Take-outs: County Line Road trail (NC); Bull Pen Bridge (NC); Burrells Ford Bridge; Fisherman’s Trail/Big Bend Road; Lick Log Creek (SC); Highway 28 Bridge (SC).



204. COMMENT: See #20. COMMENT 



Parking • Same as Alternative 2 (See Alternative 2 for comments).


205. COMMENT: With 11/1 – 3/1 boating, Alternative 10 may increase competition for parking at Bull Pen Bridge, Burrell’s Ford, and Thrift Lake Trailhead on some weekends in November.


SECTION 4 - SUMMARY of COMMENTS on Alternatives


Alternative 1: Maintains current management on all three national forests in GA, SC & NC.  The problem with this alternative is the lack of consistent management plans for the W&SR corridor in the GA, SC and NC National Forests.



Alternative 2: Increases solitude by managing encounters through a permit system.  I believe this alternative has excessive encounter management and excessive FS management costs..



Alternative 3: Emphasizes, protects and enhances exceptional, year-round, high-quality trout fishing.  This is the best alternative because it has protection and enhancement of all the ORVs including biophysical restoration and protection (including LWD), enhancement of solitude and remoteness by reducing access parking and capping the amount of parking.  It will provide backcountry experiences that are always free of boating disturbances.  It has the lowest FS management cost with high economic benefit to the community.



Alternative 4: Adds additional winter season boating opportunities while continuing to protect trout fishing.  This is the second best alternative because it has the same ORV protection as Alternative 3.  It provides limited boating opportunities for experienced whitewater boaters only with zoning to protect other visitors from boating disturbances. Most important , this alternative provides a boat-free segment between Highway 28 and Burrell’s Ford.  It has a low FS management cost with high economic benefit to the community.  There are two concerns: 1) Enforcement needs of the zoning restrictions with stiff fines as deterrents. 2) The “foot-in-the-door” effect because of the 10 to 15 year forest wide planning cycle.  


Alternative 5: Adds year-round boating with flow restrictions.  The problems with this alternative include a water level restriction that is too low and it provides for warm weather boating. The warm weather boating will cause disturbances for other visitors (birders, swimmers, hikers, campers, anglers, etc) when visitation is highest. These boating restrictions will not allow this alternative to protect and enhance the backcountry ORVs of solitude and remoteness for future generations.  This alternative has the same FS management costs as Alternative 4 and will cause a decrease in economic value to the community. 



Alternative 8: Opens the entire upper Chattooga River to year-round unrestricted boating.  The lack of boating restrictions in this alternative will cause deterioration of the backcountry ORVs of solitude and remoteness and damage Wilderness values for present and future generations.  It will cause interference and disturbance to the activities of existing frontcountry and backcountry visitors such as anglers, hunters, swimmers, hikers, backpackers, bird watchers, waterfall viewers, photographers, and nature lovers.   This alternative has excessive FS management costs that equal Alternative2 and will cause a decrease in economic value to the community.



Alternative 9: Adds a boating zone of highly rated creek boating with seasonal flow restrictions.   This is the third best alternative because it has some protection of backcountry experiences provided by the cold weather restriction (but the season is too long), the segment zoning, and a water level restriction (which is too low).  These boating restrictions will not allow this alternative to protect and enhance the backcountry ORVs of solitude and remoteness for future generations.  This alternative has the same FS management costs as Alternative 4 and with some decrease in economic value to the community.



Alternative 10: Opens the entire upper Chattooga River to boating with season and flow restrictions.  The problems with this alternative include a water level restriction that is too low and it allows boating through the DH segment.  The lack of boating segment restrictions in this alternative will cause deterioration of the backcountry ORVs of solitude and remoteness and damage Wilderness values for present and future generations.  This alternative has the same FS management costs as Alternative 4 and will cause a decrease in economic value to the community.


SECTION 5 – MISCELANEOUS



(#206 - #215 COMMENTS)



AW proposed to the FS on October 27, 1999 to allow boating in the upper Chattooga from 12/1 through 5/15 plus any other time the river is above 2.6 feet on the Highway76 staff bridge gauge.  AW said in their proposal that fishing suitability was “poor” from 12/1 to 5/15 and “excellent” from 5/16 to 11/31 (See Reference Cited page 153 of EA: Robertson, 1999).  



The follow is a copy of Table 4 in the AW document:



[image: image1.jpg]


206. COMMENT: AW was attempting to tell the FS that the upper Chattooga has “poor” suitability for trout fishing in March, April, and May (3 of the 4 most popular and best fishing months) and ‘excellent’ for trout fishing in July and August (the 2 worse months of the year).  AW knew then that encounters, interference, and conflicts with anglers would be major issues. In 1999 AW was proposing zonings by season and by flow lever to ensure that different and conflicting types of users were physically separated.  It was on May 28, 2001 that AW withdrew their request for limited access and has ever since demanded totally unrestricted year-round boating access to the upper Chattooga.  



#
#
#


In 1999, AW told the FS (and the public) that boaters were requesting access Dec–May 15th at 2.6 feet and above. I’m unsure if AW meant the bridge staff gauge or the USGS gauge (See #206 COMMENT above).



AW’s Access Director, Jason Robertson, said access possibly just during Dec-Feb and with appropriate enforceable restrictions, if fishing groups would agree  (See #211 COMMENT below).



AW member and expert boater, Milt Aitken, said the best boating is in Jan & Feb (See #14 COMMENT), but it is not the best creek in the area (See #3 COMMENT).



AW’s Regional Coordinator and one of the 3 members of the AW Chattooga Advocacy team, Charlene Thompson (Coleman), said it only runs at 2.8 feet and above on the USGS gauge (See #53 COMMENT). 



206A. COMMENT: Alternative 4 allows limited access from Dec – Feb at 2.5 feet and above on the USGS gauge. I believe that the FS‘s preferred alternative is a compromise that is fair to all stakeholders.  I would rather the preferred alternative had been Alternative 3 (zoned completely boat-free with high-quality trout fishing), but I can accept Alternative 4.  I believe the boaters should also.


#
#
#



Zoning restrictions: The AW talking points posted on their website include: “Seeing that this is a public resource, representatives said zoning is really simply discrimination against paddlers, a wilderness compliant user group. Prohibiting horseback riding, mountain biking and the use of recreational vehicles cannot be compared because these are environmentally harmful activities.”  


207. COMMENT: The upper Chattooga anglers also have zoning restrictions, and lots of them. Zoning restrictions exist on state license requirements, resident and non-resident, trout stamp requirements, seasonal requirements, time of day requirements, “wild” trout management, Delayed Harvest “catch and release” management, “put and grow” management, “put and take” management, bait and artificial lure, single hook and multiple hooks, creel limits, and size and no-size limits.  I believe AW is wrong, zoning is not discrimination.  Zoning serves biological and social purposes.  The trout fishery in the North Fork is managed by the DNRs of 3 states (NC, GA, & SC) and is "zoned" based on what is biologically suitable for the stream conditions and also so that anglers with different objectives, different social desires, and differing ways of experiencing trout fishing and the environment can seek the area that best suits their needs. Because of zoning and enforcement, the range of experience opportunities available to anglers is excellent.  Here are the zoning restrictions for anglers:                          



Headwaters (above Bull Pen Road – 3 miles on FS land with an access trail along side) – "wild trout waters - single hook artificial lures only" management.  Not stocked, the minimum length limit is 7 inches, and the daily creel limit is 4 trout.  Fishing hours are 30 minutes before sunrise to 30 minutes after sunset. NC fishing license with trout permit required.  



Bait fishing and night fishing anglers are banned; keeping small trout is banned; non-residents of NC must purchase a more expensive license.



Upper Ellicott Rock Wilderness (NC portion from Bull Pen Road to Ellicott Rock) - 2 miles but without an access trail along side; "wild trout waters with natural bait” management. Not stocked, the minimum length limit is 7 inches, and the daily creel limit is 4 trout.  Fishing hours are 30 minutes before sunrise to 30 minutes after sunset. NC fishing license with trout permit required.  



Night fishing anglers are banned; keeping small trout is banned; non-residents of NC must purchase a more expensive license.



Lower Ellicott Rock Wilderness (below the NC line – 3 miles) - ‘Wild Trout’ management. Not stocked. Any bait or lure. Open 24-h/365-d. Creel limit is 8 trout.  No size restriction.  SC license or GA license with trout permit required.  



Non-residents of GA or SC must purchase a more expensive license.


Burrell’s Ford Area (3/4 mile) – ‘Put and Take’ management w/truck stocking paid for by fishing license fees.  Any bait or lure.  Open 24-h / 365-d.  Creel limit is 8 trout.  No size restriction. SC license or GA license with trout permit required. 



Non-residents of GA or SC must purchase a more expensive license. 



Rock Gorge Backcountry (Burrell’s Ford Area to Reed Creek Confluence – 8 miles) – ‘Put and Grow’ management w/helicopter stocking of sub-adult trout every fall.  Fishing license and trout stamp fees pay for the trout and TU contributes $1,500 annually towards the helicopter costs.  Any bait or lure.  Open 24-h / 365-d.  Creel limit is 8 trout.  No size restriction.  SC license or GA license with trout permit required.  



Non-residents of GA or SC must purchase a more expensive license.


Nicholson Fields Segment (Reed Creek to Highway 28 Bridge – 2 ½ miles) – ‘Delayed Harvest’ management (with 6 ½ months of ‘Catch & Release’ w/artificial only, single hook & 5 1/2 months open for harvest w/any bait or lure, creel limit is 8 trout, no size restriction) w/helicopter and truck stocking of trout paid for by fishing license fees.  Open 24-h / 365-d.  SC license or GA license with trout permit required.  



For 6 ½ months anglers who desire to keep trout, use bait, use treble hooks or use lures with 2 or more hooks are banned.  Non-residents of GA or SC must purchase a more expensive license.


#
#
#



Law Enforcement fines for misdemeanor violations:  The boaters are well aware that when they self-register and then boat above Highway 28, the fine is only $50 - - - if they get caught.  This is less than the cost of a tank of gas for their car.  A ticket to a Clemson football game is $65 or more.  A weekday raft trip on Section III is $79.   



In comparison, the USFS - SC fine for fishing without a license is $150.  Having a pet off the leash is a $50 fine. 



208. COMMENT:  In Rabun County, some of the State fines for trout fishing violations are posted at Moccasin Creek State Park. For a GA resident trout fishing without a license and trout stamp, the fine is $155.  For a non-resident, the fine is $290. For continuing to fish after keeping the limit of 8 trout, the fine is $226.  Fines of those amounts and posted in this manner are deterrents (see below).
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 Obviously, a $50 fine for boating above Highway 28 is too small to be a deterrent to poaching-a-run and interfering with the activities and/or spoiling the backcountry experiences of all other in-stream visitors between the bridges.  It appears the Forest Supervisors could issue specific Orders that could raise the fine to $200 or more for illegal boating above Highway 28.  I believe a fine of this amount and posted at the river put-ins would be a deterrent.  



Click on: http://www.scd.uscourts.gov/StandingOrders/index.asp and go to Schedule E.



http://www.scd.uscourts.gov/StandingOrders/pdfOrders/3.07-MC-5018_Revised_Collateral_Forfeiture_Schedule_E.pdf 



Page E-10
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Schedule E; Page E-13; USDA Forest Service, SC; Special Closure- Forest Development Trails
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#
#
#


From page 9: “No LWD removal to accommodate boating.”


209. COMMENT: I have searched the GA and SC US District Courts Standing Orders.  I am unable to locate the fine amount for removal of LWD from streams.  Perhaps specific Orders could be issued by each of the 3 Forest Supervisors to establish fines for unauthorized LWD removal


#
#
#



The AW comment form letter posted on their website includes: “All aspects of the “Outstanding Remarkable Values” of Wild and Scenic Rivers should be protected on the entire river, not just in some areas.”



210. COMMENT: I agree 100%.  Including the ORVs of the West Fork/Overflow segment and the lower Chattooga.  As well as zoning segments to protect ORVs where there are conflicting activities; obviously not all recreation activities are compatible.



#
#
#



The AW position in 1999: On 12/02/1999 in a personal E-mail sent to Doug Adams from Jason Robertson, AW Access Director at the time, said, “We have 3 principle interests in the Chattooga LRMP process: Access to the headwaters with appropriate enforceable restrictions (possibly just during the Dec-Feb months if fishing groups would agree); improving water quality on Stekoa and Overflow Creeks; and avoiding confrontations and conflicts between commercial and private boaters on Sections III and IV.”



211. COMMENT:  Now 8 years and 8 months later it appears:



> Alternative 4 will provide boaters exactly that access. 



> Anglers and TU are working to clean-up Stekoa Creek, however AW has not participated.  



> Overflow Creek does have good water quality, however the boaters are removing the LWD.  



> On the lower Chattooga, private boaters are still being displaced, “avoiding confrontations and conflicts between commercial and private boaters on Sections III and IV.”   Imagine that.  



#
#
#


The AW position change in May 2001: Don Kinser, member of AW’s Chattooga Advocacy team, E-mailed me and asked for a meeting to discuss boating access on the North Fork.  I agreed and asked Art Shick to join in for SC TU and I would represent GA TU.  I advised the FS that we would meet on 5/29/2001 and hear what Don had in mind.  My notes from the meeting say, “Mr. Kinser simply wants the boating ban above Highway 28 removed.  He made no proposal about "limited access" from Dec.1st through May 15th. He made no proposal about "only when the river is over 2.6 feet" on the USGS gauge at US Highway 76.  He wants the ban removed completely for private boaters only, commercial boating (including rental boats) would still be prohibited above Highway 28.  He estimated that (on the average) the upper river is boatable about 50 days per year (up from their estimate of 27 days in 1999), mostly in the winter months.  American Whitewater had previously estimated (in 1999) only 200 boaters per year would use the area above Highway 28.  During this meeting, Mr. Kinser avoided an estimate of the number of annual boaters.  He also made no forecast of the future use (in 10 or 15 years) if the ban was lifted.  He did say that whitewater boating is the fastest growing form of outdoor recreation, nationwide.”



212. COMMENT:  It was a very pleasant meeting but it was clear that the new AW position left nothing to discuss. I prepared a meeting report for the GA and SC TU Councils and advised the FS of the new AW demands.  Mr. Kinser is now President of AW and AW continues to demand unrestricted year-round access (any water level, any month, any number of private boaters, etc). 


#
#
#



The Yellowstone connection: A whitewater boating ban on all streams and rivers in Yellowstone National Park has been in effect since 1950.  Some boaters look upon Yellowstone’s rivers as the “crown jewels” of America whitewaters and the Black Canyon of the Yellowstone as the “Everest” of rivers. "Yellowstone has over 400 miles of incredible rivers which are entirely off-limits to the boating public," said Jason Robertson of AW.  In 1988 and again in July 2000 the NPS rejected AW’s request for limited access. In 2002, Jason Robertson posted this on their message board concerning the 2000 rejection by Yellowstone:   "So, what did AW learn from this experience?  We learned to hone our message on access projects, to prime the political spectrum in our favor in advance of action, to educate our volunteers on the media message, to build coalitions, and a lot more about the politics of legal action.”  


213. COMMENT: Could it be that the second denial of access by Yellowstone NP in July 2000 may have been the motivation for the AW to change their demands here 10 months later?  Why are the boaters investing so much and costing the taxpayers over $1.5 million dollars just so a few experienced boaters can have some high water access to a few miles of just another “creeking” stream?   Is it for the precedent it will establish if they are successful?  Does AW intend to again go to federal court in another useless attempt to overturning the recreational zoning of the Chattooga?  Does AW hope to establish a legal precedent to mount a court challenge in their 23-year struggle with Yellowstone?  Is the upper Chattooga just the steppingstone to reach the big prize, Yellowstone?  



#
#
#



Wilderness Stewardship 



“Historical records clearly demonstrate that Wilderness Act visionaries believed that wilderness character consists of both tangible, physical components as well as intangible, psychological and spiritual components.”



“Non-degradation of wilderness fundamentally should guide stewardship activities.” — Pinchot Panel for Conservation: Ensuring the Stewardship of the National Wilderness Preservation System, 2001 
The non-degradation principle applies to more than biophysical conditions in Wilderness; it is the essential key to protecting endangered experiences, experiences of a special quality and nature that are at risk of disappearing from our modern world.    



Quotes from Wilderness Watch, click HERE


#
#
#



“Throughout this process, the public has expressed agreement on their desire to protect and enhance the outstandingly remarkable values of the Chattooga River (geology, biology, scenery, recreation and history); maintain a sense of solitude away from modern life; offer a remote wilderness experience; preserve the spectacular scenery and setting; and protect the natural resources of the upper section of the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River that make this area a special and unique place. In the NEPA process, these goals collectively are called a ‘desired condition.’ “  (excerpt from page 2 of the Scoping_Document dated 8/14/2007) 



214. COMMENT: Absolutely, 100% correct.



#
#
#



On 10/20/1999 and 11/19/1999 I sent my first 2 E-mail letters to the FS explaining my position on the Chattooga boating zoning issue.



215. COMMENT:  In 8 years and 8 months, only few things have changed:



1. My Upper Chattooga backcountry visits have decreased from about 75/year to about 40/year as I approach my 73 birthday.


2. The Delayed Harvest section was being considered from the boat launch site on Highway 28 up to the Highway 28 Bridge for ease of law enforcement.  Fortunately, it was designated upstream of the bridge instead.. 


3. Since 5/28/2001, AW is demanding year-round unrestricted access instead of their 1999 request for limited private boater “access to the headwaters with appropriate enforceable restrictions (possibly just during the Dec-Feb months if fishing groups would agree)” at 2.6 feet and higher



4.  A lot more individuals and over 2-dozen diverse organizations are involved in the LAC process to protect and preserve the upper Chattooga values; but the boating community still stands alone demanding unrestricted access.


5. My 1999 E-letter on this issue was 2 ½ pages long and this E-letter is over 35 pages long; but essentially they say the same thing.  This issue is still all about protecting the desired conditions of remoteness and solitude with the enforcement of restrictions.



(See below for a scanned copy of the 11/19/1999 letter).
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#
#
#



216. COMMENT:  “Very simply, my vision for the Upper Chattooga river corridor is for a place where present and future generations can experience solitude, remoteness and wildness that is free of user conflicts.  Man can create additional whitewater rivers (e.g. the USDA Forest Service created Ocoee Whitewater Center http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/ocoee/ and the Charlotte US National Whitewater Center http://www.usnwc.org/); but man can only protect and preserve solitude, remoteness and wildness.” 



Sincerely, Doug Adams



#
#
#



"Stewardship is not a popularity contest." G. W. Custer, 2005
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From: Doughty, Rachel S.


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


cc: Joseph Gatins; Wayne Jenkins; Ranchod, Sanjay


Subject: Proposal for Management of the Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/18/2008 01:03 PM
Attachments: comments081808(59758548_1).PDF 


GFW Upper Chattooga Comment Letter final(59758173_1).DOC 


Please find the comments of Georgia Forest Watch attached, both in pdf and Word versions.  A hard copy will be sent by 
U.S. Postal Service mail.
 
Rachel Doughty
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Via E-Mail and CERTIFIED MAIL


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



Chattooga Planning Team



U.S. Forest Service



Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests



4391 Broad River Road



Columbia, South Carolina 29212



Re:
Proposal for Management of the Upper Chattooga River



Dear Chattooga Planning Team:


This letter is filed on behalf of our client, Georgia ForestWatch, in response to the request by the United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (“Forest Service”) for comments on the pre-decisional Environmental Assessment for the Management of Recreational Uses on the Upper Chattooga River released on July 2, 2008 (“Draft EA”).



Georgia ForestWatch is a not-for-profit forest conservation group dedicated to protecting the native ecosystems of Georgia’s Mountain and Piedmont public lands and to informing the citizens of Georgia about these forested landscapes.  The organization’s members visit the Chattooga River corridor often for recreation, nature study and spiritual renewal.  The organization’s volunteer district leaders in Rabun County have organized and led public hikes along the River where the Forest Service proposes to permit boating.  Members have helped maintain Forest Service hiking trails in this region under Forest Service supervision.  



Georgia ForestWatch has been represented at every public meeting held in connection with the Chattooga visitor study, and is a member organization of Friends of the Upper Chattooga, the umbrella coalition. As a longstanding participant in the decision-making process for the Upper Chattooga, Georgia ForestWatch appreciates the difficulty of successfully managing and protecting a resource that, like so many in the Southeast, is at risk of being “loved to death.”  The agency’s final management plan for the Sumter National Forest will determine the future of one of the most biologically diverse and spectacular pieces of public lands in the country.



Summary of Georgia ForestWatch’s Position



Georgia ForestWatch agrees with the Forest Service that action is needed to continue to support and protect the outstanding remarkable values (ORVs) of the Upper Chattooga.  Restrictions on access to the backcountry wilderness and the Chattooga Headwaters are necessary to protect the resource, and the Ellicott Rock Wilderness and the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River should be managed first and foremost to protect and improve their quality and biological diversity.  Furthermore, all recreation uses on all segments of the River should be managed to levels at which the Forest Service realistically can sustain these most important elements.  



Georgia ForestWatch cannot support the preferred alternative - Alternative 4 - or any other alternative that intensifies use of the Upper Chattooga Corridor, and requests that the Forest Service maintain the current zoning of the Chattooga River, including prohibiting all boating in the Headwaters above Highway 28.  Alternatives 2 and 3 propose the most realistic management plans that will protect the ORVs of the Upper Chattooga.  Additional restrictions might reasonably take the form of limiting group size, reducing campsites (especially user-created campsites), restricting boater use of the tributaries and the Lower Chattooga, and closing trails that threaten water quality or rare plants.  



There is a critical need for the three involved National Forests to work together more closely to assess and address existing resource concerns.  If boating or other more intensive uses of the Sumter National Forest ultimately are allowed as part of the final management plan, it will be essential for the three Forests to have a closer and more efficient relationship, including more uniform regulation and enforcement.



Incorporation of Other Documents



Georgia ForestWatch incorporates by reference into these comments the following:



1) All comments on this matter submitted by Friends of the Upper Chattooga;



2) Comments of Georgia ForestWatch on this matter submitted to the Forest Service on September 11, 2007 and October 1, 2007; and



3) Any and all other comments on this matter, written and verbal, submitted at any time by Georgia ForestWatch on the issues of boating on the Chattooga River and management of the Wild and Scenic Corridor.



Discussion of the Draft EA and Decision-Making Process
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The Draft EA and the process from which it emerged are inadequate as a matter of both law and fact because they considered the effects of, and need for, recreation on the Upper Chattooga in isolation from the rest of the Wild and Scenic River Corridor and region.  The Forest Service Manual directs that the following be considered in developing prescriptions to manage recreational use of Wild and Scenic Rivers: (1) the capability of the physical environment to accommodate and sustain visitor use, (2) the desires of present and potential recreational users, including their characteristics, and (3) budgetary, personnel, and technical considerations.
  The Draft EA and preferred alternative do not adequately address these issues.



I. SUSTAINABILITY AND CAPACITY


Forest Service management direction is to “[e]stablish use limits and other management procedures that best aid in achieving the prescribed objectives for a river and in providing sustained benefits to the public.”
   The Forest Service Manual instructs the agency to “[e]stablish appropriate levels of recreation use and developments to protect the values for which the river was designated.”
  The Forest Service should protect visitor experience by developing prescriptions which “manage the character and intensity of recreational use on the river.”
  Accordingly, the Forest Service may not allow one use of the River to be so excessive that it harms the qualities for which the Chattooga was designated a Wild and Scenic River.  



The Forest Service Manual directs that river recreation management be planned and implemented in the context that “considers the resource attributes, use patterns, and management practices of nearby rivers.”
  This has been done on the Chattooga by limiting the access of certain groups—boaters, horseback riders, mountain bikes, motorcycles, and all terrain vehicle (ATV) users—in parts of the River Corridor.



A. Existing Boating Recreation is Exceeding Capacity and 

Should not be Expanded



There is no shortage of boating opportunities on the River or in the region.  Boater-oriented and dominated management prevails on the lower 36 miles of the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River Corridor as well as on the nearby tributaries favored by “creek boaters,” Overflow and Holcomb Creeks.  In 1987, 62,200 recreation visitor days dedicated to canoeing or kayaking in the Sumter National Forest were logged.
  The Forest Service has identified canoeing, rafting and kayaking use on the Chattooga River as an example of where the “facilities and resources are being stretched to capacity.”
    Consideration should have been given to limiting uses which are taxing resources, not just expanding those uses to other segments of the corridor. 



Wild and Scenic Rivers are supposed to be managed for their specific attributes and forest management goals, while the decision of how to manage any particular segment must be made in context of how the whole corridor is treated.  Zoning is specifically endorsed in the Forest Service Directives
 in recognition of the differing needs of user groups.  Zoning has protected wilderness uses on the Upper Chattooga for over thirty years.  Allowing boating on the Upper Chattooga will diminish the experience of those who already have been squeezed out of the Lower Chattooga due to overuse by boaters, and will spread the impacts of excessive boating access to another part of the River Corridor.



B. All Users May Be Asked to Limit Use in Order to Protect 
Outstanding Resource Values



Wild and Scenic Rivers and wilderness areas are not recreational free-for-all zones.  The need to protect the resource is adequate justification for the zoning of recreational uses the Forest Service has maintained over the years, and for any of the restrictions on user access the Forest Service has proposed in the Draft EA.  In fact, the obligation of the Forest Service to protect the Wild and Scenic River and wilderness areas is so great that none of the alternatives to expand user access, including Alternative 4, has been adequately justified by the Draft EA.  Before any new recreational use may be made of one of these areas, management for the values for which they received these designations must be accomplished.
  Trailheads, trails, campsites, boating, and any other recreational use of the Forests may be limited to protect ORVs—indeed they must.  Carrying capacity of a Wild and Scenic River is determined not only by the number of users, but also by the mixture of recreational and other public use that can be permitted without adverse impact on the resource values of the river area.
  



Georgia ForestWatch applauds the Forest Service’s recognition of the need to limit visitor access overall, and especially for taking the initiative to comprehensively propose limits on many user groups’ access where it is necessary to protect the resource.  To ensure that ORVs are protected, Georgia ForestWatch suggests limiting access to the Chattooga Corridor within the Ellicott Rock Wilderness to a maximum of 6-8 individuals per group on trails; 6-8 individuals in designated campsites;
 and four anglers per group (whether back-country trout fishermen or front-country anglers).  Boating should be restricted on those portions of the River where it is taxing resource capacity.  Prohibiting boating, horseback riding, and ATV use in the Upper Chattooga Corridor has preserved the wonderful, secluded area that exists there today.  Now additional management limits for hikers and anglers are warranted to guard against loss of the very elements that make this place so attractive; it certainly is not the time to expand user groups and intensify use. 



The Forest Service should not permit any additional boating in the Chattooga River Corridor.  The existing segmentation (zoning) of user groups should be maintained in order to protect the ORVs for all user groups, some of which are incompatible with boating.  Existing boating opportunities are sufficient both regionally and on the Chattooga.  On the Chattooga alone, boating dominates more than 60% of the corridor.  On the other hand, opportunities for other recreational experiences (fishing, hiking, nature photography, swimming, hunting, solitude, bird-watching) on and along a whitewater river or stream of any significant size are limited.  The boating prohibition has served the resource and its ORVs well for more than 30 years, during which time the Chattooga has become well known for backcountry fishing and interest in hiking Ellicott Rock Wilderness has grown considerably.  A unique fishing and wilderness experience would be lost if more intensive uses were expanded to the quieter portions of the River. 



Current management allows boating on some tributaries of the Upper Chattooga outside the Wild and Scenic River corridor, such as the East Fork.  This boating access also should be prohibited if boating is prohibited on the main river stem.  Enforcement, preservation of peace and quiet and solitude, sedimentation, and excessive use all remain issues if boating is allowed on these tributaries.  The Forest Service has not demonstrated that adequate resources exist to curtail existing illegal use.  Allowing boating on the tributaries facilitates illegal use.



While the main thrust of the Forest Service’s planning and analysis has concentrated on issues of boating and cold-water trout fishing, review of the biophysical aspects of the Upper Chattooga clearly indicates that steps need be taken to rectify the degradation that has been allowed to occur in the entirety of the Wild and Scenic River corridor.  



Management should address the legitimate needs of all users (and nonusers who value the existence of wilderness areas) in the Forest Service’s final decision--not just those of the most visible user groups (anglers and boaters).  In considering the fairness of limiting one or another groups’ access, the Forest Service should consider how the needs of different user groups are met throughout the River Corridor, and not just on the Upper Chattooga.  Boating on the Lower Chattooga may need to be significantly restricted, particularly if other users are driven off the Upper Chattooga and its tributaries.



To the extent any boating is permitted in the upper corridor of the River (which it should not), boating should be limited to the period between December 15 and February 15 to limit user conflict, and boater groups should be limited to one trip per day.  Any alternative that expands boating into March would risk damage to sensitive vegetation and would drive herons, kingfishers, warblers, and flycatchers from their nests, leaving them vulnerable to predators.



Limiting boating on the basis of flow is unworkable and inadequate unless the flow level is above 750 cfs.  Swimming and fishing occur at water levels in excess of 450 cfs.  In the summer, vegetation makes accurate measurements of flow difficult and variable.


C. Management Choices Must be Realistic in the Context of 
Implementation and Enforcement Capabilities



The Chattooga Corridor is suffering from over-use.  A hodge-podge of dispersed campsites, user-created trails, litter, and concentrated boating and fishing exist too close to (or in) the River.  The Chattooga River Trail leading from Burrell’s Ford Bridge to Ellicott Rock and the spur trail along the East Fork of the Chattooga, which are among the most popular destinations for day-hikers and campers, are showing signs of deterioration.  All this is evidence of insufficient or ineffective management and enforcement.  



Forest Service Directives require that management plans for Wild and Scenic Rivers “[i]nclude specific and detailed management direction necessary to meet the management directives.”
  The Draft EA is deficient in describing how implementation and enforcement will be accomplished.  



A fatal flaw common to each of the alternatives is the naïve premise that the three Forests will naturally reach consistent and compatible management conclusions.  River management is supposed to be coordinated,
 but here the Sumter Forest is guessing what the other forests will do:



Each Forest Plan will establish appropriate recreation uses and encounter levels (goals and desired conditions), standards and guidelines (seasons, flow levels, reaches, LWD requirements, etc.) and monitoring requirements. However, permitting, registration, the public notification process, etc. are not Forest Plan-level decisions. These procedures are being worked on for all alternatives.



This seems unlikely given that the Forests are not accustomed to working closely together and that resources are shrinking even as management responsibilities of employees on their own forests are growing (for example, several ranger districts are combining).  Uniform policies for the management of large woody debris (LWD), boating, group sizes, trail management, parking, campsites, encounters, and fines are needed. 



Managing by flow level is impractical.  Put-ins and take-outs are miles apart and miles from the point of measurement.  The mean average daily flow cannot be measured until the end of the day—after boaters have packed up and gone home.  



Fanciful management plans for which there are inadequate means for enforcement are not permitted under the Forest Service’s own rules, and selection of an alternative for which there are inadequate implementation resources would be arbitrary and capricious.  Forest Service directives require that regulations for river management be enforceable.
  Any efforts to distribute visitor use must be supported by adequate administrative capabilities of the managing unit.
  



D. The Preferred Alternative will Encourage the Expansion 

of Existing Unauthorized Boating



The Draft EA fails to consider the likely increase in unauthorized boating on the Upper Chattooga that will result if any boating is allowed.  Were the Chattooga opened for some boating use, unofficial guidebooks and information on the Internet and by word of mouth about its course would become more commonplace.  A known river is more available to more skill levels because challenges can be anticipated.  Also, as the River becomes more familiar to some boaters who use it legally, they may want to run it on other days of the year when it is illegal to do so.   



We know what unregulated (or unmanaged) boating is likely to look like: it would be comparable to Section 4, where maximum use can exceed 180 boaters a day in the summer and reach as high as 100 boaters a day from January through April.  Even “low use” days see anywhere from 10 to 50 boaters a day.
  This demand is out of proportion to the proposed number of boating trips on the Upper Chattooga under Alternative 4, and will present a significant enforcement challenge and threat to the resource.



The Forest Service must consider the likely increase in illegal boating under any boating alternative allowing boating in segments of the River where it is currently prohibited.   If any part of the Upper Chattooga is opened to legal boating, some boaters will be spurred to greater use of the River, whether legally or not.  As the River becomes more familiar to some boaters who use it legally, some will likely want to run it on other days of the year when it is illegal to do so. If boaters become familiar with Headwaters sections, their desire to float it will also grow, and at least a few can be expected to give in to the temptation to float it on days when it is not permitted.  



Under no circumstances should the use of inflatable kayaks and tandem kayaks be expanded, and illegal use should be severely fined.  Inflatable craft are routinely rented to the public by commercial outfitters, and would introduce an inappropriate commercial element to the Upper Chattooga.  To the extent any boating is allowed, limiting use to single capacity hard boats only will discourage use of more remote and technical segments of the River Corridor by less experienced boaters and will decrease the need for rescue and search-and-recovery efforts.  



The self-registration proposal suggested in Alternative 4 will not work.  It is unreasonable to expect boaters who have traveled significant distances to turn away simply because they arrive after others.  Even boaters desiring to follow the rules would not know if someone else had neglected to register. 



Proper steps should be taken to monitor and “adaptively manage” the Upper Chattooga regardless of the alternative chosen.  Any new or continued boating access should be made contingent upon the receipt annually of the budgetary resources necessary to enforce use rules.  



E. Management Should be Informed by Quality Monitoring



Effective adaptive management depends on robust monitoring, and the Draft EA places great faith in the ability of monitoring to prevent harm to the fragile Upper Chattooga environment.
  The Forest Service must establish and commit to a well defined and detailed monitoring plan that is reviewed annually and to which management is linked.  Any alternative that adds boating to new segments of the Chattooga will increase the need for law enforcement and increase the area over which it will have to operate.  The Draft EA does not describe by what mechanism or authority changes will be made to the management of each of the three Forests.  The expected sources of funding to support management changes should be identified and their likelihood of materializing discussed.  



II. RESOURCE PROTECTION AND IMPROVED MANAGEMENT


In order to be sustainable, recreational uses must not threaten the natural abundance and wilderness character of the Upper Chattooga.



A. Large Woody Debris Must be Maintained



Large Woody Debris (LWD) will increase as a result of hemlock die-off.  Insufficient attention was given to this significant anticipated change which will alter and stress the entire ecology of the Upper Chattooga,
 cause additional slope erosion and tree mortality, and change water temperature.  Allowing boating on the Upper Chattooga where hemlocks are more common will increase the number and distance of portages, and the temptation to remove LWD.  



It is the confirmed habit of some boaters to remove LWD from streams.
  Removal with chainsaws—also a common practice—is not allowed in wilderness areas.  The Forest Service fails to explain how LWD removal will be prevented if boating is allowed in additional sections of the River.  Apparently, the plan is to have each National Forest develop different rules and enforcement mechanisms for dealing with LWD.  This will be confusing to the Forest Service and the public and is administratively unworkable.  



B. Protection of Plants and Animals Must be the Primary 

Management Objective



Increased viability concerns, discussed in the Draft EA at page 45, are not acceptable in a Wild and Scenic River Corridor through a Wilderness Area.  The Upper Chattooga Corridor and the Ellicott Rock Wilderness area are a refuge for rare plant species unable to survive in areas with even marginally more use.  A Forest Service employee recently reported the sighting of what he believed to be a rare Eastern Cougar in the Upper Chattooga Corridor.
  Boaters access habitats that other users are unlikely to disturb.  Allowing boaters into these rarely disturbed habitats on the Upper Chattooga will further restrict the habitat available for these threatened species. 



The Forest Service chose a preferred alternative on the basis of inadequate and inaccurate data.   The Forest Service should have consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to better inform its selection of alternatives, and to determine whether the Eastern Cougar and other species would be negatively impacted by any of the alternatives.  Moreover, the Biological Assessment has not yet been completed.  No alternative should have been chosen, even on a preliminary basis, prior to completion and review of the Biological Assessment.



Any boating that is allowed should retain and expand the seasonal restrictions which are at least somewhat protective of plants.  Restrictions to protect the Eastern Cougar also should be added.



C. Roads Access Cannot be Expanded



Access to the Chattooga River Corridor should remain by foot only and only on numbered Forest Service trails.  This is consistent with the original Wild and Scenic River plan for the Upper Chattooga which says that “[t]here will be no construction of new roads.  All existing roads will be closed and stabilized at the corridor boundary” for wild areas.
  



Building a road or a parking area, or creating a new access path to the River, to accommodate a very few elite boaters cannot be justified.  This type of user should walk in as other wilderness users must.  Nevertheless, the Draft EA suggests that access for several of the alternatives will be provided by trails and roads not on the transportation atlas.  Parking lots are also indicated.  The anticipated location of parking areas, and the likely impact of this decision, was not discussed in sufficient detail such that substantive comments could be made—apparently because the Forest Service has not yet thoroughly examined the issue internally.  Consideration of transportation, parking and access is critical because the availability of parking and ease of access can impact the amount of use of a whitewater river.
  Transportation and access may have the largest impact on resources of any element of any of the alternatives.  Failure to include a thorough discussion of transportation is a violation of NEPA



Alternative 4, and some other alternatives, plan to use the County Line Road “Trail” to access the River.  County Line Road Trail is not currently a road or a trail.  It does not appear on the roads atlas for the Nantahala National Forest.
  As such, it cannot be used for access and existing road density in the Forest is too high to add County Line Road (or any other road) to the system.  County Line Road Trail appears to be located in Management Area 3B in the Nantahala and Pisgah National Forests.
  Road density in this management district is 0.5 miles of open road per square mile—a density that is almost certainly already being exceeded.
  There is no obvious plan to construct a road in the location of County Line Road Trail.  The Schedule of Proposed Actions for the Forests in North Carolina does not mention a change in statue or any work on the County Line Road—a display of the inadequacy of the attempted tri-partite administration of the River Corridor.


The cost of constructing and maintaining County Line Road as a system road cannot be justified.  Pisgah/Nantahala is unable to adequately fund the management needs of existing roads.  “The overall condition of the forest’s classified road system continues to deteriorate because the forest is not adequately funded to operate and maintain these roads to the level they were designed for. The forest receives only 25 % of what is needed for annual road maintenance and approximately $48 million is required to correct existing deferred maintenance needs.”
  “A continuous decrease in the amount of funds available for reconstruction of the collector and arterial roads, the backbone of the Forest Service system, has occurred as purchaser credit [from timber sales] has decreased.”
  



D. Sedimentation Cannot be Increased



The Chattooga, which should be pristine, is ranked below average in comparison to other watersheds on the Forest because of sediment problems.  Increasing dispersed recreation will increase sediment—something the Forest Service has demonstrated its inability to control under even current use conditions.  Adding another use, and users with the ability to reach currently hard to access areas of the Forest such as islands and remote river banks, will exacerbate this problem.  Many boaters also drag boats when portaging or for long distances when approaching waterways, and slide down riverbanks to enter the water, making boaters a significant source of sediment compared to other users.  Boaters tend to use Rivers at higher flow (and would be required to do so under the preferred alternative).  It is at these times during and subsequent precipitation events—that the River and its tributaries are most vulnerable to sedimentation from increased use.  It makes no sense to intensify uses during these times when the River is already degraded due to sedimentation.



It is unclear from the Draft EA how boaters are expected to access put-ins and take-outs.  Will this be by foot or motorized vehicle, or some combination of the two?  Where will this County Line Road Trail parking lot be?  Will it really be one acre in size? How far might boaters drag kayaks through the Forest?  The Draft EA is not clear on these issues.  It is most crucial that the impact of these roads and parking areas on the Chattooga sedimentation be discussed.  Anticipated use and any re-design of County Line Road Trail (and any other trail or road substantially impacted by any of the alternatives) and any associated parking lot should have been discussed, particularly with regard to the impact of the trail/road itself on sedimentation, and also with regard to the traffic patterns any change in use or re-design may cause.  



III. COMPLIANCE WITH THE WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 
ACT & THE WILDERNESS ACT


Section 10(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers act imposes a “nondegradation and enhancement policy for all designated river areas, regardless of classification.”
  The portion of the Chattooga which the preferred alternative proposes to open to boating is subject to the provisions of both the Wilderness Act and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act with respect to both the River and to its immediate environment, and in case of conflict between the provisions of these Acts the more restrictive provisions shall apply.
  In a wilderness, the overarching concept is to preserve natural conditions and wilderness character.
  The Forest Service’s Handbook directs is managers to “[m]anage wilderness toward attaining the highest level of purity in wilderness within legal constraints.”  “The goal of wilderness management is to identify these influences, define their causes, remedy them, and close the gap (“A”) between the attainable level of purity and the level that exists on each wilderness (“X”).”
  There is no way boating can be justified within the constraints of these directives.



The Forest Service is unable to manage existing use of the River Corridor and Wilderness area without degradation.  Pursuant to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the comprehensive management plan is supposed to include actual measures of user capacities, such as limits on the number of visitors.
  Canoeing, rafting and kayaking use on the Chattooga River has already been identified as an example of where the “facilities and resources are being stretched to capacity.”
  Litter, sediment, and lack of solitude plague all parts of the River Corridor, but are least threatened on the Upper Chattooga.  



If anything, the management of the Lower Chattooga should be modified to look more like that of the Upper Chattooga—not the other way around.  Before even suggesting additional boating, degradation of outstanding resource values caused by boating on the Lower Chattooga should have been examined closely in the Draft EA.  The ban on boating should only be lifted if the Forest Service is able to demonstrate that boating would “protect and enhance the values” for which the River was designated.
  If existing resource stress cannot be alleviated, boating might need to be restricted in sections of the River and its tributaries where it is presently allowed.  It is not enough to show only that a use will not “substantially interfere” with the public’s enjoyment of river values.
  No uses (boating, fishing, or anything else) are “grandfathered” just because they existed at the time of designation unless it is stated explicitly in the river-specific legislation.
  



Solitude is not adequately protected in any of the alternatives given projected increases in recreational use and the absence of persuasive enforcement measures.  The need to “get away from it all,” particularly with the growth of urban development, is increasing.  Quiet and solitude are extraordinarily fragile and increasingly valuable.  Recreational activities should not be permitted to overwhelm solitude.  It is possible to protect solitude in the portion of the River Corridor transecting the Ellicott Rock Wilderness and its protection is required by the Wilderness Act.  Opening the Headwaters to boaters erodes the compromise which has worked for more than 30  years and which has been satisfactory to all but a small elite group of boaters.  Nearly 70,000 people float the Chattooga each year under current zoning; protecting solitude does not compromise the opportunity to paddle in the Southeast.



The Forest Service placed too much import on the desire of boaters to access the River, undermining the statutory directive to first protect ORVs.  Kayaking is not an ORV:  the 1971 WSR Report described boating in the Headwaters as arduous and with frequent portages.  Studies were conducted in a small rubber raft because the participants did not feel that the kayaks or canoes of the day were appropriate.
  The WSR Report concluded that only some sections of the River were ideal for floating.
  Upon designation, the Forest Service stated of the Chattooga Cliffs and Ellicott Rock areas that “[b]oth of these sections are in a near natural condition.  They include some beautiful but hazardous whitewater that should not be floated.”
  



Because some segments of the River are classified as “recreational,” it should be noted that “[a] river’s classification does not represent the values for which it was added to the National System.  For example, a ‘recreational’ river segment does denotes a level of in-corridor and water resources development and does not necessarily mean that the recreation resource has been determined an ORV.  Similarly, a recreational classification does not imply that the river will be managed for recreational activities.”
  Even the original WSR Report directed that “[r]ecreation use will be regulated on the basis of carrying capacity of the land and water rather than on demand.”
  It recognized that the major management challenge for the Chattooga would be to maintain the river in the condition that made it worthy of inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System while providing for “a safe and satisfying recreation experience.”
  The Chattooga was never intended to be laid open for any recreational use sans motor that one might contemplate.  



IV. NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT



A. An Environmental Impact Statement Should Have Been Prepared


The Forest Service should have prepared a thorough and detailed Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed change in management.  Increasing boating anywhere within the Wild and Scenic River Corridor represents a major federal action capable of significantly impacting the quality of the human environment.  Increasing boating in the context of the Hemlock die-off and declining Chattooga water quality would probably not be justifiable if a complete analysis had been done.



B. The Scope of the Draft EA is too Narrow 


The Draft EA does not adequately address the impact of the various alternatives on the entire Wild and Scenic River corridor, Ellicott Rock Wilderness, the Sumter, Nantahala, and Chattahoochee National Forests, and the regional recreation experience.  The narrow scope and segmentation of the project (see below) present a misleading view of recreation opportunities in the region.  The regional reality is that boaters have near universal access to rivers and creeks in the Southeast and nationwide.  There are few places other than the Chattooga where anglers, hikers, birders, hunters, swimmers, nature photographers and solitude-lovers can enjoy a boater-free experience. 


NEPA requires the Forest Service not only to evaluate obvious, short-term impacts, but also the longer-term impacts that “when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what Forest Service (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions.”
  Analysis of cumulative effects must be conducted to address impacts likely to occur if boating is allowed on the Upper Chattooga.  Namely, the Upper Chattooga will look and “feel” more and more like the lower Chattooga.  This will reduce the regionally available opportunities for solitude, and habitat for rare species located within the river channel or on the banks, for example.  The range of recreational experiences will be flattened at both a River and regional scale by allowing more boating on the Chattooga.  Providing access to the River for more boating opportunities will increase the road density and increase the likelihood of illegal ORV use (particularly since the non-system County Line Road Trail which is proposed for put-in and take-out in various alternatives has historically been an access point for this use).  A good example of a casualty of the too-narrow review is hunting.  Hunting is a valued recreation in the vicinity of the more isolated Upper Chattooga.  Hunting is not compatible with heavy recreational use by other groups for safety concerns and because wildlife may be driven away.  Hunting season overlaps with the preferred alternative’s plan for boater access in the Upper Chattooga, and thus the preferred alternative would create a new conflict between user groups.



C. Segmentation of Impacts and Projects is Illegal and

Misleading


The Forest Service has unlawfully artificially segmented its analysis of proposed management activities resulting in an insufficient NEPA analysis.  The most serious omission from each of the alternatives--but particularly those where boating put-ins and take-outs would be necessary--is the lack of any analysis of access roads and trails and parking facilities.  For example, apparently the Nantahala National Forest has not evaluated the likely impact on the Forest of constructing the “County Line Road Parking Lot.”
  Furthermore, as County Line Road Trail is neither, what the Forest Service has proposed to do as a matter of law is to construct a parking lot (in an area of the Forest where road density is already too high), and let the public make the way from this large (1 acre) parking lot down to the River in the absence of any maintained Forest Service travel route.  It is worth pointing out that this lack of coordination in the planning stage does not bode well for the future ability of the three national forests to coordinate management and enforcement on a day-to-day basis. 



Another type of segmentation leading to inadequate environmental review pursuant to NEPA is the failure to consider the management of the entire River Corridor in developing alternatives.  As already discussed, the failure to adequately emphasize the huge amount of boating allowed on the Lower Chattooga leaves the decision-maker with the mistaken impression that there is some deficiency in boating opportunities in the Wild and Scenic River Corridor.  To fully understand the context of the management decision being made, this other use must be considered, as must regional use.  The Forest Service Manual directs that river recreation management be planned and implemented in the context that “considers the resource attributes, use patterns, and management practices of nearby rivers.”
  Boater-oriented and -dominated management prevails on the lower 36 miles of the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River Corridor and nearby tributaries favored by “creek boaters,” not to mention on many nearby rivers and streams.  If one were to read only the Draft EA, boaters appear deprived; in reality, it is those who wish to enjoy the river without put-ins, take-outs, slide-ins, portage trails, and boaters scaring fish that are lacking opportunity in the Southeast and on the Chattooga.  



Similarly, the management of the River cannot be understood except in the context of the compromise zoning decision that has stood the test of time for the past 30-plus years.  Any additional boating erodes this delicate balance of trust and resource protection.
   This compromise has protected the Upper Chattooga from the degradation in solitude and other wilderness values that the Lower Chattooga has suffered.  The Forest Service should be considering limiting use of the Lower Chattooga, not opening access to more segments of the River.  



It is true that segments of Wild and Scenic Rivers are supposed to be managed for their specific attributes and the Forest’s management goals, but they are not to be considered in isolation.   The Forest Service Manual directs that the following be considered in developing prescriptions to manage recreational use of Wild and Scenic Rivers: (1) the capability of the physical environment to accommodate and sustain visitor use, (2) the desires of present and potential recreational users, including their characteristics, and (3) budgetary, personnel, and technical considerations.
  When the Draft EA is considered in this context, none of the boating alternatives is adequately supported, even on the Lower Chattooga and in the tributaries.  Zoning, on the other hand, is specifically endorsed in the Forest Service Directives and the Forest Service’s guidelines for management of Wild and Scenic River Areas.



D. Costs Associated with Alternatives Were Not Adequately 

Considered


The costs of the various alternatives have not been thoroughly considered.  The Draft EA avoids this issue to some degree by stating that “the number, location, and the rates in which projects are implemented are driven by available funding and additional decisions informed by site specific analysis in accordance with agency rules and regulations.”
 This is insufficient for purposes of NEPA compliance.  Actions must be prioritized and some (such as access requiring road construction) must be made contingent upon the occurrence of another event.  While vague estimates are provided for the possible cost of staffing positions for the various alternatives, other costs are not considered, including but not limited to road and parking lot construction and maintenance, restoration, and equipment for measuring water levels.  It is impossible for the Forest Service to make an informed decision, or for the public to meaningfully comment, when so many elements are missing from the analysis.  A complete economic effects analysis should have been performed, with all three Forests contributing, especially North Carolina on the issue of access roads and trails.



Necessary Elements of an Acceptable Proposal for Management of the Upper Chattooga River



Georgia ForestWatch cannot support Alternative 4 and instead proposes that the management plan for the Chattooga Corridor contain many of the elements set forth in Alternatives 2 and 3, including the following: 



1) Specific management directives and planning are included in the LRMP for each Forest;



2) Uniformity of management, education, monitoring, and enforcement throughout the Wild and Scenic River Corridor is achieved through coordination of the three National Forests;



3) The Forest Service engages with other government agencies and private partners to overcome its budget and personnel limitations; 



4) Natural resources and wilderness values are protected as first priority;



5) All visitor use is kept to sustainable levels through limitations on access, not access fees



a) Solitude is guarded so that the exceptional and unique hiking, fishing, heritage and nature study, hunting, camping, picnicking, swimming, birding, and botanizing activities are protected;



b) There is no expansion of boating in the Chattooga Corridor, boating is prohibited on all tributaries in the Upper Chattooga, and boating is limited to sustainable levels in the Lower Chattooga;



c) No additional road or trail construction in or near the Ellicott Rock Wilderness or the Chattooga Corridor is permitted, and temporary roads are obliterated;



d) Access is allowed on existing designated trails only with no creation of new trails;



e) Camping is permitted in designated sites only, located at least 0.25 miles from the river, and limited using a first-come, first-served Internet/postal reservation system, and campsites are limited to three or four tents;



f) The existing 30-camp campsite and parking lot at Burrell’s Ford are maintained as today, and not expanded; and



g) Parking is controlled and the number and location of existing parking spaces is maintained but not expanded.



6) Self-registration for any and all visitors is disfavored because it is unreliable; 



7) Enforcement is designed and supported so that it is effective, i.e., sufficient authority and resources are available, and any additional uses are made contingent annually on their remaining available; and



8) Adaptive management, keyed to resource availability and responsive to monitoring, is implemented.  A “sunset” provision should be included for any more intensive uses that are added (including any new boating and boating on the tributaries of the Headwaters) so that they expire unless it is shown on an annual basis that they are sustainable and that funding is available to enforce the implementing rules. 



Conclusion



History and the administrative record support continued zoning of uses to different segments of the Chattooga and indicate that new limitations for all users of the Chattooga Corridor and Ellicott Rock Wilderness are now appropriate and necessary to protect these resources, and are thus required by law.  Alternatives 2 and 3 propose the most realistic, efficient, and workable solutions to address the need to protect the qualities for which the Chattooga Corridor is covered under the Wilderness and Wild and Scenic River Acts, and would be supported by the Draft EA with a few modifications (such as improved management coordination between the three National Forests).



For the reasons explained above, Georgia ForestWatch opposes Alternative 4.  The record reveals a lack of consideration or discussion by the Forest Service of the biological, economic, and management impacts of the construction and maintenance of a road where the so-called County Line Road Trail is now.  The failure to consider the impacts of access for boaters to this resource is a startling and significant omission.  For all the reasons discussed in these comments, the record does not support Alternative 4 or any other alternative that would open the Upper Chattooga to boating or intensify use of the Upper Chattooga Corridor.  



We ask that the Forest Service give serious consideration to the proposed elements of an appropriate and successful management plan listed in the previous section of these comments.  As before, Georgia ForestWatch and its members stand ready to assist the Forest Service in protecting this special place, including accepting limitations on their own access to the Upper Chattooga if that is necessary to protect the resource for future generations.



Thank you for the opportunity to comment.



Very truly yours,



Rachel Doughty


for Paul, Hastings, Janofsky & Walker LLP


cc:
Georgia ForestWatch

Sanjay Ranchod, Esq.




LEGAL_US_W # 59758173.1


� Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2354.41.



� FSM 2354.03.7.



� FSM 2354.32.6.  



� FSM 2354.41.  



� FSM 2354.03; see also id., 2354.32.1 (“to the extent possible, the management objectives should reflect the river’s recreational relationship to nearby rivers.”).



� Sumter National Forest, Recreation Supply and Demand: The Sumter National Forest’s Place in Outdoor Recreation in South Carolina, p. 15.  



� Id.



� FSM 2354.41a.



� See, e.g., 47 Fed. Reg. 39458-39459 (Sept. 7, 1982).  



� 47 Fed. Reg. 39454, 39459 (Sept. 7, 1982).



� The Forest Service also should consider new limits on groups’ sizes in other areas of the River Corridor if adaptive management reveals overuse.



� FSM 2354.32.3.



� FSM 2354.03.5.



� Answers to Frequently Asked Questions posted to the Sumter website in July 2008 (available at http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms/forest/projects/faq.shtml).



� FSM 2354.03.3.  



� FSM 2354.41a.  



� Doug Whittaker and Bo Shelby, Capacity & Conflict on the Upper Chattooga River, pp. 34-35 (June 2007).  



� See, e.g., Draft EA, p. 45 (“none of the alternatives are anticipated to result in the loss from the corridor of any existing species, provided the monitoring measures are implemented an future decisions regarding portage trails adequately assess and avoid impacts [sic].”).



� Some stretches of riverbank have as many as ten dead or dying hemlocks in a 100-yard stretch.



� Draft EA, p. 84, et seq.  



� The Draft EA, at pages 146-150, states that these cougars have been extirpated from the area.



� 41 Fed. Reg. 11847, 11851 (Mar. 22, 1976).  See also, FSM 2354.42g (access should be by trail).



� See Doug Whittaker & Bo Shelby, Capacity & Conflict on the Upper Chattooga River (June, 2007) (“Visitor Capacity Analysis”).



� Personal communication with L. Hicks, Engineering, Heritage, and Recreation (July 22, 2008); http://www.cs.unca.edu/nfsnc/roads/nantahala_roads.pdf; FSM 2353.12.



� See Land and Resource Management Plan, Amendment 5, Nantahala and Pisgah National Forests North Carolina, map.  



� Land and Resource Management Plan, Amendment 5, Nantahala and Pisgah National Forests North Carolina at III-76.



� Pisgah and Nantahala National Forest, Roads Analysis Process Report, p. 16 (Jan. 2003) (available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.cs.unca.edu/nfsnc/roads/np_roads_report.pdf" ��http://www.cs.unca.edu/nfsnc/roads/np_roads_report.pdf�).  



� Id. at p. 13. 



� See U.S. Forest Service, Wild & Scenic River Management Responsibilities (A Technical Report of the Interagency Wild and Scenic Rivers Coordinating Council), p. 22 (March 2002).  



� 16 U.S.C. § 1281(b); FSM 2354.42e.  



� FSM, Chapter 2320.6.  



� Id.



� Friends of Yosemite Valley v. Norton, 348 F.3d 789, 796 (9th Cir. 2003).



� Sumter National Forest, Recreation Supply and Demand: The Sumter National Forest’s Place in Outdoor Recreation in South Carolina, p. 15. 



� See Oregon Natural Desert Ass’n v. Green, 953 F.Supp. 1133, 1143 (D. Or. 1997) (quoting the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 16 U.S.C. § 1281(a)).  



� Id. at 1144-1145.  



� Oregon Natural Desert Ass’n v. Singleton, 47 F. Supp. 2d 1182, 1191 (D. Or. 1998). 



� Capacity & Conflict, p. 22.  



� WSR Report, p. 22.



� 41 Fed. Reg. 11847, 11847 (Mar. 22, 1976).



� U.S. Forest Service, Wild & Scenic River Management Responsibilities (A Technical Report of the Interagency Wild and Scenic Rivers Coordinating Council), p. 5 (March 2002).  



� WSR Report, p. 86.



� WSR Report, p. 86.



� See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7.



� Draft EA, p. 31; personal communication with L. Hicks, National Forests in North Carolina (July 28, 2008).



� FSM 2354.03; see also id., 2354.32.1 (“to the extent possible, the management objectives should reflect the river’s recreational relationship to nearby rivers.”).  



� See Capacity & Conflict, p. 89.



� FSM 2354.41.  



� FSM 2354.41a; 47 Fed. Reg. 39454, 39459.



� Draft EA, p. 134.












From: Hatcher, Jeffrey


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


cc: akimbell@fs.fed.us


Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 09:36 AM


As a trout fisherman and avid outdoorsman, 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 


thanks  
Jeffrey C. Hatcher, MD 
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From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Chattooga Headwaters Managment Plan feedback - I support Alternative 8!
Date: 08/18/2008 07:39 AM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 07:39 AM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/15/2008 10:21 AM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Chattooga Headwaters Managment Plan feedback 
- I support Alternative 8! 


 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf 
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor 
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC 
     Phone 803-561-4081 
     Fax     803-561-4004 
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082 
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     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us 
======================================= 
    
 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 08/15/2008 10:21 AM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/15/2008 09:32 AM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES 


Subject Fw: Chattooga Headwaters Managment Plan feedback 
- I support Alternative 8! 


 
  


 
 
 
Rosanne Rowe 
Executive Assistant to the Chief 
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW 
Office: 202-205-8439 
Cell: 202-384-7412 
Fax: 202-358-4063 
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us 
 
----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 08/15/2008 09:32 AM ----- 
 
"Everett, C. Stuart" 
<severett@eastman.com>  
 
 
08/15/2008 08:26 AM 


 
To <comments-southern-


francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us>, 
<akimbell@fs.fed.us> 


cc  
Subject Chattooga Headwaters Managment 


Plan feedback - I support 
Alternative 8! 


 
  


 
 
 
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 
 
 





