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From: David Knapp

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga Ban
Date: 07/23/2008 09:39 AM

I am against banning boater access on the Chattooga river. | have taken
many recreational trips down the river, and | enjoyed them very much, |
think it would be a waste of beautiful scenery and social activities, as well
as tourism revenue. | support alternative #8 as follows:

Alternative 8: Provides boating opportunities with no zone, season or flow
restrictions.

Responds directly to the concern that the Forest Service should allow
boating without any restrictions.

[ J

Allows boating from County Line Trail just below private land to Highway
28.

[ J

Allows the use of rafts, a craft type not considered in any other alternative.
[ J

Takes an adaptive management approach to managing carrying capacity
by applying limits to all users through indirect and direct measures over a
five-year period.

[ J

Addresses biological and physical resource concerns by applying the same
trail, campsite, parking and LWD actions as Alternative 4.

Respectfully,
David Knapp
AW Member



mailto:david.dk2008@gmail.com
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From: brett.j.allen@L-3com.com

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

Date: 07/23/2008 10:04 AM

Brett Allen

L-3 Communi cations / Commruni cation Systens - West
Mechani cal Engi neering

640 North 2200 West

P. O. Box 16850

Salt Lake City, UT 84116

Email: Brett.J. All en@-3com com
Phone: (801) 594-7753
Website: http://ww.l-3comconi csw
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From: brett.j.allen@L-3com.com

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

Date: 07/23/2008 10:04 AM

Attachments: Chattoogal etter.doc

Pl ease see nmy attached letter for conments. Thanks

Brett Allen

L-3 Comuni cations / Conmuni cation Systenms - West
Mechani cal Engi neering

640 North 2200 West

P. O Box 16850

Salt Lake City, UT 84116

Email: Brett.J. Al en@-3comcom
Phone: (801) 594-7753
Website: http://wwmv. | -3com coni csw
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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


7/23/2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



My name is Brett Allen, I live in Utah and am a whitewater enthusiast.  It has come to my attention that the USFS is considering severely limiting boating on the Chattooga river and that has caused me concern.  Typically, the USFS understands that boating is a very low impact activity and allows people to enjoy the wonderful rivers that we have in our country.  I believe the USFS is not making the right decision by recommending alternative 4.


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



Brett Allen


140 E 1350 N



Bountiful UT, 84010





From: Jason Elrod

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 07/23/2008 02:30 PM

| do not understand the detriment that paddling can have on the river. Paddlers
are mostly nature loving, no littering, environmentalists that only want to use our
Nation's Rivers for recreation. Please explain how paddling down a river disturbs

the natural beauty of the landscape?

This seems to be politically driven.

Jason Elrod



mailto:jasonelrod@bellsouth.net
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From: msaul@comcast.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 07/23/2008 02:37 PM

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

comrent s- sout hern-franci smari on-sunter @s. f ed. us
July 23, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sunter National Forest,

My nane is Mathew Saul. M honme is in Marietta, Ceorgia. I ama commercial construction project nanager by
profession. Wien | amnot working, | enjoy paddling the many rivers in America and abroad. M father is an avid trout
fisherman. Enjoynent and respect for our great country’s natural resources has been a lifestyle for ny famly for as
long as | can renenber. We are in agreenment on the follow ng.

| have reviewed the Environmental Assessnent regarding the recreational nanagenment of the Chattooga River. | disagree
wi th your analysis and your proposal. Both treat nme and ny community of river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal
woul d not nmeet ny interests. Please consider the follow ng concerns | have regarding this issue:

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

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

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

. No alternative is acceptabl e because they all include boating bans on the upper Chattooga Ciffs reach and on
tributaries - without any justification.

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

. The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and
allows only 0-6 days of limted boating on the remaining reach - while allowing all other w | derness conformng
existing uses in unlinmted nunbers.. This is not equitable and not acceptabl e!

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

. The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

. The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed neasure that should be
elimnated fromany considerations. There is no way a paddl er can know this nunber and will be an admi nistrative burden
for the agency.

. Paddl ers prefer an alternative simlar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga

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

. The public should have the right to float on public WIld and Scenic Rivers regardl ess of who owns the | and
along the river.
. Al'l aspects of the “CQutstanding Remarkabl e Values” of WIld and Scenic Rivers should be protected on the entire

river, not just in sonme areas.

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

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

Thank you for considering these comments,
Mat hew Saul

3881 Easy Circle NE
Marietta, GA 30066



mailto:msaul@comcast.net
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From: Russ Chaffin

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

Date: 07/23/2008 04:20 PM

FYI ...

== Russ Chaffin ==

s s s s s Pt s e P P Pt et P P P Pt s Pt Pt Pt Pt P P Pt P Pt

This message is from:

Russ Chaffin

Regional Web Manager

USDA Forest Service, Southern Region
1720 Peachtree Road, NW, Suite 763S
Atlanta, GA 30309

Phone (work): (404) 347-3284
Phone (cell):  (404) 735-3698
Fax: (404) 347-1781
Email (work): rchaffin@fs.fed.us

Email (mobile): rcmobile@mindspring.com

— — s s s s s s s

"BE the CHANGE you wish to see in the World."

-- Gandhi

s s s s s Pt s Pt P P Pt et P P P P e Pt Pt Pt Pt s Pt P P Pt

"Roger Chaffin" <Roger.Chaffin@UConn.edu=

07/16/2008 02:39 PM

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

— — s s s s s s s

To <rchaffin@fs.fed.us>
cc

Subject Chattanooga River Project
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comments-southern-francismarion-sumter @fs.fed.us

July 16 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am awhite water paddler and outdoor lover living in Connecticut. | have
paddled the Chattooga river on several occasions and know that it is one of
the outstanding locations for this sport on the east coast.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. The EA offersno basisfor the boating bans and limits

. The EA lacksafull range of alternatives

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

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

. The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternativeis a
flawed measure that should be eliminated from any considerations. There
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isno 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 measuresfirst.

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

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

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

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Roger Chaffin

114 Southworth Dr. Ashford CT 06278






From: Paul Sanford

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

cc: Marty Bartels; Mark Singleton; Kevin Colburn

Subject: Request for Extension of Comment Period on Chattooga River Environmental
Assessment

Date: 07/23/2008 05:23 PM

Attachments: Chattooga EA.comment_ext req.pdf

Mr. White:

The attached request for an extension of the comment period on the Chattooga
River Environmental Assessment has been sent to Forest Supervisor Jerome
Thomas today by Federal Express. It should arrive tomorrow.

We would appreciate it if you would give it careful consideration and respond in
accordance with the contents of the letter.

Thank you.

Paul Sanford

Director, Stewardship and Public Policy
General Counsel

American Canoe Association

1340 Central Park Blvd., Suite 210
Fredericksburg, VA 22401

Phone: 540.907.4460 ext.106

Fax: 703.636.0296
www.americancanoe.org

Helping people enjoy the outdoors using kayaks, canoes and rafts
since 1880.



mailto:PSanford@americancanoe.org

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

mailto:MBartels@americancanoe.org

mailto:mark@americanwhitewater.org

mailto:kevin@americanwhitewater.org

http://www.acanet.org/



AMERICAN

VWHITEWATER
AMERICAN CANOE ASSOCIATION P.O. Box 1540
Kayak & Canoe Recreation Cullowhee, NC 28723
1340 Central Park Blvd * Suite 210 Phone_: 828'5_86'1930
Fredericksburg, VA 22401 www.americanwhitewater.org

Phone: 540703.451.0141
Fax: 703.451.2245
www.americancanoe.org

July 23, 2008

Jerome Thomas

Forest Supervisor

Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests
4931 Broad River Road

Columbia SC 29212

Dear Mr. Thomas:

The American Canoe Association, its 150+ member paddling clubs and 40,000 members
nationwide, joins with American Whitewater and its 6000 members nationwide, to respectfully
request an extension of the comment period on the Forest Service’s pre-decisional
Environmental Assessment for Management of the Recreational Uses on the Upper Chattooga
River.

In your release of the Assessment on July 2, you provided for the absolute minimum comment
period of 30 days, setting a comment deadline of August 1. Because of the nature of these
proceedings and the importance of the issues involved, we believe a longer comment period is
warranted.

The Forest Service took two years to prepare this Environmental Assessment, which runs to
160+ pages in final form. Furthermore, boaters have waited decades for meaningful review of the
ban on boating on the Upper Chattooga. The Environmental Assessment claims to be that
meaningful review. Boaters should not be expected to review and comment on such an
Assessment in a mere 30 days.

We think 90 day comment period would have been justified. However, an extension of one
month, until September 2, 2008 would be adequate.

128 Years of Service to the Paddlesports Community
1880-2008







EA Comment Extension Request
Page 2 of 2

We respectfully request an extension of the comment period until that date so that we may
provide detailed comments on the EA and the Preferred Alternative.

Please contact the Stewardship Directors of our respective organizations at your earliest
convenience using the contact information provided below, and let them know whether the
comment period will be extended.

Sincerely,

Martin A. Bartels Mark Singleton

Executive Director Executive Director

American Canoe Association American Whitewater

Stewardship Director Contact Information

For American Canoe Association: For American Whitewater:
Paul Sanford Kevin Colburn
Stewardship & Policy Director National Stewardship Director
(540) 907-4460 ext. 106 (406) 543-1802
psanford@americancanoe.org kevin@americanwhitewater.org
1340 Central Park Blvd. Suite 210 1035 Van Buren St

Fredericksburg, VA 22401 Missoula, MT 59802
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From: Paul

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: chatooga
Date: 07/23/2008 05:23 PM

It”s a beautiful river, lets save it, for a change...
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From: Augie and Betsy

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: new bans on Chattooga tributaries
Date: 07/23/2008 06:41 PM

We just wanted to let you know that we are against the proposal to

adopt Alternative 4 that would institute new bans on Chattooga tributaries
for paddlers. Paddlers as a group are very sensitive to the enviornment
and practice " leave no trace". We believe that the river should be
available for paddlers.

Please do not take away our civil rights as Americans to enjoy the beauty
that God created for all to enjoy.

Respectfully,

Augie and Betsy Westerfield

augieandbetsy@yahoo.com




mailto:augieandbetsy@yahoo.com
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From: john macdonald

Reply To: johnny mac_01@yahoo.com

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

Date: 07/23/2008 08:53 PM

I suppose paddling sometimes brings out yahoos.

personnally i think some compromise is in order.

Here in ct. fly fishing folk do there damdest to
limit water releases, claiming it harms the fish.

read up on the Housatonic

I'd like the option of paddling the legendary chattooga

ps...I promise not to bring a bow.



mailto:johnny_mac_01@yahoo.com
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From: Antonia Chadwick

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Environmental Assessment - Chattooga River
Date: 07/24/2008 01:21 AM

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

comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
24 July 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sir,

| am presently living in Pennsylvania, but | have lived in Georgia, and spent
many weekends in the Sumter National Forest. | have been a whitewater
paddler for 3 decades, and have travelled to Georgia/South Carolina just for the
opportunity to paddle rivers in the region.

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your
proposal. Both treat me and other paddlers unfairly. Your proposal would not
meet my interests.

*There is no justification for banning boating on the Chattooga river.
Boaters typically leave a very small “footprint”, rarely leaving the boat or the
larger rocks on the shore.

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

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

* The USFS preferred alternative is not equitable and not acceptable!

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

* The EA is different than the last one, is at least a year late and has wasted
millions in tax payer money

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

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



mailto:chadwick@innernet.net

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

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



* An irrational decision like this sets a poor precedent for future decisions on
utilization of natural resources elsewhere in the country.

In short:

1. Conduct a real user capacity analysis and immediately allow boating in the
same numbers, places, and seasons that you allow existing users.

2. Allow paddling in a similar manner to your alternative number 8, except on
the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you,
Sincerely

Jeffrey Sarsfield
479 Briar Lane
Chambersburg, Pa






From: Charles Mobley

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

CcC: edadamsl@alltel.net

Subject: Comments regarding the draft Enviormental Assessment for the Upper
Chatooga River

Date: 07/24/2008 10:58 AM

At the request of Forest Supervisor, Jerome Thomas on behalf of the Forest
Service, | make the following comments regarding the pre-decisional
Environmental Assessment recently published by the Service.

| am Charles A. Mobley. | live and practice law in Clayton, Rabun County,
Georgia. | am a fisherman and a member of the Rabun Chapter of Trout
Unlimited. Having lived on this earth for 65 years | realize that it is impossible to
fully satisfy everyone when their interests are so diverse and in competition. | am
grateful for the opportunity to make comments and | hope that they will be of
some benefit to the Service.

| believe your User Capacity Analysis is complete, fair, comprehensive and
professional. You left no stone unturned.

While selfishly | would prefer your Alternative No. 3 because it is boating-free
and would preserve aesthetic back-country values such as solitude and
wilderness in the upper Chattooga River for future generations, | know that
compromise is best. Therefore | would urge the adoption of Alternative No. 4
because:

It allows boating from 12/01 to 03/01 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. This seems to be fair and objective.

It will limit camping and parking, which is needed.

It will enhance water quality by reducing erosion and sedimentation from
visitor overuse and abuse.

It prohibits removal of large woody debris to accommodate boating. This
debris has great ecological significance.

It prevents in steam conflict.

| would suggest, as | am sure others have, that additional law enforcement be
engaged and that visitor education be expanded.
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That the Forrest Service or a contract concessionaire pre-authorize
boatable days and post the information at public locations.

That stakeholders be involved in the implementation and monitoring of the
new management plan.

That an on site and full-time river manager be engaged to protect and
preserve this national treasure for future generations.

It is my belief that the preferred alternative No. 4 is a compromise that is fair
because it utilizes zoning which is a time tested, fair and legal land and water
use practice. It ensures that the different and conflicting types of users are
physically separated.

Charles A. Mobley, LLC
Post Office Box 745
Clayton, Georgia 30525
Telephone (706) 782-1901
Fax (706) 782-1912

Cell (404) 936-7811






From: J & J Carney

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: FS Proposal for Chatooga River Use
Date: 07/24/2008 11:03 AM

| wish to register my comments regarding the Chatooga River proposals.

As a fisherman and outdoor enthusiast | have visited the Chatooga corridor many
times. In particular | have enjoyed the area above Burrells Ford from both the
fishing and hiking aspects. The uninterrupted solitude is a key factor in enjoyment,
especially during the winter and spring months. While | sympathize with the boaters
that feel the need to take their equipment through any body of water, regardless of
dangers or pristine status, | feel that the current opportunities are sufficient to their
purposes of conquering the waters rather than enjoying them. | would also believe
that the Preferred Alternative will result in escalated cost and enforcement problems
if implemented.

| fear that once boating is allowed in any form, this will open the door to further and
continuing encroachment and damage to this wilderness area. Look no further than
what has and is continuing to happen in areas opened to off-road vehicles. This
should serve as a lesson learned.

If changes need to be made, | would vote in favor of Alternative 3.
Thank you,

John Carney
Brevard, NC



mailto:jjcarney@brinet.com

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




From: Joel Atyas

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/24/2008 11:14 AM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

I live in Western North Carolina. | have grown up enjoying the Chattooga
River as an outdoor recreational enthusiast. Some of my fondest
memories are if my times at summer camp as a child while canoeing down
the Chattooga River. As an adult my enthusiasm for kayaking or canoeing
on the Chattooga remains undiminished. | am a software engineer and a
registered and active voter. | donate to political causes that | feel are
worthwhile. | feel that ensuring the fair use of the Chattooga river for all
river enthusiasts is one of those causes.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. The EA 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,

Joel Atyas

67 White Fawn Drive
Asheville, NC 28801






From: Julie Stuart

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject:
Date: 07/24/2008 11:26 AM

Dear Forest Service,

| had the lovely experience of hiking the Chattooga River for my birthday last
weekend. While on the hike | learned a lot about the current Forest Service plan
to open the river for several weeks of whitewater boating during the winter when
the river is at it's highest level. Before | went on the hike | was agnostic about
the issue--I can see both sides of the argument--the kayakers and rafters want to
be able to run the rapids, and the hikers and fisherman who've had the river to
themselves relish the solitude and lack of organized groups impacting their
enjoyment. Because of the hike, | have a better understanding of the issues
involved.

| am siding with GA ForestWatch's position which does not want to see boating
on the river and here's a couple of the reasons why:

1. As you know there are a lot of dead and dying hemlocks in the forests of the
GA, SC and NC mountains. While eating lunch, we looked up and down the
river--about a 100 yard view--and counted 10 that were almost dead and very
close to falling across the river. That's one dead hemlock every 10 yards
needing removal once it falls and blocks the waterway, essentially requiring the
Forest Service to go into the logging business to remove obstacles to boating. A
huge job when you think about the length of the river that would be available for
boating. Currently, all three states have different rules on dead tree removal
which would need some agreement. And as you know, dead trees in the river
provide great habitat and ideally should remain there until they decay.

2. There is something to the argument about maintaining peace and solitude--
one of the governing uses of this forest--and | find myself conflicted between
wanting to get people out into the natural world and being mindful about how
much impact we can have on a delicate resource. This area is already highly
used and bringing in groups of boaters who have to carry their boats and

gear from parking areas for several miles to the river will have a big impact.

3. GA doesn't have enough money or manpower to do adequate enforcement,
and while there is a proposal to allow a limit of permits per day to boaters, the
Forest Service has not discussed how they would enforce this. Honor

system?? Also, these are serious Class Ill and IV rapids which are not for the
inexperienced. If there is an accident or fatality, a rescue operation might indeed
impact the forest.



mailto:jnbstuart@mindspring.com

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



These are several of the key arguments that persuaded me to support the
position of GA ForestWatch.

Thanks,
Julie Stuart
Berkeley Lake, GA

Making
|ldeas
Visible

julie@MakingldeasVisible.com
770 329 4213






From: Perry, Steve

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga Boating
Date: 07/24/2008 12:20 PM

| rarely respond to such comment requests. However, as a fly fisherman who thinks the BEST time to
be fishing is when no one else is on the water-especially late fall and winter- and who has encountered
illegal boating on the Upper Chattooga, as well as legal kayaking on the Nantahala, | am still perplexed
that this Alternative #4 is a low impact possibility. First, | have been overrun by boaters on both above
rivers while fishing. Also, | have also seen the impact of LIMITED camping- trash, fires, vegetation loss
and erosion. Finally, if there is going to be a granting of boating rights, in addition to continued fishing, |
would strongly recommend the expansion of parking, especially at the Burrells Ford Bridge, as it is
overcrowded, in poor repair, and is not maintained as far as trash pick-up- all of which will continue
toward further deterioration with increased usage. Finally, WHO is going to patrol the areas, maintain
the vigilance as to times and places of LEGAL usage and equipment, and maintain an area we are so
fortunate to have?

Thank you for hearing my concerns and questions. | look forward to a response.

Steven R. Perry, BSC, RPC
Branch Manager
Vice-President - Investments
Financial Advisor

Wachovia Securities, LLC
Highlands, NC

Office 828-787-2323
Fax 828-526-3957

Toll free 888-489-2323
Cell 828-371-1633

The best compliment you can give me is to refer someone who you believe desires the kind of service
you are receiving.

ATTENTI ON: Pl ease be aware that the confidentiality of Internet e-nail
cannot be guaranteed. Instructions having financial consequences such
as trade orders, funds transfer, etc., should not be included in your
e-mai | conmmuni cations to us as we cannot act on such instructions
recei ved by e-nmail.

If you are a current Wachovia Securities client and wish to
unsubscri be

frommarketing e-mails fromyour Wachovia Securities financia

advi sor,

reply to one of his/her e-mails and type "Unsubscribe" in the subject
l[ine. This action will not affect delivery of inportant service
nmessages regardi ng your accounts that we may need to send you or
preferences you may have previously set for other e-mail services.

If you are not a client, please go to:
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htt ps://ww. wachovi a. com enai | / unsubscri be

For additional information regarding our electronic conmunication
policies please go to:

htt p: // www. wachovi asec. com got oenai | di scl osure

I nvestments in securities and i nsurance products are:
NOT FDI C- | NSURED/ NOT BANK- GUARANTEED/ MAY LOSE VALUE

Wachovia Securities is the trade nane used by two separate, registered
br oker - deal ers and nonbank affiliates of Wachovi a Corporation
provi di ng

certain retail securities brokerage services: Wachovia Securities,

LLC

Menber NYSE/ SI PC, and Wachovi a Securities Financial Network, LLC
Member FI NRA/ SI PC

Wachovi a Securities, 1 North Jefferson, St. Louis, MO 63103






From: Patton Dycus

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga compromise
Date: 07/24/2008 02:07 PM

I have fly fished the Chattooga several times and have also been on a
commercial rafting trip on a portion of the Chattooga currently open to
boating. As an avid fly fisherman, | enjoy the tranquility that the current
ban on boating offers on some portions of the river. | applaud the Forest
Service's efforts, through the proposed compromise, to strike a balance
between the sometimes competing interests of boaters, fisherman and
hikers and campers. However, | would like to speak out in favor of a
continuation of a complete ban on boating on those portions of the
Chattooga that currently have a ban in place. As someone who enjoys
rafting and kayaking, | believe that the interests of boaters should be
respected -- but | feel that the options for boating on the Chattooga
currently available do that. If boating is allowed on the sections of the
river where it currently is not, I am afraid that this will create a "slippery
slope™ -- which will eventually lead in a few years to opening the entire
river to boating.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Patton Dycus

653 Bonaventure Ave. #3
Atlanta, GA 30306
404-446-6661
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From: WSHOWLAND@aol.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 07/24/2008 04:31 PM

| am very opposed to allowing boating on the upper Chattooga. Please
reconsider the initial recommendation.
This are is pristine and will be adversely affected by additional activity.

Sincerely,

W. Slocum Howland, Jr., M. D.
223 Sagee Drive

Highlands, NC 28741

phone: (828) 526-9097

fax: (828) 526-9383

email: wshowland@aol.com

Get fantasy football with free live scoring. Sign up for FanHouse Fantasy Football

today.
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From: Lennard Zinn

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Open the Chatooga to human-powered boating
Date: 07/24/2008 06:58 PM

Kayaking, rafting and canoeing are all appropriate uses for a wild and
scenic river like the Chatooga. Please revise the Chatooga use plan to
reflect this.

Thanks,

Lennard

Lennard Zinn

President, Zinn Cycles Inc.

Senior Technical Writer for VeloNews and Inside Triathlon magazines
cycling author

7437 S. Boulder Rd.

Boulder, CO 80303-4641 USA

ph. 303-499-4349

fax 303-499-9050

email |.zinn@comcast.net

Web www.zinncycles.com
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From: Willis Stose

Reply To: Willis Stose

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

Date: 07/24/2008 09:57 PM

Sir:

I am completely opposed to allowing any rafting/boating/ paddling activity on
the upper Chattooga River. Let us keep it in its natural state and not allow
anythibng or anyone to disturb or damage its natural beauty. Thank you.

Willis G. Stose, M.D., Highlands, N.C.
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From: Unicoi Outfitters

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

Subject: Chattooga Decision

Date: 07/25/2008 11:40 AM

Good Day,

First, | would like to thank the USFS for all the |long hours and headaches endured during
this

process, and appreciate being able to participate in the process.

I would prefer the status quo be maintai ned, but absent that, the USFS's preferrred
alternative, Alternative 4, appears to be a workable, reasoned, conprom se, and | support
fully.

Janmes H Harris

it
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From: Unicoi Outfitters

Sent By: lee.hiers@gmail.com

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

Date: 07/25/2008 12:15 PM

| have been somewhat active in this process since the beginning,
havi ng attended several neetings and adding ny coments to the record.
From t he begi nning, when | was seated across fromthe supporters of
changi ng the boating regul ations on this stream | have advocat ed
conprom se. However, these supporters of opening the river up for
boating continually refused to conpromi se. They would say that there
woul d be no interference between boaters and fishermen due to the
wat er | evel precluding one activity or the other. However, when
attenpts were made to reach a concrete conprom se, they refused to do
so.

| believe the Alternative 4 is such a reasonable conpronise. It
allows for boating only when boating should be undertaken and fishing
conditions are undersirable, and at | ower water |levels (those
preferred by the fishernen), prohibits boating, thereby avoiding
conflicts between the two groups.

And these boater-angler conflicts are exactly the cause for the
original boat ban...and it has worked well all these years. Fishing
is virtually non-existent on the | ower sections of the river,
primarily due to the presence of the boaters. To unconditionally open
t he upper river to boating would result in an effective ban on fishing
that section.

| urge the USFS to maintain the current total ban; in lieu of that,
Alternative 4 is a reasonable conpromise that | could fully support.

Thank your for your efforts in this process.
Respectful ly,

Lee Hi ers
Cornelia, GA
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From: Raeber, Steve

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Draft Environmental Assessment
Date: 07/25/2008 12:25 PM

Forest Service ,

First, let me express my appreciation for the careful investigation and review you have given this complicated
issue. As a dedicated fly fisherman and outdoor enthusiast | would have preferred Alternative #3 which would have
preserved the unique fishing character of this section of the Chattooga River. Alternative #4 is a compromise which
seems reasonable and fair to all parties. | applaud your efforts also to reduce the congestion and overcrowding near
Burrell's Ford Bridge.

| hope this solution can be adopted and that we can move forward to maintain and enhance this special area.
Thank You,

Steve Raeber
Please note my new e-mail address is steve.raeber@credit-suisse.com

Stephen M. Raeber

Managing Director

CREDIT SUISSE SECURITIES (USA) LLC
Private Banking USA

1201 West Peachtree Street

Suite 3650

Atlanta, GA 30309

Tel: 404-897-3314

Fax: 404-962-4245

email: steve.raeber@credit-suisse.com
www.credit-suisse.com

The Private Banking USA business in Credit Suisse Securities (USA) LLC is a regulated broker dealer. It is not a chartered bank, trust
company or depository institution. It is not authorized to accept deposits or provide corporate trust services and it is not licensed or
regulated by any state or federal banking authority.

As provided for in Treasury regulations, advice (if any) relating to federal taxes that is contained in this communication (including
attachments) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue
Code or (2) Promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any plan or arrangement addressed herein.

Pl ease access the attached hyperlink for an inportant el ectronic comunications
di scl ai mer:

http://ww. credit-suisse.comlegal/en/disclainmer_emil ib.htm
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From: automated reply

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Automatic reply from flyfish@unicoioutfitters.com
Date: 07/25/2008 12:40 PM

H,

I"'mout fishing (work-related!) until August 4, so if you have any flyshop questions, please contact one of the shops
directly:

Hel en - John Cross - info@nicoioutfitters.com- 706-878-3083
Bl ue Ridge - David Hul sey - unicoioutfitters@ds.net - 706-632-1880
Ti ght Lines!

Ji my
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From: SBOOHER@aol.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us; jcleeves@fs.fed.us
Subject: Public Comment on Head Waters, Upper Chattooga
Date: 07/25/2008 03:26 PM

John Cleeves
Forest Planner

| am a member of a hiking club. While | am only speaking for myself, | am sure all of our membership is
opposed to Alternative #4.

The agreement made in 1976 that 2/3rd of the river is all that would be open to boating and the 1/3rd
would be available to hiking and Wildlife should not be change just because 30 years has passed and some
boating renting places wants to make more money.

My Senior Citizen friends and | support the ban remaining in place. The Upper Chattooga remains one of
the premier wild areas of the eastern United States. It is a refuge for wildlife, and people of all ages.

| opposed boating on the headwater’s of the Chattooga River.

Sam Booher , 4387 Roswell Dr Martinez, GA 30907

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

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

Date: 07/25/2008 06:39 PM

Dear Sir,

Please consider resuming stocking of the lower river for winter fishing since part of
the North Fork will now be receive boating. If there is no conflict on the upper river
then the lower river should be dual use as well. A Delayed Harvest Section on the
lower river would be wonderful and it would be in affect during the period that

boating traffic is lighter.

Use video conversation to talk face-to-face with Windows Live Messenger. Get
started.



mailto:rollcaster@hotmail.com

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

http://www.windowslive.com/messenger/connect_your_way.html?ocid=TXT_TAGLM_WL_Refresh_messenger_video_072008

http://www.windowslive.com/messenger/connect_your_way.html?ocid=TXT_TAGLM_WL_Refresh_messenger_video_072008




From: Eric B

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments on the Environmental Assessment
Date: 07/25/2008 10:53 PM

Dear US Forest Service,

| have been following the news regarding the Chattooga River and its
unusual, and frankly illegal, management practices. | am a whitewater kayaker and
general outdoors enthusiast, and | urge you to reconsider staying with the status
guo with regards to the management of this watershed. Please understand that
your decisions here are further reaching than just this area. You are sending the
wrong message to other regional Forest Service offices and to other public lands
managers.

None of the “alternatives” you specify in your environmental assessment
have any merit. First off, how come kayaking is the only activity that is restricted?
It seems to me that your monitoring resources should go to the activities that are
done the most. | know for a fact that whitewater kayaking has the lowest impact of
all possible activities, so why do you allow an unlimited of people for every other
type of activity? Secondly, the USFS has admitted that a kayaking ban in a Wild
and Scenic (W&S) river is illegal, so is all the assessment’s alternatives, and that
you don’t have to manage the entire river in your jurisdiction. | don’t think that the
USFS employees are unintelligent, but there is clearly a disconnect between the
goal of protecting that area, and the ability to meet that goal.

The entire country is watching you right now. | beg you to come to the table
and make some logical decisions that are best for the environment and the people
trying to enjoy it. | pains me that things have gotten this bad. Honestly, you should
really be ashamed at the horrible job you are doing in this area.

Sincerely,
Eric Bessette

14655 NE 30th P| #6B
Bellevue, WA 98007
206-235-1177
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From: Larry Walker

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga River EA comments
Date: 07/26/2008 12:15 PM

| believe alternative 3 would have been better. Alternative 4 will be work if
adequate measures are taken to:

. fully implement measures to keep boaters out of the section between
Burrell's Ford and SR 28

. ensure boaters only access the section above Burrell's Ford at designated
times when their environmental and social impact will be least

. continuously provide effective measures to enforce the ban on removal of
large woody debris

Thank you for your thorough job of evaluating the environmental and social
aspects of protecting this precious natural resource.

Larry Walker

321 Hawk Hill Lane
Lakemont, Ga
30552

706-2444345
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From: Milt Aitken

Reply To: Milt Aitken

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

Date: 07/26/2008 12:30 PM

July 26, 2008

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

Gentlemen,

I’ve been paddling various sections and tributaries of the Chattooga since 1981 |
have been active in this process since the late 1990’s. | was aso on the boater
trialsin 2007. | have read the pre-decisional Environmental Assessment for the
Management of Recreational Uses on the Upper Chattooga River and find it
lacking. Please consider my comments on the preferred aternative (#4) below. |
have separated them into general and river reach specific.

General:

Parking -

| am very pleased that the USFS proposes to eliminate roadside parking within ¥
mile of theriver a Burrells Ford. It doesn’t appear to me the parking lots on both
sides of the river will be closed. If those lots were closed or reduced in size, the
human impacts on the area would be further mitigated.

Camping, Hiking & Registration -

| am extremely disappointed that the USFS did not require self registration from
al users. The area near the bridges and camping sites already show significant
impact from human use. That useis clearly not from boating or boaters. Without
registration, the USFS can neither measure nor manage the non-boating users. It
Isunfair to one user group, and it emasculates the USFS’s ability to manage the
other uses and their significant impact. Thisis a serious oversight that should be
corrected.

Flow Based Regimen -
| appreciate that the USFS has proposed to allow some boating on two of the three
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sections under some conditions. Unfortunately, this has the appearance of nothing
more than atoken to try to appease boaters and maybe the USFS Chief. The
restrictions are extreme and represent an unfair burden to both boaters and the
USFS. For example, it appears that the USFS purports to be able to predict, in
advance, the mean daily flow. An honest and genuine effort at this would surely
be quite difficult and would result in significant error. Further, | suspect that,
given the USFS’s long term recal citrance regarding paddling on these sections that
any error would be against boating. A mean daily value can only be calculated
accurately after the fact. And then, itistoo late to boat. Doesthe USFS propose
to tell us after the day is over that the mean daily flow was adequate? While MDF
may be easier to codify, it isnot easier to enforce. A more fair method would be
to alow boating when the peak on a day was above a certain threshold. | would
suggest that we use 2.2 feet on the 76 gauge. Of course, that is way downstream
of the Upper Chattooga, and would give both false positives and fal se negatives.
But, it iseasily enforced, and is open and transparent in that everyone interested
can seeit on the Internet as well asin official USGS records after the fact.

Commercial Rafting

Commercial rafting should never be allowed on any of these sections asit would
damage the solitude of the area. In fact, all commercial exploitation of the area
should be banned. This should include whitewater guided trips as well as fly-
fishing guides and trips.

Portage -

Alternative 4 — Direct and Indirect Effects mentions “implementing designated
portagetrails”. | don’t understand why the USFS keeps bringing thisup. No
portage trails are required and they need not be considered. As| mentioned, | was
on the “Expert Panel” trial runs. All portages were made on bedrock except for
the large logjam on the Chattooga Cliffs reach, which was portaged on the logs.
Thisis supported by the Berger Group Phase 1 Assessment Report.

Visitation Impact —

Page 53 of the draft states " Alternatives that attract more users to the remote upper
stretches of the river increase the likelihood of portage needs and trampling of
vegetation,” | already exposed the portage issue as bogus. Additionally, visitation
will increase regardless of the status of boating. The USFS need to implement
systems that will measure and control thisincrease by requiring registration. The
wording of this statement reveals something of the intent of the USFS. It implies
that the USFS is only interested in restricting one user group instead of protecting
the resource itself from all threats. Furthermore, continued stocking would qualify





as something that “attracts more users” and increases the likelihood of trampling
of vegetation.

Non-Native Species—

Why isthere no analysis, in this or any other document, of the impact of stocking
non-native species adjacent to a Wilderness area? Why isit OK to create an
attraction by artificially altering the fauna and bringing in more visitors, instead of
allowing the enjoyment of the resource in its natural state?

Adaptive Management -

Page 125 of the EA mentions an “adaptive management” component that can
determine the need for additional use restrictions. So, why not be more
permissive at first and then more restrictive later? It mystifies me that the USFS
proposes to manage under this doctrine with no clear knowledge of the number of
(non-boater) users and no permit process.

Conflict —

On page 105 of the draft is the following passage: “If the Forest Service chooses
to continue current management the boaters’ antipathy toward those who oppose
boating would likely escalate. Goal interference and the resulting face to-face
conflict under this aternative is the same as the Existing Condition.” As aboater,
| find thisimmensely insulting. Asfar as| know, there is no evidence of boaters
causing conflict. The only threat of conflict that has come out in any of the
meetings appears to have come from local anglers. So, why would the USFS
point the finger at paddlers? | challenge the USFS to provide evidence that
conflicts are initiated by paddlers.

Reach Specific Comments:

Chattooga Cliffs Section — | agree and support the proposed limits on number of
parties and paddlers on this section. | would even support alower number of
parties. Itisafragile place and too much traffic will damageit. | support the
banning of rafts from this section. It isfar too small to allow safe passage of a
raft. Also, rafts would necessarily cause more damage to the area than smaller
craft. | support theidea of ariver flow based system, however, as mentioned
above, the prediction of a Daily Mean Flow isinappropriate. A simple threshold
on the stage gauge at Burrells Ford or 76 would be much more manageable. | am
disappointed at the unfairly short calendar season and request that the USFS
reconsider. A more appropriate season would be December 1 through May 31.
That would allow viewing of the rhododendron and other Spring changes on the
rare days that there is enough water to float the river.






Ellicott Rock Section — While rafts have safely traveled this section, | support a
ban on rafts here also for the same reasons mentioned above. The proposed limits
on parties and trips are appropriate for this section, but for different reasons than
Chattooga Cliffs. The number of trips could be increased with little impact. This
areaisfar lessfragile than Chattooga Cliffs. Rather than protecting afragile
ecosystem, the limits would serve to preserve solitude. The season should be
changed to extend from December 1 to May 31. The flow based system should be
changed as previously mentioned. In addition, the USFS should require the
cessation of stocking of non-native fish adjacent to the Wilderness area. That ban
should extend as far downstream as Burrells Ford Bridge.

Rock Gorge Section — | can only assume that the USFS has excluded paddling on
this section as a complete submission to the requests from the angling lobby. As
proven in the boating trial study, aswell as 30 years of unauthorized trips, thisisa
long, challenging, but relatively safe section of whitewater that is appropriate for
paddlers seeking solitude. It isunfair that this stretch of water should be reserved
for anglers wading at lower than boatable flows, hunting prey that is not native to
thisriver and is placed there for their amusement. Fundamentally, thereisa
difference between enjoying aresource in its natural state for what it is (hiking,
camping, animal watching, paddling), and modifying a resource by altering the
riverbed and stocking it with non-native fauna. This section should be managed to
allow paddling under the same rules as the upper sections. And the season should
be December 1 through May 31 to allow viewing from the river of the immense
hillsides of rhododendron & mountain laurel in full bloom.

Summary

This has been along and arduous process. The preferred alternative, as written, is
still very disappointing, in fact wrong headed. It appears that the USFS has till
not treated this processin afair and proper manner. Thereis still achance for the
USFS to make small alterations that would make it much more fair. Please
consider the points I’ve made and adjust Alternative 4.

Thanks

Milt Aitken

715 North River Forest Ct
Marietta, GA 30067






From: Adam Miles

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

Date: 07/27/2008 01:53 AM

7/27/08

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Adam Miles and | am a senior in Mechanical
Engineering at Clemson University. | grew up in Greenville, SC and have
always been an outdoor enthusiast. | have been paddling since | was in
middle school, both touring boats and whitewater. My first experience
whitewater kayaking was on the Chattooga River and it is still one of my
favorite places to paddle. In addition to kayaking I also spend a fair
amount of time hiking, mountain biking, and fishing. Because of this | see
this issue from the side of several different user groups.

After reading the Environmental Assessment regarding the
recreational management of the Chattooga River, | disagree with your
analysis and your proposal. Both treat me and my community of paddlers
unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests. | have always
supported the forest service as the majority of my hobbies take me to land
they manage, however | do not agree with, nor do | see the logic in this
decision. Please consider the following concerns | have regarding this
issue.

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

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

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

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

. The 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
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. 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 allowing me to voice my opinion,

Sincerely

Adam Miles

130 Hialeah Rd

Greenville, SC 29607






From: Jason Warner

Reply To: jasonwarner@warnertax.com

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

Date: 07/27/2008 08:16 AM

| wish to add my voice to those urging you to protect the upper Chattooga River

from the devastating impact that unlimited kayaking would have on a fragile
ecosystem. The compromise solution is not perfect, but at least it offers some

protection. The greed and insensitivity of an organization like American
Whitewater cannot be allowed to override the Forest Service’s obligation to
protect such a natural treasure.

The N.C. mountains have suffered enough from those who do not respect the
environment. Please do not assist further degradation.

Jonathan H. (Jason) Warner

Spruce Pine, North Carolina
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From: Edwin Dale

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments on Pre-decisional EA

Date: 07/27/2008 10:32 AM

Attachments: Comments on Pre-decisional EA.odt

Attached, please find subject.
Thank you,

Edwi n Dal e
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Comments and Thoughts on Pre-decisional EA





I have reviewed the Pre-decisional EA released by the Sumter NF Planning Team written to address the proposal to allow recreational boaters to paddle the Chattooga River upstream from the Highway 28 bridge.  Following are my comments on this document. 





Chapter 1 Purpose and Need, Pages 1-4





It seems to me the Purpose of this proposal is to meet direction from the Washington Office to not accept the Sumter NF Plan Revision of 2004 (which supported the previously established Sumter NF LRMP of 1985 that also did not allow boating above the Highway 28 bridge) and, therefore the WO issued a directive for the Forest to restudy the issue.  This is my opinion from reading the details of an obviously lobbyist based directed request as detailed by Gloria Manning in her Decision of Appeal following the legal action by American Whitewater.  





The second and third paragraphs in Chapter 1 doe not address the critical, and controversial, proposal to allow boating above the aforementioned bridge.





Perhaps it should be noted that one must also consider that the addition of another user group would, most likely lead to further degradation of the river corridor by increasing the number of visitors, more trails either user or agency created would occur, there would be more campfires (perhaps the major cause of environmental degradation) and more impacts on existing vegetation and animal life through creation of new user trails (especially around portages).





1.1  Need for the Proposed Actions








The last sentence in paragraph 3 of this section states, “Advanced whitewater paddlers and creek boaters are interested in experiencing these upper sections which contain very scenic, remote, narrow stretches of river.”  So, is this a need?  The whitewater boater group already has (and has had for 30 years) access to the lower Chattooga River. At this point one should note the existing environmental differences between the two sections and ask, “would I want the Upper Chattooga River to look like this?  “Interested in experiencing these upper sections which contain. . .” is hardly a valid reason to open up this section of “wild” river.  I might be interested in experiencing instant wealth, but that does not make it a right!


1.1.1





Does this mean an LRMP revision must be done on all three Forests?





Obviously existing impacts are already occurring from existing user groups.  Is adding an additional user group(s) going to solve this problem?


1.1.2





1	Yes they will, and these will not be reduced by adding more users. 





2	Yes they can, and will.





3	Yes, by appropriate management direction.  Adding more people will diminish this value.





4	Yes.  That's the purpose of this EA in following WO mandated direction for the VUCA.





5	Yes. The purpose of Step 9 in LAC planning, as well as technocratic planning.





1.2 Proposed Actions








Good proposed actions base.


1.3 Decisions to be Made








Good questions.





Chapter 2 Alternatives, Pages 5-20





Good description of Alternatives. 





Alternative 2 appears, to me, to be the only progressive management Alternative.  It supports the concepts of environmental restoration in a Wild and Scenic River corridor and a designated Wilderness rather than increasing visitor use and further degradation of natural values in the ecosystem.





Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Pages 21-131





Includes address of Biological, Social and Physical (also includes heritage) issues.  Good reviews by wildlife biologist, social scientists and archeologists.  Good descriptions of Social Resources and potential conflicts.  The major problems, in my opinion, are going to be social encounters followed by further environmental degradation with the advent of increased users.





Page 27 	If these effects are already present, why increase them?





Page 30	Why is this data described?





Finally, where is the address and analysis of the Economic issues?  Analysis of Economics is a direction in the NEPA of 1969 and the CEQ Regulations (1974) based on NEPA  Why is it not included here?  If I missed this analysis because it was buried in so much other supporting data, I apologize.





Appendices Pages 132-155





These pages containing text, tabular and graphic portrayal, addressing of other issues, e.g. rescue are well written and provide references.  Much of this information is overwhelming.  This is not being critical it merely demonstrates a great deal of effort and input by Forest Service personnel.  Many of these Forest Service personnel should be commended for their efforts in addressing an obviously lobbyist/single interest organization such as American Whitewater and their attempt to “force” a federal agency to bend its rules because a small group of citizens want . . .”to experience these upper sections which contain. . . “  Awesome,” as those petitioners would say.





References and Personnel are appropriate and gracious, respectively.





Overall, a good report (by the specialists) except for the shortcomings of an Economic analysis for the Alternatives and a weak (imho) Purpose and Need for overturning local LRMP decisions.





Summary





I find it extremely difficult to make the required leap of faith from these analyses to a conclusion that  Alternative 4 is the preferred alternative for management.  Where in the data is the suggestion that such a link is unequivocal and true?  Where is the overwhelming support (other than the paddling community) to change the settled management of the Sumter NF LRMP in one (more) attempt to increase a specific vested interest user groups into a relatively primitive natural area?  It appears logical to me that in this era where rampant development dominates all other interests it would be prudent to recognize these small areas with outstanding ORVs and provide additional protection for such spaces.





Further, one should be cognizant of the point, “give an inch, take a mile”, and wonder when the next attempt to expand boating in this area, as well as other rivers in the United States where they are currently banned  One needs only to look at environmental conditions on the lower Chattooga River with 30 years of  recreational use (primarily boating as the anglers and others seeking scenery and solitude have moved on) and compare it with the upper Chattooga River with 30 years of closure to boating.  Both groups of recreationists (boaters and land lovers) have survived these limitations. Why change it now for such an insignificant reason?





The three areas where I think this analysis is either weak in its arguments, or that the Agency is struggling to make a case that is obviously going to be environmentally destructive are: 





The Purpose and Need are evasive and not truthful (they do not address the reality of why this analysis was initiated) and they lack substance.  This is especially true for the Need section.








	There is no Economic Analysis of the Alternatives.  It is difficult to believe the Agency will be 	able to provide funding for the additional Law Enforcement personnel needed to police the 	behaviors of the additional user group.  The opportunity to “poach” the section of upper river 	from Burrell's Ford to the Highway 28 Bridge will be very tempting to some.





	Thirdly, one needs only to compare the riverine environment below the Highway 28 Bridge  	where 	paddling is allowed and the river environment above the Highway 28 Bridge and ask 	oneself, “do I really want the upper river to become like that two-thirds of the Chattooga River 	south of the bridge?”  Is that appropriate land and river management?  Is satisfying a single		interest group who wants “to experience these upper sections which contain. . . “ really all that 	important that management of A Wild and Scenic River and management of a designated 	Wilderness may be affected negatively through a decision to allow another visitor group on the 	upper river?








Edwin Dale


561 Lakeland Ct


Athens, GA 30607
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Comments and Thoughts on Pre-decisional EA

I have reviewed the Pre-decisional EA released by the Sumter NF Planning Team written to address the
proposal to allow recreational boaters to paddle the Chattooga River upstream from the Highway 28
bridge. Following are my comments on this document.

Chapter 1 Purpose and Need, Pages 1-4

It seems to me the Purpose of this proposal is to meet direction from the Washington Office to not
accept the Sumter NF Plan Revision of 2004 (which supported the previously established Sumter NF
LRMP of 1985 that also did not allow boating above the Highway 28 bridge) and, therefore the WO
issued a directive for the Forest to restudy the issue. This is my opinion from reading the details of an
obviously lobbyist based directed request as detailed by Gloria Manning in her Decision of Appeal
following the legal action by American Whitewater.

The second and third paragraphs in Chapter 1 doe not address the critical, and controversial, proposal
to allow boating above the aforementioned bridge.

Perhaps it should be noted that one must also consider that the addition of another user group would,
most likely lead to further degradation of the river corridor by increasing the number of visitors, more
trails either user or agency created would occur, there would be more campfires (perhaps the major
cause of environmental degradation) and more impacts on existing vegetation and animal life through
creation of new user trails (especially around portages).

1.1 Need for the Proposed Actions

The last sentence in paragraph 3 of this section states, “Advanced whitewater paddlers and creek
boaters are interested in experiencing these upper sections which contain very scenic, remote, narrow
stretches of river.” So, is this a need? The whitewater boater group already has (and has had for 30
years) access to the lower Chattooga River. At this point one should note the existing environmental
differences between the two sections and ask, “would I want the Upper Chattooga River to look like
this? “Interested in experiencing these upper sections which contain. . .” is hardly a valid reason to
open up this section of “wild” river. I might be interested in experiencing instant wealth, but that does
not make it a right!

1.1.1

Does this mean an LRMP revision must be done on all three Forests?

Obviously existing impacts are already occurring from existing user groups. Is adding an additional
user group(s) going to solve this problem?
1.1.2

1 Yes they will, and these will not be reduced by adding more users.
2 Yes they can, and will.

3 Yes, by appropriate management direction. Adding more people will diminish this value.












From: Carl lobst

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: No boaters on upper Chattooga
Date: 07/27/2008 11:14 AM

Currently boaters of all stripes can paddle below the Hwy 28 bridge. That should be
enough of a thrill for them. | want to be able to experience solitude on the upper
Chattooga. That would be impossible with the presence of any size boating party. It
time to keep the upper Chattooga a wilderness, not a waterpark. No boats on the
upper Chattooga.

Carl lobst

42 South Country Club
Cullowhee, NC 28723
828.293.0605

Train virtual, Live Real!!!
('Real’ refers to the concepts postulated by Karl Pribram's Holographic
Paradigmn & David Bohm's theory of Non-Locality)

Use video conversation to talk face-to-face with Windows Live Messenger. Get
started.
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http://www.windowslive.com/messenger/connect_your_way.html?ocid=TXT_TAGLM_WL_Refresh_messenger_video_072008
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From: Carl lobst

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: No boaters on upper Chattooga
Date: 07/27/2008 11:26 AM

Currently boaters of all stripes can paddle below the Hwy 28 bridge. That should be
enough of a thrill for them. | want to be able to experience solitude on the upper
Chattooga. That would be impossible with the presence of any size boating party. It
time to keep the upper Chattooga a wilderness, not a waterpark. No boats on the
upper Chattooga.

Carl lobst

42 South Country Club
Cullowhee, NC 28723
828.293.0605

Train virtual, Live Real!!!
('Real’ refers to the concepts postulated by Karl Pribram's Holographic
Paradigmn & David Bohm's theory of Non-Locality)

Time for vacation? WIN what you need. Enter Now!
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From: g2debacher@bellsouth.net

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

Subject: upper Chattooga management plan

Date: 07/27/2008 12:26 PM

I am writing concerning the so-called "alternative 4" for management of
the upper Chattooga. | am very familiar with this section. Disgusted that
I was not allowed to see it in the most natural and least damaging way, by
paddling, | instead have explored it by rock-hopping and wading. | have
750 photos illustrating every bit of the public miles of the upper
Chattooga. Based on that, | pose the following questions.

Which section of the upper Chattooga is the most suitable for paddling by
the widest segment of the public?

Which section of the upper Chattooga has the most days per year of
sufficient water for paddling?

Which section of the upper Chattooga has the USFS proposed to leave
completely closed to paddling?

The answer to all three is the section from Burrells Ford to Highway 28.

The USFS is proposing to continue to keep the section most suitable for
paddling closed, apparently only to assuage the feelings of those user
groups who have enjoyed privileged access to that section since the 70s.

Meanwhile, paddling, fishing, and hiking have co-existed on Overflow
Creek and the West Fork for many years without significant problems.
The paddlers are on Overflow when the water is high, and the fishermen
and hiker/waders are there when Overflow is low.

The experience on Overflow, and for that matter on the Chauga,

the Chattahoochee above Helen, the Jacks and the Conasauga, all show
that water levels lead to self-management of use without significant
conflict by paddlers, fishermen, and others.

I do not see how the USFS proposed plan can be considered a serious
response to the past banning of paddling as long as paddlers are excluded
from the section most suitable for them. One of the goals for the USFS
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should be to increase paddler access, but the proposed plan reeks of
tokenism and politics, not a serious attempt to redress a severe imbalance
in use.

With regard to the proposed management plan for the uppermost
sections, "Chattooga Cliffs," and from Bullpen Bridge to Burrells Ford, the
proposed plan is cumbersome and unworkable with regard to permitting
and water levels. In general, | find limiting paddling based on water levels
to be acceptable, but it should be left to paddlers to read the conditions at
the river. If they choose to paddle below allowed levels, they should be
ticketed. If the allowed levels are specified intelligently, 1 do not think
there will be a problem.

| also do not agree to limiting paddler use to only the winter months. In
my 35 years of SE paddling, there have been a number of years where
good water levels would have allowed paddling the upper Chattooga at
certain times. At those times, fishermen and hikers would in most cases
have left the river because of high water and heavy rain. No conflict.

Very truly yours

Gary DeBacher






From: R M Parker PMP

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

Subject: FW: Support for Alternative 4 for Managing Recreational Use of the Upper
Chattooga

Date: 07/27/2008 01:19 PM

As boaters and anglers, my wife and | have an interest in the management
plan the Forest Service adopts for Upper Chattooga. Being closer to the
Chattooga was a major reason for our decision to move to Northeast
Georgia a little over two years ago. We enjoy hiking, photography,
sketching, and just plain relaxing along the Upper Chattooga. And while we
do not want this area to suffer from overuse, we have come to realize that
the more people that have an interest in preserving this resource, the
better protected the area is going to be. Because of this we strongly
support Alternative 4 for managing recreational use of the Upper Chattooga.

Sincerely,

Bob and Teri Parker

240 Amilee Graves Circle
PO Box 2530
Clarkesville, GA 30523

This email communication may contain CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION WHICH
ALSO MAY BE LEGALLY PRIVILEGED and is intended only for the use of the
intended recipients identified above. If you are not the intended recipient of this
communication, you are hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use,
dissemination, distribution, downloading, or copying of this communication is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please
immediately notify us by reply email, delete the communication and destroy all
copies.

This message has been scanned for viruses and content by
Gladiator eShield.
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From: Curtis Wood

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Protect the Chattooga
Date: 07/27/2008 02:25 PM

I ama forty year resident of Jackson County, a voter and taxpayer. |
strong favor the preservation of the upper Chattooga River as a wi | derness
area and am opposed to devel opnent for "whitewater" entertai nnent
activities.

Thank you.

Curtis W Wod
684 Spectrum Lane
Cul | owhee NC

828 293 5377
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From: JAMES COX

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Boating the Upper Chattooga
Date: 07/27/2008 07:17 PM

Dear Friends,

| see no need to extend kayak or boating priveleges to the upper
Chatooga. There are plenty of outstanding runs already open.
Encroachment of natural sites by organizations (such as American
Whitewater) that have narrow interests doesn't take a wide and
intelligent view of the wider enviromnmental concerns we all face.
Encroachment is and has been destroying diversity for centuries. It is time
mankind cooperated with and protected the natural environment and the
diversity of species it offers. Hold the line. And start reversing the habits
or encroachment and destruction that deplete the natural world and will
make us rulers of a dead planet.

sincerely,

James Cox

21 Painting Spring Lane

Whittier, NC 28789



mailto:the4winds@verizon.net

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




From: Topgun2

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

Date: 07/27/2008 08:30 PM

VIA E-MAIL

July 27, 2008

U. S. FOREST SERVICE
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212

To Whom It May Concern:

While | would like to see the Upper Chattooga River protected from all
boating, | believe the preferred alternative of allowing four groups aday use
the section of County Line Road Trail to Bull Pen Bridge and four from Bull
Pen Bridge to Burrells Ford Bridge is reasonable. This assumes daily flow is
450 cfs and above between the dates of Decemberl — March 1.

| firmly hold that these pristine areas could be irrevocably damaged by
boaters, but they are also susceptible to damage from fishermen and hikers.
Being a outdoor enthusiast, | am well aware that not everyone who utilizes
National Parks, Wilderness areas, etc. takes care to leave “no trace”. | hope
If this alternative is accepted, the area will not suffer.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on thisissue.
Cordiadlly,

Suzanne W. Jones

1195 Stone Drive

Brevard, NC 28712
Topgun2@citcom.net
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From: Michael McCurdy

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Comments
Date: 07/27/2008 10:38 PM

Attachments: Chattooga Letter.doc
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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 27, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



I am a life-long resident of Georgia. I have been employed as an engineer for twenty seven years. Over the last thirty five years I have recreated many times in the Chattahoochee and Sumter National Forests. My favorite activities include backpacking and whitewater canoeing in the Chattooga watershed. My first visit to the watershed was to camp at Burrells Ford campground in June 1973 and hike to Ellicots Rock. I have canoed sections III and IV of the Chattooga since 1985. I have observed both good and bad practices by users of the resources in these forests. I am deeply concerned about the proposed changes to the management of 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 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! At my age (50 years old) I believe my chances of paddling above Hwy 28 will be at most once or twice in my remaining years of life. That is 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



Michael McCurdy



1534 Ridgeland Ct. SW



Lilburn GA 30047





From: Melody Shealy

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Pre-decision on the Upper Chattooga
Date: 07/28/2008 12:21 AM

To Whom It May Concern:

I amgoing to keep this short and to the point! | amdisappointed with the pre-decision. The Upper Chattooga River
should remain cl osed to boaters! I have read several "comrents" that were forwarded to you from people that have
perfectly outlined all the many reasons why this area should remain closed to boating. It is really a no-brainer when
you consider the negative environnental inpact of such a decision. Please don't cave to the pressure fromthe "big
nmoney" whitewater industry. This area is inportant to us! The "boaters" already have access to the majority of the
river, so please leave this area pristine and untouched.

I will close with this- on the Cconee Nucl ear Station cal endar fromlast year (2007), the nonth of Novenber had a
beautiful picture of the Upper Chattooga and the caption reads: "The Upper Chattooga River is a nationally protected

"wild and scenic" river open to hiking and fishing. It is considered one of South Carolina's npbst untouched natural
resources.” That says it all right there! Please leave it "untouched!" Let the environment win for a change, in a
world full of greed and destruction. It is one of the last great places where you can have a true wi | derness

experience!

Respectful ly,

Mel ody Sheal y

NOTE: Enmil is provided to enployees for the instructional and adm nistrative needs of the district. E-mail

correspondence to/froma district e-nail account may be considered public information and subject to rel ease under the
South Carolina Freedomof information Act or pursuant to subpoena.
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From: John Guthrie

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

Date: 07/28/2008 02:31 AM

Importance: High

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is John Guthrie. I live in Nashville, TN and I am an avid whitewater
kayaker. | am 32 years old and | have been paddling since | was some where
around 6-8 years old. | own a prominent business in Nashville and devote as
much of my free time to white water paddling and conservation as | can. | am
also an avid mountain biker so you could safely say | love the outdoors. | also
enjoy fishing and camping. Recent events have drawn attention to the Upper
Chattooga river and the absolute baseless discrimination there in.

I have recently reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the
recreational management of the Chattooga River. | completely disagree with the
proposal and attitude it has towards my community. To say that it treats white
water enthusiasts unfairly is an understatement. | have several concerns
regarding the proposal you have put forward.

| could not put my objections more eloquently and direct so | have copied the
list of objections that have been clearly demonstrated by my community. It
seems outrageous that you can single out a group such as mine and consider
that you can simply dis-enfranchise us of a resource that belongs to all of us
with out sound reasoning that can be demonstrated in black and white. Here is a
list of objection points.

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

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

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

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

* The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper
river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on
the remaining reach — while allowing all other wilderness conforming existing
uses in unlimited numbers.. This is not equitable and not acceptable!
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* The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits

* The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

* The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

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

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

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

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

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

John Guthrie

943 Harpeth Trace Dr
Nashville, TN 37221
(615)255-1801 (work)
(615)476-1800 (cell)






From: ted otto

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 07/28/2008 03:51 AM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Ted Otto, | live in St. Louis, MO and am very disappointed in
the current boating ban on the Chattooga River. | drive close to ten hours
one way to paddle that lovely river you have in South Carolina and find it
very absolutely appalling that one could reasonably allow all other outdoor
recreations on the upper sections of the river with out allowing boating,
especially with out having any viable scientific data that verifies boating
causing destruction to the area. | don't see how something as protected
as the Grand Canyon on the Colorado River is able to be boated and
rafted, but the Chattooga River can't be? Boaters are some of the most
appreciative people of our wilderness and generally treat all property with
respect. | would like to propose you open the upper sections of the
Chattooga to boating, along with all outdoor recreations, allowing
everyone an equal use of that great gem you have there.

Thank you,
Ted Otto
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From: Myrtle Schrader

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

Date: 07/28/2008 10:38 AM

Dear Sir

| am writing to express my support of the Upper Chattooga River remaining as
wilderness.

| can understand the kayak folks wanting to go there; yet there are other places
already available for that sport. And once an area is open it is changed forever
by boaters.

The number of SERENE places is fast disappearing;

As more and more development and people come to this area the need for a
serene quiet place increases.

please take care of this section of the River and keep it WILD and untouched by
boats.

thank you for your kind consideration
Myrtle Schrader

Myrtle H. Schrader

214 Canterbury Road
Cullowhee, NC 28723

(H) 828 293 9462

(C) 828 506-0190
mountainmyrtle@verizon.net
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From: Wade Vagias

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
cc: tlwhite01@fs.fed.us; jthomas0l@fs.fed.us

Subject: Upper Chattooga EA Comments

Date: 07/28/2008 10:45 AM

Mr. Jerome Thomas-

I have carefully reviewed the Environmental Assessment (EA) regarding
management of the Upper Chattooga and ask you to consider two
guestion:

1. Where is the equity in the preferred EA?
2. Where is the empirical evidence to support the preferred EA?

I want to remind you that Ms. Gloria Manning, Reviewing Officer for the
Chief of the USFS, stated “"SNF RLRMP record, however, is deficient in
substantiating the need to continue the ban... No capacity analysis is
provided to support restrictions or a ban on recreation use or any type of
recreation user. While there are multiple references in the record to
resource impacts and decreasing solitude, these concerns apply to all
users and do not provide the basis for excluding boaters without limits on
other users.”

Based on the direction provided above by the CHIEF OF THE USFS, |
IMPLORE YOU TO CONSIDER BOTH THE EQUITY OF YOUR DECISION
AND THE OVERWHELMING LACK OF EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE IN YOUR
PREFERRED EA as you consider the following:

1. EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE? An EA is NOT a user capacity analysis.
Where is the user capacity analysis specifically detailed on page A-6
of Appendix A of the Decision for Appeal? Ms. Manning directs the
Regional Forester to “conduct the appropriate visitor use capacity
analysis.” WHERE IS IT??? Your decision is based on hearsay and
Is completely unsubstantiated (zero empirical evaluation). The
Upper Chattooga is a public river that has never been open to
boating. Limiting boating without extended user trials (opening it
for a certain period of time during which scientific study is
undertaken) or empirical evaluations of impacts (sociological/
ecological) is both WRONG and UNJUSTIFIED. Not once have you
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empirically linked resource impacts to boaters.

2. EQUITY? By including use stipulations for boaters, the preferred
EA is ILLEGAL according to the Wilderness Act. Again, following
direction provided in the Decision for Appeal provided by Ms.
Manning, your decision is not consistent with direction provided in
Sections 2(a) and 4(b) of the Wilderness Act.

3. EQUITY? By including use stipulations for boaters, the preferred
EA is ILLEGAL according to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Again,
Ms. Manning draws reference to Section 10(a) of the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, which, again, you are not consistent with.

4. EQUITY? Where did the 450 cfs cut-off come from? This flow
level is the highest level for fishing and an optimum for boating. In
short, fisherman are allowed access for an entire flow

‘window’ (lowest flows to what is considered maximum for fishing)
while boaters only get ‘half a window’ (from optimum boating flow to
what is considered maximum). This is unfair for potential boaters
with no empirical evidence to suggest this is the best alternative.

5. EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE? You repeatedly make reference such as
“This alternative is designed to minimize conflict between anglers
and boaters...” (page 8 , Chapter 2, Alternatives in detail). Where is
the evidence that there would actually be conflict between anglers
and boaters? Can you cite one study, not just anecdotal evidence?

6. EQUITY? Why limit boating to periods between 12/1 & 3/1?
Where is the empirical evidence to suggest a seasonal time
constrictions is justified? Why are anglers not limited seasonally?

7. EQUITY? Why does the preferred EA only allow use in a portion
of the Upper Chattooga (County Line Road Trail to Burrell’s Ford
Bridge) while anglers have access to the entire upper river? Where
Is the equity in this alternative?

USFS management of the Upper Chattooga River has, for the past 30
years, been inconsistent with the management of other, similar federally
managed rivers. Please take this opportunity to show that you are
capable of making the correct decision and reconsider your alternatives.





This would show your management to be consistent with the laws and
acts that you operate under.

Thank you for you consideration of my comments.
/s/ Wade Vagias

107 Hartwell Drive
Seneca, SC 29672

In the end, our society will be defined not by what we create, but by what we refuse to destroy - John
Sawhill

Time for vacation? WIN what you need. Enter Now!



http://www.gowindowslive.com/summergiveaway/?ocid=tag_jlyhm




From: Nick Wigston-Zinn Cycles

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

Date: 07/28/2008 11:02 AM

Attachments: Chattooga+2008+EA+Comment+Wigston.doc

Dear Sunter National Forest,

My nane is Nick Wgston. | grew up kayaki ng on the Chattooga river,
which is still nmy favorite. | also understand why it needs to be
protected. | currently live in Col orado, and we have many rivers out
here that al so need protection. |’ve read many things about the upper
Chattooga issue, and | amfrankly in awe at sone of the reasons used
to ban kayaking on this section. Frommy 20 years of kayaking, | have
known kayakers to be stewards of the river at the very least. W |eave
the river exactly how it was when we arrived. Paddl ers are al so one of
the only river user groups that | have seen actively organize river

cl ean-up events and other things to protect our rivers. | think the
Forest Service should set an exanple that rivers are to be shared
anongst those that care about them Please read the attached letter

Thanks,

Ni ck W gston
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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


7/25/08


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



My name is Nick Wigston. I grew up kayaking on the Chattooga river, which is still my favorite. I also understand why it needs to be protected. I currently live in Colorado, and we have many rivers out here that also need protection. I’ve read many things about the upper Chattooga issue, and I am frankly in awe at some of the reasons used to ban kayaking on this section. From my 20 years of kayaking, I have known kayakers to be stewards of the river at the very least. We leave the river exactly how it was when we arrived. Paddlers are also one of the only river user groups that I have seen actively organize river clean-up events and other things to protect our rivers. I think the Forest Service should set an example that rivers are to be shared amongst those that care about them. 



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



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


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



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



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



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



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



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



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



· The EA lacks a full range of alternatives



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



· The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input



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



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



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



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



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



Thank you for considering these comments,



Sincerely



Nick Wigston



54 Hummingbird Ln. 



Golden CO 80403



downstreamedge@gmail.com





From: Leslie Tichich

Reply To: Leslie Tichich

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: don't "open" the area

Date: 07/28/2008 11:09 AM

There would be no way for anyone to assure that the "new" rules would be
followed on the river, if you relax the current regulations. The Nantahala
River has become Disney-ish with its crowded conditions and that would
be the ultimate fate of this pristine section of the Chattooga River if y'all
start changing rules that were carefully crafted to protect that environment.
DON'T yield to the paddlers pressure!
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From: borndon@windstream.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Please implement Alternative 2 or 3
Date: 07/28/2008 11:12 AM

To Sunter National Forest, USDA Forest Service:

Pl ease preserve the upper Chattooga river by prohibiting boating. Boaters currently have access to over half of the
Chattooga River.

Pl ease preserve the fragile Ellicott Rock Wl derness by inplenenting Alternatives 2 or 3 of the Forest Service
proposal . These no-boating alternatives protect and preserve the wild and scenic nature of the Upper Chattooga and its
rare and uni que w | derness val ues.

Pl ease save sone for the hikers and bird watchers -- the boaters already have lots of rivers.

Thank you,

Donna Born

542 Orchard Rd

Jasper, GA 30143

706- 692- 4385

bor ndon@i ndst r eam net
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From: brenda smith

Reply To: brenda_s500@yahoo.com

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

Date: 07/28/2008 12:30 PM

To Whom it May Concern,

I am writing to express my opinion about the opening of the upper
Chattooga to boating. | am a member of the Georgia Forest Watch, and
would like to let you know that | support their position in this matter. This
IS a "copy and paste" from a Georgia Forest Watch newsletter and states
better then | can my feelings on this matter:

The Forest Service is urged to adopt a version of Alternatives 2 and 3 that
would provide greater protection and restoration of the "outstandingly
remarkable values" of the Ellicott Rock Wilderness by more tightly
controlling the size of visitor groups and the location of campsites and
educating the public to the new rules

Thank you,
Brenda Smith
216 Double Barrel Lane

Dillard, Georgia 30537
Brenda
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From: Larry Walker

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

cC: Terry Rivers; Ray Kearns; Ray Gentry; me; Kathy & Charlie Breithaup; Jimmy
Whiten; Doug Adams; Bill Kelly; Doug Mansfield

Subject: Comments from Rabun TU re. Upper Chattooga EA

Date: 07/28/2008 01:11 PM

Attachments: Upper Chattooga EA Comments (7-28-08).doc

Attached is the input from the Rabun Chapter of Trout Unlimited. If you have a
problem reading the attachment, please let me know via email or at 706-2444345.
Thank you,

Larry Walker
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To:  Mr. Jerome Thomas, Forest Supervisor of the Sumter National Forest



July 23, 2008



Re.  Input to the 7/2/2008 Draft Environmental Assessment and preferred alternative #4 for management of the upper Chattooga River



The Rabun Chapter of Trout Unlimited offers the following comments regarding the pre-decisional Environmental Assessment for management of the upper Chattooga River:


We believe alternative 3 would be a better choice to protect the natural resources and the backcountry solitude and to minimize conflicting encounters.  However, we are willing to support alternative 4 as a compromise.



It should be noted that the addition of the County Line Trail Road to Burrell’s Ford section of the river for access by boaters to the section from State Road 28 south permits boating access on 42 miles of the Chattooga River, leaving only 13 boating-free miles of public access for foot travel only.


Alternative 4 prohibits boating in the critical area from Burrell’s Ford to State Road 28.  Without this component, our TU chapter would oppose this alternative because:



· That area provides high quality fishing and hiking access from Burrell’s Ford, Big Bend, Nicholson Ford and State Road 28.



· Boating through that section at any time of year would provide significant disruption of quality fishing and hiking solitude.


· The last and only section of the Chattooga River totally zoned to protect the quality experience of fishers and hikers would be overrun by boaters (as the lower section of the River currently open to boating has been).


· The outstandingly remarkable values (ORV) in that section would be degraded by boating.


Alternative 4’s provisions to limit parking, camping and to prohibit the removal of Large Woody Debris are critical components of the plan to protect the natural biophysical riparian resources.  Adequate USFS enforcement of these provisions must be provided.  As long as all the current components of alternative 4 are retained, we will support it.  However, we suggest that the USFS provide adequate staffing to manage the implementation and management of the river.  A full time Chattooga River manager should be added and stringent enforcement of the rules, including stiff fines for violators, should be the norm.



Due to past illegal boating, it is obvious that a rigorous process to determine when boating will be allowed in the upper reach of the River and who has permission to access it will be needed.



Again, the Rabun Chapter of Trout Unlimited would like to express our appreciation to the USFS for its rigorous, exhaustive, and comprehensive all-inclusive process to find the best environmental and social management alternatives for this wild and scenic treasure, the Chattooga River.



Submitted by,



Larry Walker – Vice President



RABUN CHAPTER of TROUT UNLIMITED  



PO BOX 371


CLAYTON, GA 30525





From: Jordan, Kenneth E (N-ULA)

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga river
Date: 07/28/2008 03:35 PM

The following comments are respectfully submitted to protest the action of
the US forest service in regards to banning kayaking, canoeing and rafting of
the Chattoogariver.

It ismy fear that the Forest Service is catering to private interests who are
seeking a monopoly on a Wild and Scenic public river. The resultant actions
of the Forest Service s to strip basic protections from Wild and Scenic
Rivers.

It is my contention that:

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

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

. The proposed management action on the Chattooga will influence
the management of riversacrossthe country and would create a
selfishly motivated precedent that would negatively impact rivers,
managers, and recreationists.

Kenneth Jordan
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From: Sidener, Scott E.

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/28/2008 03:57 PM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

I would like to just comment a few lines on your proposed solution to the
Chattooga headwaters boating ban.

| really think the preferred alternative is completely not acceptable, and if it
were put in place, basically illegal. This alternative severely discriminates
against boaters for no valid reason. It should not ban boaters from any
part of the river, and there should not be restrictions on the number of days
or level of the river. Fishermen and Hikers are allowed in 365 days a year,
and they produce equal-to or more harmful effects on the environment than
do boaters. If boaters are to be restricted to just a few days a year, so
should the fishermen and hikers.

There are no issues with respect to boaters coming in contact with
fishermen, and these encounters should not be regulated.

It makes no sense at all to prescribe a required flow level for boating. The
flow level will naturally encourage or discourage both boaters and
fishermen at various levels, and therefore does not need to be regulated.

I don't understand why it is so complicated, the simple fact is that boaters
are entitled to equal access to the entire river as hikers or fishermen, that
would be the only legal solution. Everything else is just wasted time,
money, and regulation.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to voice my thoughts.
Sincerely,
Scott Sidener

P.O. Box 871
Lexington, SC 29071
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From: Brad Preslar

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/28/2008 04:42 PM

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

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

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Brad Preslar, | live in Raleigh, NC, and while I am new to
kayaking, I've been an avid hiker, camper and mountain biker for many
years.

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

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

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

Brad Preslar

5416 Grand Traverse Drive
Raleigh, NC

27604






From: Shirl Parsons

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

Subject: Draft EA for the Management of Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga River
Date: 07/28/2008 04:55 PM

Attachments: Comments on preferred alternative.doc

Shirl Parsons

Conservation | ssues Coordi nat or
Ceorgia WIldlife Federation
11600 Hazel brand Rd.

Covi ngton, GA 30014

(770) 787- 7887 X33

(770) 335-4489 (cell)

Visit our website at www. gwf.org
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July 28, 2008



USDA Forest Service                                                         




Francis Marion & Sumter National Forests



Attn: Chattooga Planning Team



4931 Broad River Road



Columbia, South Carolina 29212



Re: Proposal for managing recreation uses on the Upper Chattooga River



Georgia Wildlife Federation represents more than 50,000 members throughout Georgia who encourage the intelligent management and wise use of water, forest and plant life, and its dependent wildlife. We appreciate the time and effort that was put into the development of the alternatives for management of recreation uses on the Upper Chattooga River and commend the Forest Service for giving careful consideration to the management of this special place that is part of the Congressionally-designated Wild and Scenic Chattooga River and traverses the Ellicott Rock Wilderness.  


The Georgia Wildlife Federation remains opposed to opening the Upper Chattooga above the Highway 28 bridge to boating and supports Alternative 1 which maintains the current management on all three national forests. The Chattahoochee National Forest completed a planning process that included considerable public comment and input from conservation organizations several years ago. The resulting forest management plan allocates different zones of the river to various user groups - anglers, hunters, hikers, canoeists and kayakers, while protecting the Upper Chattooga’s rare natural habitat and pristine wilderness area, as it has been for the past 30 years. 


The Environmental Assessment considers angling, hiking, backpacking and other forms of recreation to be ORVs, (Outstandingly remarkable value), but does not consider hunting to be an ORV.  Therefore, there is no consideration of the conflicts that could occur between hunters and boaters on the Upper Chattooga if the area were open to boaters. In Georgia the deer hunting season runs from mid October until January 1st and the bear hunting season runs from mid October through December 7th. There is the potential for encounters between boaters and hunters throughout the month of December. 


The zoning of the Chattooga River at its inception as a National Wild and Scenic River was a case where the U.S. Forest Service got it right the first time. The basic issues that established the need for access limitations more than thirty years ago remain unchanged. The 1976 decision to exclude boating above Highway 28 was based on safety concerns, lack of sufficient flows and to prevent conflicts/provide angling opportunities without boating encounters. The Upper Chattooga River is a unique biological and cultural resource that is likely to suffer significant degradation from the human impacts associated with boating and should be managed to protect the natural resources of the area.


Sincerely,



Jerry L. McCollum


Certified Wildlife Biologist



President and CEO






From: nm rusho

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 07/28/2008 05:20 PM

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

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

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

I'm a whitewater paddler living in Fayetteville, GA. There's
nothing | enjoy more than the peace & quiet of paddling on a
beautiful river. I'm very concerned that boaters are being
kept off the upper Chattooga while everyone else gets to
enjoy it. Why is that? We don't leave behind fishing line &
hooks which are dangerous to wildlife. Personally, | strive for
no footprint. Why are boaters being singled out?

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

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

. 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.

Fishermen and boaters coexist on most rivers. Why are boaters
being kept off the upper Chattooga?

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

Natasha Rusho

PO Box 934

Fayetteville, GA 30214

678-763-7228






From: Don Frank

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/28/2008 06:27 PM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

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

consider the following concerns | have regarding this issue:

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

The EA isnot a user capacity analysis and does not reference one. The
AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Whereisit?
No alternative is acceptabl e because they all include boating bans on
the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries — without any
justification.

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

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

The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits

The EA lacks afull range of alternatives

The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at |east a year

late and has wasted millionsin tax payer money

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

Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully
allows boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge,
2) alows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards

based on areal user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limit total

use only when encounter standards are consistently exceeded, and 5)
will do so using al available indirect measures first.

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

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

Thank you for considering these comments. Please consider conducting a
real user capacity analysis and immediately allowing boating in the

same numbers, places, and seasons that you allow existing users.
Paddling should be allowed in a similar manner to your aternative
number 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its

tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely Don Frank
Wellford ,SC






From: William W. Foster

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments on the Chattooga Boating Decision
Date: 07/28/2008 06:29 PM

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the proposed boating on the
Chattooga decision. | appreciate the USFS involving all interested groups in
working through this issue. It has been difficult and | imagine it is not over yet.

While Alternative 4 was not my first choice (| would have preferred no boating
above Hwy 29) it is one that | can live with. It provides some boating under specific
conditions that are reasonable and meet the desires of both those who want to boat
and those who would prefer to fish or other wise enjoy the environment that the
Chattooga provides. With Alternative 4 the water levels that were specified are
higher than desired for fishing which helps with the boater/fisherman negative
interface.

| believe that zoning is an option that is important to preserve in all of our outdoor
areas and is a fair way to address the desires of all. Without a zoning option, wild
and scenic areas, national parks, national forest, and other open public lands
managed for the public can not provide for good stewardship and the various
interest of many varied and reasonable groups.

| have boated and fished on the Chattooga River for over 30 years and clearly

recognize the need to not open up the river to boating every where. There are

many miles of very good boating water available without impacting on the other
quiet areas for hiking, fishing, camping, etc.

| have one suggestion for Alternative 4. Over the 30+ years that | have been using
the Chattooga River | have become handicapped and | am sure that many others
who desire to use the river are also. It would seem reasonable to me that come
limited handicapped parking could be made available nearer than ¥ mile of the river
so that handicapped persons have a true opportunity to access this pretty area of
the river also. | believe this small change to Alternative 4 would not alter the
desired results in any way.

As with any restrictive regulations, | hope that the USFS will have a means of
enforcing the desired and regulated requirements.

Thank you for your hard work in this area.

Bill Foster
608 S. Fairplay St.
Seneca, S.C. 29678
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894-882-7151






From: Jake Jordal

Sent By: notify@yahoogroups.com

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

Date: 07/28/2008 08:08 PM

The | ast deci sion made by the USFS regardi ng the Chatooga continues to
baffle. The original decision cited paddling as the best way to view
the scenery, with mininmal environmental inpact. Your decisions
continue to defy the original purpose. | even understand you hired a
consul tant, and when you didn't |ike his recomendations, you fired
him And your boss in DC rul ed your decision in contradiction to the
stated W&SR proposal. Yet you continue to take the same stance?

It really snells like a story that needs to be investigated. Although
I am not involved, | amsure you will have another |awsuit, since the
one that was w thdrawn was probably because you seened to be taking a
fair and neutral approach to the matter.

Is this really back roompolitics at its lowest? | can tell you it
does not | ook above-board or |egal.

For reference, | don't personally plan on ever paddling this section of
river, although | may hike and fish it.

Jake Jor dal
Si npsonville, SC
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From: Tim Carlton

Reply To: cltim@yahoo.com

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

Date: 07/28/2008 10:31 PM

Dear Sir or Madam;

Please take the time to conscider my input on the management of the
Headwaters of the Chattooga River north of Highway 28. The proposed
management plan is completely unacceptible in that it unfairly limits the
days in which whitewater boaters can use the upper river corridor. There
Is no basis for this restriction, as whitewater boating is a very low impact
user group. If one group of users is to be restricted due to environmental
iImpact, then all user groups should be subject to restriction. In short,
EQUAL TREATMENT OF ALL USER GROUPS.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Tim Carlton
2709 West Georgia Road

Piedmont, SC
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From: Tim Carlton

Reply To: cltim@yahoo.com

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

Date: 07/28/2008 10:32 PM

Dear Sir or Madam;

Please take the time to conscider my input on the management of the
Headwaters of the Chattooga River north of Highway 28. The proposed
management plan is completely unacceptible in that it unfairly limits the
days in which whitewater boaters can use the upper river corridor. There
Is no basis for this restriction, as whitewater boating is a very low impact
user group. If one group of users is to be restricted due to environmental
iImpact, then all user groups should be subject to restriction. In short,
EQUAL TREATMENT OF ALL USER GROUPS.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Tim Carlton
2709 West Georgia Road

Piedmont,
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From: Dave Stawicki

Reply To: davestawicki@insightbb.com

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

Subject: comments on environmetal assessment for "Managing Recreation Uses on the
Upper Chattooga River"

Date: 07/28/2008 10:37 PM

| am writing in response to your environmetal assessment for "Managing Recreation
Uses on the Upper Chattooga River". As a boater, | have concerns about many of
the alternatives presented, and particularly with the preferred alternative (#4). In
fact, it appears that even Alternative A -No Action is not a viable option.

The basis of this issue is whether the USDA-FS can ban users from the river.
According to prior U.S, Supreme Court rulings, all running waters, i.e. rivers, are
held in trust for the public, and that rivers, and the carrying places between them,
shall be forever free. They have also ruled that rivers that are navigable in fact, are
navigable in law, regardless of the time frame, season or section. They have held
consistently that private recreational use of public rivers can not be denied, by
either private or public entities.

In short, all alternatives in the EA that seek to ban or restrict boater's rights to
paddle the Chattooga, or their rights to access the river, are a violation of Federal
law and statutes, and, as such, can not be considered as plausible management
actions. Given the general tone of the EA and its alternatives, it seems all the
alternatives are suspect in denying public access to the Chattooga and a violation
of our rights.

On this issue, all alternatives that ban or restrict access or use of the Chattooga to
boaters (including the No Action alternative which would, preumably, continue the
existing restrictions) is a violation of federal law. Given the lack of a memorandum
with the various user groups, you could be required to open the river to unrestricted
use by the public, with only minimal control over secondary activities that would
take place on Forest Service land.

A secondary issue, for me, lies in the concept that the EA and its proposed
alternatives claim to be a management action in order to protect environmental
resources and address overuse and user conflict. Yet it consistently singles out the
boating community for restriction, despite the fact that this user group has been
banned from using the Chattooga and has, as such, not contributed to the problems
you claim exist.

The USDA-FS has embraced the Limits of Acceptable Change process in other
areas facing similar impacts and conflicts. It serves to bring user groups together to
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gain concensus on management goals and the means of achieving them. | have
participated in such a project in my home state of Kentucky to address issues in the
Daniel Boone NF. It is a viable alternative to the proposals submitted in the current
EA (which appears legally suspect) and can attempt to resolve many of your stated
issues through user input and participation.

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on this Environmental Assessment and
hope that you modify it as necessary to protect the public's rights to use the
Chattooga as was envisioned by the founding fathers and upheld by the Supreme
Court.

Dave Stawicki
1748 Hawthorne Lane
Lexington, KY 40505






From: trey coleman

Reply To: roscoepwavetrain@yahoo.com

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

Date: 07/29/2008 08:22 AM

Hello,

I am both a lifelong trout fisherman (recent past member/supporter of
Trout Unlimted) and whitewater kayaker of 10+ years and avid fisherman
from a canoe/kayak for some 25+ years.

I am writing to voice my extreme frustration at the process of selectively
excluding recreational use of the Chattooga headwaters by kayakers and
canoeists. | have expressed these views before and will summarize them
again.

1) There is zero basis (or common sense) for the exclusion of kayakers/
canoeists from using a waterway that is used by fishermen and both
parties offer minimal impact in terms of environmental impact. A plastic
boat passing over a rock is about as destructive as someone standing on a
riverbank or wading into a stream. Thus, it is ignorant to suggest one
party is creating more of a environmental threat than the other. | have
fished enough to see the trash that is left behind by fishermen, although
fly fishermen are less messy than bait fishermen, the point is there is no
such thing as people using banks and streams to fish and not leaving
behind evidence of there being there.

2) Kayakers/canoeists are only interested in using the headwaters when
there is ample CFS to get down the waterway and this happens to be the
same conditions that fishermen seek to avoid. Any fishermen that
suggests higher flows (with consequent turbidity and ecosystem



mailto:roscoepwavetrain@yahoo.com

mailto:roscoepwavetrain@yahoo.com

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



disruption) is good fishing conditions is either a novice or someone that
doesn't catch many fish. Trout hunker down for the most part when the
CFS cranks up after a rain event as they hit visual patterns, which is in
turn hampered by turbidity.

3) We are all federal taxpayers and as a result have equal rights in terms
of use of federal land if the use isn't destructive or giving preferential
benefit over other users (such as loggers, strip miners and ATV trails that
add sediment load to waterways). It boggles the mind that anyone that
loves this country would support discrimination of other citizens wishing to
enjoy the land that is theirs by both legal and moral obligation.

4) | am appalled at the manner in which the Forest Service has conducted
this entire manner. It has been unprofessional at best and has shown
overt deference to the fishermen who want to maintain their monopoly on
this public asset. There is a compromise in this stand-off that will allow
use of these waters in an equitable manner and that is giving kayakers/
canoeists use of the waters on high-flow days (or perhaps in the winter
months when most fishermen don't even use these waters) and allow both
parties to enjoy these public assets.

I am asking that a compromise be reached (none of the alternatives are
suitable as framed) that allows the kayakers/canoeists to use these waters
during high-flow or winter months and then the rest of the year it is the
exclusive domain of fishermen.

Sincerely,

Trey Coleman





Knoxville, TN
Lifetime Member of American Whitewater

Trout Unlimited member (2002 - 2007)






From: shane williams

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

Subject: Chattooga River Boating

Date: 07/29/2008 08:55 AM

Pl ease all ow boating on all of the Chattooga River.

It is very sinple when the water is to high for wading it is good for
boati ng.
VWhen the water is too low for boating it is good for fishing.

Pl ease be professional and drop the hi dden agendas being driven by who
know what .

Shane WI I i ans

Shane Wi amns

Dill sboro River Conpany

866- 586- 3797

828- 506- 3610

www. Nor t hCar ol i naRafti ng. com
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From: Will Jones

Reply To: wjones@rnm-engineers.com

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

Subject:

Date: 07/29/2008 09:21 AM

Dear Sir,

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

The bottom of page 8 states:

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

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

From the Macon County News, July 14 2008:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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





eliminates 90% of all boaters.

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

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

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

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

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

I am asking the Forest Service to abandon alternative #4. It is so
blatantly and unjustifiably unfair and discriminatory that it invites
a lawsuit that will only sap the limited financial resources of the

Forest Service. Please don’t spend my tax dollars in this way. Use





them to protect and preserve our wilderness fairly. Please
abandon this unjust alternative in favor of Alternative #8!

Thank you -

Will Jones

Mechanical Engineer

RNM Engineers

409 North Haywood Street
Waynesville, NC 28786
Tel: 828-456-9851 ext. 126
Fax: 828-456-6205
wjones@rnm-engineers.com






From: seankennedyO5@comcast.net

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

Subject:

Date: 07/29/2008 09:25 AM

To Whom It May Concern:

| just want to say that | am appalled at the way in which the Forest Service has
handled the access issue concerning the Chattooga Headwaters. You have failed
miserably in the task you were given. NOT because paddlers didn’t get full
unrestricted access, BUT because you can’t seem to meet any decision making
timetable you set, when you do finally come up with a meeting or something of the
sort, like the comment meeting held in Clayton, it is carried out in an unprofessional
manner and with ridiculous methods that you don’t even clearly understand and
obviously don’t implement once you make your decisions. | am embarrassed that
as a Federal Organization that this is how you represent yourselves and our federal
government.

The selected alternative #4 is nothing but a slap in the face to whitewater
enthusiasts and others who simply want to float down and enjoy a nationally
designated wild and scenic river and should be considered insulting to anyone
paying attention to this ongoing struggle to let the American public use a public
resource, which has a history of such use, and in a manner that is neither harmful
or destructive. The suggested alternative #4 is not a fair and balanced
compromise. It is nothing but a discriminatory complete ban on floating the
headwaters as the restrictions and requirements outlined, and the lack of
dependable information concerning flows provided by the Forest service, and the
way in which the forest service itself can’t seem to get its head out of its _ss, makes
me feel that this is but another foolish attempt by the powers at be to do something
that equals nothing.

Limit everyone do to impact concerns, or give access to everyone if the area can
handle it, but severely restricting one user group (and the group with the least
impact) while no limits have been set otherwise for other user groups who obviously
do cause for impact is neither legal, positive for the relationships in the separate
user group communities, or what a federal agency should be required to uphold,
and that is equality and justice for all (and legal access to float a public river in a
public national forest).

Sean Kennedy
504 Stone Rd
Knoxville, TN
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From: NATHAN RUFFRAGE

Reply To: nruffrage@yahoo.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Fair Land Use for All

Date: 07/29/2008 09:34 AM

Thanks you for reading and taking my letter,

I'm a local (Green ville SC) Professor and both a paddler, fisherman, and
hiker. | frequent the area being disputed over regularly and believe a
better solution can be created other than the boating ban and the limited
use of some of the tributaries.

From what | have read and studied the user capacity analysis is not an an
accurate study nor have the decisions from that analysis provide the
appropriate justification for banning certain users and allowing all other
user groups access.

I and my students fall into several different user group categories. This is
NOT just another paddler looking to gripe. | would like to see a true EA
study done that accurately defines the impact of all users and that FAIR
and appropriate regulations are made to keep this area safe and special
for all of us.

Thanks You very much,

Nathan Ruffrage. Faculty member at NGU.
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From: Justin Benton

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chatooga river access

Date: 07/29/2008 10:01 AM

July 28 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

My Name is Justin Benton | am a Critical Care Paramedic and wilderness
guide. I am a LNT instructor and have spent many years teaching respect
and conservation of our wilderness. | am writing you in regards to thte
current ban on kayak access to the Upper Chatooga.

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

Primairly, | believe it to beflawed that the USFS showes such
discrimination to kayakers without cause. It is my belief that these
waterways are public property and access to them should be free to all to
enjoy. | can respect the USFS decisions to limit access to areas to
preserve and protect the wildlife. In the grand scheme of things | find it
difficult to imagine how kayaking could be seen as such a diabolocial force
against nature as we cause no erosion, we dont disturb any soil or plant
species and as a group kayakers are some of the most proactive river
stewards that | have spent time with. Our enjoyment of these waterways
would cause some of the lowest impact of any recreational use. Surely
stocking non-native fish species has a higher environmental impact than
allowing public access to float kayaks down the water.

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,
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except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.
Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely

Justin Benton
13 Brookdale Ave
Asheville NC 28804

715 573 8446






From: Kelly Smith

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/29/2008 10:12 AM

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

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am a faculty member here at Clemson, where | am a fellow of the
Rutland Institute for Ethics and regularly teach environmental ethics. Thus
I know the complexities of attempting to balance the different competing
sides of environmental issues. | have just recently gotten into the amazing
sport of whitewater kayaking, however, and | find the continued ban on
boating in the Chattooga extremely one sided. In particular, while |
understand the need to limit the use of the river and the resulting
environmental impact, | think there is an enormous difference between the
iImpact of non —commercial boaters, whose numbers are limited anyway
and who tend to be much more aware of their impact on the environment,
and commercial boating which emphasizes getting as many people on the
river as possible, very few of whom have any familiarity with river issues.
Perhaps | am being too sanguine and the impact of even non-commercial
boaters would be extremely adverse. | think the boating community as a
whole would be supportive of a boating ban if there was truly good
evidence of the adverse impact of lifting it. However, this would require a
careful user capacity analysis, which as | understand has still not been
done. Given that, | am frankly mystified as to the basis of the Forest
Service's decision here. | plan to make this situation a test case for my
environmental ethics students in the future and so far it certainly does not
reflect well on the way the Forest Service sets public use policies.

Thank you for your time,

Kelly Smith
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From: Roger Loughney

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Plea to End the Ban on Boating the Chattooga Headwaters
Date: 07/29/2008 10:59 AM

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

The bottom of page 8 states:

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

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

From the Macon County News, July 14 2008:

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

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

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

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





totals is so inaccurate it verges on pure speculation.

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

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

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

Let’s now look at the timing issue. The FS estimated 6 days
would be runnable. However, they did not make adjustments to
this average for when the boatable levels were at night or too
late in the day to safely run the river without running out of day





light. If a day is PREDICTED to be boatable, yet the water levels
reach boatable levels too late in the day or at night, boatable
days are lost.

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

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

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

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

Who knows how long that message has been up? Obviously, the
FS is unable to guarantee accurate and timely information on





their web site. Since the weather forecasts change rapidly, |
doubt the Ranger’s ability to have the “legal boatable days”
posted in a timely manner as well.

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

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

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

Thank you —
Roger Loughney
Confluence, PA






From: David Govus

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: re: boating on the upper chattoga
Date: 07/29/2008 11:06 AM

Forest Managers

As a long time user of the wilderness section of the Chattoga River | feel
that boating on this section of the stream above Burrell's Ford should
continue to be prohibited as it has been for the last 30 years. The Forest
Service's preferred alternative for future management of this section of the
river would allow some boating under some cicumstances. | do not believe
the Forest Service has the resources to enforce these restrictions and that
ultimately some boating will lead to a lot of boating whenever conditions
make it possible. The section of the stream envisioned is small and flows
through the Ellicot Rock Wilderness Area and the presence of boats on
such a small stream will detract from the feeling of isolation and solitude
that one hopes to find in a wilderness area. The Forset Service analysis
predicts injuries and fatalities once this section is opened to boating and if
these were to occur there would inevitably be motorized intrusion into the
wild and scenic and or wilderness sections of the river. The death of
Hemlocks on the banks of the Chattoga will put huge numbers of
these trees into the stream and inevitably the boaters will cut them out
despite the Forest Service's plan to prohibit cutting. If this woody debris
that is crucial to stream health is not removed how can boating occur. The
other actions proposed under alternatives 2 and 3 are welcome and
mecessary. Parking should be restricted at Burrell's Ford and worn out
campsites closed . Group size should be limited and visitrs educated as to
their impacts on the area.

Regards
David Govus

3709 Big Creek Rd
Ellijay, GA 30536



mailto:dgovus@ellijay.com

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




From: Amy Chase

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: comments on draft EA to Chattooga Planning Team
Date: 07/29/2008 02:22 PM

Amy R. Chase

P. O. Box 2688

105 Grimshawes Place
Cashiers, NC 28717-2688
amychase@qate.net

(828)743-4011

July 29, 2008

viaemail to <comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fd.us>

re; Chattooga River draft Environmental Assessment (EA)
Dear Forest Service personnel,

As aresident of Whiteside Cove Road in Cashiers, NC who lives near the
Chattooga River, | have been following with interest the controversy caused by
American Whitewater’s request to allow boating on the upper Chattooga.

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the draft EA.

My family swim frequently in the river particularly at Sliding Rock right by the
bridge over the river near Grimshawes. Also | often walk near the river and
appreciate the wildness of the area. Although | would prefer the policy of no
boating on the upper Chattooga, | am relieved that the proposed alternative, #4, in
the draft EA continues to allow free and safe swimming and playing at Sliding
Rock and at swimming holes along the upper Chattooga. | have thought over the
past couple of years that the interests of all usersincluding swimmers and hikers
must be considered in addition to those of the anglers and boaters. | am pleased to
see that the draft EA includes some consideration of all users not just some users.

Asyou review the draft EA, please continue to keep boats from spoiling the
opportunity for local and visiting families to use the upper Chattooga river
swimming holes safely and freely. If you wereto look at the upper river by
Sliding Rock, you would see that the swimming hole is much more appropriate for
swimming activity than for boating activity. Most parts of the river at that point
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are no more than afew feet wide which alows for good family swimming activity
and almost no boating activity except for those few boaters who are want to risk
their livesin the dangerous sport of creeking. Please remember that boats are
allowed on at least 2/3rds of the Chattooga below the headwaters and that leaving
the headwaters as untouched as possible is the best way to maintain the riperian
environment of the upper Chattooga.

Please do not extend boating on the upper Chattooga and certainly not beyond the
preferred alternative #4. Although | prefer alternative #5 alowing no boating on
theriver, aternative #4 at least allows boating only in winter when swimmers are
unlikely to be enjoying theriver. The other aternatives considered in drafting the
EA increase access to such an extent that the nature of the upper Chattooga could
well be ruined.

Sincerely,

Amy R. Chase

cc: Elizabeth Dole by fax to (202) 2244-1100
Richard Burr by fax to (202) 228-2981
Heath Shuler by fax to (202) 226-6422











From: Brian Sandven

To: Comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Access Alternatives: My Support for #4
Date: 07/29/2008 03:51 PM

To whom it may concern,

| know your group has spent considerable effort and time looking at the
Chattooga River access issue. | would like to give you my support for Alternative
4. It appears to be the fairest solution while maintaining the solitude we have
enjoyed over the years. | am sure you will need a full-time person managing this
site which will put pressure on your budget but will ensure that rules and
restrictions will be enforced by someone official rather than the squabbling that
happened many years ago with this very same issue of boaters rights. That time
was not fond memories.

There are few places remaining where the true wilderness atmosphere exists in
America, especially in the Southeastern U.S. like this small stretch of river. |
hope you can preserve and protect this small remaining area for future
generations to enjoy as we do today. High water levels for boating is better for
the boaters while regular water levels maintain the fishing and solitude of this
small remaining portion of scenic river. A fair compromise for all.

Let me know if there is anything | can do to help.
Sincerely,

Brian Sandven
Clarkesville, GA
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From: Wesley Bradley

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/29/2008 04:15 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

July 29, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am awhitewater kayaking enthusiast. | have enjoyed the sport of
whitewater kayaking for over 10 years as a hobby. | livein Elizabethton, TN
and have lived here my whole life. | love the entire Appalachian region! |
work as an Architectural Designer for Design Build Construction, LLC in
Blountville, TN. | would love to see the Upper Chattooga River become
legal to paddle, so many other outdoor enthusiasts (like myself) can enjoy
theriver; instead of just fisherman...

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

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

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

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

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

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

. The EA lacks afull range of alternatives

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Wesley R. Bradley

Tri-Cities World Kayak & Jackson Kayak Ambassador
711 West E Street

Elizabethton, TN 37643

423-647-1321

Check out my blog @:

htt p: //worl dkayakbl ogs. comi wi | dwi | dwes/




http://worldkayakblogs.com/wildwildwes/




From: Williams, Mark \(Nat Bus Gp\)

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
cc: Williams, Mark \(Nat Bus Gp\)

Subject: The Chattooga River - pending legislation

Date: 07/29/2008 05:48 PM

To whom it may concern at the USFS,
It has come to my attention about the proposed legislation by the River Management Society that would
severely limit the use of the Chattooga River in terms of recreational boating.

As a recreational whitewater boater that has on numerous occasions enjoyed the peaceful serenity of the
Chattooga, | have to say that the proposal is really troubling. People like myself and other serious boaters
are the very ones that do the most to continue to keep the river clean and a source of enjoyment for
others. We help to promote maintaining a healthy river ecosystem for those that will follow in the years to
come in that every time we paddle the river we make it a point to pick up any piece of trash or can(s) that
we find in the river or along the banks and haul it out to help make it more beautiful for the next paddlers.

| urge you to please reconsider the proposal especially for those serious boaters that help to keep the river
clean.

Mark Williams

Doylestown, Pennsylvania

Notice: This e-mail nessage, together with any attachnments, contains
informati on of Merck & Co., Inc. (One Merck Drive, Whitehouse Station,
New Jersey, USA 08889), and/or its affiliates (which may be known
outside the United States as Merck Frosst, Merck Sharp & Dohne or

MSD and in Japan, as Banyu - direct contact information for affiliates is
avail abl e at http://ww. nmerck. conf contact/contacts. htm ) that may be
confidential, proprietary copyrighted and/or legally privileged. It is
i ntended solely for the use of the individual or entity named on this
nmessage. |f you are not the intended recipient, and have received this
nmessage in error, please notify us inmediately by reply e-mail and
then delete it fromyour system



mailto:s_mark_williams@merck.com

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

mailto:s_mark_williams@merck.com




From: R Svlle

Reply To: kyak9901@yahoo.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River: A fisherman and paddler's view.
Date: 07/29/2008 06:08 PM

To Senators, Representatives, and Menbers of the Forest Service,

I know that there are a | ot of people on both sides of this issue that will sound off about all the reasons to allow
paddling or not to allow paddling on the Chattooga. My perspective is slightly different.

| have lived near the Chattooga (Pickens and Oconee Counties) ny entire life. As a kid, ny parents and | woul d go up
there and spend nmany days in a canoe, having picnics, or nerely hiking around. | learned to respect nature and the
river itself fromthese early experiences. As a teenager and continuing into adulthood | have spent and wll spend many
hours fishing the upper parts of the Chattooga, Brasstown Creek, Eastatoe, Chauga and nany others.

It was and still is very frustrating to see the level of garbage that is continually left on the river by fishernman.
This is by no neans limted to the Chattooga. Today in fact, | took nmy dog up to the Eastatoe river to Il et himsw mand
was shocked by the amount of trash along the banks and within the streamitself. The level of trash on the Chauga and
Brasstown is is even worse from my experience.

I list these other rivers as exanpl es because the only tinme kayakers are ever up there is during extrenely high flows.
It is at this time the anount of trash seens to becone really evident because it gets caught in the eddies of the
rivers as well as deposited on the insides of nany bends.

As you can probably tell, | amboth soneone that loves to trout fish and someone that |oves to kayak. | do not trout
fish during extrenely high flows due to the difficulty in reaching the better fishing spots and | do not kayak when the
water is a nornmal flows in these streans because there is not enough water to nmake the run worthwhile. Low water runs

involve a lot of portaging as well as do a |lot of damage to hull of a kayak. | have only fished the Eastatoe, Brasstown
and upper Chattooga, but | can tell you that unless there was a lot of water, | would not paddle them
| amnot a nenber of Trout unlimted and have only been a menber of AWA one time. | amno | onger a nmenber of that

organi zation. Both of these organizations do a |lot of good for their menbers. Neither of these organizations are
headquartered in Pickens or Oconee County. Just like in many issues across the nation, outside organizations are
junmping in and the rhetoric has escalated to the point that those of us that live in the area seemto no |onger have a
voice in the issue.

So, what are we to do? One option is to renove all access to fishernan, canpers, tourists, and hikers as well as their
collective trash fromany contact with the wilderness areas around the upper Chattooga. G ven the fact that paddlers
are not allowed there, this would nake them have to be quiet about the issue because they would no | onger be singled
out. As you well know that option is unrealistic, but since all the groups nentioned pay taxes in some formor another,
all shoul d have access to the river.

| propose sonething else that may work. Allow boating in the upper sections at certain flows. Mst kayakers are not
going to go up there unless there is sufficient water to make it worth the trip. Very few, if any, fisherman would be
there at that tine anyway. It would be difficult for rafting conpanies to get tourists to pay on such short notice for
a trip down that section so their inpact on the roads with their buses would be m nimal.

That section of the river would probably rise and then drop levels fairly quickly so boaters would all have to refer to
the USGS gauges to determine if they had time to nake the run. | would say that boaters should have 24 hours fromtime
the gauge | ast reached the aforenmentioned |evel to make their runs. After that, they could be subject to fines.

Here is an exanpl e:

Lets say that the accepted flow level is 2.5 feet on the USGS gauge. (I amjust pulling that |evel out of thin air. |
do not know if that would be enough water or not.) The longer the river continued to rise, the |onger boaters woul d
have to make the run. However, lets say that the river peaks at that set level on a Monday at 11:00 am as shown on the
USGS gauge. Paddl ers woul d have 24 hours to get in the run. No nore. In other words, they would have to be off the
river by 11:00 am on Tuesday.

What ever the level is, it needs to be | ow enough so that boaters can access the rivers regularly, but it needs to be
hi gh enough so that as it drops in that 24 hour period, boaters are not stranded due to insufficient flows and get
stuck hiking out.

DO NOT add nore access points. Keep the access points as is. This too could limt the people that would venture to take
such an endeavor.

Is a proposal such as this one going to satisfy all sides conpletely? Absolutely not. |Is sonmething like this reasonable
to the average person who is a trout fisherman or paddler? | think so. WIIl the raft conpanies like it? Probably not,
but it is better than no access at all.

As a fisherman | would ask that paddling be restricted to the main sections of the river. | do not want to see trails
up every little streamrunning into the river, but | wuld also like to see fishing restricted to those sane arnms. The
native fish need some areas just to be fish and live out their lives without the threat of a hook and a struggle in the
nane of catch and rel ease or catch and eat. Besides, | amal so a backpacker and it would be nice to see sone truly
pristine settings as they were hundreds of years ago.

What constitutes as a main arm should be determined by a group of people fromthe counties around the Chattooga in both
NC, Ga, and SC conprised of fisherman, boaters, and hikers as well as a Forest Service representative, soneone from
AWA, and someone from Trout unlimted. The rest of the group should have the right to renove anyone within the group
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that dared becone unreasonabl e. That person would cause the entity he represented to |lose their vote on the issue. A
sinple najority would deternmi ne what part of the river could be accessed.

As a kayaker, | would be thankful for the possible new runs, but the water woul d have to be way up before | would be
willing to hike in to make the runs. My inpact there would be small.

I woul d al so say that a fee be inposed on those that accessed the area. Wiether they are fishernman, kayakers, rafters,

canpers, backpackers, etc. The fee should last for a year at a tine and those accessing the areas should be required to
have proof they paid the fee on their person or they could be subject to a fine. Names, addresses, permt nunbers, and

other information could be collected for those using the areas. Local stores, Forest service stations, raft conpanies,

etc. could sell the permits and they could be like fishing |icenses. Let themlast fromsay June 30 of one year through
June 29th of the next. The fee shoul d be reasonable say $5 to $10 and the noney should go into a fund to support river

cl eanups, access road nanagenent, bear proof trash cans at the access points, information boards, etc. The nopney shoul d
not go into the Forest service general budget, but should be used for the Chattooga WId and Scenic area only.

I do not think day users like the general public should pay any kind of access fee. Only those backpacki ng, fishing,
hunting (if done in those areas) rafting, canping or kayaking.

| sincerely appreciate the opportunity to have input on this issue and | hope that the outcone is fair to all parties.
As a local, | amtired of the arguments either way and would like to see this issue resolved.

Thank you.
Ri ck Sonerville
CQconee County, SC






From: acooper2

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: chattooga free the upper
Date: 07/29/2008 06:33 PM

Mr. Jerome Thomas

The management plan regarding the Upper Chattooga, seems to be very poorly
put together . There is no evidence to support the ban on recreational use or
user. Can | ask why the plan is so discriminating against a tax paying recrational
user and not on another . The plan must be balanced to all tax payers equaly.

Tank you
Trevor Cooper
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From: Heath Hewett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/29/2008 07:00 PM

Dear Sunter National Forest,

| ama resident of the state of South Carolina, a professional in the
Fi nanci al Services industry and an avid whitewater paddler. | have
enj oyed paddling nmany rivers in the Southeast and the recreational
managenent of the Chattooga River is very personal to me.

| have reviewed the Environnmental Assessnent regarding the recreationa
managenment of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and the
associ ated proposal. Both treat me and nmy community of river enthusiasts
unfairly and your proposal would not nmeet ny interests. Please take the
foll owi ng concerns of mne into consideration :* [*

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

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

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

* The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the
upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days
of Iimted boating on the remaining reach - while allow ng al
ot her wil derness conforming existing uses in unlimted nunbers..
This is not equitable and not acceptabl e!

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

* The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

* The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

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

* The public should have the right to float on public WId and
Sceni ¢ Rivers regardl ess of who owns the land along the river.

Thank you for considering these conments. Pl ease consider conducting a
real user capacity analysis and i mediately allow ng boating in the sane
nunbers, places, and seasons that you allow existing users. Paddling
should be allowed in a sinmilar manner to your alternative nunmber 8,
except on the* entire* Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these conents,

Si ncerely,

*Heat h Hewett *



mailto:hhewett@sc.rr.com

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









From: Benjamin Gaston

Sent By: bgaston@g.clemson.edu

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

Subject: Chattooga Headwaters Comment Letter

Date: 07/29/2008 07:56 PM

Greetings and well wishes, as difficult as it might be to harbor those
feelings in light of the actions perpetrated by the Sumter office in the past
few months and, well, blatantly honest, too many years.

It is sickening to see direct orders from superiors go unheeded, and this
disobedience unpunished or unreprimanded. | have never had a job
where | was able to commit acts in direct opposition to those requested by
my supervisor and keep my job.

You have continued to attempt end runs around both logic and legal
precedent to the consternation and amusement of many concerned
parties. It has now become a running "reality show" of just how poor the
logic and judgment will get in the next round of feeding the Good 'Ol Boy
system that is so obviously in play with this situation.

Now, I will allow that you are playing your constituency. Fair enough. But
the problem is, that there is ABSOLUTELY NO PROVEN, LOGICAL, OR
HISTORICAL EVIDENCE THAT USER CONFLICTS WILL BE ANYTHING BUT
A MINOR AND EXTREMELY RARE OCCURRENCE. As well, there have been
no efforts made to restrict other (proven more impacting on all counts)
groups from this wilderness area (notably hikers and fishermen).
Arguments abound about the impact of boaters above and beyond that of
fishermen. Allow me to point out the lack of streambank wear and tear
perpetrated by a kayaker compared to that of a Foothills trail hiker (of
which I am as well). One entry, one exit, and a majority of portages
completed on exposed stone. | will spare you the downloads, but I have
pictures plenty showing the contrast of abused backcountry campsites,
and the impacts of fishermen as well. | request photographic proof of the
impact of ONE, any ONE experienced kayaker disrespecting his resources
to the extent of an empty 6 pack in the fire ring, a can of corn, and 50
yards of monofilament in the nearby hemlock tree. I in fact INVITE you to
prove me wrong on this point.

Please end the absurdity now. Leadership and management is a matter of
picking your battles. One should probably consider if this something they
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would like to be remembered for--bad logic to blatantly massage the
wanton desires of local misguided fishermen with a maligned idea about
the impacts of a small yet important user group to your local economy.
Please accept that the ban is illegal, in direct opposition to both the Forest
Service Dispersed Use Policy and in direct conflict with prompts given to
your office by your director. In this acceptance one is likely to reach
understanding and a valid, reasonable decision, that while irritating the
extremely vocal clear and present minority screaming absurdities about
our evil clan, will represent the level-headed logical decision making the
Forest Service is widely known for. Barring this, we will see you in court.

| appreciate your time, and look forward to the outcome.

Benjamin Gaston

Senior, Biosystems Engineering

Department of Agricultural and Biological Engineering
221 McAdams Hall

Clemson University, Clemson SC 29634

bgaston@clemson.edu
864.616.7787
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From: Shad Slocum

To: Comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: commnet
Date: 07/29/2008 09:58 PM

really like alternative #3 but | realize the conplex reality of the use of

I would like to support Alternative #4. |
Al ternative #3 woul d be perfect, but | nust concede to alternative

the Chattooga as well as other natural resources.
#4.

Thanks for your hard work.

Shad T. Sl ocum
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From: ron miller

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: let boaters in, please
Date: 07/29/2008 10:55 PM

i am an avid kayaker and have been for over 15 years. in those 15 years i have made a point while paddling to pick up
litter and trash at the putins and takeouts while waiting for shuttles to complete, etc. you should know that the majority
of the trash and litter we pick up are put there by fishermen! not only do we find styrofoam bait containers, we also find
(sometimes by less than favorable circumstance) fishing lures, lines, hooks, LEAD sinkers, plastic bobbers, the list is
long. i should also mention that boaters who have had even the most basic instruction (which the vast majority of us
have, either though individual instruction or by clinics put on by the clubs and associations involved in the sport which
most serious boaters are affiliated with) know of the dangers of alcohol consumption while paddling. please note that
most of these fishing castoffs are found among their beer or liquor bottles cluttering the shore. our only fossil-fuel
contribution occurs when we drive to the beginning and finishing accesses of our runs. how do the fishermen get
there? same way, often with atv's or jetskis in tow

with this firsthand knowledge of what FISHERMEN bring to our rivers and streams, i find it both ASTOUNDING and
ABSURD that anyone in the realm of conservation or stewardship of our tax-supported public lands would seem to
think that kayakers or canoeists could possibly do more harm than the fishermen. if anything, we should be give
MORE access to the rivers. we actually help them and leave the least footprint among the users of these valuable
resources. please consider these points and make your decisions accordingly.

h. r. miller
Internal Virus Database is out of date.

Checked by AVG - http://ww. avg. com
Version: 8.0.138 / Virus Database: 270.5.5/1571 - Rel ease Date: 7/24/2008 5:42 PM
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From: corbinl2

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Draft EA for the Management of Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga River
Date: 07/29/2008 11:02 PM

DATE: July 29, 2008

TO: Mr. Jerome Thomas, Forest Supervisor
FROM: M.A. (Alex) Watson, Jr

764 Wildwood Rd

Atlanta, GA 30324

404) 872-1021

RE: Comments on the pre-decisional Environmental
Assessment (draft EA) for the Management of Recreation Uses on the Upper
Chattooga

In response to your solicitation for comments on the pre-decisional Environmental
Assessment (draft EA) for the Management of Recreation Uses on the Upper
Chattooga River | have several comments. | appreciate the opportunity to make
these comments because | have a great interest in the management of the
Chattooga since | have fished it on and off for over 55 years and since | have
been intimately involved in your decision making process as a member of the
expert fishing panel and an attendee at numerous public meetings.

1.) Your assessment states “However, as the perceived conflict has escalated,
boaters have also developed antipathy toward those who oppose boating, thus
creating conflict for boaters as well. .... The conflict from existing users as well as
potential users is real and does not exist to this extent on other rivers” | would
like to point out that conflict does exist on other rivers. Testimony at public
hearings held by the USFS showed that non-boating users (especially with
children) had conflicts with boaters which forced them to abandon usage of the
lower Chattooga. | personally have written to you and testified at public meetings
about the conflicts | have had with boaters while fishing on the Nantahala River,
Moccassin Creek, and Holcomb Creek. On the Nantahala fishermen are zoned
to the marginal water quality area upstream of the powerhouse while boaters get
the best cold trout water below the powerhouse to run rough shod over
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outnumbered fishermen. Further, if you set the precedence of allowing boating
above the Highway 28 bridge on the Chattooga you can bet there will then be
conflicts on the Yellowstone River when American Whitewater sues to open that
up to boaters. | sincerely believe that the reason you think that conflict “does not
exist to this extent on other rivers” is that you have never engaged in a process
that enabled public input to the extent you have on the Chattooga.

2.) Your assessment also states “Currently, goal interference, and the resulting
face-to-face conflict between existing users and boaters, is mostly “perceived” as
there is no on-the-ground mixing of these uses.” Please see 1.) above which
contradicts that statement. Additionally, USFS personnel surveyed Holcomb and
Overflow Creeks and found evidence of removal of Large Woody Debris (LWD)
aimed at allowing boaters to float through those streams. That is not perception
that is fact. It is also fact that LWD is necessary to maintain quality trout water
and that boaters routinely remove LWD that presents and obstacle to their
boating objectives. | can also state unequivocally that removal of LWD on
Holcomb Creek has diminished my own trout fishing experience. During the
public meetings held by the USFS boaters, but not during pubic testimony, |
personally heard boaters bragging about poaching trips down the Chattooga
above the Highway 28 bridge. This behavior, plus the removal of LWD by
boaters on nearby streams, plus the absence in your report of a plan for law
enforcement adds up to the conclusion that boaters have flaunted the law in the
past, will continue to in the future, and will create conflict with non-boaters in the
future.

3.) There is a great deal of discussion about encounters in your assessment.
What is not said about encounters is that in any situation an angler, hiker, or
camper can get away from each other and find solitude elsewhere on the river.
This not true of encounters with boaters because they keep coming down the
river and in some instances will stay in one place and go up and down runs being
actively fished by someone who may have driven hours and walked miles to fish
that run.

4.) | am very disappointed that your pre-decisional analysis has resulted in an
alternative that will allow boating above the Highway 28 bridge on the Chattooga.
| would have preferred Alternative 1. However, your choice of Alternative 4 was
the best and most defensible of the Alternatives allowing boating. | realize that
your choice of Alternative 4 is aimed at minimizing the opportunities for conflicts
while still allowing boating, but | am concerned that there is no plan for vigorous
law enforcement to insure that the boaters actually adhere to Alternative 4 if it is
finally chosen. Finally, | am also concerned that by choosing an alternative
allowing boating the result will be additional pressure by boaters in the near
future to expand boating beyond Alternative 4 on the upper Chattooga.






From: svaldonza

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Boating Ban on the Chattooga River Headwaters
Date: 07/30/2008 01:38 AM

Dear Forest Service,

I would like to add ny voice to those advocating the Iifting of the boating
ban on the Chattooga River headwaters. | fully agree that there is no | egal
reason to ban floaters but allow other interest groups, sonme of which create
consi derably higher inpact on the | and and water resources.

This river, and the land surrounding it, belongs to all Anericans. Please
use sound, |egal procedures to regulate the public's use for their enjoynent
and the protection of its treasures, not arbitrary rules that have no | egal,
social or scientific basis.

Si ncerely yours,

Bradl ey Snow

PO Box 273

Ester, AK 99725
sval donza@mai | . com
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From: Rob Maxwell

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

Subject: Upper Chattooga EA Comment

Date: 07/30/2008 06:57 AM

Dear Sir/Madam,

After reading the Upper Chattooga draft EA, | have come to view the Forest
Services adherence to “zoning” users as ssimply an antiquated bureaucratic
smokescreen the Forest Service uses to pander to a politically connected user

group.
If you look on page 105 of the Upper Chattooga draft EA is says.

"If the Forest Service chooses to continue current management the boaters’
antipathy toward those who oppose boating would likely escalate. Goal
interference and the resulting face to-face conflict under this alternative is
the same as the Existing Condition."

In short, the Forest Service has come to the conclusion that boaters are, and
will always be, the soul instigator of conflict. Where is the proof? For
decades, local boaters have regularly “poached runs” in the Upper
Chattooga. Y et, the Forest Service has not reported a single case of conflict
with any other user groups. For decades, boaters have run neighboring
Overflow Creek, which is considered a prime fishing location. Y et, the
Forest Service has not reported a single case of conflict with any other user
groups. For decades boaters have shared the, heavily traveled, lower reaches
of the Chattooga River with al user groups and even that does not have
significant reports of conflicts.

It seems the Forest Serviceis stumbling over itself to justify “zoning” based
on unproven charges that boaters will cause conflict with other user groups.
The following are two posts | pulled from www.Georgia-Outdoors.com/
forum message board:

“I know one of the key issues in the ruling was angler/boater confrontations
and | personally can not wait for a boater to sweep through my fishing spot
when i'm out in the middle of the ellicott rock wilderness area... enough said”



mailto:rangerrob2000@hotmail.com

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

mailto:akimbell@fs.fed.us



Posted: 07/07/08, 6:19 PM by Trout-Triger

“well if you could cast better you could always put on some lead ..... lots of
lead and give afew welts (to passing boaters) here and there LOL”
Posted: 07/10/08, 2:41 PM by EndlessEnigmaa TU “Hall of Fame Member”

It seems to me, these two anglers would find conflict with anyone, including
another angler, for any reason, anywhere. It’s ssmply a matter of human
nature: some people are simply more confrontational than others. Do we then
““zone” out every user group these two anglers might conflict with? Who
should be “zoned” the confronter or the confronted? Do we deny the rights
of hundreds to appease the whims of a chosen few?

Where would our society be if we all followed the Forest Services’ doctrine
of “zoning” to avoid conflict with a small minority of users? As| recall, our
nation tacked thisissue in the 1950’s and 60’s with the civil rights
movement. In the face of great conflict and civil unrest, the Supreme Court
struck down this “separate but equal” fallacy and reaffirmed “equal
protection under the law”. Does the Forest Service honestly believe its
1950’s mindset is superior to the ruling of our highest court? Its time the
Forest Service stepped into the 21t century and abides by the fundamental
doctrine “equal protection under the law.”

“Equal protection under the law” not only applies to access but treatment as
well. All current user groups have access to the Upper Chattooga without
restrictions on season, group size, group number or frequency of visits. Why
Isthis luxury not afforded to the boating community? Boating is arguably the
most environmentally friendly activity of all the current user groups.
However, boaters are the ones that are burdened with the most restrictions.
The restrictions are ssmply unjustified and discriminatory.

Aside from flying in the face of “equal protection under the law”, artificialy
““zoning” boaters by season and/or water level is completely unnecessary.
Most boating in the Upper Chattooga can only take place when water levels
are not ideal for fishing. Furthermore, the days the water levels are
sufficient for both activities to coexist are so rare asto be anonissue. In
other words, the pure nature of each “conflicting” activity prevents
“conflict.”





If “zoning” because of conflict is so important to the Forest Service, why
have you not “zoned” other conflicting user groups? There are plenty of
opportunities for other user groups to be equally “zoned” due to conflicts. Or
Istherejust abuilt in bias against boaters in the Forest Service?

If the Forest Serviceisreluctant to lift the restrictions and zoning on boaters
because it will increase visitor load dlightly: | have a suggestion. The
stocking of non-native aquatic speciesis environmentally unsound and
should be stopped in federally managed wilderness areas. This will
effectively reduce the number of anglers attracted to the Upper Chattooga
and will more than offset the introduction of the occasional boater. Asan
added benefit, it will allow the native Eastern Brook Trout to reclaim its
rightful place in the river and return the river to its original natural state. I’m
sure restoring and protecting the natural state of the wilderness and river are
the main concern of the Forest Service.

| am not apposed to banning or restricting user groups, as long as those
measures are based on quantifiable scientific impact studies. No user group
should ever be banned or restricted based on fear that a few hot-heads might
possibly have a conflict once or twice ayear. The management of the Upper
Chattooga should center on protecting and restoring the resource, not
mitigating the occasional squabble between a couple of anger management
class candidates.

In closing, | would prefer the Forest Service adopt management plan
Alternative 8. It establishes “equal protection under the law” between all
user groups while allowing “adaptive management” of the resources. By
doing so, the Forest Service will be able to quickly and fairly respond to
changing conditions and user demands of this cherished resource.

Thank You
Robert Maxwell
Atlanta GA






From: Allison Barth

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

Date: 07/30/2008 07:28 AM

Dear Sir,

I am an avid whitewater paddler, backpacker and day hiker. Over the

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

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

>> Boating in the headwaters is heavily restricted and still banned in the
Chattooga Cliffs area and the tributaries of the headwaters. These
restrictions and bans are unjustified and should be replaced with
unrestricted boating access to all sections of the Chattooga River and its
tributaries. 1 am in favor of justifiable restrictions on user groups in order
to protect the wilderness and the wilderness experience as long as it is
done in a fair and equitable manner. The Forest Service has failed to
complete a competent study of boating and its effects in the Chattooga
Headwaters to support any ban or restrictions. Furthermore, the Forest
Service has chosen to ignore proof that boating would have no negative
impact on the wilderness or the wilderness experience.

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



mailto:allie.barth@gmail.com

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

mailto:akimbell@fs.fed.us



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

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

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

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





without proof to the contrary, unrestricted boating should be allowed in
the headwaters and its tributaries.

>> Alternative #4 is simply a continuation of the 30 year-old total boating
ban. It essentially makes it impossible to boat the Headwaters of the
Chattooga River legally. With an average of less than 10 legal boating
days a year and under severe restrictions of group size, number and daily
frequency, only a lucky handful of boaters will ever be able to expereince
the Chattooga Headwaters legally. For all intents and purposes, this is still
a total boating ban.

>> The many prescribed restrictions for boating the headwaters are, in
effect, an undue burden on would-be boaters and an administrative
burden to the Forest Service. How will the "daily average mean of 450cfs"
be quantified? Who will declare it a boatable day? If its a daily average
mean, the day will be declared boatable after it has passed! How will the
permitting system work? Will permits be available at only one very out of
the way Forest Service station? Will permits be handed out before the day
Is declared boatable, thus making the permit itself illegal? Who will count
the number of times a boater runs the river to insure they run it only
once? Who will make sure there are less than six boaters in each group?
Who will make sure they don't run the banned sections? How will you
educate the boating public on the banned and legal sections of rivers. How
will you educate the boating public on the confusing array of restrictions
and bans? The restrictions are so severe that, like in the past, some
boaters will continue to boat the headwaters illegally. The Forest Service
will then be faced with administering the confusing array of boating
restrictions, while still chasing illegal boaters on legal as well as illegal
boating days. Thus, adding to the Forest Service workload instead of
allowing them to efficiently manage the wilderness. Obviously, these
restrictions were never ment to honestly allow boating. Again, It
essentially makes it impossible to boat the Headwaters of the Chattooga
River legally.

>> The Forest Service has chosen to control and restrict much more
environmentally damaging user groups with indirect measures. So, hikers
who blaze their own trails; campers who trample an area; and fishermen
who damage the river banks, leave fishing line in trees, and fish stocked
non-native trout are allowed almost unfettered access to the wilderness
area. All this while the enviromentally friendly, seldom seen boater is





blacklisted with unjustified severe restrictons and bans. Again, it is time
the forest service did the right thing and allowed unrestricted access to
the Chattooga Headwaters and its tributaries to boating.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

| applaud the Forest Service to offering Alternative #8. It is a flexible and
insightful plan that treats all environmentally friendly user groups equally
and complies with the Wilderness Act and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.





| strongly encourage the Forest Service to abandon Alternative #4 and
approve an adjusted Alternative #8, as the final management plan.

Sincerely,
Allison Barth
Duluth, GA






From: michael spanjer

Reply To: michaelspanjer@yahoo.com

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

Subject: Chattooga Headwaters - End the boating ban!
Date: 07/30/2008 08:19 AM

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

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

7/30/08
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

I'm a boater, a hiker, a photographer, an environmentalist, and a lover of
nature and of our country. 1 live in Southeast KY, a few hours drive from
the Chattooga area. | do not yet have the boating skill to run the
headwaters reaches, and | may never do so, but learning of the boating
ban that has stoof for so long in these waters troubles me deeply.

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the

recreational management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your
analysis and your proposal. Banning boating without a good reason is just
plain wrong. Please stop wasting taxpayer money on "studies"” that are
not about the issue in question here, and please restore these river
reaches to the access they should have. Here are a few of the big points
that bother me the most:

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

limit paddling on the Chattooga and has found none. It is long past the
time to open the river to boating. This is a free country, no a totalitarian
state where | have to get permission from the governement for every
activaty. Paddling these rivers is my right as long as no harm is being
done to anyone or anything. It is fundamentally wrong and un-
American to impose a boating ban without any grounds.
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e 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.

e 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.

e The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or

protective of the river because they considers boating to be the only
management variable, while other larger more impactful uses are not
seriously considered for limits.

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

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

e The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at

least a year late and has wasted millions in tax payer money

e The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their

input

e The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred

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

e Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that

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

e The public should have the right to float on public Wild and

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

e All aspects of the "Outstanding Remarkable Values" of Wild

and Scenic Rivers should be protected on the entire river, not just

In some areas.





Thank you for considering these comments. Please consider conducting
a real 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,

Michael Spanjer

325 A Front St
Williamsburg, KY 40769

michaelspanjer@yahoo.com
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From: Steve Zerefos

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga River regs
Date: 07/30/2008 08:26 AM

This deal with the boating ban on the Chattooga is more and more
ridiculous. The actual ban was so blatantly unfair (Why just one user
group? Why not fishermen & hikers?) that the boating community had
thought that ANY other circumstances would have been an improvement.
With the release of your new policy we found that we were wrong. This
“solution” is patently unworkable and amounts to a virtual ban anyway.

| urge you to do away with the boating ban TOTALLY. Everyone involved
knows that there will NOT be hordes of kayakers running the Upper
Chattooga — the watershed is small enough that it rarely runs and only
holds water at a boatable level for a short time. This bias against paddlers
Is ludicrous.

Steve Zerefos

Balog Steines Hendricks & Manchester Architects
15 Central Square

Suite 300

Youngstown, Ohio 44503

330-744-4401

330-744-2370 (fax)

sgz@bshm-architects.com
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From: Alex

Reply To: harvey@avigenics.com

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

Subject: Comments on Upper Chattooga River Draft Environmental Assessment
Date: 07/30/2008 08:39 AM

Attachments: chatt 072508.doc

Please see the attached document.

Alex J. Harvey, Ph.D., Director of Molecular Biology
AviGenics, inc.

Georgia BioBusiness Center

111 Riverbend Road

Athens, Georgia 30605, USA

Phone: 706-227-1170 ext 240
Fax: 706-227-2180

Cell: 706-372-4261
harvey@avigenics.com

The information contained in this e-mail message may be privileged,
confidential and protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended
recipient, any dissemination, distribution or copying is strictly
prohibited. If you think that you have received this e-mail message in
error, please e-mail the sender at "harvey@avigenics.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 25, 2008


 



RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



 



Dear Sumter National Forest,


 I am an avid whitewater paddler who enjoys the beauty of nature by river travel. I have been engaged in the Chattooga access issue for many years now. While at first I was excited to read the recent EA,  further inspection revealed that it is entirely unclear as to how this allows fair access to the Chattooga for whitewater paddlers.


The issue under discussion is Alternative 4 which specifies  “Specifically, boating will be allowed from County Line Road Trail in North Carolina to Burrells Ford Bridge between December 1 and March 1 when mean daily flow levels average 450 cfs or more, which is above those levels considered optimal for fishing.”


Please consider the following concerns I have regarding this issue:


There is no justification to not include the region between Burrells Ford Bridge and Hwy 28, which is highly regarded for its whitewater and incredible beauty.



Adherence to the flow limit will be nearly be impossible as the river levels rise and fall too quickly to determine the current actual mean daily flow level . The only way to be sure one is on the river at or above the legal limit will be to paddle the river at such a high level as to be significantly more dangerous for paddling. This is based on my knowledge of the Hwy 76 gauge and nearly 30 years of paddling experience on the lower sections of the Chattooga as well as Overflow Creek. More discussion between the FS and AW is needed on this point. 


The seasonal limitations are  not justifiable. The optimal flow season for the Chattooga includes March and April, which is excluded from Alternative 4. A year round season is sufficient as access will be limited by other factors (see below).


Many other user groups with equal or higher impact are allowed unfettered access. As an example hikers and fisherman access the river via miles of trails, increasing the sediment load. The EA discusses the potential for increased sediment caused by portage trails. This is a highly overblown concern. Such trails will never likely appear as most rapids are runnable, the distances to be portaged are so short and there will be relatively few paddlers traversing these sections.  The issue of trampling of endangered plants during portaging is raised, yet no mention of the potential damage caused by fisherman wading into and out of the river bed.


The issue of solitude for those fishing the river is raised by the EA. As is clearly shown in Table 3.3-3 (“flow range bars” for fishing and boating opportunities on the upper Chattooga) there is no overlap in river flows for optimal fly fishing (which is the group of fishers who are proposed to suffer the most adverse effects of boating) and optimal boating. There is some overlap in the less than optimal ranges, indicating that there will be fewer boaters and fishers on the river. Thus at these overlapping flows, there will be few if any encounters between fishers and boaters.


As I and many others have reiterated numerous times now, concern about the impact of whitewater access is overblown. Access to the upper regions is restricted by so many natural parameters (physical access, water levels, difficulty of whitewater etc) that very few paddlers will attempt these sections. The majority of whitewater paddlers will not attempt these runs, although many of these same paddlers are furiously fighting this ridiculous ban.


Lift this ban and everyone will see that whitewater paddling is compatible with all sections of the Chattooga.


I also endorse the following, as put forth by American Whitewater:


· I along with other 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



 



Alex J. Harvey


160 Fox Trace



Athens, Georgia



30606





From: Killman, Jack | Jr

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga river
Date: 07/30/2008 08:42 AM

U S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad Ri ver Road

Col umbi a, SC 29212.

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

[07-30-2008]

RE: Chattooga River Project Coments

Dear Sunter National Forest

My name is Jack Killman and | live in Johnson City, Tn. | work at
Eastman Chenical. | noved here from M ssi ssi ppi because | wanted to

| earn how to whitewater kayak and you can't do that where | cone from |
would like to see this part of the river opened up so | can kayak there.
It should be ny right as an Anerican citizen. |If people can fish there
then | should be able to kayak as well.

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

* The proposed alternative will negatively inpact protections
granted under the W/ derness Act and WId and Scenic Rivers Act on the
Chattooga and ot her rivers nationw de.

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

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

one. The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Were
isit?

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

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

t he upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of
limted boating on the remaining reach - while allowi ng all other

wi | derness conforming existing uses in unlinmted nunbers.. This is not
equi t abl e and not accept abl e!
* Paddl ers prefer an alternative simlar to Alternative 8 that 1)

fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga River bel ow G i nmshawes
Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter
standards based on a real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably
limt total use only when encounter standards are consistently exceeded,
and 5) will do so using all available indirect neasures first.

* The public should have the right to float on public WId and
Sceni ¢ Rivers regardl ess of who owns the land along the river.
* Al'l aspects of the "CQutstandi ng Remarkabl e Val ues" of WIld and

Scenic Rivers should be protected on the entire river, not just in sone
ar eas.

Thank you for considering these conments. Please consider conducting a
real user capacity analysis and i mediately allow ng boating in the sane
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nunbers, places, and seasons that you allow existing users. Paddling
should be allowed in a sinmilar manner to your alternative nunmber 8,
except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these conments,

Si ncerely

Jack Killman

2325 Cretsinger Dr.

Johnson City, TN 37601






From: Everett, C. Stuart

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

Subject: FW: [I] [APE_Trips] Upper Chattooga Comments Due Friday - Form Letter For
You To Send

Date: 07/30/2008 08:55 AM

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

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

July 30, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Stuart Everett. | am awhitewater and outdoor enthusiast from
Kingsport, TN. Asataxpayer and aregular visitor of our national parks,
national recreation areas, and national forests, | am sending this letter to
express my concerns over the recent announcement regarding the
environmental assessment for recreational management of the Chattooga
River.

| have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your
proposal. Both treat me and my community of river

enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests.

Please consider the following concerns | have regarding thisissue:

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

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

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

» The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable nor are they protecting
the river because they consider boating to be the only management variable,
while other larger more impactful uses are not seriously considered for
limits.

» An aternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows boating on the
entire Chattooga River below

Grimshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter
standards based on areal user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limit total
use only when encounter standards are consistently exceeded, and 5) will do
so using all available indirect measures first would be a preferable solution.
* The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic Rivers
regardless of who owns the land along theriver.

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

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

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

Again, Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely

Stuart Everett
Kingsport, TN






From: Wes

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/30/2008 09:43 AM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

July 29, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

| have been a whitewater enthusiast utilizing the Chattooga Wild and
Scenic River since 1977. | have also worked as a guide for on
Section IlI/IV (1986-1988) and have spent many pleasurable hours
recreating on the Chattooga both as a fisherman and as a
whitewater boater. | have the utmost love and respect for this river
and believe that above all, we must work to preserve its natural
beauty, while not unfairly limiting or prohibiting access to those who
wish to recreate on this river.

| have read with great interest the Environmental Assessment
regarding the recreational management of the Chattooga River . |
absolutely disagree with your analysis and your proposal. Both treat
whitewater enthusiasts unfairly. Please consider the following
concerns | have regarding this issue:

It is my understanding that the USFS has spent thirteen years
searching for a reason to limit whitewater recreation on the
headwaters sections of Chattooga and has found none. Itis time to
stop this nonsense and open the headwaters to whitewater
enthusiasts!

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



mailto:mtbikr88@yahoo.com

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

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



analysis. Where is it?

No currently proposed alternative is acceptable to whitewater
enthusiasts because they all include boating bans on the upper
Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries — without any legitimate
justification.

The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the
river because they consider whitewater boating to be the only
management variable, while other uses which may indeed inflict a
much larger impact are not seriously considered for limits.
Whitewater boating impacts the river corridor less than fisherman or
hikers! Whitewater boaters will only leave the river at access points,
and at a few rapids along the corridor to scout. Short established
trails could easily be constructed along these rapids if necessary. In
contract, fisherman will walk primarily off trails to access fishing pools!
Fishermen also harvest wildlife (fish) and the streams must be
stocked at considerable expense to accommodate them. Whitewater
enthusiasts only require an access trail and parking at a few access
points that the fishermen could also utilize.

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 (provided the ridiculous
speculative water flow conditions are met) while allowing all other
wilderness conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers. This is not
nearly 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 whitewater enthusiast can know this number and it
is doubtful that even the USFS will be able to predict this flow level
with any reliability! Furthermore, it will be an administrative burden for
the agency. It is so impractical to establish this flow parameter as a
prerequisite for recreational boating, that the only possible reason it
has been proposed is to continue to ban whitewater recreation in the
headwaters while appearing to allow boating in certain rare
circumstances!

The argument that there could be user conflict is also ludicrous.
Optimal river flows for fishing or swimming in the river would not be
the same as optimal flows that would be conducive to whitewater
boating. It makes absolutely no sense to limit access to whitewater
enthusiasts based on this argument! Fisherman and whitewater
enthusiasts (sometimes in large numbers) seem to peacefully co-
recreate on rivers all over the world. What makes the Chattooga such
a river that this is peaceful interaction is not possible? Is it because
one group simply does not want the USFS to allow access to another
group based on pure speculation of conflict? What evidence is there
to support that there would be any such conflict at all?

The fact of the matter is that there actually would be very few days
during the year that the flows would be optimal for whitewater boating
on the upper sections of the Chattooga. Most of these days would be
after a heavy rain, and in my experience as a fisherman, poor
conditions for fishing in these waters. Even if there were a few
fishermen present, boaters tend to travel in groups, and there would
be only a few short periods of time that they would actually be sharing
the same pool of water.

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





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

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

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

Sincerely,
J. Wesley Prince

788 Emmett Creek Lane
Lexington, KY 40515






From: bob brewer

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/30/2008 11:26 AM

Sumter National Forest,

| am a whitewater paddler who has enjoyed the Chattooga River for over ten
years. Your recommendation of Alt. 4 has no rational basis, paddlers are low
impact and will not degrade the resourses. How much money was spent
to reach a foregone conclusion? In this instance, your agency has no credible
arguments and this ruling smacks of favortism. This ruling does nothing to
enhance the reputation of the NFS.

Sadly written,

Robert Brewer
Fayetteville, AR
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From: Jack Etheridge

Sent By: jacketheridge@mac.com

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

Date: 07/30/2008 11:28 AM

Hi, | wish to lend my support to Alternative 4 as you consider the
options for the future of the Chattooga river. | am a fisherman, canoeist,
backpacker and science teacher....but most importantly | am a parent who
wants his children and grandchildren to have the access to the same kind
of wilderness experiences as | have over these last thirty years of being in
the woods and streams in the Chattooga watershed. It is a rare and
threatened ecosystem, particuraly here in the South, and | hope and pray
your stewardship of the land will continue to provide preservation and
conservation over recreation and/or logging. Thank you very much for all
ya'll's hard work on this issue and many others.
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From: Knox Worde

Reply To: playboatr@earthlink.net

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

Date: 07/30/2008 11:36 AM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

. The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

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

In closing | would like to comment that | am also a fisherman; | have
been so for over 45 years. | can see no logic in the claim of a "conflict"
between persons fishing and boating; it just isn't true. This proposed
ruling is irrational, unjustifiable and is in violation of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act. It is unfortunate that additional taxpayers' dollars will be spent
before this issue is rightfully resolved.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

T.K. Worde

763 J E Burnette Rd

Bryson City, NC 28713





Knox Worde
playboatr@earthlink.net
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From: Joseph Gatins

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga comment letter - Friends of Upper Chattooga
Date: 07/30/2008 12:51 PM

Friends of the Upper Chattooga
2489 Glade Road
Clayton, Georgia 30525
706-782-9944
July 30, 2008
Via E-Mail and U.S. Mail
USDA Forest Service
Francis Marion & Sumter National Forests
ATTN: Chattooga Planning Team
4391 Broad River Road
Columbia, South Carolina 29212

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

Re: Proposal for managing recreation uses on the Upper
Chattooga River

Dear Sir or Madam:

Thank you for seeking public comment on the U.S. Forest Service’s
proposal for management of recreation uses on the Upper Chattooga
River. We commend the Forest Service for giving the management of this
special place that is part of the Congressionally-designated Wild and
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Scenic Chattooga River and Ellicott Rock Wilderness the careful
consideration it is due. Friends of the Upper Chattooga, on its own behalf
and on behalf of each of its members, submits this letter in response to
the Forest Service’s request for comments on the pre-decisional/draft
Environmental Assessment (Draft EA) for the Management of Recreational
Uses on the Upper Chattooga River released on July 2, 2008.

Friends of the Upper Chattooga is a diverse coalition of conservation- and
recreation-minded organizations, including state councils of Trout
Unlimited; state Wildlife Federations; Georgia ForestWatch; Whiteside
Cove Association; the Jackson-Macon Conservation Alliance; and
Wilderness Watch. As you know, members of Friends of the Upper
Chattooga have closely followed the Forest Service study and analysis of
this resource and participated in every opportunity for public comment
offered by the agency. This we shall continue to do in efforts to help
protect the Chattooga's wild and scenic values, to educate the public to
threats to these values, and to assist the Forest Service in arriving at a
reasonable decision that, above all, protects this river's resources. The
stretch of river at issue is a haven for hikers, hunters, naturalists, bird
watchers, swimmers and trout fishermen. It includes the Chattooga Cliffs,
Ellicott Rock Wilderness and Rock Gorge, among the few remaining wild
places in the tri-state area that still provide high-quality solitude and
wilderness experience. We want to help the Forest Service do what is
best for the long-term future of the Upper Chattooga.

Friends of the Upper Chattooga, individually and collectively, and the
individual signatories below would have preferred that the Forest Service
adhere to and continue the current zoning for the entire 57-mile Wild and
Scenic Chattooga River, which prohibits boating on any part of the
headwaters above Route 28. Zoning is an appropriate management tool
for the Forest Service to utilize for the Upper Chattooga, and continuing
the zoning—which wisely takes into account the recreation uses on the
lower part of the river as it has been for the past 30-plus years--is part of
our preferred management direction.

We agree with the Forest Service that action is needed to support the
outstanding remarkable values (ORVs) of the Upper Chattooga, and we
thank the agency for proposing steps to safeguard ORVs in light of the
expected increase in recreation use of the resource over the next few
years. To assist the agency with its ultimate decision regarding





management of recreation uses on the Upper Chattooga, we provide the
following comments for your consideration. Individual members of the
Friends of the Upper Chattooga also will separately submit additional
comments addressing the agency’s preferred alternative.

Scope of Assessment: The best approach would have been for the
Forest Service to have conducted a recreation study of the entire Wild and
Scenic River portion of the Chattooga River, which would have shown that
current policy provides a diverse blend of recreational activities in
numerous settings. The Forest Service’s decision on American
Whitewater’s 2004 appeal directed the Sumter Forest Service to consider
“the diversity of river recreation opportunities available within the
geographic region.” The Draft EA’s Recreational Review (section 3.3-1)
remains focused on the Upper Chattooga and continues to narrowly define
social impacts within the headwaters only. Zoning boating to the
mayjority of the River (the portion below Highway 28 and the West Fork
watershed) remains the best option for protecting the environment and
enhancing the remarkable recreation opportunities available in the Upper
Chattooga.

Implementation Resources: Regardless of the management alternative
finally selected, it is critical for the agency to provide the resources
necessary to implement the final management policy to prevent adverse
Impacts to the ORVs. To the extent boating may be permitted, the
Friends urge that access to boating be made contingent on the boating
community’s compliance with restrictions and that penalties for
unauthorized use have sufficient deterrent value.

Management uniformity: The Friends strongly urge the agency to
adopt uniform standards for all three forests regarding policy enforcement
and large woody debris ("LWD") management. The removal of any LWD
should be based on the “primary emphasis” standards found within section
10 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

New Access points: The impact from use, parking needs and
designation of County Line Road or the spur trail off the Chattooga River
Trail requires an explanation.

Wilderness character: The final decision must protect the area's
wilderness character, including outstanding opportunities for solitude,





natural conditions, unhindered natural processes, and lack of human-built
structures and installations.

Other Users: The agency'’s final decision should ensure the safety of
swimmers in the Upper Chattooga and should insure that the desired
conditions from all users collected in 2005 during the LAC be incorporated
into the final EA.

Biological resources: The agency’s final decision should protect the
biological resources of the Upper Chattooga, including vegetation and
wildlife habitat on the main stem and tributaries. We ask that the agency
carefully review the impact additional boating will have on birds nesting in
the riparian zones.

Please do not hesitate to contact us if there are questions, or if you would
like to discuss the points above in person.

Sincerely yours,

Michael Squeak Smith
Morganton, North Carolina
Board of Trustees, Trout Unlimited

By JG, with express permission

Joseph Gatins





Satolah, Georgia
Co-District Leader

Georgia ForestWatch

Doug Adams
Rabun Gap, Georgia
Newsletter Editor, Rabun Chapter, Trout Unlimited

By JG, with express permission

Charlie Breithaupt
Clayton, Georgia
Chairman, Georgia Council of Trout Unlimited

By JG, with express permission





Tom Mclnnis
Past Chairman, South Carolina Council of Trout Unlimited
Clemson, South Carolina

By JG, with express permission

Art Shick
West Union, South Carolina

South Carolina TU National Leadership Council Representative

David Bates
Highlands, North Carolina
Executive Director, Jackson-Macon Conservation Alliance

By JG, with express permission





Wyatt Stevens and Mike Bamford
Asheville and Cashiers, North Carolina
for the Whiteside Cove Association

By JG, with express permission

George Nickas
Missoula, Montana
Executive Director, Wilderness Watch

By JG, with express permission

John Benbow,
Concord, North Carolina
Immediate Past President, North Carolina Wildlife Federation

By JG, with express permission





David Van Lear
Pendleton, South Carolina
For the South Carolina Wildlife Federation

By JG, with express permission

Butch Clay
Mountain Rest, South Carolina
Teacher/Naturalist, Cherokee Creek Boys School

By JG, with express permission

Edwin Dale

Athens, Georgia

Former outdoor recreation planner and LAC Consultant
Chattahoochee National Forest, 1990-2002

By JG, with express permission





cc: Dr. Jerome Thomas, Supervisor, Francis Marion & Sumter National
Forests

Marisue Hilliard, Supervisor, Nantahala-Pisgah National Forest
George Bain, Supervisor, Chattahoochee-Oconee National Forests
Charles L. Myers, Associate Deputy Chief, USDA Forest Service

Various other Forest Service officials interested in this issue






From: David Leachman

Reply To: dcimdr@yahoo.com

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

Date: 07/30/2008 01:04 PM

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

As a child | attended Camp Carolina located in Brevard North Carolina for seven
years. As a camper | became a whitewater enthusiast through the camps
teachings. While attending the camp we canoed and rafted many rivers including
the Chattooga River section Il. Later in life | became a white water canoer and
kayaker and | have spent many hours and dollars enjoying the sport. | have the
utmost love and respect for the Chattooga River and believe that above all, we must
work to preserve its natural beauty, while not unfairly limiting or prohibiting access
to those who wish to recreate on this river.

| have read with great interest the Environmental Assessment regarding the
recreational management of the Chattooga River. | absolutely disagree with your
analysis and your proposal. Both treat whitewater enthusiasts unfairly. Please
consider the following concerns | have regarding this issue:

| understand that the USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit
paddling on the headwaters sections of Chattooga and has found none. It is time to
stop this nonsense and open the headwaters to whitewater enthusiasts!

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 currently proposed alternative is acceptable to whitewater enthusiasts because
they all include boating bans on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries
— without any legitimate justification.

The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the river because
they consider whitewater boating to be the only management variable, while other
uses which may indeed inflict a much larger impact are not seriously considered for
limits. Whitewater boating impacts the river corridor less than fisherman or hikers!
Whitewater boaters will only leave the river at access points, and at a few rapids
along the corridor to scout. Short established trails could easily be constructed
along these rapids if necessary. In contract, fisherman will walk primarily off trails to
access fishing pools! Fishermen also harvest wildlife (fish) and the streams must be
stocked at considerable expense to accommodate them. Whitewater enthusiasts
only require an access trail and parking at a few access points that the fishermen
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could also utilize.

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 (provided the ridiculous speculative water flow conditions are met) while
allowing all other wilderness conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers. This is
not nearly 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
whitewater enthusiast can know this number and it is doubtful that even the USFS
will be able to predict this flow level with any reliability! Furthermore, it will be an
administrative burden for the agency. It is so impractical to establish this flow
parameter as a prerequisite for recreational boating, that the only possible reason it
has been proposed is to continue to ban whitewater recreation in the headwaters
while appearing to allow boating in certain rare circumstances!

The argument that there could be user conflict is also ludicrous. Optimal river flows
for fishing or swimming in the river would not be the same as optimal flows that
would be conducive to whitewater boating. It makes absolutely no sense to limit
access to whitewater enthusiasts based on this argument! Fisherman and
whitewater enthusiasts (sometimes in large numbers) seem to peacefully co-
recreate on rivers all over the world. What makes the Chattooga such a river that
this is peaceful interaction is not possible? Is it because one group simply does not
want the USFS to allow access to another group based on pure speculation of
conflict? What evidence is there to support that there would be any such conflict at
all?

The fact of the matter is that there actually would be very few days during the year
that the flows would be optimal for whitewater boating on the upper sections of the
Chattooga. Most of these days would be after a heavy rain, and in my experience
as a fisherman, poor conditions for fishing in these waters. Even if there were a few
fishermen present, boaters tend to travel in groups, and there would be only a few
short periods of time that they would actually be sharing the same pool of water.

Whitewater enthusiasts 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. As an avid outdoors man | have
been back packing as well as gone fishing in many of our National Forests. | have
seen deeper marks left by back country campers than has ever been left by any
boater. Boaters are adamant about leaving no trace. Why, because access is our
number one issue. Why mess that up.

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

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

Sincerely,
David C. Leachman

686 Hill N Dale Road

Lexington, KY 40503






From: Daniel Spencer

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

Subject: Chatooga Headwaters access issues

Date: 07/30/2008 01:58 PM

Hi.

Please put the same kind of restrictions on anglers and hikers as you have placed
on the whitewater boaters. The anglers certainly have a far greater environmental
impact by wading in stream and disturbing the nesting sites of endangered native
trout. Also the damage they do to the streamside ecology is appalling with their
constant trampling of vegetation. They leave behind much litter and fishing line
with rusty barbed hooks. They are aggressive towards other users. They condone
the stocking of non-native species which compete for food and habitat with
endangered native species. | think that trout fishermen have no place in this
delicate environment and there numbers should be restricted with a permit system
which restricts their locations to a few spots and allows no more than 1 angler per
5 miles of riparian streambank. This would prevent many negative encounters
between fishermen and other users as well as going a long wat to reverse the
damage that anglers are currently committing on this beautiful stream.

Sincerely,
Daniel Spencer

Time for vacation? WIN what you need. Enter Now!
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From: Justin Cullars

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

Subject:

Date: 07/30/2008 02:03 PM

U S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad Ri ver Road

Col unbi a, SC 29212.

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

7/ 30/ 08
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sunter National Forest,

My nanme is Justin Cullars, | ama professional video editor who has lived in Knoxville for 10 years, and |'ve kayaked
throughout the world for the past 20+ years.

| Attended the assessnent neeting in Clayton Ga. |last year and have revi ewed the Environnmental Assessnent regarding the
recreational managenent of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your proposal. Both treat ny
comunity of river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal is not based on any actual user data. Please consider the
follow ng concerns | have regarding this issue:

The O fice of the Chief of the USFS stated that the original boating ban was basel ess and needed to be reassessed. |f

the original boating ban was baseless, it is logical to assune the new restrictions and bans, w thout supporting data
or analysis are simlarly baseless. Again, if the Forest Service has significant quantifiable data to support boating

restrictions and bans in the headwaters, please release this information to the public. OQtherwi se w thout proof to the
contrary, unrestricted boating should be allowed in the headwaters and its tributaries.

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

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

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

. The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a ban on tributary
boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limted boating using an inherently flawed "average nean and permt systeni on the
remaining reach - while allowing all other wilderness conforming existing uses in unlinmted nunbers.. This is not

equi tabl e and not accept abl e!

. The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limts
. The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at least a year late and has wasted mllions in
tax payer noney and many peoples personal time. |If this were delivered by a group in the corporate world do you think

this woul d be acceptabl e?
. The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed neasure that should be

elimnated fromany considerations. There is no way a paddl er can know this nunber and will be an adm nistrative burden
for the agency.

The Forest Service’s recommended managenent plan, Alternative #4, is heavily flawed and shoul d be withdrawn from

consideration in favor of Alternative #8. | find Alternative #8 acceptable, with a few adjustnents:
. Al l ow unrestricted boating on the entire Chattooga River and its tributaries bel ow Ginshawes Bridge.
. Don’t allow rafts. Rafts are not an appropriate boat for the tight nature of the headwaters. Restrict

boats to nore appropriate water craft such as ducki es, kayaks and canoes.

. Allow limted removal of LWD. Renoving LWD in |ocations dangerous to boaters, such as in rapids or
swift current increases the safety of the runs without effecting the ecology of the river. The Forest Service has been
sent, and has available, a significant anount of data showing that limted LWD renoval will not alter the ecol ogy of
the river.

. Use a pernmit, or simlar quantifiable tracking system as the backbone for the “adaptive nmanagenent

approach. ”

. I ncl ude encounter standards based on a real user capacity study. This can then be used to fairly limt
total use when encounter standards are consistently exceeded.
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. If the encounter standards are consistently exceeded use indirect neasures to linit encounters before
reverting to bans or restrictions.

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

| applaud the Forest Service to offering Alternative #8. It is a flexible and insightful plan that treats all
environnental ly friendly user groups equally and conplies with the Wl derness Act and the WIld and Scenic Rivers Act. |
strongly encourage the Forest Service to abandon Alternative #4 and approve an adjusted Alternative #8, as the final
managenent pl an.

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

al |l owi ng boating in the same nunbers, places, and seasons that you allow existing users. Paddling should be allowed in
a simlar manner to your alternative nunber 8, except it should be allowed on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its
tributaries and (in the small nunmber of days a year it would happen) whenever conditions allow.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Si ncerely,
Justin Cullars

Wth Wndows Live for nobile, your contacts travel w th you.
http://www. wi ndowsl i ve. con! nobi | e/ over vi ew. ht ml ?oci d=TXT_TAGLM W._nobi | e_072008






From: Joe Pulliam

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 07/30/2008 02:17 PM

Dear U.S. Forest Service:

| have reviewed your Environmental Assessment regarding management
of the upper stretches of the Chattooga River. | agree that limits on
recreational use of the upper Chattooga are needed to protect the integrity
of this valuable resource.

Recreational uses that are non-compatible with wilderness as well as all
commercial use should remain banned from all USFS lands in this

area. Those recreational activities that are compatible, including hiking,
fishing, camping and kayaking/canoeing should be treated equally, and
access to the river for all of these uses should remain limited. Parking
should be removed from immediate riverside where possible, including at
Burrell's Ford. Reasonable limitations on any of these uses (creel limits,
paddler group sizes, camping restrictions) should be in place and should
be based on sound research and management practices, not political
pressures.

| see little relationship between the management alternative you've
selected and the findings of the extensive studies that you commissioned.
| see your proposed plan as discriminatory and not in the spirit of the
Wilderness Act.

| have used the Chattooga River for the past 35 years for hiking, kayaking,
canoeing, camping, and at times fishing. | appreciate the diligent efforts of
the United States Forest Service to protect this resource, but | do hope you
will reconsider your proposed actions relative to the management of the
upper stretches of the river.

Sincerely,

Joe Pulliam
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45 Wedgewood Drive
Greenville, SC 29609
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From: Sean Kennedy

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chatooga Headwaters
Date: 07/30/2008 02:43 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

| just want to say that | am appalled at the way in which the Forest Service has
handled the access issue concerning the Chattooga Headwaters. You have failed
miserably in the task you were given. NOT because paddlers didn’t get full
unrestricted access, BUT because you can’t seem to meet any decision making
timetable you set, when you do finally come up with a meeting or something of the
sort, like the comment meeting held in Clayton, it is carried out in an unprofessional
manner and with ridiculous methods that you don’t even clearly understand and
obviously don’t implement once you make your decisions. | am embarrassed that
as a Federal Organization that this is how you represent yourselves and our federal
government.

The selected alternative #4 is nothing but a slap in the face to whitewater
enthusiasts and others who simply want to float down and enjoy a nationally
designated wild and scenic river and should be considered insulting to anyone
paying attention to this ongoing struggle to let the American public use a public
resource, which has a history of such use, and in a manner that is neither harmful
or destructive. The suggested alternative #4 is not a fair and balanced
compromise. It is nothing but a discriminatory complete ban on floating the
headwaters as the restrictions and requirements outlined, and the lack of
dependable information concerning flows provided by the Forest service, and the
way in which the forest service itself can’t seem to get its head out of its _ss, makes
me feel that this is but another foolish attempt by the powers at be to do something
that equals nothing.

Limit everyone do to impact concerns, or give access to everyone if the area can
handle it, but severely restricting one user group (and the group with the least
impact) while no limits have been set otherwise for other user groups who obviously
do cause for impact is neither legal, positive for the relationships in the separate
user group communities, or what a federal agency should be required to uphold,
and that is equality and justice for all (and legal access to float a public river in a
public national forest).

Sean Kennedy
504 Stone Rd
Knoxville, TN



mailto:skennedy@propertyservicegroup.com

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




From: emwdms@bellsouth.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga Wild & Scenic River
Date: 07/30/2008 03:07 PM

NO to boating in the Upper Chattooga, | reject the Forest Service
proposal to implement Alternative 4 and open 7 miles of the river.

YES Alternatives 2 or 3, protecting the forest' health. The upper half of
the Chattooga River should be preserved for GRANDCHILDREN, (they
have very little left of our GOOD EARTH) wildlife, hikers, campers, some
hunting and SOME OF THE BEST WORLD CLASS TROUT FISHING.
Boaters have enough room to play and trash now, please leave something
for my GRANDCHILDREN and maybe some will be left for my GREAT
GRANDS

Thanks
Edie Sibley

435 Sundance Drive
Morganton, GA 30560
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