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From: Kent Vertrees

Reply To: kent@steamboatpowdercats.com

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

Date: 08/05/2008 12:55 PM

To Whom It May Concern, regarding the Chattooga River Project Comments:

As a manager of a recreation based outfitter in Steamboat Springs, Colorado, |
have been witness to and participated in several local EA and focus groups dealing
with specific issues in the Routt National Forest.

In learning about the Chattooga River Project and the EA that you are developing
for your future management of the forest, its lands and rivers, | hope that you truly
will do the right thing and make good decisions to allow for all users in all sections
of your forest. Now of course, there are going to be some limitations here and there
to minimize impacts, but specifically to your decisions regarding the use of kayaks
and rafts in the Upper river section, you must provide access to this type of
recreation.

| can understand limiting a private company from outfitting on the river, but limiting
the public right to float on a Wild and Scenic River would be a shame.

Paddling, as in alternative 8, should be allowed on the ENTIRE river and it's
tributaries, and you should be proud of this special, recreational attribute. River
based activities are an integral part of the economic equation of our National
Forests and where river’s canyons are most special, such as the Chattooga in being
a Wild and Scenic River, we (you) must provide access and enjoyment for all our
generations to come. It would be a shame for you to do nothing less.

Please reply if needed, if not, do the right thing here, thanks.

Kent Vertrees

Master of Chaos
Steamboat Powdercats

970.879.5188 - 800.288.0543
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From: Lennard Zinn

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Please keep the Chatooga open to kayaking
Date: 08/05/2008 01:28 PM

Compares to other users, who are not restricted, the impact of kayakers
and canoeists on the watershed is less. The policy as it stands makes no
rational sense. Please open the river to human-powered boating.
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: Greq Hoskins

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chatooga boating access
Date: 08/05/2008 01:57 PM

Pl ease don't approve the recent proposed restrictions on paddling
access to the Chatooga river. Treat all users equally. Paddl ers are
anmong the nost environnental ly responsi ble users and shoul d not be
unfairly singled out.

-G eg Hoski ns
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From: Campbell Walker

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chatooga conservancy
Date: 08/05/2008 02:43 PM

| would prefer Alternative 5 if it were modified to allow boating, at
water levels above around 500 cubic feet per second and group size

restrictions of 4 groups of
up to 6 paddlers, from the Cane Creek Road all the way to Highway 28.
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From: Sims, Trevor

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

Date: 08/05/2008 02:46 PM

Dear Sir,

The upper Chattooga River proposal needs to allow paddlers to acceptably access
this river. Your proposal is totally inadequate for access. Paddling is very low impact
and environmentally responsible and respectful.

Please inform me how you will improve access to a reasonable and lawful level.

| plan to paddle in this wonderful area if access was allowed, bringing tourism to
that part of the country.

Regards,

Trevor Sims, MBA, PE
Winnipeg, manitoba.

t. 204.986.5351
€.204.794.4599

P

Before printing, think about the environment
Avant d'imprimer, pensez a l'environnement
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From: whdenton@bellsouth.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Draft Environmental Assessment
Date: 08/05/2008 05:00 PM

Chattooga Planning Team:

In response to your request for comments regarding the potential
environmental effects of the alternatives and especially number 4, the
following is submitted for your review.

| would support any one of the first three alternatives with, perhaps, a
preference of number 3; therefore, | respectfully request that the U. S.
Forest Service choose one of the first three alternatives to implement and
enforce above the Hwy 28 Bridge on the Chattooga River. | base my
preference on the following review of the boater vs. the upper Chattooga
River issue which should not be considered a boater vs. angler matter. |
believe that the Whitewater Association will appeal and continue legal action
if there is any decision made other than complete and unlimited access to
the full 56 miles of the Chattooga River. The legal battle will continue; so,
what is the best alternative for all users of the river not a very small minority
of boaters.

In reviewing the various alternatives, we should use the understanding that
has been gained and stated during the Forest Service’s public process —
“the public has expressed agreement on their desire to protect and enhance
the outstanding remarkable valves of the Chattooga River (geology, biology,
scenery, recreation, and history); maintain a sense of solitude away from
modern life; offer a remote wilderness experience; preserve the spectacular
scenery and setting; and protect the natural resources of the upper section
of the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River that make this area a special and
unique place. In the NEPA process, these goals collectively are called a
“desired condition.”

| have not heard one reasonable argument nor can | understand how lifting
the ban on boating north of the 28 Bridge, even for the limited boating under
alternative 4, would enhance or support the “desired condition” as detailed
above. The question to answer is how would limited boating opportunities, if
that is possible, “preserve the spectacular scenery and setting; and protect
the natural resources of the upper section.”
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The real answer is that boating or floating will never work under a self-
regulation system and will unfortunately bring a new part of modern life to
the wilderness and diminish the sense of solitude. On the other hand,
limiting parking, trailheads, trails, and improving campsites could make a
grand improvement to the scenery, setting, and wilderness experience.

The limited resources of the Forest Service certainly could have been better
used controlling and enforcing the Current Management Plan or the
alternatives two and three; however, the Forest Service has been forced to
spend a vast amount of their funds (taxpayer’s money) to fight the
Whitewater Association. If the Whitewater group is successful in forcing a
legal change to the policy that has been in place for 30 years, what group
will be next, to demand their legal right to destroy the solitude of the Wild
and Scenic River, the four wheelers, horseback riders, dirt bikes riders, or
whatever. Not exactly the “desired condition.”

Right now, everyone can walk in and enjoy all of the “outstanding
remarkable values of the Chattooga River” above the 28 Bridge. Contrast
the current situation with the self serving position of the Whitewater group in
that they demand more rights than the anglers, hikers, bird watchers,
campers, swimmers, photographers, and all others who come to take
pleasure in the remote wilderness experience. During the public meetings,
it was said only a very small number of paddlers and floaters want to do
“Their Thing” but where is the fairness in that demand if it is at the expense
of all other users. Especially when you consider that the boaters currently
have over two thirds, some 36 miles, of the river for their own use now.

| request you consider that a very limited number of people, with the backing
of a large national organization with deep pockets, are trying to force their
will on the majority of current and future users of the “upper section of the
Chattooga Wild and Scenic River a special and unique place.” The boaters
want to make it specially and uniguely theirs; again, | ask where is the
fairness and how will the “desired condition” be maintained?

Even though many users will say and perhaps, rightly so, that alternative 4
is the best compromise. The boating groups will not accept alternative 4 and
will continue fight for the full and unlimited access to all of the Chattooga
River. | find it quite amazing how many of the boaters from all over the
United States as well as other countries want to change the Chattooga
River. A place they have never seen nor experienced. Those of us, who





are from South Carolina and have grown-up visiting and loving the river (for
me it has been over 45 years), just find it difficult to understand how the
Whitewater membership could know what is best for the Wild and Scenic
River.

| know the Forest Service leaders are under a great deal of pressure and
they have tough decisions to make, but please do not give up the fight and
compromise for something less than the status quo. Sure the “Current
Management Standards/Actions” could be improved with some new rules to
limit parking, trailheads, trails and campsites as well as limiting group sizes
and encounters between user groups.

Either alternatives # 2 or 3 could be used to enhance the “desired condition”
although alternative # 3 may be more effective when the values of the
Chattooga River such as geology, biology, scenery, recreation, and history
are considered. Boating has nothing to offer as an enhancement or an
improvement to the River’s current environment above the 28 Bridge.

Thank you for your consideration,

William B. Denton
Greer, South Carolina






From: Mac Christopher

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Please protect our national treasure! The Chattooga River.
Date: 08/05/2008 07:13 PM

Greetings,

As a South Carolina native and resident | appeal to your better sense of
judgment - please don't risk our great national treasure - The Chattooga
River. | first fell in love with river and gorge as a young man in the 1970's
- before it was federally protected. Despite the trash in and around the
river it immediately became a part of who | am. When the river was
declared Wild and Scenic we rejoiced! And the river breathed a sigh of
relief. Let's keep it as wild and scenic as we can so my children can grow
to love it just as | do. We don't need to open another access point at
Norton Mill Creek.

Let's strike a compromise that puts the river's well being first.

Let's strike another alternative that will allow boating from Cane Creek
Road to Highway 28 *if* the water levels are above 500 cu feet/second
and let's restrict boaters to 4 groups of 6 paddlers in that section. | firmly
believe these provisions are in the best interest of man and river.

Thank you for your consideration!

Sincerely,
Mac Christopher
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From: Barb Franko

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

Date: 08/05/2008 09:33 PM

Attachments: Chattooga 8-05-08.doc

Please see my attached letter. Thank you.

Barb
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August 5, 2008



U.S. Forest Service



Chattooga River Project



4931 Broad River Road



Columbia, SC 29212.



RE: Chattooga River Project Comments 



Dear Sumter National Forest, 



I am a member of the National Parks Conservation Association, Sierra Club, Environmental Defense Action Fund, American Whitewater, Coastal Canoeists of Virginia, and Carolina Canoe Club.  As this statement should indicate to you, I am very interested in preserving our natural resources.  My disappointment with your procedures and decisions regarding the Chattooga River use plans has lead me to write you this letter. 



I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of the Chattooga River.  I disagree with your analysis and your proposal.  



The paddling communities to which I belong are some of the most active and environmentally responsible people that I know.  Your studies and proposals do not present any factual reasons for excluding people such as myself from enjoying this wonderful river.  I’m under the impression that your charge is to protect places such as this for the present and future enjoyment of the citizens of this country.  I do not understand why fisherman, who we, as paddlers, are constantly picking up after, would be entitled to use this river, but paddlers are not.


The proposed allowable boating days are both insultingly little and essentially unusable, because of the conditions that have been attached to these. 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.  The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input. 



We, as 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. 



I believe that 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,


Barbara L. Franko





From: Jon Durham

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga alternatives
Date: 08/05/2008 10:47 PM

To whom it may concern,

The upper Chattooga is one of very, very few places that hikers, fisherman and
wilderness lovers have left to enjoy their pursuits in the outdoors. The same can
not be said of white water boaters. The sport has grown exponentially with
plastic boats, full of plastic bottles inside plastic bags with plastic tops. When the
boats go in the river, it all goes in. Boaters have taken advantage of nearly
every river because any river will do for that. The same can not be said for trout
anglers. The waters that support trout are limited. Any water will support boats.
While | enjoy boating, canoing and kayaking down on the Broad river several
times a year, | also enjoy the Chattooga experience a great deal. | would hate to
lose it. | can go kayaking anywhere, but | can't catch native trout anywhere.
Please, let's keep a little something for that experience.

Thank you,

Jon Durham
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From: Ken Colston

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga EA
Date: 08/05/2008 11:06 PM

I have refrained from commenting on the Upper Chattooga Environmental
Assessment, however, in light of my study of the EA, | feel that another
voice might lend some credence to a few of the comments | have read.
Protecting the Chattooga from overuse and damage caused by year round
unrestricted access is critical. While not in favor of allowing boating at all
from County Line Trail Road in NC to Burrell’'s Ford Bridge, | can accept
boating for the designated time periods when the mean daily flow is 450 cfs or
more assuming Alternative 4 restrictions are enforced. This compromise appears
fair to most stakeholders- aslong asit is enforced.
While | prefer Alternative 3, Alternative 4 is acceptable, as it:
Limits camping and parking, which are needed to protect and enhance
the biophysical riparian resources for future generations.
> Will enhance water quality by reducing erosion and sedimentation
from visitor overuse and abuse.
> Prohibits the removal of large woody debris to accommodate
boating. Large woody debris (LWD) has incredible ecological
Importance in river systems.
> Provides protection and enhancement of the aesthetic values of the
upper Chattooga such as remoteness and wildness.
> Prevents in-stream conflict and interference in the Rock Gorge
segment, which will protect and actually enhance its backcountry values
of solitude and remoteness for present and future generations as
required by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act:
> Prevents in-stream conflict and interference in the popular Delayed
Harvest segment, which will preserve economic value. DH regulations
attract more specialized trout anglers coming from hundreds of miles
away.
> Will enhance the quality of experience for all visitors and protects
riparian resources.
> Has the proper regard for the rights of others to solitude.

Zoning ensures that different and conflicting types of users are
physically separated Zoning is atime tested, fair, and legal land and
water management practice. Zoning of conflicting activities is good
stewardship. | believe the zoning stipulations in Alternative #4 will
provide good protection for the upper Chattooga backcountry’s
Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORV) of solitude and remoteness for
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present and future generations.
The potential environmental effects of the other alternatives:
> Alternatives 1, 2 and 3, by being boating-free, would protect and
enhance for future generations the aesthetic backcountry values of the
upper Chattooga such as solitude and wildness.
> Alternative 1 does not improve the biophysical riparian conditions
above Highway 28. All other alternatives protect LWD and reduce
biophysical damage from trails, campsites, and roadside parking.
> Alternatives 5 and 9, by zoning for limited boating through the
Wilderness and backcountry segments, would cause some deterioration
of the backcountry Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORV) of solitude
and remoteness.
> Alternatives 8 and 10, by allowing boating through Burrell’s Ford and
the Delayed Harvest segment, would create conflict and interference with
existing users. These alternatives will deteriorate the quality of the
recreational experience for all visitors.
> The range of the alternatives is all-inclusive and wide-ranging.
Suggestions to improve the management of the upper Chattooga:
> Additional law enforcement and education of visitors are the keys to the
successful implementation and administration of this plan.
> Increase the fines for violations and repeat offenders. Stiff fines are
needed as deterrents.
> Instead of boater self-registration, implement an Internet based boating
permit system that is activated when adequate flow is predicted.
> The Forrest Service or a contract concessionary must pre-authorize
“‘boatable” days and post this information publicly.
> This Wild and Scenic Chattooga corridor deserves an on-site, fulltime
river manager to protect and preserve this national treasure for future
generations.
> Involve stakeholders in the implementation and monitoring of the new
management plan.
> |f the Forest Service is unable to adopt these suggestions to improve
management and protection, then Alternative #3 should be the preferred
alternative (no boating) and use the freed up funds to restore the upper
Chattooga biophysical resources.

# # #

Availability of nearby recreational alternatives:
> For boaters, there are many nearby alternatives. Diverse whitewater
boating opportunities with unrestricted access exist on over 60% of the
length of the Chattooga.





> Diverse whitewater boating opportunities with unrestricted access exist
on all other public streams on all surrounding National Forests.

> West Fork /Overflow Creek with unrestricted boating is slightly more
difficult than the upper Chattooga. Overflow and the upper Chattooga
are likely to experience the same rain events.

> For anglers, the upper Chattooga offers a unique fishing experience
with the solitude and scenery, as well as the quality of the trout fishery,
which is not found on other trout rivers in this region.

> For anglers, the boat-free upper Chattooga has unigueness not found
in any other river in the south and east.

Thank you for your diligence and perseverance in evaluating proper stewardship
of this area, and providing aforum for comments.

Ken Colston
Marietta, GA






From: Miles Small

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject:
Date: 08/06/2008 12:38 AM

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

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

August 5, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Miles Small. I am just a normal person from Colorado. |
am writing to express my concern over the management of the
Chattooga River. | also have a Bachelor of Science from Virginia

Tech in Outdoor Recreation Resource Management. | am confused as
to why there continues to be a ban on a specific user group while
allowing all other user groups unrestricted access. Especially when the
particular user groups (boaters) are most likely to be the least impact
on the natural resource especially with controlled numbers. | disagree
with your analysis and your proposal. | am dumbfounded how non-
motorized rivercraft is not inline with the values of a Wild and Scenic
River designation. With no reason or justification to limit paddling on
the Chattooga | feel it is time to allow boating and stop discriminating
against a specific user group.

Please allow access for boating on all Sections and Tributaries of the
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Chattooga.
Please provide a user capacity analysis.

Please allow an Environmental Assessment that provides a full range of
alternative options besides a continued or limited ban on boating.

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

Miles Small
11429 Ruby Road

Salida, CO 81201






From: alakayaker@netzero.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/06/2008 01:01 AM

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

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

August 6,2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
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.
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. The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of
the river because they considers boating to be the only
management variable, while other larger more impactful uses are
not seriously considered for limits.

. The USFS preferred alternative includes 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.

This restriction of one certain type of user group is unlawful and the
management of the National Forest should be ashamed to have let this
ban go on as long as it has and the amount of tax dollars they have
wasted trying to exclude the paddling community from use of the Upper
Chatooga. The National Forest Land is the tax paying citizens of the United
States and all citizens of the U.S. should have equal access and use of the
National Forest Land all across the United States.

Thank you for considering these comments. Please consider conducting a





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

Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely

Chris Voegele

370 Little Oak Loop

Fayette,AL 35555

Click here to find the low cost way to send and receive faxes by email!
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From: Brad Hays

Reply To: bthays@mindspring.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Altenative 4- Upper Chattooga

Date: 08/06/2008 07:46 AM

| would like to thank the Forest Service for designing the preferred
alternative (#4) with zoning stipulations to minimize conflict between
anglers and boaters, avoiding the overuse and user conflicts that have
plagued the lower Chattooga for decades.
1. Zoning is a time tested, fair, and legal land and water management
practice.

2. Zoning of conflicting activities is good stewardship.

Brad T. Hays
Living to Flyfish, Flyfishing to live!
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From: George Custer

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/06/2008 08:04 AM

To Wiomit may Concern

I ama whitewater boater and a fly-fisherman, | am a resident of Rabun
County, | aminvolved at the managenent |evel of the local Swft-water
rescue, High angle rescue, and the backcountry Search and Rescue
Teans. | have a great love for wild lands and specifically the

Chattooga and Tal | ul ah Ri ver watersheds. They both begin in WI derness
and end in inpoundnment | akes before making their conbined journey to

t he Sea.

Not all people are whitewater boaters, not all people are fishernen,
and just as all people are diverse in their interests until now these
wat er sheds have provided all people with diverse areas of recreation

t hat have been managed in a very fair way so that many different
interests can be experienced al ong the banks and boul ders of these two
streans.

| believe that nost people like nyself want to be able to have the
experi ence of wilderness and backcountry w thout the technol ogy and
bol dness of nmans "civilization". The upper Chattooga provides that, IT
SHOULD BE PRESERVED!

| understand that the Forest Service is under great pressure fromthe

Anerican Wi tewater Association to open the upper river, | also know
and have experienced this organi zations bold and bullying tactics to
access this stream and nmany others. | respect the fact that the Forest

Service nmust attenpt to acconmodate these people. But | do not agree
with the concept of opening up the upper Chattooga at all. My
preferred alternative is alternative 3. | will accept Alternative 4 if
t here nust be sone kind of conproni se

I want to remind the Forest Service that if and when (because it wll
happen) there is a whitewater accident that requires rescue there wll
be problenms the access for this area is limted at best and if you
even think about access into the rock gorge section of the river you
better have a lot of help and fundi ng.

| also would Iike to renmind You that all local and State officials
have spoken out against the "lifting of the boating band" and ny
feeling is that if you are going to open up the upper river for
boati ng then we should have equal days on the |lower river that are
boat free. Anything less than alternative four regardi ng the upper
Chatt ooga shoul d include equal access for Muntain Bikers, and off
road vehicle enthusiasts as well as probably just paving an access

road along the full length of the river so Anericans with Disabilities
can see the beautiful upper Chattooga and its environs, oh but wait if
we allow all this access .... guess what it won't be special anynorel

Peopl e including my child have a right to have wild places that they
can choose to go to and have wil derness experiences free fromplastic
boats and woops and screans and green and bl ue and red and yel | ow
scuff marks on the rocks.

Pl ease preserve the Upper Chattooga as it is.

Stewardship is not a popularity contest.
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Thank You
CGeorge W Custer






From: David Edens

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

Date: 08/06/2008 08:26 AM

Dear Sirs:

| amwiting to express ny support for Alternative 4 for the Upper
Chat t ooga.

The Chattooga is a unique resource, used by many conpeting
constituencies. Alternative 4 is a fair plan that will reduce conflict
anong the constituencies.

This alternative provides for protection of the riparian habitat,
prevents overuse, and preserves the back country values for ny children
and grandchi | dren.

| feel it is a very fair conprom se based upon established "zoning"
practices and | aws.

Thank you for taking the tine for a very thorough analysis of all of the
alternatives and for taking the views of everyone involved into account.

Best Regards,

Davi d Edens

d obal Product Manager-Patches and Specialty Itens
Avery Denni son

I nformati on and Brand Managenent Division

950 Cerman Street

Lenoir, NC 28645

O fice: 828-758-2338 X 302

Fax: 828-758-2038

Cell: 706-540-1276

Pl ease do not call ny cell when | amin the office. It does not work
i nside the plant in Lenoir.

e-mai | : Davi d. Edens@ver ydenni son. com
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From: Greg Grover

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: In favor of alternative 4

Date: 08/06/2008 08:47 AM

Gentlemen:

As an avid flyfisherman, | support alternative 4 as regards limited boating on the
Upper Chattooga.

Thank you.

Greg Grover, Lifetime TU Member
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From: Ray Gentry

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments Alternate #4

Date: 08/06/2008 09:16 AM

Attachments: Ray Gantry- Alltel.vcf

USFS:

8/6/08

First, | thank you for the orderly professional methods employed by the USFS in this
study. You are being more than fair to extend the comment period to boaters as
they try to overwhelm the fairness in your system in their favor. Alternate #4 is the
acceptable way to manage the river no mater how many additional uninformed
people object.

Second, | would like to comment on the boater’s insistence on unlimited restrictions.
| was on the Chattooga when unrestricted boating was allowed. | sat on the bank
one Saturday and watched flotilla after flotilla of tubes, boats and rafts push me out
of my favorite river forcing me to become an unwilling white water spectator. | had
hiked in over two miles seeking my tiny spot of heaven to escape the hubbub and
be alone. That day | wish | had never gone. The occasional hiker, birder and
fisherman come and go quietly leaving serenity in their wake. The boaters, floaters
and tubers however are all alike. They bring flotilla after flotilla screaming and
disrupting the natural order and taking pleasure in that tragedy forcing me to move
aside. Alternate #4 does not force me to move aside.

There will be no stopping the volume of floaters if restrictions are eliminated. The
boaters will say ... "No, we just want boating allowed but not rafts, tubers" etc ....
That view is not Zoning by use but it is gold plated preferential treatment for one
selfish segment of a user group. After all, the Boaters, floaters and tubers now have
99% of the rivers in Georgia and what is wrong with the rest of the world having a
small spot to seek refuge from their chaos.

My comment is hikers, fishers, birders and naturalist object to selfish preferential
treatment for Boaters and Alternate 4 is a reasonable solution for all users.

Ray Gentry
White County
Georgia
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From: Robb Wetzel

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

Date: 08/06/2008 09:24 AM

Dear sirs:

| feel that it is imperative that | again comment on the status of boating on the
Upper Chattooga River.

Anyone who has fished in an area where boating, including kayaks and canoes,
is allowed will attest that these boats do affect the quality of the fishing and the
wilderness experience. In addition, the best parts of the river for boating are
already open to boaters. Ideally, | would like to see no change to the current
policy. If boating is to be allowed, | feel that option 4 is a reasonable, though less
desirable option.

Thank you,

Robb Wetzel
robbwetz@gmail.com
114 Glenn St
Decatur, GA 30030
h: 404-687-8879
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From: Nick Carter

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/06/2008 09:26 AM

Thanks to the Forest Service for a thorough anal ysis. However,
alternative 4, which would seemto be an acceptabl e conprom se for the
user groups involved, is not acceptable to those who are interested in
keepi ng the upper Chattooga as wild and pristine as possible. As |
understand it, alternative 4 would all ow boaters access to sonme of the
nost pristine and otherw se unaccessi ble portions of the river. The
last thing we need to do is open this section of river to nore users.
Foot travel and canping is invasive enough. Boaters have the potential
to turn this beautiful river into a zoo during the periods they are
allowed on the river, especially since the limted nature of their
access would nmake it a novelty. Boaters have cl ogged nost ot her

fl oatabl e-si zed rivers in the Southeast, let's keep this one free of

t he adrenaline-junky scourge. | foresee |imted enforcenment of the
regul ations, as is witnessed by the fact that | started seeing a few
kayaks on the river as early as five or six years ago. O her users were
the only ones around to tell themthey weren't supposed to be there.
Draggi ng boats up and down the bank is as destructive as cattle
drinking in the river. Please keep the boater ban in place, and keep

t he upper Chattooga River fromturning into the anusenent park it is
further downstream

Thanks,
Ni ck Carter

CGeorgi a Qut door News
4331 Seven | sl ands Road
Madi son, Georgia

(800) 438-4663
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From: Robert Koch

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga
Date: 08/06/2008 09:42 AM

Keep the upper part of the river open to Fly Fishing only.
Bob Koch FFF-CCl

730 M Paran Rd NwW

Atlanta Ga 30327
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From: fastprintingl@aol.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject:
Date: 08/06/2008 09:49 AM

| do not agree with the boating ban at all. | am a boater and have been
for about 4 years now. In those 4 years | have met some of the best
friends | will ever have. These friends are also good river stewards. We
never litter and always pick up after others. We are the ones actually in
the water and do not want to do anything to hurt the quality of water. At
a recent trip to the Russell Fork | was shocked at the littering around the
campsites and takeout. It was not from the boaters but from the locals
who use the area. The banks were eroded, there was trash everywhere,
and a bunch of drunk rednecks drinking beer and swimming. This is what
Is not good for the rivers. | am not a very well educated person, but | do
have good common sense. If | can realize that boaters should have as
much acess as the others why can't you all. This is our hobby and fishing
Is theirs. We should all be able to use the same rivers. Oh and | am also
an avid offroaders. | love the Tellico and TU is taking part of that away
aswell. It seems to me that they like to gripe. If you figure up man hours
of trail work compared to the fisherman who do stream cleanups, or fixing
their own erosion, | am sure we would have helped more.

Thanks
Jon Willerson
Rome, GA

It's time to go back to school! Get the latest trends and gadgets that make the grade
on AOL Shopping.
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From: Alan Jenkins

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

cc: jthomas01@fs.fed.us; gbain@fs.fed.us; mhilliard@fs.fed.us; dmyers@fs.fed.us;
matthew.tilden@usda.gov

Subject: Comments

Date: 08/06/2008 10:18 AM

Attachments: Rust Family Comments.pdf

On behalf of the Rust family are comments on the draft EA concerning the
Chattooga River.

Respectfully submitted,

Alan Jenkins

Jenkins at Law, LLC

2265 Roswell Rd., Suite 100
Marietta, GA 30062

(770) 509-4866
aj@jenkinsatlaw.com

The information contained in this e-mail is legally privileged and confidential
information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named
above. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are
hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copy of this e-mail is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please
immediately notify us and delete the original message. Thank you.
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Jenkins at Law, LLC

2265 Roswell Road
Suite 100
Marietta, GA 30062
(770) 509-4866

August 4, 2008

Chattooga Planning Team

USDA Forest Service

Francis Marion & Sumter National Forest
4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212

Re:  Comments on Draft Environmental Assessment (“EA™), Managing Recreation
Uses on the Upper Chattooga River

The Rust family purchased land encompassing the headwaters of the Chattooga in 1946
after the TVA took the family home and property below Clingman’s Dome and along Noland
Creek, ostensibly for a “public purpose.” However, the TVA did not need and in fact never
used the property for the hydroelectric project. Instead, the property became Forest Service
land and the Forest Service has used that and adjacent property, not to generate electricity or
even to preserve water quality, but for land swaps and to create a playground for ever-
increasing recreational whims on and around Fontana Lake. The family will not allow a
similar fate to befall the Chattooga headwaters and the current family home of sixty years.

In 1976, Congress declared all 57 miles of the Chattooga River a Wild and Scenic
River (“WSR”) despite the family’s opposition. Congress did so only after providing
assurances that this designation would not affect our property rights and after making clear that
the Act neither gives nor implies government control of private lands within the river corridor.
As noted in the Congressional Record (Senate Report P.L. 93-279, p. 3018 (1974)):

The hearing record from public meetings indicates nearly unanimous
support for wild and scenic river designation from individuals and various
organizations. Some concern was expressed by a few local landowners
over the possibility that designation of the river would affect their property
rights. These concerns were primarily a result of a lack of full
understanding as to the provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
regarding land acquisition.

The family has preserved the area for its own purpose and for future generations of the
family and guests to enjoy. Those uses remain in compliance with WSR designation, the Clean
Waters Act and the NC state ORW designation, and the land remains in a very natural state. The
same cannot be said about the land the Forest Service is managing downstream of Highway 28
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so as to maximize recreational activity along the Chattooga. Even some in the Forest Service
appear troubled by the Forest Service management policies under the WSR as evidenced by this
statement in a Forest Service publication:

[T]he ecnactment of this [ WSR] legislation has not, thus far,
succeeded in protecting our river systems from damage due to
overuse. On the contrary, it is argued that national designation
may have accelerated the degradation of the characteristics
that the Act was designed to preserve because we have focused
on protection from development and not from recreational
use.'

Unfortunately, the Forest Service appears bent on continuing this path until it turns the
river above Highway 28 into little more than a recreation amusement park as well. Indeed, the
Forest Service has bowed to (or been encouraged by) pressure brought by a litigious minority of
the boating community that has pressed the Forest Service, not to protect the environment and
wilderness solitude, but simply 1o recreate a boating experience that is duplicated in many other
places nearby. Despite a community of varied interests united in opposition to boating above
Highway 28, the Forest Service hired consultants hand-picked by boaters who produced a biased
survey based on the most flimsy evidence in order to justify the many EA alternatives that would
allow boating, even virtually unrestricted boating above Highway 28. Despite numerous
requests to study the whole river above and below Highway 28 (and all users), the Forest Service
has followed the direction of AW by studying in isolation only the river above Highway 28 and
only those users with paddles and polcs.

To make matters worse, the Forest Service in its study above Highway 28 and its draft
EA appears to have deliberately changed the historic definition of “Chattooga Cli{fs” (extending
it beyond the historic reach around Norton Mill Creek to include all the reach up to Grimshawes
Bridge) and has hidden the geographical limit of its recreation analysis in order to lay a pretext
for further litigation attempts to extend this recreation playground into the family property.
Despite numerous requests, the Forest Service has not corrected such definition nor clarified in
the draft EA the extent of its study. Instead, it implies that it studied the entire area up to
Grimshawes Bridge an area that its pro-boating consultants conveniently mislabeled as the
“Chattooga CIliffs” area. As recommended in the comments of the Whiteside Cove Association,
the definition of “Chattooga CIiffs” needs to be corrected in the {inal EA to be consistent with its
historic geographic reference to the site starling near Norton Mill Creek and extending to Bull
Pen Bridge - “Chattooga Cliffs” has never included the stretch up to Grimshawes Bridge. The
draft EA should also clearly state that the Forest Service recreation study extended only to the
correct upper reach of the Chattooga Cliffs section, the confluence with Norton Mill Creek.> The

"' Some Recent Products of River Recreation Research, USDA Forest Service, NC-63, p. 33 (1981).

> As noted on page 29 of the Upper Chattooga Expert Panel Field Assessment Report, “the boater panel put-in at the
confluence of Norton Mill Creek and the Chattooga River, about 3 miles downstream of Grimshawes Bridge.”
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Forest Service was asked (o clarify this definition and the reach of its boater/angler study but has
failed to do so.

We also support the comments of the Whiteside Cove Association that the Forest Service
must step up its enforcement efforts. Enforcement starts with adequate posting of Forest Service
boundaries and other forms of educating the public as to private property. The Forest Service
has been lax at both. Despite our posting of no trespassing signs on our property, we have scen
an increase in frespass occurrences since the USFS mistakenly included our property in the
recrcational analysis and we have had to increase efforts to protect our property from trespassers.
The family views the agency’s inaction in addressing our repeated property concerns as at best
apathy towards, and perhaps more likely active encouragement of, unlawful activity. Therefore,
we recommend inclusion of language in the final EA similar to that found in other River
Management Plans whereby the Forest Service agrees to “increase awareness of private land
along the corridor to reduce trespass and resource damage caused by such trespass.” We also
recommend that the Forest Service clearly post all Forest Service boundaries and make clear to
the public that it remains illegal to float the Chattoowa River above the designated float zone at
all times.

What AW and its allies in the Forest Service try to hide is the simple fact that the stretch
of “niver” below Grimshawes Bridge is a river in name only. In fact, the water below
Grimshawes Bridge 1s a classic, small headwater stream only two or three miles from its source
and 440 river miles from its ultimate outlet into the Atlantic Ocean. At normal flow, the stream
can be straddled in a number of places and walked across in others without even getting your
ankles wet. The family submitted pictures of straddling the stream at normal flow conditions and
provided local forest rangers an escorted visit to prove these facts. The conclusion was the only
rational conclusion - that this non-navigable stretch of stream is private property and should not
be included in a public recreational analysis; and yet some in the Forest Service continue {o act
in concert with the radical creck boating elements to confuse what is a crystal clear point, that the
federal government has no part to play in managing our private property. As is evident by what
the Forest Service has allowed below Highway 28, the federal government is having enough
difficulty managing public forest land.

In sum, the Rust family has a long and painful history of seeing the federal government

trample the inalienable property rights supposedly protected by the Constitution. The family will
not stand idly by and watch a special interest lobby pressure a federal-agency to repeat past

.

FOR THE RL

, Esq.

ST FAMILY
Jenkins at Law, LLL.C

2265 Roswell Rd., Suite 100
Marietta, GA 30062

(770) 509-4866

aj@jenkinsatlaw.com
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From: LEAPHART,JR., MALCOLML

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Visitor Use Capacity
Date: 08/06/2008 10:45 AM

Chattooga River Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) Comment:

Thank you for the planning process that allows public input. As a life-long
boater and trout fisherman, | understand both concerns; but, | also
appreciate the wisdom of the current management scheme as implemented
in the 1970’s under Chief Forester Donald Eng which has been a fair and
time proven resolution to a major multiple use issue on a national
significant resource.

The number one recommendation is for Alternative 3. Prohibiting boating
above the Highway 28 Bridge is essential in preserving the extremely
successful delayed harvest trout fishery located just above Highway 28;
and, especially the wilderness experience from foot traffic only along the
upper river. Also, safety will be enhanced by prohibiting boating through
the stretch below Burrells Ford with such limited access, and that includes
Big Bend Falls and the gorge stretch below it. Most importantly, it preserves
the current zoning that has segregated competing uses with foot traffic only
allowed above Highway 28, and floating allowed only in the over 30 miles of
river below there.

The number two recommendation is for Alternative 4 which uses zoning
as an appropriate tool for resource and recreation management in the long
USFS tradition of multiple use management. While this alternative provides
some limited boating, it would provide some separation of competing
recreationists as drafted. The use of zoning to do that is an important and
valid tool to be protected, and that is the a kay issue along with protection
of the resources and the outdoor experience of the public. However if
boating is to be permitted at all in the Chattooga anywhere above Highway
28, then a trout fishery should be developed again in the river below there
by the US Forest Service and the Georgia and SC Departments of Natural
Resources. That trout fishery existed there into the 1970’s and was wildly
popular. It was abandoned only because of the heavy boating traffic since
the segregation of uses which shrank the managed trout fishery to only the
river above Highway 28.

Additional comment: Regardless of which alternative is selected, visitor use
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must be addressed because of the degradation of the resource from
overuse, especially at the Burrells Ford Bridge. Restriction of visitation to
protect the resource is appropriate, whether done by parking limitations,
permits, fees, etc. An example is on the upper Arkansas River in Colorado
where the BLM has leased public access/parking areas to the Colorado
Parks Department. They control and manage the number of visitors through
management of those fee sites, while also providing limited facilities and
law enforcement patrols.

Thank You, Malcolm Leaphart, Columbia, SC 08/06/2008






From: John Stephens

Reply To: jdt4f@mindspring.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Boating the Upper Chattooga River Comments
Date: 08/06/2008 10:55 AM

RE: Boating the Upper Chattooga River

It is good to know that you have about resolved the Chattooga River
crisis.

Alternative # 4 seems to be a reasonable solution to the user conflict
that is going to arise on the river when all activities collide as they most
surely will. This #4 ALT seems to minimize that inevitable conflict. | am
sure you have done all the analysis that is practical in concluding this
study and recommendation. Avoiding boating overuse will minimize the
damage to the river and its ecology. Now the test of enforcement to
protect the existing quality of the river will be up to the resolve of the
forest service.

| must say that on any given nice day from December thru March, |
have and will continue to fish the river above Burrell Ford because of the
quality of the trout fishing, the insect quantities available for trout, the
habitat for trout, the solitude and the quiet remoteness that is there. | fear
that these qualities will diminish once the boaters begin running through.

Thank you for you’re your ernest effort to protect and preserve the best
that Georgia, North Carolina and South Carolina have in quality
wilderness. Let us all hope that this is not a point of no return for the
river.

Thank you,
John Stephens
TU Chapter 692

John Stephens
jdt4f@mindspring.com
EarthLink Revolves Around You.
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From: John Schafer

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Preserve the Chattooga River
Date: 08/06/2008 11:23 AM

Please keep the Ellicot Rock Wilderness area of the Chattooga River pristine.
Please do not allow access to commercial whitewater rafting companies.

JOHN E. SCHAFER

116 Stoney Point Lane

Chapin, SC 29036-8841

email: john.schafer@flextronics.com

P Please consider the environment before printing this email
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From: Robert L. Prator

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga Draft EA
Date: 08/06/2008 11:54 AM

As a fly fisherman and lover of unspoiled outdoors | support Alternative #4. Itis
important that this great resource be managed responsibly to serve the interests of
all users and | believe that Alternative #4 is a reasonable compromise for the
interests of fisherman and boaters.

Robert L. Prator, CPA

Tarpley & Underwood, PC
Business and Financial Advisors
Focused on the Client

Three Ravinia Drive, Suite 1500
Atlanta, Georgia 30346

(770) 730-5000 - Telephone

(770) 730-5050 . Facsimile

(770) 730-5003 - Direct

www.t-u.com

Tarpley ¢ Underwood, P C.

In accordance with applicable professional regulations, please understand that, unless
expressly stated otherwise, any written advice contained in, forwarded with, or attached to this
e-mail is not intended or written by Tarpley & Underwood, PC to be used, and cannot be used,

by any person for the purpose of avoiding any penalties that may be imposed under the

Internal Revenue Code.

This e-mail is intended solely for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain
confidential and/or privileged information. Any review, dissemination, copying, printing or other use of
this e-mail by persons or entities other than the addressee is prohibited. If you have received this e-
mail in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete the material from any computer.
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From: Sandi Brown

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Ellicot Rock Wilderness
Date: 08/06/2008 12:20 PM

Please save this little spot for boaters and fisherman. It is not
much to ask for. We should have at least one spot on the
Chattanooga that is sacred and not littered and contaminated. If
the Indians would have had Cross-bows, we would not be having
this problem. My vote goes for the boaters and fishermen.
Thanks.

Sandi Brown
Receptionist/ Leads Management

Compact Power, Inc.
PO Box 40
Fort Mill, South Carolina 29716 USA

Ph: 803-548-4348 Ext.222
Fax: 803-548-2762
704-534-1654

Web: www.cpiequipment.com
E-Mail: SBrown@cpiequipment.com

- POWER

This message (and any associated files) is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and may contain information that is confidential, subject to copyright or constitutes a trade secret. If
you are not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that any dissemination, copying or distribution of this
message, or files associated with this message, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error,
please notify us immediately by replying to the message and deleting it from your computer.
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From: Peter McNally

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comment on Upper Chattooga Draft EA 08}
Date: 08/06/2008 12:56 PM

First, | want to thank the Forest Service for your careful and considered
approach on this issue.

As both an avid boater and trout fisher, | can see both sides of this issue. |
strongly support Alternative #4 as the recommended solution. It preserves
a "foot travel only" backcountry zone between Burrell's Ford and the
Highway 28 Bridge. It is designed to minimize conflict between visitors to
the upper Chattooga.

More important, alternative #4 preserves the ability to zone public
recreational waters for all federal agencies (USFS, NPS, and BLM) by
section of stream, by time of year, by water level (flow), and by number of
boats/day. To maintain the quality of experience for all visitors and/or
protect riparian resources, zoning of public recreational waters is absolutely
necessary now and in the future, particularly as recreational demands on
limited public waters increase near population centers and in the Rocky
Mountain Region.

The Forest Service preferred alternative also calls for limiting overnight
camping in the corridor of the upper Chattooga to designated sites and
closing and/or rehabilitating a number of user-created campsites and trails.
To relieve congestion and reduce impacts, roadside parking will also be
prohibited within ¥ mile of Burrell’s Ford Bridge. In addition to ‘Put and
Take’ trout fishing, Burrell’s Ford is the most popular trailhead for the Ellicott
Rock Wilderness. It is the trailhead for Kings Creek Falls, the trailhead for
Spoonauger Falls, the trailhead for the backcountry trails down the river,
plus the Burrell’s Ford walk-in campground. As a result, the Burrell’s Ford
Bridge area is the most congested and overused/abused section of the
upper Chattooga. Limiting camping and parking are needed to protect the
area for future generations.

| believe that the Forest Service's preferred alternative is a compromise
that is fair to all stakeholders. It is obvious that not all recreation activities
are compatible. d Zoning is a time tested, fair, and legal land and water
management practice. Zoning of conflicting activities is good stewardship. |
believe the zoning stipulations in Alternative #4 will provide good protection
for the upper Chattooga backcountry’s Outstandingly Remarkable Values
(ORV) of solitude and remoteness for present and future generations.
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If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. Again, |
appreciate your approach to addressing this issues and caring for this
wonderful resource.

Peter McNally
Principal
McNally Consulting

404-668-4801
petermcnally56@yahoo.com
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From: Eedee Adams

Reply To: Eedee Adams

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

Date: 08/06/2008 02:01 PM

Your agency has done a commendable job with contemplating and
deciding what is best for the protection of the Wild and Scenic Upper
Chattooga River that | have enjoyed visiting since 1965.

Since 2003 | have watched this controversial issue continue, and hopefully
with the preferred alternative, it can be put aside and the special values of
the Upper Chattooga will be intact for the future generations that will follow
those of us who enjoy those values. In my mind, to leave the areas
already given the boater as they are, and not give them access to even
more, would be the best, but | realize that this is not to be.

| do have a concern over the ability of the Forest Service to enforce this
alternative.

Sincerely, Eedee Adams
Rabun County, Georgia
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From: Ashlie Brown

Sent By: ashliemae@gmail.com

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

Date: 08/06/2008 02:02 PM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am a mechanical engineer living and working in Atlanta. My favorite part
of living in the Southest, by far, is boating the fantastic Georgia rivers. So,
your Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of
the Chattooga River is a big disappointment to me. When I think of tax-
funded organizations, like yours, I like to imagine that they provide equal
benefit to all those who pay taxes to support them. Apparently, you do
not agree, as you would like to ban my use of the Upper Chattooga River
completely. | do not see any justification for this discrimination and, quite
frankly, I am outraged that you have forgotten that you work for ALL
taxpayers, not just the fishers or land owners you currently favor.

Consider also the population you are offending. There are a great number
of young professionals in the area that are boating enthusiasts. | am one
of them. There is also widespread concern in the Southeast that young
professionals are moving elsewhere after college. Your attitude towards
one of our favorite hobbies will certainly not help.

I hope you will reconsider your duties to the public.

Ashlie Brown
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From: Clayton Burton

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us; akimbell@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Boating Ban
Date: 08/06/2008 02:03 PM

"Il try to make this short.

O all recreation, paddling has anpbng the | east environental inpact. Even
I ess than fishing and hiking.

| don't understand why paddling the upper Chattooga was banned decades ago.
| really don't understand the justification for effectively retaining the
ban now. Apparently neither did the office of the Chief of the USFS when
it determ ned that the ban was totally unjustified and thus violated the
W derness Act and the WId and Scenis R vers Act. The proposed mangenent
pl an requires such a rare and special set of circunstances for paddling
that the ban would effectively remain in place.

--Clayton Burton, Greenville, SC
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From: Dale Powell

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments on Chattooga River User Capacity Analysis
Date: 08/06/2008 02:10 PM

To Whom it may concern,

I would first of all like to thank the Forest Service for this opportunity to
comment on the Draft EA and preferred alternative. | would also like to
thank the Forest Service for involving all affected and interested parties in
the analysis process through their public meetings, hearings, workshops
and comment periods. | would also like to thank the Forest Service for
designing the preferred alternative (#4) with zoning stipulations to minimize
conflict between anglers and boaters, avoiding the overuse and user
conflicts that have plagued the lower Chattooga for decades.

I would rather the preferred alternative had been Alternative #3 (boat-
free year-round, high-quality trout fishing), but I can accept Alternative
#4. 1t preserves a "foot travel only" backcountry zone between Burrell's
Ford and the Highway 28 Bridge. It is designed to minimize conflict
between visitors to the upper Chattooga.

More important, alternative #4 preserves the ability to zone public
recreational waters for all federal agencies (USFS, NPS, and BLM) by
section of stream, by time of year, by water level (flow), and by number of
boats/day. To maintain the quality of experience for all visitors and/or
protect riparian resources, zoning of public recreational waters is absolutely
necessary now and in the future, particularly as recreational demands on
limited public waters increase near population centers and in the Rocky
Mountain Region.

The Forest Service preferred alternative also calls for limiting overnight
camping in the corridor of the upper Chattooga to designated sites and
closing and/or rehabilitating a number of user-created campsites and trails.
To relieve congestion and reduce impacts, roadside parking will also be
prohibited within %2 mile of Burrell's Ford Bridge. In addition to ‘Put and
Take’ trout fishing, Burrell’s Ford is the most popular trailhead for the Ellicott
Rock Wilderness. Itis the trailhead for Kings Creek Falls, the trailhead for
Spoonauger Falls, the trailhead for the backcountry trails down the river,
plus the Burrell’s Ford walk-in campground. As a result, the Burrell's Ford
Bridge area is the most congested and overused/abused section of the
upper Chattooga. Limiting camping and parking are needed to protect the
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area for future generations.

| believe that the Forest Service's preferred alternative is a compromise
that is fair to all stakeholders. It is obvious that not all recreation activities
are compatible. Zoning ensures that different and conflicting types of
users are physically separated Zoning is a time tested, fair, and legal
land and water management practice. Zoning of conflicting activities is
good stewardship. | believe the zoning stipulations in Alternative #4 will
provide good protection for the upper Chattooga backcountry’s
Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORV) of solitude and remoteness for
present and future generations.

Dale Powell
Store #0895
Gainesville, GA
770-532-3151






From: Suzanne Burgess

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/06/2008 02:24 PM

Hello - please consider the following comments --

I am a new kayaker, but | immediately fell in love with the Chatooga my
first trip there. | wasn't aware of the boating ban in the headwaters until
recently, but as | learned of how and why the headwater ban was
implement - | was disappointed and dismayed.

I implore you to reconsider the recommended alternative 4 -- which is
flawed for many reasons outlined by American Whitewater and other more
eloquent folks, and to truly consider other alternatives that allow boating
on the Chattoga headwaters.

For example:

. 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.

The alternative 4 is nothing more than an extension of the boating ban,
period.

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
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--Suzanne Burgess
Columbia SC






From: bluehill

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 08/06/2008 03:30 PM

So much has been said, | am not sure | can add much, except to say | thank the
U.S.Forest Service for the opportunity to comment.

While it seems that no one is happy with all the proposed alternatives, it appears
to me that Alternative 4 is the best fit to protect the outstanding Chattooga
watershed and environment.

So much of the earth is being aniilated by overuse, such as the distruction of rain
forests in Africa and South America, acid rain, woodland destructive insects,
and the worsening air quality. THEN WE MUST PROTECT THOSE BEAUTIFUL
WILDERNESS AREAS.

| strongly ask that the Forest Service approve Alt 4. Seemingly a compromise
that benefits the wilderness of the Chattooga while allowing some access for
boaters.

B ill Gary, Clyde, NC
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From: bmortonl

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chttooga River Draft EA comment
Date: 08/06/2008 04:14 PM

Chattooga River Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) Comment:

Thank you for the planning process that allows public input. Asalife-long trout
fisherman, | appreciate the wisdom of the current management scheme as
implemented in the 1970’s under Chief Forester Donald Eng which has been a
fair and time-proven resolution to a major multiple use issue on a national
significant resource.

Alternative 3, prohibiting boating above the Highway 28 Bridge is essential in
preserving the extremely successful delayed harvest trout fishery located just
above Highway 28; and, especially the wilder ness experience from foot traffic
only along the upper river. Most importantly, it preserves the current zoning that
has segregated competing uses with foot traffic only allowed above Highway 28,
and floating allowed only in the over 30 miles of river below there.

As a member of the Chattooga River Chapter of Trout Unlimited,
Alternative 4, which uses zoning as an appropriate tool for resource and
recreation management in the long USFS tradition of multiple use
management is an acceptable compromise with the boaters. While this
alternative provides some limited boating, it would provide some separation
of competing recreational uses as drafted. The use of zoning to do that is a
valid tool to be protected, and that is a key issue along with protection of
the resources and the outdoor experience of the public.

Regardless of which alternative is selected, visitor use must be
addressed because of the degradation of the resource from overuse,
especially at the Burrell’s Ford Bridge.

Benjamin C. Morton, Jr.

540 East Main Street

Pendleton, South Carolina 29670
864-646-3055
bmortonl@bellsouth.net
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From: Jane Miller

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/06/2008 05:11 PM

Thank you for the thorough analysis and thoughtful consideration you have
given to this project. The Upper Chattooga is a unique place. | believe that the
river is best served by alternative 3, but | can also support alternative 4.

Thank you again.

Jane Miller



mailto:djmil@shentel.net

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




From: Pattillo

Reply To: Pattillo

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Alternative 4 comments

Date: 08/06/2008 05:17 PM

| would like to thank the Forest Service for the work put in on the boating issue
above highway 28. When the Wild and Scenic Chattooga corridor was created,
the planners in their wisdom, banned boating above 28 highway. I still think this
should continue and Alternative 3 would be the best solution but | can support
Alternative #4 as has been recommended. | live in Lumpkin county, Ga and am a
fisherman, backpacker, canoe paddler and kayaker. In this part of north Georgia
there is no shortage of streams to paddle.There are however no streams to equal
the Chattooga and the quality fishing and hiking experience experience it now
provides to this area. unrestricted boating access would adversely affect this
unigue experience.

| have read many of the comments from American Whitewater members and it
seems to me that a lot of the comments are from people who have never and
probably never will visit this area. | feel that an organized attempt is being made
to set a precedent so that unlimited access to every rivulet in every federal
owned property will be established. With the evolution of smaller boats it is
believed that anything that is possible should be allowed. What about off-road
vehicles. Will they be the next to complain of unfair treatment? Limits must be
applied somewhere.

| think that the Forest Service has worked very hard in study this issue and has
attempted to accommodate all with it's recommendation of Alternative # 4. |
support this alternative.

Pat Pattillo
ipattill@alltel.net
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From: Robin Dake

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

CC: dianeminick@msn.com; Kshaw01l@mindspring.com; medworld@bellsouth.com
Subject: Upper Chattooga River Project

Date: 08/06/2008 05:20 PM

Dear Mr. Marion,

| am a flyfisher who, as a member of the Georgia Women Flyfishers and Cohutta
Trout Unlimited have a vested interest in the outcome of your decision. | think it
Is unfair for boaters to want year-round access to waters that have been
reserved for fishing. Itis a small section when compared to the significantly
larger areas where boaters are free to frolic and ply their skills throughout the
State. It boils down to simple greed on their part. If they see something that they
can't have, they simply mount a nation-wide campaign to get it, behaving like a
child who has been denied something. The fishermen and women are willing to
compromise and allow some boating with restrictions. Compromise is a
reasonable way for all parties to get some of what they want. It is a sign of
respect to the other types of recreation out there. The area is also a more
sensitive area for reproduction, especially around the cobble and rocks that are
in higher concentrations in the upper elevations. Having boaters clanging and
crashing around those areas will prevent the fish from achieving their spawning
activities during the day time. As far as we know, fish don't spawn at night and
fishing is not disruptive to their spawning action. Another thing to consider is the
degradation of the shoreline structure, and streambed structure that will occur as
those boat clang and bang about. This will ad considerable more risk to the
fishermen moving about the stream. One more thing to consider is the cost to
you to rescue those boaters who are injured or killed in the more remote areas. |
would expect that the number of rescues that you already have to perform will go
up considerably if they are given access to the more remote parts of the stream.
| am calling for a total ban of the boaters. | am asking that you choose Option 4.
Kind regards,

Diane Minick

VP of Georgia Women Flyfishers

Conservation Chair of Cohutta Trout Unlimited Chapter
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From: apachechar@juno.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: CHATTOOGA RIVER CONSERVATION
Date: 08/06/2008 06:13 PM

DEAR COMMISSION-

THANK YOU FOR THE THOUGHTFUL PROCESS YOU ARE INVOLVED IN
TO SATISFY THE USERS OF THIS BEAUTIFUL AREA OF THE SOUTH
EASTERN UNITED STATES. YOU HAVE SHOWN BY YOUR WILLINGNESS
AND CALM IN THIS STORM TO MAKE A VERY IMPORTANT DECISION
THAT MAINTAINS THE CHARACTER OF THIS PART OF THE CHATTOOGA
RIVER FOR YEARS TO COME.

| HAVE FISHED THE RIVER SINCE | WAS A JUNIOR AT CLEMSON
COLLEGE IN 1965 AND STILL DO WHEN POSSIBLE. NO ONE GROUP OF
PEOPLE OWN THE RIGHTS TO EVERYTHING GOD HAS GIVEN US,
BECAUSE WE CANNOT KEEP THE INTEGRITY THAT WAS THERE
INITIALLY.

THERE ARE ENOUGH USABLE MILES OF THE RIVER THAT CAN BE USED
BY ALL IN A COOPERATIVE MANNER. THE AREA ABOVE THE HIGHWAY
28 BRIDGE HAS BECOME INUNDATED WITH HIKERS, FISHERMEN , AND
JUST PEOPLE ENJOYING THE SCENIC BEAUTY. AT SOME POINT THIS
AREA WILL HAVE TO BECOME FURTHER REGULATED TO MAINTAIN ITS

INTEGRITY.

THE ANSWER IS BEYOND MY SCOPE , AND WHATEVER YOUR DECISION
IS, IT WILL NOT BE A POPULAR ONE TO ALL OR ANY PARTIES
INVOLVED. SO | ASK THAT YOU MAKE THE BEST DECISION FOR THE
WILDERNESS AREA AND RIVER THAT WILL HELP MAINTAIN THE BEAUTY
THAT WE HAVE ENJOYED FOR ALL THESE YEARS.

AGAIN , THANK YOU FOR YOUR THOUGHTFUL CONSIDERATION.

SINCERELY,
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From: Jason Conlon

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/06/2008 07:47 PM

August 6, 2008
Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Jason Conlon. | am a whitewater kayaker in Washington
State.

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

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

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

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

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

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

. The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

. Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1)
fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga River below
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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.

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,
Jason Conlon

Everett WA 98201






From: keith cloud

Reply To: keithcloud@yahoo.com

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

Subject: Upper Chattooga Recreation Comments

Date: 08/06/2008 08:00 PM

Thanks for your wllingness to again accept conments, allowing ne to state ny concerns regarding this

pristine wilderness area. | amsure that all the alternatives have been wel|l thought out and nany hours have
been involved in getting us to this point. | thank each person who had a part in this worthwhile debate.
Clearly the alternatives that | prefer are of the first three presented which allow for no boating. | have visited

this river and recreated by fishing, boating and hiking this beautiful pristine area. The Chattooga is a very
special place, in fact | proposed to ny wife on this river. It was also our first date as we set out for a nice

hi ke and a picnic on one of the huge boul ders overlooking the vibrant Chattooga River. Cearly, | recognized the
beauty of the river and the beauty of the wonman that | would come to marry. | was satisfied then with the managenent
of the river and had cone to know that it was truly a blessing that should someone wish to only fish, then they
could enjoy a wonderful section of river above the Hwy 28 bridge. The solitude, renoteness, esthetic val ues,

and certain intangibles have guided ny thoughts concerning the proposals.

When | look at the first 3 proposals, it is definitely alternative 1 that | prefer. My reason is that it has very
clear and concise points and is not filled with nore upon nore regulations. That is clearly the difference
between alternative 1 and all of the other alternatives. The current managenent style is fine and has not taken
away the pl easant experience of the Chattooga River. Al though there is sone degradation that occurs with foot
travel along the river, | see very little reason to change the current managenent.

As of today 07-30-08 it |ooks like Alternative 4 appears to be the one to be recormended. Personally, this appears
to be the one that npost fishernen could probably live with. However, let ne remnd folks that once a little is given
it leaves for a lot to be taken. | do not believe that this will satisfy the other side. Point blank, they want

nmuch nore. As Barney Fife used to say "NIP IT."

Since 4 has been the proposal floated around, | will address in this way. | do not see a |ot of extra noney
floating around to be dedicated to enforcenent and nonitoring of the those who recreate on the river. To accept

a proposal allow ng boating without nmonies in hand to enforce is quite sinply a failed strategy and wasteful m suse
of tine. Kind of like fishing on credit. Over the past year, several areas on the Chattooga have been pl agued by
theft, vandalism and other types of crinme. Enforcenent agencies are stretched very thin and with a recommendation
that will surely increase visitors, it could be much worse. Show ne the MONEY and then | can be swayed for

Al ternative 4 or better, how about keeping alternative 1 and working on how to get nore noney to beef up

| aw enf orcenent presence on the river.

In regards to proposals 4-6, ny concerns are that the river sinply cannot and should not be managed in this
light. Quite sinply the solitude and renoteness of this pristine river would be danaged. Renoval of woody debris
in order to nake way for boaters coul d damage vi abl e systens of ecol ogi cal inportance. Al so, keep in mnd that
the Chattooga is a very fragile river. Wth persistent drought, water flows are at an all tine low It is during
these tines of |ow water that water tenperatures becone a major concern in protection of trout and the nmany

ot her species of God's creation that nmake up the river system Personally, | would like to see all of the river
above Hwy 28 becone catch and rel ease for the whole year. We all know that with nore recreation, nore people are
going to attenpt to access the river. | seriously doubt governnents ability to enforce any of the existing | aws

and future managenent of the river. Budget cuts in areas of enforcenment have

NOT resulted in reassuring ne of an ability to enforce laws and regul ations that WLL be broken. Many of you in
the Forest Service and Dept of Natural Resources probably know soneone that has |ost a job due to budget cuts. It
coul d be one of you who are reading this

that may be next to go. Also, | have yet to believe that an increase in funding will take place.

Personally, | think this is sonething that sone folks want so bad and they will conpronmise their values in order
to achieve the objective. It is ny belief that if they were to get what they want, the experience they are seeking
will not be worth it.

| amvery well aware that once an activity is established, it will be very difficult to change back to the way it
was and should be. | urge you to neke the correct decision to maintain and protect this beautiful pristine area. Nipit.

Sincerely and Best Fishes,

Kei th
Cl oud
915
Koon Rd
I rmo,
SC. 29063
803 606-

7871 C
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From: wingnheel@bellsouth.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Boating on the Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/06/2008 09:17 PM

I am writing, first of all, to thank you for your diligent efforts to arrive at a
final decision on the subject of boating on the upper Chattooga. | ask that
you continue the ban on boating. | am a regular visitor to the Chattooga
river, and find it to be a special place that remains pristine due to the
access being only by foot. Opening this last remaining section to boater
traffic would increase the number of visitors exponentially, and destroy the
very thing that makes this river so special.Thank you for your time.

Bob Williams
Lugoff, SC
Member of Saluda River Trout Unlimited
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From: Frank Lorch

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/06/2008 09:22 PM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am an avid whitewater kayaker from Charlotte, NC. Not only do |
love boating, but | love and respect the environment in which |

am privileged to pursue it. | have reviewed the Environmental
Assessment (EA) regarding the recreational management of

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

. The EA lacks a full range of alternatives and 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!

. | 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 EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits. Itis not a
user capacity analysis and does not reference one. However, the
American Whitewater appeal decision required a user capacity
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analysis. Where is it?
. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input.

. 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,

Frank Lorch






From: aoapoplar@bellsouth.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga River Draft Environmental Assessment
Date: 08/06/2008 09:27 PM

Dear friends,

This email is to express my gratitude for the superb job your agency did of
involving all interested parties in the analysis process of the EA of the
Upper Chattooga. | have reviewed the draft and believe it is thorough and
complete. | have spent much time with my family on the Chattooga since |
was a young child, and I have always known of its unique and precious
gualities.

Further, while | believe the Upper Chattooga will be best protected today
and in the future by the third alternative presented, | can accept and
support the compromise presented in the fourth alternative.

Sincerely,
Allison Adams
Decatur GA
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From: stella ivie

Reply To: stelivie@yahoo.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Preferred Alternative 4 comments

Date: 08/06/2008 10:17 PM

To whom it may concern,
Thank you for allowing this opportunity to give opinion on Alternative 4.

We believe that zoning is the best way to go in reducing conflicts between
fishermen and boaters. Without a fair plan such as the one outlined in
Alternative 4, the lower Chattooga threatens continued overuse and
ultimately being spoiled for everyone.

Protecting the waterway and its shorelines in the most natural way
possible and still allowing fair time for recreational use between the two
groups seems to have best been met with Alternative 4.

We support the direction being taken with Alternative 4.

Russell and Stella Ivie
Clayton, Ga.
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From: Brian and Lynn Tungate

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Access to the Upper Chatooga River
Date: 08/06/2008 10:33 PM

| believe whitewater paddlers are not be treated fairly on this issue. They should
be granted more access to the river that what has been recommended. | don't
think that unlimited access is warranted in this case, but | am in support of an
option that gives paddlers the opportunity to paddle the entire river and it's
tributaries at certain times throughout the year. Limiting the number of paddlers
in some fashion is also reasonable. Same thing for commercial trips if that is
appropriated. Please seek a solution that allows more paddling opportunities.

Thank you
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From: MMSignMan@aol.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/07/2008 06:54 AM

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

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

8/07/08

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

Mark Morency 4208 Grove Ridge Dr. Durham, NC 27703

| 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 all of the issues listed below:

. 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
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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,

Mark Morency
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From: ascoggins@aceindustries.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: EA
Date: 08/07/2008 07:46 AM

| would like to thank the Forest Service for this opportunity to comment
on the Draft EA and preferred alternative.

Thank you for involving all affected and interested parties in the analysis
process through their public meetings, hearings, workshops and
comment periods.
Thank you the Forest Service for a professional, comprehensive,
complete, and fair User Capacity Analysis.
Thank the Forest Service for designing the preferred alternative (#4)
with zoning stipulations to minimize conflict between anglers and
boaters, avoiding the overuse and user conflicts that have plagued the
lower Chattooga for decades.
Zoning is a time tested, fair, and legal land and water management
practice.
Zoning of conflicting activities is good stewardship.
The preferred alternative (#4): is my choice and | believe is fair for all
concerned

Aubry Scoggins

Ace Industries, Inc.

Purchasing Dept.

6295 McDonough drive

Norcross, Ga. 30093
E-mail:ascoggins@aceindustries.com
Direct Phone: 770-242-5103

Direct Fax: 770-246-2503
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From: Roy & Patty Lowe

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

cc: Charlie & Kathy Breithaupt; Georgia Foothills; Duncan Hughes; Brian Sandven
Subject: Altrnate comments

Date: 08/07/2008 08:43 AM

Gentlemen, Please stay with the preferred alternate #4, and conclude this
expensive and lengthy process,and lets all move on to more pressing and
significant on-going F/S issues,that do not consume operational budgets! I, as a
senior sportsman,having enjoyed the unique qualities of the Chattooga,thank
your team for the equitable way this has been handled!
Regards,"Rocketroy"Lowe...... Clarkesville, Ga.
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From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga River Boating Ban
Date: 08/07/2008 09:05 AM

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

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

Phone: (803) 561-4091

Fax: (803) 561-4004

Cell: (803) 920-6167

E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us

Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/07/2008 09:05 AM -----

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

08/06/2008 02:47 PM cc

Subject Fw: Chattooga River Boating Ban

Jeanne S. LeBoeuf

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

Fax 803-561-4004

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

USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
08/06/2008 02:21 PM cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: Chattooga River Boating Ban

Rosanne Rowe

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

Cell: 202-384-7412

Fax: 202-358-4063

Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us

"Clayton Burton" <Clayton.

Burton@furman.edu> To comments-southern-francismarion-
sumter@fs.fed.us, akimbell@fs.fed.us

08/06/2008 02:03 PM ce
Subject Chattooga River Boating Ban

I'll try to make this short.

Of all recreation, paddling has among the least enviromental impact. Even
less than fishing and hiking.

I don't understand why paddling the upper Chattooga was banned





decades ago.

| really don't understand the justification for effectively retaining the

ban now. Apparently neither did the office of the Chief of the USFS when
it determined that the ban was totally unjustified and thus violated the
Wilderness Act and the Wild and Scenis Rivers Act. The proposed
mangement

plan requires such a rare and special set of circumstances for paddling
that the ban would effectively remain in place.

--Clayton Burton, Greenville, SC






From: Ty Akins

Reply To: tyakins@allserviceprinting.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Ccc: 'Roy & Patty Lowe'

Subject: RE: SPAM-LOW: Alternate comments

Date: 08/07/2008 09:41 AM

| second Rocket Roy’s message below. As a younger angler, only 38, and a TU
member, | also regularly enjoy the upper Chattooga and have for the last 12-15
years.

| support Alt #4.

Thanks,

Ty Akins

All Service Printing
PO Box 816

874 Washington St
Clarkesville, Ga 30523
706-754-5010

Fax 706-754-3915

From: Roy & Patty Lowe [mailto:Rocketroy@alltel.net]

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2008 8:43 AM

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

Cc: Charlie & Kathy Breithaupt; Georgia Foothills; Duncan Hughes; Brian Sandven
Subject: SPAM-LOW: Altrnate comments

Gentlemen, Please stay with the preferred alternate #4, and conclude this
expensive and lengthy process,and lets all move on to more pressing and
significant on-going F/S issues,that do not consume operational budgets! |, as a
senior sportsman,having enjoyed the unique qualities of the Chattooga,thank your
team for the equitable way this has been handled! Regards,"Rocketroy"Lowe......
Clarkesville, Ga.
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From: Ben Greqg

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/07/2008 09:56 AM

Commentsvia E-Mail and U.S. Malil

USDA Forest Service

FrancisMarion and Sumter National Forest
ATTN: Chattooga Planning Team

4391 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212

COMMENTSOF THE SOUTH CAROLINA WILDLIFE
FEDERATION
CONCERNING THE U.S. FOREST SERVICE’SALTERNATIVES
FOR THE UPPER CHATTOOGA RIVER

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed
alternatives for the Upper Chattooga River. South Carolina Wildlife
Federation, founded in 1931, is the state’s oldest conservation organization
with 8,000 members who enjoy South Carolina’s outdoors.

The Federation would have preferred Alternative 3 which was a “no change”
management policy from the policy that had been in effect for the past 30
years. We recognize, however, that the Forest Service must listen to all its
stakeholders and develop a compromise policy, while still protecting the
values that made the Chattooga awild and scenic river in the first place.
Therefore, we are willing to accept Alternative 4 because it maintains a “foot
travel only” policy for the river from Burrells Ford Bridge to the Highway
28 Bridge. While Alternative 4 does allow limited boating on the upper river
from County Line Road Trail down to Burrells Ford Bridge, it does so only
under very restrictive conditions when anglers and other users will not likely
be ontheriver. Alternative 4 does address current problems associated with
overuse of the Upper Chattooga, i.e., it promises to close or rehabilitate non-
designated camping sites along the upper river, and to restrict parking to
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areas amile or further from Burrells Ford Bridge.

The Upper Chattoogais atreasure to the many hunters, anglers,
hikers, bird watchers, swimmers, and others who take advantage of the
outstanding remarkable values (ORV s) thiswild country offers. Alternative
4 zonesthe river to protect it from overuse and from conflicts among users.
Zoning is atime-tested and legal method of managing forested watersheds
and the rivers within these watersheds. Zoning helps to minimize conflicts
among different types of river use and will be even more necessary in the
future as the number of usersincrease,

Protection of theriver’s ORVsisthe primary concern of the South
CarolinaWildlife Federation. The Forest Service is mandated to protect
these values. We urge the Forest Service to allocate the funds and the
manpower necessary to enforce protection of the Upper Chattooga. We
suggest a full-time river keeper be hired to patrol the Chattooga and that a
progressive fine system be implemented to discourage boaters who illegally
float the Upper Chattooga or who remove large woody debris from the river
channel. Enforcement isthe only way that Alternative 4 will successfully
protect the river’s ORVs.

Thanks you for this opportunity to comment.

Ben Gregg

Executive Director

South Carolina Wildlife Federation
www.scwf.org

2711 Middleburg Dr.

Suite 101

Columbia, SC 29204

(803) 256-0670

(803) 256-0690 FAX

No virus found in this outgoing message.

Checked by AVG.

Version: 7.5.524 / Virus Database: 270.5.12/1597 - Release Date: 8/7/2008 5:54
AM
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From: Ken Bradshaw

Reply To: Ken Bradshaw

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

Date: 08/07/2008 10:05 AM

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

Mr. Jerome Thomas,

Let me express my sincere appreciation for your agencies careful attention
to this issue. The protection and preservation of the Chattoga Wild and
Scenic River area should be the primary guiding factor for all parties
commenting on this review.

Although my preferred alternative still includes the continuation of the
existing ban on boating in the Upper Chattoga River corridor | reiterate
my support for Alternative 4, including prevention of LWD removal and
vigilant law enforcement, as the highest and best means to allow diverse
user enjoyment and minimize negative effects on this fragile waterway.

Ken Bradshaw
65 Cumberland Way
Dallas GA 30132.
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From: Stephen Morrison

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: upper Chattooga river
Date: 08/07/2008 10:42 AM

| am writing to express my opinions about boating on the upper Chattooga River. |
am a Mountain Rest resident, an ex-raft guide, boater, fisherman, hunter and
business owner and parent. Having read the proposed alternatives | strongly
support Alternative 5 with a few modifications. The most reasonable put in point is
the Cane Creek road and the best take out is the Highway 28 access. Access
should be limited to water levels above 500 cfs and groups should be limited to 4
groups of 6 boaters. Please take this into consideration. Thank you Stephen
Morrison.

Stephen Morrison

MoreSun Custom Woodworking Inc.
463 Charlie Cobb Rd.

Mt. Rest SC 29664

(864) 647-1669
WWW.moresundesigns.com
steve@moresundesigns.com

No virus found in this outgoing message.

Checked by AVG.
Version: 7.5.524 / Virus Database: 270.5.12/1597 - Release Date: 8/7/2008 5:54
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From: Crawford Grice

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 08/07/2008 10:43 AM

Thank you for this study of the possible ways to utilize the Upper
Chattooga River. It appears to nme that Alternative 4 is the best solution
to this issue. | think that to preserve the nature of the river and to

satisfy all parties , this is a good sol ution.
Thank you,

Crawford Gice
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From: Carr, Mikel

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us; akimbell@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/07/2008 11:42 AM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

08/07/08
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My nameis Mikel Carr and | reside in the South East, more specifically in
Pulaski VA., and am an avid outdoorsman. My family and | enjoy
whitewater and flat-water kayaking, camping, hiking, and backpacking and
spend most of our vacations enjoying the outdoors. | am corresponding with
you because of my concern over arecent decision essentially banning
boating on sections 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 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
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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 asimilar manner to your aternative number 8, except on the
entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely
Mikel Carr

The information contained in this message is privileged and intended only
for the recipients named. If the reader is not a representative of the
intended recipient, any review, dissemination or copying of this message
or the information it contains is prohibited. If you have received this
message in error, please immediately notify the sender, and delete the
original message and attachment..






From: Mattox, James H.

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River EA Comments
Date: 08/07/2008 12:13 PM

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My names are James Mattox and | live in Columbia, SC. | have enjoyed
many years of recreation on the rivers of this part of our country and hope
that this continues and that my kids and grandchildren can enjoy these same
luxuries.

| have reviewed the Environmental Assessment concerning 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. | offer the following comments
regarding this issue:

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!

. 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 an
adequate and fair 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,

Respectfully Submitted,
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James H. Mattox, |11






From: Quay Hunter

Reply To: guayhunter@yahoo.com

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

Date: 08/07/2008 12:13 PM

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

The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one. The
American Whitewater appeal decision required a user capacity analysis.
None has been provide.

No alternative in the EA 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 whitewater boating bans and limits.

The EA lacks a full range of alternatives.

The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input.

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

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

The public should have the right to float non-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
Quay Hunter






From: Jeanne Dulaney

Reply To: ckayker@yahoo.com

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

Date: 08/07/2008 12:23 PM

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

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

August 7, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

As a outdoorswoman and small business owner, | have a vested interest in
seeing that Federal land management policies do not favor one group over
another. | am a kayaker and whitewater enthusiast, but I am well aware
of the needs of other groups, and practice my own sports in ways that
seek to promote harmony with other users of the same limited resources.
From my observations, most boaters, and indeed, most other users of
these resources feel the same.

It is important to me as a boater and as one who seeks to teach others
how to use our wilderness resources that our government also treat all
groups fairly. The recent proposals seek to enforce discrimination against
one group of users without any justification, while allowing unlimited
access to other groups, again without justification. There is simply no
evidence that the environmental impacts of one group are different from
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or more detrimental than those of other groups.

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

. The EA is 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





Jeanne Dulaney
118 River Chase Ct.
Wetumpka, AL 36092






From: Christine Cubillo

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/07/2008 01:39 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

8/7/2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Christine Cubillo and I am a whitewater paddler in northern
California. | 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 public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic
Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river.

. Itis unethical to limit river access only to specific/favored groups
(anglers) and the justification is poor: "solitude from boaters".
Private boaters also enjoy the peacefulness of the river and have
just as much right to enjoy it as the anglers do.

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

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

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

. The EA lacks a full range of alternatives.

. 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.

. 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
Christine Cubillo

8426 Adagio Way
Citrus Heights, CA 95621






From: Andrew shallcross

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/07/2008 01:54 PM

August 7, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

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

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

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

« TheEA isnot auser capacity analysis and does not reference one.
The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Whereisit?
- No aternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on
the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries — without any
justification.

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

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

« TheEA offersno basis for the boating bans and limits

« TheEA isno better or different than the last one, is at least ayear late
and has wasted millions in tax payer money

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

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

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

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

Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely,

Andrew Shallcross

Andrew Shallcross

Outdoor Adventure Program Director
Ft. Tuthill, Luke AFB Recreation Area
(928) 774-8893 ext.28






From: greg@gregmalone.org

Reply To: greg@gregmalone.org

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

Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments

Date: 08/07/2008 02:03 PM

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

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

7 August 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am writing to give a citizen's comment of the Environmental Assessment
(EA) and recreational management of the Chattooga River. As a former
whitewater tour outfitter in California for 15 years, and a continuing river
enthusiast sincerely involved with access issues, | have serious
objections to the Chatooga River Project proposal.

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment (EA) and disagree with
your analysis and your proposal. Both analysis and proposal

treat the river enthusiasts unfairly. Please consider the following concerns
I have regarding this issue:

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

. The EA is no better or different than the last one

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

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

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

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

Thank you for reading and recognizing these comments.

There are specific actions that you need to take immediately:

conduct a genuine user capacity analysis

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

allow paddling on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its
tributaries

recognize the public right to float on Wild and Scenic Rivers
Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely,

Dr. Gregory A. Malone






From: Don Van Meter

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Boating Ban
Date: 08/07/2008 02:17 PM

As a hiker and fisherman | have enjoyed the pristine quality of the upper
Chattooga. | urge the Forestry Service to preserve this quality for future
generations to enjoy. | strongly recommend a continuation of the boating ban on
this section of the river. Allowing boaters and rafter into this area will soon
commerialize it just as the Davidson River has been turned into a Disney World
attraction for summertime tubing. This would be a tragedy and a loss for all
citizens of South Carolina.

Thanks,

Don Van Meter
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From: Cam Johnson

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga Ban
Date: 08/07/2008 02:48 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

August 7, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am a resident of Boise, Idaho and have a cabin on the South Fork of the
Payette River in Idaho. | am an avid rafter having completed 15 overnight
rafting trips and dozens of day trips in the last 10 years. Our nation’s rivers
and the ability of our citizens to enjoy them in sustainable ways is a core
value to me.

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
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. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

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

. 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.

. The Chattooga Ban sets a dangerous precedent for boating bans and limits

that have no basis, and are arbitrary.,

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,

Cam Johnson

Windermere Real Estate/Capital Group, Inc.
501 Front Street

Boise, ID 83702

208-381-8000 Office

208-283-3664 Cell

208-381-8001 Fax

516-665-5652 E-Fax
camjohnson@windermere.com

Check out my listings here: http://www.camjohnsonhomes.

com

Beautiful Waterfront Lots on the Payette River--Info Here




http://www.camjohnsonhomes.com/

http://www.camjohnsonhomes.com/

http://www.westridgeranch.com/



"Bringing Buyers and Sellers Together is my

Business."
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From: FJ2446@aol.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga Draft EA -- Comments
Date: 08/07/2008 03:09 PM

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EA and preferred
alternative

| believe that Alternative #3 (boat-free year-round) is the best solution to
preserve the upper Chattooga. However, Alternative # 4 is a reasonable
"compromise". It preserves a "foot travel only" back country zone between
Burrell's Ford and the Highway 28 Bridge. Also limiting the overnight
camping sites and closing a number of user-created campsites and
trails, will reduce the impact to the natural beauty of the area.

This Wild and Scenic Chattooga corridor deserves an on-site, full time river
manager to protect and preserve this national treasure for future
generations.

....Thanks....
Fred Ruppel
Camper, Fisherman, Hiker, and sometime boater.
Above all a concerned citizen and supporter of our ever shrinking "Green

Looking for a car that's sporty, fun and fits in your budget? Read reviews on AOL
Autos.
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From: Sid Snow

Reply To: Sid Snow

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: proposul 4

Date: 08/07/2008 03:28 PM

I would like to see no boating on the river.

seens
li ke a good conprom se.

Sid Snow

1905 Panor ama

Saut ee Nacoochee, GA. 30571
Hm Ph 706-219- 2260

Since that seens to be some what unfair ny sone Prop 4
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From: Ross George

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/07/2008 03:31 PM

Dear Sunter National Forest,

I am an avid outdoorsman who has grown up in Atlanta and kayaked the Chattooga river for many years. | also now have a
residence in Oayton, so Chattooga issues are close to hone. The Chattooga has played an inportant role in ny life-I
can't explain how nuch | have learned fromthat river. It and the forests that surround it are dear to ny heart.

| have reviewed the Environnental Assessnent regarding the recreational nmanagenent of the Chattooga River. | disagree
with your analysis and your proposal. Both treat me and ny comunity of river enthusiasts unfairly, and your proposal
woul d not only not neet ny interests, but contradict themdirectly. Please consider the follow ng concerns | have
regarding this issue:

* The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to |limt paddling on the Chattooga and has found none. It
is 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
anal ysis. Wwere is it?

* No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the upper Chattooga diffs 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 |arger nore inpactful uses are not seriously considered for limts.

* The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limts. Furthernore, the public should have the right to float on
public WId and Scenic Rivers regardl ess of who owns the land along the river.

* 1t is telling that the USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input.

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

* Al aspects of the "Qutstanding Remarkabl e Val ues” of WIld and Scenic Rivers should be protected on the entire river,
not just in sone areas.

Thank you for considering these comments and receiving the opinions of all parties involved and affected. Please
consi der conducting a real user capacity analysis and i nmedi ately allow ng boating in the same nunbers, places, and
seasons that you allow existing users. Paddling should be allowed in a simlar nmanner to your alternative nunber 8,
except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Respectful ly,

Ross George

3468 Knol | wood Dr.
Atl anta, GA 30305
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From: mark musselwhite

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project - Comments
Date: 08/07/2008 03:33 PM

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

Columbia, SC 29212.

August 7, 2008
Dear Sumter National Forest,

| have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the
recreational management of the Chattooga River. | agree with
alternative #1, and fully believe that this decision was well made
in the early 70's. Any compromise to the boating ban will only
benefit one group, the boaters. Rezoning a section of the river
which has been set aside for boating to foot traffic only does not
make much sense either. Isit not okay to have a stretch of river
dedicated to foot traffic only?

Please do the right thing and maintain status quo.

Thank you for your time,



mailto:musselwhite_mark@yahoo.com

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



Mark Musselwhite






From: Marvin Thomas

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Access
Date: 08/07/2008 03:38 PM

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

Ladi es and Gentl emnen,

As a regul ar user of the Upper Chattooga River, | amwiting again
asking you to fully consider the negative inpact that boating would have
on this section of stream Having just visited the area this | ast
weekend, it is hard to believe there is even discussion about this
potential use. None the less, | believe that there is a workable
solution to this situation.

1. You must consider that the Upper Chattooga is fished at considerably
hi gher levels than is being
reported. |'ve done so nyself.

2. It appears to ne that the Assessment suggests the flow of the river
is the same above Hi ghway

28 as it is in lower reaches. The upper section is very narrow and
in several places can

be stepped across without wetting ones feet.

3. This is the only stream where one can go w t hout being
concerned with boaters. Can't your office

see to it that anglers have at |east sonme place to go and not be
concerned with the noise, litter

and potential danger this activity will surely bring?

| hope you will consider these issues and the inpact they will have on
one of the nost beautiful areas in North Carolina. Allow ng boating
bel ow Bull Pen Bridge is a viable alternative and one that | hope mnight
satisfy the mgjority of users.

Si ncerely,

Marvi n Thomas
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From: Williams, Loren

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

Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments

Date: 08/07/2008 03:46 PM

Dear Sir/Madam:

My nameis Loren Williams. | live in Decatur, Georgia and have been a
recreational whitewater boater since 1974. Over the last 34 years, | have
spent numerous days boating on all sections of the Chattoogariver, including
two seasons as a guide with a commercial rafting company licensed to run
trips there.

| have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your
proposal; both treat me and the community of river enthusiasts unfairly.
Please consider the following concerns | have regarding thisissue:

»  All aspects of the “Outstanding Remarkable Values” of Wild and
Scenic Rivers should be protected on the entire river, not just in some
areas, and the public should have the right to float on public Wild and
Scenic Rivers regardless of who owns the land along theriver.

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

 The450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred
aternative is a flawed measure that should be eliminated from any
considerations. Thereis no way a paddler can know this number and
will be an administrative burden for the agency.

o | 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
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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.

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

Thank you for considering these comments.,
Sincerely,

Loren Williams

221 Lamont Drive

Decatur, GA 30030
(404) 377-6774






From: Jack Gould

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: UPPER CHATTOOGA DRAFT-EA

Date: 08/07/2008 04:11 PM

GENTLEMEN:

First of all, my thanks to the US Forest service for providing the opportunity to
comment on this extremely important subject. You should be commended for
the effort put forth in completing such a comprehensive study, and for involving
all parties an opportunity to present their viewpoints.

| have commented earlier as the discussions about allowing boating on the
Upper Chattooga were beginning. In my earlier comments, | expressed an
opinion that strongly recommended keeping boating out of this now pristine area
of the upper reaches of the Chattooga.

| was introduced to a fly-rod and trout fishing on the Chattooga in 1963 when
roads were less "spiffy", and there was no bridge at Burrell's Ford. Burrell's Ford
was reached via a sometimes hazardous ride in a Jeep or Volkswagon...but it
was well worth it. The river was beautiful, isolated, and an outstanding point of
scenic beauty in SC/GA. In 45 years, it has , of course, changed. The roads are
better; the bridge to GA is in place; and many more folks can enjoy the river.
There were no boats present, in 1963, or now, and that is good. You can walk to
Ellicott's Rock and might not see a single person...and that is good!

Now we find ourselves in a situation where boaters, kayakers and canoers, wish
to utilize this area. I'm not sure exactly why, unless it's the challenge of shooting
rapids and dangerous narrows in these upper reaches, when the water is high.
Frankly, I'm against it, but then again we must be realistic, and consider the
requests of others, no matter how foreign they seem.

For that reason, 1 reluctantly will support the #4 Alternative rather than a
preferred #3 Alternative. | also encourage you to consider amending any
alternative with the following recommendations:

1) Reserve the right to re-assess the final decision if boating violations above
acceptable limits occur. This would include establishing some form of River
Management to closely monitor the boating activity.

2) Any type of commercial activity (boat rental, shuttle service, guide services,
etc.) must be absolutely prohibited. Penalties for violators should be clearly
stated, and enforced without exception.
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3) Restrict the parking of boat trailers and obviously boat hauling vehicles, to
no closer than 200ft. from the Burrell's Ford bridge.

4) Closely coordinate the up-stream parking of boaters vehicles, so as to not
be detrimental to the esthetics of the area.

As a long-time user of this valuable resource, | again commend the US Forest
Service for its excellent record of stewardship in dealing with the management of
the Chattooga River. Please do your very best to maintain this excellent record.

Very truly yours,
ROBERT J.(JACK) GOULD

SOUTH CAROLINA STATE FORESTER, RETIRED
MEMBER- SALUDA RIVER TROUT UNLIMITED






From: DPC

Sent By: DPC

Reply To: DPCO6@dpchk.com

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

Date: 08/07/2008 04:53 PM

We offer the best price, the best quality and the fastest service for the
Computer 3D rendering in USA
$10 hourly rate

$300 for an interior 3D rendering (30 hours)

1st Draft: 10 hours; 2"d Draft: 10 hours; Final: 10 hours
24 hour 1st draft express service

PLEASE VISIT OUR 3D RENDERING GALLERY:
http://www.dpchk.com/introe.php

CALL: (614) 488 6720

Please send your materials to us

EMAIL: dpcdesign@gmail.com
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From: Charles Mellon

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 08/07/2008 05:45 PM

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

8.7.08
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Charles Mellon and although I live in Seattle WA I'm disheartened by
what | have learned about the Chattooga and SC's management of natural
resources. As river recreation grows towns and City's are realizing real benefits
to tourism; however, the Southeast is usually left out of the topics of where to go
next. Much of this is due to the unfriendly atmosphere gov't agencies and their
lobbyists have fostered. As a kayaker I'm not fighting for my right to be there but
rather for fair treatment for all users and welcome closure if it's in the best
interest for a river. Closing a river to kaykers but open to fishing is a transparent
abuse of gov't power for a special interest group and is shameful. | honestly don't
believe this would ever be allowed out West so my interest in this isn't self
serving.

| 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
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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

Charles C Méellon
Architect .. LEED AP
T 206 595 9690

F 206 783 0307





www.fusearc.com






From: canielynn

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Draft EA
Date: 08/07/2008 06:37 PM

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the upper Chatooga
environmental assessment which | have reviewed. | am a resident of Cashiers,
NC and have fished this water for 50 years.

Below are some of my comments:

1) Did the analysis include a study of trout fishing above Bull Pen Bridge? Some
of this water can be fished often during high water conditions further down
stream. This water is much smaller, more delicate and clears faster than the
lower river.

2) The USFS stresses the need for compromise. Please begin the boating at
Bull Pen Bridge....a logical put in!! This would still provide considerable
additional boating on the river and preserve at least some pristine area for the
non-boating enthusiasts.

Thank you again for your consideration.

Canie B. Smith
Cashiers, NC
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From: Doug and Eedee Adams

To: DRAFT EA Comments
Subject: Upper Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/07/2008 07:29 PM

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. | believe you did a very good job
of involving all stakeholders in the analysis process. | have reviewed the
draft EA and find it thorough and complete. You acknowledged that the
North Fork is a special and unique place. You also found that boating has
ruined the opportunities for solitude and brought user conflicts to the Lower
Chattooga, displacing many backcountry visitors.

Traditional backcountry visitors such as hikers, hunters, naturalists, bird
watchers, backpackers, swimmers and trout fishermen share the North Fork
without conflict. The outstandingly remarkable values of solitude and
remoteness are still intact in the backcountry there.

It is obvious that not all recreation activities are compatible. Stewardship
encompasses far more than picking up litter; it includes the protection of the
aesthetic values of natural resources such as remoteness and wildness, the
proper regard for the rights of others to solitude, and the responsibility of
preserving these values intact for future generations.

| prefer alternative 3 and believe it will preserve the backcountry values of
this area for future generations. However, | can accept the Forest Service
preferred alternative 4. | believe that it is a compromise that is fair to all
stakeholders. If the zoning stipulations in alternative 4 are properly
enforced, it will provide good protection for the backcountry’s values. Both
alternatives will protect and enhance the biophysical values.

Thank you for considering my comments.
Doug Adams — Rabun Gap

"Stewardship is not a popularity contest." G. W. Custer
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From: Timothy Smith

Reply To: thetrowelsort@yahoo.com

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

Date: 08/07/2008 08:21 PM

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

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

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

My name is Timothy Smith. | recently moved from Knoxville, Tennessee,
and | now live in Spokane, Washington, where | am a Federal employee.
| also happen to be an avid whitewater kayaker and frequent visitor to
public lands. | am writing with regards to the possible ban on non-
motorized use of the Chattooga River.

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
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the river to boating.

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

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

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

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

. The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic
Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river. Noone
owns our waterways, not TVA, not the US Army CoE, and certainly
not the Department of the Interior.

. 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,

Timothy Smith





803 East Sierra Ave

Spokane, WA 99208






From: Duane Stalnaker

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: FW: Chattooga River Comments
Date: 08/07/2008 08:38 PM

From: Duane Stalnaker [mailto:duanespc@bellsouth.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2008 8:33 PM

To: 'sumter@fs.fed.us'

Subject: Chattooga River Comments

Dear Sirs,

| would like to submit my comments for public record regarding the Upper
Chattooga River.

First, | would like to thank the forest service on the wonderful job they did involving
everyone in the process and that | think the analysis is thorough and complete.
Since the very first time | visited the Upper Chattooga in 2000, | knew it was a
special place and fell in love with it. It is absolutely my favorite place to fish, mostly
for the beauty and solitude.

Therefore, | would like to recommend Alternative 3 but can live with Alternative 4 as
a fair compromise for all parties.

Lastly, | would like to say that | do not believe that American Whitewater is
interested in ANY compromises and has an all or nothing approach. | also do not
believe that they are interested in boating the Upper Chattooga but only want it
opened because they cannot boat it and to gain case precedence in order to gain
access to the Black Canyon of the Yellowstone in Yellowstone National Park.
Thank you for allowing me to comment.

Regards,

Duane Stalnaker

Loganville, GA
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From: Kirk Weir

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/07/2008 10:06 PM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

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

| am a 43 year old avid whitewater kayaker from Columbia, South
Carolina. The Chattooga River is my favorite run having logged
numerous trips on it in my relatively short paddling career.
Unfortunately, due to this continuing drought | haven’t had the
opportunity to paddle the Chattooga as much in the past 2 years and
| sorely miss it. | would characterize my paddling skills as
intermediate and may never run the headwaters section of the
Chattooga. However, | believe the decisions made here are of
utmost importance and could have a significant ripple effect on other
designated Wild and Scenic Areas.

| 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:

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



mailto:dweir1@sc.rr.com

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

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



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

. 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.

. As a tax paying citizen | am appalled at the waste of tax payer
money trying to justify this illegal ban.

Additionally, you have NOT completed all the requirements set forth
In previous proceeding to reach this ridiculous proposal!!!

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

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

« The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored
their input

Even if you make this proposal official, the waste of my tax dollars
will continue. | fully support American Whitewater’s continuing legal
efforts to revoke this illegal ban.

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
Kirk Weir

335 Bayside Road
Columbia, SC 29212





CC:

US Senator Lindsay Graham
US Senator Jim DeMint

US Rep Joe Wilson

SC Governor Mark Sanford






From: Chan Jones

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments - Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/07/2008 11:24 PM

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

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

August 8, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

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

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

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

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

. The USFS preferred aternative includes atotal ban on 2/3 of the
upper river, aban on tributary boating, and allows a maximum of 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! If the boating ban isto be held in
place, similar bans toward fishing, hunting, hiking, swimming, and
other activities should be put into place to. It is unacceptable for one
group of usersto be excluded from enjoying a public resource such as
the Upper Chattooga.

. The EA offersno basis for the boating bans and limits

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

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

. Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully
allows boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes





Bridge, 2) alows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter
standards based on areal user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limit
total use only when encounter standards are consistently exceeded,
and 5) will do so using all available indirect measures first.

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

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

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

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

Chandler Jones

122 West Blvd,
Franklin, NC 28734






From: Chan Jones

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

Subject: Comments on Upper Chattooga River

Date: 08/07/2008 11:42 PM

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

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

August 8, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

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

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

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

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

. The USFS preferred aternative includes atotal ban on 2/3 of the
upper river, aban on tributary boating, and allows a maximum of 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! If the boating ban isto be held in
place, similar bans toward fishing, hunting, hiking, swimming, and
other activities should be put into place to. It is unacceptable for one
group of usersto be excluded from enjoying a public resource such as
the Upper Chattooga.

. The EA offersno basis for the boating bans and limits

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

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

. Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully
allows boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes





Bridge, 2) alows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter
standards based on areal user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limit
total use only when encounter standards are consistently exceeded,
and 5) will do so using all available indirect measures first.

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

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

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

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Chandler Jones

122 West Blvd,
Franklin, NC 28734






From: Nicholas Gottlieb

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga Headwaters
Date: 08/08/2008 12:58 AM

August 8th, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Coments
Dear Sunter National Forest,

| ama paddler in the northeast US who travels a fair anount. [|'ve
paddl ed the | ower sections of the Chattooga (that are legally
accessible), as well as a nunber of other rivers in the area. The
Headwat ers of the Chattooga seens |ike an incredible resource, and
sincerely hope the Forest Service decides to |ift the ban

Additionally, I'ma student at Dartrmouth Col |l ege and a nmenber of its
Ledyard Canoe Club. W (the club) take a trip with sonme thirty students
to the area every year in the Spring, and the Headwaters of the
Chattooga woul d be a great new river for students on that trip

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

* The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limt

paddl i ng on the Chattooga and has found none. It is tinme to open the
river to boating.
* No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating

bans on the upper Chattooga Ciffs reach and on tributaries - wthout
any justification.

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

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

* Paddlers prefer an alternative simlar to Alternative 8 that 1)
fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga River bel ow G i nmshawes
Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter
standards based on a real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably
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 aspects of the “Qutstandi ng Rermar kabl e Val ues” of WIld and
Scenic Rivers should be protected on the entire river, not just in sone
ar eas.
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Thank you for considering these conments. Please consider conducting a
real user capacity analysis and imedi ately allow ng boating in the same
nunbers, places, and seasons that you allow existing users. Paddling
should be allowed in a sinmlar manner to your alternative nunber 8,
except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these conents,
Si ncerely,
Ni chol as Gottlieb

Ledyard Canoe C ub
Dart mout h Col | ege






From: Wilko

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga Boating ban.
Date: 08/08/2008 08:29 AM

Dear Sunter National Forest,

As a Dutch kayaker who regularly conmes to the U S. to kayak white water
| have spent a considerable anpbunt of my tourist dollars in the US.
Sout h East. The sane goes for ny boating friends that join on those
trips. | have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the
recreational managenent of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your
anal ysis and your proposal. Both treat me and ny community of river

ent husi asts unfairly and your proposal would not neet ny interests.

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

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

-No alternative is acceptabl e because they all include boating bans on

t he upper Chattooga Ciffs reach and on tributaries — w thout any
justification.

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

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

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

-The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

-The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

-The 450 CFS average daily flowtrigger in the preferred alternative is
a flawed nmeasure that should be elimnated fromany consi derations.
There is no way a paddler can know this number and will be an

admini strative burden for the agency.

-Paddl ers prefer an alternative simlar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully
all ows boating on the entire Chattooga Ri ver below Ginshawes Bridge, 2)
all ows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on
a real user capacity analysis, 4) will /equitably/ 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

Ri vers regardl ess of who owns the land along the river.

-All aspects of the “Qutstandi ng Renarkabl e Val ues” of WIld and Scenic
Ri vers should be protected on the entire river, not just in some areas.

Thank you for considering these conments. Pl ease consider conducting a
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real user capacity analysis and i medi ately allow ng boating in the same
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,

W1 ko van den Bergh

W1 ko van den Bergh wi | ko@ise. n
Ei ndhoven The Net herl ands Eur ope

---Look at the possibilities, don't worry about the limtations.---

http://kayaker.nl/






From: Roger Waters

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/08/2008 08:58 AM

Boating parameters vs. Fishing. The public is demanding more use of their
parks, etc. as farms, or private property diminishes to individuals. Alternate #4
appears to be a good compromise.

Having worked with the Contracting industry and knowing how well you all
protect the disturbance of areas of improvement - - - it seems that diligent
consideration should be given to the long range implications of your decision and
the effects it would have on future generations. It is always hard to return to a
more stricter policy once the door has been opened.

Please decide the best conditions for all participants and the future of
younger generations that will follow; that will want to use the area.

Equitable balance is hard to decide initially, so stay conservative and then refine
your policy in the years ahead.

Sincerely;
Roger Waters
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From: Wyatt Stevens

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: No boating should be allowed on the upper Chattooga in North Carolina
Date: 08/08/2008 08:58 AM

| have been fishing the upper Chattooga River in North Carolina for more than
20 years.

Water-levels, Season, Weather do not factor into when | visit because at any
water, in any season, and under any conditions, a remote spot for fishing along
the North Carolina Chattooga remains available.

The lack of conflict with kayakers and rafts have made the Chattooga a
desirable destination for me and my family. The ability to enjoy any stream
without constant interruptions from boaters passing-through has become very
rare as kayakers fill all nearby streams. Please do not spolil this unique place by
adding the Chattooga to the long list of streams now overrun by boaters.

Regards,

Wyatt S. Stevens
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From: Chris Doing

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

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

Columbia, SC 29212.

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Chris Doing and I'm an avid kayaker currently living in
Chicago, IL. I have enjoyed many runs through the Chatooga River
watershed and am alarmed at current business regarding the Chattooga
River project.

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
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the river because they consider boating to be the only management
variable, while other activities with greater environmental impacts
are not seriously considered for limits or restrictions on those

users.

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

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

. The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

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

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

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

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

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

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

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





Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely,
Chris Doing

Carpentersville, IL






From: Nan Huffman

Reply To: Nan Huffman

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

Date: 08/08/2008 10:06 AM

To Whom this Concerns;

| am an avid paddler that enjoys canoeing and kayaking many of this nation’s rivers and
waterways. | am concerned about losing and the loss of accessibility to the waterways
that grew this nation into what it istoday. Though I livein lllinois, | have aso paddied
waterways in Arkansas, Missouri, Florida, Tennessee, Indiana, Minnesota, Wisconsin,
Michigan, North Carolina, Virginia& Montana, many of which are overseen by federal
and/or state entities.

It has been brought to my attention that USFSis trying to limit (or has limited) access to
the Chattooga River. There has been an Environmental Assessment regarding the
recreational management of the Chattooga River. The proposed management action on
the Chattooga will influence the management of rivers across the country and would
create a precedent that would negatively impact rivers and the people who what to
explore this country by canoe. Private landowners are seeking a monopoly on aWild and
Scenic public river, the Forest Service is seeking to strip basic protections from Wild and
Scenic Rivers, and other stakeholders claiming zero-tolerance of paddlers are seeking to
have paddling prohibited. Boaters areirrationally being singled out for adverse
treatment, even while the Chief of the Forest Service directed that all users be treated
equitably.

| disagree with the analysis and proposal of the Environmental Assessment of the
Chattooga River; Both treat river enthusiasts unfairly. Please consider the following
concerns | have regarding thisissue:

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

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

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

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

. The EA isno better or different than the last one, is at least ayear late and has
wasted millionsin tax payer money.

« The public should have the right to float on rivers regardless of who owns the
land along theriver.
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. All aspects of the “Outstanding Remarkable Values” of Wild and Scenic Rivers
should be protected on the entire river, not just in some areas.

. We should have the right to explore this country just like our forefathers explored
this country.

Thank you for considering these comments. Please ensure that our beautiful, life-
sustaining waterways remain open, clean and accessible for future generations.

Sincerely,
Nannette Huffman
Wildwood, IL 60030

“We do not inherit the earth from our ancestors; we borrow it from our children.”
--Native American Proverb--






From: Edwin Dale

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: Comments on Pre-decisional EA
Date: 08/08/2008 11:59 AM

Hope this does it!  Edwin

Comments and Thoughts on Pre-decisional EA

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

Chapter 1 Purpose and Need, Pages 1-4

It seems to me the Purpose of this proposal isto 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 theissue. Thisismy opinion from reading the details of an obviously
lobbyist based directed request as detailed by GloriaManning in her Decision of Appeal following the legal action by American Whitewater.

The second and third paragraphs in Chapter 1 do not address the critical, and controversial, proposal to alow 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, isthisaneed? It's more like awish, adream, awant, adesire,
agoal, but certainly not aneed. 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 | want the Upper Chattooga River
to look like this? “Interested in experiencing these upper sections which contain. . .” is hardly avalid reason to open up this section of “wild”
river. | might be interested in experiencing instant wealth, but that does not make it aright, or even a need!

111
Does this mean an LRMP revision must be done on all three Forests?
Obviously existing impacts are already occurring from existing user groups. |s adding an additional user group(s) going to solve this problem?
112
1 Yesthey will, and these will not be reduced by adding more users.
2 Yesthey can, and will.
3 Yes, by appropriate management direction. Adding more people will diminish this value.
4Yes. That'sthe purpose of this EA in following WO mandated direction for the VUCA.
5 Yes. The purpose of Step 9in 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 restorationin a
Wild and Scenic River corridor and a designated Wilderness rather than increasing visitor use and further degradation of natural valuesin
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?
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Page 30 Why isthis data described?

Finally, where is the address and analysis of the Economic issues? Analysisof Economicsisadirection in the NEPA of 1969 and the
CEQ Regulations (1974) based on NEPA Why isit not included here? If | missed this analysis because it was buried in so much other
supporting data, | 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 thisinformation is overwhelming. Thisisnot 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” afederal agency to bend its rules because a small group of
citizenswant . . .”to experience these upper sections which contain. . . “ Awesome,” as those petitioners would say.

References and Personnel are appropriate and gracious, respectively.

Overall, agood 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

| find it extremely difficult to make the required leap of faith from these analysesto a conclusion that Alternative 4 isthe preferred aternative
for management. Wherein the data is the suggestion that such alink 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 groupsinto arelatively primitive natural area? It appearslogical to me that in this erawhere rampant development dominates all other
interests it would be prudent to recognize these small areas with outstanding ORV's and provide additional protection for such spaces.

Further, one should be cognizant of the point, “give an inch, take amile”, and wonder when the next attempt to expand boating in this area, as
well as other riversin 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 | think this analysisis 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.
Thisis especially true for the Need section.

Thereis no Economic Analysis of the Alternatives. It isdifficult 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 alowed and the river
environment above the Highway 28 Bridge and ask oneself, “do | really want the upper river to become like that two-thirds of the

Chattooga River south of the bridge?” |sthat appropriate land and river management? |s 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, particularly with so
many other available riversin the southeastern United States?

Edwin Dale
561 Lakeland Ct
Athens, GA 30607

(706) 549-9311

mail2edal e@aol.com
On Aug 8, 2008, at 10:13 AM, comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us wrote:

Mr. Dale:

Thank you for your comment on the Pre-decisional EA. Unfortunately, |
cannot open your document. Would it be possible for you to send it to us as
an MSWord document or a .pdf so that we can open the file?

Thank you.

Michelle Burnett

| | Edwin Dale |
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CC:

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

(See attached file: Comments on Pre-decisional EA.odt)

Attached, please find subject.
Thank you,

Edwin Dale
<Comments on Pre-decisional EA.odt>
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From: |dbf

Reply To: l[dbf@yahoo.com

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

cc: president@whitehouse.gov; kevin@americanwhitewater.org
Subject: Chattooga River Project comments

Date: 08/08/2008 03:38 PM

August 8, 2009

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

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

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest supervisors,

My nameis Lois Newton. I'm a Georgiaresident. | am awhitewater paddler aswell asbeing a
general appreciator and user of the great outdoors. | have been to the Chattooga area many times,
hiking, camping, and paddling. It is indeed an awesomer iver, asits designation as a Wild and

Scenic River signifies.

Having reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of the
Chattooga River | have to disagree with your analysis and your proposal. They denigrate
paddlers as arecreational group by restricting and/or limiting access without a reasonable basis

while not restricting other user groups who would have the same or greater impact on the area.

There does not seem to be a user capacity analysis, which the American Whitewater appeal
decision required. Why not? If one was done, where isit? The Environmental AnalysisisNOT a

user capacity analysis.

While | will never paddle all the sections of the Chattooga as | don’t feel my skills measure up to
the requirements of some of them, there are many paddlers who do have those skillsand | believe
that al the sections of the Chattooga, as a Wild and Scenic River, should be open to paddling.
There are limits for the sections that are open to paddlers and paddlers have respected these
limits, and | believe paddlers have demonstrated that they are, for the most part, low impact users
respectful of the environment. Paddlers do not deserve to be treated as second class citizens as a

user group of the area and should have the entire river system open for their use.

Though no alternatives suggested are acceptable as they all include boating bans on the upper
Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries (without any justification), paddlers do believe that an
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aternative similar to alternative 8 would be the most preferable, one 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.

Millions of dollarsin tax payer money have been wasted already. The USFS hired qualified
consultants and then ignored their input. It istime to just open it up and see what happens. |
believe you all will be pleasantly surprised when you find that there are no issues, but should

there be some issues, those can be dealt with as they come up.

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

Lois Newton
905 Plum Nelly Rd.
Rising Fawn GA 30738

cc. George W. Bush
Saxby Chambliss
Johnny Isakson
Nathan Deal
Barack Obama
Kevin Coburn






From: Gary Lewandowski

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/08/2008 04:19 PM

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

August 8, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Gary Lewandowski. | have been kayaking and rafting rivers
for over 20 years. Although I reside in Renton, WA, | travel across the US
annualy, boating rivers during my vacation time. | am deeply concerned
about equitable treatment of all users if limits are needed to protect the
resource. It appears that Boaters are irrationally being singled out for
adverse treatment, even while the Chief of the Forest Service directed that
all users be treated equitably.

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

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

. The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of
the river because they considers boating to be the only
management variable, while other larger more impactful uses are
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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 USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

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

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

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Gary Lewandowski

17426 W. Lake Desire Dr SE
Renton WA, 98058
425-228-3722
gary.lewandowski@gmail.com
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From: Trevor Haagenson

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

Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments

Date: 08/08/2008 04:42 PM

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

8 August, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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






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

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

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

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Trevor Haagenson

440 W. Gettysburg #234
Clovis, CA 93612
trevorhaagenson@gmail.com
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From: vanlear1940@bellsouth.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comment on Chattooga boating issue

Date: 08/08/2008 04:57 PM

Dear Sir:

| am a recently retired professor of Forestry, after 35 years of teaching at
Clemson, and an avid fisherman of the Chattooga and many other rivers.
Yesterday, | read a couple hundred comments on the FS website about the
boating issue on the Chattooga, and felt compelled to comment on the situation
and the process. It appears to me that:

1. The FS has bent over backwards to hear all sides of the debate. Thank you
for your patience and willingness to hear everybody.

2. The boaters are apparently going to reject anything other than complete
freedom to float the whole river--a completely selfish and childish attitude. They
think the User Capacity Analysis was unfair. | disagree. Thank you for
conducting a fair analysis.

3. Comments are coming from all over the country from the boating community
at large in response to calls from national boating organizations. Many of these
people have never been on the Chattooga, or if they have, only atime or
two. They don't really have a vested interest in the Chattooga, nor have they
bonded with the upper river. Please realize this when you are making your
final decision -- local fishermen who have fished the upper Chattooga for
decades and others who walk into the area have bonded with the river and
consider it a special place whose backcountry values deserve special
protection.

4. The boaters are not listening nor will they listen to reasonable responses
from the other side. What is the ultimate goal of the boaters? Do they want
unrestricted boating on all waters, including rivers in National Parks? They
are already dominating the lower reaches of the Little River in GSMNP where a
fisherman does not have a chance any more.

5.  The boaters believe they can win by the power of their numbers, rather
than the logic of their arguement. The Forest Service must use good
management principles, including the use of zoning, to regulate users in
the case of a scarce resource. The outstanding backcountry values that the
Upper Chattooga provides deserve special protection status. And zoning is a
legitimate, established, and essential forest management tool.

Looking at the boating issue from a common sense point of view:

1. The boaters already have the majority of the river, and its tribs, and
many other rivers in the area, for their use. What percentage of the
Chattooga, other than 100%, will satisfy them?

2. There are few places in the eastern U.S. where you can walk in to a
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relatively wild place and fish for wild trout. The north fork of the Chattooga is one
of those places now, but will not be if boaters get their way.

3.  The Forest Service is mandated to protect the Outstandingly
Remarkable Values of the Upper Chattooga River. Please take a stand and do
that. Be proud of yourselves for being a leader, rather than letting one group of
recreationists push you around and dictate policy contrary to the wishes of so
many other groups, i.e., hikers, birders, swimmers, anglers, and others.

4. In Alternative 4, the Forest Service has conceded to allowing boaters to float
down to Burrells Ford under certain conditions. This is a compromise that the
boaters (based on their comments) are rejecting. While | do not personally like
that compromise, | am willing to accept it because it will not result in conflicts
between anglers and boaters.

5. There will certainly be conflicts between boaters and other river users,
especially anglers, if the river is opened up to even more boating than that
allowed in alt. 4. | have fished the Chattooga for almost 40 years and have
personally had boaters float over rising trout that | was fishing for, and put them
down, ruining my day. This is not right -- it is an example of different interests
not being compatible. | have had this happen to me on other rivers as well,
including the Chattahoochee and the Nantahala.

6. Please end this seemingly endless process and make the right decision--
one that is right for the river and its resources, and not a concession to the
wheel that squeaks the most or the loudest.

Thank you for listening.
Dave Van Lear






From: Monte Seehorn

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga Management
Date: 08/08/2008 05:56 PM

Although, from a personal standpoint, | would just as soon no boating were
allowed on the upper Chattooga, | think your choice of Alternative 4 was a wise
choice. It offers at least minimal boating opportunity, with no real conflict with
fishermen. | fully support this choice.

Monte E. Seehorn
5292 Clarks Bridge Rd.
Gainesville, GA 30506

Tel: 770 983 3019
E-mail: mseehorn@comcast.net
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From: tom saffell

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/08/2008 06:44 PM

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

August 8th

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am a white-water kayaker resident in California. I am writing to you now
to express my concern at the EA regarding the recreational management
of the Chattooga River.

It saddens me that the public's right to enjoy our natural resources is
under threat from the wishes of a few powerful groups and lobbyists.

This seems very unAmerican to me.

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

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

. The EA 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 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.

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.

| urge you to spend time in the company of kayakers on the river. You will
soon see that they are fun loving, caring for the environment around
them, and sensitive to the needs of other land users around them.

Get on the river, and see what all the fuss is about :)

Thank you for considering these comments,
Regards,

tom saffell






From: shorner@pcc.edu

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chatooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/08/2008 09:39 PM

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

8-08-2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

I am a whitewater enthusiast and active boater from Portland Oregon. |
often travel to many neighboring states and countries to pursue rivers. |
have also witnessed a growing number of the western rivers go through
the process of overcrowding and management. One of my backyard
rivers, the Deschutes recently had similar conflicts between boaters and
fishers. After a detailed study and permit system the river has once again
grown to be a local favorite.

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

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

* 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 hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

Again please look at what other river management agencies have done to
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create equitable river use and follow suit.

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

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely,
Shane Horner






From: James Roberts

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: comment
Date: 08/09/2008 07:32 AM

Please allow us to continue to paddle on our rivers. We do respect the
wilderness and help keep it clean from debris floating from upstream. It a place
of serenity for many of us and a place where we can get away from it all and
become a part of the river and wilderness. Please forget about the political BS
and think of all the good times and experiences we, our children and grand
children....can enjoy. We trust that you will do what is good for the people as well
as the wilderness.

Thank you for your time,
James R. Roberts
jamesbsa@charter.net

864-423-3401
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From: NEURON1220@aol.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments on Chattooga
Date: 08/09/2008 10:33 AM

Sir- There are few places in the south where fly fishing is available. One of the
reasons that | moved from New England (Boston) in 1978 to Georgia was the
available fishing here. | looked for a state where there was still a chance for a
fishing experience of solitude and personal skill. The pressure on the Chattooga
from the increased use by kyackers and boaters has made it nearly impossible to
still do this there. | am now 61 years old and have been fishing since | was 8.
Both of my sons and my grandson all fly fish. Fly fishing is a sport for all

ages. Kyackers are usually 20 to 30 yr olds, who want to attack the fast waters
and rivers with several runs each day. The two sports are not mutually exclusive
but the fly fishers are obstructions to the boaters and the boater-kyackers disturb
and stirr-up the waters for the fisherman. If | have to choose, | favor the stream
being reserved fro fly fishing because of the multiple ages that can use it.
Perhaps there is a North Ga. stream or stream in central Georgia that could

be developed just for Kyack use. Alternatively, the Chatooga might be divided by
season- one for trout fly fishing and another for the Kyack and boater use. We
have to protect the streams that still can support the fish and wildlife our state. It
is impossible to move the trout but easy to move the boaters and kyackers. Once
the trout are gone and the streams destroyed, will the kyackers use be enough to
sustain and support the outdoors like the fishermen, who pay for their use

by license and fees. At the very least it will require money to manage the
Kyackers and boaters, who use the stream. At the very least, | feel that a license
or fee system should be instituted on kyackers and boaters for the use of these
waters, regardless of the out come and decisions. Why should a day on the
water cost for one type of recreation but for not the other. Its not fair now with the
fishermen supporting the resource financially but loosing access to it from a
group who has a free ride to destroy and abuse what the fisherman have paid for
and supported through their many volunteer groups. How much stream
reclamation and work have the Kyackers done? Is there a Kyack unlimited? Are
they really working to help the environment in any large way? The decision
should be clear to you. Ask the DNR, who shows up to help with their their
environmental projects and who volunteers to provide instruction to children and
adults across our state.

Thomas L. Wright, MD - Neurologist and FLY fisherman

5556 Bent Grass Way

Douglasville, Ga.

550 Fischer Tralil

Ellijay, Ga.

neuronl1220@aol.com
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Looking for a car that's sporty, fun and fits in your budget? Read reviews on AOL

Autos.
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From: Fred Folsom

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: the Chattooga River....finding the right decision
Date: 08/09/2008 11:48 AM

Gentlemen, | have tried to keep informed about your upcomming final
decision regarding the boaters application to use the River year round, and
the opposing case to keep the Chatooga wild, scenic, and un-disturbed by
a multitude of kyackers, and other boat types.

| can appreciate the difficulty of the decision process you will be making in
the comming months, and | can well imagine the time the US Forrest
Service has invested in this final ruling.

| have written previously and don't need to take your time to review that
correspondence again.

The purpose of this note is simply to register my "Vote" for keeping this
treasured resource for fisherman, hikers, and all of those tens of
thousands of citizens each year who cherish the Chatooga for it's wild, and
native state.....which would never be the same with the influx of thousands
of boating craft each year....

| wish you well in your deliberation and either way, want you to know that |
have always respected and appreciated the US Forrest Service for

the wonderful work your staff does for all of us in America who appreciate
the magnificance of our cherished National forrests....

Kindest regards, Fred Folsom, Cumming, GA.
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From: Don Hopper

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/09/2008 12:39 PM

Let's keep the Upper Chattooga River closed to boating as it currently is..
As a native Highlander now living in Georgia it would be a shame to ruin

this beautiful section of the river with all the additional people and traffic...
There's barely enough room to get around there now as it is...

Don Hopper
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From: Dutch Earle

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga Boating Alternatives
Date: 08/09/2008 01:20 PM

Thank you for the careful and detailed study on boating alternatives for the
Chattooga River. As an avid fly fisher, the Chattooga is my favorite river. It's
beauty and peacefulness far exceed all others in the area.

| also recognize the need for a compromise solution to the boating issues.

As such, | recommend Alternative 4 as a solution. It will help preserve this
beautiful area, provide boating availability and will preserve the peacefulness that
us fly fishers so much enjoy.

Regards,

Dutch Earle

President, Upper Chattahoochee Chapter Trout Unlimited
www.ucctu.org
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From: G.L. Ellerman

Reply To: gingerellerman@yahoo.com

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

Date: 08/09/2008 01:30 PM

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

August 9, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sunter National Forest,

Hello. I'mwiting to provide public input regarding the Chattooga River Project.

I have reviewed the Environnental Assessnent (EA) regarding the recreational nmanagenent of the Chattooga River. |

di sagree with your analysis and your proposal. Both of these treat nme and ny community of river enthusiasts unfairly
and your proposal reflects neither ny nor my comunity's best interests. Please consider the follow ng concerns | have
regarding this issue:

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

-The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and all ows
only 0-6 days of limted boating on the remaining reach - while allowing all other w lderness conformng existing uses
inunlimted nunbers.. This is neither equitable nor acceptabl e!

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

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

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

-The public should have the right to float on public WId and Scenic Rivers regardl ess of who owns the land al ong the
river.

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

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

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

Thank you for considering these coments.
Si ncerel y,
G L. Ellerman

P.O Box 7771
Col unbus GA 31908
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