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From: Bill Hicks

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Boating on the Upper Chattoga
Date: 07/15/2008 08:07 PM

| oppose Alternative 4, which would open the Upper Chattooga to boating,
but support the no-boating Alternatives 2 or 3.

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

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

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

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

e Whitewater enthusiasts and “creek boaters” who are pushing hard for the new

access already have miles and miles of challenging white water nearby on the 36
miles of the lower Chattooga, on Overflow and Holcomb Creeks, and on the West
Fork, where boating is already legal and permitted.
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From: pat glazier

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Fw: chatooga headwaters
Date: 07/15/2008 08:41 PM

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

From: pat glazier
To: francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us

Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2008 8:24 PM
Subject: chatooga headwaters

Francis,
This is to inform you of my opinion of the forest service's " alternative #4". Once
again the USFS has sided with the fisherman who want a private river. This
proposal is just more of the same things that we have been hearing for 30 years.
The proposal talks about limiting my right to paddle on the surface of the water
because of a " biologically sensitive area" but does not limit the fisherman who
are WALKING on the river bottom assaulting the "sensitive" fish with a sharp
object. And | don't buy into the catch and release idea either. Being a fisherman/
hunter/ BOATER | know first hand that a sizeable percentage of the fish caught
and released die from the experience. If the area is so sensitive why don't you
limit the size and number of ALL user groups? Why in almost every one of the
USFS alternatives are boaters the only user group regulated? Not one of
alternatives limited hikers nor fishing, why is this? If it is as sensitive as the USFS
wants the boating community to think it is there would be things such as "no
fishing at flows below 50 cfs" or " no hiking after 1 inch or more of rain". But we
don't see these things in ANY of the alternatives. All we see are "no boating
below 450 CFS".

| feel that it is time for American White Water to file suit against the USFS. |
believe that at this point it is the only way that we ( the paddling community) will
get fair and impatrtial treatment. | also feel that it is unfortunate that the USFS is
willing to waist the taxpayers money fighting this battle. The boating ban is unfair
and has to go. Why should one user group have rights that supersede another's?
Patrick Glazier
Elizabeth Glazier
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From: laurenceholden@alltel.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: opening upper Chattooga to boating
Date: 07/15/2008 09:00 PM

This is the nost terrible idea | can think of. It violates the whole
reason for Wld Rivers protection. | know this section quite well for
20 years. As a river canoeist, | can't possible think it ever has
enough water flow to nmake it suitable for boating of any kind. And
now with the Hem ocks dying all along this stretch and in a few years
falling into the river it will becone quite dangerous to boat. Awf ul
i dea!

Laur ence Hol den
| aur encehol den@l | t el . net

"To people who think of thenmselves as God's houseguests, American
enterprise must seem arrogant beyond belief. O stupid. A nation of
amesi acs, proceeding as if there were no other day but today.
Assuming the |and could al so forget what has been done to it." -
Bar bara Ki ngsol ver
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From: Gordon Fowler

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

Date: 07/16/2008 12:37 AM

Dear Sirs:

The rhetoric surrounding this issue continues to dismay ne. The bottom
line is that boating and fishing on this section of this river are not
conpati ble uses due to the snall size of the river and the fact that
boaters will need to float where the trout hold. Boating activity will
interfere with fishing activity.

The boating conmunity continues to argue - incorrectly - that "boaters"
are being discrimnated against. They are not. Boaters - the people
who boat - nmay cone and do anything allowed - as may the people who ride
horses, bicycles, notorcycles, ATV's, and do all nanner of other things.

However, they nmay not conme here and do those activities.

The choice is which activities to allow and the Forest Service has ful
authority to determ ne that based on sound principles - one of which is
conpatibility. | do not have any right to interfere with another
person's use and enjoynment of the resource. You have the responsibility
to manage the resource so that | don't. You do this in part by

regul ating the pernitted activities.

If boating is pernitted based on the argunents presented, then there are
at | east another hal f-dozen activities that nmust also be permitted or
t he peopl e who do such activities will have a claimof discrinination

I f boating, why not horseback riding, why not nmountain biking - or, why
not limt the activities to things done by foot travel only - activities
that are genuinely conpatible with one anot her?

Hopeful |y your decision will be based on commobn sense instead of
nm sstated argunents that claimdiscrimnation where none exists.

Regards -
Cor don

Cordon E. Fowler, L.L.C
Attorney at Law
C. 404-316-8494

6265 W ndsor Trace Dr. 89 Fal con Street
Nor cross, GA 30092 Cl ayton, GA 30525
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770-447-1108 706-782- 7500

NOTI CE: This communi cation (together with all attachnents) may contain
privileged or confidential information and its sender reserves and
asserts all rights that may apply to it. |If you are not the intended
reci pient or believe that you have received this comunication in error
pl ease do not print, copy, retransnit, dissem nate or otherw se use the
i nfornmati on. Also, please indicate to the sender that you have received
this communication in error and delete the copy you received. |If you
have not executed an engagenent letter with this firm we do not
represent you as your attorney and no duties are intended or created by
this communi cation. Mst legal rights have tine linits, and this e-nmai
does not constitute advice on the application of Iimtation periods

unl ess otherwi se so expressly stated. |RS Cl RCULAR 230 Di scl osure:
Under U.S. Treasury regulations, we are required to informyou that any
advice contained in this e-mail or any attachnent hereto is not intended
to be used, and cannot be used, to avoid penalties inposed under the

I nternal Revenue Code.






From: Rob Maxwell

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

cC: akimbell@fs.fed.us

Subject: Alternative #4 is still a boating ban, please support Alternative #8
Date: 07/16/2008 08:04 AM

Dear Sir,

Upon further research, | felt | needed to add an addendum to my comments on the
Environmental Assessment -- Managing Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga
River. Clearly, the preferred alternative #4 is a thinly veiled attempt to maintain the
30 year-old boating ban through an array of unjustified restrictions and a system
that will be completely unable to determine if the headwaters reaches a daily mean
of 450cfs. Thus, making it ailmost impossible for a day to be declared “boatable” by
the Forest Services own standards! The Forest Services preferred aternative #4 is,
in fact, a complete boating ban. Allow me to elaborate.. ...

The bottom of page 8 states:

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

Furthermore, the FS estimates there will be an average number of 6 (arange of O to
11) boatable days for its aternative, #4.

From the Macon County News, July 14 2008:

““How isthat (450cfs daily mean) going to be measured? Well, | don’t know if all
of that has been worked out yet,” Seyden said. Sumter National Forest Public
Affairs Officer Michelle Burnette said, “Currently, the agency is exploring a variety
of waysto predict a ‘boatable’ day. If the preferred alternative isimplemented, the
agency will declare a ‘boatable’ day and will most likely post this information on
the Forest Service Web site.”” She said a self-registering system would be put in
place similar to the type used on lower portions of the river.”

Read the full article at:
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http://www.maconnews.com/index.php?
option=com content& task=view&id=2915&

What does all that mean? In order to reduce the average number of day’s boaters
might be allowed to boat the headwaters the FS has decided to use adaily mean
instead of a set water level. A set water level can be easily checked; however adaily
mean is more complicated and, conveniently, further reduces the number of boating
daysin the headwaters. The most accurate way to arrive at adaily mean is by
averaging all theriver level datafrom the previous day. But that would be too
obvious a boating ban to declare a day boatable after the fact. So, what is left?
PREDICTING the daily mean. How will the FS PREDICT the daily mean? Rainfall
totals, of course.

The FS used several years’ worth of Real-Time water level data from the FS Burrels
Ford water gage to KNOW the river would reach a daily mean flow of 450 cfs 6
times ayear on average. With that, they also know the average amount of rain it
takes to make the headwaters reach a daily mean of 450cfs. When the PREDICTED
rainfall totals are equal to the average amount of rain it takes to reach the 450cfs
daily mean, the FS will declare aday “boatable”. Anyone who’s done river level
correlations knows thisis absurd! All accurate river correlations are based on USGS
(or ssimilar) Real-Time water level comparisons not PREDICTIONS. Correlating
river levels based on PREDICTED rain totalsis so inaccurate it verges on pure
speculation.

Here’s where the problem lies: Boaters have 6 boatable days on average. For
argument’s sake, let’s say the headwaters will run after an average of 1.5” of rain.
That means 50% of the time it will run when less than 1.5” of rain has fallen and
50% of the time it will reach runnable levels only when more rain has fallen. Since
the FSwill only use the 1.5” average, half of the estimated 6 boating days will be
declared not boatable, because less than 1.5” of rain was PREDICTED! Now there
are only 3 boatable days | eft!

Just because 1.5” of rain falls and the FS PREDICTS a day will be boatable, doesn’t
mean the river will came up to actual runnable levels. Ground dryness/saturation
plays a huge part in how the watershed reactsto rainfall. In other words, boatable
days are lost due to soil conditions and the natural margin of error in PREDICTING
rain totals.

How rain effects ariver al'so depends on how much fell and how fast. A long
soaking rain affects ariver differently than a hard short rain of the same amount.
So, now the FS PREDICTS theriver will be boatable, however, let’s say therain
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came down in a single massive storm and not a slow soaking rain. The headwaters
are declared boatable by FSrainfall total PREDICTIONS, but isin fact istoo high
to run safely and will drop to below runnable levels quickly. Rain events like this
were used to arrive at the 6 boatable day average. However, thiswould not be a
boatable day. Another day islost due to the margin of error.

Let’snow look at the timing issue. The FS estimated 6 days would be runnable.
However, they did not make adjustments to this average for when the boatable
levels were at night or too late in the day to safely run the river without running out
of day light. If aday is PREDICTED to be boatable, yet the water levels reach
boatable levelstoo late in the day or at night, boatable days are lost.

| asofind it hard to believe, that the Forest Service Rangers will be vigilant enough
to watch developing weather reports and predictions so that a boatable day won’t be
“accidently” missed. Boating days will be missed because Rangers go home at 5pm
and predicted rain amounts will be adjusted as the rain events progress through the
night. Boaters need timely and accurate information very early in the morning to
decide on ariver destination. It is clear that thiswill probably not happen within the
Rangers normal work hours. Thus eliminating more boatable days due to human
error,

Of al the PREDICTED runnable days, 71% will be on weekdays when, real people,
with real jobs, and real lives won’t be able to drop everything and head for the river.
This conveniently eliminates 90% of all boaters.

Remember in the Macon Times article it said that when the headwaters are
PREDICTED to be runnable the FS “will most likely post this information on the
Forest Service Web site.” This was the message | received on the FS website from
7/13/08 to 7/16/08:

“We are experiencing technical difficulties with our web site at thistime. Visitors to
the site may find that some information is outdated or unavailable. We are working
to resolve thisissue as soon as possible. In the meantime, if you cannot find the
information you need, please call (803) 561-4000 or e-mail cforney@fs.fed.us. We
apologize for any inconvenience.”

Who knows how long that message has been up? Obviously, the FSis unable to
guarantee accurate and timely information on their web site. Since the weather
forecasts change rapidly, | doubt the Ranger’s ability to have the “legal boatable
days” posted in atimely manner as well.





In short it isn’t hard to eliminate al possible boating days by using inaccurate
PREDICTIONS, and “lack of accurate and timely information” methods. By any
other name, alternative #4 isin fact a boating ban.

| support restrictions and bans on user groups, provided they are justified and
supported with competent scientific user studies and hard facts. The Forest Service
has not completed such studies and continues to ban boating. The Forest Service has
also not completed studies on the effects of stocking non-native aguatic speciesin
the wilderness and the effects of the anglers stocking attracts. Y et, for some reason,
they have supported this invasive practice for decades. This gives the appearance
that the Sumter Forest Serviceis, at best, bowing to political pressure and an old-
boy network and, at worst, is simply corrupt.

| am asking the Forest Service to abandon alternative #4. It is so blatantly and
unjustifiably unfair and discriminatory that it invites alawsuit that will only sap the
limited financial resources of the Forest Service. Please don’t spend my tax dollars
in thisway. Use them to protect and preserve our wildernessfairly. As| stated in
my previous comments, please abandon this unjust alternative in favor of
Alternative #8.

Thank you —
Rob Maxwell
Atlanta, GA






From: Jim Dawson

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Chattooga River Wild & Scenic
Date: 07/16/2008 09:06 AM

I OPPOSE opening up 7 miles of the Upper Chattooga to Boating.

Instead, | recommend that the Forest Service should implement
Alternatives 2 or 3 that focus on protecting the forest’s health instead of
ensuring recreation access for a small number of elite boaters. These no-
boating alternatives would better protect and preserve the wild and scenic
nature of the Upper Chattooga and its rate and unique wilderness values.

Carpe diem,

E{,ﬁ.;.

James R. Dawson

Managing Partner
770-640-0840

800-234-1550
jrdawson@adiperformance.com

ADI
{; Performance



mailto:jrdawson@adiperformance.com

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




From: Morrow, Mike

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

Subject: Chattooga River Boating Ban

Date: 07/16/2008 09:43 AM

It has been brought to nmy attention that the Forest Service continues to
try to maintain the illegal (in some peoples opinion) boating ban on the
Chattooga River. | do not support this decision by the Forest Service. |
only support alternative 8 of the Forest Service's EA Chattooga
Management Pl an.

M chael C. Morrow

Applied Statistics Goup, dobal Qality
East man Cheni cal Comnpany

(423) 229-1957
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From: Ron Robeson

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 07/16/2008 09:53 AM

What is it about "wild and scenic" that you folks do not understand. My
interpretation is "no boats on the river"!!!!

Ron Robeson
266 Evergreen # 247
Dillard, Ga 30537
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From: foy tootle

Reply To: foygreenwood@yahoo.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Alternative 2,3, and 4

Date: 07/16/2008 10:08 AM

To whom it may concern----

As a citizen of North Georgia, | would like to let you know that | support
alternatives 2 and 3, regarding the use of the Chatooga river, In addition
I am adamantly opposed to alternative 4, which would foolishly allow
boating on these sectins of this river.

Foy Tootle

Teacher
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From: Duncan Cottrell

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

Subject: EA Chattooga Management Plan

Date: 07/16/2008 10:11 AM

Regarding the Forest Service's EA Chattooga Management Plan:

As a frequent user of the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River and the
Chattooga and Sumter forests, | support alternative #8.

The "preferred" alternative #4 does not work to allow boating access to
the headwaters of Chattooga River, as the Management Plan should
do. Predicting when the water level is going to be 450cfs is impossible.

Duncan Cottrell

Decatur, Georgia
(404) 289-6960
(770) 720-6269 cell
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From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga River Boating access
Date: 07/16/2008 10:21 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 07/16/2008 10:20 AM -----

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

07/16/2008 09:45 AM cc

Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga River Boating access

Caroline Forney

Information Assistant, Public Affairs Office
Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests - SC
4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212-3530

(803 561-4002 Fax (803) 561-4004

Email: cforney@fs.fed.us
————— Forwarded by Carol L Forney/R8/USDAFS on 07/16/2008 09:44 AM -----
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"Bryant Smith" <bryantsmith24@gmail.
com= To cforney@fs.fed.us

cc

07/15/2008 07:46 PM Subject Upper Chattooga River
Boating access

US Forest Service:

| am a native Georgian and a frequent whitewater paddler and hiker.
For over 30 years, | have hiked, camped and paddled in and around
the Chattooga National Wild and Scenic Wilderness Area.

| have reviewed the current Environmental Assessment regarding
recreational management of the Chattooga River. Unfortunately, this
"new" plan is just a rehash of the original. It essentially continues
the total ban on boating the Upper Chattooga. The small window for
some boating is so restricted, almost no one will ever gat a chance to
run the headwaters of the Chattooga legally.

There is no reason to ban private recreational boating on ANY section
of the Chattooga River. Of course, justifiable restrictions on all user
groups to protect the wilderness and wilderness experience are
desirable, similar to those in place on lower sections of the river.

Not only are bans illegal according to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act,
it is unfair and discriminatory against certain groups. Hikers who
blaze their own trails, campers who trample an area, and fishermen
who deplete the fish and damage the banks do more harm than
paddlers. Over forty years of boating on the lower Chattooga and
neighboring Overflow Creek has not harmed the environment of
those sections.

The Forest Service should take this opportunity to stand up for for
the rights of all river users. Effectively banning one group from using
the resource due to political pressure from another, wealthier and





better politically connected group is simply corruption of the most
odious sort. The government bureau entrusted to manage public
resources for ALL citizens should avoid even the appearance of such
impropriety as this action creates.

Sincerely,

Bryant K. Smith

Attorney at Law

1171 Mohican Tralil

Stone Mountain, GA 30083

CC: US Rep. John Lewis, US Senator Saxby Chambliss, US Senator
Johnny Isakson






From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga River Boating access
Date: 07/16/2008 10:21 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 07/16/2008 10:21 AM -----

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

07/16/2008 09:45 AM cc

Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga River Boating access

Caroline Forney

Information Assistant, Public Affairs Office
Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests - SC
4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212-3530

(803 561-4002 Fax (803) 561-4004

Email: cforney@fs.fed.us
————— Forwarded by Carol L Forney/R8/USDAFS on 07/16/2008 09:44 AM -----
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"Bryant Smith" <bryantsmith24@gmail.
com= To cforney@fs.fed.us

cc

07/15/2008 07:46 PM Subject Upper Chattooga River
Boating access

US Forest Service:

| am a native Georgian and a frequent whitewater paddler and hiker.
For over 30 years, | have hiked, camped and paddled in and around
the Chattooga National Wild and Scenic Wilderness Area.

| have reviewed the current Environmental Assessment regarding
recreational management of the Chattooga River. Unfortunately, this
"new" plan is just a rehash of the original. It essentially continues
the total ban on boating the Upper Chattooga. The small window for
some boating is so restricted, almost no one will ever gat a chance to
run the headwaters of the Chattooga legally.

There is no reason to ban private recreational boating on ANY section
of the Chattooga River. Of course, justifiable restrictions on all user
groups to protect the wilderness and wilderness experience are
desirable, similar to those in place on lower sections of the river.

Not only are bans illegal according to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act,
it is unfair and discriminatory against certain groups. Hikers who
blaze their own trails, campers who trample an area, and fishermen
who deplete the fish and damage the banks do more harm than
paddlers. Over forty years of boating on the lower Chattooga and
neighboring Overflow Creek has not harmed the environment of
those sections.

The Forest Service should take this opportunity to stand up for for
the rights of all river users. Effectively banning one group from using
the resource due to political pressure from another, wealthier and





better politically connected group is simply corruption of the most
odious sort. The government bureau entrusted to manage public
resources for ALL citizens should avoid even the appearance of such
impropriety as this action creates.

Sincerely,

Bryant K. Smith

Attorney at Law

1171 Mohican Tralil

Stone Mountain, GA 30083

CC: US Rep. John Lewis, US Senator Saxby Chambliss, US Senator
Johnny Isakson






From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Alternative #4 is still a boating ban, please support Alternative #8
Date: 07/16/2008 10:24 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 07/16/2008 10:23 AM -----

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

cc

07/16/2008 09:31 AM Subject Fw: Alternative #4 is still a boating ban, please
support Alternative #8

Jeanne S. LeBoeuf

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

Fax  803-561-4004

Confidential Fax 803-561-4082
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Email: jleboeuf@fs.fed.us

"The problem with doing it right the first time is
that no one appreciates how difficult it was!"

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

cC

07/16/2008 09:26 AM Subject Fw: Alternative #4 is still a boating ban, please
support Alternative #8

Chattooga comment to be forwarded.

Jerome Thomas, Forest Supervisor

Francis Marion and Sumter National Forest
4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212

Email: jthomasO1@fs.fed.us

Telephone: (803) 561-4081

Confidential Fax: (803) 561-4082

Rosanne Rowe/WO/

USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
07/16/2008 09:18 AM cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Alternative #4 is still a boating ban, please
support Alternative #8

Rosanne Rowe





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

Cell: 202-384-7412

Fax: 202-358-4063

Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us

"Rob Maxwell" <rangerrob2000@hotmail.

com= To <comments-southern-
francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.
us>

07/16/2008 08:04 AM )
cc <akimbell@fs.fed.us>

Subject Alternative #4 is still a
boating ban, please support
Alternative #8

Dear Sir,

Upon further research, | felt | needed to add an addendum to my comments on the
Environmental Assessment -- Managing Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga
River. Clearly, the preferred alternative #4 is athinly veiled attempt to maintain the
30 year-old boating ban through an array of unjustified restrictions and a system
that will be completely unable to determine if the headwaters reaches a daily mean
of 450cfs. Thus, making it almost impossible for aday to be declared “boatable” by
the Forest Services own standards! The Forest Services preferred aternative #4 is,
in fact, a complete boating ban. Allow me to elaborate.....

The bottom of page 8 states:

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





Furthermore, the FS estimates there will be an average number of 6 (arange of O to
11) boatable days for its aternative, #4.

From the Macon County News, July 14 2008:

““How isthat (450cfs daily mean) going to be measured? Well, | don’t know if all
of that has been worked out yet,” Seyden said. Sumter National Forest Public
Affairs Officer Michelle Burnette said, “Currently, the agency is exploring a variety
of waysto predict a ‘boatable’ day. If the preferred alternative isimplemented, the
agency will declare a ‘boatable’ day and will most likely post this information on
the Forest Service Web site.”” She said a self-registering system would be put in
place similar to the type used on lower portions of the river.”

Read the full article at:
http://www.maconnews.com/index.php?

option=com content& task=view&id=2915&

What does all that mean? In order to reduce the average number of day’s boaters
might be allowed to boat the headwaters the FS has decided to use a daily mean
instead of a set water level. A set water level can be easily checked; however adaily
mean is more complicated and, conveniently, further reduces the number of boating
daysin the headwaters. The most accurate way to arrive at adaily mean is by
averaging al theriver level data from the previous day. But that would be too
obvious a boating ban to declare a day boatable after the fact. So, what is|eft?
PREDICTING the daily mean. How will the FS PREDICT the daily mean? Rainfall
totals, of course.

The FS used several years’ worth of Real-Time water level data from the FS Burrels
Ford water gage to KNOW the river would reach a daily mean flow of 450 cfs 6
times ayear on average. With that, they also know the average amount of rain it
takes to make the headwaters reach a daily mean of 450cfs. When the PREDICTED
rainfall totals are equal to the average amount of rain it takes to reach the 450cfs
daily mean, the FS will declare aday “boatable”. Anyone who’s done river level
correlations knows thisis absurd! All accurate river correlations are based on USGS
(or similar) Real-Time water level comparisons not PREDICTIONS. Correlating
river levels based on PREDICTED rain totalsis so inaccurate it verges on pure
speculation.

Here’s where the problem lies: Boaters have 6 boatable days on average. For
argument’s sake, let’s say the headwaters will run after an average of 1.5” of rain.
That means 50% of thetime it will run when less than 1.5” of rain has fallen and
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50% of the time it will reach runnable levels only when more rain has fallen. Since
the FSwill only use the 1.5” average, half of the estimated 6 boating days will be
declared not boatable, because less than 1.5” of rain was PREDICTED! Now there
are only 3 boatable days | eft!

Just because 1.5” of rain falls and the FS PREDICTS a day will be boatable, doesn’t
mean the river will came up to actual runnable levels. Ground dryness/saturation
plays a huge part in how the watershed reactsto rainfall. In other words, boatable
days are lost due to soil conditions and the natural margin of error in PREDICTING
rain totals.

How rain effects ariver al'so depends on how much fell and how fast. A long
soaking rain affects ariver differently than a hard short rain of the same amount.
So, now the FS PREDICTS theriver will be boatable, however, let’s say therain
came down in a single massive storm and not a slow soaking rain. The headwaters
are declared boatable by FSrainfall total PREDICTIONS, but isin fact istoo high
to run safely and will drop to below runnable levels quickly. Rain events like this
were used to arrive at the 6 boatable day average. However, thiswould not be a
boatable day. Another day islost due to the margin of error.

Let’snow look at the timing issue. The FS estimated 6 days would be runnable.
However, they did not make adjustments to this average for when the boatable
levels were at night or too late in the day to safely run the river without running out
of day light. If aday is PREDICTED to be boatable, yet the water levels reach
boatable levelstoo late in the day or at night, boatable days are |lost.

| also find it hard to believe, that the Forest Service Rangers will be vigilant enough
to watch developing weather reports and predictions so that a boatable day won’t be
“accidently” missed. Boating days will be missed because Rangers go home at 5pm
and predicted rain amounts will be adjusted as the rain events progress through the
night. Boaters need timely and accurate information very early in the morning to
decide on ariver destination. It is clear that thiswill probably not happen within the
Rangers normal work hours. Thus eliminating more boatable days due to human
error.

Of al the PREDICTED runnable days, 71% will be on weekdays when, real people,
with real jobs, and real liveswon’t be able to drop everything and head for theriver.
This conveniently eliminates 90% of all boaters.

Remember in the Macon Times article it said that when the headwaters are
PREDICTED to be runnable the FS “will most likely post this information on the





Forest Service Web site.” This was the message | received on the FS website from
7/13/08 to 7/16/08:

“We are experiencing technical difficulties with our web site at thistime. Visitors to
the site may find that some information is outdated or unavailable. We are working
to resolve thisissue as soon as possible. In the meantime, if you cannot find the
information you need, please call (803) 561-4000 or e-mail cforney@fs.fed.us. We
apologize for any inconvenience.”

Who knows how long that message has been up? Obviously, the FSis unable to
guarantee accurate and timely information on their web site. Since the weather
forecasts change rapidly, | doubt the Ranger’s ability to have the “legal boatable
days” posted in atimely manner as well.

In short itisn’t hard to eliminate all possible boating days by using inaccurate
PREDICTIONS, and “lack of accurate and timely information” methods. By any
other name, alternative #4 isin fact a boating ban.

| support restrictions and bans on user groups, provided they are justified and
supported with competent scientific user studies and hard facts. The Forest Service
has not completed such studies and continues to ban boating. The Forest Service has
also not completed studies on the effects of stocking non-native aguatic speciesin
the wilderness and the effects of the anglers stocking attracts. Y et, for some reason,
they have supported thisinvasive practice for decades. This gives the appearance
that the Sumter Forest Serviceis, at best, bowing to political pressure and an old-
boy network and, at worst, issimply corrupt.

| am asking the Forest Service to abandon alternative #4. It is so blatantly and
unjustifiably unfair and discriminatory that it invites alawsuit that will only sap the
limited financial resources of the Forest Service. Please don’t spend my tax dollars
in thisway. Use them to protect and preserve our wildernessfairly. As| stated in
my previous comments, please abandon this unjust alternative in favor of
Alternative #8.

Thank you —
Rob Maxwell
Atlanta, GA






From: Vance Baird

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Preferred Alternative #4
Date: 07/16/2008 11:07 AM

To Whiomit My Concern,

Alternative 4 (the USFS proposed preferred alternative) is
acceptabl e, and represents a workabl e conmproni se for outdoor
ent husi asts, hikers, boaters, canpers and fishermen. | hope the
| ocal Forest Service representatives are sinultaneously provided with
the funds it will take to inplement the various proposals in the
alternative and enforce the regulations. One of the major criteria
used in the alternative appears to be flow level, and 450 cfs (~2.5
ft at the Hw. 28 bridge) represents a science-based critical point
bel ow whi ch fishing is acceptabl e and above which boating is
appropriate. The preferred alternative preserves the concept of
"zoni ng" to accommodate the varied recreational uses that seek access
tothis finite wild area. | fully support Alternative #4 as
descri bed at
http://ww. fs.fed.us/r8/fnms/forest/projects/ChattoogaDraftEA shtm .

W1 1liam Vance Baird
104 Monaco Circle
Cl emrson, SC 29631

864. 654. 1406
vbai rd@! enson. edu
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From: Carla Miner

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: test
Date: 07/16/2008 11:54 AM

No virus found in this outgoing message.

Checked by AVG.
Version: 7.5.524 / Virus Database: 270.4.11/1554 - Release Date: 7/15/2008

6:03 PM
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From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: EA Chattooga Management Plan
Date: 07/16/2008 11:59 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 07/16/2008 11:59 AM -----

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

07/16/2008 11:25 AM cc

Subject Fw: EA Chattooga Management Plan

Jeanne S. LeBoeuf

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

Fax 803-561-4004

Confidential Fax 803-561-4082
Email: jleboeuf@fs.fed.us



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

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES



"The problem with doing it right the first time is
that no one appreciates how difficult it was!"

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

07/16/2008 11:14 AM ce
Subject Fw: EA Chattooga Management Plan

Chattooga comment.

Jerome Thomas, Forest Supervisor

Francis Marion and Sumter National Forest
4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212

Email: jthomasO1@fs.fed.us

Telephone: (803) 561-4081

Confidential Fax: (803) 561-4082

Rosanne Rowe/WO/

USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
07/16/2008 10:14 AM cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: EA Chattooga Management Plan

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

Duncan Cottrell <duncancottrell@yahoo.

com= To comments-southern-

francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us

07/16/2008 10:11 AM cc akimbell@fs.fed.us
Subject EA Chattooga Management Plan

Regarding the Forest Service's EA Chattooga Management Plan:

As a frequent user of the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River and the
Chattooga and Sumter forests, | support alternative #8.

The "preferred" alternative #4 does not work to allow boating
access to the headwaters of Chattooga River, as the Management
Plan should do. Predicting when the water level is going to be
450cfs is impossible.

Duncan Cottrell





Decatur, Georgia
(404) 289-6960
(770) 720-6269 cell






From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga River Boating Ban
Date: 07/16/2008 12:00 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 07/16/2008 11:59 AM -----

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

07/16/2008 11:26 AM cc

Subject Fw: Chattooga River Boating Ban

Jeanne S. LeBoeuf

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

Fax 803-561-4004

Confidential Fax 803-561-4082
Email: jleboeuf@fs.fed.us



mailto:CN=Michelle Burnett/OU=R8/O=USDAFS
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"The problem with doing it right the first time is
that no one appreciates how difficult it was!"

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

07/16/2008 11:15 AM ce
Subject Fw: Chattooga River Boating Ban

Chattooga Comment.

Jerome Thomas, Forest Supervisor

Francis Marion and Sumter National Forest
4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212

Email: jthomasO1@fs.fed.us

Telephone: (803) 561-4081

Confidential Fax: (803) 561-4082

Rosanne Rowe/WO/

USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
07/16/2008 09:54 AM cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Chattooga River Boating Ban

Rosanne Rowe
Executive Assistant to the Chief
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW





Office: 202-205-8439

Cell: 202-384-7412

Fax: 202-358-4063

Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us

"Morrow, Mike" <mcmorrow@eastman.

com= To <comments-southern-
francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us>

07/16/2008 09:42 AM cc <akimbell@fs.fed.us>

Subject Chattooga River Boating Ban

It has been brought to my attention that the Forest Service continues to
try to maintain the illegal (in some peoples opinion) boating ban on the
Chattooga River. | do not support this decision by the Forest Service. |
only support alternative 8 of the Forest Service's EA Chattooga
Management Plan.

Michael C. Morrow

Applied Statistics Group, Global Quality
Eastman Chemical Company

(423) 229-1957






From: Goldsholl, Aaron (GE Infra, Aviation, US)

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

Date: 07/16/2008 02:08 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

7-16-08

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am an avid kayaker and outdoors man aswell asan accomplished
mechanical engineer.

| 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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under

the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and
other rivers nationwide.

« The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for areason to limit paddling

on the Chattooga and has found none. It istime to open theriver to
boating.

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

AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Whereisit?
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 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 alowing all other wilderness
conforming existing usesin unlimited numbers.. Thisis not equitable and
not acceptabl el

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



mailto:aaron.goldsholl@ge.com
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. The EA lacksafull range of aternatives

. The EA isno 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. Thereis
no way a paddler can know this number and will be an administrative
burden for the agency.

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

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Aaron Goldsholl

513-266-6855






From: Don Pierson

Reply To: donskipierson@yahoo.com

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

Date: 07/16/2008 02:10 PM

I am writing to express my support for whitewater boating on this river.
the environmental impact from this activity is negligible. thank you for
your consideration. don pierson 1704 huntington, longview, texas 75601
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From: Jonathan Scott

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: upper Chattooga
Date: 07/16/2008 02:13 PM

I"'mwiting about the restriction on boating on the upper Chattooga.
I can understand how fi sherman want to keep the area all to

t hensel ves and how t he good-ol e-boy network has kept that tradition
in place for decades, but the fact is, boaters generally have nore

respect for the river than any other users. |'ve often paddled the
| ower reaches of this river and see fishernen litter their fish bait
contai ners and beer cans. | have yet to see a paddler litter. So to

claimthat fishernen don't negatively inpact rivers and that kayakers
do is sinmply not true.

Here's an idea: give us access for a year and if there's been
significant problens, take it back. Al we're asking is for an end to
the preferential treatnent fishernen receive and a chance for boaters
to prove how green we can be

Thank you,

Jonat han Scott

100 Coxe Ave.

Suite 410
Asheville, NC 28801

(828) 337-9991



mailto:jb@greeninkpr.com
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From: Trevar Bennington

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/16/2008 02:19 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

07/16/2008

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 the following
concerns | have regarding this issue:

. The proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted
under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the
Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.

« The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for 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?

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

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Trevar Bennington

100 Archway Court

Lynchburg, VA 24502






From: Natalie

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: The Chattooga
Date: 07/16/2008 02:19 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

July 16, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am a paddler in West Virginia

| 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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted
under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the
Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.

« The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for 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?

. 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 atotal ban on 2/3 of the
upper river, aban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 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!

. 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 Vaues” 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

Natalie Carter

126 M adison Ct

Daniels, WV 25832






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

Date:

07/16/2008 02:20 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

July 16, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Geoff Kegley and I’m and avid whitewater paddler. | spent many
days on the Chattooga during my timein college at USC.

| 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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under

the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and
other rivers nationwide.

. The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for areason to limit paddling

on the Chattooga and has found none. It istime to open theriver to
boating.

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

AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Whereisit?

. No aternative 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 adternative includes atotal 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.. Thisis not equitable and
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not acceptabl e

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

. The EA lacksafull range of aternatives

. The EA isno better or different than the last one, is at |east ayear 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 alternativeis a
flawed measure that should be eliminated from any considerations. Thereis
no way apaddler 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 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 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 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.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Geoff Kegley
110 Brookwood Ave.
Wilmington, NC 28403

Stay in touch when you're away with Windows Live Messenger. IM anytime you're
online.




http://www.windowslive.com/messenger/overview.html?ocid=TXT_TAGLM_WL_messenger2_072008

http://www.windowslive.com/messenger/overview.html?ocid=TXT_TAGLM_WL_messenger2_072008




From: Norman Sims

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/16/2008 02:20 PM

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

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

July 16, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am a whitewater boater and environmentalist from western
Massachusetts who has visited the Chattooga River on several occasions
as a paddler and a tourist over the past 25 years. | have been boating for
more than 30 years. My environmental background includes 12 years on
the board of directors of the Appalachian Mountain Club, which has 95,000
members from Maine to Georgia and North Carolina. | have helped
negotiate river relicensing permits on power company dams on the
Deerfield River and on Corps of Engineers dams on other rivers in New
England.

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and
your proposal. Your assessment unfairly changes long-standing practices
in the management of this river system, and fails to take into
consideration the economic and environmental benefits that boaters have
for the region.
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The proposed alternative ignores protections granted under the
Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga
and other rivers nationwide.

The USFS has spent 13 years of prejudicial searching in an effort to
limit paddling on the Chattooga. This is inappropriate behavior for
a federal agency.

Your environmental assessment ignores the requirement for a user
capacity study and is therefore deficient.

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 preferred alternative allows all other wilderness conforming
existing uses in unlimited numbers, which is further evidence of
your prejudicial approach to boating.

The EA offers no basis for the boating bans or limits. Scientific
evidence from FERC relicensing studies show no negative impacts
from boating.

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 fully
allows boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes
Bridge, allows paddling on tributaries, includes encounter standards
based on a real user capacity analysis, will equitably limit total use
only when encounter standards are consistently exceeded, and 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. This is part
of federal law in the rest of the nation. The rivers belong to us, not
to the landowners.

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

Boaters bring needed economic assistance to this region, and they





create an environmental army prepared to preserve the river from
environmental threats. It was through the work of boaters
nationwide that the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act was passed, and has
been protected.

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

Norman Sims

16 Linden Ave.

Greenfield, MA 01301

(413) 774-2970






From: Will Leverette

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

Date: 07/16/2008 02:21 PM

Attachments: managerisk.vcf

Hi ,

My family has been paddling the Chattooga since 1964 when mny not her took
a group of girls from Canp Hi gh Rocks down the river. | just published a
book on the history of Witewater Paddling in Wstern North Carolina and
i ncl uded numerous sections and phot ographs on the Chattooga River.

Pl ease do not jeopardize nmy ability to nake pilgrimges in ny boat to
this, the nost magnificent river |'ve ever seen.

Pl ease contact ne if there is anything | can do to further assist you in
this critical decision making tine.

W11l Leverette

Ri sk Managenment Departnment Recreation Speciali st

* Worl dwi de Qutfitter and Gui de Association

* | nternational Special Event and Recreation Association
* Prime | nsurance Syndicate

VWi t ewat er Canoei ng and Kayaki ng-Warren W1 son Col | ege
32 Rock Mason Road, Swannanoa, NC 28778

Phone: 828-298-6920 Fax: 828-298-7492

W | Leverette.com
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begin:vcard

fn:Will Leverette

n:Leverette;Will

email;internet:managerisk@charter.net

tel;work:828-298-6920

tel;fax:828-298-7492

tel;pager:willleverette.com

tel;home:828-299-3338

tel;cell:828-273-1670

version:2.1

end:vcard









From: Luke Ramsey

Reply To: ramsey luke@yahoo.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chatooga River Assesment Unconstitutional

Date: 07/16/2008 02:22 PM

To Whom it May Concern,
The

Luke

&
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From: gary barker

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

Date: 07/16/2008 02:22 PM

Attachments: winmail.dat

Wiy in the world would you Iinmt paddling a kayak on any river? It is a very
| ow i npact use that should be the first activity all owed.

Pl ease rethink this.

Thank You,

Gary Bar ker
406 257 3355

I nternal Virus Database is out-of-date.

Checked by AVG

Version: 0.0.524 / Virus Database: 270.0.0/1490 - Rel ease Date: 2008-06-08
17: 32
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message.rtf


Why in the world would you limit paddling a kayak on any river? It is a very low impact use that should be the first activity allowed.







Please rethink this.







Thank You,











Gary Barker



406 257 3355








Internal Virus Database is out-of-date.
Checked by AVG. 
Version: 0.0.524 / Virus Database: 270.0.0/1490 - Release Date: 2008-06-08 17:32
 













From: Paul Raffaeli

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/16/2008 02:22 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

July 16th, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am afather of 4, a kayaker, a hiker,and in general and outdoor
enthusiast.

| 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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under
the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and
other rivers nationwide.

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

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

. The USFS preferred alternative includes atotal ban on 2/3 of the
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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 Vaues” 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 alternative number 8, except on the
entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Paul Raffadli
San Jose, CA 95130





paulr affagli @yahoo.com
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From: Luke Ramsey

Reply To: ramsey luke@yahoo.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: chatooga River Assesment Unconstitutional

Date: 07/16/2008 02:23 PM

To Whom It May Concern,
The

Luke

&
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From: PATRICIA FISHER

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga
Date: 07/16/2008 02:23 PM

Please do not ban any more white water paddling then we already have.

| love this river and hope to paddle it one more time before | can no longer
paddle.

Patricia Fisher
age 61
Wilmington Trail Club
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From: Whitney Zinni

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 07/16/2008 02:23 PM

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

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

7/16/08
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Whitney, | have been kayaking for over 7 years now
and get great enjoyment from it. I am sad to see this happening:

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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted
under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the
Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.

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

Woodstock, Vermont






From: Daniel Spitler

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: chattooga river project
Date: 07/16/2008 02:25 PM

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

comments-southern-francismarion-sumter @fs.fed.us
07-16-08

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My nameis Daniel Spitler, and | am awhitewater kayaker. | 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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under
the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and
other rivers nationwide.

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

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

. The USFS preferred 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 alowing all other wilderness
conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers.. Thisis not equitable and
not acceptabl el

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

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,

Daniel Spitler
1901 stevens avenue Louisville, Ky 40205






From: Craig Richter

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

Date: 07/16/2008 02:33 PM

Attachments: Letter to USNF.doc

Please see the attached comments regarding the Chattooga River.

Craig Richter
DownStream Distribution
541 687 9327

cell 541 953 6423
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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


7/16/08



RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



My name is Craig Richter I have enjoyed traveling on and playing in wild rivers my entire life. Closing Rivers to paddling and other non motorized travel for arbitrary reasons should not be a pursuit of managing agencies.



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



· The proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.



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



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



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



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



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



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



· The EA lacks a full range of alternatives



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



· The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input



· The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed measure that should be eliminated from any considerations. There is no way a paddler can 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,


Craig Richter



86524 Lorane Hwy



Eugene OR 97405






From: Robert Scott

Reply To: ilovechickenbiscuits@yahoo.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Boating Ban on the Chattooga

Date: 07/16/2008 02:33 PM

To Whom It May Concern,

I am disappointed in your arbitrary and unreasonable Environmental
Assessment regarding boating on the Chattooga. Kayakers simply have a
far more minimal impact on the environment that fishermen and stocked
trout. You would be hard pressed to find a group of people who respect
the environment more than people who kayak small streams. Plus, they
leave footprints only on the trail to the put in and the trail from the
takeout. Fishermen work up and down the banks, trampling far more
area. Plus, | am pretty sure that non-native species have not exactly been
good for the native flora and fauna.

Your decision appears to be nothing more than an attempt to justify
continuing to keep the Upper Chattooga and its tributaries an exclusive
playground for fishermen. Did you decide on a conclusion, then conduct a
study to justify the conclusion? It sure seems like it.

Please reconduct your assessment in a more logical and fair manner.

Thanks,

Rob Scott

330 F St.
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SLC, UT 84103






From: Luke Ramsey

Reply To: ramsey luke@yahoo.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chatooga River Assesment Unconstitutional Please Read
Date: 07/16/2008 02:35 PM

To Whom It May Concern,

Citizens desrve the right to use the Chatooga river in many ways.
Kayaking the river has been one of the best experiences of my life. A
group of fisherman have sponsored and submitted a false environmental
assesment that is trying to make it illegal to kayak sections of the
Chatooga River, while fisherman would have unlimited use. This is
outrageous! | didn't know this could happen in America. Please consider
the true facts of the case, and look at who is buying off scientists to do
false environmental studies. | have logged over one thousand river trips
from Maine to California. | have found that fisherman have as much, if
not more of an impact on a river. | find more fishing related packaging,
string, hooks, lures, garbage etc. than an other on rivers. Kayakers float
or paddle through and are gone from a spot in seconds since they are
floating on the currents. Furthermore, Non Profit Whitewater Groups such
as American Whitewater often set up river access points and look after the
land.

Please protect our rights to float any navigable river in America, unless
there is a true danger to said river.

Thank you,
Lucas Ramsey
Mt. View, HI 96771

Luke

@
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From: Halladay, Tom

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/16/2008 02:37 PM

July 16°th, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My Nameis Tom Halladay. | am from Wilmington, Delaware. Professionally | am an IT Consultant, but
recreationally 1 am an active whitewater kayaker, a Boy Scout L eader, and an active member of the American
Whitewater organization as well asmy local paddling group; the Wilmington Trail Club.

I am extremely upset to hear that the USFSis completely disregarding the Wilderness Act and treating private
boaters like 3’rd class citizens in our nationally protected forests and the rivers within them. What right do hikers or
fisherman have to have exclusive, unrestricted access, while kayakers would virtually be banned from the
Chattooga? The boating bans currently being imposed as well as the ones being planned are without authority, and
without merit.

| 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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under the Wilderness Act and Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.

. The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for 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. Whereisit?

. 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

. Paddlers prefer an alternative 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.

Thank you for considering these comments. Please consider conducting area user capacity analysis and
immediately alowing 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

Tom Halladay

1510 Delaware Ave., Apt B-2F

Wilmington, DE 19806

HalladayPublic@Hotmail.com

This e-mail nmay contain information that is privileged, confidential and exenpt from

applicable law. This e-mail is intended to be reviewed only by the individual (s) to
which it is addressed. |f you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited. |If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender and

delete this e-mail fromyour system
Thank You.
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From: Stephen

Reply To: madhiker34@yahoo.com

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

Date: 07/16/2008 02:38 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212.

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

7/16/2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am a boater, fisherman, and general outdoor sman in Baltimore, MD

| 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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted
under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the
Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.

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

. The EA isnot auser capacity anaysis and does not reference one.
The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Whereis
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.
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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 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
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 asimilar manner to your aternative number 8, except on the
entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Stephen Forian

Baltimore, MD






From: Steven Bannow

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

Date: 07/16/2008 02:39 PM

Attachments: Chattooga+2008+EA+Comment+Template433[1].doc

Please see the attachment for my comments.

Good Paddling
Steve Bannow

Stay in touch when you're away with Windows Live Messenger. IM anytime you're
online.
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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


July 16, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



[INSERT description who you are, where you live, what you do, why you care, etc]


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



[SELECT a subset of these bullet points or write your own – please personalize]


· The proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.



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



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



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



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



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



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



· The EA lacks a full range of alternatives



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



· The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input



· The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed measure that should be eliminated from any considerations. There is no way a paddler can 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 Bannow


709 Dillingham Ave.



Sheboygan, WI     53081





From: Kelly McCauley

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/16/2008 02:40 PM

Dear Sunter National Forest,

I am a outdoor enthusiast who |likes to hike and paddl e kayaks. | visit
several WIld and Scenic Rivers in several different states on a regul ar
basis and | am concerned that if the USFS adopts "Alternative 4" for the
Chattooga river that it will weaken the protections for all WIld and
Scenic Rivers and will encourage arbitrary banni ng of

wi | der ness-conpliant groups with out due cause or reason.

| have reviewed the Environnmental Assessnent regarding the recreationa
managenment of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and

your proposal. Both treat me and other river enthusiasts unfairly.

Your proposal violates WIderness standards and the W1 derness Act as well.

Pl ease consider the following concerns | have regarding this issue:

- The proposed alternative will negatively inpact protections granted
under the W1l derness Act and WIld and Scenic R vers Act on the Chattooga
and other rivers nationw de.

- The EAis not a user capacity anal ysis 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 nanagenent
variable, while other larger nore inpactful uses are not seriously
considered for limts.

- Paddlers prefer an alternative sinmlar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully
all ows boating on the entire Chattooga Ri ver 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 all available indirect neasures first.

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

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

Thank you for considering these conments.

Si ncerely,

Kel | y McCaul ey



mailto:kelly@drotner.com

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
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From: admin@alphahomeinspection.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 07/16/2008 02:42 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212
July, 16 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My nameis Scott Sather. | am an owner of a home inspection business.
| also am an avid kayaker. It isabsurd to state that kayaking leaves a
foot print on parks (compared to hikers). For thefirst thing we travel
thewater leaving little or no trace we where even there. Only theputin
and take out see my feet and these spot are already used by hikers. You
have never been hiking along thetails of the Chattooga River or you
would seethat it isthe day use hikerslittering the trailswith beer cans,
diapers, illegal firesand such. If you would visit the Ocoee or other
riverswhereit isboats only, (you would ban hikers) you would see that
thereisnotrash on or near theriver accept that thrown by motorist.

| 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 proposed aternative will negatively impact protections granted
under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the
Chattooga and other rivers nationwide..

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

Scott Sather

295 Hames Rd.





Woodstock, GA 30188

Scott John Sather , President

12195 Highway 92C

Suitell4
Woodstock, GA 30188

Phone: (404) 372-5097

Fax: (770) 592-7667
Web: http://al phahomei nspection.net/
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From: Fran Duggan

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/16/2008 02:43 PM

Dear Sumnter National Forest,

I have revi ewed the Environnental Assessnent regarding the recreational
managenment of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your
proposal. Both treat me and ny comunity of river enthusiasts unfairly and
your proposal would not neet nmy interests. Please consider the follow ng
concerns | have regarding this issue:

The proposed alternative will negatively inpact protections granted under
the W1l derness Act and WId and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and ot her
rivers nationw de;

The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and linits;

The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input;

Al'l aspects of the “CQutstandi ng Rermarkabl e Val ues” of Wld and Scenic
Ri vers shoul d be protected on the entire river, not just in sone areas.

Pl ease consider conducting a real user capacity analysis and inmedi ately
al l owi ng boating in the sanme nunbers, places, and seasons that you allow
existing users. Paddling should be allowed in a similar nmanner to your
alternative nunber 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its
tributaries.

Thank you for considering these conments,
Si ncerely,

Frances Duggan

102 Il ford Avenue

North Arlington, NJ 07031



mailto:fduggan@worldwidedreams.com
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From: Oreon Mann

Reply To: oreonmann@yahoo.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Closing the Chattoga to Paddlers

Date: 07/16/2008 02:55 PM

I have canoed the Chattoga since the early 70's | have been on several
River cleanups on the Chattoga. Why remove the least offensive and most

supportive group from the river?

Oreon
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From: Orrie Chazin

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Concerns
Date: 07/16/2008 02:58 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
July 16, 2008

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Orrie Chazin, | live in Minnesota and | am an avid explorer of river's
and senic waterways. | 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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under the
Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and other rivers
nationwide.

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

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

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

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

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

The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits

The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed
measure that should be eliminated from any considerations. There is no way a
paddler can 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
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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
Orrie Chazin
11685 Cedar Pass
Minnetonka, MN 55305

Stay in touch when you're away with Windows Live Messenger. IM anytime you're
online.
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From: SMETHERS, TED W

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/16/2008 03:06 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

July 16, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am awhitewater boater. | currently reside in Hot Springs, Arkansas. | have
made many visits to the Chattooga River for the purpose of enjoying
whitewater paddling. | have paddled both Section 3 and 4 of the Chattooga
aswell asother arearivers. | would like to be able to legally boat down the
upper sections of the Chattooga.

| 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 anaysis and does not reference one.
The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Whereis
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 offers no basisfor the boating bans and limits

. Paddlers prefer an adternative 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
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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 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 asimilar manner to your aternative number 8, except on the
entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Ted Smethers

156 Davidson Drive

Hot Springs, AR 71901

tsmethe@enter gy.com






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

Date:

07/16/2008 03:15 PM

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 the following concerns|
have regarding thisissue:

. The proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under

the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and
other rivers nationwide.

. The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for areason to limit paddling

on the Chattooga and has found none. It istime to open theriver to
boating.

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

AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Whereisit?

. No dlternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the

upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries — without any justification.

. The EA and preferred aternative 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 lacksafull range of alternatives
. The EA isno better or different than the last one, is at least ayear 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 alternativeis a

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

. 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 Vaues” of Wild and Scenic
Rivers should be protected on the entire river, not just in some areas.

. Private boater such as myself and those paddling our nations rivers have
more respect for the water and surrounding environmental quality than any
other group of potential user of these 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
Mark Stephens

1410 4th St Dr NW #301
Hickory, NC 28601

www.bankofgranite.com

NOTICE OF CONFIDENTIALITY: The information contained in this €l ectronic message is confidential,
proprietary, and intended only for the use of the owner of the e-mail address listed as the recipient of this
message. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering this
message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, dissemination, distribution,
copying of this communication, or unauthorized use is strictly prohibited and subject to prosecution to the
fullest extent of the law. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete this electronic message and DO
NOT ACT UPON, FORWARD, COPY OR OTHERWISE DISSEMINATE IT ORITS CONTENTS.
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From: steven.strong@comcast.net

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

Date: 07/16/2008 03:17 PM

Attachments: Chattooga+2008+EA+Comment+Template433[1].doc

I have attached my response to the pending decisions regarding access on
the Chattooga river.

Steven P. Strong

5602 South Willow Street
Seattle, WA 98118
Phone 206-860-8358

cell 206-498-4151
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U.S. Forest Service



Chattooga River Project


4931 Broad River Road



Columbia, SC 29212.


July 16, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



I am a 48 year old paddler from Seattle Washington. I have been paddling for many years and have always been incredibly impressed with the kayaking community, their overall concern with the environment and community.


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



[SELECT a subset of these bullet points or write your own – please personalize]


· The proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.



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



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



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



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



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



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



· The EA lacks a full range of alternatives



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



· The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input



· The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed measure that should be eliminated from any considerations. There is no way a paddler can 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 P. Strong



5602 South Willow Street



Seattle, WA 98118



206-860-8358





From: Day, Derek

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga
Date: 07/16/2008 03:17 PM

I believe that wild and scenic rivers as well as national forest and wilderness
areas should be for all to enjoy. | pay as much tax to support these areas
as any other American thus | should enjoy access to these areas as well.

It's my experience that fisherman and hikers leave far more behind and
thus impact these resources more negatively than do rafters or kayakers. |
see no reason whitewater enthusiasts shouldn't have access to these

resources.
Sincerely, Derek Day
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From: Bishop, Thomas M

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

Date: 07/16/2008 03:20 PM

July 16, 2008

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

To Whom It May Concern:

The Georgia Canoeing Association (GCA) is opposed to Alternative 4 as put
forth by Sumter National Forest in their proposal for management of the
upper Chattooga River. The proposal essentially maintains the 32 year old
boating ban. Specifically, it would allow boating on only athird of the upper
Chattooga, on only 6 days, only in the winter, for only 4 groups. Other
sections up and downstream remain totally banned. All other uses are
allowed in unlimited numbers, al year, in al locations. In their boating
prohibition, The Forest Service gives no explanation, disregards fact,
eschews logic and reason, and ignores science and legal precedent.

Alternative 4 is an alternative that allows boating, but essentially keeps a de
facto ban on paddiers. Paddlers are still banned from the upper Y% of the
Chattooga Cliffs section, the Rock Gorge section, and the Nicholson Field
section. Paddlers are also banned from March 2nd thru Oct 31st of each year.
Paddlers are only allowed on the river during Nov 1st - March 1st if theriver
has a predictable mean flow of 450cfs at Burrell's Ford and is declared a
boatable day by Sumter. Basically, the Forest Service threw every restriction
short of atotal ban at paddlers.

Sumter ignores a directive from a superior compliance officer of the DC
Office of The Forest Service that the Chattooga boating ban has "aways
been unjustified." It disregards state law. In North Carolinathereis a state
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statute already in place that prohibits any fishing activity from impeding any
form of navigation. Just as our founding fathers had established since the
birth of our great country, through the most basic of laws, The Public Trust
Doctrine, rivers have always been and legally must always be "open
highways of commerce and travel." The opinion of the NC Attorney Genera
concerning the issue of navigability on the upper reaches of the Chattoogais
that the Chattoogaisin fact "legally navigable" in NC.

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

The anti-boater bias of Sumter isbest exhibited initsfailure to really look at
the activities that impact the WSR corridor the most. The EA doesn't look at
the environmental impacts of non-native fish stocking. It introduces a non-
native speciesto the river and is the major attractor of visitors to the Upper
Chattooga WSR corridor. What would the environmental impact be of a
management alternative the ceased or limited stocking of the river? What
would be the environmental impact of applying season, flow, or zone
restrictions to anglers? The alternatives evaluated in the EA are supposed to
represent afull range of management alternatives; in this case Sumter clearly
failed to do so.

We prefer an adaptive management process that uses indirect measures prior
to implementation of direct measures. This approach isin line with the
Forest Chief's appeal decision that stated that " Agency policy for

wilder ness echoes law and policy relative to maximizing visitor freedom,
directing that " direct controlsand restrictions' be minimized, and that
controlsareto be applied only as necessary to protect the wilderness
resour ce after indirect measures have failed (FSM 2323.12).

The GCA supports an immediate and total lifting of all bans and restrictions





on paddling on the upper reaches of the Chattooga. We are not asking for
unlimited access for everyone and everything. We are conservationists that
want to the see theriver in anatural and beautiful setting for generations to
come. We believe that the USFS has the right to limit certain usesin order to
maintain and enhance the Outstanding Remarkable Values the led to the
Wild and Scenic designation to begin with, but we believe that those
decisions should be made equitably and be based on high quality scientific
studies. Unfortunately, Sumter has once again chosen to arbitrarily ban and
limit boaters, without placing an equitable burden on higher impact, existing
users.

Sincerely,

Tom Bishop
President
Georgia Canoeing Association






From: David Nelson

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

Date: 07/16/2008 03:22 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

July 16, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is David Nelson, and | am a postdoctoral fellow at the University
of Wisconsin. As a scientist and avid active outdoor enthusiast, | am very
concerned with the appropriate management of our natural resources.

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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted
under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the
Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.

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

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

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

The 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
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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.

Best Regards,

David W. Nelson, Ph.D.

University of Wisconsin

Department of Nutritional Sciences
1415 Linden Dr., Madison, WI 53706
608-890-2105 (lab)

608-262-5860 (fax)






From: Mark McCrocklin

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 07/16/2008 03:26 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212.

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

[INSERT DATE]

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My nameis Mark McCrocklin, | am an avid paddler from Middletown, IN.
White Water Kayaking has greatly enriched my life. It isagreat physical
activity that also relives stress. Kayaking is also awonderful social sport,
bringing people together from all around the country and all walks of life.
This also bringsin valuable tourist money to some of the poorest economies
in the country. The best benefit of kayaking is the environmental awareness
it creates. Kayakers and Paddlers as awhole are among the most
environmentally sensitive groups | know of. We are a growing organization
made up of awide verity of professionals from Business owners to Doctors
who are al influencesin our local communities.

| 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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted
under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the
Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.

« The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for areason to limit
paddling on the Chattooga and has found none. It istime 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.
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. 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 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
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 asimilar manner to your aternative number 8, except on the
entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely,

Mark McCrocklin

Owner





M cCrocklin Ford Inc.

683 N 8th St
Middletown IN 47356

Mark McCrocklin

Sales Manager

McCrocklin Ford & Mobility
Middletown IN 47356
765-354-2261
mark@mccrocklinford.com
www.mccrocklinford.com
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From: Robert Henry

Reply To: rhenry575@yahoo.com

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

Date: 07/16/2008 03:28 PM

U S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad Ri ver Road

Col unbi a, SC 29212.

comment s- sout hern-franci snarion-sunter@s. f ed. us

July 16, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sunter National Forest,

My name is Robert Henry. | aman pollution prevention environnental engineer in Indiana and a whitewater kayaker. |
have revi ewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational managenent of the Chattooga River. | disagree
wi th your analysis and your proposal. Both treat ne 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:

A) The proposed alternative will negatively inpact protections granted under the WI derness Act and WIld and Scenic
Rivers Act on the Chattooga and other rivers nationw de.

B) 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.

C) 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?

D) No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the upper Chattooga diffs reach and on
tributaries — without any justification. This is segregating boaters fromother recreational users.

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

F) 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 linited boating on the remaining reach — while allowing all other w | derness confornng
existing uses in unlinmted nunbers.. This is not equitable and not acceptabl e!

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

H) The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input.

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

J) Paddlers 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)
w |l do so using all available indirect measures 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. Al aspects of the “CQutstandi 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 cooments. Please consider conducting a real user capacity analysis and i mediately

all owi 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,

Si ncerely,

Robert Henry

615 W Busby St.
Lebanon, | N 46052
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From: French, Brian

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

Date: 07/16/2008 03:30 PM

Hello,

My name is Brian French and I live in Missoula, MT. | am writing in regards to the
environmental assessment that is currently underway for the Chattooga River
region. Although | do not regularly visit the southeast region of our great country,
the Chattooga River is one draw that entices me and countless other paddlers in
the western U.S. to visit the Southeast. Banning access to boaters on the
Chattooga River is not only irrational from a recreational/multi-use standpoint; it just
doesn’t make good economic sense. In this “crunch time” of our national economy,
| would think decision making affecting public policy would favor economic stimuli of
any sort and encourage out of state visitors to come to your area for whatever
reason, including paddling.

The Chattooga River is a national gem that you have the ability to sensibly preserve
and make available to whitewater enthusiasts as well as other recreationists. It
makes sense from an equitable standpoint as well as from an economic point of
view. | am planning to contact Montana’s political representation in Washington on
this matter and | hope you will consider reversing your proposal to ban access to
boaters on the Chattooga and its tributaries as stated in “Alternative 4” — if nothing
else, because it is simply the right thing to do.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter,

Brian French
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From: Johnson Rice

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chatooga River and equal access
Date: 07/16/2008 03:31 PM

To whom it may concern;

| am a whitewater boater. | have spent a good bit of time on the Chatooga.
The most sacred outdoor memory | have is being on the Chatooga in a snow
storm.

| never learned to respect and appreciate rivers until | began kayaking and the
Chatooga was one of the places | learned the joy of taking care of our rivers.

| want you to know that kayakers will not be the burden that fishermen have
made them out to be.

They aren't elsewhere and they will not be here.

Boaters deserve equal treatment under the laws and constitution ----- the same
as fishermen or other users.

Email doesn't convey how strongly we feel about this.
We appreciate your help.

Thanks for your consideration.
Respectfully,
Johnson Rice

G. Johnson Rice, jr

General Counsel and Director of Real Estate, Kerr Drug Inc.
President, Carolina Development Holdings, Inc.

3220 Spring Forest Rd.

Raleigh, NC 27616

919-544-3896 x 210

919-572-0290 fax
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From: Phil Lutey

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments on Chatooga River
Date: 07/16/2008 03:39 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212.

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

July 16, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My nameis Phil Lutey. 1’m a 43 year old father of two bright and
adventurous children. | am actively teaching my children to bejoyful
and engaged stewards of our publiclands. Everyday, we cherish the gift
of creation. Enjoying our Wild and Scenic Riversisjust one of our
passions and rights as citizens.

| 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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted
under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the
Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.

. The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for 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?

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

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Phil Lutey

3209 Kenney Drive

Germantown, TN 38139






From: Valerie Blanchette

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Alternative 4 Comment for Upper Chattooga
Date: 07/16/2008 03:39 PM

Dear Forest Service:

Respectfully, Alternative 4 is not a fair, viable, or sounds option. My
Federal Tax dollars are for responsible use of Federal Land. | would never
kayak this section due to its difficulty, but in all honesty, | have seen
hikers and fishermen abuse and misuse Federal land more than kayakers.
I have had fishing line wrapped around my neck on rivers and seen hikers
leave trash everywhere. | have never know 1 single kayaking in my 20
plus years of outdoor recreation abuse Federal land or make a negative
impact on fish, wildlife, or botanical species.

I think you should opt for a more fair alternative, such as allowing all
boating for flows above 250 cfs unlimited. There are really not that many
days the Upper Chattooga is actually runable and there are not that many
kayakers that will boat this run at that difficulty. The kayaking
community has done nothing but open up access to land for others.

| defeinitely protest restriction on kayaking on this land.

Thank you for listening,

Valerie Blanchette

Valerie Blanchette
"If little else, the brain is an educational toy." - Tom Robbins
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From: Rick Norman

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
CcC: 'Rick Norman'

Subject: Chattooga boating restrictions

Date: 07/16/2008 04:03 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212.

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

7-16-08

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

Rick Norman,

| 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 proposed aternative will negatively impact protections granted under
the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and
other rivers nationwide.

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

. TheEA isnot auser capacity analysis and does not reference one. The
AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Whereisit?

. No dlternative 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, aban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited
boating on the remaining reach — while alowing 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,

. TheEA lacks afull range of alternatives.
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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 alternativeis a
flawed 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) allows
paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on areal

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

« 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 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, | would appreciate a response, or
barring a personal response please add my email to the respondent/stakeholder list.
Sincerely

Rick Norman

13 Highwood Court

Azusa, CA. 91702

<ricpatnor @aol .com>






From: Michael Jacob

Reply To: riverotter@limo.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
cc: kevin@americanwhitewater.org

Subject: Chattooga "Alternative4™

Date: 07/16/2008 04:06 PM

Dear Forest Service,

Recently Kevin Colburn of American Whitewater contacted me on the USFS
proposed ban on Chattooga river. I've been involved a number of sports including
whitewater for a number of decades. I've witnessed (with very few exceptions) that
paddlers are the best river and forest stewards of any group I've been associated
with. Those of you that work with paddlers have got to know this too.

We all know the American Whitewater wants to keep the Chattooga open for
paddlers. And justifiably so... it is about the only organization that represents the
widely diverse independent paddlers. These are the paddlers that pick up all their
own trash and then a little bit more. Paddlers that spend their own time and money
to become wilderness first responders and lean swift water rescue just so they will
be able help you and me if we need help in the wild. This is the only sport where a
paddling acquaintance would willingly risk their life to save yours. The neat thing
about paddlers is when they bring new people into the fold, they teach them these
attitudes and skills.

Forest Service, it seems to me that paddlers are the very group of responsible
forest people that we would like other groups to be like. Imposing river bans
directed at paddlers will certainly affect their numbers and enthusiasm to share
positive forest attitudes and skills. Instead of river bans, please consider
supporting paddling groups. | think you will find their eco friendly enthusiasm will
spill over to other user groups. This would be win-win for the USFS for protecting
our natural resources for future generations. This is what we all want.

Sincerely,

Michael Jacob
President, Willamette Kayak & Canoe Club (former)
Corvallis, Oregon
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From: Jill Dahiman

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River comments
Date: 07/16/2008 04:10 PM

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

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

July 16, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

Aloha. My name is Jill Dahlman, a resident of Honolulu, Hawaii, and a
professor with the University of Hawaii system. | am writing you to
express my displeasure with your singling out of boaters in denying them
the privilege of boating the Chattooga River. As a river rafter who
spends summers on the mainland (i.e., continental US) for the specific
purpose of boating and an avid environmentalist, | am quite dismayed
that you are choosing to single out the one group of people who cause
the least amount of damage to the environment and who are perhaps the
best stewards of the environment that | have ever known.

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your
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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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted
under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the
Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.

. All of the alternatives include boating bans on the upper Chattooga
Cliffs reach and on tributaries — without any justification. This is
patently unfair to 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. For example, where is the noise consideration on powered motor
vehicles? Has anyone ever ridden along with a boating group to even
see how minimally any boating group impacts the environment?
Without actually witnessing any transgressions, how can you assume
(please remember how to spell this word from grade school...) that such
violations exist

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

« 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.

. What you propose will set a horrifying precedent nationwide. This
cannot be allowed simply to pacify the interests of a minute few.





« You have not taken into consideration the potential damage to the
tourism industry not only of this river, but of many communities across
the nation who depend on river rafters to help support their economy

. In Hawaii, no single private owner may ban access to the beach. Nature
Is considered owned by every single person (who shares responsibility
for caring for this resource)--not one special owner who has opted to
pay a premium for a piece of land. This attitude should be applied
nationwide. No one person should be allowed to own Mother Nature, i.
e., the river or access to it.

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,

Jill Dahlman

ABD/Ph.D. Candidate-University of Hawaii at Manoa
Professor-UH-system (WCC, HCC, UH-M) and Chaminade University
1652 Pa'ula Drive

Honolulu, HI 96816

Mother Nature bats last...
--anon.

Voice or no voice, the people can always be brought to the bidding of the
leaders. That is easy. All you have to do is to tell them they are being attacked,
and denounce the pacifists for lack of patriotism and exposing the country to
danger. It works the same in any country. -- Herman Goering






From: Edward Kirkwood

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

Date: 07/16/2008 04:11 PM

Attachments: Kirkwood-Chattooga.doc

To whom it may concern:

I am writing to express my displeasure of the USFS decision to ban
boating on the Chattooga River. | have attached a letter listing the
reasons why | consider this decision flawed and unacceptable.

Respectfully,

Allen Kirkwood
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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


7/16/2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



My name is Edward Kirkwood and I live in Versailles, KY.  I am an avid whitewater kayaker.  I have boated many of the rivers in the southeast United States.  I am concerned about your decisions regarding the Chattooga River. 


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



· The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling on the Chattooga and has found none.  If your decision to ban boating on the Chattooga River was outlined and detailed, then your decision may have some merit.  However, your proposal does not address this.


· The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on the remaining reach – while allowing all other wilderness conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers..  This is not equitable and not acceptable!  Paddlers are very respectful of the environment, as much or more than most groups that do have access to the Chattooga.  We are only asking to have the same privileges as all of the other users of the Chattooga.


· 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 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



Edward Kirkwood


404 Heddington Court



Versailles, KY 40383





From: pat

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River paddling ban
Date: 07/16/2008 04:14 PM

Dear Officials

| have recently read that you are, in essence, planning on banning kayaking/
canoeing from most of the Chattooga River. This is ridiculous. Paddlers usually
make the least impact on a river environment, compared with fishermen and others.
Most of the people | paddle with are mature — I am in my 60’s — professionals who
enjoy the outdoors. To ban us and allow others to use it is a travesty. | certainly
plan on writing the people in congress who have some say these matters.

Please reconsider this.

Thank you,

Pat Yankaus

PO Box 1647

Fairfield, IA 52556

641 472-3704

pat@si errarecruiting.com
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From: Mark Scantlebury

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

Date: 07/16/2008 04:15 PM

July 16, 2008

Dear Sumter National Forest,

As president of the Lower Columbia Canoe Club in Portland, Oregon (www.|-ccc.
org), | represent over 200 paddling families who take trips al over the United

States to paddle whitewater rivers. Born and raised in Virginia, I've paddled
extensively in the SE U.S.

| have carefully reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the
recreational management of the Chattooga River. Unfortunately, | strongly
disagree with your analysis and your proposal. Both treat paddlers like me and my
community of river enthusiasts unfairly and ignore my interests. Please consider
the following concerns | have regarding this issue:

. The proposed alternative negatively impacts protections granted under the
Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and
other rivers nationwide.

« The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for areason to limit paddling
on the Chattooga and has found none. I've read article after article about
this and can only said it's time to open the river to boating.

. TheEA isnot auser capacity analysis and does not reference one. The
American Whitewater appeal decision required a user capacity analysis.
Whereisit?

. None of the alternatives is acceptable because they all include boating bans
on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries — without any
justification.

. The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits and lacks afull
range of alternatives. Currently, they're just different flavors of the same
thing and unfair to the boating community.

« The USFS has hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input. This
Issimply awaste of taxpayer money.

. Paddlers prefer an aternative that's closest to Alternative 8, but 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
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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 theriver.

| 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 it should be on the entire
Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries. Paddling is alow impact sport. What's
more, paddlers are some of the best conservation forces you can put on ariver.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

Mark Scantlebury

President, Lower Columbia Canoe Club
1710 SW Westwood Ct.

Portland, OR 97239

503-246-2918






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

Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/16/2008 04:19 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212.

7/16/08

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am a concerned citizen, alover of nature and a user of your
fine 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:

. The proposed aternative will negatively impact protections
granted under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act on the Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.

. The EA isnot auser capacity analysis and does not
reference one. The AW appeal decision required a user
capacity analysis. Whereisit?



mailto:gregshade@yahoo.com

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



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

. The EA and preferred aternative 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, 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.. Thisis not equitable and not
acceptabl el

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

. The EA lacksafull range of alternatives

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their
Input

. The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred
aternative 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 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 the
river.





. 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 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 its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely

Greg Shade

1873 Woodfill Way

L ouisville, KYY 40205






From: Clark, Erik P [FIN]

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

Date: 07/16/2008 04:19 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

7/16/2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Erik Clark. I am an avid outdoor recreationalist. | enjoy
mountain biking, fishing, kayaking, camping, and many other outdoor
activities.

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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted
under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the
Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.

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

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

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

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

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

. The 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 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

Erik Clark

12557 E. Villanova Dr
Aurora CO 80014






From: Skip Brown

To: Comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Alt #4
Date: 07/16/2008 04:31 PM

To The U.S. Forest Service:

| am an outdoorsman. | have hunted, fished, hiked and camped for
most of my 58 years. | was raised in Northeast Georgiaand have lived in
Cornelia, Georgiafor the past 31 years. | enjoy fly fishing for trout and just
walking in the woods and enjoying the natural world. | have long believed
that solitude itself is a natural resource. For these reasons, | have a vested
interest in the allowed uses of the Chattooga River.

| am aware that you have been studying ways to resolve conflicts
between fishermen (and other users) and boaters. | have reviewed the various
alternatives that you have considered. | believe that you have done a good
job studying thisissue. | also believe that Alternative #4 is the best
compromise.

| would like to make the following suggestions for your
consideration:

1. Consider allowing boatersto register viathe internet and to print
out their permit. The program could be designed to stop issuing
permits once the maximum number have been issued. Boaters would
then know (before leaving home) whether or not they will be allowed
on theriver for that day. Saves time, gas and frustration.

2. Hireafull time dedicated Ranger for the Scenic Chattooga River
to see that everyone obeysthe rules.

3. Setfinesfor violation of any rules at levelsthat will be an effective
deterrent. A $50 fineis probably just an “admission fee” for a boater.

| appreciate the work that you do, and | am confident that you will
resolve these conflicts in away that will preserve the right to enjoy
solitude asone of our last great natural resources.

Thanks,
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<*}}i><

Julian T. Brown, llI

CPA

Irby, Brown and Tench, LLC.
sbrown@ibtcpa.com

Phone: 706-778-2154 Ext: 105
Fax: 706-778-7535

*x*xAxx*Confidentiality Notice:

This message is intended exclusively for the individual or entity to which it is addressed. This
communication may contain information that is proprietary or confidential or otherwise legally exempt
from disclosure. If you are not the named addressee, you are not authorized to read, print, retain, copy
or disseminate this message or any part of it. If you have received this message in error, please notify
the sender immediately by e-mail or by phone at 706-778-2154 and delete all copies of the message.

FxHxA***|RS Circular 230 Notice:

To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, we inform you that any US tax advice
contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and
cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (2)
promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter herein addressed.
This communication may not be forwarded (other than within the recipient to which it has been sent)
without our express written consent.
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From: Sharon Stewart

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments - Sharon Stewart

Date: 07/16/2008 04:32 PM

Attachments: Chattooga River Project Comments.pdf

Please find attached my comments to the Chattooga River Project. |
appreciate your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Sharon Stewart
sharonstewartss@msn.com
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Sharon Stewart
3207 Martha Custis Drive
Alexandria, Virginia 22302

July 17, 2008

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road Sent Via E-Mail
Columbia, SC 29212 comments-southern-francismarion-sumter(@fs.fed.us

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am both a trained Environment Resource Manager with a B.S. degree from Virginia
Tech and an avid kayaker. Tam very concerned that the decision on the Chattooga River
appears to single out the paddling community as having a disproportionally negative
effect on the Chattooga River when the data does not prove this assumption.

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

« Penny Wise Pound Foolish - The EA and preferred alternative are neither
equitable nor protective of the river. Both consider boating to be the only
management variable, while other larger more impactful uses are not seriously
considered for limits.

« Proposals Designed Without Regard for the Data - The EA is not a user
capacity analysis and does not reference one.

1. American Whitewater’s appeal decision required a user capacity
analysis, but none has been published.

2. Complete this analysis, and publish it for public discussion. The facts, not
political agendas, will lead to an unbiased decision.

3. The USFS hired qualified consultants yet ignored their input.

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

» No Proposed Alternative is Acceptable - Alternatives include boating bans on
the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries. Without justification for the
ban, there is no reason it should exist.

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







« Look to the Established Standard - The proposed alternative will negatively
impact protections granted under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act on the Chattooga and other rivers nationwide, which is unacceptable.

Paddlers prefer an alternative, similar to Alternative 8, that:

« Fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge,

+ Allows paddling on tributaries,

« Includes encounter standards based on a real user capacity analysis.

o Will equitably limit fotal use only when encounter standards are consistently
exceeded, and

« Will do so using all available indirect measures first.

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

Thank vou for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

L I .ri-r I:i-f- P r} Lf
Sharon Stewart

e Senator Jim Webb. Fax: 703-807-5198
Congressman, James Moran, Fax: 703-922-9436










From: hunterpost@comcast.net

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

Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments

Date: 07/16/2008 04:41 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

07/17/2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am an outdoor enthusiast and kayaker, originally from the east coast and
currently residing in Arizona. | have reviewed the Environmental
Assessment regarding the recreational management of the Chattooga
River and was a little dismayed. It seems that the proposal does not
represent paddler interests. My qualms are as follows:

. The proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted
under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the
Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely
Hunter Post

6970 S. Jaxel Rd.
Hereford, AZ 85615






From: hunterpost@comcast.net

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

Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments

Date: 07/16/2008 04:41 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

07/17/2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am an outdoor enthusiast and kayaker, originally from the east coast and
currently residing in Arizona. | have reviewed the Environmental
Assessment regarding the recreational management of the Chattooga
River and was a little dismayed. It seems that the proposal does not
represent paddler interests. My qualms are as follows:

. The proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted
under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the
Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely
Hunter Post

6970 S. Jaxel Rd.
Hereford, AZ 85615






From: FNutria@aol.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Paddling banned on the Chatooga
Date: 07/16/2008 04:51 PM

Dear Forest Service,

| am surprised to learn that the USFS intends to implement the policy of keeping
kayakers and canoeists off the upper Chatooga and its tributaries except a few
days during the winter. As an outdoors man who fishes, hunts, hikes, camps and
paddles, | can understand limiting the numbers of people in area to prevent
overuse or making some area wilderness so that no engines are used. What |
find offensive is that there is no clear result backed by science in the Service's
policy or clear impact to be avoided. Rather the Forest Service has given in to
pressure from one group of users.

I've read the comments of the those who are against allowing paddling on this
Chatooga. What the narrow group interest has proposed is that the Forest
Service operates a private club dedicated to a single activity. To join a private
and exclusive club is certainly permissible any American, but to demand that the
government pay for such an institution is obscene. The "pure” fisherman
demand that the government keep away other activities because it "disturbs” the
them to even see others doing any other activity. Any set of regulations
designed to protect the terrain, plants or animals, such as keeping channels
open, access to fragile areas, preventing litter, noise limits, etc. would be
reasonable but are not the goal of this one exclusive group. It's not the outdoors
experience that the ban is designed to preserve. It is so that one group of people
does not have to be in the company of those who might be different.

When some fishing members of the public wish not to be part of the public, they
have done the following: they bought sections of land with private lakes and non-
navigable streams. They collected dues, erected fences and kept all of the
people they did not like out. The Forest Service is not obligated to do that for
them. The laws empowering the Forest Service and the laws giving the public
access to streams the public owns in fact do the opposite. Members of the
public who can comply with laws about use (burn bans, engine bans, noise and
litter control regulations) should not be told what ways they are allowed to enjoy
the outdoors. Also, the body of law that allows the public access to navigable
streams is older than the Forest Service and none of the law that allows the
public to put boats on navigable streams have been repealed. Finally, the
desired of a small section of the fishing community to keep boaters off of "their"
river is extremely short-sighted, because laws allowing the public the recreational
use of navigable streams are the laws used by sportsman across the country to
fish in public waters throughout the country. The narrow prejudice of a few
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threatens the lawful activities of the many. The Forest Service should not spend
my tax dollars so wrongly.

Sincerely,
Steven Ford
Benbrook TX

Get the scoop on last night's hottest shows and the live music scene in your area -
Check out TourTracker.com!




http://www.tourtracker.com?ncid=aolmus00050000000112/




From: Clare Tattersall

Sent By: theactiongirl@gmail.com

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

Date: 07/16/2008 05:04 PM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am an avid whitewater paddler living in NY and | regularly

travel south to enjoy the Wild and Scenic rivers in your area. My

club regularly leads week-long trips to southern rivers, including the
Chattooga, and we consider the Chattooga to be one of the gems. |
work as a volunteer for the Appalachian Mountain Club, one of the
largest outdoor conservation groups in the country, with over 120,000
members.

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:

e Wild and Scenic rivers are to be enjoyed equally by all outdoor
enthusiasts and you have singled out my sport with no regard to fair
treatment nor equity

e 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.

e The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one.
The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Please
reply with its status, or if it even exists, as you have not done so.

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

e 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. This is definitely an inequitable treatment of
our rights.
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e 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
e The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

e 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

e The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

e 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.

e 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.

e 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 and immediate 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,

Clare Tattersall






From: Chris

Reply To: chris@alex.co.nz

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

Date: 07/16/2008 05:04 PM

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am blown away that any study has come up with a negative effect by
boating. We have the LEAST damaging impact on the river and
environment versus, Hiking, Fishing, swimming, or hunting. How can
anyone allow the others to continue and not boating. IF you go forward
closing down the ability to boat | vote we close down the entire Forest.
This is insane!

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 Craigmile |1 Recruitment Specialist
Albany Executive Recruitment Ltd
Ph: 09 414 5411 DDI: 09 914 0755 Mob: 021 271 1376

E: chris@alex.co.nz W: www.aer.net.nz

AR ...placing people first

This e-mail and any attachments are confidential and intended exclusively for the person to whom the e-
mail is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you should not read, copy, distribute, disclose or
otherwise use any part of its contents. Please notify us immediately by returning the e-mail and
destroying the e-mail and any attachments. Albany Executive Recruitment does not accept any liability
for any changes made to this e-mail or attachments after being sent. Albany Executive Recruitment
believes this e-mail and any attachments to be free of any virus or other defect, which may affect your
computer; it is the responsibility of the recipient to ensure that it is virus free. Albany Executive
Recruitment does not accept any responsibility for any loss or damage arising in any way from its use.
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From: Luke Bartlett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Lift the Chattooga Ban
Date: 07/16/2008 05:08 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

July 16, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My nameisLuke Bartlett. | work asthe Outdoor Recreation Coordinator at
Western Kentucky University in Bowling Green, KY. | am writing to request
that the ban on the upper sections of the Chattooga River be lifted
permanently. Thediscrimination against boater swho wish to paddle the
closed sectionsisunfair and arbitrary. Boatersand Fisher people can enjoy
theriver together. Pleasethink of all the user groups before making
decisionsthat discriminate against all user groups. Thank you and have a
good day.

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

Luke Bartlett

Western Kentucky Univer sity

1906 College Heights Blvd

Bowling Green, KY

42101

Keep your kids safer online with Windows Live Family Safety. Help protect your
kids.
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From: DJM

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

Date: 07/16/2008 05:11 PM

Dear sirs:

As an over thirty year whitewater paddler and hiker | and all of the
paddling community am opposed to the "Alternative 4" that would
institute new bans on Chattooga tributaries for no reason, continue the
ban on 2/3 of the Upper Chattooga, and allow 0-6 days of boating each
year on the remaining 1/3 of the river during high water, in the middle of
winter, based on USFS approval and a permit, for 4 small groups per day.
Yours Truly,

David Mullis

Palmetto Paddlers
Foothill Paddlers
Carolina Canoe Club
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From: Terran Viehe

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

Date: 07/16/2008 05:16 PM

Attachments: Chattooga comments.doc

Please see the attached letter for my comments on this issue.

Terran Viehe
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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


July 16, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



My name is Terran Viehe and I’ve been involved in outdoor activities my whole life. I’ve enjoyed everything from fishing to kayaking and I have been a part of several clean up programs to keep areas like this clean for everyone to enjoy. I was always taught to leave the woods cleaner than I found it. I believe in enjoying our wild life while at the same time protecting it.



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:



Proposed Alternative 4 treats my community and I unfairly with no reasonable justification. There are a couple issues that would limit boating even if it were legal in this area. First the Upper Chattooga is a challenging section to paddle and would limit boating to the limited amount of boaters that are qualified. Two it will require a lot of heavy rain to run and will rarely have opportunity to be boated. Also, the idea of predicting run able days is highly flawed and merely an attempt to further the ban without allowing boating.



 I have yet to see any reason for boaters to be treated any differently than any other user group. To continue to have this section banded is morally and legally wrong. We will continue to fight this as long as it takes so please lets stop wasting everyone's time and money and treat everyone equally and fairly! =)



 If you need more reasons why this is wrong see below…


· The proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.



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



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



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



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



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



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



· The EA lacks a full range of alternatives



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



· The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input



· The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed measure that should be eliminated from any considerations. There is no way a paddler can 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



Terran Viehe
1465 Twin Branches Circle
Marietta, Ga 30067
404.642.5122





From: Kyle McCutchen

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/16/2008 05:21 PM

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

Columbia, SC 29212.

7/15/08
Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am a coauthor of the guidebook Whitewater of the Southern Rockies, a
guide to rivers in Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah, and Wyoming. |
have been paddling since | was 11 years old, and have seen the positive
affects of good river management that allows use by many, and bad
management that unfairly denies access to select river users.

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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted
under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the
Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.

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

. The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one.
The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Where is
it?
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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 offers no basis for the boating bans and limits

. 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.

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
Kyle McCutchen

kyle.mccutchen@gmail.com

3104 Elizabeth St.,

Denver, CO 80205



mailto:kyle.mccutchen@gmail.com




From: Greenfield Home Services

Reply To: Greenfield Home Services

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

Date: 07/16/2008 05:24 PM

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

July 16, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Chris Wiltison from Oakland. Maryland. | am new to whitewater
boating and have come to love the sport. It is disheartening to learn of the
proposed management regul ations.

| 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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under
the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and
other rivers nationwide.

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

. TheEA isnot auser capacity analysis and does not reference one. The
AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Whereisit?

. No dlternative 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 aternative includes atotal ban on 2/3 of the upper
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river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited
boating on the remaining reach — while alowing all other wilderness
conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers.. Thisis not equitable and
not acceptabl el

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

. The EA lacksafull range of aternatives

. The EA isno 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. Thereis
no way a paddler can know this number and will be an administrative
burden for the agency.

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

« 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 its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely

Chris Wiltison

Owner

Greenfield Home Services
282 Greenfield Lane
Swanton, Maryland 21561
301-616-2037
ghs@wildblue.net
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From: Mike Smith

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/16/2008 05:38 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212.

July 16, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Forest Service,

| have whitewater kayaked in the Southeast for almost 20 years. | have
enjoyed the Chattooga and many of it’s tributaries over the years.
Whitewater kayakers are legitimate and responsible national forest users and
we want equal access as hikers, fishermen, and others. | 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.

. The EA isnot auser capacity analysis and does not reference one.
The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Whereis
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 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!
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The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits

The EA lacks afull range of alternatives

The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at |east 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 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
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 asimilar manner to your alternative number 8, except on the
entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Michael H. Smith
162 Seay Road
Fayetteville, GA 30204






- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

From: Holly Krake

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Proposals 7.15.08
Date: 07/16/2008 05:40 PM

Dear Sir/Madam:

| am writing you today regarding the recent proposals to eliminate
paddling on many sections of the Chattooga River. As the Advisor for
the Southern lllinois University Canoe & Kayak Club (http://www.siuc.
edu/—~teamsick/), I am very concerned with any restrictions regarding
the open and equitable use of land and protected waterways.
Although we are a group of lllinois paddlers, we often take trips to
the southeastern rivers including the Chattooga as an unmatched
experience in wilderness runs and great paddling. Any restrictions on
the Chattooga are not just local in scope. Like our club, groups from
all over the US come to enjoy the Chattooga and enjoy the same
equitable access given other groups for other uses such as fishing.
From a purely economic standpoint, limiting the use of the river for
both the local and national paddling audience could have significant
impact in terms of lodging, meals, fuel, etc purchased in the local
area.

But on a larger scale, the river itself and the USFS land surrounding it
are a feature unique to our particular brand of democracy and equity.
We are for the people. We are by the people. We are fishers. We are
boaters. We are loggers. And we are weekend tourists. But no matter
who we are, the Forest Service land of this nation is, as the
Nantahala Nation Forest says “a land of many uses”. Is not the love
of whitewater one of those uses?

In a positive liberty sense, allowing equitable access to the Chattooga
Is simply allowing this incredible natural resource to fulfill its full
potential. It is, more simply put, freedom to not freedom from.
Moreover, such a proposal on the inequitable division of access
seems in clear opposition to the spirit and intent of Wilderness
standards and the Wilderness Act that is so clearly engineered as a
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positive liberty in keeping with the true intent of our national lands.
Please do not descend into the easy escape of arbitrary decisions and
special interests. And although such a route might appear to be a
path of least resistance, is does not in the words of “Gifford Pinchot,
the first Chief of the Forest Service, summed up the mission of the
Forest Service— ‘to provide the greatest amount of good for the
greatest amount of people in the long run.” (http://www.fs.fed.us/

aboutus/)... even from those people in lllinois.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.

Holly Krake
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From: Dan Evans

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject:
Date: 07/16/2008 05:48 PM

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

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

July 16, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My nameis Daniel Evans. | currently residein central Colorado and actively
participate in whitewater recreation specifically asa whitewater kayaker. In
thefuturel anticipatetraveling to the southeast to kayak and would enjoy
unrestricted accessto my riversthat are managed by you, the USFS. |

under stand that you ar e proposing a continuation of the kayaking restriction
to the headwater s of the Chattooga River. This policy is unacceptable and
will set a bed precedent acrossthe country. Please stop excluding a single
form of recreation from my 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 areason to limit paddling on
the Chattooga and has found none. It istime 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 atotal ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a
ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on the
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remaining reach — while allowing all other wilderness conforming existing uses
in unlimited numbers.. Thisis not equitable and not acceptable!

The EA isno better or different than the last one, is at least ayear 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 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.

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.

Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely
Daniel Evans

1540 H Street
Salida, CO 81201






From: Kevin Smith

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Input
Date: 07/16/2008 05:50 PM

Dear to whom it may concern,

Please allow for use on all of the Chattooga River by non-motorized
watercraft in river management plan. Kayaks and Rafts are considered
primitive forms of transportation and therefore should be allowed on the
river in wilderness areas. Please be consistent with other wilderness areas
nationwide and allow for this use of public lands.

Sincerely,
Kevin Smith
Mammoth Lakes, CA
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From: Greg Gotham

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

Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments

Date: 07/16/2008 06:42 PM

07/ 15/ 08

Dear Sunter National Forest,

My name is Geg Gotham | am a whitewater kayaker and outdoor enthusiast and enjoy paddling rivers all across the
United States.

| have reviewed the Environmental Assessnent regarding the recreational nanagenment 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. Please consider the follow ng concerns | have regarding this issue:

* The proposed alternative will negatively inpact protections granted under the W1 derness Act and WIld and
Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and other rivers nationw de.

* 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 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 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 w | derness conformng
existing uses in unlimted 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 neasure that should be
elimnated fromany considerations. There is no way a paddl er can know this nunber and will be an admi nistrative 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 G'i mshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on a real user
capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limt total use only when encounter standards are consistently exceeded, and 5)
will do so using all available indirect nmeasures first.

* The public should have the right to float on public WIld and Scenic Rivers regardl ess of who owns the |and
along the river.
* Al'l aspects of the “Qutstandi ng Remarkabl 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 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 simlar manner to your alternative nunber 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Si ncerely
Greg Got ham
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From: Charles Burch

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Wild and Scenic Upper Chattooga River
Date: 07/16/2008 06:45 PM

To ban paddling on the Upper Chattooga River will disenfranchise a
large collective of people whose interests will dictate that they care for
and protect the environment surrounding the Upper Chattooga if
allowed to use it. These are taxpaying citizens seeking to explore
wilderness, not damage it. | can understand putting limitations on
use, but a ban, real or perceived, is completely unfair. Please
consider allowing more access to private kayakers and canoists to
explore this beautiful area. | would one day like to see it from the
river's perspective.

Thank you,

Charles Burch

Manager

Big Frog Expeditions

Ocoee River, TN
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From: Campbell James

Reply To: jrc_campbell@yahoo.com

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

Subject: Feedback on boating for upper Chatooga River
Date: 07/16/2008 06:45 PM

Dear Forest Service:

| amwiting to express nmy opinion as a Georgia resident and US citizen on the currently proposed boating alternatives
that are under consideration for the Upper Chattooga river. | amvery nuch against your Alternative 4, that opens us
this pristine part of the river for new boating activities.

I currently hike in that area, and feel that this will be a huge problem and ruin nmany beautiful trails and streans,
and even be a threat to the river itself. This Alternative 4, is as bad as President Bush's idea of a few years ago of
selling the US forest land to private citizens. Once we lose this part of the river, | feel it will be spoiled
forever.

I'n addition, whitewater enthusiasts and “creek boaters” who are pushing hard for the new access already have mles and
m | es of challenging white water nearby on the 36 mles of the |ower Chattooga, on Overflow and Hol conb Creeks, and on
the West Fork, where boating is already legal and permtted. Wy do they need to be allowed into the areas that have

been nmintained and pristine for decades? |In addition, | amtold parking lots would be built for the boaters, which
woul d al so add eyesore, litter, nud runoff, and other negative factors to this beautiful area.
Your Alternative 4 ignores hikers |like myself, canpers, nature |lovers and other outdoor enthusiasts. | feel this is a

horrible option, so let ne be clear in ny feedback to the forest service.

I want to neke sure the Forest Service registers that | strongly oppose Alternative 4, which would open the Upper
Chattooga to boating. | amtold there many other reasons others than the ones |isted above, that also indicate this is
a bad idea, and a bad proposal.

| strongly support the no-boating Alternatives 2 or 3. In addition, the Forest Service has to take a stance, to
protect our wonderful Natural resources for generations to come. Please pick up your efforts to preserve the US
natural forests. It seens in the last 5 years or so, the US Forest service has gotten off its original mssion

statenent, which is to protect and preserve our natural resources.

Rest assured | will also |let our GA Senators and GA congressman know ny opinion and strong stance on this issue.
Pl ease register nmy strong stance agai nst your current Alternative 4 proposal for the Upper Chattooga.

Respectfully, James R Canpbell, 4 Dove Wng Lane, O ayton, GA 30525
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From: Darrell A. Terry

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga - Alternative 4
Date: 07/16/2008 07:36 PM

It seems to me that the phrase Wilderness Management is an oxymoron; it really
IS management of people using the Wilderness. Unfortunately, and as you
know, management of people in the Wilderness is necessary to protect the
Wilderness and to regulate conflicts among users. As a paddler | would like to
see viable rivers open to paddling when feasible, yet | am also well aware of the
damage that paddling can do to a river despite the care and concern of many
paddlers. Alternative 4 seems particularly restrictive in the number of days and
time of year potentially open to paddling. | would encourage the Forest Service
to consider reasonable formulas that would increase days open to paddling,
while encouraging the Forest Service to remain vigilant to damage that can be
caused by any user.

Bye,
Darrell A. Terry

The River Club at Belmont Bay
810 Belmont Bay Drive #206
Woodbridge, VA 22191-5463
Home: 703-497-8460

Office: 703-412-1335
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From: Bryan Toth

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

Date: 07/16/2008 07:36 PM

Attachments: betothChattoogaConcerns.doc

Pl ease view the attached letter containing my cormments on the Chattooga River
envi ronnent al assessnent and access alternatives.

Thank you.

Bryan E. Toth

(734) 576-6557

bet ot h@m ch. edu

Uni versity of M chigan Departnent of Nucl ear Engi neering
Ri ckover Fell ow

Kayaki ng Cl ub President

Kayaki ng club neets M Th from 8-10 PM and

Sun 9:30-11: 30 AM at the NCRB pool. Feel free

to come by with a towel and swinmsuit. Check us out at
http://sitemaker. uni ch. edu/ kayak
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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


7/16/2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



My name is Bryan Toth.  I am the president of RSCK, a whitewater paddling club in Ann Arbor, MI.  You can visit our web site at http://sitemaker.umich.edu/kayak for more information on my organization.  I have been whitewater kayaking for almost a decade now, and I am convinced that no other sport can be as environmentally friendly and enjoyable as kayaking.  The sport of kayaking is continually under threat from individuals restricting or otherwise attempting to control and abuse the world’s waterways.  I am a firm believer in the words of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. that “Injustice anywhere is a threat to justice everywhere.”  I am convinced that the proposed usage regulations for the Chattooga River are an injustice.


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



[SELECT a subset of these bullet points or write your own – please personalize]


· The proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.



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



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



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



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



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



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



· 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



Bryan E Toth



1910 Woodbury Dr. APT 5011



Ann Arbor, MI 48104



betoth@umich.edu






From: Ricky McDaniel

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chatooga river
Date: 07/16/2008 08:12 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

July 16th, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My nameis Rick McDaniel. | livein northern California and whitewater
kayaking is my passion.

| 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 proposed aternative will negatively impact protections granted
under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the
Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.

. The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for 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?

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

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Rick McDaniel

21 Easter Ct.

Pacheco, Ca. 94553

<!--[if lsupportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
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From: Don Woodall

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga closing
Date: 07/16/2008 08:22 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

July 16, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am over 50 and a professional and have always tried to be a good
steward of the river while encouraging others to do the same. |
lived in Florida most of those years and | have frequently paddled
the Chattooga over the last 6-7 years and still consider it one of
the most beautiful destinations for paddling. Itis a place of
legend, excitement and raw beauty and kayakers have the rare
opportunity to enjoy its many miles of wonder.

Although I no longer live in the Southeast and do not get there
very often, it is still a rendezvous spot for many of my paddling
buddies. It would be a shame to see access denied to paddlers.

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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted
under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the
Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.

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

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

Don Woodall

30 Via Vasari #27104





Henderson, Nevada
89011

Don Woodall
dwoodall@vinsauvage.com
702 212 5600






From: Kelly J. Randall

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

Subject: Upper Chatooga

Date: 07/16/2008 08:31 PM

Hi....my name is Kelly John Randall....... | am a U.S. resident living in Gainesville
Georgia........ | have reviewed the proposed management plan alternatives and
concur with Alternative 4.......... | fish the river regularly.....particularly during the
winter......... Number4......... while not my perfect world does seem to offer

something for everyone....guess we all need to learn to “share”. | think Alternative
4 will allow us to do so.

Thanks for your efforts........... Kelly J. Randall
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From: BJ Haraughty

Reply To: bjharaught ahoo.com

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

Date: 07/16/2008 08:33 PM

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

July 16th, 2008

Dear Sunter National Forest,

My nane is Brandon Haraughty, | aman avid kayaker. It is disturbing to nme that the Forest Service is planning to
close the Chattooga River to boaters. This is especially disturbing because this river is only runnable a week or nore
of the year or during a big rain event. | live in Arizona and | am an enpl oyee of the governnent also. | understand

the reasons for closing areas off to public access. Sonetines areas just get beat up fromoveruse which is an
excel l ent reason to close an area off and allow it to heal or not close it off frompublic use but alter the area to
mnimze the inpact of public use. | fully understand the reasons for doing so because | have done the work to close
certain areas off frompublic use. The Chattooga River does not seemlike it should be one of those areas. Wy close
a river to boater use which they could only use for a few nonths of the year? Access points should be mninized and
improved upon to limt resource

danage for both fishermen and boaters. Trails should be ninimzed and reinforced but please do not close off access
for the boating comunity.

| have | ooked over the Environnental Assessnent regarding the recreational managenent of the Chattooga River. |

di sagree with your analysis and your proposal. Both treat me and ny community of river enthusiasts unfairly and your
proposal would not neet ny interests. Please consider the follow ng concerns | have regarding this issue:

The proposed alternative will negatively inpact protections granted under the W1l derness Act and WIld and Scenic Rivers
Act on the Chattooga and other rivers nationw de.

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 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 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 all ows
only 0-6 days of limted boating on the remaining reach - while allowing all other wilderness conform ng existing uses
inunlimted 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 EA is no better or different than the last one, is at |east 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 consi derations. There is no way a paddl er can know this nunmber 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 nshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on a real user
capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limt 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 Rivers regardl ess of who owns the |and along the
river.

Al aspects of the “CQutstandi ng Remarkabl e Val ues” of Wld 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 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 number 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Si ncerely,

Brandon Har aughty

4890 Dandy Dude Dr.

Lake Montezuma, AZ 86342

"When the power of |ove overcones the |ove of power the world will know peace." -Jim Hendrix
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From: Christopher Heim

Sent By: c.heim@mac.com

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

Date: 07/16/2008 09:14 PM

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

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

7/16/08
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Christopher Heim, | am a Photographer in Atlanta and a very avid kayaker
who has paddled the Chattooga River many times.

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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under the
Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and other
rivers nationwide.

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

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

. No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the upper
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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

Christopher Heim

950 Marietta St

#4107

Atlanta, ga 30318











From: DirectVent@aol.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga kayak ban
Date: 07/16/2008 09:23 PM

Elected Policymakers involved with the Chattooga River Management Plan-

Please do NOT support any plan that restricts access to the Chattooga River to
the whitewater kayaking community. Please consider it a recreational asset of
equal value to, and on par with all other river-based activities.

Regards-

Michael Roach
216 Hoffman Rd.
Tully, NY 13159

Get the scoop on last night's hottest shows and the live music scene in your area -
Check out TourTracker.com!
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From: Robert Forster

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/16/2008 09:23 PM

U. S. For est Servi ce
Chat t oogaRi ver Proj ect
4931 Broad Ri ver Road
Col unbi a, SC29212

coment s- sout hern-franci smari on-sunter @s. f ed. us
July 16, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sunter National Forest,

I am an avid kayaker that lives in Connecticut and work as a real estate investnment manager in Manhattan. M
son and | have travel ed up and down the East Coast enjoying the beautiful

outdoors including the rivers. Kayaking is

a very special and | ow no inpact neans to enjoy the rivers and their

surroundi ngs. These rivers have fostered

a passion in ny 16 year old son that will lead himto the trials for the U S

Juni or Freestyle Team next Spring.

|

have revi ewed the Environmental Assessnment regarding the recreational
managenent of the Chattooga River.

| disagree with your analysis and your proposal. Both treat me and ny
comunity of river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal would not neet ny
interests. Please consider the follow ng concerns | have regarding this

i ssue:

* The proposed alternative will negatively inpact protections granted under the WI derness Act and WIld and
Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and other rivers nationw de.

* 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 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 allowi ng all other wilderness conform ng
existing uses in unlinmted nunbers.. This is not equitable and not acceptabl e!

* Paddl ers prefer an alternative simlar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga
Ri ver bel ow G'i mshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on a real user
capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limt 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 R vers regardl ess of who owns the |and
along the river.

* Al aspects of the “Qutstanding Remarkabl e Values” of WIld and Scenic Rivers should be protected on the
entire river, not just in some areas.

Pl ease consi der conducting a real

user capacity analysis and inmmedi ately allow ng boating in the sane nunbers,

pl aces, 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,

Si ncerely

Rober t
For st er
97 Carriage Road
W ton, CT06897
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From: dancytron@charter.net

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

Subject: Chattooga River Project

Date: 07/16/2008 09:30 PM

U S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

Via email

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

July 17, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
To whomit may concern:

I ama whitewater paddler fromthe St. Louis area. Unless there is sone sort nedical miracle that ends the aging
process, the odds of me personally acquiring the skills to paddl e the Upper Chattooga are slimto none. However, | am
witing to express ny dissatisfaction with the unfair and arbitrary proposal for the Upper Chattooga.

What your proposed course of action ensures is that the decision on how to nmanage the Upper Chattooga will be nade by
the courts, instead of the Forest Service. |s that really what you want?

| have read all the docunents, including nost of the conments made in the past.

The only possibly valid consideration raised are that paddlers will tenporarily cause trout to “go down” (not bite) and
that fishermen do not want to see kayakers. Assuming these are valid considerations, Both can be dealt w th by
inconveni encing all users (kayakers and fishernen), instead of inplenenting an al nost total ban on kayaki ng.

For exanple, it could be done by limting group sizes and establishing time slots for putting on. |f kayakers (who by
nature aren’t early risers) are not allowed to put on before 9 amor after 1 pm fishernen will have an uninterrupted
experience upstreamof the bridges until at |east 12 pm (which is when nost/the best fishing occurs anyway). Then,
they could sinply nove downstream of the access point after 1 pm and have another uninterrupted experience until the
end of the day.

This could be staggered on the various sections. Any real user capacity analysis that |ooked at when fishing actually
occurred and where kayakers would be during different parts of the day woul d have shown this as a viable alternative.

However, the Forest Service has not |ooked at the whole picture, nerely what a small group of vocal fishernmen wanted.
Under the proposed alternative, trout fishermen will suffer virtually no inconvenience and paddlers w |l suffer what
anounts to a continuation of the total ban.

There is al so no basis whatsever for excluding bans on the Chattooga Ciffs reach or the tributaries. There was no
study of the tributaries whatsoever. If this part stands, it will sinply be overturned in the courts as unsupported
by any evidence.

There is also no good reason for the limtation of 450 CFS.

The nost insulting is restricting paddling to the dead of winter, while the prine season when it is actually warm
enough to travel to the area to paddle is totally closed.

Finally, the environnental inpact of Put and Take stocking of non-native trout has not even been considered. This too
constitutes a ground for the courts to overturn the Forest Services decision.

This is a public area, not a private trout park. | can only come to the conclusion that undue political influence is
the basis of this decision. | plan to wite ny Congressman, Senator and the General Accounting Ofice to investigate
this possible misconduct if this proposal stands. Wen this matter goes to court and the people responsible for this
proposal are investigated and questioned under oath by conpetent attorneys, the truth will come out. |If | was involved
with this, I'd consult nmy personal attorney sooner, rather than later.

Hopeful Iy the people responsible for this foolishness will be fired or denoted.

Sincerely yours,

Dani el Cytron
dancytron@harter. net
113 Cole Blvd., Apt. O
St. Charles, MO 63301
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From: Julie Jacques

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Closure of the Chatooga river to kayakers

Date: 07/16/2008 09:34 PM

Dear Sir/ M.

| ama 51 year old neurologist in private practice near Knoxville, TN,
and | amalso an avid whitewater kayaker. | have found that kayakers are
environnental |y conscientious and generally polite to persons they
encounter during their forays into the w lderness, such as fishernmen and
canpers.

Therefore, | see no reason why the Chatooga should be closed to

whi t ewat er kayakers. | have been on the Chatooga nyself, as a rafter
(kayaking there is beyond nmy abilities), and | find it a delightfu
river. | hope you will reconsider the closure of this scenic area to
t hose who have no desire to danage the area or disturb wildlife or
persons encountered there.

Respectful |y,

J. A. Jacques, D. O
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From: willis nessle

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/16/2008 10:20 PM

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

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

July 16, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

My nameis WillisNessle. I'm amechanical engineer currently residing in
southern California, but planning to move to the Southeast relatively soon. I've
been kayaking and canoeing my whole life. | consider it an essential part of my
existence. | loveit so much becauseit it's fun, self-powered, and exhilarating, and
it enables me to explore beautiful forests, mountains, small towns, rural country-
sides, and remote river valeys. Inmy 15 years experience I've paddled dozens of
rivers and creeks across the entire country, with dozens, maybe hundreds of
different paddlers. During thistime I've never once encountered on theriver a
paddler who has littered, created a disturbance, defaced the river bank, damaged
private property, or been anything but respectful of the environment and others
who might be enjoying the river. Therefore | can not understand why unfair
restrictions on paddlers are planned for the Chattooga.

| 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 proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under
the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and
other rivers nationwide.

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

. The EA isnot auser capacity analysis and does not reference one. The
AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Whereisit?

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

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

. The EA offersno basis for the boating bans and limits

. TheEA isno better or different than the last one, is at least ayear 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 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 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.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely
Willis Nessle

8206 Palo Verde
Irvine, CA 92617






From: morgan randell

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

Subject: Concerning Chatooga River

Date: 07/16/2008 10:21 PM

Agreeing with Pat Glazier and American Whitewater :)

Dear Sirs,

| was surprised that the environmental assessment focused on protecting fishing
hobbyists rather than the forest. When | kayak | try to do no harm to the plants, the
riverbanks or anyone else. Sometimes | pick up trash. Sometimes | pass by a
fisherman on rivers like the Lumber, Roanoke, Cheoah, Haw, Nantahala or any
other river. | might say “fine day to be out here” and they will say “sure is”. Conflict-
Nonexistent! That environmental assessment was a view into how ridiculous
decisions are rationalized ridiculously.

If option #4 is made law | will never boat this particular scenic area. | work a full
time job and can’t imagine myself jumping through hoops to become one of the
lucky few that might qualify for a legal run as described. Too bad, because | pay
my taxes and don’t think | would be a burden to the other citizens or to the wildlife.

Sincerely Against Option #4,
Morgan Randell
Chapel Hill, NC

PS, What about people who want to fish from their kayak? Are they eaten up with
internal conflict or have they realized the meaning of zen?
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From: Greg Hodgins

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga
Date: 07/16/2008 10:21 PM

Save the Chattooga river to paddlers, it is a great place that | have paddled for
many years, traveling 12 hours to get there from Fl.

Greg Hodgins, Kayaker...............
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From: Elizabeth Allan

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Use of Upper Chatooga River
Date: 07/16/2008 10:25 PM

Forest Service,
Thank you for the opportunity for the public to participate in discussion of

zoning/use/restrictions on the Upper Chattooga River. A growing population
means that guidelines and regulations are definitely in order.
| prefer Option #4 as to the use of the river.
thank you
Elizabeth Ansley Allan
404-874-3611
eallan@bellsouth.net
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From: tinroots

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Concerns
Date: 07/16/2008 10:26 PM

U. S. Forest Service
Dear Sunter National Forest,

I aman avid whitewater paddler living in the PA area and | regularly
travel south to enjoy the WIld and Scenic rivers in your area. M
club regularly | eads week-long trips to southern rivers, including the
Chattooga, and we consider the Chattooga to be one of the genms. |
work as a volunteer for the Appal achian Mountain C ub, one of the

| argest outdoor conservation groups in the country, with over 120, 000
nmenbers.

| have reviewed the Environnmental Assessnent regarding the
recreational managenent of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your
anal ysis and your proposal. Both treat ne and nmy community of river
ent husi asts unfairly and your proposal would not neet ny interests.
Pl ease consider the followi ng concerns | have regarding this issue:

. WIld and Scenic rivers are to be enjoyed equally by all outdoor
ent husi asts and you have singled out nmy sport with no regard to fair
treatment nor equity

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

The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Please

reply with its status, or if it even exists, as you have not done so.

. 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 Iimts. This is definitely an inequitable treatnment of

our rights.

. 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 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 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 paddler can know this number and will be an

admini strative burden for the agency.
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. Paddl ers 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 neasures first.

. The public should have the right to float on public WIld and Scenic
Ri vers regardl ess of who owns the land along the river
. Al'l aspects of the "CQutstandi ng Remarkabl 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 and inmedi ate user capacity analysis and i nmedi ately all owi ng
boating in the same nunbers, places, and seasons that you all ow

exi sting users. Paddling should be allowed in a simlar nanner to
your alternative nunmber 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River
and its tributaries.

Thank you,

Bree Branch






From: Rice Family

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

Date: 07/16/2008 10:36 PM

July 16, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am awhitewater kayaker and canoeist from Northern Virginia. | have
supported local communitiesin Virginia, Maryland, West Virginia,
Tennessee, North Carolina,and Geor gia by patronizing small businesses
located near canoeing and kayaking runs. The Chattooga accessif of special
interest to me.

| 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 proposed aternative will negatively impact protections granted under
the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and
other rivers nationwide.

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

. No proposed 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

. 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. Thereis
no way apaddlier 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 areal
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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.

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.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely,

Len Rice

4903 Fox Creek Court

Chantilly, Virginia 20151






From:
To:

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

Subject: Paddling the Chattooga

Date:

07/17/2008 12:15 AM

My name is David Faulkner and | reside in Columbus Ohio. | aminvolved
in hiking and paddling and greatly enjoy tripsto Tennessee to hike the
mountains and paddle the streams and rivers.

| have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with the proposals
sanctioning use of the river for recreational paddling. There are avariety of
reasons | disagree but below are some of the key points; please consider the
following concerns | have regarding this issue:

The proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted
under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the
Chattooga and other rivers nationwide. When you limit boating on
the Chattooga

The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic
Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river, regulating
camping and things done on the land is what needs to be prohibited.
This has worked on other rivers such as the Clarion in Pennsylvania
and can work for the Chattooga.

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

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! Additionally, when the number of
boatersislimited so severely it has the potential not give the local
economies a chance to thrive like they very could if boating was
opened to avastly higher number. More people on the river mean
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more money entering the economic systems around the Chattooga.
. 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.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely,

David Faulkner

584 Rocky Fork Blvd

Gahanna, Ohio 43230





