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From: jikidd


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


Subject: Chattooga River Comments
Date: 07/18/2008 09:53 AM


My comments for the preferred alterntive are as follows:
 
The USFS did a good job in the analysis and considered all points of view
 
The agency must and I repeat must be able to use their authority to set 
management guidelines for National Forest properties. 
 
Zoning is tried and true and it works
 
Their are conflicts on the river with users and some areas of the river are terribly 
over used.  I have seen tremendous deterioration of portions of the river zone in 
the past 20 years. It is real and will get worse. 
 
Keeping boating out of the rock gorge and the delayed harvest is excellent 
zoning and will provide for good solitude and a good backcountry experience. 
 
The boaters have available to their use 99 % of all other streams.  
 
There is major conflict between boaters and fishermen on the Chattooga. It is 
impossible to have solitude on the areas that are now open to boating.
 
 
My preferred alternative would be alternative 3, but I can tolerate the preferred 
alternative. It is fair and reasonable to all parties.  It is very obvious that all 
recreational activities are not compatible.  The zoning of the river ensures that all 
parties have use of the river, but can be seperated. It is reasonable and works.  I 
believe that alaternative 4 will provide good protection for the upper chattooga 
values of solitude and remoteness for all parties and future generations. 
 
One suggestion is this - the fines for boating in the areas closed are ridiculous.  
Anybody who wants to boat the upper secion will pay a $50.00 fine. It costs more 
than that to go to a whitewater park. The fines must be increased to a rising 
scale.  I suggest $300 first offense, $700 second offense, and for the third 
offense $1500 and the confication of the boat. This will stop it.  You cannot and 
will not be able to enforce this regulation. It is impossible with the manpower you 
have and the scale of the resource. You dont even have a full time enforcement 
person on site and never will..    You need to get real with this issue.    
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Thanks for allowing me to comment.  I am a boater and a fisherman and have 
managed and used the Chattooga River corridor for over 20 years.  I have 
extensive experience in dealing with the public use of this area and extensive 
knowledge of the resource.  
 
Jim Kidd  - USFS  Retired








From: Robin


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


Subject: NO to Boating in the Upper Chattooga River
Date: 07/20/2008 09:36 PM


I oppose Alternative 4, which would open the Upper Chattooga to 
boating for the following reasons:  


• 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.
 
• The Environmental Assessment 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, nature 
photography.  But the most important reason to me is the experience 
of solitude.
 
• 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.
 
• 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. 
 
• 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.
 
I am for either the no-boating Alternatives #2 or #3.   And I would 
appreciate your consideration for either Alternative.
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Thank you for your time.
 
Robin
 
 
Robin Hitner
270 Winding Ridge Rd.
Rock Spring, GA 30739-2199
c - 678-294-3256
rjhitner@comcast.net
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From: Tripp Burwell


Sent By: tripp.burwell@gmail.com


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


Subject: Chattooga proposal comments
Date: 07/21/2008 11:19 PM
Attachments: Chattooga_Comments.doc 


Please see attached comments on the Chattooga River Project Proposal. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tripp Burwell 
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July 21, 2008



U.S. Forest Service



Chattooga River Project



4931 Broad River Road



Columbia, SC 29212.



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



RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



To Whom It May Concern:


My name is Tripp Burwell and I am a conservation biology major from Raleigh, NC. I have spent the past 4 summers as a raft guide, mostly on the Chattooga River. I have been closely following American Whitewater’s efforts to try to remove the boating ban on the headwaters on the Chattooga. 



I derive much emotional value from knowing that the Chattooga remains a Wild and Scenic river. However, I do not appreciate it when certain activities are singled out for exclusion to this wonderful resource. I have talked to many fishermen in the Highlands, NC area, who have demeaned the effect of boating on the river’s ecology. There is no scientific basis for this claim, in any journal or in the EA (it is also interesting to consider this because in kayaking, unlike fishing, there is no taking from the river). Yet, for some reason this EA has essentially upheld the ban on kayaking that has been in place for nearly the past 40 years.



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



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



    * The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one.  The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis.  I had difficulty such an analysis in the EA.



    * 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 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 reading 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



Tripp Burwell



2115 Reaves Dr.



Raleigh, NC 27608








From: PayPal


To:
Subject: Maintaining your account
Date: 07/20/2008 07:13 AM
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From: Zinsmeister, Philip


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


cc: info@gafw.org


Subject: Chattooga Boating
Date: 07/17/2008 04:40 PM


Dear Sir/Madam:


This comment pertains to the proposal to open the upper Chattooga River to boating activity.  The original agreement to 
permit boating on the Chattooga was specifically designed to prohibit such activity in this zone while still providing 
some 36 miles of space on the River and related tributaries.  This provides a stretch of the River where many other 
activties, like swimming, camping, hunting, and seeking solitude in a natural area, which the boating will impact.  In 
addition, it is more than likely that there will be a detrimental environmental effect from debris removal and 
destruction of sensitive native plant species.


As there is already ample challenging white water available for boating, I am asking that the Forest Service reject 
Alternative 4 which will open the Upper Chattooga to boating.  Please move toward the implimentation of either 
Alternatives 2 or 3 which will serve to maintain this area in its current state.


Yours truly,


Philip P. Zinsmeister
3268 Breton Circle
Atlanta, GA 30319
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From: ian.foley@shell.com


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


Subject: Chattooga Boating Restrictions
Date: 07/17/2008 10:57 AM


To Whom it May Concern, 


I am writing to express my complete disagreement with Alternative 4 and the 
recent analysis that the Forest Service has performed on the Chattooga River.  
The alternative limits one user group, boaters, but allows other user groups 
access.  This is unfair and discriminatory and there is not basis or justification for 
this.  There is no user capacity analysis that demonstrates a negative impact that 
boaters would have.  In essence the government is refusing access to public 
lands to a group of users who have every right to be there.


Kayaking is a popular and low impact way for enthusiasts to enjoy our nations 
most beautiful scenery.  Kayaking is also an olympic sport and is practiced 
worldwide.  Kayaking is a well recognized activity on many of the nations most 
famous and most protected waterways including the colorado river though the 
grand canyon, the middle fork of the salmon river in a large wilderness section of 
Idaho and many others.


In short, kayaking is a respectable sport practiced worldwide and has a history of 
using leave no trace ethics that are compatible with wilderness areas and wild 
and scenic rivers.  To limit kayaking while no limiting other users is unacceptable.


Sincerely,  
Ian Foley 
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From: Bates, Jefferson Mcdonnell


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


Subject: Ban on paddling the Chatooga
Date: 07/20/2008 09:55 PM


This is preposterous. There is no group more committed to water protection than paddlers. Please do away with this 
nonsense immediately.
Best,
Jeff Bates
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From: Mitchell Smiley


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


Subject: Chattooga River Environmental Assesment
Date: 07/19/2008 12:57 PM


I'm writing you in regards to the Forest Service's selection of
Alternative 4 of the Environmental Assessment in the Francis Marion
and Sumter National Forests. I believe that it is a mistake to open
this river only during the winter months and while above flows of 450
cubic feet per second (CFS). I believe that whitewater kayakers and
trout fishermen can coexist side by side and there is little reason to
assume otherwise. Prime kayaking conditions are after heavy rains and
high water flows, prime angling conditions are, conversely, during
lower flows and during dry periods.


The Forest Service's reasoning for treating trout groups
preferentially remains unclear to me. Why are they treated differently
because of their chosen method for enjoying the wilderness of the
Chattooga? Kayakers and trout fishermen share many of the same
concerns over river access and yet Trout fishermen, in all of the
Alternatives proposed by the Forest Service, seem to be given a
preferential position over kayakers. Alternative 4 would prohibit
kayaking during "levels considered optimal for fishing" and yet there
is no mention of those levels which may be optimal for kayakers.  In
none of the alternatives is there a mention of what would be optimal
for kayakers and I feel that this unjustly relegates kayaking to a
lesser status than that of trout fishermen.


Selecting Article 4 is almost a de facto ban on kayaking because of
the restrictive nature of the policies that would be applied to
kayakers who want to paddle even during permitted times of the year
under permitted flow levels. Even then Kayakers are restricted in
their group size and must register with the forest service in advance
to receive a permit. This is unacceptable. Trout Fishermen need only
have the required permits, which can be acquired months in advance of
trout season, and kayakers would be forced to register with the forest
service for some reason. While in the Nantahala permits are also
required but flow restrictions are not imposed.


I wish to be on record as being opposed to Alternative 4. I feel that
Alternatives 8,9 and 10 are more equitable Alternatives and should be
implemented instead of Alternative 4. I am disappointed that the
Forest Service is unable to work with American Whitewater and
America's paddlers on this issue and that the Forest Service has
somehow determined that kayakers are somehow a threat to the wild and
scenic nature of the Chattooga river watershed. This is unnecessary
and outrageous. Kayakers are stewards of the environment who respect
the outdoors and the water they paddle, unfortunately the forest
service disagrees for reasons that are beyond me.


Sincerely,


Mitchell Smiley
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From: Steve Kean


Reply To: steve@telluride.com


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


Subject: chattooga river project comments
Date: 07/18/2008 11:10 AM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
July 18, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,
My name is Steve Kean. I live in Telluride Colorado. My home is 25 feet off 
the banks of the San Miguel River. I would hate to see any kind of boating 
restriction on the San Miguel. I enjoy seeing recreationalists using the 
resource. This country needs more recreationalists, not less. Please DO NOT 
restrict boater access on the Chattooga in the interests of those few 
individuals who have a different opinion of what a river resource should 
“look” like. They need to get out and recreate on it themselves as well as 
appreciate others who do. Support healthy living in a smart way, don’t 
depress it. 
Thank you for your consideration,
Sincerely
Steve Kean
P.O. Box 3382
Telluride CO 81435
 
SteveKean
Chief Financial Officer


Alpine Lodging & Real Estate
Telluride Reservations Center
Email   steve@telluride.com
Office   970.728.3388 ext 120
www.TELLURIDE.com
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From: Lynn Saussy


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


cc: saxby_chambliss@chambliss.senate.gov; johnny_isakson@isakson.senate.gov; 
info@gafw.org; ga04ima@mail.house.gov


Subject: Oppose boating on Upper Chattooga
Date: 07/17/2008 04:45 PM


Dear USDA Forest Service,
I am writing you personally to let you know I oppose Alternate #4 strongly.  We, as 
people, need to understand, to see,  that protecting our rivers from boating which is 
actually taking care of ourselves and our future generations.  These pristine 
headwaters of the Upper Chattooga are so valuable that by keeping them protected 
and off limits to boating, we are ensuring our health and safety in the long run.
The boaters have plenty of places to go already.
Please please tell them no and to stop acting like demanding children!!
 
I support Alternate #2 and #3 which restrict boating in the Upper Chattooga River.
 
We are the species with the brains and foresight to mother/father the earth.  We have 
the voice and the rivers, the animals and the trees do not.  Stand up for these beings 
with your voice!!!
Thank you!
Sincerely,
Lynn Saussy
404-378-1631
 
I have copied below the comments from the Georgia ForestWatch to further emphasize 
the importance of your actions!  Please read them. 
 
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.
 
• 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.”
 
• 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.
 
• 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 
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in the corridor.
 
• 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.


 
 








From: Steve Kittelberger


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


Subject: Boating on the Chatooga: Comments
Date: 07/17/2008 10:58 AM
Attachments: Chattooga+2008+EA+Comment+Template433[1].doc 


I have attached my comments on the current status of boating regulations on the 
Chatooga.
 
Please include them in the file of comments received on this subject.
 
Thanks,
Steve Kittelberger
Rochester, NY
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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 17, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



I am a whitewater boater and American Whitewater member who uses the Chatooga almost every year, even though I live in Rochester NY.


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 found no reason to limit paddling on the River.  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 present 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,


Steve Kittelberger



160 Penarrow Road,



Rochester, NY, 14618








From: Mark Stover


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


Subject: Chattooga River management plan comments
Date: 07/22/2008 09:47 AM


To Whom It May Concern,
 
My name is Mark Stover and I am a biology teacher from Weaverville, NC.  I also 
am an avid whitewater paddler and I am writing with grave concerns about the 
recently published Environmental Assessment on recreation on the Chattooga.  The 
current alternative offered is simply unacceptable for several reasons.
 


1.  It is little more than a crumb offering, the reality of boating given the 
provisions in the EA still effectively maintain a boating ban. 


2.  Given the absurdly low number of boaters allowed and the 450cfs average 
daily flow trigger, boaters such as myself that travel long distances to boat in 
the Chattooga watershed are further hindered in using this public resource. 


3.  The EA prohibits boating to 6 possible days a year while not limiting in any 
way any other user group.  WHY?  This seems inequitable and unacceptable 
to single out one user group for exclusion from a public forest and Wild and 
Scenic waterway. 


4.  Floating on waterways that are National Wild and Scenic Rivers should not 
be prohibited regardless of who the landowners are along the river. 


5.  Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that:   1) allows full 
access to 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. 


6.  Where’s the user capacity analysis? 
 
At a time when expenses are at an all time high in the government, it sickens me to 
think of the tax payers dollars (my dollars, your dollars, every working person’s 
dollars) that are being wasted here to help maintain a ban that is illegal and 
immoral.  Our Founding Fathers would be shocked at the way the federal 
government is behaving in this situation; alas, we no longer live in the free nation 
our Founding Fathers worked to create, but I digress.
 
There are many levels to argue against this ridiculous ban, but at its base we have 
this:  the river levels required for boating in the upper reaches of the Chattooga 
watershed are going to be such that it certainly will not be safe or good conditions 
for swimming, wading, or fishing.  By its very nature, the river will create the 
situation that will limit or prevent any significant user group conflicts that you may be 
concerned about.  I can say in nearly a decade of whitewater paddling, I have never 
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had a negative encounter with an angler on the river.  It sickens me to think of the 
time wasted here arguing about this, when AW and TU should be teaming together 
like on other rivers in other parts of the country to help protect river resources.  
Given the condition of Stekoa, God only knows we need to be doing that here too, 
but that fight is for another day.  Thank you for considering these comments.
 
Mark Stover
191 Double Brook Dr
Weaverville, NC 28787








From: Max Gates


Reply To: Max Gates


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


Subject:
Date: 07/18/2008 11:41 AM


I want to thank the Forest Service for a comprehensive and well managed and thought out user analysis study of the 
Upper Chattooga. I was the Ranger  on the Andrew Pickens from 1961-1972 and was involved in drawing up the original 
plan and I really appreciate anything that can be done to preserve the solitude of the section between Burrells Ford and 
Hwy. 28.
 
I would hav e preferred Alternative 3 but Alternative 4 is a reasonable compromise assuming that proper enforcement can 
be arranged.
 
Max Gates                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                .                  
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From: L Bechtel


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


Subject: chattoga option 4
Date: 07/22/2008 10:36 AM


from E.Hall T.U. Chapter 696 option 4 sounds like a reasonabvle alternative to 
the others 
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From: Phyllis and Ivar Dolph


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


Subject: Alternative #4 preferred
Date: 07/17/2008 11:01 AM


Esteemed Forest Service Officials: July 16, 2008 
 


I want to thank the Forest Service for designing the preferred 
alternative (#4) with zoning stipulations to minimize conflict 
between anglers and boaters, avoiding the overuse and user 
conflicts that have plagued the lower Chattooga for decades.
>  Zoning is a time tested, fair, and legal land and water 
management practice.
>  Zoning of conflicting activities is good stewardship.


The preferred alternative (#4):  Allows boating from December 1 
through March 1 from County Line Trail Road in NC to Burrell’s Ford 
Bridge on days when the mean daily flow is 450 cfs or more as 
measured by the Burrell’s Ford gauge.


>  Will limit camping and parking, which are needed to protect and 
enhance the biophysical riparian resources for future generations.
>  Will enhance water quality by reducing erosion and 
sedimentation from visitor overuse and abuse.
>  Prohibits the removal of large woody debris to accommodate 
boating.  Large woody debris (LWD) has incredible ecological 
importance in river systems.
>  Provides protection and enhancement of the aesthetic values of 
the upper Chattooga such as remoteness and wildness.
>  Prevents in-stream conflict and interference in the Rock Gorge 
segment, which will protect and actually enhance its backcountry 
values of solitude and remoteness for present and future 
generations as required by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act:
>  Prevents in-stream conflict and interference in the popular 
Delayed Harvest segment, which will preserve economic value.  
DH regulations attract more specialized trout anglers coming from 
hundreds of miles away.
>  Will enhance the quality of experience for all visitors and 
protects riparian resources.
>  Has the proper regard for the rights of others to solitude.
>  Preserves backcountry values intact for future generations.
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>  Is a compromise that is fair to all stakeholders.
 
 Zoning ensures that different and conflicting types of users 
are physically separated  and that as population increases with 
the inevitable problem of over-use, this area will be protected and 
its aesthetic values enhanced.  Human beings will increasingly 
need this as we increasingly live closer together in stifling cities 
everywhere.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to give input on these important 
matters.
 
Phyllis and Ivar Dolph


Ivar and Phyllis Dolph
2320 26th St
Anacortes, WA 98221
360-293-5951
pidolph@verizon.net
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From: Peter Wiechers


Reply To: peterrpm@yahoo.com


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


cc: kevin@americanwhitewater.org


Subject: Closing the Chatooga to Whitewater Paddling
Date: 07/17/2008 05:16 PM


US Forest Service:
 
I am writing to you to voice my opposition to the Forest Service's plan to essentially 
close sections of the Chatooga River to whitewater paddling. 
 
This conflicts with the terms of the Multiple Use Act.  
 
I will also be writing to both Senators Boxer, Feinstein and my Congressman Kevin 
McCarthy voicing my opposition to these Forest Service abuses of the public trust. 
 
Please keep me informed regarding this issue.
 
Peter Wiechers
Box 131
Kernville, Ca. 93238
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From: Bill Rivers


Reply To: billrivers@earthlink.net


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


Subject: Chatooga boating regulations
Date: 07/19/2008 05:59 PM


As an avid white water and wilderness canoeist, I was shocked to hear 
that you are considering regulations allowing fishermen the use of the 
river but banning the paddling community (kayakers and canoeists along 
with rafters and tubers). Apparently fishermen want the river all to 
themselves and are trying to give the paddling community a bad name in 
order to influence you into discriminating against them?
 
While I can't blame fishermen for wanting such a beautiful natural 
resource all to themselves, it's hardly true that the paddling community 
would damage the river. In fact, most paddlers appreciate a pristine 
environment and most would not do anything to damage the environment. 
My understanding of public lands, resources, etc. is that it is for the 
general use of the entire public and that it is your responsibility to make it 
available to as many users as possible. Floating a boat over water is not a 
hazard to the health of the river. I could see restricting commercial 
outfitters to lower the risk of too many boaters on the water and 
restricting campsites, alcoholic beverages and the use of bottles and cans 
along the way to reduce some that would litter, etc. but preventing all 
users except fishermen is not the best course of action. 
 
I believe that boaters and fishermen, along with bird watchers, hikers, 
horseback riders, etc. can all enjoy the river and it's surrounding lands 
without conflicts and in keeping with the preservation of the natural 
ecosystem. 
 
Implementing such measures as are now being proposed could set an 
unreasonable and dangerous precedent for other areas of the nation and 
I believe this course of action is not based on reasonable thinking.
 
Bill
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From: Huff, Roger S


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


Subject: Public Comment for the Forest Service  on Upper Chattooga River Draft 
Environmental - Comments Attached


Date: 07/21/2008 08:52 AM
Attachments: Chattooga - Alternative 4 comments.doc 


Please find my comments to the alternative proposed for the Upper Chattooga 
management alternative named Alternative 4 – preferred alternative. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Roger Huff
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2070 Cherokee Ridge Trail



Kennesaw, GA 30144



July 10, 2008



Chattooga River Project


US Forest Service



Chattooga River Project



4931 Broad River Road



Columbia, SC 29212



Ladies and Gentlemen:


Comments Regarding Proposed Alternative 4 - Preferred Alternative


This public comment is in response to the July 2nd, 2008 proposal for managing recreation use on the Upper Chattooga; the Forestry Service’s preferred alternative 4. 



The proposed alternative 4 proposes an unfair restriction on one user group; boating. The studies performed for user capacity analysis, though hardly sufficient to support this alternative, did not provide scientific inference to conclude with this alternative.  The inference made as shown in the proposed management plan are directly opposite of scientific study. 



The proposed alternative 4 restricts boating to such an extent that it clearly shows a devious construct to a biased administration. The restrictions are constructed as such that boating the Upper Chattooga is almost impossible. 



By studying the flow gauge at the highway 76 bridge few days occurs where the flow is predictable within the range specified by this alternative and also reasonable; being a Saturday or Sunday since 2004. 



Predictable Flow



I am unsure as to how the Forestry Service intends to predict a boatable flow level. There are numerous challenges in this approach. First, how will there be sufficient infrastructure to accurately predict 450 cfs. Certainly, the river rises and falls at varying rates based on the ground table level, amount of rain, and location at which rain falls. 


The Environmental Assessment shows 6 days with an average mean flow of 450 CFS. Verse this against a predictable flow the assumptions for basing use limits is incorrect. 


I recommend letting nature take its course here since history has shown that whitewater enthusiasts get a good indicator as to when the level is and is not worthy of their efforts.


Season: December 1 – March 1



The restriction of a season from December 1st to March 1st is unacceptable and further constrains boating. The justification for applying the season is clearly motioned as a way to prevent boaters from paddling the Upper Chattooga. It is not justified on scientific basis. This restriction is intended to make it difficult for boaters to utilize the resource. It is obvious that the season picked is based on the coldest months of the year as anyone would guess is not a preferred time of year to accommodate boating. 



Zone: County Line Road Trail to Burrells Ford Bridge



The restriction of a zone is unacceptable. There are more than 21 miles of navigable waters; however, only approximately 7 of these miles will allow for boating, a wilderness compliant recreation. No restrictions are applied to other user groups. 



This restriction is not applicable to preserving a wild and scenic resource. Restrictions should be congruent with meeting objectives that lead to limiting impacts on the resource. Here the restriction infers that boating presents impacts conflicting with studies that indicate the opposite. 



Groups per Day



Only if open access presents a need in the future warrants a restriction on the number of groups per day. The groups per day should be expanded and then studied to determine if there is ample need to apply a restriction. Imposing this restriction is probably not cost effective for the Forestry Service. My recommendation is to mandate self registration, count the permits, and determine if regulating group size is needed. Similar restrictions need to be applied to other user groups.



Group Size



The group size is a reasonable restriction; however, it only applies to one user group and should be mandated across all user groups.



Type of Craft



This restriction is as unfair as banning boating altogether. All wilderness compliant user groups should have access unless impact studies on the area indicate a need for restricting specific user groups.



Cordially,


Roger S. Huff







From: David Reid


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


Subject: boater access to upper Chatooga River
Date: 07/18/2008 11:58 AM


I believe boaters should have access to float the upper stretches of the 
Chattooga River.


No need to go into a lot of discussion as I am sure others will.


As a tax payer,  fisherman and boater - it seems fair that if a person 
can wade and fish in the upper chatooga river, a person should be able 
to float the upper chatooga in a muscle powered craft.


David L. Reid
dreid38@cox.net


No virus found in this outgoing message.
Checked by AVG - http://www.avg.com 
Version: 8.0.138 / Virus Database: 270.5.1/1560 - Release Date: 7/18/2008 6:47 AM
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From: Malcolm Jenkins


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


Subject: Chattooga environmental assessment
Date: 07/22/2008 11:23 AM


Thank you for allowing our input in to the management of the  
Chattooga area.  I am a
trout fishing enthusiast. We DO appreciate the stewardship of the  
national forest
by the forest service.
As a fisherman of course alternative number 3 is attractive,  
however.  alternative number 4
is certainly acceptable to me and it looks like it would be fair to  
all. I haven't fished that
particular area a lot but from what I have been told by those that  
have something needs to
be done make the area usable by all and at this time the fishermen  
are having some
difficulty due to all the boat traffic.
Thanks again for asking and for what you do.


Malcolm D. Jenkins
Trout Unlimited member, Kanooka chapter
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From: Huff, Roger S


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


Subject: Public Comment for the Forest Service  on Upper Chattooga River Draft 
Environmental - Comments Attached


Date: 07/21/2008 09:23 AM
Attachments: Chattooga - Alternative 4 comments_no 1.doc 


Please find my comments to the alternative proposed for the Upper Chattooga 
management alternative named Alternative 4 – preferred alternative. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Roger Huff
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Monday, July 21, 2008 



RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



 



Dear Sumter National Forest,



My name is Roger Huff. I live in Kennesaw, GA. I am a software engineer for an aeronautics company in the Atlanta, GA area. My concern for the management of the Upper Chattooga is driven by a desire to preserve a wonderful place in our great country that all can enjoy it for years to come. The Upper Chattooga is a very special place indeed. The Upper Chattooga River needs a conservation plan that preserves its natural wild and scenic beauty yet allows all user groups viable access to this beauty. Reasonable restrictions are expected so long as they are based on scientific study and past experiences that relate to preserving the natural beauty of the Upper 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 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, and lacks a full range of alternatives


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



· The USFS 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. 



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



 Thank you for considering these comments,



 Sincerely



 



Roger S. Huff
2070 Cherokee Ridge Trail
Kennesaw, GA 30144







From: kathy patrick


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


Subject: Alternative 4
Date: 07/19/2008 03:20 PM


I strongly oppose Alternative 4!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 
 
Kathy Patrick
295 Brookfield Nashville Rd.
Enigma, GA 31749
 


With Windows Live for mobile, your contacts travel with you. Connect on the go. 
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From: Mark Jibilian


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


Subject: Chatooga River Project
Date: 07/17/2008 05:34 PM


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


7/17/08


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


Mark Jibilian here, of Phoenix AZ, a river user, a paddler, a U.S. Citizen.


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


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


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


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 
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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


Mark Jibilian
480 621 7648 








From: Michelle Burnett


To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES


Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga River Boating access
Date: 07/17/2008 11:40 AM


 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><> 
Michelle Burnett 
Public Affairs Officer 
Francis Marion & Sumter  
    National Forests (South Carolina) 
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212-3530 
 
Phone: (803) 561-4091 
Fax: (803) 561-4004 
Cell: (803) 920-6167 
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us 
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms 
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/17/2008 11:40 AM ----- 
 
Carol L Forney/R8/USDAFS  
 
 
07/16/2008 09:45 AM 


 
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES 
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>  
 
 
07/15/2008 07:46 PM 


 
To cforney@fs.fed.us 
cc  


Subject Upper Chattooga River 
Boating access 


 
  


 
 
US Forest Service: 
  
I am a native Georgian and a frequent whitewater paddler and hiker.  
For over 30 years, I have hiked, camped and paddled in and around 
the Chattooga National Wild and Scenic Wilderness Area.   
  
I 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 Trail 
Stone Mountain, GA 30083 
  
CC: US Rep. John Lewis, US Senator Saxby Chambliss, US Senator 
Johnny Isakson 
  








From: Mitch Moore


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


Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/21/2008 09:57 AM


Dear Sumter National Forest,
I’m a life-long resident of Georgia, a paddler, a hiker, and an occasional 
fisherman.  I have to let you know that I disagree with your proposal 
regarding the recreational management of the Chattooga River.  The rules 
governing the use of our Wild and Scenic River should be based on facts not 
the bias of any one user group.  I believe that you have all of the facts and I 
ask that you act on real data which will most assuredly result in a proposal 
that is fair to everyone.
It is my understanding that you have analysis performed by uninterested 
third parties.  I ask again that you please base your decision on factual data.
 
Thank you, 
 
Mitch Moore
2525 Norris Rd #53
Columbus, GA 31907
Confidentiality Notice: 
This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential information 
intended solely for the use of the addressee.  If the reader of this 
message is not the intended recipient, any distribution, copying, or use of 
this e-mail or its attachments is prohibited.  If you received this message 
in error, please notify the sender immediately by e-mail and delete this 
message and any copies. Thank you. 
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From: matthewct3@aol.com


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


Subject: Oppose Limiting Pubic Access to Rivers
Date: 07/19/2008 01:25 PM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
 
July 19th, 2008  
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments 
 
Dear Sumter National Forest, 
 
 
 
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational 
management of the Chattooga River.   
I disagree with your analysis and your proposal.    
 
 
Please consider the following concerns I have regarding this issue:
 


●     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 public shoul d 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.   
.
Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely
James B. Matthew
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127-2 Joshuatown Rd  
Lyme CT 06371 
 


The Famous, the Infamous, the Lame - in your browser. Get the TMZ Toolbar Now! 



http://toolbar.aol.com/tmz/download.html?NCID=aolcmp00050000000014






From: Steve Robinson


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


Subject: Chattooga River EA comment
Date: 07/18/2008 12:18 PM
Attachments: Chattooga EA comment 7-18-2008.doc 


Attached please find my comments on the Environmental Assessment for the
Chattooga River Project.  Thank you for taking the public's comments into
serious consideration.


-------------------------------------------------------------------
If there is magic on this planet, it is contained in water. - Loren Eiseley


Stephen T. Robinson
54 Thayer Rd.
Greenfield, MA 01301
Home Phone:  413-774-5385  Work Phone: 413-545-0274
email:  above.lava@mac.com
-------------------------------------------------------------------
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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 18, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



I am a whitewater canoeist, a professional whitewater raft guide, and a member of American Whitewater, as well as other organizations promoting protection of the environment.  I live in Massachusetts, but my friends and I have traveled to the southeast for whitewater recreation several times, including multiple trips on various sections of the Chattooga River.  These trips have generally been done in connection with the University of Massachusetts Outing Club, to provide a high quality river experience and whitewater instruction for the students, with an emphasis on “leave no trace” clean camping ethics and practices.  Trips such as these expose students to the obvious value of the natural environment and promote a lifelong interest in stewardship of fragile wild lands and rivers.


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



· The 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 American Whitewater appeal decision required a user capacity analysis.  The Environmental Assessment is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one.


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



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


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



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


· The EA lacks a full range of alternatives.


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


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


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



· Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 


· 1)  fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge, 


· 2)  allows paddling on tributaries, 


· 3)  includes encounter standards based on a real user capacity analysis, 


· 4)  will equitably limit total use only when encounter standards are consistently exceeded, and 


· 5) will do so using all available indirect measures first.



· The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river.  Appropriate regulations and camping limitations are used on other rivers to protect private land owners along the river corridor, so why not here?


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



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



Thank you for considering these comments,



Sincerely



Stephen T. Robinson


54 Thayer Rd.



Greenfield, MA  01301



above.lava@mac.com







From: gendler801@aol.com


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


Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/17/2008 05:43 PM


July 17, 2008
 
U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest:
I am a 66-year old whitewater kayaker living in Salt Lake City, UT. Many years 
ago I made a trip to paddle the Chattooga River. I am also a member of American 
Whitewater, and American Canoe Association and a board member of the Utah 
Rivers Council. 
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational 
management of the Chattooga River and am puzzled by your analysis and your 
proposal.  I cannot comprehend how you came to the conclusion that paddlers 
should not be allowed on the Chattooga.  I have the following concerns regarding 
this issue:


●     No alternative is acceptable to me because they all include banning boating 
on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries. 


●     I don’t see a justification for such a ban. Boaters are less intrusive on the 
land that fishermen and other allowed uses. 


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


●     We paddlers would prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 but that 
fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes 
Bridge and on the tributaries. Encounter standards should be based on a 
real user capacity analysis that equitably limit total use only when 
encounter standards are consistently exceeded, after first using all available 
indirect measures first.
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Thank you for considering these comments.  Please consider conducting a real 
user capacity analysis and immediately allowing boating in the same numbers, 
places, and seasons that you allow existing users.  
Sincerely
 
Marjorie Gendler
4658 Brookwillow Cove #F
Salt Lake City UT 84117


The Famous, the Infamous, the Lame - in your browser. Get the TMZ Toolbar Now! 
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From: Bryan Mulvihill


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


Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/17/2008 11:46 AM
Attachments: Chattooga River - letter.docx 


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212                                                                                                      
July 17, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,
My name is Bryan Mulvihill and I am a whitewater kayaker.  I currently live in White Plains, NY and I am a high school 
social worker.  But more than that, I am someone who is concerned about the Chattooga River Project and the proposals 
being made.
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of the Chattooga River.  I disagree 
with your analysis and your proposals.  The majority of your alternatives discriminates against boaters and singles us 
out.  All but Alternative # 8 speak of putting limitations on boaters and even that has restrictions of what sections 
can be boated—all without any justifications.
If one group is permitted to use the river, then all groups should be permitted to use the river without restrictions.  
The USFS has spent 13 years searching for a reason to limit paddling on the Chattooga and has found none.  The 
Environmental Assessment and preferred alternative are not equitable because they consider boating to be the only 
management variable, while other larger more impactful activities are not seriously considered for limits.  Alternative 
# 3 speaks of “potential impacts of boating”.  What potential impacts of boating?  How about the potential impact of 
other groups?  Foot traffic, injury to fish, fishing lines, and hooks left in the river.
Alternative # 2 mentions maintaining a “boat-free” recreation experience as a way to preserve the rivers uniqueness.  
How does a boat take away from the uniqueness of the river any more than fishermen in the river or on the shore?  Using 
the logic of Alternative # 2, both take away from the uniqueness of the river.  Yet, boaters are singled out.
There is no reason that a more suitable alternative for boaters cannot be reached.  The Environment Assessment lacks a 
full range of alternatives and offers no basis for the boating bans and limitations.  Boaters should have more months 
available to them and should not be restricted by flow.
Thank you for considering these comments.  Please consider doing 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 # 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries. 
Sincerely,
Bryan Mulvihill
44 North Broadway, Apt. 4 BS, White Plains, NY 10603
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U.S. Forest Service


Chattooga River Project


4931 Broad River Road


Columbia, SC 29212									


July 17, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


My name is Bryan Mulvihill and I am a whitewater kayaker.  I currently live in White Plains, NY and I am a high school social worker.  But more than that, I am someone who is concerned about the Chattooga River Project and the proposals being made.


I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of the Chattooga River.  I disagree with your analysis and your proposals.  The majority of your alternatives discriminates against boaters and singles us out.  All but Alternative # 8 speak of putting limitations on boaters and even that has restrictions of what sections can be boated—all without any justifications.


If one group is permitted to use the river, then all groups should be permitted to use the river without restrictions.  The USFS has spent 13 years searching for a reason to limit paddling on the Chattooga and has found none.  The Environmental Assessment and preferred alternative are not equitable because they consider boating to be the only management variable, while other larger more impactful activities are not seriously considered for limits.  Alternative # 3 speaks of “potential impacts of boating”.  What potential impacts of boating?  How about the potential impact of other groups?  Foot traffic, injury to fish, fishing lines, and hooks left in the river.


Alternative # 2 mentions maintaining a “boat-free” recreation experience as a way to preserve the rivers uniqueness.  How does a boat take away from the uniqueness of the river any more than fishermen in the river or on the shore?  Using the logic of Alternative # 2, both take away from the uniqueness of the river.  Yet, boaters are singled out.


There is no reason that a more suitable alternative for boaters cannot be reached.  The Environment Assessment lacks a full range of alternatives and offers no basis for the boating bans and limitations.  Boaters should have more months available to them and should not be restricted by flow.


Thank you for considering these comments.  Please consider doing 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 # 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries. 


Sincerely,


Bryan Mulvihill


44 North Broadway, Apt. 4 BS, White Plains, NY 10603







From: Claude E. Terry


Reply To: Claude E. Terry


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


Subject: Chattooga Planning Team - Comments
Date: 07/22/2008 11:44 AM


July 22, 2008


Jerome Thomas
Forest Supervisor
Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests
US Forest Service
4931 Broad River Rd.
Columbia, South Carolina  29212
 
Attn: Chattooga Planning Team


Jerome, Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the draft EA for the Upper 
Chattooga River. It appears that reasonable comments and input are sorely 
needed. As a history, I boated the upper river in the early 70's, before the 
arbitrary, capricious, and probably unlawful closure by the Forest Service in 
1976. I obeyed the rule of law, and now, regardless of the eventual access 
decision, at 70+ years I will never be able to boat those magnificent gorges 
again. 


Similarly, thousands of boaters have seen their prime years pass without ever 
being able to legally use the river.


The closure issue, this decision and its casual flaunting of equity and rights has 
been divisive and has produced major questions as to the Forest Service’s 
objectives and ability to handle complex and adversarial issues. As an aside, 
having a Trout Unlimited executive as the Forest Supervisor for an extended 
period did not aid in the issue either.


At the start of this process, several years ago, I had conversations with several 
whitewater clubs people. I assured them that today’s Forest Service would be 
even-handed and give the boaters a fair hearing. It appears I was wrong. To put 
my response in perspective, please note that I have consulted to Federal 
agencies since 1969, served as a expert witness on water related issues, and 
was the Mission Contractor for Region IV, USEPA for Environmental Studies of 
the impact of Federal actions. The projects often involved public presentations. I 
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have done hands-on and design work for geohydrological restorations on the 
Chattooga and other Federal projects. In all of these activities, fair and objective 
consideration of alternatives before acting was essential, and even the 
appearance of bias was to be avoided.


It is counterproductive to address one "use" of the corridor in flowery terms, while 
starkly pairing the other use alternative with "conflict" or "loss" wherever it occurs. 
Yet, the existing rainbow trout fishery is described in your letter and the three 
pages of alternatives as:


●     -"high-quality trout fishing experience"- 
●     -"one of the unique premiere trout fisheries for backcountry anglers 


seeking remoteness and solitude in the southeast"- 
●     Boating? Boating is mentioned with the need to: 
●     "Minimize conflict between boaters and anglers by establishing flow and 


season(al) restrictions for boating" 
●     Maintain a "boatfree recreational experience" 
●     Boating is considered a threat to "uniqueness" and to "unique 


opportunities for enhanced solitude"


There’s more, but the simple fact is the fishery is a trout-farm based, put and 
take fishery based on a species alien to the area, providing recreation to a very 
few people. There are many questions raised in my mind by the verbal "color" 
attached to each use. For instance;


●     Where on the entire Chattooga River are fishermen excluded to provide 
"solitude" and "uniqueness" of experience for boaters? 


●     Where do you note the differing impact of shoes of fishermen, hikers, 
campers, bird watching groups, compared to the passage of a boat? 


●     There are trail problems noted in the alternatives. Are those trails the 
result of boaters’ visits or of fishermen and hikers? 


●     There is frequent use of "uniqueness" to describe a put and take fishery, 
and almost no notice for the incredible white water, and the truly unique 
boating experience. 


The level of skill and perception required to enter and use this wilderness area 
for white water boating are high. There is a reason that boaters have fought to be 
allowed to use this segment of the Chattooga, and it is the truly unique white 
water, not the artificial fishery.


The blatant attempt to make boating more dangerous or impossible by 
prohibiting removal of " large woody debris" apparently came from a Forest 







Service sycophant’s input. The removal ban would be laughably absurd if it were 
not so dangerous and unscrupulous. It would be appropriate to list the name of 
the individual suggesting the protection of woody debris against the loss of life of 
a hapless fisherman, hiker or boater. I think this suggestion is the height of 
absurdity. 


There is a curious inconsistency about a purportedly fair review that touts fishing 
as though it were unique and had no impact, vilifies boating as destroying 
uniqueness and solitude, ignores hiking, birding and other uses with their 
impacts, and wishes to leave trees across the stream to the risk of injury and 
death for boaters, hikers, swimmers, and other users. So much for an objective 
study.


The two different descriptions of the regulatory trigger flow for alternative 4 are 
curiously unknowable and perhaps not even capable of attempts to calculate, 
except retroactively. I can visualize boaters detained by Forest Service 
personnel, standing at some gauge until midnight in the dead of winter, at which 
point the Ranger say "Aha. Got you. See, the average flow was 451 cfs, but the 
mean daily average flow level was only 448.5 cfs." It is interesting that a 
basically incalculable number would have to be calculated before going to the 
river in mid winter, where you park miles away, walk in with your gear, calculate 
the river’s cfs accurately, enter the river, avoid touching the trees blocking the 
channel at some point, cannot legally use the most attractive areas of the river, 
and get out, only to find your calculations were for the "average mean daily flow 
level", not the "mean daily average flow level" and that you are boating 
unlawfully. If this sounds ridiculous, it is. 


To this point, the Forest Service has been a friendly agency to users of the upper 
Chattooga, except boaters. The proposed alternative 4 regulations for boating 
display the same blind bias that has prevailed for 36 years. Surely, after years of 
delay, we could expect a document without the inherent bias shown in the 
current proposal.


Please accept these comments as a suggestion that I don’t think Alternative 4 is 
objective, reasonable, fair, logical, or capable of actually achieving balanced 
management of the Magnificent Upper Gorges of the Chattooga. 


Very truly yours, 
Claude E. Terry
1384 Brookforest Dr.
Atlanta, GA 30324
404-325-8624/home
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From: Jaquet, Chris


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


Subject: Chattooga 2008 EA Comment
Date: 07/21/2008 10:48 AM
Attachments: Chattooga+2008+EA+Comment+Template433[1].doc 


Hello, 
 
please see my comments on the proposed Chattooga River management plan. 
 
I encourage you to contact me with any questions or concerns, or just for follow 
up ! 
 
Thank you for taking the time to collect comments on this issue. 
 
Chris Jaquet 



mailto:CJaquet@tellurideskiresort.com

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



U.S. Forest Service



Chattooga River Project


4931 Broad River Road


Columbia, SC 29212.


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


7.21.08


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



My name is Chris Jaquet, I am a whitewater enthusiast who lives in Telluride, CO.  Though I live in Colorado, I do my best to be a steward of rivers wherever they are.  As an American Whitewater Member I have learned about the situations arising on 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 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 public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river.



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



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



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



· The EA lacks a full range of alternatives



· 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?



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



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



Thank you for considering these comments,



Sincerely



Chris Jaquet


305 Society Drive #B5



Telluride, CO 81435



970-729-1361







From: Joe Pilkington


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


Subject: pre decisional environmental assessment, upper Chattoga River
Date: 07/19/2008 11:19 AM


  
  
  
One day last month I and a few hundred other people floated a section of the 
Nantahala River.  It was exciting but my full attention was focused on the water 
level and rapids, not on the diversity and beauty of Nature experienced everyday 
hiking the upper Chattooga River.   
  
Recent newspaper quotes of paddler's comments regarding the Forest Service's 
preliminary choice of  Preferred Alternative Four confirm my suspicion that 
American Whitewater will continue their legal battle to completely undo the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act.   
  
One of the roles of government is to protect what is left of the wilderness from the 
destructive effects of human activity.  The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, however 
imperfect, is an important part of that function. 
  
Therefore I oppose any changes to the Wild and Scenic River Act that would open 
any of the upper Chattooga River to paddlers.   
  
                                                          Sincerely, 
  
                                                           Joseph Pilkington 
 


With Windows Live for mobile, your contacts travel with you. Connect on the go. 
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From: Gay Kattel


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


Subject: Chattooga  River
Date: 07/18/2008 01:29 PM


Personally, I've very disappointed that the Forest Service is 
going to allow any water craft on the upper Chattooga River.  
The purpose of the ruling to make this river a "wild and Scenic 
River" in 1973 was to keep this special place a haven for nature 
and wildlife.  I know of no other River in Western NC and NE 
Georgia so designated.  I am surprised that you have given in 
to a very small group of people who don't even live in this 
area.  It is just like saying that I have a right to walk on the 
grounds of the White House since I'm an American citizen and 
pay taxes.  My faith in what is right and just has been chiseled 
away again.
Please reconsider. 
        Sincerely yours,
 
        Gay Kattel
        580 Edwards Creek Rd.
        Highlands, NC 28741
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From: Kroser, Steve


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


Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/17/2008 05:43 PM


Dear Sumter National Forest,
Although I don’t live near the Chattooga River, I am an avid whitewater 
paddler who travels often to explore the wonderful waterways of this 
country. The Chattooga is definitely on my “Must Paddle” list.
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 Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act provide 
protections on many rivers nationwide, including the Chattooga, 
which will be negatively impacted by your proposal. 


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


●     The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis but none 
has been conducted. The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does 
not reference one! 


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








From: Nate Ostis


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


Subject: Chatooga River
Date: 07/17/2008 12:07 PM


To Whom It May Concern: 
 
PLEASE, PLEASE, PLEASE consider every and all measures to preserve the 
Chatooga River Corridor. 
It is a national treasure and should be available for many generations to come. 
Thank you. 
 


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


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


Subject: Chattooga boater access
Date: 07/22/2008 12:32 PM


Dear Sirs:  I have been a white water boater for forty years. Ther is no doubt that 
river running is the most benign way to expose members of the public to wild and 
senic rivers in terms of enviromental impacts. Closing boater access to the 
Chattooga makes no sense if the ultimate goal is continued public support for 
USFS attempts at preservation. James Boulger
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From: Kessmann, Dave \(FGWA-VA\)


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


Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/17/2008 06:01 PM


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


7/17/08 


Dear Sumter National Forest, 


My name is Dave Kessmann and I am a kayaker here in Lynchburg, VA.  I
paddle the Chattooga River several times a year.  I do this despite the
7 hour drive because the Chattooga is a whitewater classic.  More
sections of this river need to be opened to boaters.


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


The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit
paddling on the Chattooga and has found none. It is time to open the
river to boating. 
* The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one. The
American Whitewater 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
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)
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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 


Dave Kessmann
Mechanical Engineer
Fleetwood Goldco Wyard Ambec
Office: 434/582-1200 x 380
Fax: 434/582-1284
e-mail: dave.kessmann@fgwa.com


 








From: mvonschn@wisc.edu


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


Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/17/2008 12:37 PM


I live in Wisconsin, where I have the right to travel on most any body of water, so I am 
surprised that the USFS bans paddlers on the Chattooga, while allowing use and access of 
the Chattooga by many other forms of recreation.
Oar and the paddle powered boaters should have the right to float on public Wild and 
Scenic Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river.  This also should apply 
to 
any other low impact use of our natural resources. 


-- 
Michael von Schneidemesser (aka Mike vons)
3555 Tally Ho Lane, Madison,WI 53705-2126, USA
+608 233-3051
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From: riverin34@aol.com


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


cc: awbeta@amwhitewater.org


Subject: Ban on the Chattooga
Date: 07/18/2008 02:06 PM


To Whom it May Concern,  
 
I have been a long-time supporter and member of American Whitewater. 
Not only am I an educator, but I am also a river guide and an avid 
naturalist with an education in Environmental Science. The Ban on the 
Chattooga stupefies all rationalization for the use of the river. AW has 
contacted me in regards to this issue. 
 
The AW mission statement is as follows: 
 
American Whitewater restores rivers dewatered by hydropower 
dams, eliminates water degradation, improves public land 
management and protects public access to rivers for responsible 
recreational use. 
 
Your ban to paddle on the Chattooga bans the very people who care 
MOST about your land, your water, your natural features, and your state's 
beauty. Why would there ever exist a policy to BAN the very people who 
dedicate their time, money, professionalism, and whole hearted efforts to 
maintain and take care of the river and it's ecosystem.  
 
It is my plea, and that of MANY other educated AW supporters, that your 
"ban" be lifted and perhaps in the future, these efforts by AW and its 
supporters to protect a river in your state is recognized with much more 
admiration and appreciation.  
 
Peace, Erin Facciolo


The Famous, the Infamous, the Lame - in your browser. Get the TMZ Toolbar Now! 
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From: Matthew Valentino


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


Subject: Concerns about the Environmental Assessment of the Chattooga River
Date: 07/19/2008 12:52 PM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
16 July 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,
My name is Matthew Valentino.  I currently am a KC-135 pilot in the Air 
Force stationed in New Hampshire. As an outdoor enthusiast and paddler, 
the issue of the Chattooga River has recently caught my attention.
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.  
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●     The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the 
upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of 
limited boating on the remaining reach – while allowing all other 
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 


Overall I worry that a politically-based decision on the Chattooga River 
could negatively affect Wild and Scenic Rivers throughout the country, and 
that is not what the soldiers overseas are fighting to protect. 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
Lt.Matthew Valentino
113 Berwick Rd
Delmar, NY  12054                                                                                 
                          
 








From: Tom Hunt


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


Subject: Comments concerning Boating on NC part of Chattooga
Date: 07/21/2008 11:34 AM
Attachments: Thanks for allowing my comments on the.doc 


Attached are my comments concerning the request to allow kyaking and rafting 
on the upper reaches of the Chattooga.
Tom Hunt
8504 Burnside Dr.
Apex, NC 27539
919 338 8024
cpancxo@bellsouth.net



mailto:cpancxo@bellsouth.net

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



Thanks for allowing my comments on the “Chattooga Boating  Issue”



I have observed in the Franklin Press, Macon Co. NC, the controversy over allowing boaters access to the NC section of the Chattooga River. The article in the July 11, 2008 issue prompted the following remarks.



1. Kevin Colburn, American Whitewater’s National Stewardship director commented that he could not endorse alternative 4 partly because “the USFS is failing to protect the river against “real threats” like day hiking, camping and angling”. These activities have occurred for 50 plus years with minimal adverse affect to the wilderness experience. With greater use, perhaps permits, and designated access points for boaters would limit potential harm.



2. I have gone to the Chatooga to camp and fish since a youth (50 + years), because it was a place of respite for my ancestors, and to seek quite reflection with nature. Boaters rarely seek nature and quite reflection; they seek the challenge/thrill, and usually express it with much noise. I know, because I to enjoy rafting/ kayaking, and have participated with family and friends on the Chattooga, Nantahala and New River in W.Va.



3. The potential for portage trails also concerns me; such trails will create entry paths for silt, which is detrimental to aquatic life, which include spawning trout. The Chattooga is one of the few native trout streams, and near the largest left in NC.  I have seen boating greatly degrade Nantahala, Tucksagee, and the lower Chattooga, due to boaters. In addition to siltation, lost gear and trash, it is very disruptive to be concentrating on a cast and look up to see one or more kayaks coming straight toward you. After floating over your spot, a curt “sorry” is no consolation.



4. I realize population growth, ease of transportation, and commercialism (which seems to have motivated Colburn) has increased demand. If boaters are allowed on the Chattooga, why not consider a fee and permitting system like fishermen comply with. A system like the NC game lands use permit could serve as a guide. Online permitting would only slightly increase administrative time for the state or USFS. The American Whitewater group can argue all they want that they don’t take from the resource, but that argument won’t hold water. If they want to use the resource they should pay, especially if they are from out of state. 



5. Joe Gatins and Terry Seyden mentioned in the Franklin Press article regarding enforcement of limited boater access. A permitting system or alternative 4 should help with that issue.



6. Gatins is absolutely on target, AW wants their foot in the door, and other areas are getting crowded. 



7. I would like to see no boating on the NC portion of the Chattooga, boating will absolutely restrict traditional uses, but if it must be, alternative 4 or a use permit system for boaters, hikers and campers (fishermen already have it) seems the least disruptive compromise. 



8. If boating is allowed, be ready for rescues/ recovery. That section of the Chattooga is wild and remote, and accidents are inevitable. I also think if people get in trouble there they should pay part or all the rescue costs.



Tom Hunt, 8504 Burnside Dr. Apex, NC 27539, and Franklin, NC during the summer.








From: david dill


Reply To: daviddill_2000@yahoo.com


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


Subject: kayaker david dill
Date: 07/22/2008 05:06 PM


I am outraged to hear of a Forest Service proposal to further ban whitewater use of any kind on the Chattoga River and 
its various tributaries. The rivers of the southeast are a national treasure to be enjoyed by those that appreciate 
them the most especially kayakers and all whitewater enthusiasts. Kayakers have little to no impact on the river 
environment and if anything do more to improve these areas than others. I hope you will see the absurdity of "Proposal 
4" and oppose such a ridiculous attempt to deprive paddlers the beautiful and scenic Chatooga River.
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From: Willy Hazlehurst


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


Subject:
Date: 07/18/2008 02:09 PM


Chattooga River Project


4931 Broad River Road


Columbia, SC 29212.


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


7-18-2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


My name is William Hazlehurst. I am an avid wilderness user, both for 
work and play. I have spent much time around the Chattooga river hiking, 
fly fishing, and boating. 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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







except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.


Thank you for considering these comments,


Sincerely


William Hazlehurst


501 Lawton Ave


Savannah, GA 31404
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From: Fishmor@aol.com


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


Subject: Comments on the pre-decisional EA -Upper Chattooga River
Date: 07/22/2008 06:34 PM


 
Forest Service
Sumter National Forest
Chattooga River Project
 
Subject: Comments on pre-decisional EA - Upper 
Chattooga River
 
I would like to start by thanking the FS planners for 
their hard work and professional conduct through this 
very important and complicated process. It is imperative 
that fair, objective, unbiased, and accurate data 
gathering and analysis be consistent throughout. It is my 
feeling that the Forest Service planners have served the 
public well. Thanks !
 
As a backcounty angler, hiker, and nature photographer, 
I would prefer that the existing management plan, 
excluding boating above Hwy 28 bridge, remain in effect.
 
The FS Alternative #4, outlined in the pre-decisional 
EA, is an acceptable management alternative. The 
integrity of the ORV's for the Upper Chattooga will 
remain intact and the various users will enjoy their 
backcountry experience with minimal disturbance.
 
Just a few points that I hope you have, (or will) consider.
1) Handicapped access at Burrells Ford bridge.
2) Consistency of enforcement of new regulations by the 
three National Forests involved.
3) System for accurate and enforceable boater 
registration 
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Thank You for involving all affected and interested users 
of this jewel of the southeast.
 
Art Shick
521 Wintergreen Dr.
West Union, SC 29696
 
Trout Unlimited National Leadership Council Representative
 
fishmor@aol.com
 
 
 


Get fantasy football with free live scoring. Sign up for FanHouse Fantasy Football 
today.
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From: Jerry Woods


Reply To: woodsjc@bellsouth.net


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga River
Date: 07/21/2008 12:22 PM


 
Please use Alternative 8 so all people may equally 
enjoy the Upper Chattooga instead of a special 
group. All taxpayers are footing the bill for 
management of this resource and I believe it is only 
fair to allow any individual to use and access the 
river in its natural state. I do not believe any 
commercial use should ever be allowed and I think 
the FS should enforce conservation but not police 
the river for special groups.
Warmest Regards,
Jerry C Woods
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From: Chris Fee


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


Subject: OUTRAGED by the USFS!!!!! Open the Chattooga!
Date: 07/19/2008 10:32 AM


U.S. Forest Service


Chattooga River Project


4931 Broad River Road


Columbia, SC 29212.


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


 


7\19\2008


 


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


 


Dear Sumter National Forest,


 


My name is Chris Fee from Seattle, Washington. I am a Product Safety 
Specialist for Cascade Designs Inc., 34 years old, life-long kayaker and 
advocate for the protection of our nation’s rivers. I am OUTRAGED at the 
USFS for having no justification for closing the waters of the Chatooga 
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 
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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,


 


Chris Fee


5911 16th Ave. SW.


Seattle, WA. 98106
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From: Benjamin Goode


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


cc: info@americanwhitewater.org


Subject: Chattooga River Access
Date: 07/17/2008 07:16 PM


To Whom It May Concern, 
 
  I am writing to tell you how dismayed I am about the recent 
developments regarding  paddler access on the Chattooga. Paddlers are 
fantastic river stewards, and deserve access as much as any user group.
 
   I personally take pride in picking up trash and packing it out of the river 
every time I paddle. Paddlers, as a group, are also very low impact. 
Having a profound love of the wilderness, and especially beautiful rivers, I 
would love to explore the Chattooga, and leave it in better condition than I 
found it in. Why can't I have that chance? 
 
  Please consider all the threats to our fragile rivers, and put your efforts 
into true protection of these ecosystems. I know I do, as a paddler and a 
citizen.
 
Sincerely, Benjamin Goode 
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From: Bill Herring


Sent By: arcreekfish@gmail.com


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


Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/17/2008 12:47 PM


Dear Sumter National Forest Managers,


I am a whitewater paddler and fisherman living in Arkansas, and I make
frequent trips to the Chattooga R. to paddle and fish.  I have been
concerned about the lack of balance between recreational interests in
the upper Chattooga R. area (so-called sections 00, 0, and 1).  I
believe that the desire of user groups to use public lands should be
balanced against the impact of that use on the environment,
wilderness, and the needs of other user groups.  In the upper
Chattooga R. area, the situation has historically not been one of
balance.  While the impacts of whitewater paddlers in the area would
likely be relatively small (as they are on other rain-dependent
stretches of creeks of similar difficulty), there has been an absolute
ban on whitewater paddling there.  It has been my hope that your
recent analysis and EA would establish a much better balance among all
recreational groups in the area.


But, after having reviewed the EA, I am disappointed.  It seems that
the analysis that was done was insufficient to establish a real
picture of the impacts whitewater boating on the upper Chattooga.  Was
any type of real user capacity analysis performed, of the kind that
are used by wilderness managers to balance recreational activities
around the nation (for example in the recent revision of NPS policy
for the Colorado R. in the Grand Canyon)?  If not, the basis for this
decision does not appear to be based on actual data.  Also, all major
user groups should be considered in any analysis of capacity and
impacts in the watershed, but it appears that whitewater paddlers are
the only users considered and subsequently severely limited by your
proposal.  It is still unclear how much use by different recreation
user groups actually occurs or would occur if there were no
restrictions at all, or if the impacts of such unrestricted use would
be unacceptable.  The  wilderness qualities of our Wild and Scenic
Rivers such as Chattooga should be protected by wilderness managers,
but steps to limit access of very recreationists who enjoy the
protected wilderness should be based on unbiased and careful analysis
and real data.  I do not see that this is evident in your
Environmental Assessment, and I oppose the current proposal.  I would
support a plan based upon an actual study of recreational user groups
likely usage and impacts, and one that is balanced and unbiased
between those groups.


Thank you for your consideration.


Sincerely,
Bill Herring
704 N. Skyline Dr.
Fayetteville, AR 72701
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From: mark stuber


Reply To: riverrat@happyhippie.com


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


Subject: Chattoga River Project Comments
Date: 07/15/2008 04:53 PM


U.S. Forest Service


Chattooga River Project


4931 Broad River Road


Columbia, SC 29212.


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


 


7/15/2008


 


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


 


Dear Sumter National Forest,


 


I learned How to kayak on the Chattooga River and the surrounding area. During that time we always wondered why the 
upper reaches of the river had been deemed illegal. I have lived near and enjoyed many rivers throughout the country 
but the Chattooga has always been a run I come back for. I hope in the near future there will be new sections for me to 
paddle.
          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:
In the last thirteen years the USFS has done everything in its power to limit the number of boaters on the Chattooga, 
there is no reason for this. Open up 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


Mark Stuber


_____________________________________________________________
Get your FREE email account at www.happyhippie.com
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From: Erwin Brady


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


Subject: Hiking in upper Chatooga.
Date: 07/17/2008 07:56 PM


True, it has been several years since I've been to the Chatooga 
area because of what has been a shortage of personal funds for 
travel. I hope that is changing now so I can do things soon like 
day hike in the Chatooga. I have beautiful memories of hiking in 
the Chatooga in general. 
 
But, if preserving the upper Chatooga area means putting 
restrictions on its use, I can understand and live with that. 
 
I hope the final decision soon by the Forest Service will protect 
this area and still allow public use as much as possible.    



mailto:canadagoose@bellsouth.net

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






From: Anthony Edwards


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


Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/22/2008 08:04 PM


Public Comments on the proposed Sumter National Forest Management 
Plan: 


I am Anthony Edwards.  I live in Austin, Texas, most of the year and work 
as an actuary.  I spend much of each summer traveling to places cooler, 
wetter and more mountainous specifically for outdoor recreation.  I love 
the southeast for its whitewater paddling, hiking and climbing.  It angers 
me that my taxpayer money is wasted by managers refusing to follow the 
science or follow their own process just to continue to ban river boating. 


I have been all over this country and Canada where there are excellent 
rivers being shared by all sorts of recreational users in harmony without 
degrading the resource.  The number of examples of this is too high to 
count and makes the ban on the Chattooga arbitrary and unprofessional 
by comparison. 


The southeast is the center of river boating for the entire country.  It is an 
embarrassment to have a ban on boating the Chattooga.  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.  
Any Management Plan that does not allow equal access and use to river 
boaters is a sham.  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.


Sincerely,


Anthony Edwards 
825 W11th Street #170 
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Austin, TX  78701 








From: Donovan


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


Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/21/2008 12:50 PM


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,
I'm a paddler from MA,  I love to paddle and I spend a lot of money to do so.
 
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.  I see the changes you are attempting to make as trying 
to make changes everywhere.  I always have a hard time with the Environmental organizations that appear to not project 
the rights of people or the actual Environment.
Thanks
 
Donovan Deal
32 June St.
Gardner, MA 01440
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From: Nathan Boddie


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


Subject: Chattooga Comments
Date: 07/18/2008 03:15 PM
Attachments: Chattooga+2008+EA+Comment.doc 


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
July 18, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,
I am a physician in LaGrange, Georgia who periodically travels to the 
Chattooga River for whitewater boating, camping, and backpacking.  
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 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 impacting uses are not seriously 
considered for limits.     


●     The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits 
●     The EA lacks a full range of alternatives. 
●     The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is 
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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 18, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



I am a physician in LaGrange, Georgia who periodically travels to the Chattooga River for whitewater boating, camping, and backpacking.  


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



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



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



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



· The EA lacks a full range of alternatives.


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



Nathan K. Boddie MD, MS



3070 Greenville Road



LaGrange, Georgia 30241






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
Nathan K. Boddie MD, MS
3070 Greenville Road
LaGrange, Georgia 30241
 








From: russ buskirk


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


Subject: Chattooga boating ban
Date: 07/17/2008 01:01 PM


I have been a member of AW for more than 12 years and support their effort to 
open the Upper Chattooga to boaters, mainly kayaks.  
 
I have followed your dismally slow and blatantly flawed process of the court 
ordered EA. The outcome is a good example of ineffective and misguided 
mismanagement of a public resource. As a taxpayer, I expect and demand better 
results from a government agency charged with managing public lands and 
resources. 
The proposed "solution" is not much better than a total ban and will be 
unenforcible, leading to further conflicts and confusion. 
 
Below is the alternative I think should be implemented.  
 
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. Rivers belong to all of us, not just 
fishermen, campers, hikers and swimmers. Each of these activities impact the river 
and riparian areas  more than boating.  
 
PLEASE OPEN THE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER TO US BOATERS, AS MANDATED IN 
THE CLASSIFICATION REGULATIONS! 
 
Russ Buskirk 
Charleston, SC 
 


With Windows Live for mobile, your contacts travel with you. Connect on the go. 
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From: Trackstick PR Department


Reply To: media@trackstick.com


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


Subject: For immediate release - Trackstick
Date: 07/17/2008 03:59 AM


 
 


For immediate release 
 


contact:  
telephone:  
email: 


Trackstick PR Department  
818-284-6932  
media@trackstick.com 


 


The Trackstick II is a 
small GPS device that 
continuously records its 
own position for later 
download through a built 
in USB connector.   Plug it 
into your computer to see 
your exact route on 
Google™ Earth, 
Microsoft™ Live, and 
many other online 
mapping programs.  
Recorded data includes 
date, time, location, 
speed, heading, altitude, 
and the exact length and 
location of any stops.


The Trackstick II is 
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popular among hikers, 
bikers, boaters, 
photographers and 
anyone that wants to 
record an exact history of 
their travels for later 
review on digital maps.  
Additionally, the included 
software can embed 
location data into your 
photos to show the exact 
spot that your pictures 
were taken.  Trackstick II 
is also compatible with 
Flickr, Myspace, and other 
online communities that 
accept geotagged images. 


The Trackstick II runs on 
two AAA batteries which 
can power the device for 
up to a week.  Visit http://
www.trackstick.com/ for 
more information about 
this product.


 


Need more information?  
Our Marketing 


Developers Kit is 
available at http://www.


trackstick.com/mdk 


 


 


If you are not a news organization and have received this email in error, please 
click here to unsubscribe
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From: Thomas Wiles


Reply To: twiles@buckeye-express.com


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


Subject: Rivers for Kayaks
Date: 07/19/2008 10:54 AM
Attachments: Chattooga+2008.doc 


Please keep the rivers open for Kayaking. 
 
Tom Wiles
twiles@bex.net
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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 14, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



My name is Tom Wiles from Perrysburg Ohio, twiles@bex.net.



My wife & I love to Kayak on scenic rivers.



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



· The 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



Tom Wiles



10115 Eckel Junction Rd



Perrysburg OH 43551







From: Lee Green MD


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


Subject: Chattooga River management plan
Date: 07/17/2008 09:59 PM


I am writing to express my disappointment with, and urge more balanced 
and fair reconsideration of, the proposed management plan for user 
access to the Chattooga River.  The plan as proposed by USFS, 
"Alternative 4", is not well grounded in law, regulation, or a 
reasonable rational basis, nor is it an appropriately balanced approach 
to a shared public resource.  It represents a "win-lose" not "win-win" 
solution, favoring one politically-connected group of users at the 
expense of another.  Specifically, the proposed plan discriminates 
unreasonably against paddlesports, a non-consumptive 
wilderness-compatible user group, and yet permits other uses with equal 
or greater impact.  This does not represent good policy or good 
stewardship, and should be rethought in a fairer and more balanced fashion.


-- 
Lee Green MD MPH
Professor and Associate Chair
Department of Family Medicine
University of Michigan
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From: Marilyn Stapleton


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


Subject: No boating on the Chattooga
Date: 07/21/2008 01:46 PM


Sumter National Forest
USDA Forest Service
 
    Please do not open the Upper Chattooga River to boating. No-boating 
alternatives 2 and 3 would better protect and preserve the wild and scenic nature 
of the River's headwaters.  In June I visited the area and found it a rare and 
unique wilderness (Ellicott Rock Wilderness) in spite of the upscale growth 
pressing in around it. Let's keep it that way. GPS treasure hunters and elite 
boating trips are unnecessary for those who appreciate and consider the natural 
forest and streams a fragile treasure not to be compromised. Better to wait and 
see what impact opening of Gorges State Park will have on headwaters just east 
of there before encroaching on the Chattooga. All are significant water sources 
for Georgia and South Carolina.  Thank you for your efforts to sustain our natural 
resources.  
 
Marilyn Stapleton, Ph. D.
506 Picabo St.
Woodstock, GA 30189   
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From: kathy patrick


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


Subject: Alternative 4
Date: 07/19/2008 03:23 PM


I strongly oppose Alternative 4!!!!!!!! 
 
 
  
Kathy Patrick
295 Brookfield Nashville Rd.
Enigma, GA 31749
 


Keep your kids safer online with Windows Live Family Safety. Help protect your 
kids. 
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From: sandrasnorton@aol.com


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


Subject:
Date: 07/18/2008 04:46 PM


As a seasonal North Carolinian and home owner, I would like to voice my 
opinion on maintaining the ban on all boating on the 21 miles of the Upper 
Chattoga above the NC 28 (Russell ) bridge.  We need to preserve our 
outdoors!!! 
 
Sandra S. Norton 


The Famous, the Infamous, the Lame - in your browser. Get the TMZ Toolbar Now! 
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From: Jeremy.Thomas@CH2M.com


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


cc: kevin@americanwhitewater.org


Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/17/2008 01:10 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,
 
My name is Jeremy Thomas, I am an environmental professional and an avid 
whitewater kayaker living in California. I spend my vacation time every year 
traveling around the country to paddle with friends and family, and have been 
planning on visiting the Chattooga River region to kayak there in 2009 or 2010. 
 
I work for CH2M HILL and specialize in environmental permitting for water 
resources projects. I have been the primary author and scientist for several HCP 
and EIS/EIR documents in California and Colorado, and worked in partnership 
with the USFS and other federal agencies (primarily BLM, NMFS, and USFWS) 
during that time.      
 
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational 
management of the Chattooga River.  I disagree with your analysis and your 
proposal.  The effective ban on recreational boating on the Chattooga is 
unsupported, and antithetical to the spirit and intent of the Wilderness Act and 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga, which supports low-impact 
recreation.  The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic 
Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river.  In addition, there is no 
analysis on the potential impacts of boating on the Chattooga, without this 
analysis, there is no basis for the limitations on boating included in the EA. 
 
These facts are based on some fundamental flaws within the EA document:
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●     The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits. 
●     The EA lacks a full range of alternatives. 
●     The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the river 


because they consider boating to be the only management variable, while 
other potentially larger and more environmentally damaging uses are not 
seriously considered for limits.  


The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling on the 
Chattooga and has found none.  It is time to open the river to boating.
 
I support American Whitewater’s stance on this issue, and request that you please 
consider an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows boating on the 
entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on 
tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on a real user capacity analysis, 
4) will equitably limit total use only when encounter standards are consistently 
exceeded, and 5) will do so using all available indirect measures first.
 
Thank you for considering these comments.  Please consider conducting a real 
user capacity analysis and immediately allowing boating in the same numbers, 
places, and seasons that you allow existing users.  Paddling should be allowed in a 
similar manner to your alternative number 8, except on the entire Upper 
Chattooga River and its tributaries.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jeremy Thomas
955 Piedmont Dr
Sacramento, CA 95822
 
-------------------------------
Jeremy Thomas
Water Resources Specialist
Ecosystem Planning and Restoration
CH2M HILL
2485 Natomas Park Dr Suite 600
Sacramento, CA 95833
916-563-2519
jeremy.thomas@ch2m.com
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From: Roy & Patty Lowe


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


cc: Doug and Eedee Adams; Joshua Barnett; Charlie  & Kathy Breithaupt; 
Creekwoodresort; Duncan Hughes; Kevin F. McGrath; Unicoi Outfitters; Brian 
Sandven; SRWA


Subject: Alternate 4
Date: 07/17/2008 05:19 AM


Gentlemen,I do believe that the above choice,if sustained,in Dec., will act to 
conserve the wild and scenic qualities,of the area,as envisioned,........and was 
intended,in the original legislation! Thank you for your past and present efforts, 
that I know will not satisfy all,but will serve to protect the increasing use of this 
resource, for the future generations,that will surely follow! Regards, Roy E. 
{ Rocketroy} Lowe..... Clarkesville, Ga. 30523  
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From: Ronald Gardzalla


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


Subject: Upper Chatooga River
Date: 07/22/2008 08:16 PM


USFS:
 Thank you for the opportunity to give input on this matter.  Based on the time it 
has taken to study and investigate all the aspects of this issue I have to believe 
there is no perfect answer to all the questions and issues.
I personally (as part of a small group)  use a great portion of this very special 
portion of the forrest.  I've hiked and picked up litter along the river and various 
trails all the way from the NC/SC border to the Low Bridge Campground area 
below the Highway #28 bridge.  I've also fished the area from Burrells Ford 
upstream to the confluence with the East Branch of Chatooga as well as the area 
of the Highway #28 bridge upstream for three miles and downstream for about 1 
mile at numerous times during the past 20 years.
I would have preferred Alt#3 however if the USFS can provide the manpower to 
enforce Alt#4 I sincerely believe it would not have a huge impact on the area in 
general.
Again thank you for all your hard work and thank you for the opportunity to add 
my two cents worth of input.
Sicerely
Ron Gardzalla
Seneca SC
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From: Brent Long


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


Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/17/2008 01:34 PM


Dear Sumter National Forest,


My name is Brent Long and I live in the Washington D.C. area.  I have been a whitewater kayaker for the past 3 years 
and have several rivers up and down the east coast.  I plan to do a Southeast trip in the fall with some friends that 
includes several rivers in North and South Carolina.  We were looking forward to paddling the Chattooga if not this 
fall but at some point as we have heard of it’s amazing natural beauty and challenging whitewater.


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


Brent Long
12155 Penderview Terrace, #834
Fairfax, VA 22033


_________________________________________________________________
Time for vacation? WIN what you need- enter now!
http://www.gowindowslive.com/summergiveaway/?ocid=tag_jlyhm
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From: glendabell


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


Subject: chatooga boating
Date: 07/22/2008 09:36 PM


Please do not open the Chattooga to boating. It is one of the few remaining 
wilderness areas in our mountain area. This would cause damage to this river 
and to the habitat surrounding it. There are enough boating areas. Please do not 
subject this fragile area to boaters. 
Thank you
glenda and griffin bell
highlands



mailto:glendabee1@brmemc.net

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






From: Keitheye


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


Subject: Protection of Headwater/ Riparian Trout Streams
Date: 07/17/2008 08:38 AM


The very section of the Chattooga that needs to be protected is up for grabs. 
Backpacking, camping, flyfishing  experience is the best in the Ellicot 
"Wilderness" area. My travels there are in Feb and particularly March when NC 
streams are closed to fishing.
Please ,  Please keep boats and an influx of people and commercial interest 
away from this jewel of an area. Do not on this can of worms.
 
Dr. Keith G. Farley 
Mt Pleasant,  SC 
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From: Christopher Stec


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


Subject: Chattooga River EA Comments
Date: 07/17/2008 10:14 PM
Attachments: Chattooga+2008+EA+Comment+Chris Stec.doc 


To whom it may concern:
 
Please see the attached letter for my comments and concerns about the 
management of the upper sections of the Chattooga River.
 
Thanks for your time and considerations. 
 
Christopher D. Stec  
ACA Whitewater/Flatwater Canoe Instructor Trainer Educator  
ACA Swiftwater Rescue Instructor  
chstec@yahoo.com 
cstec@americancanoe.org 
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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


7/17/08


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



I have been a regular canoeist on the Chattooga River since high school.  From section II to section IV.  I’ve guided summer camp groups, canoe camped with my wife, and paddled the river at a wide variety of levels.  Having lived in western North Carolina for the past 13 years it was a regular day trip for me.


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



· The 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



Christopher Stec



2003 Nine Mile Run Rd.



Fredericksburg, VA 22407







From: okfine643@aol.com


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


Subject: Proposal for opening Boating on Upper Chattooga River, feedback to US Forest 
Service


Date: 07/18/2008 05:25 PM


Dear Forest Service: 
 
I am writing to express my opinion as a Georgia resident and US citizen on 
the currently proposed boating alternatives that are under consideration 
for the Upper Chattooga river.  I am very much 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 many beautiful trails and streams, 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, I feel it will be spoiled forever.  
 
In addition, 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.  Why do they need to be allowed into the areas that have been 
maintained and pristine for decades?  In addition, I am told parking lots 
would be built for the boaters, which would also add eyesore, litter, mud 
runoff, and other negative factors to this beautiful area.  
 
Your Alternative 4 ignores hikers like myself, campers, nature lovers and 
other outdoor enthusiasts.  I feel this is a horrible option, so let me be 
clear in my feedback to the forest service. 
 
I want to make sure the Forest Service registers that I strongly oppose 
Alternative 4, which would open the Upper Chattooga to boating.  I am 
told there many other reasons others than the ones listed above, that also 
indicate this is a bad idea, and a bad proposal. 
 
I 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 seems in the last 5 years or so, the US Forest 
service has gotten off its original mission statement, which is to protect 
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and preserve our natural resources. 
 
Rest assured I will also let our GA Senators and GA congressman know my 
opinion and strong stance on this issue.  Please register my strong stance 
against your current Alternative 4 proposal for the Upper Chattooga. 
 
 
Respectfully, Debra L. Campbell, 4 Dove Wing Lane, Clayton, GA 30525 
 
 


The Famous, the Infamous, the Lame - in your browser. Get the TMZ Toolbar Now! 
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From: Tom Kaylor


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


Subject: Chattooga Ban
Date: 07/20/2008 08:58 AM


Dear Forest Service,
Paddling should not be banned on the Upper Chattooga. While it is unlikely that I 
(a retired 66 year old engineer) would ever paddle this section I feel it may set a 
dangerous precedent for access to other wild and scenic rivers.
 
I believe paddlers in general have a low environmental impact and are good 
stewards of wilderness areas. I base this on my twenty years of paddling 
experience.
 
As I am also a fly fisherman I simply don't see a conflict as river flows will dictate 
which activity could take place.
 
Please try to find an equitable solution that allows paddling.
 
Sincerily
Tom Kaylor
7501 Hill Rd. 
Butler OH 44822
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From: Emily.N Marsh


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


Subject:
Date: 07/21/2008 03:42 PM
Attachments: Emily.N Marsh.vcf 


July 21, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


I am a kayaker in Chattanooga who recently picked up the sport a little over two 
years ago.  I am a Class III+ paddler but am slowly working my way up.  I may 
never paddle the Chattooga but have several friends who do.  My concern is on 
their behalf.  


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


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


●     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 
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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,


Sincerely


Emily Marsh








From: BruceandJulie


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


Subject: Alternative #4 comments
Date: 07/18/2008 05:34 PM


To Whom It May Concern:
 
I have read the study regarding the various proposed management alternatives.  I 
commend you on a through and very impressive study.  Of the alternatives, I would 
support Alternative #4 over the others as it seems to be the alternative that will 
stand up legally against lawsuits filed by boater groups because there is no outright 
ban on boating.  However, I would like to make a comment regarding the concerns 
of the provisions that Alternative #4 makes.
 


1.  Exactly how will the boating public be notified when boating is allowed on the 
river?  According to the study, statistically there are on average 6 boatable 
days per year.  How would this be enforced?  How would the boaters know 
that the level of the river was high enough to make it legal to float?  What 
would the penalties be for those who violated the provisions of this 
alternative? 


2.  I agree there should be no degradation to the stream ecology and food web 
by allowing the removal of large woody debris (LWD).  What action would be 
taken if boaters remove LWD from the river?  What actions would be taken 
against those removing LWD and the boating community? I have personally 
seen where boaters are currently illegally floating this section of the river.  It 
would seem that some boaters get a thrill out of getting into their boat and 
sliding down the bank into the river.  This creates areas that funnel water 
and promotes erosion of the river bank and concentrates drainage from the 
surrounding river bank.  It also kills all vegetation where the boats slide 
down.  What action would be taken should this continue?  I know that 
politically, there should be no restrictions for users to an area. However, this 
is not truly the case.  It has been shown that in some areas vehicles, horses 
and mountain bikes are not compatible with the ecologic and/or 
management requirements of an area. Wilderness and roadless areas come 
to mind. User conflicts aside and based on my personal observations where 
boaters are active, there is degradation of the environment. It is my opinion 
based on personal observation that the removal of Large Woody Debris and 
bank erosion are just two of the many problems that will occur if boating is 
allowed. It is difficult for me to see that there is much difference between 
removing trees and underbrush to build a road on the side of a hill and the 
removal of LWD in a stream to allow for navigation of boats.  Even though 
the plan does not allow for the removal of LWD from the streams, the logic 
escapes me.  It seems just as logical to open up a roadless area to ATV of 
ORV traffic in a roadless area and expect that the drivers of these vehicles 
will not clear paths to create trails or road as it is to open up a wilderness 
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area stream to boating and not expect the boaters to remove obstacles in 
their path to facilitate a portage free float. 


3.  Crime has been an issue in the parking areas, specifically breaking into cars 
and theft of the car contents.  Does it make sense to try to artificially restrict 
use of an area by reducing the number of parking spaces at that area? It 
seems to me that by reducing the amount of parking, people will park along 
side of the road creating more erosion and runoff problems than limiting the 
size of parking lots.  Having adequate parking to suit the use of the area only 
makes sense as run off from the parking lot would be easier to control and 
policing of the parking lots should be easier than having cars spread out all 
along the highway.  Having cars parked along the roads also creates a 
safety hazard to area users and passing traffic as well. 


4.  Restroom facilities --, I saw no mention of restroom facilities.  It is not 
reasonable to assume that people will “hold it” while in this area.  One kind 
of encounter that was not mentioned but is a reality is the encounter one has 
of a previous visitor’s remains.  Regardless of what we say of “If you pack it 
in, pack it out”.  That kind of debris is not going to be packed out by me or 
anyone else and will eventually end up in the river in its raw form.  There 
should be some provision for the installation of some form of public 
restrooms and the USFS should have the ability to manage according to 
public use of various areas. 


 
I greatly appreciate all the work and consideration that has been put into this study.  
It is impossible to satisfy all users but hopefully we can find a compromise that all 
can live with.  I would like to hear how the concerns that I have stated above will be 
addressed.  Personally, I would be glad to have this alternative succeed and have 
all this bickering and lawsuit slinging over and done with.  It is my hope that the 
resources used for this program will not be wasted.  If this alternative is approved, I 
can only hope that all sides abide by its directives and that those who do not are 
prohibited from future access to this most valuable and precious resource.
 
Sincerely,
 
Bruce Rickey 
 







Home Analyst, Inc. 
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From: Mike McDonnell


Reply To: mcdies2@yahoo.com


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


Subject: chattooga river paddling
Date: 07/21/2008 05:00 PM


i am writing to ask that you immediately lift any regulations or limitations on recreational paddling use of all 
sections of the chattooga river.  our nation's rivers are a public resource and paddlers have historically been some of 
the most careful users of them.
restricting public use of the chattooga is counterproductive and unwelcome.
thank you 
Mike McDonnell
Tunbridge VT


      



mailto:mcdies2@yahoo.com

mailto:mcdies2@yahoo.com

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






From: Rick Schoen


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


Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/20/2008 10:10 AM


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,
I am a river kayaker; I live in Washington State but travel around the 
country to kayak.  I am commenting on your proposal since it potentially 
sets precedents for rivers around the country as well as in your area.


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 when visiting your area.  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 USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input
. I understand 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 
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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
Rick Schoen
241 Bella Bella Dr
Fox Island, WA 98333








From: Lea Richmond Jr


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


Subject: Comment re upper Chattooga plans
Date: 07/17/2008 10:19 PM


Thanks for the chance to enter my opinion re the use of the upper Chattooga. On 
reviewing the alternative plans I would go with Alternate plan #4> I have attended 
a number of meetings regarding this that were sponsored by the Forest service. 
Certainly every consideration has been given to all concerned. While this has 
been tedious your approach has not begged for thoroughness. I have felt all 
along that ,put simply ,boats are vehicles and if one is allowed why not others? 
There is no shortage of boating waters. It is wise to preserve one site such as 
this for those who wish to enjoy the quiet and solitude of this pristine river 
forest on foot especially in this ever chaotic world. I'm 85 years old and soon will 
not be able to go in as I now can but in the future I will know that it is preserved 
and there. Thank you.
Lea Richmond Jr. MD
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From: Jerry Woods


Reply To: woodsjc@bellsouth.net


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


Subject: Chattooga
Date: 07/17/2008 02:48 PM


 
Please open the upper Chattooga to boaters.
TIA,
Jerry Woods
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From: Timskrbelieve@aol.com


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


Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/17/2008 09:20 AM


Dear Sumter National Forest,
 
My name is Tim Ray,  I am a 51 year old canoeist,  kayaker, and day hiker from 
Montevallo, Alabama.  I am a public school teacher, and father.   I have been 
enjoying the Chattooga river area for 26 years.


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


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


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


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.


Boaters leave very little impact,  I am certain it is less then hikers, fisherman, 
etc.  We are being singled out and excluded from the use of a public area.


Overflow Creek in the same area has been boated for over 25 years and shows 
less impact then just the fisherman and hikers have to the Chattooga headwaters.


Thank you for reading  these comments.


I look forward to see what actions you will take.


Thank you.
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Tim Ray


170 Hidden Valley Drive


Montevallo, AL  35115
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From: Stacy Karacostas


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


Subject: Chattooga River EA
Date: 07/18/2008 07:07 PM


To Whom it May Concern,
As a past Forest Service employee with a degree in Recreation Resource 
Management, as well as a long-time paddler, I’m appalled that the most recent 
Environmental Assessment effectively banning boating on the Upper Chattooga has 
been produced without the court mandated user capacity analysis. 
 
I have spent the better part of the last 25 years in the backcountry and on rivers, six 
of those as a backcountry ranger and river ranger, and 5 as a raft guide. As a 
former Atlanta resident, I have also run sections and 3 and 4 of the Chattooga 
multiple times.  
 
I can tell you from firsthand experience that fishermen and hikers have far more 
impact on a river than kayakers and experienced rafters. I have spent many an hour 
as a ranger cleaning up, restoring and/or blocking off dispersed campsites that had 
become an eyesore. I have rarely needed to do any cleanup after kayakers. 
 
In large part because most of a boater’s time is spent on the water where no impact 
can be detected, and they move through an area quickly rather than staying in one 
spot for long periods of time. Paddlers also tend to leave very little behind because 
they only come into an area with the gear they need. This is in direct contrast to 
fisherman in particular who regularly leave lures, fishing line (hooks get caught on 
logs and lines break, leaving behind monofilament that can be dangerous to birds in 
particular), packaging from a variety of fishing accessories, and more, plus food and 
beverage remnants that are the result of spending many hours in one area. 
 
On top of that, the number of kayakers with the skill to paddle the sections in 
question on the upper Chattooga are very small—considerably smaller than the 
numbers of hikers and fisherman currently using the area. Therefore their impact 
would most likely be virtually unnoticeable. 
 
It is illegal, unethical and immoral to use the EA as a tool for political gain instead of 
treating it as an unbiased scientific document complete with user capacity studies. It 
is also completely out of line with good management practices to give these 
different groups different rights of access when no studies have been conducted 
that find paddlers to create more impact on an environment. 
 
This is a dangerous precedent to set for the stewardship of all our Wild and Scenic 
rivers, most of which are regularly enjoyed by kayakers with no adverse impact. 
 
I ask that you disregard the recommendation in the current EA and conduct the user 
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capacity study on all reaches of the Upper Chattooga before another EA is issued 
to the public. 
 
Please note my comments in this regard, and feel free to contact me for more 
information.
 
Address:
10241 19th Ave SW 
Seattle, WA 98146
 
 
Stacy
--
Stacy Karacostas
Practical Marketing Expert, Author, Speaker


206-200-7594
http://www.success-stream.com  
http://www.marketing-junkie.com 
http://www.smallbusinesswebsitebible.com
http://www.2pagemarketingplan.com/ 
 


 


P.S. Struggling to market and grow your business? You might be guilty of one—
or more—of “The 7 Deadliest Small Business Marketing Sins”. Find out now, 
and learn what you can do to go from struggling sinner to successful saint by 
downloading your F*R*E*E REPORT at http://www.success-stream.com/7sins.htm. 
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From: trout22@bellsouth.net


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


Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 07/21/2008 06:26 PM


Forest Supervisor J. Thomas
 
Dear Sir,
The Upper Chattooga should be left as it is, boat free. My reasoning is as 
follows: 
 
The actual issue is that American Whitewater- the lobbying arm of kayakers 
everywhere - like TU or the NRA-- has a mandate of getting Yellowstone opened 
to whitewater enthusiasts. The government will not listen to them, so they need a 
"landmark" ruling such as this one to cite in a theoretical lawsuit to gain access. 
They couldn't care any less about the actual gaining of access into the upper 
Chattooga--they just need the precedent. And, they have several such actions 
going on around the country. They aren't getting anywhere....so far. 
 
I implore you to leave well enough alone. Thank you for all the work you and your 
staff have done on this complex issue.
 
Sincerely, 
 T.Wayne McDonald
20 Hemlock Dr.
Greenville, SC 29601
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From: guitarbender88@aol.com


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


Subject: The Chattooga boating ban
Date: 07/20/2008 11:23 AM


U.S. Forest Service
 
Chattooga River Project
 
4931 Broad River Road
 
Columbia, SC 29212.
 
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
 
July 20, 2008
 
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments 
 
Dear Sumter National Forest, 
 
    My name is Will Brezinski I am an18 year old registered voter and was 
recently awarded my Eagle Scout. Through my time in the Boy Scouts, I 
learned many things and acquired new hobbies; the most significant of 
theses being whitewater kayaking. Kayaking is an incredibly healthy 
activity, and it keeps me occupied and away from other, dangerous 
activities people my age are prone to participate in. I feel that the 
proposed limitation of whitewater boaters is a grave injustice. Our sport 
has the lowest environmental impact of any river sport, yet we are singled 
out to be denied access to this beautiful river. Though I do not live near 
the Chattooga, I am well acquainted with the idea that, “An injustice 
anywhere leads to injustice everywhere”. The proposal which is now 
before you is, in effect, an act of segregation. I hope that you can see the 
logic and reason behind what I say. 
 
    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 
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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. 


●     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 Rive r 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, 
 
Will Brezinski 
 
P.O. Box 667 
 
Athens, WV 24712


The Famous, the Infamous, the Lame - in your browser. Get the TMZ Toolbar Now! 



http://toolbar.aol.com/tmz/download.html?NCID=aolcmp00050000000014






From: Cowper Chadbourn


Reply To: cchadbourn@conwaycorp.net


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


Subject: Chattooga River Draft Environmental Assessment Comments
Date: 07/17/2008 11:13 PM
Attachments: Chattooga Comments.doc 


Please see the attached for my comments.


cchadbourn@conwaycorp.net
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U.S. Forest Service



Chattooga River Project



4931 Broad River Road


Columbia, SC 29212.



July 17, 2008



RE: Chattooga River Draft Environmental Assessment Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



As a private boater who has visited your area to enjoy the unique opportunities that abound there, I am writing to provide my comments on the recently released Environmental Assessment which evaluates a number of alternatives for future uses of the Chattooga River.  While I am impressed with the amount of data that was collected and considered, I do not feel that any of the proposed alternates finds either the right balance between current users and others who have an equal right to enjoy this resource, or, between the potential users of all types and the damages to this resource which could occur.  In particular, I feel that the environmental impacts of boaters have been overestimated, and, the degree to which those impacts can be minimized with minimal use of Forest service resources to manage access points and, if necessary, short portage trails.  Boaters are the only user group for which the majority of travel through the resource requires no trail and produces no impact, yet they are the most heavily regulated group under all alternatives.  Please consider the following:



· Once they leave the designated access point, more than 99% of a boater’s travel through the area has zero environmental impact and requires no trail. No other user group can make this claim.



· The assessment appears to lack user capacity analysis, which was reported by American Whitewater to be one of the requirements of a previous court appeal decision. 



· None of the proposed alternatives are acceptable because they all include boating bans on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries.



· The assessment and preferred alternative are neither equitable nor protective of the river because they consider boating to be the only management variable, while other 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 existing uses in unlimited numbers.  



· The assessment lacks a full range of alternatives; for example, all proposed seasonal limits would open the river only for a limited number of winter months, and no alternative included any spring, fall, or summer usage for boaters. Alternatives that limit total number of days per year, but that also allow for some potential opportunities in warmer months, need to be included.



· The alternatives that seek to limit use based on “average 24 hour flow” are destined to create confusion and conflict between users and enforcement officers.  Average flows can only be factually determined after the 24-hour period has elapsed, thus conflicts between officers who believe or estimate that the criterion has not been satisfied, and users who believe that it has been, are almost certain under any “cfs triggered” plan.  In contrast, an advance identification of seasonal days when boating would be permitted would not be subject to such river-bank interpretation.



· Specifically, the 450 cfs average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed measure that should be eliminated from any considerations, as discussed above. 



· I recommend 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.



· Opening additional river reaches and tributaries to boating will tend to disperse boating users and further minimize impacts.  Positive impacts (reduced usage) on other reaches of the Chattooga already open to boating would also be experienced, but were not credited in this study.



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



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



· The assessment could be further improved by considering lessons learned from opening of the Talulla Gorge to boating.  Specifically, when first opened to boating, a complex lottery plan was implemented, and there was an immediate “spike” in usage, up to the maximum allowed number of boaters per day.  A few years later, I observed that after these restrictions were removed and only the “number of days” restriction remained, usage actually went down because the run was no longer the “forbidden fruit”. As these are my personal observations from a very limited sampling of user-days, I believe that a more detailed assessment could provide valuable insights that might point towards new alternatives for limitations on the Chattooga river that balance the environment considerations of overuse, with the desires and rights of users to experience this resource. 



Thank you for considering these comments.  Please consider developing new alternatives, similar to alternative number 8, except allowing boating on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.  The plan should also include provisions to monitor usage patterns under the new plan, and a process to make reasonable adjustments in the number of user days by establishing seasonal limits or maximum user-numbers per day that apply to users of all types, should unacceptable environmental impacts caused by the new plan be identified.



Sincerely



H. C. Chadbourn



5 Sycamore Drive



Conway, AR  72032



cchadbourn@conwaycorp.net








From: Jerry Woods


Reply To: woodsjc@bellsouth.net


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


Subject: Chattooga
Date: 07/17/2008 03:00 PM


 
I ask that you accept Alternative 4 and allow 
boating on the Upper Chattooga River.
Regards,
Jerry Woods
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From: Terry Markoff


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


Subject:
Date: 07/17/2008 09:40 AM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
7/17/08
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


Though I live in Northern Ohio I find time to paddle our southern rivers several times a year. As the father of five 
thriving bright active children (several are young adults) I want them to enjoy healthy outdoor


activities in a manner that is wild, scenic and low impact in nature. I want them, as I do, to respect others and their 
choices for outdoor choices. This means we must broaden uses. Paddling is a river use with virtually


no impact to flora or fauna between putting self propelled boats in the water and taking them out downstream. We as 
others have the opportunity to participate in observing the river corridor with minimal impact


while participating in a healthy outdoor activity that additionally allows us opportunity to enjoy and share in a 
variety of local cultures hospitalities and venues.


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 
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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,
Terry Markoff
9514 Taylor May Rd.
Chagrin Falls Ohio   44023


Terry Markoff


This email is originated from a public high school.
Please be aware that the contents are in a public domain, as are all emails, so please do not send anything that you 
would not want your mother or sisters to see.








From: Brian Doss


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


Subject: Chatooga
Date: 07/18/2008 07:13 PM


PLEASE DO NOT IMPOSE ANY BAN ON KAYAKING ON THE
CHATOOGA RIVER.  Kayakers are quiet and impose close
to Zero impact on the river or its tributaries.  Far
less than any other type of use of the river. 
Kayakers are safety conscious, environmentally
oriented people and deserve to be able to utileze this
beautiful place the same as anu other user.


Please call with any questions.


Thank you,


Brian Doss
cel: 480-209-9806
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From: Terry seehorn


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


Subject: Chattooga boating
Date: 07/21/2008 09:36 PM


I continue to be opposed to boating above Highway 28, but I am willing to bend 
to the proposed alternative.  My main concern is how this will be policed.  I 
realize there will be few opportunities to boat, but many uninformed people will 
probably take any concession as a carte-blanche to boat when the mood strikes 
them.  How will that kind of activity be policed.
 
Thank you for considering my comments.
 
Dr. Terry E. Seehorn
268 Rothell Rd
Toccoa, GA 30577
tseehorn@windstream.net
706-490-3758
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From: Bill DeAngelis


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


Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/20/2008 11:31 AM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
July 20, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
 
Dear Sumter National Forest,
 
I live in NJ, am 58 years old,  and have been enjoying whitewater kayaking 
for the past three years.  As you might guess, NJ does not have a large 
number of rivers that afford good whitewater kayaking.  So I have traveled 
to a number of wonderful places to paddle some great rivers, e.g. Yough, 
Deerfield, Ottawa.
 
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 
concern I have regarding this issue:
 
The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, 
a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on 
the remaining reach – while allowing all other wilderness conforming 
existing uses in unlimited numbers..  This is not equitable and not acceptable.
 
Thank you for your consideration.  Bill
 
Dr. William J DeAngelis
13 Langcliffe Court, Mount Laurel 08054
856-722-6978 (work-day)
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From: Jerry Woods


Reply To: woodsjc@bellsouth.net


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


Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 07/18/2008 12:13 AM


 
I believe it is only right that everyone including 
boaters be allowed to enjoy the Upper Chattooga 
River and the FS shouldn’t restrict anyone’s 
individual personal use of the river.
Thank You,
Trevor Woods
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From: William Coan


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


Subject: Chattooga Closures
Date: 07/17/2008 03:01 PM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
July 17, 2008 
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,
    My name is Lee Coan.  I am an avid kayaker, outdoor enthusiast 
and environmentalist.  I am a firm believer that kayakers and other 
recreational paddlers are amongst the most responsible users of 
public lands and rivers.  Please do not close access to one of the 
community's most cherished rivers! 
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the 
recreational management of the Chattooga River.  I disagree with 
your analysis and your proposal.  Both treat me and my community 
of river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal would not meet my 
interests.  Please consider the following concerns I have regarding 
this issue:


●     The 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. 


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


●     The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits 
●     The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at least a 


year late and has wasted millions in tax payer money 
●     The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their 


input 
●     The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred 


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


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


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


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


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







Lee Coan 
COLDWELL BANKER COMMERCIAL TRIAD, REALTORS 
(336) 761-5937 Direct 








From: anroberts@bellsouth.net


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


Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga -- The Forest Service requests your comments
Date: 07/17/2008 09:44 AM


 
----- Original Message ----- 
From: Doug and Eedee Adams 
To: anroberts@bellsouth.net 
Sent: Wednesday, July 16, 2008 10:09 PM
Subject: Re: Upper Chattooga -- The Forest Service requests your comments
 
Hi Bob,
 
Thank you for sharing your thoughts and feelings.  I want to print them in the next 
newsletter.
 
Will you please send them to the Forest Service from your E-mail address?
 
DRAFT EA Comments E-mail Address(es): 
  comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
 
Thanks and Happy Trails, Doug
 
. 


----- Original Message ----- 
From: anroberts@bellsouth.net 
To: Doug and Eedee Adams 
Sent: Wednesday, July 16, 2008 9:40 PM
Subject: Re: Upper Chattooga -- The Forest Service requests your comments
 
Doug, are you aware of the white water park that was built in 
Charlotte, N. C.  It is a first class white water river.  Olympians 
train there, races are held there, Olympic trials are held there and 
the public can canoe, raft, kayak the rapids.  The flow can be 
manipulated by pump speed and volume.  It is a Mecca for folks that 
like the thrill of white water rush.  The point is one can build a white 
water center like the one in Charlotte, N. C.  But, one cannot build 
the Chattooga.  One cannot replicate the wilderness of the 
Chattooga.  A wilderness that the trout and all other species, animal 
and plant need to survive.  Indeed a wilderness that even the human 
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species needs if one is to experience the fullness of being alive.  My 
visits to the river where few.  They left an indelible mark on my life.  
The river, the stillness, the peace, the quite, the calm, the force, 
the sounds of the water, the thunder from the sky, the thunder 
from the water, the whisper of the wind, the sky, the hatch, a trout 
on the rise. the music, the people, the people.  I look forward to the 
days ahead in my retirement and the hopes of re-establishing my 
contacts with the river and the people I remember so fondly.  Please 
feel free to forward this to anyone who you think might be 
interested in hearing from just an old mill hill boy who had the 
privilege to experience the Chattooga, I can take my grandsons to 
Charlotte for the thrill of the white water.  I can only take them to 
the Chattooga to experience the wildness and the unspoiled beauty 
that is exclusive to the river. 








From: Myron Allen


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


Subject: Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) and preferred alternative #4 (7/2/2008)
Date: 07/17/2008 03:31 PM


I would like to thank the Forest Service for addressing this very 
controversial issue in a profession manner. I would also like to thank 
the Forest Service for designing the preferred alternative (#4) with 
zoning stipulations to minimize conflict between anglers and boaters. I 
believe this compromise will also avoid the overuse and user conflicts 
that have plagued the lower Chattooga for decades and is a fair solution 
for all stakeholders.
I believe that proper management of this plan is essential and I hope 
that all stakeholders will be involved in developing and supporting the 
management plan that the Forest Service develops. I both fish the 
Chattooga and hike the Chattooga trails and I appreciate the fact that 
Alternative #4 preserves a "foot travel only" back-country zone between 
Burrell's Ford and the Highway 28 Bridge.
Regards,
Myron Allen
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From: C&B Dale


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


Subject: river closures
Date: 07/17/2008 10:38 AM


Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
July 17, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational 
management of the Chattooga River.  I disagree with your analysis and 
your proposal.  Both treat me and my community of river enthusiasts 
unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests.  Please 
consider the following concerns I have regarding this issue:
•       The 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.
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•       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
Brian Dale
Box 1550
Crested Butte, Co
81224








From: Jerry Woods


Reply To: woodsjc@bellsouth.net


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


Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 07/18/2008 02:29 AM


 
First I would like to thank the FS on the time and 
effort placed on their studies involving the 
Chattooga River as whole.
I believe in protecting our natural resources, but 
feel that to continue to limit the use of the Upper 
Chattooga River is a disservice to all tax payers who 
wish to enjoy the river for their personal use. I 
believe Alternative 8 is the right plan to use on this 
area of the river. I raft, kayak, canoe, and trout fish 
and believe to allow one group use of the river and 
not another has been wrong and inappropriate for 
years. 
Thanks,
Shay Woods
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From: Tim Knapp


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


Subject: Comment on Upper Chattooga River Environmental Assessment
Date: 07/18/2008 10:32 PM


To Whom it May Concern:


  I do not agree with the boating restrictions within Alternative 4.  I 
do agree with Alternative 8, as stated in the summary page, that 
provides less restrictions on boating.  However, I do favor of the 
parking restrictions and camping restrictions within Alternative 4.


  Please, consider my comments and provide more boating opportunities on 
the Upper Chattooga River.


Tim Knapp
Alpharetta, Ga
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From: Matt Knott


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


Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/20/2008 11:58 AM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
07/20/2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,
My name is Matt Knott.  I live in Harpers Ferry, WV, but have traveled to
the Sumpter National Forest several times over my 15 years of paddling to
kayak and raft on the Chattooga River.  You have a wonderful resource that
has been well preserved and enjoyed by many people.  I am writing to express
my concern about restrictions to paddling on the upper Chattooga.
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.
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.       Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1)
fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge,
2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on
a real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limit total use only when
encounter standards are consistently exceeded, and 5) will do so using all
available indirect measures first.
.       The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic
Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river.
.       All aspects of the "Outstanding Remarkable Values" of Wild and
Scenic Rivers should be protected on the entire river, not just in some
areas.
Thank you for considering these comments.  Please consider conducting a real
user capacity analysis and immediately allowing boating in the same numbers,
places, and seasons that you allow existing users.  Paddling should be
allowed in a similar manner to your alternative number 8, except on the
entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.
Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely,


Matt Knott
River Riders, Inc
408 Alstadts Hill Rd
Harpers Ferry, WV 25425
304 535 2663
800 326 7238
http://www.riverriders.com
http://www.outdooradventurecamp.com
http://www.teambuildingbynature.com


 








From: Mark Cumnock


Reply To: mark@waldensridgewhitewater.com


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


Subject: Chattaooga Headwaters
Date: 07/21/2008 09:36 PM


Dear Sir,
 
I have reviewed your EA Management Plan for the Headwaters of 
the Chattooga River and I urge you to support Alternative #8. 
The currently proposed Alternative #4 discriminates against 
boaters without just cause. This violates the most basic 
measure of our legal
system: "equal protection under the law". Alternative #4 is 
also in violation of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the 
Wilderness Act.
Again, please implement Alternative #8 as your proposed 
management plan for the Chattooga Headwaters.
 
Also, Forest Service should support an amendment to ban the 
introduction or stocking of anything non-native in the 
Chattooga Wilderness Area or River.
 
Thank You -- Mark Cummnock
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From: Sean Elliott Collins


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


Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 07/18/2008 09:41 AM
Attachments: Chattooga 2008 Comments.doc 


Please see attached.


Thank you,
Sean Collins


40 27th Street
Huntington, WV 25702


740.464.8746
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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


18 July 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



I am a graduate student at Marshall University in Huntington, WV. My program of study is watershed sciences, so I feel I have some background information on the topic at hand. As a student in an active lab, I have participated in many consulting projects and know firsthand what should be included in reports produced from those efforts. The EA developed for the Chattooga is lacking in several regards (see below).



 I am also a very active whitewater kayaker. I started kayaking three years ago, and have since found myself on more and more difficult rivers in several states. Whitewater kayaking is a way to explore and be at one with nature. As President Jimmy Carter said in his book, An Outdoor Journal, paddling gave us “an opportunity to see parts of our state that would otherwise have been inaccessible.” He was speaking particularly about the Chattooga and Chattahoochee Rivers. Please do not limit this access for a new group of outdoor adventurists like our former President.


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.



· Paddlers are usually among the most environmentally conscientious of groups who use wild rivers. 



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



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



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



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



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



· The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input



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



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



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



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



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



Thank you for considering these comments,



Sincerely



Sean Collins


40 27th Street
Huntington, WV 25702



740.464.8746







From: Taylor Watson


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


Subject: upper chattooga paddling
Date: 07/21/2008 10:41 PM


Please allow recreational paddlers the use of this valuable river.  Those of 
us that have had the opportunity to paddle that section hold it in high 
regard and wish to maintain its availablity.  Environmentally we are well 
aware of the necessity of keeping this part of the Chattooga and all other 
parts clean and free from damage.  I hope you will reconsider the ban on 
this section.  It belongs to the people.  If it is ok for hikers, campers et 
al, it should also be available to paddlers.  We have the LEAST impact. 
Those who defile it or violate the law should be prosecuted.  Most of us 
have great respect for our natural resourses and should be allowed to enjoy 
them without restrictions.  Thanks.  Taylor Watson, Tennessee Valley Canoe 
Club, Chattanooga, TN. 



mailto:taylorwatson@comcast.net
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From: Nolan Davis


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


Subject: Chattooga
Date: 07/20/2008 03:30 PM
Attachments: Chattooga.doc 


Dear Forest Service
I want to submit my argument about the proposed ban on the upper Chattooga 
Watershed
 
Thank you,
Nolan Davis
 


 



mailto:nolan@outdoorsportsmarketing.com
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U.S. Forest Service



Chattooga River Project


4931 Broad River Road


Columbia, SC 29212


July 20, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



My name is Nolan Davis, I am an avid kayaker and sales representative for the outdoor industry.  I interact personally and professionally with kayakers and fisherman on a day to day basis. 


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 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,


Nolan Davis








From: PayPal


To:
Subject: Maintaining your account
Date: 07/19/2008 03:13 AM
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From: Steve W


Sent By: covercrops@gmail.com


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


Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/17/2008 03:40 PM


Dear Sumter National Forest Managers,


I am an avid fisherman, canoeist, hiker, and kayaker who lives in South 
Carolina. 


After reviewing the Environmental Assessment for recreational 
management of the Chattooga River, I disagree with your analysis and 
your proposal.  As a boater, I feel that you are unfairly discriminating 
against this activity, while giving other activities free reign. As a boater 
and a fisherman, I understand both sides to this issue, and feel that is an 
opportunity for both stakeholders to be accomodated. Your 
proposal clearly does not treat boater equitably. Here is a point-by-point 
summary of why I feel this is the case:   


●     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.  Why 
have you not provided an EA? 


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


Thank you for considering these comments.  Please consider conducting a 
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, but 
that alternative should be ammended to include the entire Upper 
Chattooga River and its tributaries.


Thank you for considering these comments,


Sincerely,
 
Steven A. Wagstaff 
Columbia, SC








From: Mike Russell


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


Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 07/17/2008 10:57 AM


I have watched with interest the movement of the forest service to ban 
paddling (kayaking and Canoeing) on the Upper Chattooga River and its 
tributaries. I want to express my objection to this ban. Based on the 
information I have seen, paddling would have much less of an 
environmental impact than some of the other activities that will be allowed.
 
Thanks for your consideration in allowing paddling on the Upper Chattooga.
 
Thanks,
mike 
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