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From: Erica Gould

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
CcC: goulde@comcast.com

Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments

Date: 08/09/2008 10:31 PM

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

August 9, 2008

Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am a concerned citizen living in San Francisco, CA and | partake in
whitewater kayaking as arecreational activity.

| have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your
proposal. Both treat me and my community of river enthusiasts unfairly.
Also, | believe that the proposal is counter to the purposeit isintended to
achieve. The stated purpose of the proposal isto: “...ensure continued
enjoyment of the upper Chattooga by a variety of outdoor recreationists; to
maintain or improve biological and physical conditions in the Chattooga
corridor; to ensure the Outstandingly Remarkable Vaues (ORVs) for the
river are protected and enhanced (see Appendix A) and to protect water
quality and free flow as required under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.”
Whitewater kayakers are strong advocates for the environment and are very
careful to leave the outdoors as they find it so that others can enjoy it. The
proposal prevents whitewater kayakers from the continued enjoyment of the
river when they are the ones that are most concerned about protecting it and
preserving it. Please consider the following concerns | have regarding this
ISsue:

. The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for areason to limit
paddling on the Chattooga and has found none. It istime to open the
river to boating.

. The EA isnot auser capacity analysis and does not reference one.

The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Whereis
it?
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. No alternative is acceptable because they al 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 atotal ban on 2/3 of the
upper river, aban 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.. Thisis
not equitable and not acceptable!

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

. The EA lacks afull range of alternatives

. The EA isno better or different than the last one, is at least ayear late
and has wasted millionsin 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
aflawed measure that should be eliminated from any considerations.
Thereis no way a paddler can know this number and will be an
administrative burden for the agency.

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

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

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





Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely

Erica Gould

523 Lincoln Way

San Francisco, CA 94122






From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/11/2008 11:34 AM

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

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

Phone: (803) 561-4091

Fax: (803) 561-4004

Cell: (803) 920-6167

E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us

Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/11/2008 11:34 AM -----

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

08/11/2008 08:20 AM cc

Subject Fw: Chattooga River Project

Jeanne S. LeBoeuf

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

Fax 803-561-4004

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

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

LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES

08/11/2008 08:06 AM cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES
Subject Fw: Chattooga River Project

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

Andrew Shallcross <frombefore2000@yahoo.

com=> To akimbell@fs.fed.us

cC
08/07/2008 01:56 PM

Please respond to
frombefore2000@yahoo.com

Subject Chattooga River Project






August 7, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Mrs. Kimbell,

I am Andrew Shallcross, Outdoor Adventure Program Director for
Luke Air Force Base. Over the past ten years | have been heavily
involved in providing valuable educational experiences in the
outdoors for a wide range of populations including at risk youth,
military service members, and the commercial sector. | grew up in
Greenville, SC and the Chatooga River is very close to my heart.

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

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





open the river to boating.

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

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

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

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

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

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

« 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.





e 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,

Andrew Shallcross





Outdoor Adventure Program Director

Luke AFB

1617.5 N. Sunset Dr.

Flagstaff, AZ 86001

(928) 853-0798

Andrew.shallcross@Ilukeservices.com






From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/11/2008 11:36 AM
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Michelle Burnett
Public Affairs Officer
Francis Marion & Sumter
National Forests (South Carolina)
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212-3530

Phone: (803) 561-4091

Fax: (803) 561-4004

Cell: (803) 920-6167

E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us

Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/11/2008 11:35 AM -----

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

08/11/2008 08:20 AM cc

Subject Fw: Chattooga River Project 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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Rosanne Rowe/WO/

USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
08/11/2008 08:05 AM cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Chattooga River Project 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

greg@gregmalone.org
To comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us

08/07/2008 02:02 PM cc akimbell@fs.fed.us
Please respond to Subject Chattooga River Project Comments
greg@gregmalone.org






U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212.

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

7 August 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am writing to give a citizen's comment of the Environmental
Assessment (EA) and recreational management of the Chattooga
River. As a former whitewater tour outfitter in California for 15
years, and a continuing river enthusiast sincerely involved with
access issues, | have serious objections to the Chatooga River
Project proposal.
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I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment (EA) and disagree
with your analysis and your proposal. Both analysis and proposal
treat the river enthusiasts unfairly. Please consider the following
concerns | have regarding this issue:

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

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

The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference
one. The appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. That
analysis has not been provided.

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

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.

Thank you for reading and recognizing these comments.

There are specific actions that you need to take immediately:

conduct a genuine user capacity analysis

allow boating in the same numbers, places, and seasons as
existing use

allow paddling on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its
tributaries

recognize the public right to float on Wild and Scenic Rivers





Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely,

Dr. Gregory A. Malone






From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/11/2008 11:36 AM
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Michelle Burnett
Public Affairs Officer
Francis Marion & Sumter
National Forests (South Carolina)
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212-3530

Phone: (803) 561-4091

Fax: (803) 561-4004

Cell: (803) 920-6167

E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us

Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/11/2008 11:35 AM -----

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

08/11/2008 08:20 AM cc

Subject Fw: Chattooga River Project 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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Rosanne Rowe/WO/

USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
08/11/2008 08:04 AM cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Chattooga River Project 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

Ross George <rbg63@cornell.

edu> To "akimbell@fs.fed.us" <akimbell@fs.fed.
us>

08/07/2008 03:32 PM cc
Subject Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am an avid outdoorsman who has grown up in Atlanta and kayaked the
Chattooga river for many years. | also now have a residence in Clayton, so
Chattooga issues are close to home. The Chattooga has played an
important role in my life-1 can't explain how much | have learned from





that river. It and the forests that surround it are dear to my heart.

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

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

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

* No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the
upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries - without any justification.
* The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the
river because they considers boating to be the only management variable,
while other larger more impactful uses are not seriously considered for
limits.

* The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits. Furthermore, the
public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic Rivers
regardless of who owns the land along the river.

* It is telling that 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.

* 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 and receiving the opinions of
all parties involved and affected. 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.

Respectfully,





Ross George

3468 Knollwood Dir.
Atlanta, GA 30305






From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Comments on Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/11/2008 11:36 AM
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Michelle Burnett
Public Affairs Officer
Francis Marion & Sumter
National Forests (South Carolina)
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212-3530

Phone: (803) 561-4091

Fax: (803) 561-4004

Cell: (803) 920-6167

E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us

Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/11/2008 11:35 AM -----

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

08/11/2008 08:20 AM ce

Subject Fw: Comments on Upper Chattooga River

Jeanne S. LeBoeuf

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

Fax 803-561-4004

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

cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Comments on Upper Chattooga River

08/11/2008 08:03 AM

Rosanne Rowe

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

Cell: 202-384-7412

Fax: 202-358-4063

Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us

"Chan Jones" <nckayakkid14@mchsi.
com= To <comments-southern-
francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us>

08/07/2008 11:41 PM cc <akimbell@fs.fed.us>

Subject Comments on Upper Chattooga
River

U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road





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

August 8, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Chandler Jones. | live half an hour north of the Chattooga River
in Franklin, NC. | have always lived here and | enjoy whitewater paddling
and other outdoor pastimes, including fishing. | am a student working toward
education as a North Carolina Registered Nurse but | also work at the
Nantahala Outdoor Center in Bryson City, NC as a kayak instructor,
photographer, and retail salesperson. | am also a professional kayak athlete
sponsored by Pyranha Kayaks, Immersion Research, and Patagonia, who has
held berths on multiple US Canoe/Kayak teams and competed in many
national and international competitions. After | began paddling, | spent
considerable time practicing my skills in the Chattooga River watershed and
| associate many good memories with my time spent there. Consequently,
the Chattooga River holds a place near and dear to my heart.
| have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your
proposal. Both treat me and my community of river enthusiasts unfairly and
your proposal would not meet my interests. Please consider the following
concerns | have regarding thisissue:

. The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for areason to limit
paddling on the Chattooga and has found none. It istime to open the
river to boating.

. No alternative is acceptable, or even fair, because they all include boating
bans on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries — without any
justification or regulation of other wilderness activities.

. 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 atotal ban on 2/3 of the upper
river, aban on tributary boating, and allows a maximum of 6 days of
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limited boating on the remaining reach — while allowing all other
wilderness conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers. Thisis not
equitable and not acceptable! If the boating ban isto be held in place,
similar bans toward fishing, hunting, hiking, swimming, and other
activities should be put into place to. It is unacceptable for one group of
users to be excluded from enjoying a public resource such as the Upper
Chattooga.

. The EA offersno basisfor the boating bans and limits

. The EA isno better or different than the last one, is at |east a year |ate and
has wasted millionsin tax payer money

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

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

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

. All aspects of the “Outstanding Remarkable Vaues”’ 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 aternative number 8, except on the
entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely
Chandler Jones

122 West Blvd,
Franklin, NC 28734






From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/11/2008 11:36 AM
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Michelle Burnett
Public Affairs Officer
Francis Marion & Sumter
National Forests (South Carolina)
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212-3530

Phone: (803) 561-4091

Fax: (803) 561-4004

Cell: (803) 920-6167

E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us

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

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

08/11/2008 08:21 AM cc

Subject Fw: Chattooga River Project 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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Rosanne Rowe/WO/

USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
08/11/2008 07:59 AM cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Chattooga River Project 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

"Trevor Haagenson"
<trevorhaagenson@gmail.com> To comments-southern-

francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.

us

08/08/2008 04:42 PM
cc akimbell@fs.fed.us

Subject Chattooga River Project
Comments

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





8 August, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Trevor Haagenson. | am a whitewater kayaker and raft
guide from Fresno, CA. | regularly travel across the country and
internationally to pursue kayaking adventures. | am a member of
American Whitewater who has worked on several FERC licensing
processes as an advocate for fair access to rivers for hand powered
navigation. | understand that river management is a complex issue
that involves protecting the natural resource as well as balancing the
needs of many interest groups. During the FERC process | have
worked to bring all interested parties together and though dialog we
have been successful at assuring that the rights of all user groups are
protected.

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

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





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

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

one. The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis.
Where is it?

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

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

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

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

The EA 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. Whitewater boating has no higher impact
than any other wilderness conforming use that you currently allow.
You rules are unfair and must be changed.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Trevor Haagenson

440 W. Gettysburg #234
Clovis, CA 93612
trevorhaagenson@gmail.com
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From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Comments on Upcoming Decision re: Upper Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/11/2008 12:10 PM
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Michelle Burnett
Public Affairs Officer
Francis Marion & Sumter
National Forests (South Carolina)
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212-3530

Phone: (803) 561-4091

Fax: (803) 561-4004

Cell: (803) 920-6167

E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us

Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/11/2008 12:10 PM -----

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

cc

08/11/2008 09:42 AM Subject Fw: Comments on Upcoming Decision re: Upper
Chattooga River Project

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



mailto:CN=Michelle Burnett/OU=R8/O=USDAFS

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES



Email: jleboeuf@fs.fed.us

Rosanne Rowe/WO/

USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
08/11/2008 07:57 AM cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Comments on Upcoming Decision re: Upper
Chattooga River Project

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

"G.L. Ellerman™ <gingerellerman@yahoo.

com= To akimbell@fs.fed.us
cc
08/09/2008 01:38 PM Subject Comments on Upcoming
Please respond to Decision re: Upper Chattooga
gingerellerman@yahoo.com River Project

U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road





Columbia, SC 29212.

August 9, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Ms. Kimbell,

Hello. I'm writing as a concerned citizen and a U.S. taxpayer to provide
public input regarding the upcoming decision on the Upper Chattooga
River Project.

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment (EA) regarding the
recreational management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your
analysis and your proposal. Both of these treat me and my community of
river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal reflects neither my nor my
community's best interests. Please consider the following concerns | have
regarding this issue:

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

-The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper
river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited
boating on the remaining reach — while allowing all other wilderness
conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers.. This is neither equitable
nor acceptable!

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

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

-Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows





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

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

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

Please consider conducting a real user capacity analysis and 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.

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.

Thank you for considering these comments.
Sincerely,

G.L. Ellerman
P.O. Box 7771
Columbus GA 31908






From: Keil Neff

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/11/2008 01:41 PM

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

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

August 11, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

Hello. I am Keil Neff and | love to spend time on streams in the Southeast
including the great river of the Chattooga. | am currently working on my
Ph.D. in Civil Engineering (Water Resources) at the University of
Tennessee in Knoxville, TN. In addition to studying water quality,
hydrology, and hydraulics of streams, | (with my family and friends) also
recreationally use streams for canoeing, kayaking, and fishing, and spend
many hours enjoying National Forest lands (backpacking, camping, and
mountain biking). As both an angler and a kayaker, | have unique
perspective of recreational usage of streams. Indeed, if all parties are
respectful to each other, all can use a stream such as the headwaters of the
Chattooga harmoniously. As a federal taxpayer, | believe | should have a
right to use our national waters recreationally in whatever way | please as
long as it does impact the health of our waters.

| have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and
your proposal that | feel is unfair to myself, my family, and other river
enthusiasts. Please consider the following concerns I have regarding this
issue:

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

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

= The 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 Environmental Assessment offers no basis for the boating bans
and limits, is no better or different than the last one, is at least a year
late, and has wasted millions in tax payer money.

= 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,
including the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Keil Jason Neff

(865) 850-5894

Kin.water@gmail.com
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From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/11/2008 04:33 PM
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Michelle Burnett
Public Affairs Officer
Francis Marion & Sumter
National Forests (South Carolina)
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212-3530

Phone: (803) 561-4091

Fax: (803) 561-4004

Cell: (803) 920-6167

E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us

Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/11/2008 04:33 PM -----

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

08/11/2008 02:51 PM cc

Subject Fw: Chattooga River Project 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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Rosanne Rowe/WO/

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

LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES

08/11/2008 02:46 PM cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES
Subject Fw: Chattooga River Project 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

Justin Emmert <justin.
emmert@yahoo.com=> To akimbell@fs.fed.us
cc

08/11/2008 02:08 PM Subject RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

8-11-08

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments





Chief of USFS,

My name is Justin Emmert. | live in Martinsville, VA and | am an
avid kayaker and fisherman. | live in a community in VA that
boasts one of the best stocked trout streams in the state, the
Smith River. The Smith has high fecal coliform and low
macroinverterbrate counts, which indicate poor water quality.
The local community, paddling club, fishing club, and other
groups such as the Boy Scouts have teamed up time and time
again to clean up our river. Thereis no debate about who the
river belongs to. It belongs to us all.

Your environmental assessment is a sham. | always try to
remember the environmental mantra, "take nothing, leave only
footprints". By this saying, a paddler would "take nothing, and
leave only 1/2 the footprints a fisherman would"”, because a
paddle would walk in and paddle out. Unless he's Jesus, he
won't leave any footprints on the water. Instead (and as a
fisherman, | will attest to this), a fisherman will scramble down
embankments disrupting foilage which helps control erosion.
And let's not forget, those fisherman who break limbs for more
casting room.

| fully support an agenda that will allow both fishermen and





paddlers to be allowed to use the Upper Chattooga headwaters,
and forces both to work together to achieve the most
sustainable rules allowable by law.

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

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

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,

Justin D. Emmert






From: Adam Goshorn

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/11/2008 06:24 PM

August 11, 2008
Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Adam Goshorn and I'm a kayaker, fly fisherman, and
Environmental Educator living 10 months a year in Mentone AL and
traveling for 2 months a year to pursue my main passion, kayaking. My
travels often lead me to western North Carolina as it is one of my fovorite
places on earth. | have fished and hiked the Chattoga River Headwaters
and | have also reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the
recreational management of the Chattooga River. | strongly disagree with
your analysis and your proposal. Both treat me and my community of
river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests.
Please consider the following concerns | have regarding this issue:

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

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

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

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

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



mailto:natures@hiwaay.net

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



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

. The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely,

Adam Goshorn

679 County Road 614, Mentone AL 35984






From: Wes Yow

Reply To: gwyow@yahoo.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
cc: gwyow@yahoo.com

Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Date: 08/12/2008 04:07 PM

U S. Forest Service

Chatt ooga River Project

4931 Broad Ri ver Road

Col unbi a, SC 29212.

comrent s- sout hern-franci smari on-sunter @s. f ed. us

August 12, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Conments

Dear Sunter National Forest,

| amwiting to you today to express ny concerns regarding the proposed Chattooga managenent plan. |’Il go ahead and
explicitly state ny beliefs and further explain nyself below. | do not support ANY usage restrictions on private
boaters anywhere in the Chattooga area. | also do not agree with the structure or conclusions presented as a result of

the “objective data” collected during the environmental assessnent.

I live in the Geenville, SC area where | work as an engineer in research & devel opnent for a major conpany.
Throughout my career | have contributed to various engineering/scientific studies in order to analyze and refine
proposal s for objectively evaluating problens involving conplex systems. Utter objectivity is paramount to assuring
the sol utions devel oped are both beneficial and scientifically sound.

| have read through a significant portion of the content in the proposed managenent plan and | can only say that as a
scientist and engineer, | amconpletely disappointed in both the non-objectivity and | ack of scientific discipline in
the purported Environmental Assessnent that was conducted based on user experiences and area inpacts. The Forest
Service is an entity tasked with protecting and managi ng the resources of the Chattooga area for current and future
generations. | do not believe that this is in fact being carried out in a true and equal fashion for all user groups.
| am al so appalled that an entity of the government has allowed itself to be influenced by outside user groups into
propagating and continuing bans on specific user groups, namely private boaters w thout any scientific basis.

The assessnent that was conpl eted does not address the concerns of all user groups; in fact it effectively singles out
one user group (private boaters) fromaccess for no valid or objective reasoning.

| “ve been experiencing the wonderful scenery and nystique of the Chattooga River since the late 1990’s and | have seen
changes in the overall quality of the wlderness area. I amnost famliar with the section of river fromthe Hwy 76
Bridge to the Tugal oo inpoundnent through both hiking/canmping and kayaki ng. Trash and water quality issues are readily
apparent both around and in the river. The trash seen in the area is nost often plastic bottles, food wappers, or
containers of one sort or another. These objects can be found around heavily eroded shoreline and/or canpsite areas
where usage is obviously extrene. It is a disappointment to visit this area and see increasing |levels of trash and
househol d/ cormerci al debris deposited throughout the riverbed and adjoining tributaries. Numerous |arge objects can be
seen that were obviously not hand carried to the river corridor (fiberglass tanks for wells, etc). This represents a
significant threat
to the long-termviability of the river corridor and to any user’s experience in the area.

The follow ng are sonme summary points regarding the current proposed managenent alternatives and anal ysis:

1. The only truly unbiased option for the Chattooga nanagenent plan would be for all private boater restrictions to
be renoved on all sections of the Chattooga.

2. The 450 cfs average daily flow proposal has been analyzed by scientific nenbers of the boating community and
shown to be flawed based on the actual flow data used by the Forest Service.

3. The erosion inpact of other user groups on area trails and riverbanks has not been addressed; it is nerely
ignored and allowed to continue unchecked.

4. An honest assessment of the environmental inpacts that boaters would have has not been conpleted. Boating
represents one of the least inpactful usages of the Chattooga river system

5. The boating ban is in fact unjustified and not based on sound | ogic.

| ask that during the evaluation of user conmments and proposed nanagenent alternatives that one significant thought be
remenbered: established and educated people in the area like ne will continue to work against and chal | enge these types
of biased policies no matter the financial expense or tine involved for ourselves. |f nanagenment organizations can’t
do their job objectively, then we nust step up and be sure that they do. The |egal challenges Anerican \Witewater has
introduced will continue until the Forest Service conpletes an adequate and unbi ased scientific analysis with properly
justified reasons for any usage guidelines that are put into effect.

We all want the Chattooga area to thrive and continue to exist in a pristine state for future generations. W (all
user groups) should be working together to preserve this magnificent area and resource instead of being divided by
perceived issues. Please keep that in mnd when the evaluations are conpleted.

I offer ny thanks in advance for your consideration of ny personal views regarding the proposed nanagenent plan and
boater restrictions. Qut of all of this controversy, | amconvinced that the Chattooga and all involved user groups
can benefit froma sound | ong-term nmanagenent pl an.

Si ncerely,

Wes Yow

13 Renforth Rd

Si npsonville, SC 29681
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From: Paul Harwood

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/13/2008 12:18 PM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Paul Harwood, | am from Golden, British Columbia. | have been a
professional river guide for 19 years, | am also an instructor of a collage adventure
tourism program and an Avalanche Forecaster and Backcountry Skiing Guide.

I have had the good fortune to spend much of my personal time and tourism
dollars paddling and enjoying many of the United States Wild and Scenic Rivers. |
spend a significant amount of time and energy on RIVER ACCESS and RIVER
PROTECTION issues here in Canada.

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your
proposal. The number one priority of land management should be the protection
and sustainability of a region or watershed. In some areas | have fought and
argued for restricted use and access as this is often appropriate in order to
maintain the integrity of a region. However, this has to be evenly applied to all
user groups. Otherwise, it will inherently fail in its goal of protecting and
maintaining sustainability of a region.

| was absolutely floored when | read how illogical your proposal is. How can
fishermen be allowed to tromp all over the riparian zone, walk on the river bed with
no restrictions, yet floating the river is deemed inappropriate? Hiking and camping,
have a more significant impact than river travel, and yet there are no restrictions to
numbers of users? | am unaware of the regions local politics and issues, but it is
obvious that the community of river enthusiasts are being treated unfairly.
Watersheds need holistic management plans, and your current management plan
falls well short of this.

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

* The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and 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 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.
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Paul Harwood

2001 Chalmers Rd.
Golden, British Columbia
Canada

VOA 1H4







From: Duncan Cottrell

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/13/2008 05:00 PM

Your Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management
of the Chattooga River provides no acceptable alternative because they all
include boating bans on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on
tributaries — without any justification. There is no reason to ban boating
on the upper Chattooga; you've looked for a reason for years and haven't
found one. Boaters won't hurt the ecosystem or the experience of other
users. Why have you ignored the input of your hired consultants?
Furthermore, having an average daily flow trigger is an idea that just plain
won't work.

| support an alternative 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.

Sincerely,

Duncan Cottrell
1486 Conway Rd
Decatur, GA 30030
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From: Chris Occhipinti

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/13/2008 08:24 PM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My nameis Chris Occhipinti, and | am an avid hiker, angler, whitewater kayaker,
and outdoorsman. My wifeand | live in Chatham County, North Carolinaand
frequently travel around the Southeast to paddie this region's outstanding
whitewater. Theissue of Chattooga river accessis of concern to us as kayakers,
citizens of the United States, and as stewards of the environment.

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

| feel the characterizations of boatersin the EA are unrealistic and that the EA
exaggerates the level of conflict that would be present should boating be

allowed. Asawhitewater kayaker in the Southeast | have met many fellow boaters
who appreciate the rare and vital resource that boatable riversare. We are
thankful for the opportunities to commune with nature and challenge ourselves on
theriver. Although I cannot speak for every boater; | find the community to be
helpful, courteous, and environmentally responsible. Knowing this community |
cannot support the levels of user conflict that the EA forecasts. The actual
predicted level of conflictsis unknown because a user capacity anaysis has not
been completed and the EA does not reference one. The appeal decision with
American Whitewater required a user capacity analysis. We as community would
like this mandate honored before a decision to limit boater access is made.

The alternative presented shows a blatant bias of one user group over another and
does take into account people who are fall into multiple user groups. 1 fish; | hike;
| backpack; and | kayak. This proposal does not serve my interests as awhole
user of the National Forest. Restricting equal opportunity is antithetical to the
principles of American society.

The Chattooga River is a national resource, an asset of the people. Assuch the
river should be open to all user groupsto recreate in away that does not degrade
the resource. The EA does not provide a sound, quantifiable level of
environmental impact that justifies a de facto ban of boaters on the river. Boating



mailto:occtipus@hotmail.com

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



does not degrade the river to any greater degree than other allowed uses. The EA
cites “boat marks” on page 124 as a negative impact of allowing whitewater
kayaks access. The high impact plastics that kayaks are comprised of today render
this point false; look at the nearby Nantahala River in North Carolina. Thousands
of kayakers use this river annually and the river does not bear the mentioned “boat
marks”’. Neglected in the EA isthe impact of discarded fishing line, lost tackle,
and bait containers on the landscape.

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

Sincerely,

Chris Occhipinti

113 Polks Landing Road
Chapel Hill, NC

27516

Cc: Representative David Price
Senator Elizabeth Dole
Senator Richard Burr

Get Windows Live and get whatever you need, wherever you are. Start here.



http://www.windowslive.com/default.html?ocid=TXT_TAGLM_WL_Home_082008




From: Anita Giglio

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

Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments

Date: 08/15/2008 10:52 AM

Attachments: Chattooga River Project Comments.pdf

Please see attached letter.
Thank you,
Anita

Anita Giglio, AAMS®

Director of Client Services

Hardy Reed Frug€ Capital Advisors, LLC
101 S. Front St., Tupelo, MS 38804

P.O. Box 437, Tupelo, MS 38802-0437
Phone: 662-823-4722

Toll Free: 866-701-7002

Fax: 662-823-4720
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August 11, 2008

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

RE: CHATTOOGA RIVER PROJECT COMMENTS

Dear Sumter National Forest,

[ have been a paddler and an environmentalist for almost forty years. Ilive in Mississippi
but my second home since 1970 has been a camp near Hendersonville, North Carolina,
named Camp Mondamin. The camp has been around since 1925 and has produced
generations of people who are concerned for the environment, as well as outdoor
activities. We, as a group, have been tremendously supportive of the U.S. Forest Service,
as well as the paddling community. I find it disappointing and of much concern that our
views on this issue seem to be so far apart.

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:

o 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.

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

o 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 far from equitable.

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

o The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input.

o 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
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paddler can know this number and will be an administrative burden for the
agency.

o 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.

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

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

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

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

Scott Reed, CIMA®, AIF®
Chief Executive Officer










From: Jason Long

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/15/2008 02:49 PM

| support equal access for everyone to our rivers, and thus | support
Al ternative 8.

Jason Long
7 Affirmed Ct.
Geenville, SC 29617
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From:
To:

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

Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments

Date:

08/15/2008 04:27 PM

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

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

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

No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the
upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries — without any justification.
The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the
river because they considers boating to be the only management variable,
while other larger more impactful uses are not seriously considered for
limits.

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

The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits

The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

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

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

Kathleen Mason






From: John Zadrozny

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

Date: 08/15/2008 07:06 PM

Attachments: CCC Chattooga comments LA rev.pdf

Carolina Canoe Club, Inc.
P.O. Box 12932, Raleigh, NC 27605
www.carolinacanoeclub.org

August 14, 2008

TO: U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project

SUBJECT: Chattooga River Project Comments

The Carolina Canoe Club, Inc. (CCC) is a southeastern paddling
organization centered in the

Carolinas with over 1100 members. Most of these members are
whitewater canoeists and

kayakers who would be directly influenced by decisions managing the uses
of the Chattooga

River headwaters. The CCC strives to carry out the objectives set forth by
its founders, including

teaching and upholding the highest standards of river safety, skill, and
environmental ethics.

The CCC Board of Directors, on behalf of the Club's membership, has
reviewed the

Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of the
Chattooga River. We

disagree with the Forest Service's assessment of the issues and the
proposed recommendation

for management actions. Please consider the following concerns we have
regarding this issue:

e The EA arbitrarily singles out "fishing" as a best use of these waters to
be supported,
ignoring other best uses including secondary and primary recreation (for
the waterbody
segment in North Carolina) which includes boating uses. This ‘weighting'
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Carolina Canoe Club, Inc.

August 14, 2008

TO: U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project

SUBJECT: Chattooga River Project Comments

The Carolina Canoe Club, Inc. (CCC) is a southeastern paddling organization centered in the
Carolinas with over 1100 members. Most of these members are whitewater canoeists and
kayakers who would be directly influenced by decisions managing the uses of the Chattooga
River headwaters. The CCC strives to carry out the objectives set forth by its founders, including
teaching and upholding the highest standards of river safety, skill, and environmental ethics.

The CCC Board of Directors, on behalf of the Club's membership, has reviewed the

Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of the Chattooga River. We
disagree with the Forest Service’'s assessment of the issues and the proposed recommendation
for management actions. Please consider the following concerns we have regarding this issue:

» The EA arbitrarily singles out “fishing” as a best use of these waters to be supported,
ignoring other best uses including secondary and primary recreation (for the waterbody
segment in North Carolina) which includes boating uses. This ‘weighting’ of one use, and
subsequently one user-group, is unfounded particularly in light of the fact that all of these
uses were considered to contribute to the value of naming this segment as a National Wild
and Scenic River segment which also subsequently contributed to its designation as a North
Carolina Outstanding Resource Water.

* No logical or empirical case has been made that the whitewater boating community would
be anything but the least consumptive user group in this area yet it is this, and only this,
group of users that have been singled out for restriction, implying at least some degree of
caprice in the decisions reached and alternative proposed.. The Carolina Canoe Club firmly
believes that this group of users is more than willing to share and help protect the resources
being managed and would not think about excluding others’ use of the area. We only ask
that whitewater boaters receive equal treatment and access to the resource.

» We believe that the proposed 450 cfs daily average flow boating target presents an illogical
and unenforceable measurement target that could only be assessed after the theoretical
period for boating, such that by the time the measure could be made, actual flow may be
greater or less than the target, thus circumventing by default the intent of the target. Under
a completely open scenario, the EA estimated only 120 days per year of ‘boatable’ flow: only
1/3 of the year when any potential interaction of this user group with others would occur.
Since significantly higher flow would decrease further the interaction of fishermen and
boaters, we believe that, at least on a trial and modifiable basis, such an open scenario
would prove to be a positive step forward toward equitable use by all.

Considering the above, the Carolina Canoe Club, Inc. recommends adoption of management
option # 8 as presented by the EA in which no predisposed limitation on boating the Chattooga
Headwaters is imposed. We believe this scenario begins future adaptive management actions
with the most complete and equitable allowance for all stakeholders yet still does not risk
irreparable harm to the resource or its use. Should this scenario not prove effective, evolution of
future strategies will then have empirical evidence as foundation. We agree with the USFS and
other user groups that this beautiful land and water must be preserved for enjoyment by all and
we would gladly commit to doing our part to collaboratively monitor and iteratively modify uses

P.O. Box 12932, Raleigh, NC 27605 www.carolinacanoeclub.org







Carolina Canoe Club, Inc.

and impacts and to guide our user-group in best-practices to minimize degradation of the
resource or its enjoyment by others.

We believe this approach would represent a “win” for USFS, all user groups and the resource
itself. Together, building a positive, proactive management team of stakeholders we can
shepherd the resource into the future.

Thank you for considering these comments. We look forward to a collaborative and positive
partnership between the Carolina Canoe Club, its members and the USFS.

John Zadrozny
President - Carolina Canoe Club

P.O. Box 12932, Raleigh, NC 27605 www.carolinacanoeclub.org









of one use, and

subsequently one user-group, is unfounded particularly in light of the fact
that all of these

uses were considered to contribute to the value of naming this segment as
a National Wild

and Scenic River segment which also subsequently contributed to its
designation as a North

Carolina Outstanding Resource Water.

¢ No logical or empirical case has been made that the whitewater boating
community would

be anything but the least consumptive user group in this area yet it is this,
and only this,

group of users that have been singled out for restriction, implying at least
some degree of

caprice in the decisions reached and alternative proposed.. The Carolina
Canoe Club firmly

believes that this group of users is more than willing to share and help
protect the resources

being managed and would not think about excluding others' use of the
area. We only ask

that whitewater boaters receive equal treatment and access to the
resource.

e We believe that the proposed 450 cfs daily average flow boating target
presents an illogical

and unenforceable measurement target that could only be assessed after
the theoretical

period for boating, such that by the time the measure could be made,
actual flow may be

greater or less than the target, thus circumventing by default the intent of
the target. Under

a completely open scenario, the EA estimated only 120 days per year of
'‘boatable’ flow: only

1/3 of the year when any potential interaction of this user group with
others would occur.

Since significantly higher flow would decrease further the interaction of
fishermen and

boaters, we believe that, at least on a trial and modifiable basis, such an
open scenario

would prove to be a positive step forward toward equitable use by all.





Considering the above, the Carolina Canoe Club, Inc. recommends
adoption of management

option # 8 as presented by the EA in which no predisposed limitation on
boating the Chattooga

Headwaters is imposed. We believe this scenario begins future adaptive
management actions

with the most complete and equitable allowance for all stakeholders yet
still does not risk

irreparable harm to the resource or its use. Should this scenario not prove
effective, evolution of

future strategies will then have empirical evidence as foundation. We
agree with the USFS and

other user groups that this beautiful land and water must be preserved for
enjoyment by all and

we would gladly commit to doing our part to collaboratively monitor and
iteratively modify uses

and impacts and to guide our user-group in best-practices to minimize
degradation of the

resource or its enjoyment by others.

We believe this approach would represent a "win" for USFS, all user
groups and the resource

itself. Together, building a positive, proactive management team of
stakeholders we can

shepherd the resource into the future.

Thank you for considering these comments. We look forward to a
collaborative and positive

partnership between the Carolina Canoe Club, its members and the USFS.

John Zadrozny
President - Carolina Canoe Club
president@carolinacanoeclub.org
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From: Jessica Hess

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/15/2008 08:44 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

August 15, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am an avid kayaker living in Chicago, lllinois. | enjoy taking trips all over the
country to kayak different rivers throughout the year.

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

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

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

. The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

. The 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

Jessica Hess

4122 N. Spaulding Avenue

Chicago, IL 60618
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From: Chris Lusk

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/16/2008 12:00 AM

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

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

15 August 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Chris Lusk and I am from Greenville, SC. | currently
serve in the US Army at Ft. Bragg, NC. I grew up riding horses,
fishing, and paddling all along the Chatooga River and | disagree
that it should be made off limits or have limited use to any one
group in favor of another. | have been there many times and
most of the time the messes that are left are from fisherman and
folks camping along the river. Most of the folks that are boating
just put in, get out and leave the area just the way they found it.
This area is a National Forest that is owned and funded by the
public as in the taxpayers and all should be able to use it equally
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and responsibly.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits

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
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

Chris Lusk

309 Old Farm Rd.

Raeford, NC 28376

Email: Chris.Lusk@gmail.com
Phone: 910-875-6766

1
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From: Brian Jones

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/17/2008 08:42 AM

U. S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad Ri ver Road
Col umbi a, SC 29212

8/ 18/ 2008
Dear Sunter National Forest,

| lived in Atlanta from 2005-2008 until returning north to Boston in
July. Having lived in The North for ny entire life, | was skeptica
about noving to "The South": no winters, unbearable heat, |ingering
civil war tensions, etc. Kayaking was the catalyst that turned the
3-year stay into one of the nmost fun chapters of ny life. Kayaking
i ntroduced nme to incredible people | never woul d have otherw se run
across, it allowed nme to have some unforgettable adventures, and it
al l owed nme experience a truly remarkabl e and uni que area of the
country.

The Sout heast is arguably the top paddling destination in the country.
It has year-round paddling on a spectacul ar array of water, fromfl at

to extreme. Two of the classics that | was honored to experience are

the Chattooga (sections IIl and IV) and Overflow Creek, both in the

nort hwest corner of Georgia. Both of these rivers, and severa

others, allowed me to experience one of this country's nost beautifu

and spectacul ar settings, an area that should be treasured and

pr ot ect ed.

Access to rivers like these needs to be thoughtfully determ ned,

wi thout unfair bias to one constituent group (i.e. fishernmen). | have
revi ewed the Environnmental Assessment (EA) regarding the recreationa
managenment of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and
your proposal. Both treat me and ny conmunity of river enthusiasts
unfairly and your proposal would not nmeet ny interests. Please

consi der the followi ng concerns | have regarding this issue:

- The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limt
paddl i ng on the Chattooga and has found none. It is tinme to open the
river to boating.

- The EAis not a user capacity anal ysis and does not reference one.
The American Whitewater (AW appeal decision required a user capacity
anal ysis. \Were is it?

- No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans
on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries - wthout any
justification.

- The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of
the river because they considers boating to be the only nanagenent
variable, while other larger nore inpactful uses are not seriously
considered for limts.
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- The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the
upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of
limted boating on the remaining reach — while allowi ng all other

wi | derness conforming existing uses in unlinmted nunbers.. This is
not equitable and not acceptabl e!

- The EAis no better or different than the last one, is at |least a
year late and has wasted nmillions in tax payer noney.

- The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

- The 450 CFS average daily flowtrigger in the preferred alternative
is a flawed neasure that should be elimnated from any considerations.
There is no way a paddler can know this number and will be an

admi ni strative burden for the agency.

Paddl ers prefer an alternative simlar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully
all ows boating on the entire Chattooga R ver bel ow G'i nshawes Bri dge,
2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards
based on a real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably linit tota
use only when encounter standards are consistently exceeded, and 5)
will do so using all available indirect neasures first. The public
shoul d have the right to float on public WId and Scenic R vers
regardl ess of who owns the land along the river. Al aspects of the
"Qut st andi ng Remar kabl e Val ues" of WIld and Scenic Rivers should be
protected on the entire river, not just in some areas.

Thank you for considering these cooments. Please consider conducting
a real user capacity analysis and i nmediately all owi ng boating in the
same nunbers, places, and seasons that you allow existing users.
Paddl i ng shoul d be allowed in a sinilar nanner to your alternative
nunber 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its
tributaries.

Thank you for considering these conents.
Si ncerely,

Brian Jones

25 Dwight St. #3

Boston, MA 02118
brian. d.jones@nail.com






From: Jim Tibbetts

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

Date: 08/17/2008 03:43 PM

Dear Sumpter National Forest.

| don't think any of the proposed alternatives are a good solution, and | would
argue that the NationalL Forest Service needs to revise the alternatives proposed
in order to achieve a solution that is acceptable to more users.

| think the alternatives need to be re-worked for the following reasons:

Using "Mean Daily Flow" to determine whether boating is allowed or not is
not a realistic solution. If flow rates are to be used- a better solution
needs to be proposed. It is not clear how or when the "prediction” for the
MDF would be posted or how this would be communicated to the boating
community. Daylight hours dictate when boaters will start their trips-
especially from Dec-March. It seems more logical to base the minimum
flow on a level reading from that morning. The MDF seems prone to error
and subjective interpretation in advance of hard data that would be a
known quantity the morning of a potential "boating day". Assuming level
flows must be a requirement (which | disagree with), there must be a

better way. .

The EA lists 4000+ LWD sites on the Chattooga. Of these, only a handful
resulted in portages on the upper section due to LWD during the boater
study. . A sensible policy is needed to remove LWD when it seriously
endangers safety of boaters and others and/or the impact of LWD
removal is less than additional trail portages. If hiking trails are cleared of
fallen trees, then why not water trails where needed??

Combining MDF's with a permit system that limits boater use

and introduces the future possibility of an internet based permit system
will create bureaucracy that will make it extremely difficult for anyone to
plan a paddling on the rare days that it is possible to paddle.

Unlike other river users, minimum flow requirements and boater skill level
will naturally regulate the number of boaters who choose to paddle the
more difficult back country sections of river. Therefore, MDF, limits and #
of users/day and permitted months to boat should not be requirements of
the solution.

The EA data supports that the best boating days and the best fishing days
will seldom coincide. This fundamental realization should guide

alternatives that provide more access to boaters.
If Nicholson Fields are prime fishing areas, then don't allow put-in access
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at Lick Log. Itis likely that the summer recreational users will cause the
highest negative impact. Don't include tubers with coolers in the same
category as hard deck boaters. We're not proud of them either.

. Fishing DOES negatively impact my boating experience. Beer cans and
other garbabe may be left by "other" users, but tangles of fishing
line, hooks, and used bait containers and abandoned trot lines belong
specifically to one user group. . The EA points to specific impacts from
boaters, but | don't see any mention of specific problems related to
fishing.

Thank You for considering these comments.
Sincerely,

Jim Tibbetts

981 Berne Street

Atlanta, Ga. 30316
404- 624-4817






From: Clayton Gaar

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/17/2008 06:45 PM

17 August 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sunter National Forest,

M/ name is Clayton Gaar. | ama student attending UNC Asheville. M entire life | have lived in Atlanta, GA and since
I was a toddler ny parents have been taking me to visit the Chattooga River. This is a place where many of ny

chi | dhood experiences and nenories conme from M parents taught ne how to whitewater kayak on this river and nanmed ne
Clayton after the nearby town of C ayton where they fell in love. The Chattooga River is a precious gemthat | and
many of my friends hold dear to our hearts.

I have reviewed the Environnental Assessnent regarding the recreational managenent of the Chattooga River. | disagree
wi th your analysis and your proposal. Both treat nme and ny community of river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal
woul d not nmeet ny interests. It seenms that boaters are being unfairly targeted in the proposals | have seen. Please

consider the follow ng concerns | have regarding this issue:

* The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limt paddling on the Chattooga and has found none.
It is time to open the river to boating. | have seen zero valid reasons for why boating should be banned on the river.

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

* No alternative is acceptabl e because they all include boating bans on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on
tributaries ? without any justification. There needs to be justification for there being no alternatives that include
boating on those stretches of water.

* The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the river because they considers boating to
be the only managenent variable, while other larger nore inpactful uses are not seriously considered for limts.
Boaters are THE nost environnentally aware group of users of the Chattooga area and have the | east inpact on the river
and surroundi ng ecosystem

* 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 linmted boating on the remaining reach ? while allowing all other w | derness conformnng
existing uses in unlinmted nunbers.. This is not equitable and not acceptabl e!

* The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limts

* The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

* The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed nmeasure that should be elim nated
fromany considerations. There is no way a paddl er can know this nunber and will be an administrative burden for the
agency.

* Paddl ers prefer an alternative simlar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga
Ri ver bel ow Gri mshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on a real user
capacity analysis, 4) will equitably Iimt total use only when encounter standards are consistently exceeded, and 5)
will do so using all available indirect neasures first.

* The public should have the right to float on public WId and Scenic Rivers regardl ess of who owns the |and al ong
the river. This is especially true of users, like boaters, that repeatedly show that they are respectful of the
W | der ness area.

* Al aspects of the ?Qutstanding Remarkabl e Val ues? of WIld and Scenic R vers should be protected on the entire
river, not just in some areas.

Thank you for considering these conmments. Please consider conducting a real user capacity analysis and i mediately
al l owi ng boating in the same nunbers, places, and seasons that you all ow existing users. Paddling should be allowed in
a simlar manner to your alternative nunber 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Pl ease let us float down these river peacefully! That is all we ask!

Si ncerely

Cl ayton Gaar

2920 White Cak Terrace
Marietta, GA 30060
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From: Kyle Irby

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us; akimbell@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/17/2008 11:31 PM

U. S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad Ri ver Road

Col unbi a, SC 29212.

coment s- sout hern-franci smarion-sunter @s. f ed. us

Sunday, August 17th 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Conments

Dear Sunter National Forest,

| have reviewed the Environmental Assessnent regarding the recreationa
managenent of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your
proposal. Both treat me and nmy conmunity of river enthusiasts unfairly and
your proposal would not neet ny interests. Please consider the follow ng
concerns | have regarding this issues.

* The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limt
paddl i ng on the Chattooga and has found none. It is time to open the river
to boati ng.

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

The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Wereis it?

* No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on
t he upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries - wthout any
justification.

* The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of
the river because they considers boating to be the only nmanagenent vari abl e,
whil e other larger nore inpactful uses are not seriously considered for
limts.

* 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 limted
boating on the remaining reach - while allowing all other wi | derness
conformng existing uses in unlimted nunbers.. This is not equitable and
not accept abl e!

* The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limts

* The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

* The EAis no better or different than the last one, is at |least a year
|ate and has wasted millions in tax payer noney

* The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

* The 450 CFS average daily flowtrigger in the preferred alternative is
a flawed neasure that should be elimnated fromany considerations. There is
no way a paddler can know this nunber and will be an adm nistrative burden
for the agency.

* Paddl ers prefer an alternative sinilar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully
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all ows boating on the entire Chattooga River below Ginshawes Bridge, 2)
all ows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on a
real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably Iimt total use only when
encount er standards are consistently exceeded, and 5) will do so using al
avail abl e indirect neasures first.

* The public should have the right to float on public WId and Scenic
Ri vers regardl ess of who owns the land along the river.

* Al aspects of the 3Qutstandi ng Remarkabl e Val ues2 of WId and Scenic
Ri vers should be protected on the entire river, not just in sonme areas.

Thank you for considering these conments. Please consider conducting a rea
user capacity analysis and i medi ately allow ng boating in the sane nunbers,
pl aces, and seasons that you allow existing users. Paddling should be
allowed in a sinlar manner to your alternative nunber 8, except on the
entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these conments,
Si ncerely
Kyl e |Irby

801 Queens Rd
Charlotte, NC 28207






From: Kennedy, Mike

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

Date: 08/18/2008 07:51 AM

08/18/08

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

| have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your
proposal. Both treat me and my community of river enthusiasts unfairly and
your proposal would not meet my interests. Please consider 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 asimilar manner to your aternative number 8, except on the
entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for consideration,

Best Regards,

Mike Kennedy

Designer

Oldcastle Precast Communications, Inc.
Office: 770-304-4437

Fax: 770-304-4640

E-Mail: mike.kennedy@oldcastleprecast.com
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From: B.J. Hudson

Reply To: miniguy4minitec@yahoo.com

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

Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Date: 08/18/2008 08:33 AM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

August 18, 2008

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My nameis BJ Hudson. | live in Canon, GA about 30 miles from the
Chattooga. | am 26 years old and have been boating the Chattooga for aslong as |
have lived. | believe allowing paddling on the upper sections of the river will have
minimal impact on the fishing, and even less on the environment. On the lower
sections that have been paddied for years, there are no traces of boaters negatively
impacting the river.
| have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your
proposal. Both treat me and my community of river enthusiasts unfairly and your
proposal would not meet my interests. Please consider the following concerns |

have regarding thisissue:

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

. The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one. The AW
appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. 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!
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. 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 areal
user capacity analysis and immediately allowing boating in the same numbers,
places, and seasons that you allow existing users. Paddling should be allowed in a
similar manner to your alternative number 8, except on the entire Upper
Chattooga River and itstributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

BJ Hudson

Mini Tec, LLC

426 Dawkins Road

Royston, GA 30662
706.246.0072
WWW.SUPERFASTMINIS.COM




http://www.superfastminis.com/




From: Jeff Redding

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

Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments

Date: 08/18/2008 09:12 AM

Dear Sir, | support Alternative 8. My wife and | have been whitewater
kayakers for over 25 years and paddl ed all over the southeast. | would
like to see all of the Chattooga and it's tributaries open to unrestricted
boating. | think boaters have the sane right to enjoy Wld and Scenic

Ri vers as everyone el se.

Thanks,

Jeff Redding

302 Pardue Farm Road
Ronda, NC 28670
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From: Andrew.Warnick@nokia.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 09:30 AM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

| have lived in Georgia and South Carolinaall my life and in that time have
enjoyed the beauty and serenity of theriversinthearea. | am an avid kayaker and
canoer and have enjoyed the beauty of the Chatooga a number of times on visitsto
swim, kayak and camp in the area.

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

o 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.

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

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

o The EA lacks afull range of alternatives

o 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 areal user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably
limit total use only when encounter standards are consistently
exceeded, and 5) will do so using al available indirect measures
first.

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

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

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

Thank you for considering these comments,
Best Regards

Andrew Warnick

Nokia

Manager Technical Sales

333 North Point Center East
Suite 650, Alpharetta, GA 30022

+1 678 230-6166






From: amanda.marks@mlmabsg.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 09:55 AM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
Amanda Mar ks

220 26th Street NW #6401
Atlanta, GA 30309
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From: molly-welch@hotmail.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 09:58 AM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic. There seens to be enough boaters on sections 2, 3,
and 4 of the river.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.
Pl ease keep this section pristine.

Thank you,
Mol Iy Wl ch

6332 Long Island C
Sandy Springs, GA 30328
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From: ishep25@gmail.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 10:01 AM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
Jean Shepherd

3563 W Hill St.
Cl arkston, GA 30021
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From: dangerjudy@gmail.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 10:09 AM

U.S. Forest Service Chattooga River Project 4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212. August 18, 2008 RE: Chattooga River Project
Comments Dear Sumter National Forest, | am a whitewater kayaker, hiker,
caver, and wilderness lover who visits the Chattooga watershed often. |
have looked over the Environmental Assessment regarding recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | believe the EA is unfair to me and
to other boaters. Please consider the following concerns | have: * The
USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a
ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on
the remaining reach — while allowing all other wilderness conforming
existing uses in unlimited numbers.. This is not equitable and not
acceptable! * The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at least
a year late and has wasted millions in tax payer money * The USFS hired
gualified consultants and then ignored their input * Paddlers prefer an
alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows boating on the entire
Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on
tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on a real user capacity
analysis, 4) will equitably limit total use only when encounter standards
are consistently exceeded, and 5) will do so using all available indirect
measures first. * The public should have the right to float on public Wild
and Scenic Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river. * All
aspects of the “"Outstanding Remarkable Values” of Wild and Scenic Rivers
should be protected on the entire river, not just in some areas. 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. Thanks, Sincerely Judith
Ranelli 2305 Arlington Cres. B3 Birmingham, Al 35205
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From: sonyahulsey@msn.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 10:17 AM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
Sonya d asgow

451 Little John Dr
Li |l burn, GA 30047
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From: Allen Hedden

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 10:26 AM

U. S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad Ri ver Road
Col unbi a, SC 29212.

conment s- sout hern-franci smari on-sunter@s. f ed. us
August 18, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Coments

Dear Sunter National Forest,

| ama long-tinme paddl er, hiker, backpacker and general outdoor person who
cares deeply about preserving the environnent, as well as preserving the
rights of EVERYONE to enjoy that environment EQUALLY. | live in Marietta
GA, and have been enjoying the Chattooga River Corridor since |ong before
it becane a WIld & Scenic River.

| have reviewed the Environnmental Assessnent regarding the recreationa
managenment of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your
proposal. Both treat me and my conmunity of river enthusiasts unfairly and
your proposal would not neet ny interests. Please consider the follow ng
concerns | have regarding this issue:

The USFS has spent nany years searching for a reason to limt paddling on

t he Chattooga and has found none. It is time to open the river to equa
opportunity use by ALL groups, including boating. The EA is not a user
capacity anal ysis and does not reference one. The AW appeal decision
required a user capacity analysis. Were is it? None of the alternatives
are acceptabl e because they all include boating bans on the upper Chattooga
Ciffs reach and on tributaries - without any justification

The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the
river because they consider boating to be the only managenent vari abl e,
whil e other larger, nore inpactful uses are not seriously considered for
limts.

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 limted
boating on the remaining reach — while allowing all other w | derness
conform ng existing uses in unlimted nunbers. This is not equitable and
not accept abl e!

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

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
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and has wasted nillions in tax payer noney. The USFS hired qualified
consul tants and then ignored their input. The 450 CFS average daily flow
trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed neasure that shoul d be
elimnated fromany considerations. There is no way a paddl er can know this
nunber, it will be an administrative burden for the agency, and it will, in
fact, virtually ban all boating on the upper Chattooga.

Paddl ers prefer an alternative simlar to Alternative 8 that

1) fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga Ri ver bel ow Gi nshawes
Bri dge,

2) allows paddling on tributaries,

3) includes encounter standards based on a real user capacity analysis,
4) will equitably Iimt total use only when encounter standards are
consi stently exceeded, and

5) will do so using all available indirect neasures first..

The public should have the right to float on public WId and Scenic Rivers
regardl ess of who owns the land along the river. Al aspects of the
“Qut st andi ng Remar kabl e Val ues” of WIld and Scenic R vers should be
protected on the entire river, not just in sonme areas.

Pl ease consi der conducting a real user capacity analysis and inmediately
all owi ng boating in the sane nunbers, places, and seasons that you all ow
exi sting users. Paddling should be allowed in a simlar manner to your
alternative nunber 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its
tributaries.

Thank you for considering these conments, though | have little faith that
they will influence what appears to be a pre-formed decision on the part of
the USFS which will ultimately lead to nore litigation, studies and waste
of tax payer noney in these tines of budget shortfalls and falling revenue
| evel s.

Si ncerely,
Al |l en Hedden

2923 Pi ednont Drive
Marietta, GA 30066






From: robertsinger@bellsouth.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 10:35 AM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
Robert Singer

407 Park Ridge Circle
Marietta, GA 30068
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From: sudvardy@gaconservancy.org

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 10:39 AM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
Shana Udvar dy

2305 Renai ssance Wy
Atlanta, GA 30308
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From: Keith Crawford

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

Date: 08/18/2008 10:47 AM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Keith Crawford and | am a Lead Instructor with the North
Carolina Outward Bound School. | enjoy the Chattgooga River both
professionally and recreationally.

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

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

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

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

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

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

The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits

The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

Sincerely,

Keith Crawford

2582 Riceville Rd.

Asheville, NC 28805






From: dchance@cokecce.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 11:00 AM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
D. Chance

2500 W ndy Ri dge Par kway
Atlanta, GA 30339-5677
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From: pwsiskO@engr.uky.edu

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 11:01 AM

U. S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad Ri ver Road
Col umbi a, SC 29212

August 18, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Coments

Dear Sunter National Forest,

Thank you for receiving nmy comments. | aman avid outdoorsmen and have
been for all of ny life. | have been fortunate to enjoy many of the
US's national forests whether it hiking, canping or kayaking. | live
in Lexi ngton, KY, but hope you realize that the decisions going on with
respect to the Chattooga headwaters affect us all. The USFS has spent
thirteen years searching for a reason to linmt paddling on the
Chatt ooga and has found none. It is tine to open the river to boating.
I find it rediculous that the public has no rights to float on public
W1 d and Scenic Rivers.

| have reviewed the Environmental Assessnent regarding the recreationa
managenment of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and
your proposal. The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and linmts,
it lacks a full range of alternatives, and sadly is no better or
different than the [ast one. To make matters even worse, the EA is at
| east a year late and has wasted mllions in tax payer noney. Wy is
it the USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input?

No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on
t he upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries ? wthout any
justification. Paddlers prefer an alternative sinmlar to Alternative 8
that 1) fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga Ri ver bel ow
Ginshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes
encount er standards based on a real user capacity analysis, 4) wll
equitably Iimt total use only when encounter standards are

consi stently exceeded, and 5) will do so using all available indirect
neasures first.

Thank you for considering these conments. Please consider conducting a
real user capacity analysis and i medi ately allow ng boating in the
same nunbers, places, and seasons that you allow existing users.
Paddl i ng shoul d be allowed in a sinilar nanner to your alternative
nunber 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its
tributaries.
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Thank you for considering these conents,
Phillip Sisk

Thi s message was sent using | MP, the Internet Messagi ng Program






From: Mick Knox

Reply To: blisteredfromfishin@yahoo.com

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

Date: 08/18/2008 11:06 AM

Dear Sumpter National Forest,

I have a stake in both sides of this issue. | am a Fly fisherman and a
Boater. | have paddled many rivers encountering fisherman. | have also
fished many rivers encountering many boaters. | have had very few
negative encounters either way. | feel the problem will take care of it's
self if boating is allowed on the Entire Chattooga system including
tributaries.

Once the fishermen see that "their" river is not overrun with boaters all of
the time, the controversy will die back.

The fishermen will have to get used to the Idea that boaters may have
less impact than they do on the rivers. Boaters cruise through at a good
pace moving with the currents not trampling sensitive shore line
vegetation or leaving trash for some one else to pick up.

| also believe the number of boaters will be self limiting. The rapids are
such that only a small percentage of boaters will want to attempt a run.
This system also does not have reliable flows or easy access.

| say if the Fishermen want a private club to fish at, there are
memberships available to them. This Chattooga river is a PUBLIC river
and should be managed consistently with the rest of the Wild and Scenic
rivers in Wilderness Areas in the U.S. Paddling IS specifically allowed in
both areas. The boating ban has NO basis.

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 reading my comments.
Regards,

Mick Knox
Fly Fisherman and Boater
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From: Benjamin Gilbert

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 11:07 AM

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

August, 18. 2009

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am an Engineer at a Biopharmaceutical Company in North Carolinia. | am a
white water kayaking enthusiast. | boat more than 75 days a year and consider
the activity to be the most life affirming and uplifting activities available. 1 think
the boating community is one of the most environmentally aware groups and |
believe this community has an appreciation of and sensitivty to experiancing
nature far beyond that of the average citizen in this country. | also believe that
the boating community demonstrates a sensitivity and appreciation to others
experiance that has not seen in return.

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

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

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

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

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

. | 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.

I do not think that the activities of fishing and boating are really in as much
conflict as the activity around the EA suggests. | believe the conflict has been
aggravated by individuals who are biased and who have failed to
evaluate the issue in a fair and reasonable manner.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Paddling should be allowed in a similar manner to your alternative number 8,
except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Sincerely
Ben Gilbert

2704 Panther Dr
Raleigh, NC 27603






From: Shane Benedict

Sent By: shanebenedict2@gmail.com

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

Date: 08/18/2008 11:07 AM

U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212.

8/18/08

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Shane Benedict. | grew up going to camp on the headwaters
of the Chattooga river near Highlands and Cashiers, North Carolina. |
later went on to work in the same area for years and now live in
Hendersonville, North Carolina. For nearly 30 years | have hiked, biked,
climbed, fished, and paddled all over the Chattooga watershed. | feel like
I have a strong connection to the Chattooga river. In fact I call it my
home away from home. | have explored the upper Chattooga by boat and
it is one of the most scenic and remote feeling paddling experiences that |
have had in the east. | know that paddlers are one of the least impactful
groups and the exclusion or limited inclusion in the use of the upper
Chattooga watershed is completely unfair, and the proposals that | have
seen do not meet my interests. | have reviewed the Enviormental
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Assessment regarding the recreation management of the Chattooga River
and | think it does not treat me fairly. Here is a list of issues that | found
and agree with completely.

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

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

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

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

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

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

. The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

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

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

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





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

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

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Shane Benedict
108 Meadowcrest Dr.
Flat Rock, N.C. 28731

shane@liquidlogickayaks.com
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From: Bethany

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

Date: 08/18/2008 11:18 AM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Bethany Overfield. | am a whitewater enthusiast from
Kentucky. | have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the
recreational management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your
analysis and your proposal. Both treat me and my community of river
enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests.
Please consider the following concerns | have regarding this issue:

The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits--this
IS my biggest problem.

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

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

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

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

The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

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

| really appreciate you considering my above comments.
Sincerely,

Bethany Overfield

121 Elam Park

Lexington, Ky 40503






From: Suriano, Carrie

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 11:26 AM

U S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad Ri ver Road

Col unbi a, SC 29212.

coment s- sout hern-franci smari on-sunter @s. f ed. us

August 18, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sunter National Forest,

I am a concerned outdoor enthusiast who lives in Oregon. As a tourist, | regularly plan trips to different states to
enjoy the natural |andscape and often specifically to explore the rivers.

| have reviewed the Environnmental Assessnent regarding the recreational nanagenent of the Chattooga River. | disagree
with your analysis and your proposal. Both treat me and ny community of river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal
woul d not neet ny interests. Please consider the follow ng concerns | have regarding this issue:

* The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limt 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. Were is it?

* The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the river because they considers boating to be
the only managenent variable, while other larger nore inpactful uses are not seriously considered for limts.

* 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 limted boating on the remaining reach - while allowing all other wilderness conform ng
existing uses in unlinmted nunbers. This is not equitable and not acceptable!

* The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limts

* The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

* The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

* The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed nmeasure that should be elimnated
fromany considerations. There is no way a paddler can know this nunber and will be an administrative burden for the
agency.

* Paddl ers prefer an alternative simlar to Aliternative 8 that 1) fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga R ver
bel ow Gri nshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on a real user
capacity analysis, 4) will equitably Iimt total use only when encounter standards are consistently exceeded, and 5)
will do so using all available indirect neasures first.

* The public should have the right to float on public WIld and Scenic R vers regardl ess of who owns the | and al ong
the river.

* Al'l aspects of the "Qutstandi ng Remarkabl e Val ues" of WId and Scenic Rivers should be protected on the entire
river, not just in some areas.

Pl ease consider conducting a real user capacity analysis and i mediately allowi ng boating in the same nunbers, places,
and seasons that you allow existing users. Paddling should be allowed in a simlar manner to your alternative nunber
8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Carrie Suriano

3733 NE 78th Ave
Portl and, Oregon, 97213
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From: borndon@alltel.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 12:15 PM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
Donna Born

542 Orchard Rd
Jasper, GA 30143-2652
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From: Steve Krajewski

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us; akimbell@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 12:25 PM

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

8-17-2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Steven Krajewski and | am currently a senior at the University
of Tennessee in the Department of Biosystems Engineering. Since moving
to East TN several years ago | have become enchanted with the
mountains, rivers and paddling destinations located all throughout the
southeastern US. | feel extremely fortunate to have been able to see and
experience these truly magical places via kayaking. For several years |
have been working with a team of individuals at UT developing
underwater aquatic habitat maps for the reintroduction of endangered fish
species into GSMNP. We have also done work with mussel species
mapping, coal bed mapping, invasive vegetative species mapping - all of
which were accomplished via kayaking or canoeing. The time | have
spent on rivers in the SE has impacted my life in a fantastic way and | feel
now that they have become a part of my life that | never wish to see
removed. For centuries rivers have fed our families, quenched our thirsts,
and carried us away on great adventures. As a kayaker who spends most
of his free time paddling the most energetic, free flowing rivers, | feel that
I have an obligation to speak for these rivers | have come to love so.

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and
your proposal. Both treat me and my community of river enthusiasts
unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests. Please consider
the following concerns | have regarding this issue:
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The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit
paddling on the Chattooga and has found none. It is time to open
the river to boating.

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

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

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

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

The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits

The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

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

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

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

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





some areas.

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

Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely,

Steven Krajewski

Student Assistant, Biosystems Engineering
University of Tennessee - Knoxville
skrajews@utk.edu

(865)556-2450
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From: baughcom@bellsouth.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 12:40 PM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
Cynt hi a Baugh W1 1lians

505 Breakwater Terrace
St one Mountain, GA 30087
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From: apgelbrich@yahoo.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 01:08 PM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WId & Scenic. Please do not destroy or denigrate this natural area
for future generations. There are precious fewtruly quiet places left.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
Annette Cel brich

5866 Marcell e Lane
Nor cross, GA 30093
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From: jps@uga.edu

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 01:34 PM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
JP Schm dt

270 Yonah Ave.
At hens, GA 30601
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From: wcvredeveld@bellsouth.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 01:34 PM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
Wal ter Vredeveld

755 Har per Street
Jesup, GA 31546



mailto:wcvredeveld@bellsouth.net

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




From: ralphconnell@bellsouth.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 01:50 PM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
Ral ph Connel |

908 Arbor Forest Landing
Marietta, GA 30064



mailto:ralphconnell@bellsouth.net

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




From: jesslyn@garivers.org

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 02:06 PM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,

Jesslyn Shiel ds

126 South M| edge Ave
Ste. E3

At hens, GA 30605
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From: mikheladk@comcast.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 02:18 PM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
Bri an Adkins

9085 Blue Wl low Ct.
Gai nesville, GA 30506
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From: Erin Siebert

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 02:24 PM

Dear Sunter National Forest,

| am a kayaker living in Atlanta, GA. | have reviewed the
Envi ronnent al Assessnent regarding the recreational nanagenent of the
Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your proposal

Both treat ne and nmy community of river enthusiasts unfairly and your
proposal would not neet my interests. Please consider the follow ng
concerns | have regarding this issue:

* The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to
l[imt 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. Were
isit?

* No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating
bans on the upper Chattooga Ciffs reach and on tributaries - wthout
any justification.

* The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective
of the river because they considers boating to be the only nanagenent
variable, while other larger nore inpactful uses are not seriously
considered for linmts.

* The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of
t he upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days
of Iimted boating on the remaining reach - while allowi ng all other
wi | derness conforming existing uses in unlinmted nunmbers.. This is
not equitable and not acceptabl e!

* The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and linmits

* The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

* The EAis no better or different than the last one, is at |east
a year late and has wasted millions in tax payer noney

* The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

* The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred
alternative is a flawed nmeasure that should be elimnated from any
consi derations. There is no way a paddl er can know t his nunber and
will be an adm nistrative burden for the agency.

* Paddlers prefer an alternative simlar to Alternative 8 that 1)
fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga River bel ow G i nmshawes
Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter
standards based on a real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably
l[imt 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 WId and
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Sceni ¢ Rivers regardl ess of who owns the land along the river

* Al aspects of the "Qutstandi ng Remar kabl e Val ues" of WIld and
Sceni ¢ Rivers should be protected on the entire river, not just in
sone areas.

Thank you for considering these cooments. Please consider conducting
a real user capacity analysis and i nmediately all owi ng boating in the
same nunbers, places, and seasons that you allow existing users.
Paddl i ng shoul d be allowed in a sinilar nanner to your alternative
nunber 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its
tributaries.

Thank you for considering these conents,

Si ncerely

Erin Siebert
1089 Col quitt Ave #1
Atl atna, GA 30307






From: vaslack@hotmail.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 02:38 PM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WId & Scenic. There are very few places left in the United States
as untouched as this portion of the Chattooga. Opening it to boating
woul d encourage the commercial boating interests to push for nore access.
Unl ess there were severe restrictions placed on access, such as the
reservation system for hiking the Appal achian Trail in the Geat Snokies,
there woul d be a danger of overuse right fromthe start.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |levels of boating. The only level | would find acceptable would
be one in which the boaters have to walk in with their canoe.

Si ncerely,
Virginia R Slack

1492 North Crossing Circle
Atlanta, GA 30329-3568
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From: Robbie Gilson

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments Alt. 8
Date: 08/18/2008 03:36 PM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Robbie Gilson. | am a 17 year old senior at Norcross
High School in Gwinnett County. Throughout the past months |
have kept up with the status of the Upper Chattooga. | am an
avid fisherman and paddler; | have observed from experience
that paddling is a low impact sport to the environment. In
comparison, hiking down to the river with a kayak takes the
same impact as a fishing pole. Paddlers don't affect the river
bottom as much either. | have reviewed the Environmental
Assessment regarding the recreational management of

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

1. 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.

2. 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.

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

4. The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

5. 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

6. Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that one
fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga River below
Grimshawes Bridge, two allows paddling on tributaries, 3)
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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.

7. The public should have the right to float on public Wild

and Scenic Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the
river.

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

Please consider conducting a real user capacity analysis and
immediately allowing boating in the same numbers, places, and
seasons that you allow existing users. Paddling should be
allowed in a similar manner to your alternative number 8, except
on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.l hope
the Forest Service makes the correct choice in finally making the
Upper Chattooga a full access part of the Wild and Scenic
Program. Thank you for your time.

Best regards,

Robbie Gilson






From: Dan Centofanti

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

Date: 08/18/2008 03:40 PM

Dear USFS,

| am strongly opposed to limit or ban boating on Upper Chattooga while still
allowing other users unlimited access. There is no justification for this
exclusionary plan. Boating is not more harmful or intrusive than these other
activities. And any sort of user conflict between these groups is also very rare.

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your
proposal. It does not adequately represent all user groups. Please consider the
following concerns | have regarding this issue:

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!

| 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.

Furthermore, | believe a decision here could have implications for river
management across the country. Please do not unfairly single out a dedicated
and responsible user group from this resource that should be open to all users.

Please consider conducting a real user capacity analysis and immediately
allowing boating in the same numbers, places, and seasons that you allow
existing users.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Dan Centofanti, PG

Mill Creek Environmental Services, Inc.
1818 Perimeter Road

Dawsonville, Georgia 30534
706-579-1607 o
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770-380-1488 ¢
millcreekl@alltel.net

Visit us on the web at www.millcreekenvironmental.com
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From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 03:45 PM

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

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

Phone: (803) 561-4091

Fax: (803) 561-4004

Cell: (803) 920-6167

E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us

Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/18/2008 03:45 PM -----

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

08/18/2008 02:47 PM cc

Subject Fw: Chattooga River Project 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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Rosanne Rowe/WO/

USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
08/18/2008 02:45 PM cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Chattooga River Project 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

"Erin Siebert" <erin.siebert@gmail.
com= To akimbell@fs.fed.us

cc
08/18/2008 02:24 PM Subject Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am a kayaker living in Atlanta, GA. | have reviewed the
Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of the
Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your proposal.





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

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

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

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

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

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

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

* The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

* The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

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

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





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

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

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

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Erin Siebert
1089 Colquitt Ave #1
Atlatna, GA 30307






From: Rob Holbrook

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 03:49 PM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

| disagree with the conclusions of the Environmental Assessment regarding the
recreational management of the Chattooga River. | believe that the recommendation
to adopt alternative 4 is arbitrary and capricious. This recommendation is not based
on an analysis of the environmental impacts of recreational fishing in the headwaters
of the Chattooga Rivers.

| believe that any successful management plan should consider the impact of all
users. If any access is to be restricted to preserve recreational opportunities, all users
should be restricted in kind.

Further, due to the limited probability that high quality boating recreational conditions
will occur on predicted boatable days alternative 4 is an effective continuation of the
boating ban and is in violation of federal law.

Further, I do not believe that zoning should be used to continue to ban recreational
boating opportunities on any section of the Chattooga River. If a management plan
must be put in place that equitably restricts users in order to preserve this natural
resource, then restrictions should be based on a reasonable temporal structure that
allows all form of recreations on all portions of the Chattooga and its tributaries, but
restricts all users at times when most appropriate to reduce conflicts.

| support a regulation plan similar to your alternative 8 that allows recreational
boating on all sections of the Chattooga and its tributaries for some reasonable
amount of time.

Thank you,

Robert Holbrook Jr
504 Warren St #1

Brooklyn NY 11217

Discover the new Windows Vista Learn more!
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From: patterson cynthia@yahoo.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 03:51 PM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
Cynthia Patterson

3122 Enfield Point
Marietta, GA 30068-3824
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From: H. Kyle Anderson

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

Date: 08/18/2008 03:51 PM

Attachments: Chattooga river comments 8 18 08.doc

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

August 18, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am Kyle Anderson from Anderson SC and have been visiting and using the
Chattooga River area as a hiker, camper, fisherman, paddlier and biker since
1976. My first memories are square dancing in the Oconee State Park barn
as a college student. My two sons, lan and Dylan have been coming to the
areawith me and my wife for over a decade now.

| have been extremely disappointed to see the vast overuse, lack of workable
management plan and the degradation of the environment for many years
now. Most recently when my family hiked in from Burrell’s Ford to explore
a possible backpacking trip for the Boy Scouts, the amount of trash including
beer cans, bottles, toilet paper, fire pits and other debris and condition of the
trails and camping area’s were terrible. We lost the trail several times due to
the numerous fishing and camping side trails. The few sign-in points for
non-boating users were in such bad shape it was clear they had not been
usable for years. Most disturbing, | was cautioned by severa locals that
camping at the river near road access could result in my family being
subjected to loud drunken parties and even gunfire.

| have also been involved in the management/user/paddler access issues for
over a decade and have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding
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U.S. Forest Service


Chattooga River Project


4931 Broad River Road


Columbia, SC 29212.


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


 



August 18, 2008


 



RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



 



Dear Sumter National Forest,



 



I am Kyle Anderson from Anderson SC and have been visiting and using the Chattooga River area as a hiker, camper, fisherman, paddler and biker since 1976.  My first memories are square dancing in the Oconee State Park barn as a college student.  My two sons, Ian and Dylan have been coming to the area with me and my wife for over a decade now.


I have been extremely disappointed to see the vast overuse, lack of workable management plan and the degradation of the environment for many years now.  Most recently when my family hiked in from Burrell’s Ford to explore a possible backpacking trip for the Boy Scouts, the amount of trash including beer cans, bottles, toilet paper, fire pits and other debris and condition of the trails and camping area’s were terrible.  We lost the trail several times due to the numerous fishing and camping side trails.  The few sign-in points for non-boating users were in such bad shape it was clear they had not been usable for years.  Most disturbing, I was cautioned by several locals that camping at the river near road access could result in my family being subjected to loud drunken parties and even gunfire.



 



I have also been involved in the management/user/paddler access issues for over a decade and have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of the Chattooga River.  I disagree with your analysis and your proposal.  It is clear to me that your past policies have failed and that to suggest that keeping paddlers out of the area will maintain the current tranquility and beauty of the area is absurd.  I don’t consider trash, overuse, erosion, public drunkenness and possible gunfire acceptable.



It is very clear that you continue to fail to consider that public land should be available to the public and not just non-boaters and that there has to be some control over use by all users.  I hate to consider what the area will look like in 10 years if you continue unrestricted access by the current allowed users as in your most recent proposal.



Please consider the following concerns I have regarding these issues:



 


· 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 American Whitewater appeal decision required a user capacity analysis.  Where is it? My visits to the area over the past decade make it clear that there were no real attempts to measure current use other than boaters.



· 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.  How much more abuse by the current unrestricted and unlimited users can the area withstand?



· 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 only inequitable but the area cannot withstand the current abuse much longer!   



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



· 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 expensive impossible 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



 


H. Kyle Anderson, CMA, CPA


6514 Dobbins Bridge Road



Anderson, SC 29626-5709




the recreational management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your
analysis and your proposal.

It is clear to me that your past policies have failed and that to suggest that
keeping paddlers out of the area will maintain the current tranquility and
beauty of the areais absurd. | don’t consider trash, overuse, erosion, public
drunkenness and possible gunfire acceptable.

It isvery clear that you continue to fail to consider that public land should be
available to the public and not just non-boaters and that there has to be some
control over use by all users. | hate to consider what the area will look like
in 10 yearsif you continue unrestricted access by the current allowed users
asin your most recent proposal.

Please consider the following concerns | have regarding these issues:

* 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 EAis not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one. The
American Whitewater appeal decision required a user capacity analysis.
Where is it? My visits to the area over the past decade make it clear that

there were no real attempts to measure current use other than boaters.

 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.
How much more abuse by the current unrestricted and unlimited users can

the area withstand?

 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 only inequitable but the area
cannot withstand the current abuse much longer!

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

 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 expensive impossible
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 aternative number 8, except on the
entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely
H. Kyle Anderson, CMA, CPA

6514 Dobbins Bridge Road
Anderson, SC 29626-5709






From: Gabriella Schlidt

Reply To: angiogab ahoo.com

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

Date: 08/18/2008 03:53 PM

8- 18- 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sunter National Forest,

| have reviewed the Environnmental Assessnent regarding the recreational nanagenent of the Chattooga River. | disagree
with your analysis and your proposal. Both treat me and ny community of river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal
woul d not neet ny interests. Please consider the follow ng concerns | have regarding this issue:

The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to linmt 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
anal ysis. \Were is it?

No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the upper Chattooga Ciffs 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 nanagenent variable, while other larger nore inpactful uses are not seriously considered for limts.

The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and all ows
only 0-6 days of linited boating on the remaining reach — while allowi ng all other w | derness conform ng existing uses
inunlimted nunbers.. This is not equitable and not acceptabl e!

The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and linmts

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 noney
The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed neasure that should be elimnated from
any considerations. There is no way a paddl er can know this nunber and will be an adm nistrative burden for the agency.
Paddl ers prefer an alternative simlar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga River

bel ow Gri nrshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on a real user
capacity analysis, 4) will equitably Iimt total use only when encounter standards are consistently exceeded, and 5)
will do so using all available indirect neasures first.

The public should have the right to float on public WIld and Scenic R vers regardl ess of who owns the | and al ong the
river.

Al aspects of the “Qutstandi ng Remarkabl e Val ues” of Wld and Scenic Rivers should be protected on the entire river,
not just in sone areas.

Thank you for considering these conments. Please consider conducting a real user capacity analysis and i medi ately

al l owi ng boating in the sane nunbers, places, and seasons that you allow existing users. Paddling should be allowed in
a similar manner to your alternative nunber 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,
Si ncerely,
Gabriella Schlidt

2008 North Decatur Rd
Atlanta GA 30307
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From: christi.sizemore@gmail.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 03:59 PM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,

Christi Sizenore Behrend
1771 Def oor Ave.

Unit F

Atlanta, GA 30318-7526
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From: jmarks@dpslegal.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 04:04 PM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
Josh Mar ks

130 River Springs Drive
Atlanta, GA 30328
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From: John Stephan

Reply To: John Stephan

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

Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments

Date: 08/18/2008 04:42 PM

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

Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am a concerned citizen with diverse interests in the outdoors for my family and

myself. River recreation is very important to us on all rivers. We live right on the
Chattahoochee River and are excellent stewards of this watershed and National

Recreation Area.

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

There is no basis to limit paddling on the Chattooga. It is time to open the
river to boating.

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

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
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. 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.

. | 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,

John F. Stephan
1423 Riverview Run Ln.
Suwanee, GA 30024






From: Amanda G

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 05:50 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

Dear Sumter National Forest:

Thank you for taking the time to consider these comments. | am a
whitewater kayaker. | work as a management consultant in Atlanta and
also serve as the president of the Atlanta Whitewater Club. | began
kayaking on the Chattooga River, section Ill, seven years ago, and as a
result of much time spent in the area, | am very concerned about the future
of the wild and scenic area.

| have reviewed the Environmental Assessment that was released, and |
participated in two of the all-day Saturday workshops and have submitted
my comments during previous review periods. | contributed my time and
energy (both times at personal costs to me) with the assumption that all
voices would be heard equally and that all parties involved were seeking
the preservation of the area. | am disappointed and upset at the alternative
that has been presented.

The proposed alternative has been called by many a "de facto ban" and |
could not agree more. Further, there is no basis for such a ban. In all of the
alternatives, boqting is listed as the only variable. Where is the data from
the user impact study? What is the environmental basis for such a ban?
The documentation | have read suggests that the boating ban is in place
(and will continue to be in place in the future) to protect the river corridor.
Boaters are being vilified as huge threats to the environment, and this
could not further from the truth and this tactic masks the real
environmental dangers. Boaters are one of the lowest-impact groups;
fishing is protected in the alternative and even encouraged yet this activity
and user group has one of the worst environmental impacts. Not only does
this user group walk in the stream bed, disturbing the natural habitat, and
create miles and miles of ad hoc trails, but the stocking of non-native
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species does not encourage the natural Chattooga habitat to thrive and in
fact is causing harm to the native species. This stocking should be ceased
immediately if we are to protect this area.

In addition, hikers and recreational campers appear to have the largest
impact on the environment, yet these groups are also not regulated. |
would like to understand why one user group has been essentially banned
from a federally protected natural resource, yet high-impact user groups
have not even been regulated. There is no evidence that boaters as a
group would have any adverse impact on the environment of the area. In
fact, boaters as a community care about the rivers that they paddle and
take great strides to be good stewards of the land and environment.

The Atlanta Whitewater Club for example, sponsors at least three river
clean-up trips each year on local rivers that we consider "home"; the
Chattooga is one of those rivers. The trash we pick up usually is not boater
trash; it is beer cans, food wrappers, cans of corn, Styrofoam coolers, and
articles of clothing (i.e., items that a typical kayaker or canoeist would not
be carrying down the river). A lot of this trash gets washed from the shore
into the river, where often boaters will pick it up and carry it out during river
trips.

There has been much talk during the workshops about user encounters
and the idea of "solitude"—that a private citizen should be able to go into
the Chattooga corridor for an entire day and not encounter another person.
Yet, this assumed "right" is only protected for one user group. Further, it is
the job of US Forest Service to protect the land for the enjoyment of all, not
to protect the solitude of a few users. This is not a reasonable expectation
by any user group—boaters or otherwise.

In closing, | would just like to say there is no basis for this continued illegal
ban. If a regulatory mechanism (like a permit system and restricted use
based on calendar days, water levels, time or temperature) is put into
place, it should be applied equitably, not focused on one group. Why is
only one group restricted in this alternative? Opening these waters to
private boaters is simply not going to create the "circus" atmosphere that
S0 many so-called environmentalists fear. There are ways to prevent this
from happening while allowing equitable use of the land and its resources,
such as excluding commercial groups, daily limits on the number of users
(hikers, boaters, and anglers), etc.





My sincere hope that the heart-felt opinions and thoughts of many users
and potential users is finally heard and no longer ignored, and tax payer's
money is no longer wasted. | also hope that future decisions are made
rationally and truly seek to protect the area for the enjoyment of ALL
groups with low environmental impact. Using the alternatives you have
presented, alternative 8 is the only option that accomplishes the goals of
protecting the wild and scenic corridor and ensuring its enjoyment by ALL
low-impact user groups.

Sincerely,
Amanda L. Gettler
Atlanta, GA






From: tallpamelahall@gmail.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 05:51 PM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
Parmel a Hal |

549 A d Post Road
Madi son, GA 30650
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From: Michael Farrell

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 06:21 PM

August 18, 2008

Dear Sunter National Forest,

I am a PhD Candi date in geography that |ives and attends graduate
school in San Diego, CA. M research is based in the McKenzie River
wat ershed in the Three Sisters WIlderness area in the Oregon Cascades.
I amfamliar with rivers across the United States through both ny
hydrol ogy research and ny whitewater kayaking. M life is dedicated
to researching and protecting wild rivers. | amdisturbed that both
science and | ogi cal arguments have been ignored in choosing
Alternative 4 as the Preferred Alternative. After years of arbitrary
and capricious outlawi ng of one fully WIderness-conpliant form of
recreation, it appears that instead of nanagi ng the upper Chattooga in
a way that is consistent with the | awful managenent of rivers

t hroughout the United States, an alternative is favored that, while
technically legalizing sone paddling, effectively changes little by
requiring flawed, arbitrary, and capricious criteria and use
restrictions.

My geographi ¢ specialization is hydrol ogi c nodeling. My work
specifically entails predicting streanflows in nountainous streans
based on weat her conditions. It is ny professional opinion that
requiring a nean daily flow level as a criterion to establish |awful
floating is an undue constraint in the context of a mountain stream
that can respond on short tinme scales to precipitation.

Additionally, as a whitewater paddler, | know that there are thousands
of whitewater rivers in the United States that are |awfully paddl ed
wi t hout such criteria. 1In these cases, it is the responsibility of

t he paddl er to becone acquainted with the streanfl ow response of an

i ndi vi dual stream and nmake a "gane-ti nme" decision of whether to travel
to a river and/or put on. Wrrying about whether ideal conditions may
drop hours after putting on, and therefore naking a given streams
nean daily flow drop below an arbitrary cuttof would result from
putting in place a contrived nmeasure of boating suitability.

As an expert in hydrol ogic nodeling, |I know of no streanfl ow
prediction nmethod that can predict with certainty if mean daily
streanflow wi || exceed a given threshold. Because of this, experience
with practically applied hydroclinmatol ogy becones an inportant skill
for a river runner who paddles streans with natural flow reginmes, in
addition to general paddling and wilderness skills. Wen the decision
as to whether or not a given day will neet minimumflow criteria is,

i nstead, charged to Forest Service personnel, however, errors of
underesti mati ng actual streanfl ow beconme an additional, unnecessary
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obstacle to floating a section of WI derness river

As an additional note, using a conmercially-rafted stretch of river
(ie the I ower Chattooga) as validation that allow ng paddling (a fully
W der ness-conpliant formof travel) on renpte and hard-to-access (due
to distance or variable flow) streams will cause resource degradation
is absurd. | expect that the US Forest Service recognizes that there
are thousands of renpte streamreaches in the United States that are
paddl ed by kayakers without resenbling other streamreaches in which
managenment agenci es offer commrerci al concessions, unnaturally

i ncreasing the volunme and changi ng the nature of resource use.

Furthernore, | know of no W derness watercourse in the United States
in which private kayaking is cited as the cause of resource
degradation requiring use limts. Kayaking has a much snaller
footprint of inpact than foot traffic.

I am not an expert fishernman, but | have gotten out of ny kayak,

wal ked upstreamto a rapid that was just floated by ny party of
kayakers, and caught native and planted trout. The nyth that kayaking
"ruins" fishing is not scientifically valid. |In fact, in every other
wat erway nanaged by the US Forest Service, kayaking and fi shing
coexist to the extent allowed by the natural constraints of the
stream | recreate and conduct research in WIderness Areas nanaged
by the USFS. | understand that solitude is a wilderness virtue.
However, requiring unscientific linmts to one fully

W derness-conpliant use while requiring NOlinmits to another use that
has greater potential to degrade water quality is truly arbitrary and
capricious.

The mandate of the USFS requires you to nanage based on a doctrine of
mul tipl e-uses. A survey of streams across the United States indicates
that renote streans with Wl derness and WId and Sceni c designations
do NOT experience resource degradati on by kayakers when

W | der ness-conpl i ant net hods of recreation coexist. | am disappointed
that alternative 4 apparently is not based on this reality, but

i nstead by speci ous hyperbol e.

Wth Respect,
M chael Farrel

4851 Mansfield St
San Di ego, CA 92116






From: dmac@pageperry.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 06:25 PM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want my wild and scenic rivers to be open to
boating. | do not have the boating skill to paddle the upper Chattooga,
but | have several friends who do. | know of no nore environnentally
consci ous group of people than the handful of expert boaters who woul d
paddl e the upper Chattooga. There is no real conflict here. Wen the
river is high enough to boat, no other users are going to be there. The
only solution is to open the river to baoting wi thout restriction. That
was we can all see that there is no conflict with and no environnmenta
harm from a handful of expert boaters using this public resource the few
days each year that the water |level is appropriate for boating.

Dan Macl ntyre

Daniel | Maclntyre

Page Perry LLC

1040 Crown Poi nte Par kway
Suite 1050

Atlanta GA 30338

Tel: 770-551-2747

Fax: 770-673-0120

emai | :  drmac@ageperry.com

The infornmation contained in this transmission is attorney-client

privileged and confidential. It is intended only for the use of the
person named above. |If you have received this transnission in error, you
are notified that any disclosure, distribution, copying, forwarding or use
of the contents is strictly prohibited. |If you are not the intended

reci pi ent, we apol ogi ze for any inconvenience and ask that you pl ease
notify us inmediately. Thank you. Page Perry, LLC, (770) 673-0047.

Si ncerely,
Dan Maclntyre

40 d en Oaks Drive
Atl anta, GA 30327
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From: Ryan McLain

Reply To: mclainryan@yahoo.com

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

Date: 08/18/2008 07:21 PM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Ryan Mclain | live in Columbia SC where | am an outside Sales
Representative for Tradesmen International. | have been kayaking for 13

years | have paddled all over this country as well as several others and |
have never DISCRIMINATED AGAINST like I have been on the head
waters of the Chattooga. This is national forest and there for one user
group can denied access or use of a natural resource in the park. The park
can close to all users but not just one.

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

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

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

. The 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 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred
alternative is a flawed measure that should be eliminated



mailto:mclainryan@yahoo.com

mailto:mclainryan@yahoo.com

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



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.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Please 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 your time

Sincerely

Ryan Mclain
8807 Two Notch Rd
Columbia SC 29223






From: C Coleman

Reply To: cheetahtrk@yahoo.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
CC: cheetahtrk@hotmail.com

Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments

Date: 08/18/2008 07:46 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Mr. Tony White

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 Mr. White,

On July 2nd, 2008, the United States Forest Service published an
environmental

assessment (“EA") titled, Managing Recreation Uses on the Upper
Chattooga River. These are my comments, concerns and summation of
years of frustration in participating in the process to complete this project

“The Forest Service was specifically directed to ‘conduct the appropriate
visitor use capacity analysis, including non-commercial boating use, and to
adjust or amend, as appropriate, the LRMP to reflect a new decision based
on the findings""

The direction says “including”, as in there should be an analysis on all
uses, that also includes a capacity analysis of boating. There was also a
directive to study the capacity of the entire headwaters, which would
mean including the 2 miles in North Carolina. In the business world,
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someone would be standing in the unemployment line, for grossly ignoring
a directive. Even more blatant is the original “no change Alt 1” NEPA
mandatory alternative was changed and that violates the process from the
start.

Phenomenal, it has taken more than the allotted time and there still is
not a full capacity analysis. The true issue here is: the Forest Service,
DNR, and Fish and Wildlife have created a monster that they cannot
defend with facts.

The dear fishery is a fake, farce, and a manmade lure for the
environmentally unfriendly. It is a river stocked with non-native species
that are dropped from a truck or helicopter, after being taken from a cool
water hatchery and then dumped violently into a warm river! When you
stock fish in such massive amounts in such a manner you have done
nothing but open the buffet at Ryan’s for free. | have witnessed people
from many other states carry off 48 quart coolers of trout. The children
run freely to do whatever they want while the parents fill the freezer for
the year. Why don't you just open the hatchery and give them a net. It'll
save on paying the drivers, the pilot or for the gas to move the fish. It's
much like the side of the road ruby mines. Set up so people can pretend
to pan for rubies. People can pretend to be fishermen. In the mean time,
the resource gets pummeled by non-environmentally educated users,
which leave garbage, tear up trails and destroy foliage and disrupt nature.

Neither this user group, nor this process were studied at all, so it would
be hard to find a carrying capacity for this group, since there is no data.
There is also no data provided on what happens to those fish and if this
practice does in fact help or hurt the resource’s Outstanding Remarkable
Values.

The Fishermen insist on division into spin bait fishermen and fly
fishermen. | realize Jesus said “fishers of men”, but he wasn't referring to
this group as the chosen few, but they are being singled out and treated
as a preferred group over all other groups for absolutely no reason and
with no data to support the preferential treatment. They move woody
debris and rearrange the riverbed to make the habitat for the stocked fish
more attractive. Seems moving woody debris should be the same in either
case.





My uncle’s pasture makes great deer hunting, as long as it is full of
corn! This isn’t a wonderful natural fishery. It is a manmade private fishing
hole that no one is willing to say, man this was a bad idea let’s fix it. I'm
sure the fact that Forest Supervisor Don Eng had no special motivation for
closing the river in the 1970's, since he was/is an influential member of SC
State TU and the Saluda River Chapter of TU when he made this
decision?  No, now it's millions of dollars, lots of wasted time and
separation of two valuable user groups by an agency that should promote
unity of interest.

Backpackers and naturalist were totally ignored in any attempt of a
study at all.

Alternative 4 is laughable. “Predictable 24 hour average flow” is what |
would call an arrogance past comprehension. Firstly, what does it “mean”
exactly? Second, where did you dream up that water/rain could be
predetermined in advance to the point of permitting or planning for a
specific 24 hour period. I'm sure many weathermen would love this skill.
Personally | take it as an insult to everyone'’s intelligence you thought you
could get that “past” the public. If Alt 4 were even palatable it should have
to be based on the river reaching the set level at all, in a 24 hour period
and not some 24 hour flow average. It boggles the mind at how you
expect anyone to predict such a thing. Does that inversely mean that if
the river would in fact ever reach such a average, but the person in
charge of predicting it, did not predict it as a boatable day, would it be
boatable after the fact or would it not be boatable based on the lack of
that crystal ball guess that was missed?

If the days were calculated for the level reaching the target at all in a 24
hour period how many days would that actually amount to? Could it be a
frightening amount of as many as 20-30 maybe, on a rainy year, or 0-3 in
year 3 of the worst drought in recent history?

Shards of plastic have suddenly taken the forefront as an environmental
threat. Come now, this is really reaching for an excuse. Those synthetic
lures, line and lead are bigger than any plastic shard I've ever seen. Not to
mention the bait containers, inflatable mattresses, beer bottles and etc
that are the norm there. DNR, TU and Fish and Wildlife help fund the fish
stocking but do they give any for the resulting clean up required?





The only real study we have after so many years are the two done in
2002, by Clemson University at the request of the Andrews-Pickens
District, on boaters and trout fishermen on “sense of place” and
“substitutions available” for each group. Boaters in the study had a greater
sense of place and fewer substitutable rivers. The Chattooga, for boaters,
had only 2 other rivers that rated high, both dam controlled. Feeling of
attachment was 87%, 41% had no substitution for the Chattooga and
64% said it was the best for their sport. The Chattooga was ranked #1 in
the list of rivers. Boaters from all over the region were contacted for
response to the survey.

Conversely, TU members, 51% said they held an attachment, 13% said
they had no substitution, 23% of fishermen ranked the Chattooga as best
for their sport, and they named19 rivers with 12 as better or equal to the
Chattooga and the Chattooga was actually ranked 3. The only trout
fishermen used in the study were from Rabun, and Chattooga TU. So
proximity was a factor.

This set of studies is not referred to at all in the EA. My guess would be
they proved boaters cherish the Chattooga more and these studies proved
the fishermen don't truly, honestly hold the river that “high” in regard to
their sport, just to their location.

Also, out of nowhere, with absolutely no basis for need, tributaries were
arbitrarily closed to boating. Not only is there no data, there is no reason.
The Scope of the Decision never included the tributaries and neither did
the first RLMP. This closure seems almost a vindictive measure against
boaters.

Lastly, | defy you to give hard documented proof, other than
inadmissible hearsay/legend and campfire tales, that conflicts of a serious
nature actually exist other than in the minds of grumpy old men, scared
they may lose the private fishing hole.

Once again | request you open the whole river, let Mother Nature restrict
the use, take a full set of permits from each use group and monitor the
results. When you have some true data, then you can limited users
according to level of resource damage they inflict and also create realistic
encounter numbers from actual encounters. Also stop stocking non-native
fish in a manner that leads to the increased resource damage. If you





aren’t going to do it right, then just close it up for everyone, let it
rehabilitate itself naturally and in a few years do a real EA and start from
square one with everyone being equal in the name of truly protecting the
resource.

Deeply mystified,

Sincerely,

Charlene Coleman

3351 Makeway Dr

Columbia, S.C. 29201

cheetahtrk@yahoo.com

fished for a life time
boated 26 years
whitewater rescue 11 years

instructor 18 years

CC: The Honorable Governor Mark Sanford

The Honorable Lindsey Graham
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The Honorable James DeMint

The Honorable Henry E. Brown, Jr
The Honorable Joe Wilson

The Honorable Gresham Barrett
The Honorable Bob Inglis

The Honorable John M. Spratt, Jr
The Honorable James E. Clyburn
The Honorable John E Courson
The Honorable Jake Knotts

The Honorable Phil Leventis

Regional Forester Liz Agpaoa, USFS

When you have decided what you believe, what you feel must be done,
have the courage to stand alone and be counted.
- Eleanor Roosevelt






From: andrew osterman

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

Date: 08/18/2008 08:21 PM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am a avid kayaker in Atlanta, GA with a desire to see the Southeast embrace this
great sport like the many more progressive states in this country.

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

The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling
on the Chattooga and has found none. It is time to open the river to boating.
The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one. The AW
appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Where is it?

No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the
upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries — without any justification.
The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the river
because they considers boating to be the only management variable, while
other larger more impactful uses are not seriously considered for limits.

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

The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits

The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

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
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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.

Simply put, | am tired of having to leave a state the | love to participate in a sport
that | love.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Andrew Osterman
878 Peachtree St.
Apt. 701

Atlanta, GA 30309






From: debgill@mindspring.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 08:25 PM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
Debbie G|

4599 Canmpenille Trace
Suwanee, GA 30024
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From: Mark and Becky Mershon

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 09:12 PM

| am writing to express my concern about the Environmental Assessment on the
recreational management of the Chattooga River. The assessment is unfair to
whitewater boaters. Most of the alternatives proposed limit or ban boating on the
upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and its tributaries. The assessment does not
provide solid reasons for this restriction. In my experience, fishing causes more
environmental degradation than boating does.

An alternative similar to Alternative 8 would be acceptable. Boating should be
allowed on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge, as well as on
tributaries. Encounter standards should be based on a real user capacity
analysis and equitably limit total use only when the standards are consistently
exceeded.

Thanks you for your consideration.
Mark R. Mershon

4696 Windflower Dr.
Blairsville, GA 30512
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From: Jeff Ackerman

Reply To: Jeff Ackerman

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

Date: 08/18/2008 09:40 PM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am concerned about the continuation of the unjustified boating ban on the
Upper Chatooga.

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

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

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

No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the
upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries — without any justification.
The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the
river because they considers boating to be the only management variable,
while other larger more impactful uses are not seriously considered for
limits.

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

The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits

The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a
flawed measure that should be eliminated from any considerations. There
is no way a paddler can know this number and will be an administrative
burden for the agency.
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. Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows
boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge, 2)
allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on
a real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limit total use only when
encounter standards are consistently exceeded, and 5) will do so using all
available indirect measures first.

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

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

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

Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely,

Jeff Ackerman

2733 River Road

Mt.Bethel, PA 18343






From: thomas.best@bellsouth.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic
Date: 08/18/2008 10:21 PM

Dear U.S. Forest Service,

I amwiting because | want to keep seven niles of the Upper Chattooga
River WIld & Scenic.

| urge the Forest Service to adopt Alternatives 2 or 3 to continue to
allow foot traffic only on this part of the river - just as the Forest
Service has for the last 30 years.

| oppose Alternatives 4 and 8, which would open the Upper Chattooga to
various |evels of boating.

Si ncerely,
Tom Best

4380 Beechnut Ct.
Roswel |, GA 30075-5265
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From: crystal rippy

Reply To: crystal220221@yahoo.com

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

Date: 08/18/2008 10:34 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:

I am a paddler and a conservationist.

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment (EA) regarding the
recreational management of the Chattooga River and | disagree with your
analysis and your proposal. The EA unfairly discriminates against a subset
of river enthusiasts. Please consider the following concerns | have
regarding this issue:

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

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

. The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the
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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 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative
is a flawed measure that should be eliminated from any
consideration. There is no way a paddler can know this number and
will be an administrative burden for the agency. If a flow condition
must be put in place, then as an alternative, consider allowing
paddling on days when the instantaneous flow reaches 450 CFS or
has the potential to reach 450 CFS due to rainfall.

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

Sincerely,
Crystal Rippy
629 B Avenue

West Columbia, SC 29169











From: Jill Krajewski

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us; akimbell@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 10:49 PM

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

8-18-2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Jill Krajewski and | have been a resident of East TN for 8 years now.
Over the past 8 years | have become enchanted with the mountains, rivers and
paddling destinations located all throughout the southeastern US. | feel extremely
fortunate to have been able to see and experience these truly magical places via
kayaking. The time | have spent on rivers in the SE has impacted my life in a
fantastic way and | feel now that they have become a part of my life that | never
wish to see removed. For centuries rivers have fed our families, quenched our
thirsts, and carried us away on great adventures. As a kayaker who spends most
of her free time paddling the most energetic, free flowing rivers, | feel that | have
an obligation to speak for these rivers | have come to love so.

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

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

. The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely,
Jill Krajewski

Be the filmmaker you always wanted to be—learn how to burn a DVD with
Windows®. Make your smash hit
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From: Phil Walker

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us; akimbell@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 10:58 PM

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

8-18-2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

My nameis Phil Walker and | have been aresident of East TN for 8 years
now. Over the past 8 years | have become enchanted with the mountains,
rivers and paddling destinations located all throughout the southeastern US.
| feel extremely fortunate to have been able to see and experience these truly
magical places viakayaking. Thetime| have spent on riversin the SE has
impacted my lifein afantastic way and | feel now that they have become a
part of my lifethat | never wish to see removed. For centuriesrivers have
fed our families, quenched our thirsts, and carried us away on great
adventures. As akayaker who spends most of his free time paddling the
most energetic, free flowing rivers, | feel that | have an obligation to speak
for theserivers| have cometo love so.

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

. The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for areason to limit
paddling on the Chattooga and has found none. It istime to open the
river to boating.

. The EA isnot auser capacity analysis and does not reference one.
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The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Whereis
it?

. No alternative is acceptable because they al 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 aternative includes atotal ban on 2/3 of the
upper river, aban 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.. Thisis
not equitable and not acceptable!

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

. The EA lacks afull range of alternatives

. The EA isno better or different than the last one, is at least ayear late
and has wasted millionsin 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
aflawed measure that should be eliminated from any considerations.
Thereis no way a paddler can know this number and will be an
administrative burden for the agency.

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

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

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

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 aternative number 8, except on the
entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely,

Phil Walker






From: John Kriener

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

Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments

Date: 08/18/2008 11:04 PM

U S. Forest Service
Chattooga Ri ver Project
4931 Broad Ri ver Road
Col unmbi a, SC 29212.

Dear Sir,

| have read the Environmental Assessment (EA) of the recreational
management of the Chattooga WI derness area. As an individual who has
flyfished, paddl ed, canped and hiked in and around the Chattooga, including
portions of the Wl derness area, | strongly believe that the proposal
unjustifiably discrimnates against one activity in favor of another, but

al so does not go far enough to protect the wilderness area.

| support justifiable restrictions on user groups in order to protect the
wi | derness and the wil derness experience as long as the restrictions are
fair and equitable.

No user capacity analysis is described or referenced in the EA.
Restrictions and bans on boating proposed in the EA serve only to preserve
t he status quo.

It stretches credulity to think that a canoe or kayak passing over the
surface of a streamhas a greater inpact than a fisherman wadi ng on the
bottom of the same stream or wal ki ng/craw ing along its banks

does. Boaters did not make the user trails, canpsites and trash currently
present in the WIderness area.

The Forest Service's recommended managenent plan, Alternative #4, should be
repl aced by a nodified Alternative #8. A nodified Alternative #8 treats all
environnental ly friendly user groups equally and conplies with the

W derness Act and the WId and Scenic Rivers Act.

Adj ustments to Alternative #8 shoul d incl ude:

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

>> Use a permit, or simlar quantifiable tracking system as the backbone
for the "adaptive managenent approach.™

>> | ncl ude encounter standards based on a real user capacity study.

>> | f the encounter standards are consistently exceeded use indirect
nmeasures to limt encounters before reverting to bans or restrictions.

>> Ban the introduction and repl eni shment of non-native species or plant
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l[ife in the wilderness areas.
| appreciate the opportunity to commrent.

John Kri ener
El on, NC






From: userk1585@aol.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us; akimbell@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 11:30 PM

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

8-18-2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Richard Krajewski and | have been a resident of East TN for
nearly 9 years. Over the past years | have become enchanted with the
mountains, rivers and paddling destinations located all throughout the
southeastern US. | feel extremely fortunate to have been able to see and
experience these truly magical places via kayaking. The time | have spent
on rivers in the SE has impacted my life in a fantastic way and | feel now
that they have become a part of my life that I never wish to see

removed. For centuries rivers have fed our families, quenched our thirsts,
and carried us away on great adventures. As a kayaker who spends most
of his free time paddling the most energetic, free flowin g rivers, | feel
that | have an obligation to speak for these rivers | have come to love so.

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

. 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?
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. 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 y ou 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,

Richard Krajewski

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




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




From: suzegl947@aol.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us; akimbell@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/18/2008 11:33 PM

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

8-18-2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Sue Krajewski and | have been a resident of East TN for
nearly 9 years. Over the past years | have become enchanted with the
mountains, rivers and paddling destinations located all throughout the
southeastern US. | feel extremely fortunate to have been able to see and
experience these truly magical places via kayaking. The time | have spent
on rivers in the SE has impacted my life in a fantastic way and | feel now
that they have become a part of my life that I never wish to see

removed. For centuries rivers have fed our families, quenched our thirsts,
and carried us away on great adventures. As a kayaker who spends most
of her free time paddling the most energetic, free flowing rivers, | feel that
I have an obligation to speak for these rivers | have come to love so.

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

. 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?
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. 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 in20unlimited numbers.. This
IS not equitable and not acceptable!

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

. The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

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

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

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

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

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





Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely,

Sue Krajewski

Get the MapQuest Toolbar. Directions, Traffic, Gas Prices & More!
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From: Bill Alexander

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/19/2008 07:10 AM

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

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

8.18.08

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is William (Bill) Alexander, I live on 44 Skyland Cir.
Asheville NC, 1 am an executive recruiter, | love kayaking in
pristine, beautiful places and have never been able to on
the Upper Chattooga.

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

I want to explore this beautiful area and share it with all other recreational
users that have minimum impacts. | am happy and proud to give up a
considerable amount of my income to help our various federal and state
agencies do their work to the best of their abilities. | would like to see
these dollars put to use in a fair manner to all recreational users. | am a
kayaker that would like to enjoy and expore this Upper Chattooga
watershed in my low impact craft. The stretch will not run very often and
when it does it will not be anywhere close to prime conditions for
fisherman or other hikers (not that we would get in each others way
regardless).

This is a special place that | am going to explore regardless. If I am
unable to boat it | will probably just hike the stretch with some buddies
although | know this will

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

[INSERT name and address]






From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga River Access
Date: 08/19/2008 09:00 AM
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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
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES

08/19/2008 09:00 AM cc

Subject Fw: Chattooga River 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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Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES
Subject Fw: Chattooga River Access

08/19/2008 07:48 AM

Rosanne Rowe

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

Cell: 202-384-7412

Fax: 202-358-4063

Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us

"robbyh777@juno.com” <robbyh777@juno.com>
To akimbell@fs.fed.us

08/18/2008 05:12 PM ce

Subject Chattooga River Access

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

August 18, 2008





RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am Dr. Robby Hansen, | live]in Tallahassee, Florida and travel to North
Carolina and South Carolina frequently to boat.

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

[SELECT a subset of these bullet points or write your own — please
personalize]

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

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

The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits

The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

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

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

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

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





should be allowed in a similar manner to your alternative number 8,
except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Dr. Robby Hansen

3850 Imaginary Rd
Tallahassee, Florida 32309
850-877-6625

Click for information on obtaining a VA loan.
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL2141/fc/
loyw6i3m3mWjMuioFngrNMI1056sTrLNhjgQmDWnquVsf2HESNkrtF/





