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From: Michael Holmes


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


Subject: Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 05:28 PM


August 18, 2008
 
U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC  29212
 
RE: Chattooga River Project
 
To Whom It May Concern:
 
I am an ardent promoter of the environment and someone who utilizes 
Sumter National Forest every year.
 
While I support your efforts and by extension what the Park Service stands 
for, I find it hard to accept the notion that such a noble organization may 
be playing into the hands of special interests.
 
The issues regarding the upper Chattooga River are frightening to me, not 
only because of the local and instant ramifications, but for the reckless 
precedent that would set were the ban to be upheld. 
 
I therefore disagree with the arbitrary analysis used to justify continued 
closure of the upper stretches of the river.  
 
The best way to promote a sustainable future for our national lands is to 
allow visitor use.  I understand it is a tricky process of continued mitigation, 
but is nonetheless a vital one.  By preventing people from connecting with 
such a splendid place as the entire Wild and Scenic Chattooga River, you 
consciously loose the long-term champions of the very environment you are 
charged to protect.
 
The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling 
on the upper Chattooga and has found none.  Let’s stop running in circles 
and end this senseless debate once and for all. 
 



mailto:mholmes@johnsondevelopment.net
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On behalf of posterity, rather than a handful of land owners wishing to hi-
jack such a natural treasure, may you devote yourself to resolving this 
important issue.  
 
Sincerely,
Michael Holmes
 
Michael Holmes
781 Rutledge Street
Spartanburg, SC  29302
(864) 415-9007
 








From: Bryan Waldron


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


Subject: Fw: Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/18/2008 05:30 PM


U.S. Forest Service


Chattooga River Project


4931 Broad River Road


Columbia, SC 29212.


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


 


08/18/08


 


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


 


Dear Sumter National Forest,


 


My name is Bryan Waldron; I lived in Ringgold & Chickamauga, Ga. all my life up until the end of 2004 when I moved to 
Chattanooga, TN. I have been a boating enthusiast for a number of years in which I also have been a certified 
whitewater kayak instructor. I have also spent many years fishing a lot of the Ga. & Tn. Waters as well as hiking, 
camping & loving the outdoors. My occupation consists of Electrical Engineering & Information Technology Administration.


 


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,
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Sincerely


 


 Bryan Waldron


325 Belvoir Ave.


Chattanooga, TN 37411


____________________________________________________________
Click here to find the satellite television package that meets your needs.
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL2141/fc/Ioyw6i3mzvzv0lXQSRLxjOjRUzlVqUuD23tO0ueKF2JopdAm7wFShT/








From: Zach Post


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


Subject: keep open the Upper Chatooga
Date: 08/18/2008 05:42 PM


 
 
Trillium Charter School  
3-4-5 Teacher/Advisor  
Board of Directors  
 
www.trilliumcharterschool.org  
 
Trillium Charter School is democratically-structured environment that fosters 
students' natural curiosity, creativity, and self-awareness. Students learn to take 
initiative and assume responsibility for their own learning, which supports 
constructive interaction with the local,  
regional, and global community.  
 


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 long time kayaker.  I also fish and hike.  You 
could never convince me that kayaking is a harmful or intrusive activity.  Any 
sort of user conflict between 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. Kayakers are advocates for healthy and clean rivers, why 
exclude us?
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,


Zachary Post 


5706 NE 16th Ave.


Portland, OR  97211   
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From: Kevin Colburn


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


Subject: Chattooga Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 05:54 PM


Dear Sumter National Forest, 
 
        While I was the lead drafter of comments for my employer, I would like you 
to consider the following personal comments. 
 
        I am an environmentalist.  I am a Wilderness advocate.  I am a river 
ecologist.  I am a river advocate.  I am a paddler.  I believe that paddling should be 
allowed on the entire Chattooga River and its tributaries.  I believe that paddling 
will have fewer impacts than other existing uses, and that uses should be limited 
equitably if needed.  For me, there is no substitute for a specific river.  All rivers, 
like all people (perhaps more so), are unique, powerful, and potentially life altering. 
For me sitting along a river, hiking along a river, fishing a river, or otherwise 
visiting a river is like looking at a beautiful and flavorful meal - paddling is like 
eating it.   The only difference of course being that when I am done the meal is 
just as perfect for the next visitor.  I simply do not connect with the Nature of 
rivers on a deep level unless I paddle them.  Your ban on paddling prohibits me 
and others like me from connecting to a special place that was set aside by 
congress specifically for people to connect with in our boats.   
 
        Your position on the management of the Chattooga has done more to 
fracture, distract, confuse, and waste the resources of the river advocacy 
community than any government agency action I am aware of.  You are not 
protecting the river, you are not protecting the experience of the river, you are not 
doing anyone any favors, and you are not doing the right thing.  You have created 
a mess and have now decided to make it worse with renewed effort.   
 
         Please select a modified alternative 8 that allows floating on the ENTIRE 
chattooga river and its tributaries to the same degree, and held to the same 
standards, as other wilderness compliant uses are allowed.  
 
          Please start complying with the Wilderness Act and the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act.   
 
Kevin Colburn 
1035 Van Buren St. 
Missoula, MT 59802 
(H) 406-543-1802 
(C) 828-712-4825 
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From: Wayne Jenkins


To: 'Doughty, Rachel S.'; comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us


cc: 'Joseph Gatins'; 'Ranchod, Sanjay'


Subject: RE: Proposal for Management of the Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/18/2008 05:56 PM


Dear Rachel & Sanjay,
 
Thank you both so very much for your huge contribution to this process and our comments. You make us look really good. If I 
were the FS I’d go with a no boating alternative.
 
Wayne
 


From: Doughty, Rachel S. [mailto:racheldoughty@Paulhastings.com]  
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2008 1:03 PM 
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us 
Cc: Joseph Gatins; Wayne Jenkins; Ranchod, Sanjay 
Subject: Proposal for Management of the Upper Chattooga River
 
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
 


 


__________________________________________________________________________________________ 


Rachel S. Doughty, Attorney at Law| Paul, Hastings, Janofsky & Walker LLP | 55 Second Street, Twenty-Fourth Floor, San 
Francisco, CA 94105 | direct: 415 856 7068 | main: 415 856 7000 | direct fax: 415 856 7168 | racheldoughty@paulhastings.com 
| www.paulhastings.com 


P Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.


 
_________________________________________________________
*********************************************************
IRS Circular 230 Disclosure:    As required by U.S. 
Treasury Regulations governing tax practice, you are 
hereby advised that any written tax advice contained 
herein was not written or intended to be used (and cannot 
be used) by any taxpayer for the purpose of avoiding 
penalties that may  be imposed under the U.S. Internal 
Revenue Code.
*********************************************************
 
This message is sent by a law firm and may contain 
information that is privileged or confidential.  If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the 
sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments.
 
For additional information, please visit our website at 
www.paulhastings.com.
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From: Doughty, Rachel S.


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


cc: Joseph Gatins; Ranchod, Sanjay


Subject: RE: Proposal for Management of the Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/18/2008 05:58 PM


Wayne,
You are most welcome.  I've enjoyed doing some public lands work again.  
Rachel
 


 


__________________________________________________________________________________________ 


Rachel S. Doughty, Attorney at Law| Paul, Hastings, Janofsky & Walker LLP | 55 Second Street, Twenty-Fourth 
Floor, San Francisco, CA 94105 | direct: 415 856 7068 | main: 415 856 7000 | direct fax: 415 856 
7168 | racheldoughty@paulhastings.com | www.paulhastings.com 


P Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.


 
 


From: Wayne Jenkins [mailto:wjenkins@gafw.org]  
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2008 2:56 PM 
To: Doughty, Rachel S.; comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us 
Cc: 'Joseph Gatins'; Ranchod, Sanjay 
Subject: RE: Proposal for Management of the Upper Chattooga River 
 
Dear Rachel & Sanjay,
 
Thank you both so very much for your huge contribution to this process and our comments. You make us look really good. If I 
were the FS I’d go with a no boating alternative.
 
Wayne
 


From: Doughty, Rachel S. [mailto:racheldoughty@Paulhastings.com]  
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2008 1:03 PM 
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us 
Cc: Joseph Gatins; Wayne Jenkins; Ranchod, Sanjay 
Subject: Proposal for Management of the Upper Chattooga River
 
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
 


 


__________________________________________________________________________________________ 


Rachel S. Doughty, Attorney at Law| Paul, Hastings, Janofsky & Walker LLP | 55 Second Street, Twenty-Fourth Floor, San 
Francisco, CA 94105 | direct: 415 856 7068 | main: 415 856 7000 | direct fax: 415 856 7168 | racheldoughty@paulhastings.com 
| www.paulhastings.com 


P Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.


 
_________________________________________________________
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*********************************************************
IRS Circular 230 Disclosure:    As required by U.S. 
Treasury Regulations governing tax practice, you are 
hereby advised that any written tax advice contained 
herein was not written or intended to be used (and cannot 
be used) by any taxpayer for the purpose of avoiding 
penalties that may  be imposed under the U.S. Internal 
Revenue Code.
*********************************************************
 
This message is sent by a law firm and may contain 
information that is privileged or confidential.  If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the 
sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments.
 
For additional information, please visit our website at 
www.paulhastings.com.
 


_________________________________________________________
*********************************************************
IRS Circular 230 Disclosure:    As required by U.S. 
Treasury Regulations governing tax practice, you are 
hereby advised that any written tax advice contained 
herein was not written or intended to be used (and cannot 
be used) by any taxpayer for the purpose of avoiding 
penalties that may  be imposed under the U.S. Internal 
Revenue Code.
*********************************************************


This message is sent by a law firm and may contain 
information that is privileged or confidential.  If you 
received this transmission in error, please notify the 
sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments.


For additional information, please visit our website at 
www.paulhastings.com.








From: Rick Little


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


cc: 'Glenn Murer'


Subject: American Whitewater
Date: 08/18/2008 06:13 PM


To whom it may concern , I am writing this letter to let you know that the 
wilderness is shrinking at alarming rates and we need all the help we can 
get to help Mother Nature. The beauty of the wilderness does not need 
screaming boaters flying down a pristine river when they already now have 
more than enough entertainment. Please keep this beautiful part of our 
country pristine and let nature endure. Thank you very much for your 
attention to this alarming concern. Sincerely, Vincent R. Little, Jr.
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From: Paul Cline


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


cc: Cline Paul A


Subject: Fw: send out tonight with cc to congress and awa
Date: 08/18/2008 06:21 PM


August 17, 2008
 
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
 
Dear Sumter National Forest,
As paddlers and people who is a fly fisherman that often travels to other 
sections of the USA and Canada we want to make our views known.   
Upon reviewing of the recreational management EA for the Chattooga 
River we find your proposal full of disinformation, misleading assumptions, 
discriminatory in content and plainly offensive as a USFS user.   Treating 
one class of low impact outdoor enthusiast different from another is 
reprehensible.  Please consider the following concerns we have regarding 
this issue:


●     The USFS has spent thirteen years funding research to limit paddling on the 
Chattooga without finding any is a blatant waste of my tax dollars.   


●     Boating bans are not justified or acceptable on the upper Chattooga Cliffs 
reach and on tributaries, period. 


●     Separate and unequal access alternatives are not acceptable in terms or 
reaches or allowable days. 


●     The EA offers no basis for the boating only bans while not addressing 
hiking / fishing access limitations and limits. 


●     As a waterway user I should have same rights of access on public Wild and 
Scenic Rivers as others regardless of who owns the land along the river. 


●     If the EA is a user capacity analysis, and it is not, where is the reference to 
fishing and its related impact verses paddling? 


●     


Paddling should be allowed on the entire Upper Chattooga River and 
its tributaries.


●     


We, my son and I, should be allowed to paddle and fish throughout 
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the Chattooga river.  
 Thank you for considering these comments,
 
Sincerely
 
Paul and Jacob Cline
934 Florida Ave   
Pittsburgh, PA 15228-2017
412-563-1714
  
PS: I emailed my my state's US Senators and Representatives - note I will be 
talking to them personally over hte next couple weeks when I visit DC.   








From: ecallawa@uga.edu


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


Subject: Re: CHATTOOGA LETTERS
Date: 08/18/2008 06:29 PM


please allow the flow of the upper chattooga to continue.  as a female kayaker and student at university of georgia, 
this is my close river and i hope that i can continue to paddle it with my other fellow kayakers in the area.  and also 
as a member of the uga white water club, it's a great place for us to go and hang out while enjoying the wonders the 
river can bring to us.  


thanks 
elizabeth callaway 
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From: Terran Viehe


Reply To: jotesavi@yahoo.com


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


Subject: Protect Upper Chattooga while allowing boating.
Date: 08/18/2008 06:30 PM


Please do not continue the boating ban. I do not litter and even pick up 
trash left by other users. This is not fair.
 
Terran Viehe
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From: Ginny Harris


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


Subject: Comments about opening the upper Chattooga for rafting and kyaking
Date: 08/18/2008 06:45 PM


 
I am not in favor of opening up more of the river for rafting and kyaking. 
 There is ample room for these sports enthusiasists to use many other 
water areas.  I have traveled to these areas for many years to enjoy the 
peace and quiet and beautiful setting.  I am now (for the past 10 years) a 
property owner in the vicinity and am especially concerned to have this 
special area open to boating of any kind.  Please to do proceed with this 
action. 
 
Ginny Harris
ginnyharris@mindspring.com
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From: William Ford


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


Subject: Comments -- Upper Chattooga Preferred Alternative
Date: 08/18/2008 06:45 PM


My first choice would have been alternative 3 with no boating above the 
Hwy 28 bridge as the preferred alternative for the upper Chattooga.  
However, I consider the Forest Service preferred Alternative 4 to be an 
acceptable choice in keeping important fishing areas boat free, reducing 
congestion and impacts, and minimizing conflict between anglers and 
boaters.  I believe that zoning of conflicting activities is probably the best 
and most effective method for managing river users. 
 
In a time when an influx of boating traffic has been crowding rivers 
everwhere, especially in wild and scenic rivers, there is a desperate need 
for areas and sections of rivers that are free of watercraft of all sorts and 
limited only to foot travel.  Only a very small number of those rivers are 
coldwater trout streams as perfect for the wading fly fisherman as the 
Upper Chattooga is. 
 
Thanks to the Forest Service for all its work in finding an acceptable 
alternative for the upper Chattooga River. 
 
William W. Ford 
W. Columbia, SC
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From: Liz Stein


Reply To: mamao24@yahoo.com.br


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


Subject: Boating the upper Chattoogah
Date: 08/18/2008 06:47 PM


Date: 8/18/08 
 
Dear Sir/Madam: 
 
Please open the upper part of the Chattoogah to boaters.  The waters are 
on public lands and belong to all, not just fishermen and the TVA.  There 
are few truly wild places left to enjoy and I'd like to have access to the 
upper part of the Chattoogah.    If you would like to continue control of 
this area of land I'd prefer to see that done by regulating land 
development so ALL can continue to enjoy the wild lands, Wild. 
 
Since the waters should belong to all, I feel a compromise can be worked 
out by the boaters and fishermen and women.  Perhaps there could be 
part of the week dedicated solely to fishermen and women and part of the 
week to the boaters. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Elizabeth Stein 
Kyacker and Avid outdoors person 
Athens,  GA 
 
 
 


Novos endereços, o Yahoo! que você conhece. Crie um email novo com a 
sua cara @ymail.com ou @rocketmail.com.
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From: Peter L. Oliver


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


Subject: Comments on Upper Chattoga Draft EA
Date: 08/18/2008 06:53 PM


 The purpose of my comments is to propose an alternative to the Forest 
Service’s Draft Alternative 4 that will also accomplish its goal to protect and 
enhance outstanding trout fishing, by using a more effective and equitable 
method of minimizing conflicts between anglers and whitewater boaters. 
 
 I am not a member of American Whitewater but use their river flow reports 
and read their AW Beta internet publication. My primary environmental 
organization affiliation is with the Appalachian Mountain Club (AMC). I 
joined it in 1962 after moving to work for a management consulting firm in 
the Boston area.  My initial incentive for joining the AMC was to access 
companions for whitewater canoeing and kayaking adventures in New 
England. Eventually I was asked to serve on AMC committees which led to 
six years of service on the club’s board of directors, including two years as 
President in 1983-1984. As an AMC member I have always had good 
relations with USFS officials in the White Mountain National Forest 
regarding wilderness protection, trail maintenance and new trail 
construction. I also can empathize with anglers, having been an avid reel 
and spin angler starting in my teens and eventually became an intermediate 
level fly angler on West Coast streams and family lake canoeing trips in 
northern Maine.
 
Comment 1
My first problem with Draft Alternative 4 is that it stipulates a minimum mean 
daily flow level of 450 cfs at the Burrells Falls gage for boaters to run the 
upper river section from Chattooga Cliffs reach to Burrells Ford Bridge. This 
is at odds with the Expert Panel Field Assessment Report prepared by the 
Louis Berger Group, consultants to the USFS, in February 2007. On the 
second day of the field assessment panels of 8 anglers and 10 boaters 
surveyed the Chattooga Cliffs and Ellicott Rock reaches down to Burrells 
Falls Bridge at an average water level of about 375 cfs. At this flow rate, 
none of the fishing panelists opted to fish the Chattooga Cliffs reach above 
Bull Pen Bridge. However, one panelist explored a ¾ -mile stretch and 
stated that there were several places to fish, but access from the trail was 
difficult (steep slope and heavy brush) and the flows were too high to wade 
along the river.  In the afternoon the panelists fished selected Ellicott Rock 
sections downstream from Bull Pen Bridge to Burrells Falls Bridge. 
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Afterwards the panelists stated that the gradient, flow and access below Bull 
Pen Bridge made angling difficult.  However, fishable water was available at 
some locations, particularly for spin/bait anglers who could fish from the 
shore. The reach was challenging in terms of access and wading and some 
stretches were inaccessible (i.e. middle of the river, some crossings) at the 
375 cfs level.
 
The panel of 10 boaters also ran the Chattooga Cliffs and Ellicott Rock 
reaches on day 2, starting at 10:30 am and finishing at Burrells Ford Bridge 
at 3:30 pm, a total of 5 hours. Follow-up surveys of the panelists found that 
their median recommended standard optimal low flow levels were 345 cfs 
for Chattoga Cliffs and 350 cfs for Ellicott Rock. The boaters described 
Chattooga Cliffs as a unique slot canyon. It does not resemble Section 4 of 
the Chattooga River because it is narrow, access is limited and the rapids 
are more difficult. The boaters felt that this section could not feasibly be 
rafted. The boaters characterized Ellicott Rock reach as a creek run that is 
more difficult than Section 4 of the Chattoga. They opined that this reach 
could be run by technical rafts, such as Catarafts, but that larger rafts would 
be impractical.
 
Based on the above findings, I conclude that a minimum mean daily flow 
level of 375 cfs would be sufficient to minimize conflicts between anglers 
and boaters in the Chattooga Cliffs and Ellicott Rock reaches.  .
 
Comment 2
My next concern with Draft Alternative 4 is that it allows no boating in the 
Rock Gorge and Nicholson Fields reaches, from Burrells Ford Bridge 
downstream to the Highway 28 Bridge. However, the Louis Berger Group 
Expert Panel Report notes an option that would exclude boaters from the 
popular delayed-harvest fishing area but allow boating in the whitewater 
reaches above this area: The 9 kayakers in the Boating Panel said that they 
would prefer to take-out at Lick Log Creek and hike the 2/3-mile trail up to 
the parking area at Thrift Lake rather than paddle the Class 1-2 section to 
the Highway 28 Bridge parking lot. The only canoeist on the panel preferred 
to paddle the Class 1-2 section with his heavier craft, but the next day 
gamely carried it down the 1.7 mile trail to the Chattooga Cliffs put-in.
 
Comment 3
Based on the Expert Panelists, a minimum daily flow level of 375 cfs at 
Burrells Ford would also be sufficient to minimize conflicts between anglers 
and boaters in the Rock Gorge and Nicholson Fields reaches. This was the 







average flow level during their survey. At this flow the anglers found that the 
section from Burrells Ford down to above Big Bend Falls was wadable. This 
section is wide enough that boaters can paddle a good distance away from 
wading or fly-casting anglers. No angler accessed Big Bend Falls or Rock 
Gorge because there were few places where they could move longitudinally 
along the river at this flow level.  They also found that the Sim Shoals area 
was difficult to wade but was fishable from the bank. 
 
The boater panel’s average ratings predicted that optimal boating flows 
range from 350 to 600 cfs for both the Rock Gorge and Nicholson Fields 
reaches. The lower flow would provide a good trip for intermediate boaters 
learning how to paddle creeks. The panel felt that that this reach could be 
run with technical rafts. They also estimated that flows at 600 cfs and above 
would be pushy and make it difficult to scout/portage some drops. Both 
reaches were rated as more difficult than Section 4 of the Chattooga River.
 
Based on the above findings, I also conclude that a minimum mean daily 
flow level of 375 cfs would be sufficient to minimize conflicts between 
anglers and boaters in the Rock Gorge and Nicholson Fields reaches. 
 
Comment 4
I agree with Draft Alternative 4’s Boaters Group Size (2-6 boats) and also 
Groups Per Day (4 from County Line Trail Road to Bull Pen Bridge and 4 
from Bull Pen Bridge to Burrells Ford Bridge); with the addition of 4 groups 
per day from Burrells Ford to the take-out at Lick Log Creek. I also suggest 
that to further spread out the groups the boaters be asked to aim at a 
minimum separation between groups of roughly a half hour.
 
Comment 5
In order for boaters, anglers and Forest Service personnel to obtain timely 
upper Chattooga River flow rates, it will be necessary to upgrade the 
Burrells Ford Gage or install a real-time electronic gage elsewhere that can 
be accessed either by phone’ the internet or both. If the USGS is unable to 
fund this, I believe that Trout Unlimited and American Rivers are the best 
prospects for sharing the burden of getting the job done.
 
Comment 6
My final problem with the Draft Alternative 4 is the unbelievably short 
season allocated to boaters on the upper Chattooga River (Dec. 1-March 1). 
I fail to see why whitewater boaters cannot be allowed to run the upper 
Chattooga year-round, within the limits of the following criteria: a mean daily 







flow of 375 cfs and above; excluding boaters from the crown jewel delayed–
harvest area; controlling the groups per day and group size; and asking 
American Whitewater and local boating clubs to preach the gospel of 
adequate group spacing and the need to keep the maximum feasible 
distance away from anglers wading and casting in the river. I strongly urge 
that the Forest Service at least try my recommendation for one year and 
assess the number and severity of conflicts between anglers and boaters 
during each month before making a final decision.
 
Sincerely,
 
Peter L. Oliver








From: Ellis Cucksey


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


Subject: Chattooga River Access comment
Date: 08/18/2008 06:54 PM


August 18, 2008 


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


I am an outdoor enthusiast from Idaho, and have been made aware of the 
ongoing and baseless exclusion of whitewater kayakers and canoeists from 
the Wild and Scenic upper reaches of the Chattooga River. I am writing 
this short letter to voice my displeasure with this situation. You are 
allowing certain user groups unlimited access to this public area while 
banning other, equally deserving user groups. This is useless, wasteful 
policy, and sets a precedent that I fear one day may affect river and 
wilderness access in my own state in the near future.  
 
I do not support any USFS management decision that includes any 
inequitable access restrictions to non-motorized boaters. Hikers, boaters 
and anglers should all be allowed the same standards of access on Forest 
Service land, and each group should be expected to respect the rights of 
each other group to enjoy these public areas. Boaters should be allowed 
access in a similar manner to your alternative number 8, except on the 
entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries. 
 
Thank you, 
Ellis Cucksey 
Moscow, ID 
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From: Laura Dillon


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


Subject:
Date: 08/18/2008 06:56 PM


8/18/08
 
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
 
Dear Sumter National Forest,
 My name is Laura Dillon and I am an Atlanta based whitewater paddler, 
hiker and conservation enthusiast looking to buy a house in the Chattooga 
area later this lyear so this is a subject that really concerns me.
 
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 
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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
Laura Dillon
10780 Morton Chase Way
Alpharetta
GA 30022
 
 


Laura Dillon 
laura@eblawfirm.net 
 
Bowling & Associates 
3105 Creekside Village Drive, 
Suite 801, 
Kennesaw, 
Georgia 30144 
 
678-569-4650 office 
678-569-4651 fax 
closingdocs@eblawfirm.net 







 








From: Jiri.Vala@jwt.com


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


Subject: Chattooga EA
Date: 08/18/2008 07:02 PM


 
August 18, 2008  
   
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments  
   
Dear Sumter National Forest,  
   
I am an avid kayaker and a working professional living in Atlanta, Georgia. I am 
writing today because I am concerned with the exclusionary management plan 
being proposed for the Chattooga 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. 


●     I have seen firsthand the impact of anglers and other traffic on our rivers 
in the form of litter and erosion. 


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


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


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


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


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


and has wasted millions in tax payer money 
●     The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input 
●     The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a 


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


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


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


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


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


J W T 
Communications, Entertainment & Technology Practice 


Jiri Vala  
Associate Director of Search  
770.668.5700  
jiri.vala@jwt.com  
jwt.com/cet 
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From: Gail Smith


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


Subject: US Forest Service request for comments re Pre-Decisional EA for the Chattooga River Project, Support for Alternative 4
Date: 08/18/2008 07:11 PM


Thank you for providing this opportunity to respond to the USFS request.  As a seasoned fly fisherman who caught his 
first trout on a fly deep in the wilderness of the North Maine Woods in 1947, I am happy to respond.  Having witnessed 
what has evolved in the Allagash Scenic River Waterway over the last 50 years, I feel qualified to comment.


The wilderness to which I was introduced is forever gone, but controlled use of that magnificent area has provided 
access to millions, while at the same time minimizing negative environmental impact and adverse user conflict.


I commend the USFS for methodically seeking input from varying points of view on how to insure multiple access while 
minimizing negative impact on one of the few remaining wilderness treasures in the Eastern US.  Based on my reading of 
the Draft EA I concur with the recommendation of Alternative 4.  It is a compromise that is fair to all interested 
users while at the same time protecting against unduly favoring a single interest group.


Thank you again for this opportunity to comment.
Milton Smith
3774 Valley Hall Lane
Gainesville GA 30506
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From: Chris Maroldy


Reply To: chrismaroldy@yahoo.com


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


Subject: Chatooga Boating
Date: 08/18/2008 07:21 PM


Please register my opposition to changes in the boating and paddling regulations in the area. 


I paddle in Virginia and both Carolinas, as well as hunt, fish, hike and camp. Over the years, I have seen what 
increased paddling access has done from the James to the New to the blackwater rivers, creeks and inlets of the low 
country, and it is not good. There are plenty of paddling opportunities in the Chatooga watershed, but there are few 
areas like what you have in the restricted area anymore. 


I believe most paddling done today is incompatible with the original purpose of the Wild and Scenic designation.  


Sincerely, 


Chris Maroldy
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From: George Nickas


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


Subject: Chattooga EA
Date: 08/18/2008 07:40 PM
Attachments: Upper Chattooga EA comments 8/18.doc 


To whom it may concern:


Attached are Wilderness Watch's comments on the proposal for 
management of the Upper Chattooga River.  A hard copy on letterhead 
has been sent via U.S. Mail.


Sincerely,
George Nickas
-- 
George Nickas
Executive Director
Wilderness Watch
Box 9175
Missoula, Montana  59807
(406) 542-2048
(406) 542-7714 - fax
http://www.wildernesswatch.org
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August 18, 2008



VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. 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, SC  29212



RE:  Proposal for Management of the Upper Chattooga River



Wilderness Watch is providing these comments on the environmental assessment for managing recreational uses on the Upper Chattooga River in the Ellicott Rock Wilderness. Wilderness Watch is a national, non-profit conservation organization dedicated to protecting the wild character of the National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS) and its wild rivers and encouraging appreciation and careful stewardship of them.  Wilderness Watch is a member organization of the Friends of the Upper Chattooga coalition.



Wilderness Watch counts among its members and supporters hikers, backpackers, canoeists, rafters, kayakers, stock users, anglers, hunters, birdwatchers, and others.  We believe that providing outstanding opportunities for a primitive and unconfined recreation experience is one of the most important values of Wilderness. Wilderness Watch’s primary concern, however, is that the wilderness character of the area be protected and preserved, along with the values for which the Wild and Scenic Chattooga River was designated.  Preserving the area’s wilderness character is the fundamental mandate to managers who are charged with administering the area.  As Howard Zahniser, the Act’s author and chief spokesman throughout the legislative campaign to pass the law, so clearly articulated, “The purpose of the Wilderness Act is to preserve the wilderness character of the areas to be included in the wilderness system, not to establish any particular use.”


We’re concerned that the Forest Service’s proposal to open a portion of the Upper Chattooga River to boating—an effort to establish another use—will degrade the area’s wilderness character.  Currently the Ellicott Rock Wilderness is suffering from overuse as evidenced by the number of user-created trails, campsites, litter, diminishing solitude and other evidences of human use.  Adding another use and group of users to the mix can only make matters worse.  We certainly applaud the agency’s recognition of the need to limit visitor access overall through the proposed limits on many groups’ access.  But until the 



agency can show that these measure are effective and that conditions on the ground are improving it should not be authorizing an activity that is certain to cause more harm.  We should not sacrifice an increasingly rare resource like Wilderness in order to promote more use.



Even under the best administrative or managerial circumstances, it makes little sense to authorize more use when conditions are degrading.  Yet, these are far from good circumstances.  Throughout the agency wilderness budgets are constrained.  The lack of an adequate on-the-ground wilderness ranger presence  is likely one of the major reasons that resource conditions are degrading.  Yet, the proposed action will require an even greater stewardship presence than the level the agency can now muster.  Similarly, funding for wilderness monitoring is nearly non-existent, yet the proposed action will require an extensive monitoring effort to effectively implement the plan.  The EA is silent on from where the resources will come to significantly strengthen the Forest Service’s stewardship presence and to monitor conditions in the area.  Even if funding is robbed from other areas and made available to implement this plan, it makes no sense to create a problem only to have to spend scarce funds to monitor and mitigate it.



Forest Service policy directs managers to “[m]anage wilderness toward attaining the highest level of purity in wilderness within legal constraints.”  (FSM 2320.6).  This so-called Wilderness Management Model is the core of the agency’s long-standing nondegradation policy.  The Forest Service has been unable to manage exiting uses to meet the intent of the policy with the existing mix of uses, adding yet another to the mix will only make matters worse.



In addition to the ongoing degradation that is occurring in the area, including diminishing opportunities for solitude, we’re concerned about the potential ecological effects of allowing boating on the Chattooga.  With the expected death of many hemlocks along the river corridor and the likelihood that many more trees will fall across the river, boating will result in either the downed logs being cut or increased trampling and soil erosion along the banks as boaters portage the obstructions.  How will these impacts be prevented, and what management changes will happen if the impacts occur?



We’re concerned the EA was too narrowly focused on this relatively short stretch of the Chattooga, and thereby failed to take a more appropriate regional view.  At a minimum, the EA should have included the Lower Chattooga, if not the entire river corridor.  From the perspective of both biophysical resources and opportunities for solitude, the Ellicott Rock Wilderness and Upper Chattooga River are rare and unique to the region.  This is in part due to the fact the area’s protective designations (i.e. Wilderness and Wild River), but also because, unlike other Wildernesses and Wild and Scenic Rivers, the Upper Chattooga has been spared from the dramatic rise in boating popularity in the past 30 years.  Other areas, such as the lower Chattooga and other Wildernesses and Wild Rivers around the country, have lost some of these wild qualities due to increasing use.  As any manager knows, once lost it’s much harder to regain those conditions than it is to preserve them in the first place.  We fear that the Forest Service is letting one of the most remarkable wild areas in the entire southeastern United States slip away in order to provide a recreational opportunity that is widely available elsewhere in the area.



This isn’t to single out boating as particularly harmful or destructive; like other Wilderness uses it is a compatible use in most instances.  Rather, it’s about preserving the wilderness character of the area for the benefit of present and future generations by establishing a management program that will stop “creeping degradation” and restore damage caused by past use.  Many areas in the NWPS have prohibited certain “compatible” activities for various reasons—some prohibit hunting, some prohibit angling, some prohibit stock use, some prohibit all recreational uses.  The current ban on boating on the Upper Chattooga wasn’t put in place to discriminate against a certain group of users any more than Wilderness designation discriminates against snowmobilers or ATV riders.  The ban was put in place to preserve the area and its historical recreation opportunities.  These are still legitimate reasons to retain the ban and implement the additional measures identified in the EA to stop further degradation to the Ellicott Rock Wilderness.



Conclusion:



Wilderness Watch encourages the Forest Service to maintain the boating ban that has been in place for 30-plus years on the Upper Chattooga River, and to implement additional safeguards to protect the area’s wilderness character.  This includes closing and rehabilitating user-created trails, prohibiting construction of new trails, and, if necessary, limiting group sizes and the overall number of visitors in order to maintain outstanding opportunities for solitude.  This is the direction given in Forest Service policy, and in the agency’s regulations (…National Forest Wilderness resources shall be managed to promote, perpetuate, and, where necessary, restore the wilderness character of the land and its specific values of solitude, physical and mental challenge, scientific study, inspiration, and primitive recreation. 36 C.F.R. 293.2).  We cannot support Alternative 4, the agency’s proposed action, because it will result in further harm to the area’s wilderness character. 



Sincerely,



George Nickas



Executive Director
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From: boogerhollow57@windstream.net


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


Subject: Opening Upper Chattooga to boaters
Date: 08/18/2008 07:46 PM


I feel that opening the Upper Chattooga to boaters would be a poor decision for the following reasons.


1.  There is likely to be increased litter on the river.  I frequently find myself picking up litter along the lower 
portion of the river.


2.  Increased traffic on the access roads.  These roads are narrow, and the chances of motor vehicle accidents will 
increase significantly.  I was nearly struck by a speeding vehicle on Burells Ford Road recently.


3.  It will adversely affect the fishing for anglers.  The fishing along the lower portions of the river is not that 
good, because of the human activity there.  I notice very few people fish there.


Doug Ducor
Clayton, GA
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From: Barbara Malone


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


cc: 'Glenn Murer'


Subject: Ban on boating the upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/18/2008 08:13 PM


 
Please continue the ban on boating the upper Chattooga River for rafting and kayaking on this section of 
rive.  The upper Chattooga is an unmolested and special wilderness area enjoyed by hikers and 
fishermen and there's not many places like this left.  We need to keep it as-is for ourselves as well 
as future generations 
 
Boaters are already amply served with many miles of river.  This push on behalf of a group whose sole 
purpose is to promote one sport is nothing but greed, in my opinion.  Don't let them dictate how our area 
is used.
 
Respectfully,
 
Barbara Malone
 
 


Barbara Malone, ABR, CRS, e-Pro
Associate Broker and Founding Member


 
barbara@barbaramalone.com
Cell: 404-713-0653
 
Online By Design TV 
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From: Sam M


Reply To: samm1423@yahoo.com


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


cc: akimbell@fs.fed.us


Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 08:24 PM


Dear Sumter National Forest,


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,


Sam Mershon
4696 Windflower Dr 
Blairsville, GA 30512
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From: Bobbo


Reply To: bobbojet@yahoo.com


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


Subject:
Date: 08/18/2008 08:49 PM


Providing recreation for citizens should not compromise the enviroment.  
Please consider keeping the remote rivers scenic and free from abusive 
traffic that will not be aware of the impact they will have, en masse, over 
time.  keep the chatooga and other rivers prestine.
 
bobbo jetmundsen
 
chairman, message to the future foundation
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From: ryan chapman


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga-Alternative 8
Date: 08/18/2008 09:01 PM


To whom it may concern, 
 
    I would first like to say thank you for allowing me to comment on the 
current boating ban on the Upper Chattooga.  I'm sure that you have received 
numerous emails with concerns both for the ban and against the ban.  I will 
make this very short as to not take up more of your or my time. 
 
    I have only two concerns that I would like to be heard.  One, this is 
obvious.  The current boating ban goes against the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act, as well as, the Wilderness Act.  Both of these should allow the entire 
public to enjoy this river.  The Chattooga River is a National Wild and 
Scenic River that does not allow people to kayak or canoe on it.  This is UN-
American.  It is that simple.  The Wilderness Act does not allow for 
motorized boats.  Kayaking and canoeing are self powered boats that have 
minimal impacts on the environment.  There should be no ban. 
      Two, there was to be a user capacity study done on the Upper section of 
the Chattooga.  Where is this?  And if it has been done, may the public 
access this? 
 
    I am aware of the many concerns with having kayaking and canoeing on 
the Upper section of the Chattooga.  I have read many of the comments 
made thus far.  Most have been ignorant to what kayaking and canoeing are.  
Please keep in mind that I have no problem with trout fishermen.  This is a 
National Wild and Scenic River, they are allowed to be there.  Personally, 
over the years I have cleaned up more trash along the sides of a river that 
was left from fishermen than I have ever had to clean up from boaters.  Who 
is having an environmental impact here?  Stocking the Upper Chattooga with 
non-native species will have a huge impact on the area.  How is this going to 
happen? 
 
Alternative 4 is an insult to the intelligent person.  How will the boating days 
be regulated?  And who will be in charge of doing this. You know it as well 
as every boater out there knows it.  There is really no way to regulate this in 
time to allow boaters access.  Alternative 4 is still a boating ban.  I would 
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like to have a chance to kayak or canoe on the Upper Chattooga because I 
should be able to.  I am in favor of Alternative 8. 
 
Please keep in mind that there is tension between those who fish and those 
who kayak/canoe.  It is my belief that Upper Chattooga boating ban is the 
cause.  Many whitewater clubs hold river clean up events to clean trash and 
debris from rivers to allow EVERYONE a wonderful experience on a river.  
I'm sure those that fish with clubs and/organizations do as well.  Imagine 
what it would be like to have a clean river for all to enjoy.  Also, please note 
that this is America and the words "Life, Liberty, and The Pursuit of 
Happiness" mean something and should.  Boaters bring money to areas 
where there are rivers.  This would help the local economy.  Alternative 8 is 
a "win-win" situation. Again, thank you for allowing me to comment on this 
issue. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ryan Chapman (Athens, GA) 
ACA member 
AW member 
AWC member
 








From: Samuel Esswein


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga Management Decision (Support Alternative 8)
Date: 08/18/2008 09:03 PM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
 
July 30, 2008
 
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
 
Dear Sumter National Forest,
 
I am writing this letter to convey my dissatisfaction with the agency's decision to 
move forward with Alternative 4. As an avid kayaker and hiker in the Sumter 
Forest, I value your ongoing efforts to protect this resource and appreciate 
concerns related to equitably managing recreation opportunities. However, I 
strongly feel that this alternative unfairly targets and excludes the whitewater 
boating user group. I found no environmental basis for this decision in the 
provided Environmental Assessment (EA). The EA does not include a user 
capacity analysis, relying instead on anecdotal evidence for concerns about user 
conflict between anglers and boaters. I hope that the Forest Service will reconsider 
this decision and a) allow access to the upper Chattooga Cliff's reach and 
tributaries, b) remove restrictions based on boating days and flow levels. 
 
Thank you for considering these comments.
 
Sincerely,
 
Sam Esswein
Graduate Research Assistant
Department of Forestry & Natural Resources
Clemson University 
261 Lehotsky Hall
Clemson, SC 29634 
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From: George


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


Subject: EA & Alternate 4 Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 09:07 PM


I have reviewed the EA for the Chattooga above Hwy 28 & participated in 4 years 
of meetings, costing time away from my business. Besides my personal costs & 
time, the taxpayers of this country have spent millions of dollars on the same 
process. Millions of dollars for studies & a process mandated by the Forest 
Service's own reviewing officer in rejecting Sumter National Forest's previously 
flawed Management Plan. The reviewing officer stated a User Capacity Analysis 
be conducted before banning or regulating any qualified user group, in which it 
was stated boating was a qualified user group. Also stated was the ban 
or regulation of a particular user group must be founded in findings of said user 
capacity analysis. 
 
Unfortunately, your office has wasted countless taxpayer dollars and time with 
the release of the recent EA document and your preferred alternative. Flaws are 
noted below and are certainly not limited to this list. An expert will find far more in 
the final analysis..
 
1. The EA and preferred alternate is a defacto continuation of the 30 year boating 
ban. The 450cfs "predictable mean daily flow" threshold is entirely subjective and 
likely to be a capricious enforcement/discrimination tool used against a particular 
user group.
Furthermore, the idea of predicting the flow in advance is an administrative 
nightmare. Any flow threshold needs be easily determined by the general public 
simply by reading the gauge at Burrell's Ford. The 450cfs flow is unsubstantiated 
by any documented evidence. The flow during the documented expert trial was 
340 cfs (1.5') and the expert angler panel found this level to be too dangerous to 
enter many areas of the river. What and where is the documented evidence 
available for the 450cfs threshold?
 
2. The EA ignores findings by your agent (Doug Whitaker & Assoc.) that boating 
is a minimal impact activity, less than angling, hiking and camping. Your agent 
also found boating to not be an activity which had caused existing impacts, as it 
had not been present in 30 years.  Where is the evidence documenting 
detrimental boating impacts?
 
3. The EA ignores the user study which determined, by boating and angling user 
trials, that the studied flow was boatable and angling was severely impaired by 
water level and turbidity, not by boating. 
 
4. The EA notes the East Fork of the Chattooga is polluted below the Walhalla 
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Fish Hatchery, but offers no means or even need for correcting this unacceptable 
pollution of a natural stream, a National Wild and Scenic River and a federally 
designated wilderness area. Where and how is this being corrected?
 
5. The EA never addresses the harmful introduction of alien species into the 
stream or it's impact, non-native fish introduction.  Nowhere does it note the 
Chattooga is not a native trout habitat, but exists only because of man's 
intervention in a natural area.  Where is the evidence that trout ever inhabited the 
main fork of the Chattooga. Where does the EA address the visually & 
physically obvious impact of this activity?
 
6. The EA ignores the finding in the user capacity study noting anglers are the 
primary causes of user created trails along the river, contributing to siltation of 
the river.  Why is this impact not addressed in the EA, steps taken to 
permanently eliminate it and stop the continuation of this practice? 
 
7.  The EA makes no mention of permitting or regulation of any other user group 
except boaters. This is highly discriminatory in nature and fact.  The appeal 
decision implicitly states no user group can be singled out for special treatment 
without justification. What is the justification for singling out boating for permitting 
and imposing limits on boating?
 
8. The EA notes "adaptive measures" if the need arises in the future for other 
user groups. That need will be unknown without any monitoring of these user 
groups. The user capacity analysis documented damage from past inadequate 
management methods and the need for tracking user numbers by self permitting, 
yet again this has been ignored in the EA.
 
9. The EA states user created trails will be closed to further use, but does not 
offer any means of preventing their re-creation by the same user groups 
who created the trails in the first place.  How will this be enforced?
 
Suggested changes to Alternate 4:
 
1. Allow boating at 1.5' (340cfs) on the Burrell's Ford gauge year round.  The 
user study found no justification for anything higher and angling was severely 
impaired at this level and above. The study noted swimming at this level was 
difficult as well, except for a single individual who insisted on jeopardizing his life. 
 
2. Self permitting/registration of any user entering the backcountry of the Ellicott's 
Rock Wilderness or Chattooga Wild and Scenic River Corridor.  This is the only 
effective means of monitoring use and impact or determining when adaptive 
management changes are required. 
 







3.  Eliminate the requirement for "portage trails".  The expert panel in the user 
trials were able to use river bedrock for portages. Eliminate any new parking, it is 
nor required for any user group, new or existing. 
 
These are just a few of the flaws in the current EA and the preferred alternate. 
Legal and expert analysis will eventually highlight far more. The management of 
this resource is obviously for the benefit of a few and caters to their wants and 
is not responsible and fair resource management for all. This impasse was not 
created by the boating community. It was created by irresponsible or lack of any 
resource management by Sumter National Forest for the past 30 years and 
incompetent plans instituted by Sumter National Forest. This area is certainly 
endangered, but not by boating. Boating is banned and has been for 30 years. 
Boating has caused absolutely none of the damage to the resource factually 
documented in the User Capacity Analysis.
 
I have enjoyed this area for over 30 years. I have paddled this river, hiked, swam 
and fished it's waters and surroundings. Both of my children have grown up 
enjoying this resource in the same manner. My original position was opposed to 
the opening the Headwaters to boating for many of the same reasons espoused 
by current opponents of boating.  However by investigation and attending 
countless meetings, I discovered just how poor prior management practices had 
been and how self serving boating opponents were. I also discovered these 
groups were the groups who had so severely damaged the river and environs I 
love so much.  I also discovered they had no intention of changing their ways or 
the management of the Chattooga.  Based on these existing users input at public 
meetings and public comments, it is apparent they desired their use to continue 
unabated and unmanaged as it had in the past. I know boaters,  hikers, anglers, 
campers and birders.  As a whole these groups are compatible and together they 
have worked side by side to preserve what little is left of our natural wild areas all 
over this country. Only few have damaged the headwaters and those few wish to 
continue, by any means necessary.  They don't want boaters there because 
boaters will see what they are doing, document the damage and demand better 
management.  I will take the side of those who wish to improve management and 
preserve our wild areas. I take the side of boaters in the headwaters, because 
they are the group working toward that end, not the current users.  Many 
distortions have been put forth by the Georgia Forest Watch, The Trout 
Unlimited, the Whiteside Cove Homeowners Association and the Chattooga 
Conservancy. It is a real shame this has been done by formerly respectable 
wilderness advocacy groups. Statements and positions by these groups have 
bordered on outright lies. 
 
Nothing in this EA is for the betterment of the Chattooga River.  It is an EA in 
name only.  It is a document that is a disgrace to wise resource management, 
preservation of our wild lands and every other unit of the National Forest 







system.  It is a defacto boating ban and nothing more. 
 
This country cannot really afford for Sumter National Forest to waste anymore of 
our taxpayer dollars or mismanage our natural resources.  I sincerely hope this 
fiasco results in those responsible losing their jobs. Unfortunately, incompetence 
in our government agencies seems to be institutionalized and impossible to 
remove. Not one Sumter official has the guts to stand up and do the right thing, 
only cave to special interest pressure.  The Sumter National Forest Supervisor, 
Mr. Jerome Thomas, spoke at a focus group meeting to all assembled 
participants. He stated all use was being reevaluated, existing or otherwise, and 
was on the table. I mistakenly believed him. Was this an outright lie? Only 
boating is being limited in this EA and it is a minimal impact activity which is 
innocent of any existing damage to the resource. 
 
I guess my grand children won't have this resource to enjoy and grow with as I 
and their parents have.
 
Thanks guys,
 
George Hedrick
237 Kings Hwy
Decatur, GA 
abbeysroadhome@bellsouth.net








From: Don Kinser


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


Subject: Comments on the USFS Chattooga EA
Date: 08/18/2008 09:09 PM
Attachments: Don Kinser's EA comment letter.pdf 


Dear Mr. White,
 
Please find my comments regarding the July 2 EA document attached to this 
email as a PDF file.
 
Sincerely,
 
Don Kinser 
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August 18, 2008 
 
VIA EMAIL: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us 
  
Mr. Tony White 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
 
Re:  Official Comments on July 2 EA  



Upper Chattooga River Management 



Dear Mr. White, 



You must be joking! Your recently published EA is a sham and provides absolutely 
no basis what so ever to limit boating much less ban it entirely. You preferred 
alternative is nothing more than a de facto ban and the “predictable mean daily flow” 
idea is absurd. Do you really think you have the ability to predict the flow in the river? 
This flawed measure is nothing more than a way for you to ensure that boating never 
occurs. 
 
I had the honor and privilege to participate in your Expert Panel and paddle the river 
in January 2007. On the two days we were allowed to paddle the upper river the flow 
was approximately 340 CFS. This is well below your absurd threshold of a 
“predictable mean daily flow of 450 CFS.” I remember vividly, and others there will 
attest to this fact, that the anglers refused to fish in the Rock Gorge section of the 
river that day because it was “too dangerous.” On the other hand 340 CFS was more 
than adequate for paddling use. 
 
You continue to maintain that the Chattooga is an outstanding fishing resource. The 
truth is that the Chattooga is a marginal cold water fishery made possible entirely by 
hatcheries and costly human intervention. In fact your own studies show that anglers 
don’t even rank the Chattooga tops in the region, yet you failed to acknowledge these 
studies in your EA. Worse yet your supposed “Environmental Assessment” failed to 
address the significant environmental impacts from the hatchery and the use that 
stocking attracts to the river. 
 
On the other hand, the Chattooga River is a world class whitewater river. I know first 
hand because of my river experiences around the world. For this reason I have 
chosen to live there. It is also why whitewater paddlers from across the country and 
around the world choose to visit the Chattooga River and why I have been working 
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diligently to restore whitewater paddling access to the upper 21 miles, nearly half, of 
this National Wild & Scenic River since 1998. 
 
The report entitled “Capacity and Conflict on the Upper Chattooga River” clearly 
shows that paddling impacts would be negligible, expected paddling use will be low, 
and most importantly that the normal flow regime naturally segregates use. 
Furthermore the flow regime results in a very small number of days each year where 
whitewater boating is even feasible. In many ways, paddling is the best and lowest 
impact way to access this area. This was true in 1971 when the Chattooga Study 
Report declared when speaking of the Chattooga above Highway 28: 
 



“Rafting or some method of floating is the best way to see this rugged portion 
of the river. Many of the pools and canyon-enclosed sections are 10-20 feet 
deep and impossible to wade by hikers and fishermen.” 
 



I fully support protecting the Chattooga River and I am hopeful that the FS will finally 
do something to manage use on the upper river other than to simply ban floating 
(which has little impact on the environment). A good start would be self issued 
permits for all users of the upper river corridor, including boaters. 
 
You should eliminate stocking of non native exotic fish. This not only damages the 
natural ecosystem but actively attracts use. Here seems to be the Agency’s perverse 
logic: The resource is over used and we need to limit visitation to protect the resource 
so let’s stock exotic fish, build a camp ground and parking lot and ban boating. 
 
You should enforce your existing regulations regarding campsites, user created trails, 
litter, etc. 
 
I want to emphasize here again, the indisputable fact, that the upper Chattooga’s 
normal flow regime will naturally segregate anglers and paddlers in time and space. 
We told you this for free in 2001. All the data and research that you have now paid 
millions in tax payer dollars for fully affirms this. I challenge the FS to find a more 
eloquent, fair and implementable decision that to simply allow boating on the upper 
Chattooga and let nature take care of the rest. It works on every other headwater 
stream in the Southeast, and indeed across the country, and it will work on the upper 
Chattooga too! 
 
Since 1999 I have invested well over a man-year of my time working toward fair, 
equitable, and nationally consistent management of the Chattooga River. Your failure 
to listen to those of us who support floating use on the upper Chattooga and your 
smug coziness with the local anglers, land owners, state DNR staff, and others who 
claim to “protect” the Chattooga by excluding boaters is appalling. Worse yet, your 
flawed process that arrived at the pathetic EA document is inexcusable. So is the 
magnificent amount of money you have wasted. I only wish you had spent as much 
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protecting the river has you have spent trying to protect a flawed and indefensible 
status quo 
 
You have missed every deadline during this entire process. You have spent 39 
months doing a “capacity” study yet you didn’t arrive at a capacity for any use and 
certainly not for boating use. You only allowed boats on the river for 2 days in 
January 2007 under highly contrived and constrained conditions. You have no idea 
what the actual boating capacity for the upper Chattooga river might be. 
 
For these reasons I support Alternative 8 of your scoping document. However I must 
qualify this and say that Alternative 8 is flawed in many ways as is the entire list of 
Alternatives presented in your scoping document. First all of the alternatives must 
treat boaters equally with other users unless you can present factual data to suggest 
impacts that would be greater from boaters. You can not show this with the data you 
have published. 
 
Your Chief said this in his appeal decision: 
 



“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.” 



  
So which is it? Is the resource beyond its carrying capacity and, if so, what limits will 
you place on all users of the corridor? None of your alternatives limit any user except 
boaters so one must assume that you believe the resource is not beyond it carrying 
capacity. Since you don’t know the total carrying capacity how can you say that 
adding boating use would exceed the river’s capacity? You can not. 
 
I don’t claim to know the “capacity” of the Chattooga River for boating use but I do 
know it is not zero! It is far greater than zero. Any decision that bans or limits boating 
is simply not defensible based on the data in the record. 
 
Your Decision Must Not be a (Local) Popularity Contest! 
 
You can not make a decision to continue the illegal boating ban based purely on local 
public sentiment (or outcry) over this issue. Yet that is what you seem intent to do 
guided primarily by the vitriolic and unfounded rhetoric from a few passionate locals 
despite all USFS national policy to the contrary.  
 
This is not a local issue and this is not a private resource. This is a National Wild & 
Scenic River! 
 
You have received literally thousands of pro-boating comments from across this 
great country over the past several years. Many of these pro boating comments are 











Official Comments on July 2, 2008 EA 
Upper Chattooga River Management 
Page 4 of 5 
   
thoughtful, specific and well written (and this is more than be said for most of the 
“status quo” crowd). 
 
This is despite the fact that 99.99999999% of the boating world has never had the 
opportunity to experience the upper Chattooga because of the 32+ year illegal ban.  
All the hard science and real data supports hand powered, private floating use as a 
legitimate use on the upper river. 
 
Where’s My Chance for Solitude? 
 
You must explicitly acknowledge that all private, non commercial users, except 
paddlers have unlimited and unfettered access to the entire length of the Chattooga 
Wild and Scenic River. Not one single angler, hiker, birder, hunter, nature lover, or 
solitude seeker has been displaced from the Chattooga River below highway 28 by 
any USFS policy or restriction, any assertion to the contrary is simply untrue and 
disingenuous. Choosing not to visit a certain place is not displacement – it is simply a 
personal choice. 
 
Yet I, as a private, self guided whitewater paddler, have been displaced exclusively to 
the lower river since 1976 where I must contend with some 40,000 commercial users 
a year! Where’s my opportunity as a paddler for the cherished back country 
experience and solitude provided by the upper Chattooga River? Certainly it is 
not on the lower river where commercial use is emphasized over private, self guided 
use. No where on the river do you manage the resource with any regard what 
so ever to the solitude and wilderness experience of the private, self guided, 
paddler. 
 
This is unacceptable. My solitude as a wilderness compliant user is just as important 
as anyone else’s and all the alternatives should fully reflect this important fact. 
 
Boating is a Legitimate Historical Use! 
 
Boaters were enjoying the upper river prior to W&S designation. It is illegal under the 
National Wild & Scenic Rivers Act to exclude an historic use in the absence of any 
science or data suggesting impacts to the resource. 
 
The USFS must revise the alternatives and needs to get back to basics: 
 



 You must acknowledge the results of the boating study which clearly 
demonstrates that boating remains an important and outstanding form of 
recreation on the Headwaters that must be protected and enhanced under the 
law.  
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 You must propose a range of alternatives for protecting and enhancing 
whitewater boating on the Headwaters; and 



 
 To the extent the USFS wants to consider other management issues you must 



separate out these important management issues for consideration based on 
alternatives relevant to those issues and not confound and obfuscate the 
question relative to boating. 



 
I fully support American Whitewater’s comments regarding the EA and make them a 
part of my comments by reference. 
 
The boating ban on the upper Chattooga River, now in place for over 32 years, is 
unfair. I also believe it is illegal and just plain wrong. It is well past time that the FS 
does the right thing and reaches a new decision that reverses the illegal and 
inequitable ban on floating the upper Chattooga River. 
 
 
Sincerely, 



 
 
 
 
 



Donald E. Kinser 













From: richard_t_plummer@yahoo.com


Reply To: richard_t_plummer@yahoo.com


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga River!
Date: 08/18/2008 09:25 PM


Hello,


   I am an avid fly fisherman and whitewater kayaker. I find it hard to believe I am banned from the upper Chattooga in 
a kayak yet can enter with a fly rod. I would never fish when the upper Chattooga while it was at a high enough flow to 
kayak. Simply put, high water equals poor fishing. In this way I see the upper Chattooga as a special place that 
certainly has enough room for all user groups. 


  The Wild and Scenic Upper Chattooga River borders North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia, and has been banned to 
kayaking, canoeing and rafting for over 30 years - without any basis. The US Forest Service has prepared a new 
Environmental Assessment (EA) of the issue that recommends maintaining the ban - once again with no basis.  AW has 
finished our initial review of the EA and we will be filing detailed comments on the EA prior to the August 1st 
deadline. We encourage paddlers nationwide concerned with the management and protection of rivers across the country to 
submit comments.


 


The proposed management action on the Chattooga will influence the management of rivers across the country and would 
create a selfishly motivated precedent that would negatively impact rivers, managers, and recreationists.  Private 
landowners are seeking a monopoly on a Wild and Scenic public river, the Forest Service is seeking to strip basic 
protections from Wild and Scenic Rivers, and other stakeholders claiming zero-tolerance of paddlers are seeking to have 
paddling prohibited.  Boaters are irrationally being singled out for adverse treatment, even while the Chief of the 
Forest Service directed that all users be treated equitably.  Many river professionals and Forest Service personnel are 
behind us, but it is up to us to stop this nationwide train wreck.    


 


The EA follows the same format as the Forest Service’s past assessment of the issue: they list a string of ecological 
effects common to all recreation, then discuss abstract user conflicts that have never occurred and will never occur, 
and then make a recommendation that essentially renews the ban on floating the Upper Chattooga River, while allowing 
all existing recreational users unlimited access without providing any rational basis for the discrimination. There are 
a few differences though.  They propose to allow a few people to paddle roughly a third of the upper river somewhere 
between zero and six days a year in the middle of winter at high water based on an impossible set of logistical 
hurdles.  This miniscule paddling allowance is so small and bizarre it is realistically a total ban.  The rest of the 
upper river and its tributaries remain  totally off limits to paddlers.  A second major difference is the exclusion of 
the uppermost section of
 the Chattooga and its tributaries from even a cursory discussion.  In addition, this EA cost taxpayers several million 
dollars. 


 


The EA is not viable and breaks many basic rules and laws for preparing such documents.  It is quite clearly not a 
scientific document; it is a philosophical and political one.  It flies in the face of the successful AW appeal 
decision that required a user capacity analysis (which has not been conducted) and equitable treatment of all users if 
limits are needed to protect the resource.  The new EA essentially claims that the river has a capacity of zero boating 
and a capacity of infinite hiking, angling, and camping.  That is hardly equitable.


Thank you,


Richard Plummer
160 Park Bridge Lane
Roswell, Ga 30075
404-401-1187
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From: JT Fields


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


Subject: Chattooga boating
Date: 08/18/2008 09:25 PM


TO:         Tony White
 
RE:          Chattooga boating
 
Please count my vote as a no for boating on the upper Chattooga.  As a 
“local”, I have enjoyed hiking and picnicking in and around the iron bridge 
area.  I have also rafted on both the Chattooga and Nantahala Rivers 
multiple times.  With a balance of experiences on both sides of this issue, I 
do not see a need for an expansion of boating.  My raft trips down the 
Chattooga were exciting and not lacking in any way.  Please keep the 
current division and continue to allow various opportunities for people with 
varying interests.
 
Sincerely,
 
JT Fields
PO Box 2370 
Highlands, NC 28741 
828.526.2400


P Please consider the environment before printing this email


 



mailto:jt@MountainFreshGrocery.com

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






From: Greg Lance


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga Access
Date: 08/18/2008 09:26 PM


 
I would like to express my support for Alternative 8, for equal access for all non-
motorized user groups.
 
As a boater I have enjoyed the Chattooga river immensely.  The boating 
community is composed of the most environmentally concencious people I have 
ever met, and would do more to safeguard the river than any other group I can 
imagine.  I have nothing but respect for the other non-motorized user groups and 
see no reason why equal access cannot be afforded to all.  I also know that there 
are a significant number of users which appreciate the river on many fronts as 
hiker, boater, or fisherman.  It seems to me that these types of usage are what is 
really intended for this land.
 
 
 
Greg Lance
Charleston, SC
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From: Peter L. Oliver


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


Subject: Comments on Upper Chattooga Draft EA
Date: 08/18/2008 09:32 PM


 The purpose of my comments is to propose an alternative to the Forest 
Service’s Draft Alternative 4 that will also accomplish its goal to protect and 
enhance outstanding trout fishing, by using a more effective and equitable 
method of minimizing conflicts between anglers and whitewater boaters. 
 
 I am not a member of American Whitewater but use their river flow reports 
and read their AW Beta internet publication. My primary environmental 
organization affiliation is with the Appalachian Mountain Club (AMC). I 
joined it in 1962 after moving to work for a management consulting firm in 
the Boston area.  My initial incentive for joining the AMC was to access 
companions for whitewater canoeing and kayaking adventures in New 
England. Eventually I was asked to serve on AMC committees which led to 
six years of service on the club’s board of directors, including two years as 
President in 1983-1984. As an AMC member I have always had good 
relations with USFS officials in the White Mountain National Forest 
regarding wilderness protection, trail maintenance and new trail 
construction. I also can empathize with anglers, having been an avid reel 
and spin angler starting in my teens and eventually became an intermediate 
level fly angler on West Coast streams and family lake canoeing trips in 
northern Maine.
 
Comment 1
My first problem with Draft Alternative 4 is that it stipulates a minimum mean 
daily flow level of 450 cfs at the Burrells Ford gage for boaters to run the 
upper river section from Chattooga Cliffs reach to Burrells Ford Bridge. This 
is at odds with the Expert Panel Field Assessment Report prepared by the 
Louis Berger Group, consultants to the USFS, in February 2007. On the 
second day of the field assessment panels of 8 anglers and 10 boaters 
surveyed the Chattooga Cliffs and Ellicott Rock reaches down to Burrells 
Ford Bridge at an average water level of about 375 cfs. At this flow rate, 
none of the fishing panelists opted to fish the Chattooga Cliffs reach above 
Bull Pen Bridge. However, one panelist explored a ¾ -mile stretch and 
stated that there were several places to fish, but access from the trail was 
difficult (steep slope and heavy brush) and the flows were too high to wade 
along the river.  In the afternoon the panelists fished selected Ellicott Rock 
sections downstream from Bull Pen Bridge to Burrells Ford Bridge. 
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Afterwards the panelists stated that the gradient, flow and access below Bull 
Pen Bridge made angling difficult.  However, fishable water was available at 
some locations, particularly for spin/bait anglers who could fish from the 
shore. The reach was challenging in terms of access and wading and some 
stretches were inaccessible (i.e. middle of the river, some crossings) at the 
375 cfs level.
 
The panel of 10 boaters also ran the Chattooga Cliffs and Ellicott Rock 
reaches on day 2, starting at 10:30 am and finishing at Burrells Ford Bridge 
at 3:30 pm, a total of 5 hours. Follow-up surveys of the panelists found that 
their median recommended standard optimal low flow levels were 345 cfs 
for Chattoga Cliffs and 350 cfs for Ellicott Rock. The boaters described 
Chattooga Cliffs as a unique slot canyon. It does not resemble Section 4 of 
the Chattooga River because it is narrow, access is limited and the rapids 
are more difficult. The boaters felt that this section could not feasibly be 
rafted. The boaters characterized Ellicott Rock reach as a creek run that is 
more difficult than Section 4 of the Chattoga. They opined that this reach 
could be run by technical rafts, such as Catarafts, but that larger rafts would 
be impractical.
 
Based on the above findings, I conclude that a minimum mean daily flow 
level of 375 cfs would be sufficient to minimize conflicts between anglers 
and boaters in the Chattooga Cliffs and Ellicott Rock reaches.  .
 
Comment 2
My next concern with Draft Alternative 4 is that it allows no boating in the 
Rock Gorge and Nicholson Fields reaches, from Burrells Ford Bridge 
downstream to the Highway 28 Bridge. However, the Louis Berger Group 
Expert Panel Report notes an option that would exclude boaters from the 
popular delayed-harvest fishing area but allow boating in the whitewater 
reaches above this area: The 9 kayakers in the Boating Panel said that they 
would prefer to take-out at Lick Log Creek and hike the 2/3-mile trail up to 
the parking area at Thrift Lake rather than paddle the Class 1-2 section to 
the Highway 28 Bridge parking lot. The only canoeist on the panel preferred 
to paddle the Class 1-2 section with his heavier craft, but the next day 
gamely carried it down the 1.7 mile trail to the Chattooga Cliffs put-in.
 
Comment 3
Based on the Expert Panelists, a minimum daily flow level of 375 cfs at 
Burrells Ford would also be sufficient to minimize conflicts between anglers 
and boaters in the Rock Gorge and Nicholson Fields reaches. This was the 







average flow level during their survey. At this flow the anglers found that the 
section from Burrells Ford down to above Big Bend Falls was wadable. This 
section is wide enough that boaters can paddle a good distance away from 
wading or fly-casting anglers. No angler accessed Big Bend Falls or Rock 
Gorge because there were few places where they could move longitudinally 
along the river at this flow level.  They also found that the Sim Shoals area 
was difficult to wade but was fishable from the bank. 
 
The boater panel’s average ratings predicted that optimal boating flows 
range from 350 to 600 cfs for both the Rock Gorge and Nicholson Fields 
reaches. The lower flow would provide a good trip for intermediate boaters 
learning how to paddle creeks. The panel felt that that this reach could be 
run with technical rafts. They also estimated that flows at 600 cfs and above 
would be pushy and make it difficult to scout/portage some drops. Both 
reaches were rated as more difficult than Section 4 of the Chattooga River.
 
Based on the above findings, I also conclude that a minimum mean daily 
flow level of 375 cfs would be sufficient to minimize conflicts between 
anglers and boaters in the Rock Gorge and Nicholson Fields reaches. 
 
Comment 4
I agree with Draft Alternative 4’s Boaters Group Size (2-6 boats) and also 
Groups Per Day (4 from County Line Trail Road to Bull Pen Bridge and 4 
from Bull Pen Bridge to Burrells Ford Bridge); with the addition of 4 groups 
per day from Burrells Ford to the take-out at Lick Log Creek. I also suggest 
that to further spread out the groups the boaters be asked to aim at a 
minimum separation between groups of roughly a half hour.
 
Comment 5
In order for boaters, anglers and Forest Service personnel to obtain timely 
upper Chattooga River flow rates, it will be necessary to upgrade the 
Burrells Ford Gage or install a real-time electronic gage elsewhere that can 
be accessed either by phone’ the internet or both. If the USGS is unable to 
fund this, I believe that Trout Unlimited and American Rivers are the best 
prospects for sharing the burden of getting the job done.
 
Comment 6
My final problem with the Draft Alternative 4 is the unbelievably short 
season allocated to boaters on the upper Chattooga River (Dec. 1-March 1). 
I fail to see why whitewater boaters cannot be allowed to run the upper 
Chattooga year-round, within the limits of the following criteria: a mean daily 







flow of 375 cfs and above; excluding boaters from the crown jewel delayed–
harvest area; controlling the groups per day and group size; and asking 
American Whitewater and local boating clubs to preach the gospel of 
adequate group spacing and the need to keep the maximum feasible 
distance away from anglers wading and casting in the river. I strongly urge 
that the Forest Service at least try my recommendation for one year and 
assess the number and severity of conflicts between anglers and boaters 
during each month before making a final decision.
 
Sincerely,
 
Peter L. Oliver
 
 








From: Alan Beaven


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


Subject: Chattooga Headwaters
Date: 08/18/2008 09:35 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,


 


My name is Alan Beaven, and I'm a lifelong kayaker from Lexington, KY.  
I've been paddling sections 3 & 4 of the Chattooga for years, and it's a 
magical place.  I haven't had the opportunity yet to paddle the 
Headwaters, but have looked forward to catching it running for years.  I 
believe you'll find that the whitewater community is some of the best 
environmental stewards or any outdoor recreational group.  I believe we 
have as much a right as anglers to spend time in the Chattooga 
headwaters, and I believe we could enjoy this area with no negative 
impact to anglers (or any other legal, low-impact group of users). 
 



mailto:alan.beaven@gmail.com

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

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





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. 


●     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


 


Alan Beaven 
502 316-4750 







 








From: High Country Photo/Kevin Vinson


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


Subject: use of Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 09:54 PM


Bring on the kayakers and boaters. This would be a great opportunity for 
this whole area to benefit from more YOUTHFUL activities. My generation 
and my children's generation are tired of the older generations in the 
Highlands area dictating how this area should be used. If the opportunity 
arose they would just turn it into another golf course.
Kevin Vinson
Highlands, NC
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From: jules831@uga.edu


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


Subject: upper chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 10:03 PM


I fully support opening the Upper Chattooga to kayakers.  As an avid kayaker and 
member of the UGA Whitewater Club, I consider the Chattooga my home river as it 
is only an hour north of Athens.  Hopefully more people who feel the same as I 
do 
will support the cause.  Good luck.


-Jules Krinsky
  UGA Student
  Jules831@UGA.edu
  404-275-0818
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From: kstege@stantec.com


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga boating
Date: 08/18/2008 10:04 PM


Dear U.S. Forest Service,


I am a whitewater canoer and hiker.  I've hiked the section causing all
the current ruckus.  This is an expert only run that very few will do. I
will never paddle it, it's too hard for me. The window of proper water
level is very narrow, and the chances of it occuring on a weekend are low.
Whitewater paddlers are environmentalists and don't harm the river.


The harm that I see is due to the foot traffic, which has trampled parts
of the stream bank.


This is not a battle worth all the hullaballoo.  We need more people in
the forests to grow advocates.


I support Alternatives 4 or 8, with wider boating opportunities.


Sincerely,


Kathy Stege
4875 Riverside Dr
Macon, GA  31210-1110
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From: Mark Singleton


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


Subject: Chattooga EA comments
Date: 08/18/2008 10:14 PM


I wanted to take a moment and provide short personal comments on the 
draft EA. First and foremost with the millions of dollars in public money, all 
the professional consultants and the many hours of public input that went 
into crafting the draft EA I had expectations of a much 
more comprehensive document that would look at all Wilderness compliant 
recreational uses in an unbiased way. I guess I was naive to think that 
could happen.


Alternatives proposed in the draft EA violate the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act, the Wilderness Act and do not comply with the NEPA process for the 
following reasons:


1) The draft EA does not meet the mandate of the ROD for the AW appeal 
of the RLRMP.


2) The draft EA is not a user capacity analysis.  


2) The draft EA is biased towards a single user group, trout fishermen, and 
attempts to create and then manage conflict where non exist.


4) The EA is not equitable in its proposed treatment of Wilderness 
compliant recreational uses and does not look at all users of the resource.


5) Flow levels in Alternative 4 are arbitrary and have no basis.


6) Seasonal restrictions in Alternative 4 are arbitrary and have no basis.


7) Ongoing previsions for adaptive management are not included in the 
draft EA.


In short, the draft EA offers few facts, many opinions, much discussion, 
finds no significant impacts of allowing paddling and then proposes to ban 
virtually all boating anyway. 
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I would ask that you give very careful consideration to the 
thoughtful comments filed by Kevin Colburn on behalf of American 
Whitewater.
 
- Mark Singleton








From: Glenn Murer


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


Subject: Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 10:14 PM


Hello,
 
After reading Joe Gatin's letter of 7/30/08 (on your website), there is a 
unanimous opinion against boating among those already involved in protecting 
and maintaining the quality of our natural resources in and around the Chattooga 
River.  To name some of them again:  


Friends of the Upper Chattooga, a diverse coalition of conservation and 
recreation-minded organizations, including the state councils of


State Wildlife Federations


Georgia ForestWatch


Whiteside Cove Association


The Jackson-Macon Conservation Alliance


Wilderness Watch


Whose advice would be better taken than those with an understanding of the 
area and a track record of protecting the best interests for all?  I ask the Forest 
Service to give special weight to the comments in the above-referenced email of 
7/30/08.


Regards, Glenn Murer, Highlands & Atlanta
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From: Maria Jacobson


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


Subject: Headwaters of the Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 10:20 PM


I have hiked this section of the Chattooga and will never boat or fish 
there.  It is a much loved and honored place that needs to be protected 
from over use. 
 
It seems to me that if traffic in this corridor of the river needs to be 
regulated to protect the river then all users should be regulated.  Begin by 
asking everyone to fill out a permit (like boaters do on the lower half of 
the river) to determine if traffic is too great then set use limits if it is.   
 
Kayakers are limited by the fact that there is rarely enough water to make 
it possible or enjoyable to boat there. 
 
Fishermen would be likewise naturally limited if helicopter stocking of non-
native species was halted. 
 
Hikers who respect this wilderness area should be willing to have their 
unlimited use regulated if it is necessary to preserve this resource. 
 
My opinion, 
Maria Jacobson 
Long Creek, SC 
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From: Ronnie Dilbeck


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


Subject: Chattooga River Comment
Date: 08/18/2008 10:22 PM
Attachments: Marshwater.doc 


Marshwater
Company
 
 
 
 
Dear Sumter National Forest,
 
My name is Ronnie Dilbeck.  I am a geologist and wetland scientist out of 
Franklin, NC.  I have worked for seven years to restore and preserve as 
many hydrologic features as possible throughout North Georgia and 
Western North Carolina.  It is a passion I have cherished since a small 
child.  I understand that watershed preservation is of the utmost reverence 
to the human race.  The diversity within a river corridor remains 
unmatched compared to any other geographical setting.  Most importantly, 
a healthy watershed along with its abutting wetlands, ensure clean water 
for the future.  Wild and Scenic Chattooga River and the Sumter National 
Forest have taken steps the right direction in the preservation of these vital 
systems.  
 
I feel that the entire Chattooga Watershed should be open to all non-motor 
powered watercraft.  I support alternate eight (8).  As an avid fisherman 
and kayaker I feel there is no ecological harm from whitewater kayaks and 
canoes within the river corridor.  The flows needed for the passage of a 
whitewater craft would most defiantly not be ideal for trout fishing.  
Besides, on days when the Chattooga River is at high flows that leaves 
fisherman the benefit of fishing in the tributaries for native fish which 
otherwise would be much to low.  I appreciate your time and please feel 
free to contact me if I could be of further service.
 
Sincerely,
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Marshwater



Company


Dear Sumter National Forest,



My name is Ronnie Dilbeck.  I am a geologist and wetland scientist out of Franklin, NC.  I have worked for seven years to restore and preserve as many hydrologic features as possible throughout North Georgia and Western North Carolina.  It is a passion I have cherished since a small child.  I understand that watershed preservation is of the utmost reverence to the human race.  The diversity within a river corridor remains unmatched compared to any other geographical setting.  Most importantly, a healthy watershed along with its abutting wetlands, ensure clean water for the future.  Wild and Scenic Chattooga River and the Sumter National Forest have taken steps the right direction in the preservation of these vital systems.  



I feel that the entire Chattooga Watershed should be open to all non-motor powered watercraft.  I support alternate eight (8).  As an avid fisherman and kayaker I feel there is no ecological harm from whitewater kayaks and canoes within the river corridor.  The flows needed for the passage of a whitewater craft would most defiantly not be ideal for trout fishing.  Besides, on days when the Chattooga River is at high flows that leaves fisherman the benefit of fishing in the tributaries for native fish which otherwise would be much to low.  I appreciate your time and please feel free to contact me if I could be of further service.



Ronnie Dilbeck



Marshwater Company



P.O. Box 284



Franklin, NC 28744







Ronnie Dilbeck
Marshwater Company
P.O. Box 284
Franklin, NC 28744
 
 
 


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



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

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






From: Carlton, Timothy (GE Infra, Aviation, US)


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga Management Plan and EA
Date: 08/18/2008 10:30 PM


Dear Sir or Madam;
I would like to take the time to make a brief but very important comment on the 
decision that the Forest Service has to make regarding the 30 year ban on 
private boaters floating the Upper reaches of the Chattooga river.  While I am 
sure that you are being bombarded with comments from both sides arguing for 
their side, remember that this is not a popularity contest or a democratic vote.  It 
does not matter how many fishermen wish to have the Upper Chattooga river all 
to themselves, the continued ban on floating has no basis in any facts 
whatsoever.  Boating will not cause any additional impact to the environment.  
The current ban and management of this National Wild and Scenic River is 
against the very principles of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.  The Forest Service 
does not have the right to unilaterally ban any group from public land without 
proper reason.  The EA that was used to try and uphold the boating ban was 
flawed and glaringly biased.  All impacts of boating were painted in a VERY 
negative light, whereas the continued impact of all fishing related activities were 
glossed over.  
 
Remember, that to travel the upper river, boaters may not touch the river bank or 
river bed for miles at a time.  A fisherman touches the riverbed every foot or two...
 
I support Alternative 8 and the lifting of the boating ban on the Upper Chattooga 
river.  
 
 
Tim Carlton
GE 
Aviation 
Greenville Airfoils Facility
Product Engineer
T 864 254 3519
F 864 254 2200 
D *288 3519
E timothy.carlton@ge.com 
www.ge.com/aviation 
300 Garlington Road MS299
Greenville, SC 29615, U.S.A. 
General Electric Company 
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From: Paul Sanford


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


Subject: Chattooga Comments - American Canoe Association
Date: 08/18/2008 10:31 PM
Attachments: Chattooga_EA_comments.American_Canoe_Assn.pdf 


Please accept the attached comments on the Forest Service's Environmental 
Assessment and Proposed Alternatives for Managing Recreational Uses on the 
Upper Chattooga River. 
 
If you have any difficulty open the attachment or reading these comments, 
please contact me using the information below. 


Paul Sanford
Director of Stewardship and Public Policy
General Counsel
American Canoe Association
1340 Central Park Blvd. Suite 210
Fredericksburg, VA 22401
Phone: (540) 907-4460 x106
Fax: (703) 636-0296
www.americancanoe.org
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128 Years of Service to the Paddlesports Community 
1880-2008 



National Office 
1340 Central Park Blvd • Suite 210 
Fredericksburg, VA 22401 
Phone: 540.907.4460 
Fax: 703.636.0296 
Email: aca@americancanoe.org 
www.americancanoe.org 
 
 
August 18, 2008 
 
Jerome Thomas 
Forest Supervisor 
Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia SC 29212 
 
Dear Mr. Thomas:  
 
 The American Canoe Association welcomes this opportunity comment on the U.S. Forest 
Service’s Environmental Assessment and Proposed Alternatives for Managing Recreational Uses 
on the Upper Chattooga River (together “the EA”).  
 
 The ACA is the nation’s oldest and largest paddlesports membership organization, with 
more than 40,000 members nationwide. The ACA serves the paddling public by providing 
education on matters related to paddling, supporting stewardship of the paddling environment, 
and enabling programs and events to support paddlesport recreation. Our programs serve 
paddlers in all disciplines (canoes, kayaks and rafts) and on all types of water (whitewater, flat 
water and open coastal waters).  
 
 The ACA and its members believe that the public should have readily-available access to 
our nation’s rivers, so long as use of the river does not adversely affect the resource. We strongly 
object to arbitrary closures of rivers that are not based on demonstrated adverse impacts, and are 
not applied equally to all users.  
 
 The ACA’s comments appear below.  
 
I. Introduction 
 
 We have reviewed the EA and find it deeply-flawed and pervasively unfair to boaters for 
the reasons stated below. Several years and many taxpayer dollars after this process began, the 
Forest Service has built a record that provides no support for a boating ban. Instead, the record 
requires USFS to allow boating on the entire river from Grimshawes bridge south, including its 
tributaries. No other decision is supported by the record, and adoption of Alternative 4 would be 
would be arbitrary and capricious, and not consistent with law.  
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II. Relevant Facts 
 
 Several facts are worth reviewing before considering the EA in detail. First, it is worth 
noting that boating has been banned of the upper river for 32 years. As such, any existing 
environmental or biophysical impacts in the river corridor must be attributed to other types of 
users. Existing impacts provide no basis for continuation of the boating ban.  
 
 The EA discusses at some length the value of the upper river as natural and pristine 
wilderness that is highly prized as a fishing destination. However, it de-emphasizes one 
significant human intervention. Each year, tens of thousands of non-native rainbow and brown 
trout are released into the upper river. They are introduced for the sole purpose of supporting an 
active sport fishing community on the river. The EA makes no attempt to analyze the 
environmental impacts of these releases.  
 
III. Comments 
 
A. The EA Does Not Comply With the Record of Decision 
 
 The EA fails to follow the instructions issued by the Chief of the Forest Service for 
determining management of the upper river, as set forth in the Record of Decision issued on 
April 28, 2005 (“ROD”).1 The following passage from the ROD succinctly describes the 
Regional Forester’s authority and responsibilities in issuing this EA: 



 
The Regional Forester, based on the authorities listed above, can limit or restrict use 
within a WSR or Wilderness area. To protect the Chattooga River’s ORVs and Ellicott 
Rock Wilderness resources, the Regional Forester may: 
 



 Disallow or restrict the number of (private and commercial) on-river and in 
corridor recreation users, 



 Determine the type of recreation use, 
 Dictate the timing of such use. 



 
This authority should be exercised only with adequate evidence of the need for such 
restrictions. 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.  
 



                                                 
1 Decision for Appeal of the Sumter National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan Revision (April 28, 
2005), available at http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms/forest/projects/appealdecision%20.pdf. The Chief issued this 
decision (through a reviewing officer) in response to American Whitewater’s appeal of the Sumter National Forest 
Land Resource Management Plan Revision.  
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ROD at 6 (emphasis added).  



 
 1. The EA Does Not Contain a User Capacity Analysis 
 
 The EA does not contain a user capacity analysis that conforms to the Management 
Guidelines for the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 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). Those guidelines define carrying capacity of a Wild and Scenic 
River as “[t]he quantity of recreation use which an area can sustain without adverse impact on 
the [outstandingly remarkable values] and freeflowing character of the river area, the quality of 
recreation experience, and public health and safety.” Id. at 39,455.  
 
 The EA makes no attempt to determine the quantity of recreation that the Upper 
Chattooga can sustain without adverse impacts. Instead, it assumes that the current level of 
recreational use by existing user groups is sustainable, and then concludes that nearly all 
additional use by boaters is not sustainable. This is not a fair and objective analysis of the 
carrying capacity of the Upper Chattooga River corridor.  
 
 Instead, the EA focuses most of its attention on user conflicts. Fear of potential user 
conflicts is not an adequate substitute for a legitimate user capacity analysis. Thus, USFS may 
not conclude that the river’s capacity has been reached based solely on its expectation that 
allowing boaters on the river will result in conflicts with anglers and hikers. We discuss the EA’s 
use of user conflict in greater detail below.  
 
 The ROD states that the Regional Forester may restrict access to the river “only with 
adequate evidence of the need for such restrictions.” Without a genuine user capacity analysis, 
there is no such evidence, and therefore can be no restriction on boater access.  
 
 2. The EA Does Not Limit Uses Fairly and Equitably  
 
 The ROD directs the Regional Forester to apply any use restrictions that may be required 
to all users on a fair and equitable basis. Even a cursory review of the EA reveals a strong bias 
against boating. Throughout, the EA treats the existing profile of user types and levels as the 
baseline for the upper river, and makes no serious effort to reexamine whether this profile is fair 
or sustainable. Instead, it presupposes that the existing user profile will remain unchanged, and 
then asks and answers the wrong question: Can boating can be added to the existing user profile 
without adversely affecting the resource or the user experience of existing users?  
 
 This approach is clearly incorrect. As the ROD makes clear, USFS must determine the 
capacity of the resource, and then distribute user allocations fairly and equitably to ALL the 
interested user groups. It cannot arbitrarily place boating at the end of the line and give boaters 
only the leftovers that remain after other user groups have exhausted the resource or lost interest 
in it.  
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 Predictably, the Preferred Alternative that results from this faulty analysis allocates use 
unfairly. The token amount of boating access provided by the Preferred Alternative is so tightly 
limited that it will provide very few actual boating opportunities. The Preferred Alternative 
would allow no more than six days per year, and only in winter months, when boating is less 
desirable. It further limits access to only about seven of the 21.8 miles of the Upper River. It 
continues the ban on all of the remaining river miles.2 At the same time, the Preferred Alternative 
does not limit other user groups in any significant way.  
 
 In so doing, the EA fails every reasonable test of fairness. The EA and the alternatives, 
including the Preferred Alternative, should be revised, and any necessary use restrictions must be 
applied fairly to all user groups.  
 
B. The Record on Biophysical Impacts Does Not Support a Boating Ban  
 
 The EA discusses impacts on the soils and water of the Upper Chattooga River. It states 
that “[s]tudies indicate that unpaved roads and non-point source pollution from private lands are 
the major sources of sediment in the Chattooga watershed.” EA at 35. Regarding boating, it 
concludes “boating would likely add varying amounts to the increasing numbers of users, 
thereby slightly increasing the potential for impacts from sedimentation. These increases could 
be offset by watershed improvements as impacts from user-created features (trails, camps, 
roadside parking) are addressed in all alternatives.” Id.  The EA further concludes that “[w]hen 
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 EA 
reaches similar conclusions regarding plants, wildlife and aquatic species.  
 
 Based on these conclusions, there are no expected environmental impacts that require a 
continuation of the ban on boating.  
 
 It should be noted that even if the EA had concluded that the river corridor has been or 
will be significantly impacted, it would not automatically follow that the boating ban should 
continue. Boating has been banned for 32 years. As such, none of the effects that have already 
occurred can be attributed to boating. If the corridor is impaired now, that impairment is the 
result of the actions of other user groups. It would hardly be fair to allow those groups to 
continue using the corridor without limit, while boaters – who did nothing to create those 
conditions – are kept outside the fence.  
 



                                                 
2 In accordance with instructions from the Forest Supervisor, none of the alternatives consider boating on the 
uppermost section of the Upper Chattooga, from Grimshawes Bridge to the County Line Trail. We discuss this 
problematic omission below.  
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C. Unproven User Conflicts Do Not Justify Continuation of the Boater Ban 
 
 1. The EA’s Assumptions Regarding User Conflict Are Not Justified 
 
 The EA is built around a flawed, two-part premise about user conflicts. These 
assumptions must be reconsidered before adoption of a management alternative.  
 
 First, the EA assumes that user conflicts will occur between boaters and other users if 
boaters are allowed on the upper river. However, the EA provides no hard evidence that this will 
happen. It discusses conflicts that occurred long ago, when the boating ban first went into effect, 
but provides no recent data, and does not cite any evidence of recent conflict on other rivers in 
the region. Furthermore, there is reason to think that encounters between different user groups 
will be less than is assumed in the EA, for reasons that will be explained below. Fear of user 
conflict, without some legitimate expectation that it will occur, is not an adequate basis for 
excluding one user group from the river.  
 
 The second flawed premise in the EA is that boaters should bear the full burden of 
preventing any conflicts that would occur. The EA places this burden on boaters by virtually 
banning boating access, while placing no limits on access for other users. This allocation of 
responsibility is particularly unfair considering boaters are generally quite tolerant of user 
groups.  
 
 If the Forest Service is assuming user conflicts will occur because other user groups have 
grown accustomed to having access to the upper river without boaters, then continuation of the 
boating ban is wrong for additional reasons. First, Wild and Scenic Rivers are for the enjoyment 
of everyone. The Forest Service should not allow any user group to become so entrenched that 
they begin to view exclusive access to the river as an entitlement. Second, if this sort of 
attachment to the status quo is the expected source of conflict here, then it is a problem of the 
Forest Service’s own creation, and Forest Service should solve it by taking it on directly. It 
should not shove this problem off on boaters by subjecting them to an unjustified ban on boating.  
 
 2. Flow Levels Provide an Adequate Mechanism for Limiting User Encounters 
 
 The EA recognizes that users of the upper river generally prefer to recreate at different 
flow levels and in different locations, and that the overlap between the optimal flow ranges for 
each activity is limited. As Table 3.3-3 on page 96 of the EA illustrates, fishing is generally 
optimal up to 350 CFS, and boating is generally optimal above 350 CFS.  
 
 There are exceptions to this general rule, but the exceptions are minimal and manageable. 
The optimal range for one type of fishing -- bait fishing – overlaps with boating up to 450 CFS. 
At lower water levels, boaters may be interested in some sections of the river down to 200 CFS, 
which is in the optimal range for spin and fly fishing. However, most boaters and anglers are 
likely to want to be on the water at different times and in different places.  
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 From this, it can be seen that flow rates, by themselves, go a long way towards 
minimizing user interactions and conflict. The flows where overlap occurs may call for some 
additional management action, but they do not justify a ban on nearly all boating.  
 
 Despite this fact, the EA does not rely on the natural break points in the flow cycle to 
address concerns about user conflicts. Instead, the Preferred Alternative gives non-boaters 
another 100 CFS of flow by restricting boating to days when flow exceeds 450 CFS. The EA 
goes further, by giving boaters access to only about one-third of the river miles, on only six days 
a year, and then only in winter. Other alternatives use 350 CFS as a parameter, but add in other 
restrictions on location and time of year that make them unfair to boaters.  
 
 The effect of this is to ban boating in many instances in which user conflicts are not 
likely to occur. The Forest Service has no authority to ban boating where there is no evidence of 
the need for such restrictions. Likewise, nothing in the record justifies targeting all of the user 
restrictions at a single user group. This is unfair and clearly inconsistent with the directives in the 
ROD.  
 
D. Boating on the Grimshawes Bridge Reach 
 
 None of the proposed alternatives would allow boating on the section of river from 
Grimshawes Bridge to the County Line Trail. The authors of the EA apparently excluded this 
section at your direction, as discussed in your Memorandum dated September 26, 2007.3  
 
 You acknowledge that the Grimshawes Bridge to County Line Trail section of the river 
would likely be navigable under North Carolina law. However, despite this conclusion, you 
direct USFS staff to exclude this section from any consideration for boating. Your rationale for 
this instruction was as follows:  
 



Boaters putting in at [Grimshawes Bridge] and wishing to continue down the river would have to 
pass through the Rust property, which would put them at risk for potentially committing trespass. 
The private land interests in this segment of the river have expressed their opposition to public 
boating and general public use through the Rust property at any time and under any conditions. It 
is likely that any member of the general public attempting to use this section of the river would 
face legal action brought by the landowners.  
 
Additionally, information regarding the ability to float and recreate on this stretch of the river and 
the environmental impacts of such uses is incomplete and inconclusive. To date, the Forest 
Service has been unable to secure the access needed from private land interests in this segment to 
assess conditions in the area. Therefore, the agency is limited in its ability to conduct an 
environmental assessment of alternatives which would permit boating and other recreational uses 
of the general public along this stretch of the river. 



 
Id. at 2.  
 



                                                 
3 Memorandum to John Cleeves, Direction Regarding Range of Alternatives For Management of the Upper 
Chattooga River (September 26, 2007).   
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 Your rationale for excluding this segment from consideration is unlawful and deeply 
disturbing. You are closing a section of river that you acknowledge is probably a navigable 
waterway in order to serve the interests of a private landowner. The effect of this action is to 
prevent a group of recreational users from accessing a river that has been designated as a Wild 
and Scenic River precisely because of its recreational ORV. Private landowners should not be 
given this level of control over access to a designated Wild and Scenic River.  
 
 Your directive assumes boaters are incapable of passing through private property without 
committing trespass. Let me assure you that boaters successfully do so thousands of times a day 
all over the country. Your fear of trespass and your assumption that it will occur does not justify 
a boating ban or a virtual ban.  
 
 You acknowledge that USFS has not fulfilled its duty to assess conditions in the area, but 
you then turn the presumption of access on its head by claiming that boaters cannot be allowed 
on this section until an environmental assessment has been done. The ROD requires the opposite 
presumption. You must ALLOW access in these circumstances, and may restrict access “only 
with adequate evidence of the need for such restrictions.” ROD at 6.  
 
 The exclusion of this segment from consideration has no basis in law. The EA and 
proposed alternatives should be revised accordingly.   



 
IV.  Conclusion  
 
 The record before the Forest Service does not support either the existing boating ban or 
the near ban contained in the Preferred Alternative. On this record, the Forest Service’s only 
alternative is to allow unlimited boating, including the Grimshawes Bridge section. We urge the 
Forest Service to lift the boating ban and allow paddlers the same access to the Upper Chattooga 
that is provided to other user groups.  
 
 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Environmental Assessment and 
Proposed Management Alternatives.  
 
 



 
 
Martin A. Bartels 
Executive Director 
 



 



 
Paul Sanford 
Director of Stewardship and Public Policy 
 



 













From: BClay


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga Managment Proposal
Date: 08/18/2008 10:50 PM
Attachments: clay_comments_draftea_august08.doc 


Dear Chattooga Planners,
 
Please find my comments below. I have also attached the same comments as an 
MS WORD file.
 
Thanks
Butch Clay
 
 
 
 
 
From:   Butch Clay 
            10320 Highlands Highway
            Mountain Rest, SC 29664
            864 638 7885
 
To:       Chattooga Planning Team
            U.S. Forest Service
            Francis Marion/Sumter National Forest
            4391 Broad River Road
            Columbia, SC 29212 
 
 
Via E-Mail, To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
 
 
August 18, 2008
 
 
Re:      Upper Chattooga River Management Proposals 
 
 
Dear Chattooga Planning Team:
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From:
Butch Clay 




10320 Highlands Highway




Mountain Rest, SC 29664




864 638 7885



To:
Chattooga Planning Team




U.S. Forest Service




Francis Marion/Sumter National Forest




4391 Broad River Road




Columbia, SC 29212 


Via E-Mail, To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us



August 18, 2008



Re:
Upper Chattooga River Management Proposals 



Dear Chattooga Planning Team:


Thank you for the opportunity to comment in response to your July 2, 2008 "Draft EA" for the Management of Recreational Uses on the Upper Chattooga River.



I ask that you continue the current zoning of the Chattooga River, and that you continue to prohibit all floating above Highway 28 Bridge. I believe that the current regulations that limit boating to the lower sections of the river below Russell Bridge are fair, entirely legal, and wholly necessary in order to safeguard the irreplaceable wilderness values and biological diversity of the Chattooga headwater reaches.



We hear much about the necessity of "compromise" in the current, heated debate over possible recreational kayaking access to the headwaters. However, we do well to recall that the regulations now in place are themselves the product of a fair, just and far-sighted compromise that was put in place some thirty years ago, when the first Chattooga management plans inaugurated the first zoning regulations. 


That initial compromise has worked well, both to absorb the unforeseen, astronomical increase in recreational boating visitation to the lower reaches, and to protect and enhance the wild and scenic wilderness values of the headwaters, while reserving the upper river reaches for foot travel access only.


We should also note that those managers who put in place the first zoning regulations--whether by design or by accident--were planting the seeds for the nurturance of a wild, wilderness headwater reach the likes of which we can never find elsewhere in this region. Should we now let that profoundly wise and hopeful thirty year investment in an irreplaceable American legacy of wildness and rugged Southern Appalachian beauty be significantly diminished at the behest of well funded, powerfully-placed recreational access lobbyists, we shall have purchased perhaps but a fleeting and temporary respite from current and future clamorous calls of those who will always want more "use," more "access," and a bigger piece of the Chattooga “pie.” 


I therefore request that the Forest Service enact some version of Alternatives 2 or 3, in order to protect and enhance those outstanding resource values (ORVs) that caused the Chattooga to be designated officially "Wild and Scenic" in the first place. If that decision must entail reasonable and well-planned refinements or further restrictions on current foot-travel-only visitation for the headwater reaches, I will support those new regulations.


Finally, in recognition of the unenviable task before the Forest Service of making a decision that in any event may be unpopular with a lot of people, I humbly implore USFS managers to hold firm in the compromise position already taken thirty years ago. That compromise has worked well and can continue to work well for generations to come. We need strong leadership and far-sighted planning if we may hope to pass on to our children's children the gift of this river in any condition as wild, beautiful, free and untrammeled as that which we ourselves have enjoyed and benefited from. 



Thank you for considering my request.



Sincerely,



Butch Clay



clay_butch@bellsouth.net







 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment in response to your July 2, 2008 
"Draft EA" for the Management of Recreational Uses on the Upper 
Chattooga River.
 
I ask that you continue the current zoning of the Chattooga River, and that 
you continue to prohibit all floating above Highway 28 Bridge. I believe that 
the current regulations that limit boating to the lower sections of the river 
below Russell Bridge are fair, entirely legal, and wholly necessary in order 
to safeguard the irreplaceable wilderness values and biological diversity of 
the Chattooga headwater reaches.
 
We hear much about the necessity of "compromise" in the current, heated 
debate over possible recreational kayaking access to the headwaters. 
However, we do well to recall that the regulations now in place are 
themselves the product of a fair, just and far-sighted compromise that was 
put in place some thirty years ago, when the first Chattooga management 
plans inaugurated the first zoning regulations. 
 
That initial compromise has worked well, both to absorb the unforeseen, 
astronomical increase in recreational boating visitation to the lower reaches, 
and to protect and enhance the wild and scenic wilderness values of the 
headwaters, while reserving the upper river reaches for foot travel access 
only.
 
We should also note that those managers who put in place the first zoning 
regulations--whether by design or by accident--were planting the seeds for 
the nurturance of a wild, wilderness headwater reach the likes of which we 
can never find elsewhere in this region. Should we now let that profoundly 
wise and hopeful thirty year investment in an irreplaceable American legacy 
of wildness and rugged Southern Appalachian beauty be significantly 
diminished at the behest of well funded, powerfully-placed recreational 
access lobbyists, we shall have purchased perhaps but a fleeting and 
temporary respite from current and future clamorous calls of those who will 
always want more "use," more "access," and a bigger piece of the Chattooga 
“pie.” 
 
I therefore request that the Forest Service enact some version of Alternatives 







2 or 3, in order to protect and enhance those outstanding resource values 
(ORVs) that caused the Chattooga to be designated officially "Wild and 
Scenic" in the first place. If that decision must entail reasonable and well-
planned refinements or further restrictions on current foot-travel-only 
visitation for the headwater reaches, I will support those new regulations.
 
Finally, in recognition of the unenviable task before the Forest Service of 
making a decision that in any event may be unpopular with a lot of people, I 
humbly implore USFS managers to hold firm in the compromise position 
already taken thirty years ago. That compromise has worked well and can 
continue to work well for generations to come. We need strong leadership 
and far-sighted planning if we may hope to pass on to our children's children 
the gift of this river in any condition as wild, beautiful, free and 
untrammeled as that which we ourselves have enjoyed and benefited from. 
 
Thank you for considering my request.
 
Sincerely,
 
Butch Clay
clay_butch@bellsouth.net
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From: Joey Manson


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


Subject: Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 11:02 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,


 


Please stop promoting fighting within those who love the 
Chattooga the most, be they boaters, fishermen, hikers, etc.  
Come to a friendly compromise that is easy to implement.  
 
Water levels above a decided on mark at daybreak, boating 
legal that day.  
 
Those days would be few, and dangerous to wade with poor 
fishing in muddy water.  This means no conflicts.  Pick a high 
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level, 3 foot on the bridge even, I like a lot of water.  I just want 
to be able to paddle legally.  But most importantly, stop 
promoting the fighting between fishermen and boaters, stop 
wasting money on silly studies and meetings whose results you 
ignore, and start doing your job by serving everyone equally, 
regardless of how we choose to spend time in the wilderness.
 
 
Thank you for considering these comments,


 


Sincerely


 


Joey Manson
597 Silver Creek Road
Central SC 29630








From: Newton Tilson


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/18/2008 11:29 PM


I support Alternative 8 on the list of alternative choices.
This whole thing is ridiculous, and I am appalled that the Forest Service has 
spent millions of taxpayers dollars on this issue. Perhaps the Forest Service 
should spend more time fighting the Wooly Adelgid and less time trying to 
discriminate against boaters in the Upper Chattooga; that would actually benefit 
ALL the users.
 
Sincerely,
Newton Tilson
52 Jackson St
Watkinsville, GA 30677
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From: Margaret Weise


Reply To: margweise@yahoo.com


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


cc: akimbell@fs.fed.us


Subject: Support of Alternative #8 - Stand by the Appeal Decision
Date: 08/18/2008 11:31 PM


Dear Sumter National Forest,
 
Reviewing the Evironmental Assessment for the recreational management 
of the Chattooga River, has not shown ANY reason for the boating ban.  
The Appeals decision requested the EA to be done and you have.  The 
results have shown that the decison made years was made without 
reason.  It is time now to allow boaters to have access to the river 
(legally). 
The Appeal states:
  
“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 the other users”.  I strongly agree with this statement. 
  
 
The boaters do not harm the environment any more than the fisherman or 
other recreational users.  The fishermen can leave old bait containers, old 
bobbers and fishing line behind.  Boaters DO NOT!
 
The appeal decision requested and required a user capacity analysis 
done.  I do not see this documentation anywhere.  It would show that 
boaters do not harm the environment any more than the other users - if 
anything less - because the boater are floating on the water and not 
trampling on the ground.
 
The limitation on the boating is not within reason.  We can not control the 
dates when mother nature wants it to rain.  Mother nature does not go by 
a calendar.
 
All of the river should be accessable to boating - not a certain section.
 
Open the boating and see how things are affected.  Then you will have a 



mailto:margweise@yahoo.com

mailto:margweise@yahoo.com

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

mailto:akimbell@fs.fed.us





basis for another assessement.
 
In summary - make the decision immediately to allow boating which 
supports the Appeal Decision since there has not been any evidence 
brought forward.  
 
Whitewater paddlers have as much right as fisherrman, hikers and wildlife 
watchers to enjoy the Upper Chattooga.  Please rule in favor of Alternative 
#8.
 
The decision is already late with no reasons.  DO NOT DELAY anymore.
 
End the segration/limitation of users.
 
Sincerely
Margaret Weise
1352 Christian Hills Dr
Rochester Hill, MI 48309
 








From: Charles Wier


Reply To: cwier60@yahoo.com


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


Subject: Pre-decisional Environmental Assessment on Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 11:36 PM


Jerome Thomas, Sumter National Forest supervisor 
U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.


18 August 2008


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


Dear Jerome,


I am a 48-year-old lifelong fisherman who has begun whitewater kayaking in the past two years.  Therefore, I consider 
myself capable of making an unbiased objective decision regarding the boating ban that has been in place for over 30 
years and the actions that should now be taken to preserve the environment of the Wild and Scenic upper Chattooga river 
area.  I'd like to begin by stating that I vehemently oppose Environmental Assessment alternative 4 regarding the 
recreational management of the Chattooga River, which effectively maintains the boating ban for all intents and 
purposes and does nothing to manage environmental impacts in the area from other user groups.


After having attended several of the workshops last year to provide input on the evaluation and to propose alternatives 
for the management of the Upper Chattooga, I was very disappointed by the bias shown and the closed-minded approach of 
the TU-backed fishing community.  Obviously, boaters have and potentially continue to be the only low-impact users to 
be discriminated against, yet they seem to be the ones who are most interested in the equitable management of the area 
to preserve it for all low-impact users.  I can objectively say that the objective of the opposing fishing community is 
not to preserve this beautiful resource for uses approved by the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, but to 
maintain "remoteness and solitude in the southeast” for a select selfish few.  There has never been a user capacity 
analysis to evaluate all low-impact uses in the area, but only measures in place to monitor boating, with a biased 
objective to
 maintain an unlawful ban.  The only way to gain an understanding of the potential conflicts that are purported to 
occur if boating is allowed is to create a period of evaluation during which all uses approved by the Wilderness Act 
and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act are allowed and monitored for levels of use and conflict.  


Besides the personal costs and time of myself and all others who have attempted to work within the whimsical review and 
assessment process, the taxpayers of this country have spent millions of dollars on the same process. Millions of 
dollars for studies and a process mandated by the Forest Service's own reviewing officer in rejecting Sumter National 
Forest's previously flawed Management Plan have been wasted. The reviewing officer stated that a User Capacity Analysis 
be conducted before banning or regulating any qualified user group, in which it was stated boating was a qualified user 
group. Also stated was the ban or regulation of a particular user group must be founded in findings of said user 
capacity analysis. 


Unfortunately, your office has wasted countless taxpayer dollars and time with the release of the recent EA document 
and your preferred alternative.  The only factor that Alternative 4 really addresses is continuing to maintain the 30-
year unlawful boating ban by placing capricious “mean daily flow level” and calendar limits that effectively limit 
boatable opportunities to one or two days per year.  The saddest factor is that absolutely no consideration has been 
given to managing the use of resources by ALL user groups.  Only by implementing a user capacity analysis and managing 
the use of this beautiful resource by all users can all aspects of the "Outstanding Remarkable Values" of Wild and 
Scenic Rivers be protected on the entire river, not just in some areas and for one particular selfish user group.  It 
is very clear from the feedback I received from the workshops and the comments made during this review period from the 
anti-boating users, backed
 primarily by Trout Unlimited, that their interest is not in preserving the "Outstanding Remarkable Values" of this 
Wild and Scenic River, but only as those values relate to a selfish few.


Thank you for considering these comments. 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 user groups with significantly more 
environmental impact 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.  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
Charles Wier
4290 Berkford Circle
Atlanta, GA 30319
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From: Craig


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


Subject: Support of Alternative 8
Date: 08/18/2008 11:40 PM


Sirs,
After reviewing the options recently released regarding the Upper Chattooga 
Environmental Assessment and proposed management plan, I believe that none 
offer true parity to the taxpayers of the area and users of the resources.
However, I am in support of Option 8, given no better choice.
Thank you,
Craig M. Bailey
Gainesville, GA  30506 
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From: Michael Bamford


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


Subject: AW demands Limits on Boating.pdf
Date: 08/18/2008 11:40 PM
Attachments: AW demands Limits on Boating.pdf 
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A History of AW’s Argument for 



Seasonal and Water Level Boating Limitations. 



    



   AW first argued for boating access and understood that limits by season and water 



level would be needed to minimize conflict.     AW later argued that boaters would only 



be visiting during cold weather and when the river was too high to fish.    Basically AW 



has argued for Alternative four since they initiated their demands for access. 



   A synopsis of AW’s published comments are listed below… 



 



1994:   AW published they wanted boating to “start at Bull Pen”.  



   “While section 0 is a very popular fishing destination, optimal water levels for 



whitewater and fishing do not coincide (boating is only feasible during high water).   Our 



efforts to revise the management plan will recognize that boating this stretch should be 



open during certain windows of time for private whitewater boaters (for example, during 



certain months and high flows).” Pg 21 American Whitewater published Newsletter, Dec/Nov 1994 



   



1999:    In 1999 American Whitewater proposed  limited boater access to the Chattooga 



based on water levels of 2.6’-(500cfs) and during Winter months.  They argued  



 “Floating could, and should, be allowed on a limited seasonal basis”1   



       “The establishment of a clearly defined, limited use season also allows the USFS to 



gauge use and monitor safety on these sections. Furthermore, limiting access to the 



colder winter months or periods of relatively high water naturally deters less qualified 



boaters from using the river.       1999, American Whitewater published Newsletter, Dec/Nov 



 



 



2001:  “the Forest Service should allow limited access to the classic whitewater in the 
headwaters of the Chattooga on Sections 00,0, and 1 during periods of high water, as well as 
between December 1"and May”.      Pg 26  2001, American Whitewater published Newsletter, Jan/Feb 
 



 



2004:    In AW’s  2004 Appeal the USFS   



 



“Boaters will also be attracted to the Headwaters of the Chattooga only during periods of 



high water which generally occur in the winter and early spring  months. This flow 



preference will have several distinct effects. First, paddlers will use the Headwaters of 



the Chattooga during periods of high water when angling is less desirable and when 



wading is dangerous. Therefore, interactions between anglers and boaters will be 



minimal. Secondly, paddlers will most often use the Headwaters of the Chattooga River 



                                                             
1 Dec/Nov 1999,   American Whitewater Newsletter 



 











in the cold winter when hiking, bird watching, and swimming are less popular.  Therefore 



interactions between boaters and other dispersed recreationalists will be minimal”    
Pg 49   2004  AW  Appeal to the USFS 



  “ Limits would be understandable but a complete ban …”pg4  AW appeal to USFS 2004 



 



2007/8:   After the Recreational Study in January of 2007, the USFS hired recreational 
consultant joined AW in public comments that boaters would only be visiting in the 
Winter when the water levels were too high to accommodate other visitors.      
 



1. The 2007 Chattooga Integrated Report notes: “Boating use (if allowed) is likely to be 
highest on winter and early spring days immediately following storm events, which 
are relatively rare. Some proportion of those days will be rainy and cold, lowering 
hiking and backpacking use, and reducing the chances of boater hiker encounters.”  



Pg 62 Chattooga Conflict & capacity analysis 2007  
 



2. Mark Singleton(Executive Director for AW) noted “that the 15 [boatable] days would 
be in the Winter when sustained weather patterns provided for higher water flows” 



1/2/2008  Macon News, Franklin, NC 
 



3. Boatable days “are out of season and usually still rainy, Singleton had noted”  
Cashiers Chronicle June 27 2007 



 
4. Doug Whitaker the USFS hired recreation consultant noted “those ideal [boater] 



flows occur primarily in Winter months, when other forms of recreation are down.”  
Smoky Mountain News June 27,2007 “Chattooga at the Crossroads”  



 
5. “Whitaker explained that trails are used in the Summer and Fall, anglers come out in 



the Spring and Summer and boaters will be there in the Winter.”  
06/26/2007 The Highlander, Highlands, NC 



 
6. "paddlers had insisted river levels suitable for paddling would only occur once  



in a blue moon."     [Smoky Mountain News 6/27/05]      



 
  
 



      AW has argued no conflict would exist because they would only be paddling during 



high flows in the Winter.    Alternative #4 gives AW what they asked for and what 



appears to be a reasonable compromise.    



       After publishing that conflict cannot be avoided during lesser flows and during the 



Summer period, AW has no defendable arguments for the boating limits as applied 



under Alternative #4.   Poor the cement and let us all move on!     



 
  



Sincerely, 
Michael Bamford 
Member FOTUC 



Resident Cashiers, NC 













From: mls1512@netscape.net


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


Subject: please stop denying rights to lands my taxes pay for
Date: 08/18/2008 11:46 PM


Dear U.S. Forest Service,
 
please do what is right in the fight over the headwaters, allow all users 
including boaters equal access to what is rightfully the property of every 
tax paying American. 
 
This is not China, Russia, or Nazi Germany..........this is AMERICA, land of 
the free. Allowing one or some user groups while denying others is not 
only unfair, but un-American and an atrosity to what this country stands 
for. Allowing equal access will go a long ways in the nations opinion of the 
stewards of 'our' lands, here and across the nation.  
I trust that the right decision will be made in overturning this 
constitutionally illegal ban on boating that has denied many their right as 
an AMERICAN to experience the river in a form that is non-motorized and 
very low impact. 
 
Please allow boating on the Chattooga headwaters. 
 
Michael L. Smith


Get the MapQuest Toolbar. Directions, Traffic, Gas Prices & More! 



mailto:mls1512@netscape.net

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

http://mapquest.com/toolbar?ncid=mpqmap00050000000010






From: river0013


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


Subject: Comments on the Upper Chattooga EA
Date: 08/18/2008 11:50 PM
Attachments: Comments Draft Environmental Assessment by Chad Spangler.docx 


Relative Use Charts.docx 
de facto ban chart.docx 
EA use versus actual use under Alternative 4.docx 


I would like to comment on the recently released Upper Chattooga 
Environmental Assessment and proposed management plan, Alternative  
#4.  Please review my attached comments and supporting charts.
 
Chad Spangler
2653 Drew Valley Rd NE
Atlanta, GA
 
Discription of attached charts:
De facto ban chart.pdf  Graph that shows the flows of all days with a 
mean flow of 1500cfs (at US 76) during the December 1st-March 1st since 
01/01/2004.  
Relative Use Charts.pdf  Graphs that show that “Choosing to manage 
only boating without limiting vastly larger uses is like restraining a small dog 
in a china shop while there is a bull running around knocking over shelves.”
EA use versus actual use under Alternative 4.pdf  The EA estimates 
that there are 6 days per year with a mean daily flow of 450cfs at Burrells 
Ford.  This illustrates that the user numbers since 01/01/2004 would have 
been significantly lower under Alternative #4, especially considering that 
the days will have to have a predictable mean flow of 450cfs.  At the 
minimum, it shows that the flow and season restrictions should be adjusted 
to allow more boaters if a predictable mean flow is required to boat.  
 
 



mailto:river0013@mindspring.com

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



Comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA)


-Boating is continually considered a “new user group”.  Since the previous bans weren’t supported by a valid user study, it is clearly unfair and biased to view boaters as a new user group.  Boating should have been evaluated with equal footing to all other wilderness-compliant user groups.  This inherent bias taints the entire EA.  The 30 year was ban was illegal, and it unfair to use this illegal ban against boater by considering them a “new user group” rather than a wilderness compliant user group on equal footing with other wilderness compliant user groups.


-There are no seasonal, zone, or flow restrictions on any group other than boaters.  USFS policy is to apply indirect measures first, followed by direct measures only after indirect measures have failed.  There is no data contained in the EA to justify immediate direct measures for boaters.  Obviously, if a user group has been banned from an area for 30 years there can be no evidence to support immediate direct measures, or even indirect measures for that matter.  How is that boaters are singled out for every type of direct measure, while existing, higher user, higher impact uses are only subjected to indirect measures. 


-There is no alternative that looks at offsetting the additional users due to boating by limiting another user group.   In every alternative boaters are subject to the harshest, most direct management.  There is no evidence in the EA to justify this extreme  approach.   The integrated report, Capacity and Conflict on the Upper Chattooga, clearly determined that boating would have minimal impact on the environment of the Chattooga WSR, especially in light of the impact of other, much larger , larger groups.


-The EA never establishes a User Capacity for the Upper Chattooga as mandated in the Appeal Decision by the Reviewing Officer for the Chief.  There are no quantifiable capacity figures to use to determine if any use needs to be limited.   Almost all of the existing use numbers were “guesstimates” by Forest Service personnel.  3 years of study and the best Sumpter can do is “guesstimates”.   After enduring 30+ years of an unjustified boating ban, boater and all users deserved something better than “guesstimates”.   





Simply opening the river to boaters for 2 years and requiring all users to register (just like boaters are required to do on the lower river) would have provided invaluable information- like who uses the river, what parts of the river do they use, what time of year do they use the river, at what flows do they use the river, and how many people are in their group.  Why didn’t Sumter choose this approach?  Could it be that it would be easier to manipulate the results if they could just “guesstimate”? 





-The EA continually refers to angling on the Chattooga as “unique experience that needs to be carefully managed”.  How is fishing for non-native, stocked fish a unique experience?  Isn’t  this really an artificially created experience?  The EA fails to look at the effects of stocking and high angling use in an objective light.  Stocking of non-native fish clearly attracts more users to the area.  More cars on the roads surrounding the river and user created trails are directly related to increased siltation of the river.  Still, the EA fails to look at how reducing or eliminating non-native fish stocking could reduce this impact.  


-The EA fails to look at any management alternative that would limit use within ¼ mile of the bridges








Water and Riparian Corridor


-In Table 3.1-2 the East Fork Chattooga River’s status is listed as “partial support” for its beneficial use.  The pollutant of concern was listed as “unknown”.  Is the source of pollution really unknown?  Isn’t it really the trout fishery located along the East Fork?  Why does no management alternative address this pollution?  The WSR Act mandates that the USFS “protect and enhance” the ORVs of the Chattooga River.  Clearly, allowing an unknown pollutant to impair a major tributary isn’t consistent with the WSR Act mandate.  Other stream reaches of concern that the EA and proposed alternative fail to address are Norton Mill, Fowler Creek, and Ammons Branch.  


-On page 23 of the EA, under Chattooga River Flows, the EA incorrectly identifies December-April as the moths of the year with the highest mean flow.  Figure 3.1-1 shows that the May has a higher mean monthly flow than December.  Therefore, five highest month means occur in the Jan-May timeframe.  Either the EA was written to be misleading or those writing it didn’t know how to interpret the data.  


- The November 2007 study of LWD in the Upper Chattooga River, West Fork Chattooga River, Overflow Creek, and Holcomb Creek is highly suspect.  Local USFS personel have shown a clear bias against boaters and the results of this “study” could easily have been manipulated to get the results that anti-boating personnel were looking for.  Its especially suspect since it was not announced in advance and since no impartial observers were asked to participate.  Even if this “study” is accepted, there is no data to support what “normal” levels of LWD should be on any of these reaches.  What is the baseline?  The EA cites a single message board comment to attribute removal of LWD to boaters.  This single comment does not provide any conclusive evidence that boaters are responsible for all the LWD disturbance.  Was any effort made to look into hikers or anglers adding, altering, or removing LWD?


-The LWD “study” offers no explanation for why there is so little LWD above the West Fork of the Chattooga on the main branch.  How could there be so little LWD in an area where boaters have been banned for 30+ years?  Could it be because it was caused by existing user groups that the Sumter isn’t trying to ban?   Anglers, hikers, swimmers?


-The EA states that 


“Dispersed recreation is especially detrimental to stream channels when it is located directly on streambanks. Impacts to vegetation in riparian areas can occur even with low to moderate usage levels (Whittaker and Shelby 2007). This user-created disturbance results in banks that are often denuded or stripped of vegetation and that increase the potential for erosion of soil into stream channels.”  





Given that, why isn’t there a management alternative in the EA that restricts angling, as they are the largest users of the riparian zone?  Should there have been study that shows how many times an angler or hiker enters and leaves the riparian zone compared to paddlers?





-On page 40, the EA states that  “The alternatives that include boating would likely add varying amounts to the increasing numbers of users, thereby slightly increasing the potential for impacts from sedimentation.”





When the potential use data in the EA is analyzed is shows that unrestricted boating would add no more than 1.5% to the overall use of the Upper Chattooga WSR corridor.  This is hardly enough to statistically conclude that boating would increase sedimentation.  Also, once again the EA completely ignores the potential that Adaptive Management provisions in Alternative 8 could greatly decrease overall use.





-On page 36, the EA states that “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.”





Given the pollution on the East Fork Chattooga River and other tributaries, doesn’t this indicate that the Sumter has failed to offer a management alternative that addresses this problem?  








Soils


-On page 42, the EA concludes that “Variations for soil erosion, compaction, disturbance and overall productivity among any of the alternatives are not measurably different at the river corridor or Chattooga watershed scale.”.  





Once again doesn’t this indicate that Sumter has failed to produce a management alternative that enhances and improves the condition of soils in the Chattooga WSR corridor.  There should have been an alternative that looked at closing some of the 43 miles roads within the corridor.





Vegetation


-On page 52, the EA states that “Existing impacts to rare species from current use are unknown”.  





From this point it goes on to find ways that boating will impact rare species, yet it fails look at how existing uses are impacting rare species.  How is this an object look at all potential uses? 





-On page 52, the EA states that “Downed logs that span the river create log jams that may necessitate portages for anglers and hikers who currently traverse the river. These portages can create user-trails and result in trampling of vegetation”. 





Inexplicable, the EA ignores this statement in all of its other discussion of LWD.  Yet again, more anit-boating bias.





-On page 53, the EA states that “Although impact levels are difficult to quantify, it is likely that effects would be greatest under alternatives 8, 9 and 10 which have the fewest user restrictions; followed by alternatives 4 and 5”. 





Once again the EA ignore the adaptive management provision in Altnernative 8 and its potential to lower overall use. 





-Table 3.2-8 fails to account for adaptive management provision in Altnernative 8 and its potential to lower overall use.  





-The EA continually looks for every possible way a boater might affect a rare plant, yet largely ignores the much larger threat from existing users. 





-The monitoring guidelines proposed in Appendix B to alleviate viability concerns to sensitive and locally rare species are arbitrarily targeted towards boaters.   Other users, in much larger numbers, are redirected through the riparian area due to LWD in the river.  This monitoring should be applied to non-boating alternatives and apply to all section of the river.  Ignoring sections of river where boaters are banned or during the time of year when boats are banned implies that removal of LWD by other users and in other locations is acceptable.  Once again Sumter appears to give tacit approval to the damages by existing users. 





Aquatic Species and Habitats


-The EA completely fails to address the affects of stocking non-native fish in the river. IN fact the EA never acknowledges that the stocked rainbow and brown trout are non-native fish.  Surely a non-native fish has an impact on native species.  How is the native brooke trout affected by the stocking of non-native rainbow and brown trout.  Are any sensitive or locally rare species affected by these non-native fish? 


Stocking is only mentioned in the Social impact sections and not once in the Water, Soil, Terrestrial Wildlife, or Aquatic Species sections.  It is impossible to say that the stocking of non-native species hasn’t affected the Chattooga River environment, yet the EA ignores the issue.


Blatant omissions like this make the EA seem more like a political document than a scientific one and completely undermine the credibility of the Sumter’s ability to put together an unbiased EA.


-On page 84, The EA states that “During the 2007 LWD survey, it was noted that LWD has been actively removed in the Chattooga River in SC. This removal was primarily associated with dispersed campsites”.  





In spite of this, the EA often singles out boaters for the removal of LWD and ignore the practice by other user groups.  





It also goes on to say that ” Evidence from the current inventory and other sources show that LWD removal is likely where camping and boating are allowed”.   Yet, no alternative targets management effects that would reduce removal of LWD by campers.   








Recreation


-The flow ranges for angling are arbitrary and unreliable.  


During the Expert Panel Field Assessment not a single participant actually engaged in spin or bait fishing.  


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.





Yet, these “guesstimates”, from obviously biased panel, are used to determine “acceptable” boating flows in several of the Alternatives.  This is extremely flimsy evidence to support such a direct management action.  


-Even the flawed flow ranges show that there is only an overlap between optimal bait fishing and optimal boating flows.  Generally bait fishing is done in front country areas where is would be easy to avoid boaters by timing and location. 


-On page 98, the EA states that “Precise information on the existing condition of backcountry encounters for all sections of the river was not available for this analysis. The Use Estimation Workshop (Berger and CRC 2007) was used to roughly describe the average and peak use levels in the upper corridor. In addition, averages from Rutlin (1995) and assumptions about existing rates and use-encounter relationships were applied to the Use Estimation Workshop results to develop some very rough encounter relationships among existing users”





It appears that Sumter is acknowledging that their management decisions are based on imprecise information, assumptions, and very rough estimates.  Shouldn’t there be a higher standard?  





How about actual use numbers sorted by zone, flow, season, user group, and group size based on data collected by visitor registration forms.  That works for paddlers on the lower river, why wasn’t it applied to the determine capacities on the Upper Chattooga?  





-On page 98, the EA states “Although encounters with boaters or groups of boaters may fluctuate throughout the year depending on geography, weather conditions, timing, season and flow levels, etc., this analysis assumes that a hiker, angler, camper, etc.will see an average of 75% of all boaters floating a specific stretch on any particular day”. 





How do they know how many people will encounter boaters? They estimated how many people would be there by month, but gave no estimates for how many people would be there by flow or weather.  This factors alone might mitigate any fears for conflict.  





-Figure 3.3-4  Existing Trail Encounter Levels per Day in Backcountry Areas by Reach is inherently flawed because it looks at encounters only by season, rather than flow levels.  This a major flaw.  It should at least be compared to a chart showing encounter levels based on flow.  Of course the problem here is Sumter does not have that data because it didn’t do a proper use study.  





-Figure 3.3-5 Existing On-River Encounters per Day in Backcountry Areas by Reach is inherently flawed because it looks at encounters only by season, rather than flow levels.  This a major flaw.  It should at least be compared to a chart showing encounter levels based on flow.  Of course the problem here is Sumter does not have that data because it didn’t do a proper use study.  





-Figures 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 fail to properly analyze the alternatives, particularly Alternative 8. Again, this completely ignores the adaptive management provision in Alternative 8 and their potential to reduce use by all users.   





-Figure 3.3-2 is inaccurate.  It shows that one or two days would exceed encounter standards in the Chattooga Cliffs under Alternative 8, however this is factually incorrect according to the data in Table 3.3-8.  It shows that the average number of days the encounters would be exceeded in the Chattooga Cliffs reach would be an average of 0.  








Health and Human Safety (Search and Rescue)





From the Appeal Decision- “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”





There is no basis for including this section.  Even if there were, it should have looked all user groups on a level playing field. 





Appendix B


-Table B-1 offers  no explanation of why one alternative would cost more than another.  Are these more Sumter “guesstimates”?


Appendix C


- The use of predictable 24-hour flow average is absurd.  This eliminates the vast majority of boating opportunities due to the flashiness of the river.  It also subjects boaters to having to wait until Sumter “declares” a day boatable.  The use estimation numbers used to evaluate the alternatives are far too high because they look at the total number of days with a mean flow above a certain level.  The number of days with a “predicatble”24 hour flow average” above that level are far fewer.  


Any flow threshold needs be easily determined by the general public simply by reading the gauge at Burrell's Ford. The 450cfs flow is unsubstantiated by any documented evidence. The flow during the documented expert trial was 340 cfs (1.5') and the expert angler panel found this level to be too dangerous to enter many areas of the river. What and where is the documented evidence available for the 450cfs threshold?






Comments specific to Alternative 4


- Alternative 4 is an alternative that allows boating, but essentially keeps a de facto ban on paddlers.  Paddlers are still banned from the upper ½ of the Chattooga Cliffs section, the Rock Gorge section, and the Nicholson Field section.  Paddlers are also banned from March 2nd thru Oct 31st of each year.  Paddlers are only allowed on the river during Nov 1st – March 1st if the river has a predictable mean flow of 450cfs at Burrell’s Ford and is declared a boatable day by Sumter.  Basically, the Forest Service threw every restriction short of a ban at paddlers.  No other group is subjected to immediate direct management measures. 


- The forest service justifies this heavy handed regulation in order to minimize conflict between anglers and boaters.  Yet, the forest service has failed to show that any such conflict would exist.  The 450cfs flow was justified as the highest optimal level for bait fishing.  Yet no one in the expert panel fished with bait at this flow, nor are there any numbers of existing use at these flow levels, just guesses.  There are plenty of reasons to believe that the expert panel of anglers was biased and that they skewed the flows considerably higher than what was realistic.  The forest service had several years to study actual use at various flow level yet failed to do so.  


-Alternative 4 continues to treat boaters as a second class wilderness compliant user group.  The description of the 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” clearly shows that boaters were never considered on equal footing with other wilderness compliant user groups. 





-The require mean flow of 450cfs is too high for many boaters.  It gives anglers exclusive access to their entire optimal flow range (which are arguably too high for them and were manipulated by the angling trails to be higher than they should have been) yet bans boaters from a larger part of their optimal flow range.  One user trail was not enough to establish that there would be any conflict between boaters and anglers.  It was certainly did not provide adequate evidence to justify the season, zone, and flow restrictions on boaters. 





-The access was changed from a trail near Norton Creek to County Line Trail.  This was justified in the EA to reduce trail erosion.  The EA fails to look at the relative impact of moving the upstream putin to Grimshaws.  





-It appears that Alternative 4 would allow some campsites within 50ft of the river- a change from current management policy.  The EA never evaluates the environmental impact of this change.  





Water and Riparian Corridor





-“Maintain current management. No LWD removal to accommodate boating.”  Yet another obviously biased statement against boating.  Is removal of LWD to accommodate angling, hiking, or swimming allowed.  





-The EA fails to look at LWD objectively.  Not all LWD is beneficially.  The alternatives in the EA don’t look at  indirect LWD management or alternate LWD management options (such as limited removal only with USFS permission).  





-Is there any way to determine which user group(s) is removing LWD?  Could one user group be set up by another user group.  Education is the best way to address LWD.  If the USFS works with user groups in a fair way, truly dangerous LWD could be removed in partnership with the USFS...so that no LWD is unnecessarily removed and so that any LWD that must be removed is done so in an environmentally responsible way.  LWD removal should be highly restricted and should rarely take place.  The river should be as wild as possible and all users should recreate in it on nature’s  terms.





-The EA fails to look at any management alternative that would limit use within ¼ mile of the bridges





-There is no evidence in the EA to support the season for boaters.  Why do anglers have year round access and boaters are only granted access in the time that anglers prefer boaters be allowed?  The best boating months would be in March and April.  Why shouldn't boaters be allowed on a high water day in June?  The EA fails to look at any alternative that would limit anglers by season (zone or flow) in order to reduce encounters between boaters and anglers.  





-“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).”  Yet another obviously biased statement against boating.  The ideas isn’t inherently bad, it would be good if it applied to all trails and user groups,  why limit it to boating season?  Could an area be closed to anglers or hikers because downed trees force them into an ecologically sensitive area?  





-On page 34, the EA incorrectly assumes that the addition of boating will “increase the potential for unauthorized LWD removal “ .  There is no evidence to support this.  The Nov 2007 LWD study had no baseline (control) so it cannot be used as evidence to support this assumption.  Also, the EA clearly fails to address the removal , addition, or altering of LWD by existing groups that is clearing happening on sections of the river where boaters have been banned for 30+ years.





Soils





-On page 41, the EA states that “As stated in Section 3.1.1, designated portage trails may occur under this alternative but not to the extent of the other alternatives that provide boating above Highway 28. As the length of the river available for boating, levels of use and number of portage trails increase, the potential for soil disturbance would increase.”





and





“Implementing designated portage trails rather than allowing user-created portage trails would


minimize impacts to other resources such as sensitive plants and areas susceptible to soil erosion.


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.”





Only the use of portage trails by boaters is looked at in this analysis.  Don’t anglers, hikers, and swimmer have to use trails in the riparian zone to get around obstacles in the riverbed?  Shouldn’t this have been looked at?  Would reducing the numbers of these other users also reduce the impacts of trails around river obstacles? 
























Comments specific to Alternative 8





-Were 4 person rafts added to Alternative 8 to create a “poison pill”?  This alternative claims to represent the alternative that boaters asked for, yet no major boating organization asked that 4 person rafts be allowed. 





Water and Riparian Corridor





-On page 34, the EA incorrectly states that Alternative 8 “would likely result in the most potential impacts to water quality and the riparian corridor from sedimentation.”  In order to reach this conclusion Alternative 8 was essentially altered to remove the adaptive management approach.  It assumes that maximum use will occur and that adaptive management to reduce any overuse will not occur.  This is despite the fact, that will good adaptive management, Alternative 8 has the potential to limit overall use more than every other alternative but one (Alternative 2).  Perhaps the USFS has already concluded that Sumpter is not capable of implementing a quality adaptive management approach? 





-On page 34, the EA incorrectly assumes that the addition of boating will “increase the potential for unauthorized LWD removal “ .  There is no evidence to support this.  The Nov 2007 LWD study had no baseline (control) so it cannot be used as evidence to support this assumption.  Also, the EA clearly fails to address the removal , addition, or altering of LWD by existing groups that is clearing happening on sections of the river where boaters have been banned for 30+ years.





Soil





-On page 42, the EA falsely asserts that “Under this alternative, effects associated with campsites and trails would be similar to Alternative 3, although this alternative has the potential for the largest increase in users and the greatest additional impacts on trails.”  This flat-out ignores the adaptive management approach in Alternative 8. On page 115, the EA states that “the maximum encounter limits in this alternative are lower than in alternatives 3, 4 and 5; therefore, in the long-run, Alternative 8 may have lower use overall than alternatives 1, 3, 4 and 5.”.  The fact that adaptive management is repeatedly ignored shows that either those alalyzing the effect of the alternatives didn’t understand them fully, or that they choose to ignore the adaptive management provisions to get the result that wanted. 





-On page 42, the EA falsely claims that “This alternative is expected to have the highest potential impact on soil erosion and compaction since it provides unlimited boating opportunities above Highway 28”.  Again, this completely ignores the adaptive management provision in Alternative 8 and their potential to reduce use by all users. 





Vegetation





 -The monitoring guidelines proposed in Appendix B to alleviate viability concerns to sensitive and locally rare species are arbitrarily targeted towards boaters.   Other users, in much larger numbers, are redirected through the riparian area due to LWD in the river.  This monitoring should be applied to non-boating alternatives and apply to all section of the river.  Ignoring sections if river that 





Terrestrial Wildlife





On page 77, the EA false concludes that “Potential direct and indirect effects to rare species from this alternative would be similar to alternatives 4, 5, 9 and 10 but is more likely to have greater impacts since visitor levels would be higher..”.





Again, this completely ignores the adaptive management provision in Alternative 8 and their potential to reduce use by all users.





Recreation





On page 115, the EA states that“Existing backcountry trail users would exceed the “encounters per day” goals in the Chattooga Cliffs, Ellicott Rock, Rock Gorge and Nicholson Fields reaches on 0, 22, 66 and 88 days, respectively. Existing on-river users would not exceed the encounter goals for the Chattooga Cliffs, Ellicott Rock and Rock Gorge reaches, but would exceed the goals for the Nicholson Fields reach on 12 days”.  





These encounter number don't account for the adaptive management under Alternative 8. These encounter number could be great reduced or eliminated using adaptive management. Once again, we have to ask why has Sumter chosen to ignore adaptive management throughout much of the EA.





Finally on page 115, the EA acknowledges that “On the otherhand, ,the maximum encounter limits in this alternative are lower than in alternatives 3, 4 and 5;therefore, in the long-run, Alternative 8 may have lower use overall than alternatives 1, 3, 4 and 5”.  





Where was this objectivity throughout the rest of the EA.  It seems that Sumter is very reluctant to admit the Alternative 8 could reduce use accross the board in an equitable manner- the very thing that the Appeal Decision ordered them Sumter to do.  

































Where is the justification for direct management actions?





This summary of conclusive and summary statements regarding the environmental impacts of the alternatives clearly shows that there is no justification for direct management actions to limit boating. 





Water and riparian


“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.”





Soils





“All of the proposed alternatives would result in closed and rehabilitated campsites, trails and


erosion points, thus reducing adverse affects on soils. 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.”





Vegetation





“full implementation of the monitoring guidelines (see Appendix B),including designating portages if necessary, should alleviate any viability concerns for these species.”





Terrestrial Wildlife





“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.”





Aquatic Species and Habitat





“For all alternatives, there are no federally listed or proposed aquatic species within the analysis area. Under all alternatives, there would be no direct or indirect 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.”





Scenary





“With all alternatives, recreation users may see multiple incidents of soil compaction, erosion,


vegetation damage, boat marking on rocks, human waste or trash accumulation. However, all


action alternatives propose new parking, campsite and trail standards which will serve to reduce


cumulative impacts to scenery resources.”





Heritage Resources





“All other alternatives [other than Alternative 1] would avoid impacts to known heritage resources. Use of designated camp sites and designated trails only would avoid potential effects to heritage resources from user created camp sites and trails. Any new trail construction or designated camp sites would be reviewed for effects to heritage resources. Direct disturbances related to boating would be restricted to the river and areas immediately adjacent to the river; these areas have been scoured and disturbed by the river and are expected to contain few heritage resources.”














Chad Spangler


2653 Drew Valley Rd NE


Atlanta, GA











































Notes:


Reach:  area starting about ¼ mile downstream of Bull Pen Bridge to about ¼ mile


above Burrells Ford Bridge.





Data:  Angler, dayhiking, and backpacking use calculating using data from the Use Estimation Workshop. This data used was for PAOT (people at one time) and GAOT (groups at one time), so actual user days are even higher than these numbers.  Potential boating use under Alternative 4 calculated using the actual number of days with mean flows of 1500cfs at US 76 (approximately 450cfs at Burrell’s Ford) in the Dec 1- March 1 boating season.  Maximum potential boating use without restrictions was calculated using estimates in the Integrated Report (1200 max user days per year with 53% of use on the Ellicott Rock segment).  








Notes:


Reach:  area below ¼ mile downstream of Burrells Ford Bridge to top of delayed


harvest area (Reed Creek) plus area from Reed Creek to ¼ mile above Highway 28 Bridge 





Data:  Angler, dayhiking, and backpacking use calculating using data from the Use Estimation Workshop.  This data used was for PAOT (people at one time) and GAOT(groups at one time), so actual user days are even higher than these numbers.  Potential boating under Alternate 4 for this reach is zero since paddling is banned on this reach.  Maximum potential boating use without restrictions was calculated using estimates in the Integrated Report (1200 max user days per year with 30% of use on the Rock Gorge and Nicholson Fields segment).  





Notes:


Reach:  area downstream of Grimshawes Bridge (below private lands) to about ¼


mile above Bull Pen Bridge.





Data:  Angler, dayhiking, and backpacking use calculating using data from the Use Estimation Workshop.  This data used was for PAOT (people at one time)  and GAOT (groups at one time),  so actual user days are even higher than these numbers.  Potential boating use under Alternative 4 calculated using the actual number of days with mean flows of 1500cfs at US 76 (approximately 450cfs at Burrell’s Ford) in the Dec 1- March 1 boating season.  Maximum potential boating use without restrictions was calculated using estimates in the Integrated Report (1200 max user days per year with 15% of use on the Chattooga Cliffs segment).  Numbers for boating are total users, not PAOT or GAOT.  





Notes:


Reach:  Area upstream of Grimshawes Bridge and right around Sliding Rock, area about ¼ mile upstream and about ¼ mile downstream of Bull Pen Bridge, area within ¼ mile upstream and ¼ mile downstream of Burrells Ford Bridge.  Does not include the area around Hwy 28.  





Data:  Angler, dayhiking, and backpacking use calculating using data from the Use Estimation Workshop.  This data used was for PAOT (people at one time) and GAOT (groups at one time), so actual user days are even higher than these numbers.  Potential boating use under Alternative 4 calculated using the actual number of days with mean flows of 1500cfs at US 76 (approximately 450cfs at Burrell’s Ford) in the Dec 1- March 1 boating season.  Maximum potential boating use without restrictions was calculated using estimates in the Integrated Report (1200 max user days per year).  Numbers for boating are total users, not PAOT or GAOT.  


Ellicott Rock Reach


Total User Days Since 01/01/2004


Angler Use	Day Hike Use	Backpacking  Use	Potential boating use under Alternative 4	Maximum potential boating use without restrictions	3760.6284583333331	33390.814416666668	13432.806041666665	312	2958.68	


Rock Gorge and Nicholson Fields Reach Total User Days Since 01/01/2004


Angler Use	Day Hike Use	Backpacking  Use	Potential boating use under Alternative 4	Maximum potential boating use without restrictions	10053.882416666667	19301.866125	25368.047500000001	0	1648.8	


Chattooga Cliffs Total User Days Since 01/01/2004


Angler Use	Day Hike Use	Backpacking  Use	Potential boating use under Alternative 4	Maximum potential boating use without restrictions	3760.6284583333331	10782.464999999998	626.88749999999993	312	824.4	


Chattooga Access Points User Days Since 01/01/2004


Grimshaws/Sliding Rock Use	Bull Pen Use	Burrells Ford  Use	Potential boating use under Alternative 4	Maximum potential boating use without restrictions	93448.03	46215.539583333324	92835.073333333334	312	1200	




 


Total Days: 13 / Days per year: 2.84


Total days with flows starting over 1500cfs*: 9 / Days per year*: 1.97


Total days with falling flows**: 6 / Days per year**: 1.31


Total weekend days: 2 / Weekend days per year: 0.44


Total weekend days likely to be “declared a boatable day”***:  1 / Weekend days likely to be “declared a boatable day” per year***:  0.2


*More likely to be “declared a boatable day”   **Most likely to be “declared a boatable day”  ***Days with flows starting over 1500cfs and/or days with falling flows


Summary of Days with a Mean Flow of 1500cfs at  US76 (approx 450cfs at Burrells Ford)  during the Dec 1st-March1st boating season 01/01/2004 - 07/08/08


1/1/2007	0	15	30	45	100	115	130	145	200	215	230	245	300	315	330	345	400	415	430	445	500	515	530	545	600	615	630	645	700	715	730	745	800	815	830	845	900	915	930	945	1000	1015	1030	1045	1100	1115	1130	1145	1200	1215	1230	1245	1300	1315	1330	1345	1400	1415	1430	1445	1500	1515	1530	1545	1600	1615	1630	1645	1700	1715	1730	1745	1800	1815	1830	1845	1900	1915	1930	1945	2000	2015	2030	2045	2100	2115	2130	2145	2200	2215	2230	2245	2300	2315	2330	2345	2400	2950	3050	3170	3250	3290	3320	3340	3360	3400	3400	3520	3630	3730	3910	4120	4350	4530	4730	4910	5120	5250	5360	5470	5520	5520	5500	5470	5400	5360	5250	5160	5040	4890	4770	4630	4510	4390	4270	4160	4050	3950	3860	3770	3710	3610	3610	3520	3430	3370	3320	3220	3170	3120	3060	3020	2990	2950	2930	2840	2800	2770	2710	2690	2660	2610	2580	2540	2490	2480	2450	2420	2410	2370	2350	2320	2320	2300	2270	2250	2230	2200	2190	2160	2130	2120	2110	2090	2070	2050	2040	2030	2000	1990	1970	1960	1940	1920	1/2/2007	1920	1900	1880	1880	1870	1860	1830	1830	1820	1810	1810	1800	1780	1780	1760	1750	1740	1740	1720	1710	1700	1690	1670	1670	1670	1660	1660	1650	1640	1640	1620	1600	1600	1590	1580	1580	1570	1560	1560	1550	1550	1530	1530	1520	1520	1510	1510	1500	1500	1490	1490	1480	1480	1470	1470	1470	1460	1460	1440	1440	1430	1430	1420	1420	1410	1410	1410	1400	1400	1390	1390	1390	1370	1370	1360	1360	1360	1350	1350	1350	1340	1340	1340	1320	1320	1320	1310	1310	1310	1290	1290	1290	1290	1280	1280	1260	1260	1/8/2007	2490	2660	2830	2980	3110	3200	3320	3390	3570	3700	3810	3900	3990	4060	4120	4180	4200	4200	4200	4200	4160	4100	4030	3970	3860	3810	3710	3590	3520	3450	3430	3360	3290	3260	3220	3190	3140	3110	3080	3020	3000	2980	2930	2890	2860	2830	2800	2790	2730	2710	2670	2660	2640	2610	2600	2580	2550	2520	2510	2480	2440	2440	2420	2390	2380	2350	2340	2310	2310	2300	2280	2250	2240	2230	2210	2200	2190	2160	2150	2120	2110	2110	2090	2080	2080	2050	2040	2030	2010	2010	2000	1990	1990	1970	1960	1960	1940	1/9/2007	1940	1920	1910	1910	1900	1870	1870	1860	1850	1830	1830	1830	1820	1810	1810	1800	1800	1800	1780	1770	1770	1770	1770	1750	1740	1740	1720	1720	1720	1710	1710	1710	1700	1700	1690	1690	1670	1670	1660	1660	1640	1640	1630	1620	1620	1620	1620	1600	1600	1590	1590	1590	1580	1580	1570	1570	1570	1560	1560	1560	1560	1550	1550	1550	1550	1530	1520	1520	1520	1520	1520	1510	1510	1500	1500	1500	1500	1490	1490	1490	1490	1490	1490	1480	1480	1480	1480	1470	1470	1470	1470	1470	1460	1460	1460	1460	1420	1/18/2006	1650	1780	1920	2040	2130	2200	2270	2340	2390	2420	2490	2600	2670	2740	2760	2800	2800	2810	2810	2800	2800	2770	2740	2710	2690	2660	2630	2600	2570	2520	2490	2460	2440	2420	2380	2350	2310	2300	2250	2230	2200	2170	2150	2130	2110	2080	2050	2030	2010	1990	1970	1960	1940	1910	1900	1880	1870	1830	1820	1800	1800	1780	1760	1750	1740	1720	1710	1700	1690	1670	1660	1650	1630	1630	1600	1590	1590	1580	1570	1560	1550	1530	1530	1520	1510	1500	1500	1500	1490	1480	1480	1470	1470	1460	1440	1440	1430	2/6/2004	696	696	696	696	696	705	705	705	705	705	714	714	724	724	724	733	733	742	742	752	761	771	781	781	790	790	800	800	810	820	830	840	859	869	879	899	919	950	970	1000	1030	1080	1120	1170	1220	1260	1320	1400	1440	1520	1600	1670	1760	1880	1990	2120	2240	2370	2510	2640	2800	2920	3020	3140	3260	3400	3570	3750	3910	4080	4250	4410	4530	4630	4710	4790	4810	4830	4830	4830	4790	4730	4670	4610	4530	4450	4370	4290	4200	4120	4030	3950	3860	3790	3700	3550	3500	2/7/2004	3500	3430	3340	3260	3160	3120	3090	3030	2960	2950	2890	2870	2830	2770	2740	2710	2640	2630	2570	2550	2510	2480	2450	2440	2420	2370	2350	2320	2270	2270	2240	2230	2190	2170	2190	2130	2120	2120	2070	2080	2030	2040	2010	1990	1960	1970	1960	1940	1940	1910	1910	1900	1880	1860	1860	1820	1810	1770	1760	1760	1750	1740	1710	1720	1700	1700	1690	1690	1670	1650	1650	1650	1640	1630	1630	1620	1590	1590	1590	1590	1580	1580	1570	1560	1560	1560	1530	1530	1530	1520	1520	1510	1500	1500	1490	1490	1480	12/7/2004	1400	1410	1410	1420	1420	1420	1440	1440	1460	1470	1480	1480	1510	1520	1520	1530	1530	1550	1550	1560	1560	1560	1560	1560	1570	1570	1570	1570	1570	1570	1570	1570	1570	1570	1570	1570	1570	1570	1560	1560	1560	1560	1560	1550	1550	1550	1550	1550	1550	1550	1550	1550	1550	1550	1530	1530	1530	1530	1530	1550	1560	1560	1560	1570	1570	1570	1570	1570	1570	1570	1570	1570	1570	1570	1580	1580	1580	1590	1600	1600	1620	1620	1620	1620	1620	1620	1620	1640	1650	1650	1650	1650	1650	1650	1640	1640	1640	12/9/2004	1200	1200	1200	1200	1200	1200	1180	1180	1180	1180	1180	1170	1170	1170	1170	1170	1160	1160	1160	1160	1160	1160	1130	1130	1130	1130	1130	1130	1130	1130	1150	1170	1200	1230	1250	1250	1250	1250	1250	1250	1250	1250	1250	1250	1250	1280	1280	1300	1310	1350	1370	1410	1460	1520	1590	1660	1710	1750	1780	1810	1830	1850	1870	1900	1940	1990	2050	2110	2170	2230	2280	2320	2370	2390	2440	2450	2460	2490	2510	2550	2570	2610	2640	2670	2700	2710	2740	2760	2760	2760	2790	2790	2790	2790	2790	2790	2790	12/10/2004	2790	2770	2770	2740	2730	2710	2710	2700	2700	2690	2690	2670	2670	2660	2640	2630	2600	2580	2550	2550	2520	2510	2490	2480	2460	2440	2410	2410	2390	2380	2370	2340	2320	2310	2300	2280	2270	2250	2240	2230	2210	2200	2190	2170	2160	2150	2130	2120	2110	2110	2090	2090	2080	2070	2050	2040	2030	2010	2000	2000	1990	1970	1970	1960	1960	1950	1940	1940	1910	1910	1880	1880	1870	1870	1870	1860	1850	1850	1830	1830	1820	1820	1810	1810	1800	1800	1800	1780	1780	1760	1760	1750	1750	1740	1720	1720	1710	12/11/2004	1710	1710	1700	1700	1700	1700	1690	1670	1670	1670	1670	1660	1660	1660	1650	1650	1650	1640	1640	1640	1620	1620	1600	1600	1600	1590	1590	1590	1580	1580	1580	1570	1570	1570	1560	1560	1560	1550	1550	1550	1530	1530	1530	1520	1520	1520	1520	1510	1510	1510	1510	1500	1500	1500	1500	1500	1480	1480	1480	1480	1470	1470	1470	1470	1470	1460	1460	1460	1460	1440	1440	1440	1440	1430	1430	1430	1430	1420	1420	1420	1410	1410	1410	1410	1400	1400	1400	1400	1400	1400	1400	1400	1390	1390	1390	1390	1370	12/23/2004	800	820	820	830	840	859	859	869	879	899	919	950	970	991	1000	1040	1080	1100	1120	1150	1180	1240	1250	1310	1390	1440	1520	1590	1660	1760	1870	2000	2120	2240	2380	2520	2640	2770	2870	2980	3080	3200	3340	3470	3570	3710	3810	3900	4010	4060	4100	4120	4120	4120	4120	4120	4080	4060	4030	3950	3900	3810	3730	3660	3590	3520	3480	3420	3360	3290	3250	3200	3140	3080	3030	2990	2930	2900	2840	2800	2760	2710	2690	2640	2610	2570	2550	2510	2480	2450	2420	2390	2370	2340	2310	2300	2270	12/24/2004	2270	2250	2230	2200	2190	2160	2130	2120	2110	2090	2080	2070	2040	2030	2010	1990	1970	1960	1950	1940	1910	1900	1880	1870	1860	1850	1830	1830	1820	1810	1780	1780	1760	1750	1750	1740	1740	1710	1710	1710	1700	1690	1670	1670	1660	1660	1650	1650	1640	1640	1620	1600	1600	1590	1590	1590	1580	1580	1570	1570	1560	1560	1550	1550	1530	1530	1520	1520	1520	1510	1510	1500	1500	1480	1480	1470	1470	1470	1470	1460	1460	1460	1460	1440	1440	1440	1440	1440	1430	1430	1430	1420	1420	1420	1420	1420	1400	








Notes:


Maximum Estimated Use in EA:  11 days per year, 2 reaches with 4 groups of 6 per day. 


Average Estimated Use in EA: 6 days per year, 2 reaches with 4 groups of 6 per day.


Alternate 4 max , average since 2004- 13 total days (2.84/year), 2 reaches with 4 groups of 6 per day.  It is unlikely that all 8 groups will have 6 boaters, so this number would most likely be lower.  


Alternative 4 likely, average  since 2004- 9 total days (1.97/year), 2 reaches with 4 groups of 6 per day.  It is unlikely that all 8 groups will have 6 boaters, so this number would most likely be lower.  


Alternative 4 most likely, average since 2004- 6 total days (1.31/year), 2 reaches with 4 groups of 6 per day.  It is unlikely that all 8 groups will have 6 boaters, so this number would most likely be lower.  


Average Boating User Days Per Year Under Alternate #4


Maximum Estimated Use in EA	Average Estimated use in EA	01/04-07/08 average max	01/04-07/08 average likely	01/04-07/08 average most likely	528	288	136.32000000000002	94.56	62.879999999999995	




From: Jeff Lankford


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


cc: akimbell@fs.fed.us


Subject: Upper Chattooga River management proposal - comments
Date: 08/18/2008 11:51 PM


Dear Sirs, 


Please consider my following comments regarding the Upper Chattooga River 
proposed management plan  and environmental assessment.


I do not agree with the current proposal to follow alternative #4 from the recent 
EA. What is needed  is a management plan that is equitable to all user groups 
deemed appropriate for access to all  sections of the designated Wild and Scenic 
Chattooga River.


Non-motorized whitewater boating is a recognized use that is consistent with the 
goals and  intentions of Congress when it has applied the designation of Wild 
and Scenic to any river,  including the Chattooga. The current proposed 
alternative #4 is effectively a ban on boating access  to the upper sections of the 
Chattooga, in contradiction to the intentions of Congress. 


Fair and equitable access to this public natural resource must be granted to all 
appropriate user  groups. A limitation of access for one user group, while all 
other appropriate user activites go  unregulated and unlimited, is quite simply 
unjust.


Alternative #4, while appearing to be a management plan which will allow access 
to the boating user group, will effectively limit the use by this group to nearly 
zero. When the details of the proposal are considered, such as water level limits 
stated by the plan, and the administrative procedures intended by the local NFS 
Sumter office to announce permissible days only based on predicted rainfall, it is 
clear that the probability that any boating can ever take place on these river 
sections is extremely low. It is likely that only one or two "boatable" days per year 
will be designated by the Forest Service. Considering that the likelihood these 
days will fall on a weekend is even lower, the alternative constitutes an effective 
ban on this boating user group, while no restrictions of any kind are to be placed 
on the other permissible user groups under the alternative.


The necessity to create artifical limitations to regulate one user group in order to 
prevent interaction between conflicting user groups does not exist. The 
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conditions (water level) appropriate for boating are not ideal for the trout fishing 
user group, and vice versa. I sincerely believe that interactions between these 
two groups would be minimized through self-regulation caused by the mutually 
exclusive desirable conditions for each activity. Crafting unreasonable limits to 
isolate the two user groups is unecessary.


One of the primary arguments against boating appears to be due to the impacts 
boating causes to an area. This is simply not a fair assessment or comparison 
between user groups. Boating a stream is a recognized low-impact activity, 
whereas hiking and fishing have caused considerably more impact to the 
Chattooga river due to unofficial trails, bank erosion, and litter. The private 
boating community is comprised of respectful stewards of the outdoors. As an 
example, I an unaware of organized schedule cleanup activities orgainized by 
other user groups, whereas the boating community  does this routinely - usually 
to collect the litter dispersed by the other user groups in question.


Neither resource impact nor user group conflicts are appropriate reasons to 
justify a ban on boating the Upper Chattooga.


 
I strongly recommend the following modifications to the proposed management 
plan: 


1. Lower the flow designation for "boatable days" to 340cfs at the Burrels Ford 
guage. The existing limit of 450cfs has no basis in the data collected by the user 
capacity analysis. The 450cfs limit is artifically high and is the primary cause of 
alternative 4 being an effective ban against the boating user group.


2. Do not implement a prediction system to designate boatable days. Do not 
require pre-registration for the boating user group when no other user group is 
required to obtain such pre-registration permits.


3. Designate fair and equitable user capacities for all permitted user groups. 


4. Require self-registration permitting for all user groups along all sections of the 
Chattooga Wild and Scenic corridor in order to monitor use and collect further 
data needed for adaptive management whenever user capacities are exceeded.


5. Extend the acceptable season for "boatable days" to year round, based upon 
the flow limit stated at #1 above. 







6. Allow the boating user group to access all sections of the Upper Chattooga 
River below Grimshawes Bridge. 


7. Do not consider adding commercial rafting as an appropriate user group 
activity. 


 
Thank You for your consideration of the above comments. Please make a fair, 
just, and moral final determination. 


Best Regards,  
Jeff Lankford  
213 Chimney Rise Drive  
Cary, NC 27511 


*************************************************************************** 
Jeff Lankford 
mobile: +1-678-860-7718 
mailto:Jeff.Lankford@ieee.org  
*************************************************************************** 
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From: Thomas O'Keefe


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


Subject: Chattooga River EA comment
Date: 08/18/2008 11:52 PM
Attachments: chattooga_comments.pdf 
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Thomas O’Keefe
3537 NE 87th St.
Seattle, WA 98115
okeefe@riversandcreeks.com



August 18th 2008



Attn: Chattooga River Project
USDA Forest Service
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212



RE: Chattooga River Environmental Assessment



Dear Sumter National Forest:



I have been a life-long river advocate and have paddled, fished, hiked, and
conducted fisheries research along hundreds of our nation’s rivers including the
Chattooga River, a national Wild and Scenic River. Effective management and
stewardship of the river is important to me given my interest in this river—a river I
have personally had the opportunity to enjoy—and the implications for
management of all our nation’s Wild and Scenic Rivers.



I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. Despite the considerable resources that
have been invested in this process, the document is largely incomplete and does
not represent a fair and balanced assessment of alternatives for future
management.



My primary concern with the Environmental Assessment is that the process has
apparently been driven by an apparent internal goal to effectively eliminate
boating opportunities on this river. The whole issue of user conflict has been
driven by conjecture and not by actual experiences with this river. Based on the
hydrology of the system it appears likely that boating and fishing will be largely
separated in time and space—when it’s raining and the river is flowing high
people may be out paddling and when the river is low and clear fly fishing will be
a preferred activity. Limited overlap that may occur with bait fishing will not likely
be an issues as these users are often in close proximity to access points.



If environmental stewardship of the river and the resource were the true
objectives then the impacts of all user groups would be considered. If a need
exists to limit the number of users entering this river corridor—as many of those
opposed to boating have indicated—then a true capacity analysis should be
conducted and the need for visitor limits for all visitors, regardless of activity,
should be evaluated. This approach has been used at wilderness areas across
the nation. Alternatives propose to radically limit or ban paddling while other uses
continue with few if any limits. The appropriate management approach is not to
ban or severely limit individual activities that are allowed and indeed encouraged
on every other Wild and Scenic River and Wilderness Area. Instead, managers











use indirect measures to limit users. Where necessary they issue permits when
usage exceeds encounter standards.



Paddling should be restored as a legitimate activity to the Upper Chattooga Wild
and Scenic River and a monitoring plan based on a complete user capacity
analysis should be established to evaluate encounters and provide real data to
evaluate future management actions that provide the protection and stewardship
this river corridor deserves.



Thank you for considering these comments.



Sincerely,



Thomas O’Keefe, PhD













From: Chad


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


Subject: Comments on the Upper Chattooga EA
Date: 08/18/2008 11:52 PM


Dear Sir,
 
I would like to add to my comments 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 



mailto:chadwick13@mindspring.com
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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
 
Chad Spangler 
2653 Drew Valley Rd NE
Atlanta, GA 30319
 








From: river0013


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


Subject: Comments on the Upper Chattooga EA
Date: 08/18/2008 11:59 PM


Dear Sumter National Forest,
I would like to add to my comments on the recently released Upper Chattooga 
Environmental Assessment and proposed management plan, alternative #4.
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational 
management of the Chattooga River.  I disagree with your analysis and your 
proposal.  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 
Chatooga 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. 
I 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 



mailto:river0013@mindspring.com
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River and its tributaries.
Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely
Chad Spangler
2653 Drew Valley Rd NE
Atlanta, GA 30319








From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Please end the illegal ban
Date: 08/19/2008 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 08/19/2008 07:38 AM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 04:21 PM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Please end the illegal 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 



mailto:CN=Michelle Burnett/OU=R8/O=USDAFS
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======================================= 
    
 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 04:21 PM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/18/2008 04:21 PM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


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


Subject Fw: Please end the illegal 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 04:20 PM ----- 
 
"John Pilson" <johnpilson@gmail.com>  
 
 
08/18/2008 04:01 PM 


 
To akimbell@fs.fed.us 
cc  


Subject Please end the illegal ban 
 
  


 
 
Hello, 
 
I am an avid whitewater paddler and outdoorsman.  I fish, I hunt, I 
hike, and I paddle whitewater. 
 
The ban on the Upper Chattooga is illegal, it's wrong, and lifting it 
will surely not hurt the fisherman one bit.  Whitewater paddlers do 







not use creeks when fisherman fish, plain and simple. 
 
What is truly wrong, in addition, is stocking these reaches with 
non-native fish to be caught and toyed with by this so-called "supreme 
user group". 
 
It's silly.  It's wrong.  Please lift the ban. 
 
Thanks for considering my perspective. 
 
John Pilson 
45 Russell St. 
Asheville, NC 28806 
 








From: Tony L White


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


Subject: Fw: Upper Chatooga River
Date: 08/19/2008 07:49 AM


 
 
Tony L. White 
tlwhite01@fs.fed.us 
803.561.4072 
cell: 803.238.5747 
----- Forwarded by Tony L White/R8/USDAFS on 08/19/2008 07:49 AM ----- 
 
"Bob Young" <dante21373@gmail.com>  
 
 
08/18/2008 09:25 PM 


 
To tlwhite01@fs.fed.us 
cc  


Subject Upper Chatooga River 
 
  


 
 
Sir,  Please count me as opposed to allowing canoing, rafting, et 
cetera, on the Upper Chattooga.  The old regulations should remain in 
place, and leave the U.C. for walkers and campers and waders.  I have 
a house in Rabun County, Ga., and the two springs on my property end 
up in the Chattooga (via Ammons, Holcombe, and Overflow Creeks).  My 
permanent residence is in Atlanta.  There are certain areas in the 
world where people aren't allowed to smoke tobacco, certain areas 
where people aren't allowed to bathe nude, certain areas where people 
aren't allowed to park cars.  Surely we can have SOMEWHERE where water 
vehicles of all types aren't allowed. 
 
Robert C. Young 
10 Park Lane, N.E. 
Atlanta GA. 30309 
 



mailto:CN=Tony L White/OU=R8/O=USDAFS
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From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Protect Upper Chattooga while allowing boating.
Date: 08/19/2008 08:58 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 08/19/2008 08:58 AM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/19/2008 08:57 AM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Protect Upper Chattooga while allowing boating. 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     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 08/19/2008 08:56 AM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/19/2008 07:47 AM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


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


Subject Fw: Protect Upper Chattooga while allowing boating. 
 
  


 
 
 
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 08/19/2008 07:47 AM ----- 
 
Terran Viehe <jotesavi@yahoo.com>  
 
 
08/18/2008 06:32 PM 


Please respond to 
jotesavi@yahoo.com 


 


 
To akimbell@fs.fed.us 
cc  


Subject Protect Upper Chattooga while 
allowing boating. 


 
  


 
 
 







Please do not continue the boating ban on Upper Chattooga without 
proper user group impact studies. If you must ban anything ban, 
commercial use. 
  
Terran Viehe 








From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Chattooga Headwaters Access
Date: 08/19/2008 08:59 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 08/19/2008 08:59 AM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/19/2008 08:57 AM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Chattooga Headwaters Access 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     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 08/19/2008 08:57 AM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/19/2008 07:47 AM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


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


Subject Fw: Chattooga Headwaters Access 
 
  


 
 
 
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 08/19/2008 07:46 AM ----- 
 
"clark cox" <clark.cox@gmail.com>  
 
 
08/18/2008 06:35 PM 


 
To akimbell@fs.fed.us 
cc  


Subject Chattooga Headwaters Access 
 
  


 
 
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 








From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Chattooga River Comment
Date: 08/19/2008 08:59 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 08/19/2008 08:59 AM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/19/2008 08:58 AM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Chattooga River Comment 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf 
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor 
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC 
     Phone 803-561-4081 
     Fax     803-561-4004 
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082 
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us 
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======================================= 
    
 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 08/19/2008 08:58 AM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/19/2008 07:45 AM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


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


Subject Fw: Chattooga River Comment 
 
  


 
 
 
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 08/19/2008 07:45 AM ----- 
 
Ronnie Dilbeck <marshwater@hotmail.com>  
 
 
08/18/2008 10:22 PM 


 
To <akimbell@fs.fed.us> 
cc  


Subject Chattooga River Comment 
 
  


 
 
 
 


From: marshwater@hotmail.com 
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us 
Subject: Chattooga River Comment 
Date: Mon, 18 Aug 2008 22:21:49 -0400 







 


Marshwater 


Company 


  
  
  
  
Dear Sumter National Forest, 
  
My name is Ronnie Dilbeck.  I am a geologist and wetland scientist 
out of Franklin, NC.  I have worked for seven years to restore and 
preserve as many hydrologic features as possible throughout North 
Georgia and Western North Carolina.  It is a passion I have cherished 
since a small child.  I understand that watershed preservation is of the 
utmost reverence to the human race.  The diversity within a river 
corridor remains unmatched compared to any other geographical 
setting.  Most importantly, a healthy watershed along with its abutting 
wetlands, ensure clean water for the future.  Wild and Scenic 
Chattooga River and the Sumter National Forest have taken steps the 
right direction in the preservation of these vital systems.   
  
I feel that the entire Chattooga Watershed should be open to all non-
motor powered watercraft.  I support alternate eight (8).  As an avid 
fisherman and kayaker I feel there is no ecological harm from 
whitewater kayaks and canoes within the river corridor.  The flows 
needed for the passage of a whitewater craft would most defiantly not 
be ideal for trout fishing.  Besides, on days when the Chattooga River 
is at high flows that leaves fisherman the benefit of fishing in the 
tributaries for native fish which otherwise would be much to low.  I 
appreciate your time and please feel free to contact me if I could be of 
further service. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
  
Ronnie Dilbeck 







Marshwater Company 
P.O. Box 284 
Franklin, NC 28744 
  
  
 
 
 


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


Be the filmmaker you always wanted to be—learn how to burn a DVD with 


Windows®. Make your smash hit  



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

http://clk.atdmt.com/MRT/go/108588797/direct/01/






From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga comments
Date: 08/19/2008 09:00 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 08/19/2008 08:59 AM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/19/2008 08:59 AM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga comments 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     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 08/19/2008 08:58 AM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/19/2008 07:44 AM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


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


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga comments 
 
  


 
 
 
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 08/19/2008 07:44 AM ----- 
 
"Newton Tilson" <ugadelta98@hotmail.com>  
 
 
08/18/2008 11:18 PM 


 
To <akimbell@fs.fed.us> 
cc  


Subject Upper Chattooga comments 
 
  


 
 
As a taxpayer, fisherman, and kayaker I support Alternative 8 on the 
current Chattooga Headwaters Alternative choices. It is the only choice 
that allows for equal access for all user groups. 
  
Sincerely, 
Newton Tilson 







52 Jackson St.  
Watkinsville, GA 30677 








From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga comments
Date: 08/19/2008 09:00 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 08/19/2008 09:00 AM ----- 
 
Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
08/19/2008 08:59 AM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
cc  


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga comments 
 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
======================================= 
     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 08/19/2008 08:59 AM ----- 
 
Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS  
 
 
08/19/2008 07:44 AM 


 
To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne 


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


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga comments 
 
  


 
 
 
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 08/19/2008 07:44 AM ----- 
 
"Newton Tilson" <ugadelta98@hotmail.com>  
 
 
08/18/2008 11:18 PM 


 
To <akimbell@fs.fed.us> 
cc  


Subject Upper Chattooga comments 
 
  


 
 
As a taxpayer, fisherman, and kayaker I support Alternative 8 on the 
current Chattooga Headwaters Alternative choices. It is the only choice 
that allows for equal access for all user groups. 
  
Sincerely, 
Newton Tilson 







52 Jackson St.  
Watkinsville, GA 30677 








From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Congressional inquiries attached
Date: 08/19/2008 09:04 AM
Attachments: Control Number 5522054.pdf 


Control Number 5510997.pdf 
Control Number 5511116.pdf 
Control Number 5511117.pdf 


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
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 
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JOSEPH I LIEBERMAN 
CONNECTICUT 



COUMITIEES 



ARMED SERVICES 



ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS 



HOMELAND SECUBlTV AND GOVECNMENTAL AFCAIHS 



SMAIL BUSINESS 



Bnitd ^tattB Senatt 
WASHINGTON. DC 20510-0703 



July 29, 2008 
' ' *" ,/'["• <•: 



Ms. Abigail Kimbeli 
Chief 
U.S. Forest Service 
1400 Independence Avenue, SW 
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Dear Chief Kimbell: 
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I am enclosing a copy of an email which I recently received from one of my 
constituents, Roger Chaffin, regarding his concerns about the Environmental 
Assessment by Sumter National Forest officials with respect to recreational 
management of the Chattooga River. 



I would greatly appreciate it if you review my constituent's comments on this 
proposal and provide me with a response which addresses the specific concerns my 
constituent has raised. 



Thank you for your attention to this matter. 



Sincerely, 



Joseph I. Liebemian 
UNITED STATES SENATOR 
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Capitol Correspond 



Incoming Email Message 



Constituent ID: 1332086 



Dr. Roger chaffin 
114 southworth or 
Ashford, CT 06278-1524 



Email: roger.chaffinOuconn.edu 



Activity Created: 7/16/2008 
File Location: 5016622 
interest CodeCs): ENVPW 



Incoming Message: 



RSP: Yes. 



Date Received: 7/16/2008 2:54:23 PM 
Topic/Subject Desc: casework 
Wednesday, July 16, 2008,02:52 PM Dear senator Lieberman, 



I am a white water paddler and outdoor lover living in Connecticut. I have paddled 
the Chattooga river on several occasions and know that it is one of the outstanding 
locations for this sport on the east coast. 
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment by the Sumter National Forest regarding 
the recreational management of the Chattooga River 
(comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.usRE: Chattooga River Project) and I 
disagree with the analysis and proposal for use of the Chattooga rive. 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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under 
the wilderness Act and wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and other rivers 
nationwide. 
• The 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 Icnow 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 
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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 Roger chaffin 
114 southworth Dr. Ashford CT 06278 
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MARYLAND 



flnitrt States ^tnatr 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-2003 



J u l y 2 1 , 2008 



Congressional Liason Office 
Forest Service 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Auditors Building Sth Floor Nw Wing 
201 14th Street, Sw 
Washington, D.C. 20250-0001 



Dear Friend: 



SUITE 503 
HART SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-2003 



(202)224-4654 
TDD: (202) 224-5223 



Received In FS/CCU ^/'M 
Initial: ^^ 
Control No: f-g/^^^f?^ 



I am writing to request your consideration of the attached 
correspondence from Mr. Douglas Liu. Please respond directly to 
Mr. Liu and send a copy to Chris Pick of my staff. If you have 
any questions, please call Mr. Fick at (202) 224-4654. 



Thank you for your assistance. 



Sincerely, 



BAMicf 
Enclosure 



Barbara A. Mikulski 
United States Senator 



SUITE 400 
1629 THAMES STREET 
BALTIMORE, MD 21231 



(410)962-4510 



SUITE 202 
60 WEST STREET 



ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401-2448 
(410)263-1805 
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6404 IVY LANE 



GREENBELT, MD 20770-1407 
(301)345-5517 



http'.//mikulski.senate.gov/ 



ROOM 203 
32 WEST WASHINGTON STREET 
HAGERSTOWN, MD 21740-4804 



(301)797-2826 



SUITE 200 
212 MAIN STREET 



SALISBURY, MD 21801-2403 
(410)546-7711 
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<IP>12.20.134.213</IP> 
<APP>SCCMAIL 
<PREFIX>Mr.</PREFIX> 
<FIRST>Douglas</FIRST> 
<LAST>Liu</LAST> 
<SUFFIX></SUFFIX> 
<ADDRI>8311 MeadowlarkLN</ADDRl> 
<ADDR2></ADDR2> 
<CITY>Bethesda</CITY> 
<STATE>MD</STATE> 
<ZIP>20817</ZIP> 
<PHONE>301 -469-0669</PHONE> 
<EMAIL>douglas.liu@qiagen.com</EMAIL> 
<ISSUE>Environinent</ISSUE> 
<MSG>Dear Senator Mikulski 



I am a business executive living in Bethesda, MD working in the biotechnology field. I am also an avid 
outdoorsmen who enjoys hiking, fishing, camping and boafing. I am deeply concerned about how our 
countries beautifial natural resources are used and maintained for current and future generations. 1 have 
visited the Sumter National Forest on several occasions an enjoy its scenic beauty as well as the unique 
river actives. 1 have reviewed the Environmental Assessment (EA) regarding the recreational 
management of the Chattooga River. I disagree with the Forest Severices analysis and 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 EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits. 
- 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 impactfial uses are not seriously 
considered for limits. 
- 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 having the Forest Service conducting a real 
user capacity analysis and immediately allowing boating in the same numbers, places, and seasons that 
are 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, 



Douglas Liu</MSG> 
</APP> 
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Douglas Crandall 
Director, Forest Service 
U.S. Department of Agricjilture 
Yates Building, Sth Floor, NW Wing 
201 Fourteenth Street, SW 
Washington, D.C. 20250 



WASHINGTON, DC 20510-1007 



July 17, 2008 



INTELLIGENCE 



RULES 



Dear Dbuglas: 



I have enclosed a 
Georgia, who has contacted 



<|;opy of a letter from my constituent, Mr. Robert MaxweU, of Atlanta, 
me concerning the upper Chattooga River. 



I would very much appreciate your review of Mr. Maxwell's concerns. 



If you need fiirthei' 
202-224-3521.1 look forv^ard 



information, please contact Tyler Stephens of my staff at 
to your response. 



Very truly yours, 



Saxby Chamtligs 



SC:ts 



y p\,,.yy 
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WASHINGTON, DC 20510-1007 SUITE 1340' SUITE 502 
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From: "Webserver Reserved UID" <webservd@www.senate.gov> 
Date: 7/11/2008 10:18:49 AM 
To: webmail®chambliss-iq.senate.gov 
Subject: Unjustified Descrimination in the Forest Service 



Sender's IP address = 65.166.136.234 
<APP>SCCMAIL 
<PREFIX>Mr.</PREFIX> 
<FIRST>Robert</FIRST> 
<LAST>Maxwell</LAST> 
<ADDR1>4677 Andover Court</ADDRl> 
<ADDR2></ADDR2> 
<CITY>Atlanta<;/CITY> 
<STATE>GA</STATE> 
<ZIP>30360</ZIP> 
<PHONE>770-936-823 8</PHONE> 
<EMAIL>maxjunk2000®gmail.com</EMAIL> 
<ISSUE>civright</lSSUE> 
<MSG>Dear Mr. Chambliss, 



I am writing you in regards to the recent Forest Service Management Plan for the 
Upper Chattooga River in NE Georgia and how the Forest Service is descriminating 
against one environmentally friendly user group in favor of another. Please 
review my letter below concerning this matter and the following websites for 
more information outlining the unjustified banning and restricting of boating in 
the headwaters of the chattooga river. Your help in reestablishing the rights of 
the boating public to boat this wonderful river will be greatly appreciated. 



Websites: 



Forest Service: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/rS/fms/forest/projects/ChattoogaDraftEA.shtml 



Boating Ban FAQ: 
http://www.americanwhitewater.0rg/content/Wiki/do-op/id/aw:chattooga_faq 



My letter to the Forest Service: 



Dear Sir, 



I am an avid Whitewater paddler, backpacker and day hiker. Over the past 25 
years I have had the pleasure of hiking, camping and boating in and around the 
Chattooga wilderness area. I have recently reviewed the latest Environmental 
Assessment regarding the recreational management of the Chattooga River and find 
that after five years of meetings, study periods, comments and delays, the USFS 
has decided to support a management plan that not only unjustifiably 
discriminates against one user group in favor of another, but also does not go 
far enough to protect the wilderness area. 



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



>> Boating in the headwaters is heavily restricted and still banned in the 
Chattooga Cliffs area and the tributaries of the headwaters. These restrictions 
and bans are unjustified and should be replaced with unrestricted boating access 
to all sections of the Chattooga River and its tributaries. I am in favor of 
justifiable restrictions on user groups in order to protect the wilderness and 
the wilderness experience as long as it is done in a fair and equitable manner. 
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The Forest Service has failed to complete a competent study of boating and its 
effects in the Chattooga Headwaters to support any ban or restrictions. 
Furthermore, the Forest Service has chosen to ignore proof that boating would 
have no negative impact on the wilderness or the wilderness experience. 



>> Unrestricted boating should be allowed on all sections of the Chattooga River 
and its tributaries because it will not impact other user groups. All the Forest 
Service needs to do is look at the "Chattooga Headwaters User Capacity Study" 
held on January 5 & 6 of 2007 to prove this point. In two days of boating the 
entire stretch of the Chattooga Headwaters at near minimum water levels, the 
boaters didn't see a single angler, hiker, camper, bird watcher or swimmer. Its 
obvious that boating takes place in weather conditions and water levels 
unfavorable to most user groups. Thus, boating will have little to no impact on 
other user groups' wilderness experience. 



i> Unrestricted boating should be allowed on all sections of the Chattooga River 
and its tributaries because it will have negligible impact on the environment. 
Any environmental damage concerns the Forest Service has can be eliminated by 
visiting neighboring Overflow Creek. Overflow is similar in structure and 
environment to the headwaters. It is considered one of the crowned jewels of 
boating in the southeast and is boated regularly after heavy rains. With over 25 
years of boating use, it shows almost no signs of environmental damage. Boaters 
don't even leave footsteps. 



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



>> For over a decade the the Forest Service has had time to research the effects 
of boating on the environment and the wilderness experience in the Chattooga 
Headwaters. To date, the Forest Service has released no quantifiable data or 
user capacity analysis to prove why boating should be restricted or banned. The 
Forest Service has simply placed restrictions and bans on boating in order to 
continue, as much as possible, the status quo. If the Forest Service has 
significant quantifiable data to support boating restrictions and bans in the 
headwaters, please release this information to the public. Otherwise, without 
proof to the contrary, unrestricted boating should be allowed in the headwaters 
and its tributaries. 



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



>> Alternative #4 is simply a continuation of the 30 year-old total boating ban. 
It essentially makes it impossible to boat the Headwaters of the Chattooga River 
legally. With an average of less than 10 legal boating days a year and under 











severe restrictions of group size, number and daily frequency, only a lucky 
handful of boaters will ever be able to expereince the Chattooga Headwaters 
legally. For all intents and purposes, this is still a total boating ban. 



>> The many prescribed restrictions for boating the headwaters are, in effect, 
an undue burden on would-be boaters and an administrative burden to the Forest 
Service. How will the "daily average mean of 450cfs" be quantified? Who will 
declare it a beatable day? If its a daily average mean, the day will be declared 
beatable after it has passed! How will the permitting system work? Will permits 
be available at only one very out of the way Forest Service station? Will 
permits be handed out before the day is declared beatable, thus making the 
permit itself illegal? Who will count the number of times a boater runs the 
river to insure they run it only once? Who will make sure there are less than 
six boaters in each group? Who will make sure they don't run the banned 
sections? How will you educate the boating public on the banned and legal 
sections of rivers. How will you educate the boating public on the confusing 
array of restrictions and bans? The restrictions are so sever! 



e that, like in the past, some boaters will continue to boat the headwaters 
illegally. The Forest Service will then be faced with administering the 
confusing array of boating restrictions, while still chasing illegal boaters on 
legal as well as illegal boating days. Thus, adding to the Forest Service 
workload instead of allowing them to efficiently manage the wilderness. 
Obviously, these restrictions were never ment to honestly allow boating. Again, 
It essentially makes it impossible to boat the Headwaters of the Chattooga River 
legally. 



>> The Forest Service has chosen to control and restrict much more 
environmentally damaging user groups with indirect measures. So, hikers who 
blaze their own trails; campers who trample an area; and fishermen who damage 
the river banks, leave fishing line in trees, and fish stocked non-native trout 
are allowed almost unfettered access to the wilderness area. All this while the 
enviromentally friendly, seldom seen boater is blacklisted with unjustified 
severe restrictons and bans. Again, it is time the forest service did the right 
thing and allowed unrestricted access to the Chattooga Headwaters and its 
tributaries to boating. 



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



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



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



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



>> Use a permit, or similar quantifiable tracking system, as the backbone for 
the "adaptive management approach." 











>> Include encounter standards based on a real user capacity study. This can 
then be used to fairly limit total use when encounter standards are consistently 
exceeded. 



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



>> Ban the introduction of non-native species or plant life in the wilderness 
areas. The wilderness is not Disneyland to be physically altered or added to for 
the enjoyment of user groups. It is to be protected in its natural state. Please 
consider banning the introduction of anything non-native into the wilderness 
area. 



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



Sincerely, 
Robert Maxwell 
Atlanta, GA </MSG> 
<>Submit Form</> 
</APP> 













VIRGIL H. GOODE, JR. 
5TH DISTRICT, VIRGINIA 
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July 21, 2008 



RecelvedinFS/CCU ^/o//o^ 
Initial: CULT 



Control No: S^S'/lU^ 



Ms. Gail Kimbell, Chief 
United States Forest Service 
1400 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Mail Stop l l l l 
Washington, D.C. 20250 



Dear Chief Kimbell: 



I am writing to express a concern about a draft Environmental Assessment that 
would ban canoeing and kayaking on a significant part of the Chattooga River. I want to 
share with you a letter written to me by Mr. Raymond Williams. I have known Raymond 
and his family for many years. I think he makes excellent points in his letter and I hope 
you will show every consideration to allowing canoeing and kayaking on the upper 
Chattooga River. 



With kind regards, I am 



Sincerdy yours, 



VHGjr/cld 



Cc: Mr. Rajmiond Williams 
245 Tanyard Road 
Rocky Mount, VA 24151 



V7 
Virgil H/<Soode, Jr 



70 East Court Street * Suite 215 * Rocky Mount, VA 24151 
Fax: 540-484-1459 Phone: 540-484-1254 



PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 











245 Tanyard Road 
Rocky Mount, VA 24151 
540-489-1624 



The Honorable Virgil Goode 
70 East Court Street, Suite 215 
Rocky Mount, VA 24151-1720 



July 14,2008 



Dear Virgil: 



You have witnessed the growth in popularity of canoeing and kayaking in Franklin County, and you have 
seen how paddling events such as tiie Pigg River Ramble have enriched our conununity. 



I am proud to say tiwt Franklin County is being recognized around the state for its far sighted ap]»t»ach to 
improving paddling access to its rivers and to encouraging the benefits of paddling. 



Sadly, the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) is being noticed for the q)posite reason. It̂ s Chattooga Planning 
Team has recently recommended continuing a ban on canoeing and kayaking the upper Chattooga 
watershed even though this is a National Wild and Scenic River. 



The USFS has made this recommendation even diough the original report recommending the Chattooga 
for "Wild and Scenic River" status emphasized tiiat boating was one of the most compatible activities for 
the entire river and one of the least damaging to the environment. 



The USFS planning team conducted an Environmental Assessment (EA) costing millions of dollars that 
failed to include important scientific infonnation, including a user capacity analysis and any scientific 
information showing that allowuig boating on a national wild and scenic river would create any adverse 
effects. 



Even worse, the USFS hired qualified consultants, but ignored their reconunendations. 



Instead of allowing all citizens the right to enjoy a national treasure, the USFS planning team's recent EA 
proposes an unnecessarily complicated bureaucratic management system with restrictive regulations 
designed to keep boaters off of the river. This violates the Forest Chiefs own statement that: "direct 
controls and restrictions t)e minimized, and that controls are to l>e applied only as necessary to protect the 
wilderness resource after indirect measures have failed." 



I hope that as a member of the Appropriations committee you are concerned that a federal agency spends 
money on a study, but tiien avoids conducting a real study, which is the case with this issue. I hope that 
you are concerned that federal employees are ignoring their stated policy objectives in favor of increasing 
the bureaucracy and wasting our citizens' tax dollars. 



I am enclosing a copy of comments I've sent to the U.S. Forest Service regarding its decision. Please feel 
tree to contact me if you desire more infonnation. 



Sincerely, ^ 



Raymond Williams 











Coastal Canoeists, Inc. 
245 Tanyard Road 
Rocky Mount, VA 24151 
www.coastals.org 



July 14,2008 



Chattooga Planning Team 
Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests 
4931 Broad River Road 
Colutnbia, SC 29212 



Dear Chattooga Planning Team: 



As president of the Coastal Canoeists, Virginia's largest paddling club, 1 am submitting the 
following comments to the July 2008 Pre-Decisional Draft Enviroimiental Assessment 
"Managing Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga River." These conunents were ̂ proved by 
the club's board of directors at our July 12,2008 meeting. 



In the 1971 Wild and Scenic River Report that recommended the Chattooga for Wild and Scenic 
River status, it is clear that the authors expected canoeing and kayaking to be a significant 
activity along the entire river. It is also clear that they considered canoeing and kayaking to be 
one of the most compatible and one of the least detrimental to the river and the land surrounding 
it. 



In fact, in referring to the section crossed by the Bull Pen Bridge and the Burrells Ford Bridge, 
the report stated that "Raftuig or some method of floating is the best way to see this rugged 
portion of the river. Many of the pools and canyon enclosed sections . . . are impossible to wade 
by hikers or fishermen," 



Thus, it is sad and wrong that almost 40 years later, the upper sections of the Chattooga are still 
closed to boating. 



Even worse, the recent Environmental Assessment (EA) which recommends alternative 4 is 
basically continuing to keep the upper Chattooga closed to boating. The artificial restrictions 
placed on boating have no basis in science or resource management and contradict the original 
intent behind making the Chattooga a wild and scenic river. 





http://www.coastals.org








The 1971 report stated: "If this river is included in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers system, 
all portions of it should be open so all persons are free to enjoy it. As a minimum, the public 
should be able to fish, float, or hike along the river through these private lands." This statement 
comes from a section discussing the concern that private landovwiers along the upper Chattooga 
might try to restrict access to the river. Ironically, it is not private landowners blocking access, 
but the U.S. Forest Service. 



The fact that the EA recommends alternative 4 suggests that the Forest Service has spent large 
sums of money and countless work hours to promote a continuation of a situation that the 1971 
report was trying to prevent. Although altemative 4 claims to "allow" boating, the requirements 
are so restrictive that they will rarely exist. On the few days that they do exist, only a few nearby 
residents will be able to reach the river in time to actually boat it. Anyone wishing to travel to the 
area for several days with the expectation of boating the upper sections would be unable to plan 
such a trip with a reasonable expectation of being able to boat. Since this is a "National" river, it 
should be open to all citizens, not just local residents or the privileged few. 



It is curious that the EA does not place similar restrictions on other users. 



This is especially puzzling in light of the EA's statement that: "Current use levels have led to 
concerns Avith litter, the expansion of miauthorized trails and campsites, and the likelihood of 
unwanted encounters between users." 



Who is responsible for these problems of litter, unauthorized trails and campsites, and tmwanted 
encoimters? Obviously not boaters because we have not been allowed access. 



If the current users have created some problems, why aren't those problems being addressed by 
restricting access to those users? 



The artificial restrictions are even more bizarre because the 1971 report stated that "Floating 
activities which include rafting, canoeing, and kayaking are very compatible uses for the river.. 
.. By the nature of the activity, little damage in comparison to other compatible activities will be 
anticipated on the very fragile river banks. The quantity and floating quality of the water will 
usually determine where these activities are feasible." 



The final sentence of that statement should be the altemative recommended by the EA: "The 
quantity and floating quality of the water will usually determme where these activities are 
feasible." 



Other users such as anglers, hikers, photographers decide whether to visit the upper Chattooga 
based on the weather, the amount of rain, and the water levels and quality. Why shouldn't 
boaters? The EA never provides any scientific answer to this question. 



Other users would expect some restrictions on group size and even the niunber of groups allowed 
in each section in order to preserve the wildemess experience and the quality oflhe enviromnent. 
Boaters would expect the same. If the Forest Service would follow its original mandate and open 
the upper Chattooga to a compatible use (boating) on any day that it is feasible to boat, then 











boaters would expect reasonable limits. The 1971 report recommended a limit of 10 craft per 
mile for a "wildemess experience." This is much higher than the artificially restrictive limit 
under altemative four. If a modem user capacity analysis (which has not been conducted) 
revealed that the 1971 recommendations were too high, boaters would accept a lower number. 



The EA includes as one of its criteria: "Manage encounters among users by establishing zone, 
season, group size restrictions, and flow limits (including prohibition in some alternatives) on 
boating opportunities." Why were there no similar statements for other users? 



The one group that was identified as one of the most compatible and one of the least problematic 
in the 1971 report was singled out for exclusion in the recent EA. The one group that has not 
caused any of the current problems is being restricted the most. The recent EA recommendations 
do not seemed to be based on science or in keeping with the mandate of the Wild and Scenic 
River status, but more on preserving the status quo. 



Our club includes many who also fish, hike, and camp. We have no desire to degrade the 
wildemess experience for anyone. We support reasonable restrictions on boating in the upper 
Chattooga that are based on solid research and that are in lme with restrictions placed on other 
groups. 



We do not support the various restrictive alternatives proposed in the recent EA. 



Sincerely, 



Raymond Williams 
President of Coastal Canoeists, Inc. 
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