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From: Thomas Jones
Reply To: webmaster@nuyakacreek.com
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/05/2008 08:14 AM


U.S. Forest Service Chattooga River Project  
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212.  
August 5, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
 Dear Sumter National Forest,   
My family lives in Oklahoma where scenic rivers are few.  For our family vacations we
travel around the country enjoying the natural beauty of our nation’s parks and scenic
rivers. 
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of the
Chattooga River.  I disagree with your analysis and your proposal.  Both treat me and my
community of river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests. 
Please consider the following concerns I have regarding this issue:  


The 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.
No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the upper Chattooga Cliffs
reach and on tributaries – without any justification.
The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a ban on tributary
boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on the remaining reach – while allowing all
other wilderness conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers..  This is not equitable and not
acceptable!  
The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits
The EA 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 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.  


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
 Thomas Jones
17565 South 210 Road
Okmulgee, OK  74447
Webmaster@NuyakaCreek.com
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From: info@sierranevadaoutdoors.com
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/05/2008 10:02 AM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
 
8/5/08
 
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
 
Dear Sumter National Forest,
 
My name is Kent McCracken.  I currently live in Reno Nevada.  I work as a kayak instructor
and have for the past twenty years.  My job has provided the ability to travel and see many
lands, rivers, and managed recreational resources throughout the US, Europe, South and
Central America, Australia, New Zealand, and Canada.  This is the first occasion in 25 years
of whitewater boating in which I have encountered a ban on paddling a public resource.
 
My primary concern and issue with the proposed ban on boating on the Chattooga River is
that neither I nor my children nor grandchildren nor my clients may ever have the
opportunity to paddle this section of river.  I lived in North Carolina for two years and was
able to paddle many of the south east’s quality river runs with the exception of the upper
Chattooga river due to this ban. 
 
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of the
Chattooga River.  I disagree with your analysis and your proposal.  Both treat me and my
community of river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests. 
Please consider the following concerns I have regarding this issue:
 
1. This is the first river I have been banned to paddle on four continents, eight countries,
thirty states, and one planet!
 
2. 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.
 
3. 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?
 
4. 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.
 
5. 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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6. The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits.
 
7. 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.
 
8. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input.
 
9. 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.
 
10. The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic Rivers regardless of
who owns the land along the river.
 
Thank you for considering these comments.  Please consider conducting a real user capacity
analysis and immediately allowing boating in the same numbers, places, and seasons that you
allow existing users.  Paddling should be allowed in a similar manner to your alternative
number 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.
 
Sincerely,
 
Kent McCracken
531 W. 2nd St.
Reno, NV. 89503
775-762-0406
kent@sierranevadaoutdoors.com
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From: Kevin Pickens
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/30/2008 03:40 PM


You people suck. Boaters have been banned for 30 years for no reason and you bunch of rednecks
have nothing better to do than twiddle your diddles with your kinfolk out there to keep us off another
30. Why go to all the trouble with fake studies and bogus comment periods, why don't you just tell us
to get screwed so you can go on stocking the fish bowl for these pretend fishermen. What's the point of
trying to make rational comments when your office is too corrupt to uphold it's responsibility to the
public anyway. 'You're doing a helluva job, Brownie'.
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From: Elgenna@aol.com
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: Boating on the Chattooga River
Date: 08/04/2008 11:08 PM


I 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.
 
Elgenna Brown


Looking for a car that's sporty, fun and fits in your budget? Read reviews on AOL Autos.
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From: Michael Spradlin
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Sierra Club comments on chattooga river
Date: 07/30/2008 04:20 PM
Attachments: SC objections to chatooga river adjustments.pdf


 
Please find attached Sierra Club comments on Chattooga River project.
 
Best,
 
Michael Spradlin
 
 
Michael Spradlin
Administrative Coordinator
North Carolina Sierra Club
112 S. Blount Street
Raleigh, NC  27601-1444
919-833-8467
 
michael.spradlin@sierraclub.org
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Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests 



U.S. Department of Agriculture 



Forest Service, Southern Region 



4931 Broad River Road Columbia, SC 29212 



 



Sirs: 



 On behalf of the North Carolina Chapter of the Sierra Club, please accept these comments 



on the Draft EA proposals dealing with boating use on the upper Chattooga National Wild and 



Scenic River.  The NC Chapter, as you know, has a long history with this river, including 



advocating for its inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River System.  At 17,000-some 



members strong, many of our members use and enjoy the river and the adjacent Ellicott Rock 



Wilderness Area. 



 



 Our arguments focus on two issues of great importance to us: 



  1.  We firmly believe in and advocate for the protection of the natural resource itself, 



particularly the Wilderness values of the Wild portion of the river, and of Ellicott Rock Wilderness 



above the interests of any user group.  Wilderness and Wild Rivers are increasingly rare elements 



of our national natural heritage where no "nibbling" at the edges of the values represented by these 



places can be tolerated. 



  Boating on the upper river, no matter how restricted, will lead to impacts.  Most 



particularly there will portage paths around obstacles and new access routes to the river, and more 



user-created campsites.  Once there is some use, there will inevitably be pressure for more use.  



All forecasts predict increasing visitation as the population of western NC increases.  With the 



expected death of many hemlocks in the river corridor from attacks by the hemlock wooly adelgid 



we can expect far more trees falling in and across the river.  These will create barriers to boat 



travel that boaters will cut out or portage around.    The lower river already has public access 



and is very well used.  We should not sacrifice a wild resource for more use. 



  2.  County Line Road "Trail", a "user-created" trail according to the Draft EA, would 



become an even more significant access route to the river than it is now.  It is currently a source of 



sediment into the river, as the Draft EA states, due to it being poorly “engineered”.  There has 



been bulldozer work on it fairly recently so it appears that the Forest Service is creating a new 



road/trail to the river without having examined the effect of creating such an access on the river 



corridor in any Environmental Assessment effort.  We understand that the original road/trail 



predates 1980, but use for boater access needs to be considered in more detail for impact on the 



river.  Even if it remains a trail it needs to be designed to accommodate foot traffic without 



erosion.  Opening this “trail” to boater use will lead to demand for a parking area and conversion 



of the “trail” to a drivable road.   



 The Draft EA seems fixated on user conflicts and encounters more than on impacts to the 



Wilderness itself.  Beyond the environmental impact, should the Forest Service be adding another 



management responsibility when it is already stressed by inadequate staff and budget?  Promising 



management and being unable to fulfill the responsibility involved will certainly lead to 



environmental damage. 



 



Therefore, we strongly recommend the choice for future management of the Chattooga River be 



Draft EA Alternative 2. 



 



    Sincerely, 



 



    Jerry Varner, Vice Chair 



    North Carolina Sierra Club 



 



    Bill Thomas, Conservation Chair 



    Pisgah Group, Sierra Club 
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From: Berry W. Edwards
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chatooga EA Comments
Date: 07/31/2008 12:52 PM


The selected preferred alternative (Alternative 4) is absolutely ridiculous and amounts to a
what might as well be a continued illegal ban on recreational boating on a wild and scenic
river system.    Allowing boating on one-third of the river between December and March
only when the mean flow is greater than 450cfs is totally asinine and unreasonable.
 
How exactly do you propose to manage this shortsighted and foolish plan?   No where else
in the US are whitewater boaters banned from Wild and Scenic River corridors. 
Fundamentally, there should be almost no interaction between boaters and fishermen
since neither group wants to be there when the other wants to be on the river.  Boaters
don’t want to be on the upper with a flow less than 400cfs, trout fishermen don’t want to
be there unless the flow is less than 400cfs.   No one except whitewater boaters are
excluded from accessing the upper Chattooga.  This is discrimination and bigotry of the
most common kind.
 
After having read the draft EA I can only conclude that you have totally wasted the last 13
years trying pander to the interests of the trout fishing community and the efforts of
adjoining property owners to garner exclusive use of a public resource.  The public should
have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic Rivers regardless of who owns the land
along the river.  That is the policy on every other Wild & Scenic River Corridor in the US.
 There is no reasonable basis or justification to continue to prohibit private boating (kayaks
& canoes) on the upper Chattanooga River.   The new EA basically states that the river has
a capacity of zero boating and unlimited capacity for hiking, angling, and camping.  How on
earth can you actually claim that that is equitable? Hikers, campers have a far greater
impact on the ecosystem than boaters that are passing by.
The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis.   The EA is not a user capacity
analysis and does not reference one.  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. How can you say that you have
looked at the alternatives when you have specifically omitted unrestricted access for
private boaters from being considered.
 
I sincerely, hope that the Forest Service will come to grips with reality and establish a user
policy that is consistent with the rest of the Wild & Scenic Rivers in the United States.  
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Berry W. Edwards, PWS
Principal/Vice President
Ward Edwards


P                      912.330.0026
F                      843.837.2558
M                     843.384.1241
bedwards@wardedwards.com
 
Building Healthy Communities
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From: Ryan McAllister
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chatooga River Recreational Use
Date: 08/05/2008 08:16 AM


8-05-08
  Dear Sumter National Forest,
 My name is Ryan McAllister. I am a Georgia resident, Boy Scout leader, and avid
paddler.
 I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of
the Chattooga River.  I disagree with your analysis and your proposal.  Both treat me and my
community of river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests. 
Please consider the following concerns I have regarding this issue:
 


The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling on the Chattooga
and has found none.  It is time to open the river to boating.
The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one.  The AW appeal decision
required a user capacity analysis.  Where is it?
No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the upper Chattooga Cliffs
reach and on tributaries – without any justification.
The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the river because they
considers boating to be the only management variable, while other larger more impactful uses
are not seriously considered for limits. 
The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a ban on tributary
boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on the remaining reach – while allowing all
other wilderness conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers..  This is not equitable and not
acceptable!  
The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits
The EA lacks a full range of alternatives
The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at least a year late and has wasted millions
in tax payer money
The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input
The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed measure that
should be eliminated from any considerations. There is no way a paddler can know this number
and will be an administrative burden for the agency.
Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows boating on the entire
Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes
encounter standards based on a real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limit total use only
when encounter standards are consistently exceeded, and 5) will do so using all available
indirect measures first.
The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic Rivers regardless of who
owns the land along the river.
All aspects of the “Outstanding Remarkable Values” of Wild and Scenic Rivers should be
protected on the entire river, not just in some areas.


 
Thank you for considering these comments.  Please consider conducting a real user capacity
analysis and immediately allowing boating in the same numbers, places, and seasons that you
allow existing users.  Paddling should be allowed in a similar manner to your alternative
number 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.
 
Thank you for considering these comments,
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Sincerely
Ryan McAllister
211 Steele Branch Ct.
Hampton, Ga. 30228
 








From: Teryle Beye
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: AGAINST CHATOOGA BOATING PERMIT!
Date: 07/31/2008 11:36 AM


Dear Sirs,
 
I am a full time resident in Glenville, in Western North Carolina. I understand that
you are considering opening another part of the upper Chattooga River to “boating
traffic.”
 


PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW THIS PRISTINE AREA TO BE USED BY BOATERS AND
BOATING COMPANIES.


 
There already exist numerous (and better) boating and rafting areas in this area.
Please help us preserve the few remaining wild areas for all of us to visit. As can
be readily seen in other areas, once you open this area to (mostly commercial)
boating, it will never be the same. The proponents of this issue would have us
prostitute our wilderness for their financial gain. To those of us who live near this
area, this proposal would be the equivalent of us allowing skateboarders inside of
the nation’s capitol buildings!
 
For the sake of our children and future generations, let’s not allow our pristine
river to be sold to the highest bidder.
 
Thank you,
 
Teryle J. Beye and Family
3800 Hwy. 107 N.
Glenville, NC 28736
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From: David Wilkes
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chatooga River
Date: 08/01/2008 09:37 PM


Having operated outdoor retail stores in Highlands and Cashiers for the past 25 years, we are well 
acquainted with the upper Chatooga River and with the people who use and enjoy it. It is one of 
the most popular hiking and fishing destinations in the area. I have met no one who is in favor of 
allowing boating on this section of river. Those who have used this area for years and those who 
have just discovered it are unanimous in their desire to keep it as is.
Sincerely.
David & Carol Wilkes
Highland Hiker
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From: Paul Pitman
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Boating plan on upper Chattooga
Date: 07/31/2008 09:06 AM


To whom it may concern,
 
I would like to voice my opposition to boating on the upper sections of the Chattooga river.  I am a
year round fly fisherman and this section is a rare treasure to me and other fishermen, even in the
winter and despite those individuals who boat on the upper sections illegally now.  I have heard all
the arguments for and against boating on this section of the river, but for me it comes down to this:
I don’t interfere with their boating on the lower sections, I just reel up and wait for them to pass. 
But their passing typically puts the fish down for quite a while with the bumping, scraping,
splashing and yelling; the bass on the lower sections are far less sensitive to this than the trout on
the upper sections.  It is also quite common to be fishing a run on the river and have a group of
kayaks pass directly through the area I am fishing, sometimes passing within feet of me.  I am sure
the whitewater organizations will deny this utterly or say these are isolated examples but for me
and others like me these are everyday occurrences on the river when we fish the lower sections.  It
is frustrating to take two hours to hike in to a stretch of river only to have a swarm of boaters come
through and ruin the fishing for hours.  Additionally, the upper sections of the river are fairly
narrow, especially in this time of drought, and provide limited lines for kayakers to pass through
which are in many cases also the prime fishing areas.  And just because the flow is over 450cfs at
US76 doesn’t mean the upper sections are unfishable.  Localized storms can produce high flows in a
lower section and leave the upper sections at normal levels.  In closing, they have free access to the
lower sections of the river as well as many other bodies of water, please leave this one area boat
free for fishermen to enjoy.
 
Best regards,
Paul Pitman
 
---------------------------------------------
PCC Chemax
30 Old Augusta Road
Piedmont, SC 29673
USA
www.pcc-chemax.com
---------------------------------------------
Paul E. Pitman
Technical Manager-Polymer Additives
Tel.:   864-422-6644
Mob.: 864-313-3303
Fax:   864-277-7807
E-Mail: ppitman@pcc-chemax.com



mailto:ppitman@pcc-chemax.com

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

http://www.pcc-chemax.com/

mailto:ppitman@pcc-chemax.com






From: Mike Cruce
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattoga Input
Date: 08/01/2008 11:52 AM


Forest Service,
Lots of hard work and an open door for comments has invited a tough decision from you on the boating
issues above the 28 Bridge.  Thank you for allowing public input.  I’ve found that throughout the
project, you’ve been attentive to all of the “stakeholders” commenting on the upcoming decision.  While
I’d like to see it remain the pristine backcountry that it is, via Alternative 3,  Alternative 4 seems to be a
compromise between the boaters and the fishing enthusiasts that should prudently satisfy both.  I’m
disturbed that the comment period was extended under pressure from the boater bias and that they
“want it all”, all the way to the 28 Bridge.  I hope you’ll find no new arguments that would allow boaters
to invade the most important Catch and Release waters in the Southeast!  As the three miles above
the 28 bridge has only recently been designated as a limited harvest region, it has gained a wide
following and deserves to be nurtured as such.  We fish to have a quiet and intimate experience with
nature.
Thanks again for your hard work.
 
Michael M. Cruce
Anderson, SC
864.375.0473
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From: DawgTyred@aol.com
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: CHATTOOGA ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT COMMENT
Date: 07/31/2008 04:18 PM


My name is Russ Tyre. I have been hiking and flyfishing the Chattooga
river since 1955, primarily from the Highway 28 bridge to Ellicott's rock. I
moved from the Atlanta area in 1998 to St. Petersburg, Florida, but still
continue the trek to the Chattooga five or six times each year.
 
Regarding my comments on the Environmental Assessment, I would like to
thank each and every one of you who "went over the top" to reach all the
parties involved, lay all the facts on the table and give all concerned users
of this wonderful resource a chance to input their feelings and opinions as
a
way to look at all possible altenatives. You have done the due diligence
and it is much appreciated.
 
I prefer Alternative 4 as it represents a viable compromise for all users.
Each of us gives a little so that all can enjoy. Adoption of this alternative
should secure for all users that quality of wildness and remoteness for
which the Chattooga is so well known. Alternative 4 should preserve the
physical and biological elements of this ecosystem.
 
One of my concerns since this issue came forward, was the opportunity of
potential conflict between fishermen and boaters. Alternative 4, in my
opinion,
best resolves this issue with it's zoning and stream flow proposals, which
for
the most part, should make encounters few and far between.
 
My last comment on Alternative 4 pertains to restricted parking and
campsite
closure. I feel this would be a positive step in reducing sedimentation and
erosion.
 
Thanks and a pat on the back for your efforts to reach an acceptable
compromise.
 
Russ Tyre
St. Petersburg, Florida
E-Mail: DawgTyred@tampabay.com
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Get fantasy football with free live scoring. Sign up for FanHouse Fantasy Football today.
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From: jchenge@aol.com
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chatooga Headwaters
Date: 08/01/2008 06:13 AM


I am a physician living in western North carolina and enjoy whitewater kayaking. The
headwaters of the chatooga would be an excellent whitewater run to open up for
paddlers like myself. After review of your impact statement, it appears that there is
no rational basis for the ban on non-motorized craft. The environmental impact is
minimal and padlers rarely have conflict or otherwise negatively impact the ability of
other users to simultaneously enjoy the river. Please reconsider removing the ban on
whitewater paddling on the Chatooga.


Thanks.


Joe Cohen
584 E Main St
Brevard, NC 28712
jchenge@aol.com


The Famous, the Infamous, the Lame - in your browser. Get the TMZ Toolbar Now!
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From: Perry Eury
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga Boating - Public Comments
Date: 08/01/2008 03:14 PM


To U. S. Forest Service:
 
I am writing to express my strong opposition to any rule changes that would permit boating
on the Upper Chattooga River.  Granting boaters any new access to the Upper Chattooga
would detract from the wilderness and solitude of this beautiful river, and deprive other users
of that wilderness experience.  I am also concerned about the increased traffic resulting from
boaters accessing the river.  Knowing this stretch of river as I do, I believe it is inevitable
that boating activity would case irreparable harm to the rare plant and animal species found in
the area.  This is unacceptable.
 
Also, the costs of enforcing any rules that would allow boating is a concern to me.  The
demands of boaters on the Upper Chattooga would divert precious resources and personnel
from other important management tasks that the Forest Service has responsibility for. 
 
Please, keep boaters OFF the Upper Chattooga River.
 
Sincerely,
Perry Eury
2717 Pressley Creek Road
Cullowhee, NC 28723
 


Time for vacation? WIN what you need. Enter Now!
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From: clay hodges
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chatooga River Proposal
Date: 07/31/2008 08:59 AM


Dear Sirs/Madams,
 
It is my belief that opening up the Chatooga to new and polluting use of our natural resources with the increase of human
interference is definitely the wrong direction to go at this moment in our eclogical evolution....I am totally in opposition of
this continued exploitation of one of the last remaining bastions of nature we possess.
 
Very Sincerely,
 
Clay Hodges
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From: Mark & Melinda Fischer
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga Proposal
Date: 08/04/2008 02:39 PM


To Whom It May Concern,


I think allowing boaters on the Upper Reaches of the Chattooga River is a mistake,
period.  However, if you are bent on allowing at least some access,  I 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.
That would minimize the traffic through fragile ecosystems and would help ensure that fishermen and
boaters could coexist, while controlling the numbers of boaters at any one given time.


Thank you for considering my opinion,
Melinda Fischer
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From: Larissa A. Bowman, DVM
Reply To: mvp@bellsouth.net
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chatooga River management plan
Date: 07/31/2008 04:12 PM


Dear Forest Service Personnel:


 
Please reconsider the impacts of your recent Environmental Assessment for the upper portion of the Wild and


Scenic Chatooga River.  Although this river has been closed to boating nearly all of my life and I am not a


private landowner along its banks, I think that as an avid outdoorsperson and a long time resident of NC, I can


exercise my right to comment upon its use. 


 
Historically, rivers have been considered public property and the Chatooga is no exception, despite its virtual


closure to public access over the years due to the power-generating dam located along it.  As you well know,


the Forest Service tries to treat all potential river users equally and this therefore means that paddle sports


(canoeing, kayaking, rafting, etc) should not have less access to the river than other users.  It has come to my


attention that a strong coalition of private landowners seeks to restrict river access to other users, paddlers of all


sorts in particular.  This is unjust and uncalled for as peaceful enjoyment of our river resources is demonstrated all


over this nation within national parks, national forests, national recreation areas, and along waterways that pass


by privately-owned land.  


 
I ask that the Forest Service continue to protect equal access to our wild and scenic Chatooga river for ALL of us


to enjoy.


Thank you for considering my comments.


 
Sincerely,


 
Larissa A. Bowman, DVM
425 Flat Top Mtn Rd
Fairview, NC  28730
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From: Paul Wilgus
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga River comments
Date: 08/01/2008 05:50 PM


I am a property owner in Macon County, NC and a user of much of the natural amenities available in
that area. Please accept this as my objection to the proposed opening of the Upper Chattooga River to
boating and kayaking. It is important to preserve this stretch of the river for less intense uses than
boating and kayaking. There seems to be adequate river available for the boaters and kayakers to
enjoy in the 36 mile Lower Chattooga without diminishing the quality of the area in question for so
many others. Many of those who favor this change in status appear to be non-residents of the area and
I would venture to say have never been to the area and likely will never come to the area. I respectfully
request that the responsible decision be made to continue the current guidelines which have been in
place for some 30 years.
 
Sincerely, Paul C. Wilgus
 
Paul C. Wilgus
Executive Vice President and General Counsel
Paces Properties Inc.
Suite 450
2850 Paces Ferry Road
Atlanta, GA 30339
Phone: (770) 438-8080
Fax: (770) 438-8181
Email: pwilgus@pacesproperties.com
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From: Joe Bousquin
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chatooga River
Date: 08/05/2008 11:23 AM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
 
August 5, 2008
 
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
 
Dear Sumter National Forest,
 
I am an avid whitewater kayaker who grew up in the
Southeast, and I’m writing to encourage you to adopt a policy of unrestricted
access for paddlers on the Chattooga River.
 
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the
recreational management of the Chattooga River.  I disagree with your
analysis and your proposal.  Both treat me and my community of river
enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests. 
Please consider the following concerns I have regarding this issue:
 
Kayaking and canoeing are non-invasive, low-impact sports.
As a country, the people of the United States -- and not the USFS-- own the
forests that the USFS is charged with managing. In other words, because I pay
taxes, you serve me. By limiting my access to the Chattooga, you are unfairly
denying me access to a national treasure that I rightly have funded you to
manage.  
 
Furthermore, 
 
        * The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling on the 
Chattooga and has found none.  It is time to open the river to boating.
 
        * The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one.  The AW appeal 
decision required a user capacity analysis.  Where is it?
 
        * No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the upper 
Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries – without any justification.
 
        * The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the river because 
they considers boating to be the only management variable, while other larger more impactful uses 
are not seriously considered for limits.  
 
        * The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a ban on 
tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on the remaining reach – while 
allowing all other wilderness conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers..  This is not 
equitable and not acceptable!  
 
        * The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits
 
        * The EA lacks a full range of alternatives
 
        * The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at least a year late and has 
wasted millions in tax payer money
 
        * The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input
 
        * The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed measure 
that should be eliminated from any considerations. There is no way a paddler can know this number 
and will be an administrative burden for the agency.
 
        * Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows boating on 
the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes 
encounter standards based on a real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limit total use only 
when encounter standards are consistently exceeded, and 5) will do so using all available indirect 
measures first.
 
        * The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic Rivers regardless of 
who owns the land along the river.
 
        * All aspects of the “Outstanding Remarkable Values” of Wild and Scenic Rivers should be 
protected on the entire river, not just in some areas.
  
Thank you for considering these comments.  Please
consider conducting a real user capacity analysis and immediately allowing
boating in the same numbers, places, and seasons that you allow existing users. 
Paddling should be allowed in a similar manner to your alternative number 8,
except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.
 
Thank you for considering these comments,
 
Sincerely
 
Joe Bousquin
5001 7th Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95820
jbousquin@yahoo.com
916-248-5692
P.S. I've sent a copy of this letter to Congresswoman Doris Matsui, my representative in 
California. 
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 ==================
Joe Bousquin, Principal
American Editorial Services
Sacramento, Calif. 
916-248-5692
jbousquin@yahoo.com or jbousquin@gmail.com
http://www.mediabistro.com/JoeBousquin


      








From: Nannette Curran
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Cc: info@gafw.org
Subject: Upper Chattooga River
Date: 07/31/2008 10:09 AM


To the Forest Service:
 
As a native of Rabun County and as a member of the Georgia Forest Watch I am asking that boaters
not be allowed in waters of the Wild and Scenic Upper Chattooga River. As a child I picnicked and
swam in this river. As I have grown older I have watched the numbers of visitors to the river increase
steadily over the years. While all of my family- me, my husband, my children and grandchildren- love to
enjoy rafting on the river in the lower reaches we feel that preserving the Upper Chattooga in its
present state is far more important than any enjoyment we might have in traversing it by boat, raft, or
kayak. Even my son-in-law who has worked as a guide for rafting groups on the Chattooga and who is
an avid kayaker does not want to see the upper reaches made open to boaters.
 
If this part of the river is opened to boaters, the forest and the river will suffer losses that cannot be
recovered.  In addition opening the area to boaters does not make sense in terms of the expense to
taxpayers of more extensive policing of the area. Keeping this area as it is not expensive and is an
example of our government protecting a gift to present and future constituents.
 
Nannette Carter Curran, Candidate for Rabun County Board of Commissioners
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From: Randy Wetzel
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chatooga River
Date: 08/01/2008 02:53 PM


 


Dear Forest Service Personnel:


 


Please reconsider the impacts of your recent Environmental Assessment for the upper portion of the


Wild and Scenic Chatooga River.  Although this river has been closed to boating nearly all of my life


and I am not a private landowner along its banks, I think that as an avid outdoorsperson and a long


time resident of NC, I can exercise my right to comment upon its use. 


Historically, rivers have been considered public property and the Chatooga is no exception, despite its


virtual closure to public access over the years due to the power-generating dam located along it.  As


you well know, the Forest Service tries to treat all potential river users equally and this therefore means


that paddle sports (canoeing, kayaking, rafting, etc) should not have less access to the river than other


users.  It has come to my attention that a strong coalition of private landowners seeks to restrict river


access to other users, paddlers of all sorts in particular.  This is unjust and uncalled for as peaceful


enjoyment of our river resources is demonstrated all over this nation within national parks, national


forests, national recreation areas, and along waterways that pass by privately-owned land.  


Perhaps a reasonable approach to those concerned about sharing the river, such as fly fishing outfitters,


would be to alternate use by days. This schedule works very well for the Forest Service at the Tsali


Recreation area in the Nantahala Forest between mountain bikers and equestrians.


I ask that the Forest Service continue to protect equal access to our wild and scenic Chatooga river for


ALL of us to enjoy.


Thank you for considering my comments.


 


Sincerely,


 
Dr. Randy Wetzel
425 Flat Top Mt Road
Fairview NC 28730
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From: james woodham
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 07/31/2008 08:17 PM


Madam or Sir,
   Please do not open the upper chattooga to boating of any kind. My wife and I are
both boaters yet we are opposed to boating on the upper chattooga. This area is
one of if not the only place left in the area where one can enjoy true peace and
quiet. Certainly we deserve to have this one place to hike and fish and enjoy nature
without being subjected to the loud and inconsiderate, often vulgar crowd that
boaters have become. Please, SAVE THE CHATTOOGA.
 
James C. and Deborah B. Woodham
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From: Weatherford, Jeffrey R
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattoga River comments
Date: 07/31/2008 10:09 AM


 
 
U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
July 30, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,
My name if Jeff Weatherford and I live in Elizabethton, Tn.  I am writing to you in regards to
the Chattooga River.  It really disappoints us boaters that we are not allowed to enjoy the
great water of this river.  This water that flows freely through there belongs to everybody that
wants to enjoy it.  I am a veteran of this wonderful country and it really disturbs me that I put
my life on the line for this great free land just to be told that I cannot enjoy what it has to
offer.  Put yourself in my shoes or anyone else who has sacrificed so much for something
they cannot have for no legible reason.
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of the
Chattooga River.  I disagree with your analysis and your proposal.  Both treat me and my
community of river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests. 
Please consider the following concerns I have regarding this issue:
 


·         No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the upper
Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries – without any justification.  It would be
one thing if there was hard evidence that us paddlers negatively affected these
areas of the river but you don’t.  We tend to leave rivers cleaner than what they
were to start off with, so how can you justify a negative impact. 


·         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.  Take fishing
for example.  Anglers go out with their reels and bait to catch some fine species
of fish.  However when they leave they tend to discard there bait containers and
lure packages right there on the bank.  Campers come out with their big eccentric
campers and spook wild life from coming around certain areas.  I think that has
more of an impact than outdoor enthusiasts that paddle through and leave the area
just as peaceful and beautiful as they found it.  We as paddlers tend to have river
clean ups where we go out and collect all the trash from the river that has washed
down from other areas.  To us it doesn’t matter where the trash come from or
who is responsible.  We pick it up so not only us, but everyone else can enjoy the
natural beauty of mother nature.  So why are we the only ones being punished?
Why are we being segregated against because we use man powered boats that do
not have an ecological impact on rivers.


·         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 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 and it
needs to be done now.  Why is it that we are being punished for conserving and
enjoying nature.  Thirteen years to find a reason to stop boating because of
someone being mad at someone else or whatever the case may be is just pathetic. 
That was thirteen years of wasted man power and money


·         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 that could have been used to better protect
our troops overseas or perfecting hydrogen as alternative fuel.  This is nothing
more than a misappropriation of funds and man power.  This really makes me
mad not only as a tax payer but as a veteran also.  It is reasons like this that some
people want to raise taxes instead of using that money already collected for more
important issues.


·         The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input.  Why hire
someone to just ignore them.  Once again wasting tax payer money.  Whoever is
authorizing these expenditures needs to really be investigated.  Why is it that we
can’t be supported in our effort to restore beautiful rivers?  Are people afraid to
be apart of something that not only has a great value to the land but also might be
fun.  


·         The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic Rivers
regardless of who owns the land along the river. Nobody owns the water that
flows the rivers.  If you think you do then I hate to tell you, but you better get one
heck of a bucket to go catch it because it is not only long gone but there is a lot
of it. By floating or paddling the water in no way will the land on the river banks
be affected.


·         So open the Chattooga River now so it can be enjoyed and used as it was meant
to be.


Thank you for considering these comments.  Please consider conducting a real user capacity
analysis and immediately allowing boating in the same numbers, places, and seasons that you
allow existing users.  Paddling should be allowed in a similar manner to your alternative
number 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.
Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely
Jeff Weatherford
1227 Dry Creek Rd.
Elizabethton, Tn 37643]
 








From: DonBettina@aol.com
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 07/31/2008 06:36 AM


I feel that the current proposal does not give boaters adequate access to the upper portions of the
Chattooga River.  The period allowed down to Bull Pen Road is extremely short.  There is no use of
the stretch from Burrell's down to the 28 allowed at all.
Compared to other activities, boating is a minimal impact on the river.  I do not think that it is fair to
discriminate against this user group.  At the times that either of the stretches is boatable, the water is
too high and muddy for fishing anyway.
I do think that a limit of x boats (12-18)? per day is reasonable.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Bettina
Bettina George
PO Box 70
275 Thrift Lake Dr
Mountain Rest, SC 29664


**************
Get fantasy football with free live scoring. Sign up for FanHouse Fantasy Football
today.
(http://www.fanhouse.com/fantasyaffair?ncid=aolspr00050000000020)
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From: Ron Grant
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattogooga River
Date: 08/01/2008 08:53 AM


I would like to express my opposition to the opening of Section 1 of the Chattooga
River to boating.  With the rest of the river already open to boats, it is important to
leave some portion of the river free of additional use.  There are very few pristine
places left in the South Carolina mountains and this is one.  It, therefore, deserves
maximum protection.
 
Thank you,
 
Ron Grant
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From: Nancy Seamons
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: boating ban on Chattanooga headwaters
Date: 08/03/2008 10:45 AM


Sir or Ms,
 
I am concerned about the boating ban being imposed on the Chattanooga headwaters.  I believe these
headwaters should be used by all groups, fisherman, birdwatchers, hikers, AND boaters.  Thank you
for your time and consideration in this matter.
 
Sincerely,
 
Nancy Seamons
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From: Nancy Pearson
Reply To: Nancy Pearson
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: chatooga river
Date: 07/31/2008 10:28 PM


leave our pristine river alone!!!
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From: Clay Guerry
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga EA comments
Date: 08/05/2008 08:18 AM
Attachments: Chattooga headwaters comments- EA.doc


Get Windows Live and get whatever you need, wherever you are. Start here.
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I am submitting comments for the Chattooga headwaters EA.  I agree with recreation use rationing when the resource is sustaining damage above an established Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC).  However, I do not agree with limiting one user group over another with no rationale as to why it is being done.  The EA did not empirically show that canoers/kayakers contribute to resource degradation at a higher level than other users, yet they are singled out and limited.  Furthermore, the uses of trout fishing and floating are by-in-large mutually exclusive (as shown in your document).  These uses occur at different water levels reducing the potential for social conflict.  In my professional opinion the only reason for limiting one use over another is degradation of the resource resulting from a high impact recreation use.  Please establish a Chattooga area LAC and show the recreating public how canoeing/kayaking contributes to impacts (versus other users); OR limit the recreation uses of the corridor equally!!!!     







From: Wright Clay
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga Headwaters - it's not a government-sponsored fishing preserve
Date: 08/01/2008 08:37 AM


It's just a river.


Dear Sumter National Forest,


I am a paddler and fisherman who grew up in Macon Georgia and have travelled to
the Chattooga many many times.  I have also kayaked over 300 rivers all over the
country and have never seen such a biased ban on one sport but not the other.  I
have reviewed your EA assessment and found your 'science' to be totally unscientific
and indeed illogical.   This is a discredit to both the Forest Service and the practice of
allowing the Forest Service to do it's own Environmental Assessments. 


Please review your position and submit one that has some basis on science,
practicality, and logic. 


What is the basis - on the environment - for a boating ban or limit?  Seems a basic
part of any legislation, no?


Where is the information from all the scientists and experts hired to asses the impact
- you spent the tax money then ignore the results?


What is the basis for predicting conflicts of user groups?  In 33 years of paddling and
fishing I have encountered only two situations where one group was disturbed - a
kayaker hit by a lure and a fisherman who was simply angry that we were there.  
Both these scenarios involved heavy alcohol use by the fisherman (judging by the
stack of cans) and both ended quickly as we paddled away.   Where is the scientific
justification for these encounters? 


I prefer Alternative 8, as well as allowing the right to float Wild and Scenic Rivers
regardless of private land along the river.


Thanks for your comment period and for reviewing these comments.   Please restore
my faith in the Forest Service and present a logical, reasonable, science based report
so we can open the entire Chattooga to boating like every other stream.  There will be
no drawbacks. Despite the fishermen's grumblings, after an initial rush this will be a
rarely used but highly enjoyed occasional destination for paddlers.


Sincerely, 


Clay Wright
345 Powerhouse Rd.
Walling TN 38587
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From: Margot Wallston
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: upper Chattooga access
Date: 07/31/2008 05:56 PM


To whom it may concern:


I'm writing to express my disappointment with the continuation of a ban
prohibiting access for non-motorized boaters on the upper Chattooga. As a long
time environmentalist, I strongly believe that one of the best ways to protect
and preserve unique resources and ecosystems is to responsibly share them with
others. The more people who are exposed to the outstanding and distinctive 
beauty of the Chattooga and who are allowed to enjoy it, the more people will
actively advocate for the river's continued protection into the future.
Minimizing access and use of the upper Chattooga to private landowners leaves
the river's future in a much less secure position.  Furthermore, the
whitewater boater community has a strong reputation for being good
environmental stewards--much more so than the range of individuals who might
be hiking, camping or fishing along the river. A trashed or overused campsite
can be far more destructive to an environment than traveling downstream via
canoe or kayak.


Please reconsider your position on the appropriateness of the ban of boaters
on the upper Chattooga (including such extreme limits on public access days in
a calendar year). The river should be enjoyed by and taken care of by as many
people as possible.


Sincerely,
Margot Wallston
Asheville, NC
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From: Benjamin Gaston
Sent By: bgaston@g.clemson.edu
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us; akimbell@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga Headwaters Comment Letter II
Date: 08/01/2008 07:00 PM


The continuation is a furtherment of the laughable  nature of the ongoing situation.  


There are several reasons one could argue that this is being done, but it is merely
speculation.  


Unfortunately, it appears to the public eye (beyond the clear and present voicing of
opinion from the selfish fisherperson point of view) that the forest service tends to
side with the the well dug-in conservative white minority from an area not known for
its cultural diversity.


I'm sorry logic and reason have escaped this office for the short term.  I can only
hope that they return in time for the closing of the matter.  Otherwise, see you in
court.


-- 
Benjamin Gaston
Senior, Biosystems Engineering
Department of Agricultural and Biological Engineering
221 McAdams Hall
Clemson University, Clemson SC 29634


bgaston@clemson.edu
864.616.7787
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From: Lisa Vick
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga Headwaters
Date: 08/04/2008 11:37 PM


I 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.
Please listen to what the people are telling you!  Someone has to stand up for what's right!
Lisa Vick
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From: throbertson@cranstonengineering.com
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Cc: throbertson@cranstonengineering.com; queenpoopoo@yahoo.com; doffie77@bellsouth.net;


cwhitham@comcast.net
Subject: Chattooga River Boating Decision
Date: 07/31/2008 09:48 AM


United States Forest Service
Chattooga River Project


Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:


Thank you for the opportunity of providing the following comments on your
“pre-decision” notice of a preferred alternative regarding permitting of
boating on the upper
Chattooga River.


I am a property owner at the upper reach of the Wild and Scenic River
Corridor and have been a river observer and user since before the land was
in public ownership.  I have previously offered comments during your study
process.


I urge you to adopt Alternative 1, which maintains the current situation. 
But, recognizing that this choice may be too restrictive, I recommend
Alternative 5.


The second best choice is Alternative 5, which would provide a quality
boating experience when the river is flowing at non-fishable flow rates
downstream from the Bull Pen Bridge (Steel Bridge), a place where boats
may be launched with very little impact on the nearly solid rock banks and
the very short trails.  Established parking and camping is already
available nearby.


Alternative 4, on the other hand, would provide a lesser quality boating
experience at higher flows in a reach where the limited access to the
river already helps preserve its near pristine character.  There are
several drawbacks to this choice:
•       The impending death of the many giant hemlocks that line the river in
this reach will soon result in timber falls (Large woody debris, LWD) that
will clog the river for boats for many years to come.  Conversely, the
deadfalls will likely have a positive result on the fishery.
•       The County Line Trail is quite long from Whiteside Cove Road to the
river.  Very limited parking is available only along the road shoulder and
the trailhead.
•       The trail traverses an area that is the habitat of a large quantity of
Pink Lady Slipper plants that extends from the trailhead all the way to
the Chattooga River.  The showy plants are particularly abundant along the
edge of the trail where the increased sunlight promotes their blooming in
the late spring.  The boating season, as defined by the higher flows, will
likely be at a different time of year when the plants have died back and
cannot be seen.  Thus the likelihood of their damage or loss from
increased foot traffic and new user-created trails and campsites is very
high, and cannot easily be prevented.
•       The length of the County Line Trail is a limiting factor to boating
because of the long portage needed for use, a positive result in my
estimation.  Although this alternative as currently defined does not
appear to involve the nearby Cane Creek Road for access, the opening of
this route for vehicles could become a logical “betterment” for boating
that would lead to the negative result of introducing new vehicular
traffic within the Wild and Scenic River Corridor nearer the river.


Thank you again for the opportunity of providing these comments, which I
hope will help influence your final decision.  I recommend that you choose
Alternative 5 instead of Alternative 4.


Sincerely,


Thomas H. Robertson



mailto:throbertson@cranstonengineering.com
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From: Catherine Whitham
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Cc: Elizabeth Cleckler; Ann Whitham
Subject: Chattooga River Boating Situation
Date: 07/31/2008 01:44 PM


United States Forest Service
Chattooga River Project


Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:


I would like to provide the following comments on your “pre-decision” notice
of a preferred alternative regarding permitting of boating on the upper
Chattooga River.


I am a property owner at the upper reach of the Wild and Scenic River
Corridor and have been a river observer and user since before the land was
in public ownership.  I have followed the situation carefully and am vitally
interested in seeking a balance between use and enjoyment of the Chattooga
and maintaining its wild and scenic character.


I urge you to adopt Alternative 1, which maintains the current situation.
However, recognizing that this choice may be too restrictive, I recommend
Alternative 5.


The second best choice is Alternative 5, which would provide a quality
boating experience when the river is flowing at non-fishable flow rates
downstream from the Bull Pen Bridge (Iron Bridge), a place where boats may
be launched with very little impact on the nearly solid rock banks and the
very short trails.  Established parking and camping is already available
nearby.


Alternative 4, on the other hand, would provide a lesser quality boating
experience at higher flows in a reach where the limited access to the river
already helps preserve its near pristine character.  There are several
drawbacks to this choice:


•       The impending death of the many giant hemlocks (a result of the wooly
adelgid infestation) that line the river in this reach will soon result in
timber falls that will clog the river for boats for many years to come.
Conversely, the deadfalls will likely have a positive result on the fishery.


•       The County Line Trail is quite long from Whiteside Cove Road to the river.
Very limited parking is available only along the road shoulder and the
trailhead. Additionally, the length of the County Line Trail is a limiting
factor to boating
because of the long portage needed for use, actually a positive result.


Although this alternative as currently defined does not appear to involve
the nearby Cane Creek Road for access, the opening of this route for
vehicles could become a logical “betterment” for boating that would lead to
the negative result of introducing new vehicular traffic within the Wild and
Scenic River Corridor nearer the river.


Thank you again for the opportunity of providing these comments, which I
hope will help influence your final decision. Once again, I recommend that
you choose Alternative 5 instead of Alternative 4.


Sincerely,


Catherine Cranston Whitham



mailto:cwhitham@comcast.net

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
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From: Charlie  & Kathy Breithaupt
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Comments from Charlie & Kathy Breithaupt
Date: 07/31/2008 10:15 AM


Kathy and Charlie Breithaupt
194 Kitchins Lane
Clayton, GA 30525


 
June 28, 2008
 
Via E-Mail
USDA Forest Service
Francis Marion & Sumter National Forests
ATTN:  Chattooga Planning Team
4391 Broad River Road
Columbia, South Carolina 29212
 
Dear Sir or Madam:
 
We are writing to comment on the upper Chattooga River Draft Environmental Assessment
released July 2, 2008. We appreciate the opportunity to be heard.
 
During the past three or four years we have attended hearings, workshops, and town meetings. We
have read documents and comments concerning the upper Chattooga River. We have witnessed the
Forest Service make every effort to provide information and to listen and consider all points
concerning the management of the river. We believe we have a good grasp of the issues and what
is at stake with the resource.
 
While we would have preferred to have Alternative #3 as the preferred one, we can and will
support Alternative #4 provided the Forest Service can assure that funding and personnel will be
available to enforce the regulations. We think that enforcement is the key to success for this
alternative.
 
We are glad that the Forest Service has chosen to zone the resource.by areas, by times, by user sizes
and by conditions (water levels) in order to protect the resource and avoid user conflicts. This is
wise stewardship of our forest and good for all concerned.
 
Sincerely,                                                                                                                                


Kathy Breithaupt
 


Charlie Breithaupt



mailto:knc615@windstream.net
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From: Michael Bamford
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Cc: jthomas01@fs.fed.us; mhilliard@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Comments
Date: 08/01/2008 03:33 PM
Attachments: Draft EA response 08,01.08  M Bamford.pdf
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August 1, 2008        
      



Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests 
Broad River Road 
Columbia, SC 29212 



 



Dear Chattooga Analysis Team, 
   



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental Assessment 
(EA).   I live near the Upper Chattooga and have been actively following the 2004-2008+ 
analysis and assessment of the Upper Chattooga.      



The assessment reveals significant effort by the agency to review the possibility of 
expanding kayaking onto the Upper Chattooga (North Fork) as demanded by American 
Whitewater.   The Assessment shows that the expansion of boating opportunities onto the 
Upper Chattooga would add new impacts to the current social and physical environment.  
The preferred alternative offers a compromise to this contentious issue that when 
implemented properly could protect most O.R.Values.  These are…. 



1. The continued protection of Swimming values. . 
2. The continued protection of Angling. The preferred alternative insures one 



mile in NC and ten miles in SC/GA always remain available to anglers.  
Additionally, the winter and 450cfs flow levels minimize angler disturbances 
during the more popular angling periods, Spring and Fall and during better 
flows. 



3. A continued protection of the birds during Spring nesting.  
4. The continuation of current policy which restricts boating from private 



property 
5. A continued protection of the Headwaters tributaries, the associated riparian 



vegetation and wildlife habitat. 
6. The continued preservation of whitewater boating below 28 and on nearby 



creeks with some additional boating during the colder months while water is 
high and fewer encounters are likely. 



7. Offers hikers a high probability of few encounters for most of the year.  
                 



    However, the EA could be improved through better documenting potential 
impacts, correcting some inaccuracies and revising the scope to meet agency guidelines 
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and mandates.  This response offers suggestions for these improvements.  The majority of 
the problems are in the Recreation Social Analysis in section 3.3.1,    



         The scope of assessment in section 3.3.1 remains skewed towards AW’s appeal and 
subsequent rhetoric.   Like a spoiled child, AW has remained completely focused on what 
they do not have while remaining oblivious to other visitors, the resource and the wildlife.  
The USFS selected a recreational analysis scope framed by AW’s appeal arguments which 
was narrow in focus.   Regardless of the scope selected for a capacity analysis, the 
environmental assessment must be broad-based and all-inclusive to meet NEPA and 
agency planning mandates.   The agency appears to have remedied the narrow scope 
issues within most of the draft EA.  The final EA needs to improve the assessment scope.   
      
     The final EA should also recommend future analysis be broad-based and all-inclusive 
so as not to repeat the over-focused analysis that was conducted by the hired consultants.     
 
    Another more detailed outline for suggested improvements to the assessment will be 
submitted for consideration before the new deadline for public comments. 
 
         Thank you for your time. 



Sincerely 



MB 



Michael Bamford 



Resident, Cashiers, NC 
Member, FOTUC 
President, Cashiers Polar Bear Club 
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CCrriittiiqquuee    bbyy    AAlltteerrnnaattiivvee::  



Alternative #1:   The status quo has established a resource that offers a diversity of recreational 
opportunities in a wide-array of natural settings.    Limiting access to foot-travel, coupled with 
the 1976 road closures, has preserved the remote areas of the Upper Chattooga for the past thirty 
years while allowing the lower river to morph into a world-class whitewater boating destination.  



Alternative #2:    The added protections and restrictions put in place under this alternative 
would be most beneficial to the resource and this should be the Environmental alternative.        



    Closure of all non-designated trails would not be ideal.  Many “non-designated trails” have 
been in use for a long time, they are well built, and they get visitors where they wish to go.  
Some trails and campsite need repair while others require rerouting to mitigate erosion and 
reduce encounters.   Closing trails just because they are unmapped without a review, may create 
more problems than would be solved.    The proposal to separately assess the trail system within 
the WSR corridor and make recommendations accordingly appears the appropriate direction.  



    The benefits associated with information gathered verses the costs of permitting all visitors  
and data processing is not assessed.    Given the number of access sites through the entire WSR 
corridor, permitting everyone appears a wasteful use of resources with little benefit.   Monitoring 
surveys and spot counts would likely work best to find out why and when users are visiting.    



Alternative #3:  This is the BEST alternative.  Like #1, this alternative preserves the current user 
experience while implementing new policy that will mitigate overuse areas and preserve the 
Chattooga for future generations.   



      The proposed yet undefined “trail” closures will close paths through sensitive areas, 
presumably within the riparian zone.  Essentially this alternative will close access to sites along 
the river for foot travel visitors.  Alone, this alternative would provide an equitable policy to 
restrict overall use.    However, trail closures that restrict areas for hikers and birders while 
boater access and unrestricted portaging becomes final policy would indicate severe biased by 
the agency toward boating.  Any new access restrictions offered as mitigation in order to 
accommodate new boating impacts, should be clearly documented within the Assessment.  



Alternative #4   The PREFERRED alternative.  This alternative allows some additional boating 
but the amount is not likely to destroy the character of the Upper Chattooga or reduce the net 
recreational ORV.     



      The alternative’s premise is to focuses on preservation of fishing which is considered a 
special use attribute of the area.   Given that boats dominate the Chattooga below 28 and all other 
users were indifferent to encounters with anglers, the “angler” premise appears reasonable. 



     Many of the benefits of this Alternative are not highlighted within the EA but outlined here. 



1. The seasonal restrictions would preserve diversity in experiences now found throughout 
the Chattooga corridor during higher-use seasons.  The seasonal restrictions do not add 
additional competition to the limited parking available along the North Fork during the 
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higher-use seasons.  The seasonal restrictions avoids conflicts with swimmers, protects 
the birds during the nesting season, acknowledges the desired conditions of day hikers 
and front-country users collected during the LAC process in 2005.  



2. Continued protection of the tributaries from boating preserves the sensitive ecosystems 
and unique habitat found along these headwater streams.    This is also aligned with the 
Sumter objectives1. 



3.   The 450cfs is not even close to the Upper Limit of the acceptable angling range for 
spin casting in NC.   The actual upper “range” collected during the Expert Panels 
extends up to 700cfs(2000cfs at 76) based on the 2007 USFS Upper Chattooga Expert 
Panel Field Assessment Report.   However, given the other limitations coupled with the 



fact that one mile of stream in NC would remain available to backcountry anglers 
(Norton Mill Creek to Greens Creek), this preferred alternative could be a reasonable 
compromise for anglers and most foot-travel visitors.  However a below Bull Pen put-in 
would be a more appropriate and less contentious put-in.   
 



Alternative #5:  This alternative protects the most sensitive Chattooga Cliffs reach.   However, 
the Upper Ellicott Wilderness Area also provides a unique habitat without river-side trails.  If the 
intent of this alternative was to allow some boating based on how best protect the resource, the 
put-in for this alternative should be changed to the East Fork Confluence (EFT) below the 
remote areas found on the Upper Chattooga and through the Upper segment of Wilderness.   



       The year-round boating -at 350cfs- would eliminate and displace non-boaters, but suggests 
no alternative creeks for a foot-travel solitude experience during boatable flows.    Year-round 
boating would displace many visitors to Bull Pen simply because the parking area would be 
overrun during high-use seasons.    This area is referenced in many waterfall guidebooks  and 
sees a surge in scenic visits after high-rains during the Summer and Fall.   This could be 
mitigated by moving the boaters down to the East Fork Trail.    
       Hikes down to the East Fork Confluence would likely deter the under-skilled or ill-prepared 
boater from attempting to run the class V rapid under Bull Pen Bridge.  



     The proposed 350cfs is far too low for year-round boating especially at Bull Pen where 
children will still be swimming during the Summer months.   Much higher water levels are 
needed to mitigate this problem. 
      The 2007 USFS Hydrology Report noted that starting at 450cfs during the growing season 
would not guarantee 225csf for an entire boating run.  The proposed 350csf limit during the 
growing season would likely result in boaters still being on the river below 200cfs.     This level 
is far too-low to avoid on-river conflicts –or at river conflicts-, and would likely impair the 
aquatic ecosystem as canoes dragging along the streambed in insufficient water, replacing the 
moss with colorful boat marks.   Seasonal restrictions are imperative unless flow levels are set to 
750cfs (or 3’ on the 76 gauge). 



 



                                                            
1 Francis Marion Sumter’s Goal #4 and Objective #4.01 regarding riparian habitat published on page 2-4 of the 2004 FEIS. 
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Alternative #8:  Would be in violation of the WSR agency mandates.   The ORVs of scenery, 
biology and the net recreational value will be illegally diminished throughout the corridor.  For a 
host of reasons mentioned numerous times before, this alternative should be rejected.    For 
clarity please consider renaming this alternative to  AW’s Egocentric River Plan  and just add 
below the title  damn the non-boaters and wildlife.    



  Thank you for putting some new alternatives (#9 and #10) out for review. 



Alternative #9:    The Highly-Rated Boating Runs alternative. 



1.   This alternative is based on the recreational whims of one user group; specifically AW 
creek-boaters.  It ignores that all new access would be concentrated in the most sensitive 
portion of the WSR corridor which violates the “primary emphasis” planning  mandates 
under section 10 of the WSR act.       



2.   The  Recreational  O.R.Value appears to maximize the benefit for only one user group 
that already dominates 60% of the Chattooga’s designated corridor.  This is not an 
equitable premise for an alternative because it ignores the desired conditions of most 
current visitors (like the recreational assessment continues to do).   



3.   Upper Boundary Error: The boundary for an alternative under this definition is 
incorrect.   The Expert Panel boating analysis started below Norton Mill Creek at CLR2.   
This new proposed Upper put-in was not the “rated” reach by the AW boating panel.    
The Boating zone should be corrected as documented to match the premise within this 
proposal.  
  The proposed zone eliminates ALL of North Carolina from any conflict-free angling.    
A County Line Road (CLR) put-in would preserve at least on stretch of stream for 
angling, a Bull Pen put-in would be better.   
  The proposed CRT spur trail is nothing more than an ephemeral stream after heavy rains 
when boaters would visit the river.  The Best Management practices for streamside 
management outlined in Appendix C of the Forest Services2004 FEIS requires protection 
for these run-off streams; extending use to boaters carrying heavy equipment after floods 
violates that standard.  The CRT spur should not be a new river access trail, especially 
after heavy rains when boaters would visit the area. 



4. 350cfs is too low to protect angling, especially in NC.    The USFS collected data on spin 
fishing acceptable ranges that extended as high as 700cfs3 with over 50% of anglers 
finding waters acceptable for spin fishing over 500cfs at Highway 28.  



5. This alternative extends into March which extends into the nesting period for the riparian 
wildlife.  The unguarded nests of flushed herons, kingfishers, warblers and flycatchers 
would be needlessly exposed to predators.  March also is the beginning of the growing 
season when the river is more flashy and water levels become unpredictable (especially 
in SC/GA).   



6. This alternative has no groups/day limit which could result in continuous interference 
with other visitors and wildlife.   Six groups/day should be the maximum. Establishing a 



                                                            
2 Page 29 of the 2007, USFS, Upper Chattooga Expert Panel Field Assessment Report noted that “ the boater panel put-in at the 
confluence of Norton Mill Creek and the Chattooga River, about 3 miles downstream of Grimshawes Bridge.”   
3 Pg 21, 2007 USFS, Upper Chattooga Expert Panel Field Assessment Report. table 5-3 
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time-of-day limit (12pm-5pm) could be established to avoid dragging out at-river 
disturbances for an entire day.   A posted schedule allows anglers to readjust expectations 
in advance and remains independent of boater whims.   



7. The location of the upper Put-in would intensify use through the most sensitive section 
and would likely result in user deaths from the multiple strainers and logjams constantly 
shifting in the upper reaches.  



     Again this narrow focus on the preferences of kayakers- while not even considering other 
users or the fact that the Most Sensitive areas are being granted the greatest amount of new 
access- appears misaligned with WSR mandates and is not equitable to all user groups. 



Alternative #10:    .     



   The 350cfs flow limitations is far too low (see above#9)   This problem is most acute on the 
Chattooga Cliffs reach where angling remains popular up to 750cfs.    The starting point of CRT, 
should be Bull Pen (see above#9).  The upper put-in eliminates all fishable sections within the 
NC corridor; that will “displace” anglers during the boatable flows that make all nearby creeks 
boatable simultaneously.   In addition the proposed upper put-in will cause excessive erosion.   



     To which boat-free creek will displaced anglers, or “fleeing wildlife”, trek?   Storms required 
for boatable flows will make all nearby streams also boatable creeks simultaneously.  In reality 
expanding boating up the Chattooga “eliminates” the last options for anglers wishing to still fish 
during higher flows.    Some sections in each state should remain boat-free.     



   Limits on groups per day should be required else conflicts will be continuous on boatable days 
and ALL anglers will be displaced from the fishable sections. (see above#9)  



   Bull Pen would be a far more reasonable starting point.    It would continue to provide some 
NC angling and help protect the most remote Chattooga Cliffs sections from  overuse.  



Some Alternatives Not Considered… 



    The protected Recreational O.R.Value consists of many activities.   No alternative considers 
reducing boating down-stream, or on Overflow creek, as a way to optimize the net recreational 
value.   All alternatives focus exclusively on increasing boating –only one component of the 
recreational ORV- and diminishing others activities on the North Fork; the USFS are mandated 
to preserve the net recreational value.  Without assessing the net-value of recreation from 
reducing boating, any new policy would likely be inequitable to all users.  The USFS must assess 
a full range of capacity balancing alternatives for all users, resource wide.   



1. Instituting a time-of-day (11am-5pm) boater limitation on the lower Chattooga could 
have also increased the net recreational O.R. value corridor-wide.        



2.  No alternative considers closing the West Fork Watershed (from 28, up to three-forks) 
while boating is allowed on the North Fork.   This would  provide an alternative for GA 
visitors displaced by boating on the North Fork.   Some of the current visitors to the 
North Fork during the Winter and Spring are already the displaced visitors from these 
other boat-filled streams; how many times should they be displaced?  



Michael Bamford 08/01/2008 page6











3. The 2004 FEIS appendix H reviewed an alternative from Burrells Ford to 28 when the 
water is above 2.5’.  This was based on the 1999 DNR studies that indicate fishing starts 
to “drop-off” after 2.5’ (450cfs).    This alternative coupled with the closing of Overflow 
creek would allow for new boating opportunities AND give anglers an alternative site for 
fishing during higher water levels. 



        Any additional alternatives should consider and include balancing down-river and West 
Fork Watershed visitor experiences to any proposed compromise.     



Conclusion of Alterantives: 
        The USFS is altering limits on four variables (flows, season, quantity, and area) in order to 
assess environmental impacts from additional boating opportunities.   Altering the combination 
of these variables, provide a wide-variety of associated impacts.  For instance 350 may be 
considered OK for anglers in the Winter, but during the Summer kids are splashing around Bull 
Pen at this water level.  Additionally impacts from 4 groups per day at 350 cfs might be 
equivalent to 750cfs limits with unlimited boating.     The combination of variables effects 
parking competition, encounter standards and overall impacts uniquely for each alternative.   



      Multivariable equations are difficult enough to solve when the functions can be determined 



or modeled.   In this assessmnet, each variable’s function f(x) remain largely unknown and the 



USFS has simplified this complex equation by only considering angling, boating and resource 
impacts within the equation4and offering alternatives tailored to benefit one ORValue at a time. 



      Wildlife, non-user values, swimmers, birders, hunters, photographers, and hikers would each 
need to be considered throughout the entire resource during boatable flows to make the optimum 
choice.  Given the limited scope of review, it would be wise for the USFS to error on the 
cautious side of any compromise, like the preferred alternative attempts to do.    



   The USFS should at least acknowledge that non-studied user-groups and the entire resource 
was not fully analyzed within this EA so that the scope of future assessments can be corrected. 



       The devil will be in the details.   The Implementation plan and final steps of the LAC will 
need to answer many questions that remain unresolved regardless of which alternative is 
ultimately selected.  The final implementation plan may result in new impacts impossible to 
discuss or even understand at this time.   



 Compliance from within the boating community is imperative for any compromise; the 
contentious frenzy incited by AW has exacerbated conflict potential that most people involved 
with this analysis will not soon forget.   .  



  



                                                            
4  A mathematician might argue that these other variables are constant and taking the partial derivative of this 
complex equation in order to maximize O.R. Values would result in them being set to zero and eliminated from the 
equation.   However, these are only constants because the focus remains on one variable water‐level and there are 
many more variables requiring assessment   The use of constants, or even linear functions, over the range of 
Alternatives and variables would be inaccurate.    
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AALLTTEERRNNAATTIIVVEESS      CCOOMMMMEENNTT      SSUUMMMMAARRYY  



ALTERNTIVE #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #8 #9 #10 



BOATING 
ZONES 



Below 
28 



Below 
28 



Below 
28 



County Line 
to Burrells 
Ford 



Bull Pen to 
Big Bend 



.4 below 
private 
property to 
Hwy 28 



.4 below 
private 
property to 
East Fort Trail 



.4 below 
private 
property to 
Highway 28 



 Best option.   Offers 
opportunities  for 
everyone at all times. 



Move put-in 
to Just below 
Bull Pen 



Move put-
in to just 
below BP 



Move put-
in to just 
below BP 



Move put-in 
to just below 
BP 



Move put-in 
to just below 
BP 



BOATING 
SEASON 



   Dec. 1-Mar. 1 ALL ALL Nov.1-Mar. 31 Nov. 1-Mar. 1 



 Best option. 



Offers opportunities  for 
everyone at all times. 



Reasonable 
compromise 



 Conflicts with all users 
during peak-season. 
Flashy summer flows 
are too unpredictable 
to avoid major impacts.   



Dec. 1-Mar. 1 would reduce 
conflicts with hunters & 
anglers in NOV and avoid 
anglers and nesting season in 
March 



FLOWS  



Best option. 



Offers opportunities  for 
everyone at all times 



450 350 None 350 350 



 Reasonable 
compromise 
IF winter 
only 



500cfs should be  the minimum below Bull Pen to avoid 
conflict;  750 cfs above Bull Pen or during summer 
months 



QUANTITY    4 groups/ day 6 / day No limit No limit No limit 



    four hours of 
disturbances 



Six hours of 
disturbance
s 



Continuous disturbances along the stream. 
parking capacity is insufficient, encounter 
limits exceeded,  NO MORE SOLITUDE 



 



SWIMMING 



Acceptable…          No boating during 
the Summer Season. 



   HAZZARDOUS:   
Kids are Swimming at 
Bull Pen until water 
level is above 500cfs  



 Acceptable  



 NO SUMMER BOATING 
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From: Tom Bishop
Reply To: tpb_mail@yahoo.com
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments: Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/05/2008 08:01 AM


Dear Sumter National Forest,


I am a whitewater kayak paddler living in the northeast, which is home to several Wild and Scenic 
Rivers. The Environmental Assessment (EA) for recreational management of the Chattooga River in 
South Carolina may impact the use of rivers in the northeast, and I am opposed to the existing EA. 
It is unacceptable for several reasons:


* The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one. Without this analysis, how 
does Forest Service assume the river's capacity?
* The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling on the Chattooga and 
has found none.
* Every alternative includes boating bans on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries – 
without any justification.
* The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable to all types of recreational users, allowing 
unlimited hiking, fishing and camping. These uses are more impactful than boating.
* The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a ban on 
tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on the remaining reach.
* 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.
* The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic Rivers regardless of who 
owns the land along the river.


The Chattooga certainly offers Outstanding remarkable values, and Forest Service has chosen to 
limit the experience to recreational users that will cause greater environmental impact than 
paddlers.


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


This EA is no better or different than the last one. Please conduct a user capacity analysis and 
immediately allow boating in the same numbers, places, and seasons that you allow existing users.


Sincerely,


Tom Bishop
150 Jenness Street
Lynn, MA 01904
781-888-2050
[INSERT name and address] 
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From: Wyatt Stevens
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Cc: jthomas01@fs.fed.us; gbain@fs.fed.us; mhilliard@fs.fed.us; clmyers@fs.fed.us; Canie Smith;


mitchellbetty@sweetwaterbuilders.com
Subject: Chattooga River Draft EA - Technical Comments of Whiteside Cove Association
Date: 08/01/2008 08:20 AM
Attachments: 4804_001.pdf


Please see the attached cover letter and technical comments of the Whiteside Cove Association.
 
Regards,
 
Wyatt S. Stevens, River Director
Whiteside Cove Association
One West Pack Sq.
Suite 1100
Asheville, NC 28801
Direct dial 828-258-6992
Fax 828-253-7200
 


 


**************************************************************************
This message has been scanned for viruses by Roberts & Stevens, P.A.


NOTICE:  This message is intended only for the designated recipient(s).
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From: JOHN HOPEWELL
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Friends of Bullpen
Date: 08/01/2008 10:11 PM


Dear Mr. Thomas,
 
The "Friends of Bull Pen" are herby submitting comments in favor of the your compromise choosing
"alternative #4" - allowing boating between Grinshaw's and Burrell's Ford during the period of December
1 to March 1 of each calendar year. We believe that this decision was based on sound science and will
limit resource user conflicts as boaters will be able to utilize the river during the time period of high
flow; and hikers, campers and fisherman will be able to use the river during their desired periods of the
summer months.
 
We strongly encourage the Forest Service to implement "alternative #4" as the option that takes all
stakeholders concerns into consideration and we feel is reasonable and equitable.
 
Sincerely,
 
Larry Thomas
President - Friends of Bull Pen
 
John Hopewell
Secretary - Friends of Bull Pen


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



mailto:johnhopewell@msn.com

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

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






From: Robert E. Smith
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comment
Date: 07/31/2008 10:06 PM


Dear U. S. Forest Service:
 
I’m adding my voice to those who oppose the opening up of new areas of the Chattooga River to
boating, rafting, kayaking—any and all. Why when you have carefully, apparently, restricted the use to
just a few days in winter, would this be a problem? There are ramifications from what will happen with
any use, as I have expressed my opinions below, to the reality that this won’t stop them for requesting
more usage days. The proposal is so ridiculous, from this aspect, that a future request to open up more
days is a given. The way to stop that is to say “NO” all use now.
 
I am quite familiar with this area of the Chattooga. It is simply not suitable for boating activities, even
though I’m sure your staff put considerable time and effort into making a proposal to satisfy all. To me,
the least considered aspect of boating is that boaters need access, and this will mean parking areas,
paths to gain access, much wider paths that those which hikers use, and exposure to what boaters
leave behind. A visit to many put-ins on the southern “boat-able” sections will reveal the impact. This
area will be ruined. At your proposed upper put-in, at Norton Mill Creek, for example, the nearest road,
Whiteside Cove Road, is 2 miles of trail from the river—2 miles which will become a road for boaters.
Probably, they will make a new trail/road. The entire experience of this trek to a beautiful swimming
hole through wonderful wilderness will be ruined.  Of almost equal impact is what boaters will do while
on their “trips.” I don’t really expect them to retrieve any lost items or used items—do you? I expect
them to make the river what they want it to be, and that is not what it is. Which leads me to a last
point: I cannot begin to understand what this proposed portion of the river offers boaters that they can’t
get elsewhere—except it’s there. That’s all; it’s there.
 
To open up a pristine portion of this valuable river to their wants is putting the river and surrounding
area in jeopardy, and their wants ahead of the need to protect and hold safe and sacred this area. I
have to insist that this not be done. If there is any place in the eastern US, or in the Southeastern US,
or in the southern Appalachians to draw the line, this is that place.
 
Thank you for consideration of my opinion and my hopes for maintaining a truly wild and scenic,
unspoiled Chattooga River.
 
Sincerely yours,
 
Robert E. Smith
 
Robert E. Smith
400 Holt Road
Highlands, NC  28741
(828) 526-4594
sesres@nctv.com
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From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga Comment Letter
Date: 08/01/2008 08:01 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/01/2008 08:01 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


08/01/2008 07:51 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: Chattooga Comment Letter


=======================================
     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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 08/01/2008 07:51 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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08/01/2008 07:48 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: Chattooga Comment Letter


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


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 08/01/2008 07:48 AM -----


Meg Hulme
<mckidhiker@yahoo.com> 


07/31/2008 03:21 PM


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


cc akimbell@fs.fed.us


Subject Fw: Chattooga Comment Letter


To Whom it May concern:


 


My stress reliever is to hike in the mountains every weekend with my dogs.  Generally, we
hike in the North Georgia area but have been known to hike in North Carolina, Tennessee
and points west.  This past weekend, I even encountered a beautiful Timber Rattlesnake on
my hike on the Appalacian Trail near Woody Gap.  This is only the second time in 20 years
of spending almost every weekend in the mountains that I have seen a rattlesnake.  I greatly
enjoy the opportunity to catch this rare glimpse of native Georgia wildlife.


 


I have sime comments regarding the EA for the Chattooga River Wilderness area. 


 


First, is the Forest Service’s proposed management plan alternatives allow the stocking of
non-native trout in the wilderness area. I find this to be a travesty. It is an environmentally
unsound practice that does not belong in a federally managed wilderness area.  If stocking is







to be the practice, than it should be with native species only.


 


The non-native fish compete with native species for food, habitat, and they also eat the native
species fry. The stocking of non-native trout also attracts thousands of fishermen who
trample the stream banks, disrupt the stream beds, have carved 19 miles of unauthorized trails
in the wilderness, and leave fishing line and hooks dangling from the trees and abandoned in
the stream bed. 


 


As we strive to preserve our heritage, the wilderness is not a playground to be physically
altered or added to for the enjoyment of user groups. It is to be protected and enjoyed in its
natural state. Why in the world does the Forest Service allow an artificial recreational
environment to be created in the National Forest? This practice must stop. Please consider
banning the introduction of any non-native species into the wilderness area.


 


Second, why does the Forest Service discriminate against boaters along the Chattooga River
Wilderness area?  I might be able to support the ban if there was an unbiased scientific
impact study to support the ban.  But without a scientific impact study, something smells
fishy here.  Many of the areas I hike are not part of a wilderness area and I see the huge
impact that horsebike riders and campers can have on an area, especially with overuse.  But, I
have not seen a rural area that has had negative impact from boaters.  Implementing a
rational use plan that limits boating during certain seasons or other reasonable measures is
something I could support, as long as the restrictions have valid data behind them.


 


It is my request to the US Forest Service, that decisions are based on fact, not because of
political or special interest pressure.  And that we continue to manage our forests so that we
have them around to enjoy - to see the native species in their natural environment.  


Sincerely,


 


Margaret C. Hulme







 


"What is man without the beasts? If all the beasts were gone, men would die from loneliness
of spirit. For whatever happens to the beasts happens to man. All things are connected."
Chief Seattle


 


 








From: Roman Ryder
Reply To: romanryder@yahoo.com
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/31/2008 12:19 PM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
 
7/31/2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,
 
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of the
Chattooga River.  I disagree with your analysis and your proposal.  Both treat me and my
community of river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests. 
Please consider the following concerns I have regarding this issue:
 


The proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under the
Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and other rivers
nationwide.
No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the upper
Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries – without any justification.
The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits
The public 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,
Roman S. Ryder
1601 S. Whispering Woods Dr.
Lake Charles, LA 70605



mailto:romanryder@yahoo.com
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From: Meg Hulme
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Cc: akimbell@fs.fed.us
Subject: Fw: Chattooga Comment Letter
Date: 07/31/2008 07:08 PM


To Whom it May concern:


 


My stress reliever is to hike in the mountains every weekend with my dogs.  Generally, we
hike in the North Georgia area but have been known to hike in North Carolina, Tennessee
and points west.  This past weekend, I even encountered a beautiful Timber Rattlesnake
on my hike on the Appalacian Trail near Woody Gap.  This is only the second time in 20
years of spending almost every weekend in the mountains that I have seen a rattlesnake.  I
greatly enjoy the opportunity to catch this rare glimpse of native Georgia wildlife.


 


I have sime comments regarding the EA for the Chattooga River Wilderness area.


 


First, is the Forest Service's proposed management plan alternatives allow the stocking of
non-native trout in the wilderness area. I find this to be a travesty. It is an environmentally
unsound practice that does not belong in a federally managed wilderness area.  If stocking is
to be the practice, than it should be with native species only.


 


The non-native fish compete with native species for food, habitat, and they also eat the native
species fry. The stocking of non-native trout also attracts thousands of fishermen who
trample the stream banks, disrupt the stream beds, have carved 19 miles of unauthorized trails
in the wilderness, and leave fishing line and hooks dangling from the trees and abandoned in
the stream bed.


 


As we strive to preserve our heritage, the wilderness is not a playground to be physically
altered or added to for the enjoyment of user groups. It is to be protected and enjoyed in its
natural state. Why in the world does the Forest Service allow an artificial recreational
environment to be created in the National Forest? This practice must stop. Please consider
banning the introduction of any non-native species into the wilderness area.


 


Second, why does the Forest Service discriminate against boaters along the Chattooga River
Wilderness area?  I might be able to support the ban if there was an unbiased scientific
impact study to support the ban.  But without a scientific impact study, something smells
fishy here.  Many of the areas I hike are not part of a wilderness area and I see the huge
impact that horsebike riders and campers can have on an area, especially with overuse.  But, I
have not seen a rural area that has had negative impact from boaters.  Implementing a
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rational use plan that limits boating during certain seasons or other reasonable measures is
something I could support, as long as the restrictions have valid data behind them.


 


It is my request to the US Forest Service, that decisions are based on fact, not because of
political or special interest pressure.  And that we continue to manage our forests so that we
have them around to enjoy - to see the native species in their natural environment. 


Sincerely,


 


Margaret C. Hulme


 


"What is man without the beasts? If all the beasts were gone, men would die from loneliness
of spirit. For whatever happens to the beasts happens to man. All things are connected."
Chief Seattle


 


 








From: David.Asbell@gtri.gatech.edu
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/31/2008 01:57 PM


672 Londonberry Rd.
Atlanta, GA 30327
July 31, 2008
 
U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212
 
Dear Sumter National Forest Administrator,
I have been paddling the Chattooga River regularly for 32 years. One of my most enduring impressions
is paddling’s negligible impact on the river. There are foot paths to the access points, generally miles
apart. That is pretty much it. When a canoe or kayak has passed, the ripples abate, and all is as it was
before. Fishing is generally considered to be low impact, but compared to paddling, it is not. Fishermen
use the access points, but in addition they walk along the banks and on the stream bottom, creating
disturbances along the entire steam length. They (when successful) hook and land fish. The stocking
programs they desire have obvious impact on life in the river. Therefore it is with dismay that I see the
Forest Service attempting to virtually ban boating on the Upper Chattooga, while making no attempt to
regulate other wilderness-compliant uses. This seems to me discrimination against one segment of the
citizenry (paddlers), solely because another segment (fishermen, and perhaps Forest Service
administrators) prefers not to be around them. This is no more acceptable than discrimination based on
race or religion.
 
The Forest Service’s preference, "Alternative 4," is a de facto paddling ban masquerading as
regulation. It imposes new bans on Chattooga tributaries, continues the existing ban on 2/3 of the
Upper Chattooga, and allows a few (between zero and six, based on records of past flow rates) days
of boating each year on the remaining 1/3 of the river, for four small groups per day, in the middle of
winter only, depending on high water, USFS approval and a permit.
 
I support Alternative 8, except that paddling should be allowed on the entire Upper Chattooga and all
its tributaries. I want to see a real user capacity analysis. I want all users to be equitably limited, but
only when usage will exceed capacity for sustained periods of time.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
O. David Asbell, PE
 



mailto:David.Asbell@gtri.gatech.edu
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From: Jennifer Koermer
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/31/2008 08:46 PM


[INSERT DATE]
 
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
 
Dear Sumter National Forest,
 
I am a USA citizen, who happens to enjoy spending time in nature while hiking and white water 
kayaking.  I am an IT professional working and living in New Jersey.  Although, I live in NJ, I 
often spend my free time traveling around the World finding new places to kayak.  It is not 
unheard for me to drive 10-12 hours for a long weekend of kayaking.  I would like to have the 
opportunity to explore some of the best whitewater that the East Coast has to offer.
 
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of the Chattooga 
River.  I strongly support an alternative very similar to Alternative 8.  The Chattooga and it's 
tributaries are a public resource to be used and shared by all of us.  It should not be limited by 
race, sex, age, or if I would like to boat, fish, or hike.  Alternatives 1,2, and 3 completely ban 
an entire community from accessing this fine river, this is a public waterway - it is not fair to 
ban an entire community from accessing this gem.  How can you even consider banning boating in 
Alternatives 1,2, and 3 without first determining what impact allowing boaters would actually have 
on this public resource.  How can the environmental impact of floating on the water in a river be 
worse than walking along the River bed and dragging fish out of their natural environment, not to 
mention the impact of actually adding additional fish into the environment so
 that fisherman may come in and kill them.  Alternatives 4 and 5 allow boating, but have many 
limitations.  Alternative 4 is based on allowing boating on about 6 days out of the year.  This 
allows whitewater boating to occur roughly 1% of the time, as you can really only kayak during 
daylight hours.  This is almost a complete ban of boating, while allowing almost unlimited access 
to other users.  In addition, Alternative 4 and 5 incorporate flow requirements.  There have been 
studies to determine the best flows to catch/kill fish.  Has there been a similar study to 
determine the optimum kayaking flows?  Has there even been a user capacity analysis done to truly 
determine how adding boating would even effect the overall user capacity and encounters.  
Alternatives 9 and 10 still ban boating on sections of this wild and scenic public waterway.  In 
addition, the flow requirements in Alternative 10 again take the fisherman's view instead of an 
equal
 view.
 
I understand that kayakers do have an impact on the environment, but I don't think that the impact 
from kayakers is worse then the overall impact from backpackers, campers, and fisherman.  We are 
not taking anything from the environment, we are not spend a night living off of the land, we are 
not generally spend a lot of time walking thru and disturbing the stream ecosystem.  There may be 
trails created at various points for portages, but this is really no different then the user 
created trails from fishermen and hikers.  Boaters should not be singled out because we have not 
had an opportunity to enjoy the use of this gem in 30 years.  If there is truly a concern about 
the extra impact boating will have on this area, the area should immediately be opened up to 
boating opportunities.  The overall effects of this added use should then be studied, and a 
management plan should be put in place that treats all user equally.
 
I prefer an Alternative similar to Alternative 8.  The Chattooga and it's tributaries should be 
made available to all potential users.  An real encounter study should be done to determine the 
real user capacity.  If changes are required based on a real user capacity study, appropriate 
changes and limitations should be put in place without singling out boaters.  Changes should be 
made fairly and equitably by all users of the area.
 
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,
 
Jennifer Koermer
89 Farragut Place
North Plainfield, NJ
908-753-9473
t1kayak-junk@yahoo.com
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From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga Headwaters - End the boating ban!
Date: 07/31/2008 09:44 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:44 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/30/2008 09:02 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: Chattooga Headwaters - End the 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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 09:02 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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07/30/2008 09:02 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: Chattooga Headwaters - End the 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


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 09:01 AM -----


michael spanjer
<michaelspanjer@yahoo.com> 


07/30/2008 08:19 AM
Please respond to


michaelspanjer@yahoo.com


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


cc akimbell@fs.fed.us


Subject Chattooga Headwaters - End the boating
ban!


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


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


7/30/08


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


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


I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the 
recreational management of the Chattooga River. I disagree with your analysis and your
proposal.  Banning boating without a good reason is just plain wrong.  Please stop wasting
taxpayer money on "studies" that are not about the issue in question here, and please restore



http://us.mc313.mail.yahoo.com/mc/compose?to=comments-southern-francismarion-sumter%40fs.fed.us





these river reaches to the access they should have.  Here are a few of the big points that
bother me the most:


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


• The proposed alternative will negatively impact protections 
granted under the Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on 
the Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.
• The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference 
one. The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. 
Where is it?
• No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating 
bans on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries – without 
any justification.
• The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or 
protective of the river because they considers boating to be the only 
management variable, while other larger more impactful uses are not 
seriously considered for limits. 
• The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of 
the upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days 
of limited boating on the remaining reach – while allowing all other 
wilderness conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers.. This is 
not equitable and not acceptable! 
• The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at 
least a year late and has wasted millions in tax payer money
• The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their 
input
• The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred 
alternative is a flawed measure that should be eliminated from any 
considerations. There is no way a paddler can know this number and 
will be an administrative burden for the agency.
• Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 
1) fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga River below 
Grimshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes 
encounter standards based on a real user capacity analysis, 4) will 
equitably limit total use only when encounter standards are 
consistently exceeded, and 5) will do so using all available indirect 
measures first.
• The public should have the right to float on public Wild and 
Scenic Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river.
• All aspects of the "Outstanding Remarkable Values" of Wild 
and Scenic Rivers should be protected on the entire river, not just 
in some areas.







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


Thank you for considering these comments,


Sincerely,


Michael Spanjer


325 A  Front St


Williamsburg, KY 40769


michaelspanjer@yahoo.com
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From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga Headwaters Comment Letter
Date: 07/31/2008 09:43 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:43 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/30/2008 08:10 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tony L
White/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: Chattooga Headwaters Comment Letter


=======================================
     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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 08:10 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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07/30/2008 07:34 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: Chattooga Headwaters Comment Letter


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


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 07:34 AM -----


"Benjamin Gaston"
<bgaston@clemson.edu> 
Sent by:
bgaston@g.clemson.edu


07/29/2008 07:54 PM


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


cc "Elena Sanz" <orkalia@gmail.com>


Subject Chattooga Headwaters Comment Letter


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


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


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


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







ring, a can of corn, and 50 yards of monofilament in the nearby hemlock tree.  I in fact
INVITE you to prove me wrong on this point.


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


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


-- 
Benjamin Gaston
Senior, Biosystems Engineering
Department of Agricultural and Biological Engineering
221 McAdams Hall
Clemson University, Clemson SC 29634


bgaston@clemson.edu
864.616.7787
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From: David Herman
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/01/2008 10:58 AM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
 
August 1, 2008
 
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
 
Dear Sumter National Forest,
 
I currently live in Spartanburg, South Carolina, and I have been a resident of the upstate of
South Carolina for about 6 years.  I have been actively involved in white water kayaking for
that entire time, and I have always seen the upper Chattooga as an area with an enormous
potential for boating.    
 
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of the
Chattooga River, and I disagree with your analysis and your proposal.  Both treat paddlers
unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests.  The current proposal has an
extreme bias towards other user groups who are allowed unlimited access while unfairly
discriminating against paddlers.
 
If you look at similar rivers in the area you will see that there are almost no conflicts between
boaters and other user groups.  A good example is Overflow Creek which is a similar
stream.  In the 10 to 15 times I have been on that stream I have never encountered a
fisherman, and I have encountered hikers only once and they were excited to see us.  If the
upper Chattooga were opened to boating I believe you would see a similar result because the
best boating days are typically during rain and other user groups aren't out nearly as much in
those conditions. 
 
Much of the pressure to limit or ban boating on the upper Chattooga seems to be coming
from the trout fishing community, but there are no limits on trout fishing or any other user
group in the EA even though fishing is a much higher impact activity.  Trout fishing depends
on stocking rivers with a non native species of fish, and it also encourages fisherman to
create trails to access the river.  Boating typically requires an access point at the beginning
and end of the run, and has almost no other impact. 
 
The EA that was conducted offers no basis for a boating ban, and it also lacks an acceptable
alternative for boaters.  All of the current alternatives include boating bans on the upper
Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries, but offer no justification for those bans.  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.
 
Another problem with the current alternative is that there is no realistic way to predict flows
over 450cfs until after they have occurred.  The gage for this stretch of river is miles
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downstream, and by the time a sufficient gage reading has occurred the water level may have
already dropped upstream.  This means that the current plan is just a covert way of
continuing the boating ban.  If other rivers are looked at you will see that boaters will only
paddle a river if and when there is adequate flow, and we do not need the Forest Service to
tell us when that is.  This would also be an administrative burden that the Forest Service does
not need to take on since boaters are perfectly capable of determining proper flows
themselves.
 
The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling on the Chattooga
and has found none.  It is time to open the river to boating.  The EA is not a user capacity
analysis and does not reference one.  The American Whitewater appeal decision required a
user capacity analysis.  Where is it?  The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on
2/3 of the upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited boating
on the remaining reach – while allowing all other wilderness conforming existing uses in
unlimited numbers..  This is not equitable and not acceptable!  
 
Thank you for considering these comments.  Please consider conducting a real user capacity
analysis and immediately allowing boating in the same numbers, places, and seasons that you
allow existing users.  Paddling should be allowed in a similar manner to your alternative
number 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.
 
Thank you for considering these comments,
 
Sincerely
 
L. David Herman Jr.
192 Clifton Ave
Spartanburg, SC 29302








From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga Headwaters
Date: 07/31/2008 09:43 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:43 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/30/2008 08:11 AM


To Tony L White/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Michelle
Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: Chattooga Headwaters


=======================================
     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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 08:11 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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07/30/2008 07:33 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: Chattooga Headwaters


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


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 07:33 AM -----


"Allison Barth"
<allie.barth@gmail.com> 


07/30/2008 07:27 AM


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


cc


Subject Chattooga Headwaters


Dear Sir,


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


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


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







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


 
>> Unrestricted boating should be allowed on all sections of the Chattooga River and its
tributaries because it will have negligible impact on the environment. Any environmental
damage concerns the Forest Service has can be eliminated by visiting neighboring Overflow
Creek. Overflow is similar in structure and environment to the headwaters. It is considered
one of the crowned jewels of boating in the southeast and is boated regularly after heavy
rains. With over 25 years of boating use, it shows almost no signs of environmental damage.
Boaters don't even leave footsteps.
            
>> Heavily restricting and banning boating in the Chattooga Headwaters is also legally
dubious. No other federally managed river has such bans or restrictions on boating.
Therefore, this decision is out of step with the management principles of similar federally
managed rivers. Unjustified restrictions and bans are illegal according to the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act and the Wilderness Act. Restricting and banning boating without similar measures
being applied equally to other user groups is simply unfair and discriminatory. Boaters
deserve equal protection under the laws. 


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


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


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







Chattooga Headwaters legally. For all intents and purposes, this is still a total boating ban.


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


 
>> The Forest Service has chosen to control and restrict much more environmentally
damaging user groups with indirect measures. So, hikers who blaze their own trails; campers
who trample an area; and fishermen who damage the river banks, leave fishing line in  trees,
and fish stocked non-native trout are allowed almost unfettered access to the wilderness area.
All this while the enviromentally friendly, seldom seen boater is blacklisted with unjustified
severe restrictons and bans. Again, it is time the forest service did the right thing and allowed
unrestricted access to the Chattooga Headwaters and its tributaries to boating.


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


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


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


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


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







management approach." 


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


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


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


 
I applaud the Forest Service to offering Alternative #8. It is a flexible and insightful plan that
treats all environmentally friendly user groups equally and complies with the Wilderness Act
and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. I strongly encourage the Forest Service to abandon
Alternative #4 and approve an adjusted Alternative #8, as the final management plan.


 
Sincerely,
Allison Barth
Duluth, GA








From: Steve Landis
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/05/2008 08:19 AM


Dear Sumter National Forest,


I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River.  I disagree with your analysis and your
proposal.  The community of river enthusiasts interests are not being served under
this proposal .  Please consider the following concerns I have regarding this issue:


The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the river
because they considers boating to be the only management variable, while
other uses of greater impact are not seriously considered for limits. 
The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a
ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on the
remaining reach – while allowing all other wilderness conforming existing uses
in unlimited numbers..  This is not equitable and not acceptable! 
The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits
The EA lacks a full range of alternatives
The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input
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 valid user
capacity analysis and immediately allowing boating in the same numbers, places,
and seasons that you allow existing users.  Paddling should be allowed in a similar
manner to your alternative number 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River
and its tributaries.


Thank you for considering these comments,


Sincerely
Stephen G Landis
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From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga River Boating
Date: 07/31/2008 09:29 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:29 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/29/2008 09:26 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: Chattooga River Boating


=======================================
     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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/29/2008 09:26 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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07/29/2008 08:56 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: Chattooga River Boating


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


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/29/2008 08:56 AM -----


shane williams
<williams_shane@earthlink.net> 


07/29/2008 08:49 AM


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


cc akimbell@fs.fed.us


Subject Chattooga River Boating


Please allow boating on all of the Chattooga River.


It is very simple when the water is to high for wading it is good for 
boating.
When the water is too low for boating it is good for fishing.


Please be professional and drop the hidden agendas being driven by who 
know what.


Shane Williams


Shane Williams
Dillsboro River Company
866-586-3797
828-506-3610
www.NorthCarolinaRafting.com








From: Barry Grimes
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 08/05/2008 11:32 AM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us


08/05/08
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,


I am a whitewater paddler from Kentucky who frequently travels to rivers across the
SE US. I have written comments concerning this issue in the past and I'm writing
again because I have just reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the
recreational management of the Chattooga River.  I disagree with your analysis and
your proposal.  Both treat me and my community of river enthusiasts unfairly and your
proposal would not meet my interests.  Please consider the following concerns I have
regarding this issue:
  


After thirteen years of intense searching for a reason to limit paddling on the
Chattooga, the USFS has found none. Clearly, it is time to open the river to
boating.
The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one.  The AW
appeal decision required a user capacity analysis.  Where is it? 
No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the upper
Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries – without any justification.
The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the river
because they considers boating to be the only management variable, while
other larger more impactful uses are not seriously considered for limits. 
The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a
ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on the
remaining reach – while allowing all other wilderness conforming existing uses
in unlimited numbers..  This is not equitable and not acceptable!  
The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits
The EA lacks a full range of alternatives
The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at least a year late and has
wasted millions in tax payer money
The USFS hired qualified consultants and then completely ignored their input.
The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed
measure that should be eliminated from any considerations. There is no way a
paddler can know this number and will be an administrative burden for the
agency.
Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows boating
on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on
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tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on a real user capacity
analysis, 4) will equitably limit total use only when encounter standards are
consistently exceeded, and 5) will do so using all available indirect measures
first.
The public should have the right to float on public Wild
and Scenic Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river.
All aspects of the “Outstanding Remarkable Values” of Wild
and Scenic Rivers should be protected on the entire river, not just in some
areas.


 
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,


Barry Grimes
124 Hilltop Dr.
Richmond, KY 40475








From: Coleman, Brent
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Cc: akimbell@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/30/2008 05:20 PM


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


7/29/08


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


My name is Calvin Coleman I am a resident of Auburn Georgia, 
I am employed my Mitsubishi Electric in Braselton Georgia. 
I am an active outdoorsman with interest in hiking, fishing, 
mountain biking and white water kayaking.


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


* The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to 
limit paddling on the Chattooga and has found none. It is time to 
open the river to boating.
* No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating 
bans on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries - without 
any justification.
* The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or 
protective of the river because they considers boating to be the only 
management variable, while other larger more impactful uses are not 
seriously considered for limits. 
* The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of 
the upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days 
of limited boating on the remaining reach - while allowing all other 
wilderness conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers.. This is 
not equitable and not acceptable! 
* The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits
* The EA lacks a full range of alternatives
* The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at 
least a year late and has wasted millions in tax payer money
* The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their 
input
* The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred 
alternative is a 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,


Calvin Coleman


 


This email, and any attachment to it, may contain information that is proprietary, privileged or 
confidential or that may be otherwise legally exempt from disclosure and is intended only for the 
individual(s) or entity to which it is addressed.  No confidentiality or privilege is waived or 
lost by any error in transmission.  If you are not the named recipient, or the employee or agent 
responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are not authorized to read, print, 
retain, copy, disclose or distribute this email or any part of it.   If you have received this 
email in error, please return it immediately to the sender, delete it and all copies from your 
system, and destroy any hard copies of this communication.
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From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga River Project Comments
Date: 07/31/2008 11:17 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 11:17 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/31/2008 10:54 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: Chattooga River Project Comments


=======================================
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC
     Phone 803-561-4081
     Fax     803-561-4004
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 10:53 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES



mailto:CN=Michelle Burnett/OU=R8/O=USDAFS
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07/31/2008 10:49 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: Chattooga River Project Comments


Rosanne Rowe
Executive Assistant to the Chief
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW
Office: 202-205-8439
Cell: 202-384-7412
Fax: 202-358-4063
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 10:49 AM -----


"Coleman, Brent"
<BColeman@mdea.com> 


07/30/2008 05:20 PM


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


cc <akimbell@fs.fed.us>


Subject Chattooga River Project Comments


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


7/29/08


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


My name is Calvin Coleman I am a resident of Auburn Georgia, 
I am employed my Mitsubishi Electric in Braselton Georgia. 
I am an active outdoorsman with interest in hiking, fishing, 
mountain biking and white water kayaking.


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


* The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to 
limit paddling on the Chattooga and has found none. It is time to 
open the river to boating.
* No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating 
bans on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries - without 
any justification.
* The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or 
protective of the river because they considers boating to be the only 
management variable, while other larger more impactful uses are not 
seriously considered for limits. 
* The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of 
the upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days 
of limited boating on the remaining reach - while allowing all other 
wilderness conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers.. This is 
not equitable and not acceptable! 







* The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits
* The EA lacks a full range of alternatives
* The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at 
least a year late and has wasted millions in tax payer money
* The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their 
input
* The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred 
alternative is a 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,


Calvin Coleman


 


This email, and any attachment to it, may contain information that is
proprietary, privileged or confidential or that may be otherwise legally
exempt from disclosure and is intended only for the individual(s) or entity
to which it is addressed.  No confidentiality or privilege is waived or lost
by any error in transmission.  If you are not the named recipient, or the
employee or agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient,
you are not authorized to read, print, retain, copy, disclose or distribute
this email or any part of it.   If you have received this email in error,
please return it immediately to the sender, delete it and all copies from
your system, and destroy any hard copies of this communication.








From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga River management plan comments
Date: 07/31/2008 09:28 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:28 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/28/2008 09:10 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: Chattooga River management plan comments


Michelle--sorry if some of these are some Jerome already sent to you.  


=======================================
     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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/28/2008 09:09 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES



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

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES





07/25/2008 09:28 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: Chattooga River management plan comments


Rosanne Rowe
Executive Assistant to the Chief
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW
Office: 202-205-8439
Cell: 202-384-7412
Fax: 202-358-4063
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/25/2008 09:27 AM -----


"Mark Stover"
<mtnsport70@verizon.net> 


07/22/2008 09:45 AM


To <comments-southern-francismarion-
sumter@fs.fed.us>, <akimbell@fs.fed.us>


cc


Subject Chattooga River management plan comments


To Whom It May Concern,


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


 
1.    It is little more than a crumb offering, the reality of boating given the
provisions in the EA still effectively maintain a boating ban.
2.    Given the absurdly low number of boaters allowed and the 450cfs
average daily flow trigger, boaters such as myself that travel long distances to
boat in the Chattooga watershed are further hindered in using this public
resource.
3.    The EA prohibits boating to 6 possible days a year while not limiting in any
way any other user group.  WHY?  This seems inequitable and unacceptable
to single out one user group for exclusion from a public forest and Wild and
Scenic waterway.
4.    Floating on waterways that are National Wild and Scenic Rivers should
not be prohibited regardless of who the landowners are along the river.
5.    Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that:   1) allows full
access to boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge,  2)
allows paddling on tributaries,   3) includes encounter standards based on a







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


 
At a time when expenses are at an all time high in the government, it sickens me to
think of the tax payers dollars (my dollars, your dollars, every working person’s
dollars) that are being wasted here to help maintain a ban that is illegal and immoral. 
Our Founding Fathers would be shocked at the way the federal government is
behaving in this situation; alas, we no longer live in the free nation our Founding
Fathers worked to create, but I digress.


 
There are many levels to argue against this ridiculous ban, but at its base we have
this:  the river levels required for boating in the upper reaches of the Chattooga
watershed are going to be such that it certainly will not be safe or good conditions for
swimming, wading, or fishing.  By its very nature, the river will create the situation that
will limit or prevent any significant user group conflicts that you may be concerned
about.  I can say in nearly a decade of whitewater paddling, I have never had a
negative encounter with an angler on the river.  It sickens me to think of the time
wasted here arguing about this, when AW and TU should be teaming together like on
other rivers in other parts of the country to help protect river resources.  Given the
condition of Stekoa, God only knows we need to be doing that here too, but that fight
is for another day.  Thank you for considering these comments.


 
Mark Stover
191 Double Brook Dr
Weaverville, NC 28787








From: Brian.Miller@sanofi-aventis.com
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 07/31/2008 09:31 AM


To whom it may,
Please consider the original intentions of Wild and Scenic Rivers Act that is to preserve and maintain
our nation's natural resources for generations to come.  They do not decipher for whom and to what
purpose.  The new EA claims that the river has a capacity of zero boating and a capacity of
infinite hiking, angling, and camping is clearly biased and intends to serve the wants and
needs of private landowners.  As long as the water is navigatable, which is at most 30 days
out of the year, boaters should be allowed access.  The AWA has done so much to improve
our waterways across the country think about what they can do to preserve and improve the
Chattooga.  Boaters are the true stewards of this National Treasure and should be considered
assets to the river and not detriments.  Instead of fighting boaters and AWA lets partner in
improving this river.  Lets join in a contract of guaranteed river clean ups, preservation
activities to maintain and improve this river.  Please reconsider your decisions and allow
boater access to the entire Chattooga River by partnering with the AWA and not fighting this
organizations great intentions.
 
You consideration is appreciated.
 
Thanks,
 
Brian Miller
Medical Center Sales Professional
Cardiovascular: Lovenox/ Plavix
sanofi-aventis
VM: 1-800-321-0855 ext. #3358
C: 828-545-3485
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From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga comment letter - Friends of Upper Chattooga
Date: 07/31/2008 11:19 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 11:19 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/31/2008 11:08 AM


To Tony L White/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Michelle
Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Mike
Crane/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: Chattooga comment letter - Friends of Upper
Chattooga


=======================================
     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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 11:07 AM -----


Joseph Gatins
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<jgatins@alltel.net> 


07/30/2008 12:54 PM


To jthomas01@fs.fed.us, gbain@fs.fed.us,
mhilliard@fs.fed.us, clmyers@fs.fed.us


cc


Subject Fwd: Chattooga comment letter - Friends of Upper
Chattooga


Jerome, Georgel, Marisue and Chuck:  FOR YOU INFORMATION, Friends of the Upper
Chattooga filed the following this date and will mail a signed, hard copy tomorrow.
Joe Gatins
Spokesman, Friends of the Upper Chattooga
706-782-9944


Begin forwarded message:


From: Joseph Gatins <jgatins@alltel.net>
Date: July 30, 2008 12:51:24 PM EDT
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga comment letter - Friends of Upper
Chattooga


Friends of the Upper Chattooga


2489 Glade Road


Clayton, Georgia 30525


706-782-9944


July 30, 2008


Via E-Mail and U.S. Mail


USDA Forest Service


Francis Marion & Sumter National Forests



mailto:jgatins@alltel.net

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





ATTN:  Chattooga Planning Team


4391 Broad River Road


Columbia, South Carolina 29212


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


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


Dear Sir or Madam:


Thank you for seeking public comment on the U.S. Forest Service’s proposal for
management of recreation uses on the Upper Chattooga River.  We commend the
Forest Service for giving the management of this special place that is part of the
Congressionally-designated Wild and Scenic Chattooga River and Ellicott Rock
Wilderness the careful consideration it is due.  Friends of the Upper Chattooga, on its
own behalf and on behalf of each of its members, submits this letter in response to the
Forest Service’s request for comments on the pre-decisional/draft Environmental
Assessment (Draft EA) for the Management of Recreational Uses on the Upper
Chattooga River released on July 2, 2008.


Friends of the Upper Chattooga is a diverse coalition of conservation- and recreation-
minded organizations, including state councils of Trout Unlimited; state Wildlife
Federations; Georgia ForestWatch; Whiteside Cove Association; the Jackson-Macon
Conservation Alliance; and Wilderness Watch. As you know, members of Friends of
the Upper Chattooga have closely followed the Forest Service study and analysis of
this resource and participated in every opportunity for public comment offered by the
agency.  This we shall continue to do in efforts to help protect the Chattooga's wild
and scenic values, to educate the public to threats to these values, and to assist the
Forest Service in arriving at a reasonable decision that, above all, protects this river's
resources. The stretch of river at issue is a haven for hikers, hunters, naturalists, bird
watchers, swimmers and trout fishermen.  It includes the Chattooga Cliffs, Ellicott
Rock Wilderness and Rock Gorge, among the few remaining wild places in the tri-
state area that still provide high-quality solitude and wilderness experience.  We want
to help the Forest Service do what is best for the long-term future of the Upper
Chattooga.


Friends of the Upper Chattooga, individually and collectively, and the individual
signatories below would have preferred that the Forest Service adhere to and continue
the current zoning for the entire 57-mile Wild and Scenic Chattooga River, which
prohibits boating on any part of the headwaters above Route 28.  Zoning is an



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





appropriate management tool for the Forest Service to utilize for the Upper Chattooga,
and continuing the zoning–which wisely takes into account the recreation uses on the
lower part of the river as it has been for the past 30-plus years--is part of our
preferred management direction. 


We agree with the Forest Service that action is needed to support the outstanding
remarkable values (ORVs) of the Upper Chattooga, and we thank the agency for
proposing steps to safeguard ORVs in light of the expected increase in recreation use
of the resource over the next few years.  To assist the agency with its ultimate
decision regarding management of recreation uses on the Upper Chattooga, we
provide the following comments for your consideration.  Individual members of the
Friends of the Upper Chattooga also will separately submit additional comments
addressing the agency’s preferred alternative.


Scope of Assessment: The best approach would have been for the Forest Service to
have conducted a recreation study of the entire Wild and Scenic River portion of the
Chattooga River, which would have shown that current policy provides a diverse
blend of recreational activities in numerous settings. The Forest Service’s decision on
American Whitewater’s 2004 appeal directed the Sumter Forest Service to consider
“the diversity of river recreation opportunities available within the geographic
region.”   The Draft EA’s Recreational Review (section 3.3-1) remains focused on the
Upper Chattooga and continues to narrowly define social impacts within the
headwaters only.    Zoning boating to the majority of the River (the portion below
Highway 28 and the West Fork watershed) remains the best option for protecting the
environment and enhancing the remarkable recreation opportunities available in the
Upper Chattooga.


Implementation Resources: Regardless of the management alternative finally
selected, it is critical for the agency to provide the resources necessary to implement
the final management policy to prevent adverse impacts to the ORVs.   To the extent
boating may be permitted, the Friends urge that access to boating be made contingent
on the boating community’s compliance with restrictions and that penalties for
unauthorized use have sufficient deterrent value.


Management uniformity:  The Friends strongly urge the agency to adopt uniform
standards for all three forests regarding policy enforcement and large woody debris
(“LWD”) management. The removal of any LWD should be based on the “primary
emphasis” standards found within section 10 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.


 New Access points:  The impact from use, parking needs and designation of County
Line Road or the spur trail off the Chattooga River Trail requires an explanation.


Wilderness character:  The final decision must protect the area's wilderness
character, including outstanding opportunities for solitude, natural conditions,
unhindered natural processes, and lack of human-built structures and installations.







Other Users: The agency’s final decision should ensure the safety of swimmers in
the Upper Chattooga and should insure that the desired conditions from all users
collected in 2005 during the LAC be incorporated into the final EA. 


Biological resources:  The agency’s final decision should protect the biological
resources of the Upper Chattooga, including vegetation and wildlife habitat on the
main stem and tributaries.  We ask that the agency carefully review the impact
additional boating will have on birds nesting in the riparian zones.


Please do not hesitate to contact us if there are questions, or if you would like to
discuss the points above in person.


Sincerely yours, 


 


___________________________________


Michael Squeak Smith


Morganton, North Carolina 


Board of Trustees, Trout Unlimited 


By JG, with express permission


 


 


_____________________________________


Joseph Gatins


Satolah, Georgia







Co-District Leader


Georgia ForestWatch


 


 


_________________________________


Doug Adams


Rabun Gap, Georgia


Newsletter Editor, Rabun Chapter, Trout Unlimited


By JG, with express permission


 


 


 


________________________________


Charlie Breithaupt


Clayton, Georgia


Chairman, Georgia Council of Trout Unlimited


By JG, with express permission







 


 


 


_________________________________


Tom McInnis


Past Chairman, South Carolina Council of Trout Unlimited


Clemson, South Carolina


By JG, with express permission


 


 


________________________________


Art Shick


West Union, South Carolina


South Carolina TU National Leadership Council Representative


 


 ______________________________


David Bates 


Highlands, North Carolina







Executive Director, Jackson-Macon Conservation Alliance


By JG, with express permission


 


_______________________________


Wyatt Stevens and Mike Bamford


Asheville and Cashiers, North Carolina


for the Whiteside Cove Association


By JG, with express permission


__________________________________


George Nickas


Missoula, Montana


Executive Director, Wilderness Watch


By JG, with express permission


 


 


_______________________________







John Benbow,


Concord, North Carolina


Immediate Past President, North Carolina Wildlife Federation


By JG, with express permission


 


_________________________________


David Van Lear


Pendleton, South Carolina


For the South Carolina Wildlife Federation


By JG, with express permission


 


____________________________________


Butch Clay


Mountain Rest, South Carolina


Teacher/Naturalist, Cherokee Creek Boys School


By JG, with express permission







 


___________________________________


Edwin Dale


Athens, Georgia


Former outdoor recreation planner and LAC Consultant


Chattahoochee National Forest, 1990-2002


By JG, with express permission


 


cc:       Dr. Jerome Thomas, Supervisor, Francis Marion & Sumter National Forests


            Marisue Hilliard, Supervisor, Nantahala-Pisgah National Forest


            George Bain, Supervisor, Chattahoochee-Oconee National Forests


            Charles L. Myers, Associate Deputy Chief, USDA Forest Service


            Various other Forest Service officials interested in this issue








From: Todd Bowser
Reply To: todd.bowser@betteralliance.com
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/04/2008 07:18 PM


August 4, 2008
Dear Sumter National Forest,
My name is Todd Bowser.  I have been an avid outdoorsman since moving to north
Georgia after graduation from college.  After reviewing the Environmental Assessment
regarding the recreational management of the Chattooga River, I must disagree with
your analysis and your proposal.  Please consider the following concerns I have
regarding this issue:


The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling on the
Chattooga and has found none.  It is time to open the river to boating.
The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one.  The AW
appeal decision required a user capacity analysis.  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
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
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tributaries.
Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely   
Todd Bowser
Todd Bowser
678-732-5867
 








From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga
Date: 07/31/2008 09:34 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:34 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/29/2008 09:37 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: Chattooga


=======================================
     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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/29/2008 09:36 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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07/29/2008 09:34 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Chattooga


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


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/29/2008 09:34 AM -----


seankennedy05@comcast.net 


07/29/2008 09:24 AM


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


cc akimbell@fs.fed.us


Subject


To Whom It May Concern:


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


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







head out of its _ss, makes me feel that this is but another foolish attempt by the
powers at be to do something that equals nothing.


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


 
Sean Kennedy
504 Stone Rd
Knoxville, TN


 








From: Claire Hews
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/05/2008 09:19 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 Claire Hews and I am a whitewater (river) kayaker of 20 years, an executive
search consultant, and wilderness enthusiast living in Seattle, WA   I am very concerned
about unfair treatment of boaters on the Chattooga River as well as the poor precedent this
sets for recreational management on other wild and scenic rivers. Everywhere else in the
country, boaters are free to float the Wild and Scenic Rivers. Near Seattle we have the
Skykomish River that hosts thousands of user days per year with no closures.


I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of the
Chattooga River. I don’t agree with your analysis and oppose your proposal. Both treat me
and my community of river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal and would not meet my
needs as a whitewater kayaker.  Please consider the following concerns I have regarding this
issue:


I understand that the USFS has spent thirteen years searching for reasons to continue to limit
paddling on the Chattooga River and has found none. It is time to open the river to boating
– this is unprecedented. Where is this rationale coming from?


The Environmental Assessment is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one.
The AW appeal decision REQUIRED a user capacity analysis. Where is it? Without this
how can you say that you fairly assessed the needs of boaters? Obviously you did not, which
is illegal.


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.. How is this
considered fair???


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,



mailto:clairehews@comcast.net

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

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





            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.


 


Sincerely


 
Claire Hews
1605 NE 73rd St.
Seattle, WA 98115
 


Claire Hews
206-323-7600








From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooge River plan
Date: 07/31/2008 10:13 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 10:13 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/30/2008 12:49 PM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: Chattooge River plan


=======================================
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC
     Phone 803-561-4081
     Fax     803-561-4004
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 12:49 PM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES



mailto:CN=Michelle Burnett/OU=R8/O=USDAFS
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07/30/2008 12:48 PM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: Chattooge River plan


Rosanne Rowe
Executive Assistant to the Chief
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW
Office: 202-205-8439
Cell: 202-384-7412
Fax: 202-358-4063
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 12:48 PM -----


"Knox Worde"
<playboatr@earthlink.net> 


07/30/2008 11:54 AM
Please respond to


playboatr@earthlink.net


To akimbell@fs.fed.us


cc


Subject Re: Chattooge River plan


Dear Ms Kimbell,


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


The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling on the Chattooga and has found none. 
It is time to open the river to boating. 
The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one.  The American Whitewater appeal decision
required a user capacity analysis.  Where is it? 
No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on
tributaries  without any justification. 
The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the river because they considers boating to be
the only management variable, while other larger more impactful uses are not seriously considered for limits.  
The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and
allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on the remaining reach  while allowing all other wilderness conforming
existing uses in unlimited numbers..  This is not equitable and not acceptable!  Using the flow and date limitations
listed under the proposal and reviewing historical flow data; only 1 day in the last 5 years would boating been
possibly allowed! 
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. 
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 directing that  a real user capacity analysis be conducted and immediately
allowing boating in the same numbers, places, and seasons that  allow all existing users.  


In closing I would like to comment that I am also a fisherman; I have been so for over 45 years. I can see no logic in the claim of a
"conflict" between persons fishing and boating; it just isn't true. This proposed ruling is irrational,  unjustifiable and is in violation of
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. It is unfortunate that additional taxpayers' dollars will be spent before this issue is rightfully resolved.


Thank you for considering these comments,


Sincerely,


T K Worde


763 J E Burnette Rd
Bryson City, NC 28713


 


 
Knox Worde
playboatr@earthlink.net
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From: Nancy Gilbert
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/05/2008 09:36 AM


I'm a long time whitewater kayak paddler from Raleigh, NC. I'm recently retired but still paddle as often
as I can. In addition my sons and my 2 grandsons have become avid boaters.


We have been following the Chattooga access issue for some time and frequently discuss the
discrimination that seems so blatant. Try as we might, we can't find out what this discrimination is
based on. It seems to be a totally arbitrary decision.


We were waiting for the capacity analysis to be completed as we were certain this would support our
view. To our surprise, an appropriate analysis was never even started let alone completed.


After all these years of boating and volunteering to clean up after fishermen and other river users, I
can't imagine what the ban on boating is based on. I can clean up a trash bag full of fishing trash in
about 10 - 15 minutes then come back in a month and do it all over again. Boaters not only clean up
trash left by other groups while we wait at riverside for our shuttle drivers to get back, we strictly
adhere to a policy of "pack it in - pack it out" for any of our own trash, of which there is very little.


We strongly believe that this section of the Chattooga be regulated for boaters in the same manner as
it is for any other user group. To do anything else would be totally unfair. 


 



mailto:rapidgal@worldnet.att.net
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From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooge River plan
Date: 07/31/2008 09:47 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:47 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/30/2008 12:49 PM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: Chattooge River plan


=======================================
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC
     Phone 803-561-4081
     Fax     803-561-4004
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 12:49 PM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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07/30/2008 12:48 PM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: Chattooge River plan


Rosanne Rowe
Executive Assistant to the Chief
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW
Office: 202-205-8439
Cell: 202-384-7412
Fax: 202-358-4063
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 12:48 PM -----


"Knox Worde"
<playboatr@earthlink.net> 


07/30/2008 11:54 AM
Please respond to


playboatr@earthlink.net


To akimbell@fs.fed.us


cc


Subject Re: Chattooge River plan


Dear Ms Kimbell,


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


The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling on the Chattooga and has found none. 
It is time to open the river to boating. 
The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one.  The American Whitewater appeal decision
required a user capacity analysis.  Where is it? 
No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on
tributaries  without any justification. 
The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the river because they considers boating to be
the only management variable, while other larger more impactful uses are not seriously considered for limits.  
The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and
allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on the remaining reach  while allowing all other wilderness conforming
existing uses in unlimited numbers..  This is not equitable and not acceptable!  Using the flow and date limitations
listed under the proposal and reviewing historical flow data; only 1 day in the last 5 years would boating been
possibly allowed! 
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. 
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 directing that  a real user capacity analysis be conducted and immediately
allowing boating in the same numbers, places, and seasons that  allow all existing users.  


In closing I would like to comment that I am also a fisherman; I have been so for over 45 years. I can see no logic in the claim of a
"conflict" between persons fishing and boating; it just isn't true. This proposed ruling is irrational,  unjustifiable and is in violation of
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. It is unfortunate that additional taxpayers' dollars will be spent before this issue is rightfully resolved.


Thank you for considering these comments,


Sincerely,


T K Worde


763 J E Burnette Rd
Bryson City, NC 28713


 


 
Knox Worde
playboatr@earthlink.net
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From: Ed Crockett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 08/05/2008 11:06 AM


Dear Sumter National Forest,


I am writing from Denver, Colorado to voice my comments and concerns on the Environmental
Assessment regarding the recreational management of the Chattooga River. Living in Colorado provides
me with an opportunity to experience some of the most beautiful areas of our country and the hard
work performed by the Forest Service staff. I was extremely disappointed to hear of the Foresat
Services plan to extremly limit access to the whitewater paddling communtiy on the Chattoga River. I
was dismayed to find out the Forest Service hired qualified consultants at taxpayer expense then choose
to ignore the consultants recommendations. We here in Colorado are fortunate to have the Poudre River
designated as a Wild and Scenic River and the paddling community as a whole is quite proud of that
desigantion and make sure to treat the area as the type of pristine wildernees that it is. I will be
contacting Congessman Udall and Senators Allard and Salazr here in Coloardo to lobby on behalf of the
paddling community. 


Please consider the following concerns I have regarding this Chatooga issue:
The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling on the Chattooga and
has found none.  It is time to open the river to boating.
The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one.  The AW appeal decision
required a user capacity analysis.  Where is it?
No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the upper Chattooga Cliffs
reach and on tributaries – without any justification.
The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the river because they
considers boating to be the only management variable, while other larger more impactful uses
are not seriously considered for limits. 
The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a ban on tributary
boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on the remaining reach – while allowing all
other wilderness conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers..  This is not equitable and not
acceptable!  
The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits
The EA lacks a full range of alternatives
The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at least a year late and has wasted millions
in tax payer money
The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input
The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed measure that
should be eliminated from any considerations. There is no way a paddler can know this number
and will be an administrative burden for the agency.
Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows boating on the entire
Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes
encounter standards based on a real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limit total use only
when encounter standards are consistently exceeded, and 5) will do so using all available indirect
measures first.
The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic Rivers regardless of who owns
the land along the river.
All aspects of the “Outstanding Remarkable Values” of Wild and Scenic Rivers should be
protected on the entire river, not just in some areas.


Regards, 
Ed Crockett


Reveal your inner athlete and share it with friends on Windows Live. Share now!
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From: Gary Wilson
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project
Date: 07/31/2008 07:57 AM
Attachments: rapidpirate.vcf


Chattooga_2008.doc


Hello!


Attached are my comments regarding the Chattooga River Project. Thanks for
considering our input!


-- 


-gary-
Jackson Kayak Ambassador / WorldKayak Ambassador
http://worldkayakblogs.com/rapidpirate


E-mail message checked by Spyware Doctor (5.5.1.322)
Database version: 5.10380e
http://www.pctools.com/spyware-doctor/
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U.S. Forest Service



Chattooga River Project


4931 Broad River Road


Columbia, SC 29212.


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


07/29/08


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest,



While I live in Idaho, I am a citizen concerned with your proposal for the Chattooga River and all rivers running through public lands.


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



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



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



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



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



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



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



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



· The EA lacks a full range of alternatives



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



· The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input



· 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.



· Paddling is a very unobtrusive and environmentally friendly way of moving through our public lands.



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 Wilson



6 Sand Hollow Ln
Horseshoe Bend, Idaho  83629







From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Lift the ban on boating in the Chattooga Headwaters
Date: 07/31/2008 09:42 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:42 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/29/2008 11:21 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: Lift the ban on boating in the Chattooga
Headwaters


=======================================
     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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/29/2008 11:21 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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07/29/2008 11:17 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: Lift the ban on boating in the Chattooga
Headwaters


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


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/29/2008 11:16 AM -----


Roger Loughney
<roger@immersionresearch.com> 


07/29/2008 10:53 AM


To <akimbell@fs.fed.us>


cc


Subject Lift the ban on boating in the Chattooga
Headwaters


Upon further research, I felt I needed to add an addendum to my comments on
the Environmental Assessment -- Managing Recreation Uses on the Upper
Chattooga River. Clearly, the preferred alternative #4 is a thinly veiled attempt
to maintain the 30 year-old boating ban through an array of unjustified
restrictions and a system that will be completely unable to determine if the
headwaters reaches a daily mean of 450cfs. Thus, making it almost impossible
for a day to be declared “boatable” by the Forest Services own standards! The
Forest Services preferred alternative #4 is, in fact, a complete boating ban.
Allow me to elaborate…..
 
The bottom of page 8 states:
 
“In this and other alternatives that consider boating at specific flow levels, the
term "boatable day" is based on a PREDICTABLE 24-hour flow average
rather than on a PREDICTION that the river may reach a certain flow level
for a limited amount of time on a given day. For example, in Alternative 4,
the corresponding number of "boatable days" is the estimated number of days
when the water level would be PREDICTED to average 450 cfs over the
course of a 24-hour period, not simply when the flow level is expected to hit







450 cfs for a limited time.”
 
Furthermore, the FS estimates there will be an average number of 6 (a range
of 0 to 11) boatable days for its alternative, #4.
 
From the Macon County News, July 14 2008: 
 
““How is that (450cfs daily mean) going to be measured? Well, I don’t know
if all of that has been worked out yet,” Seyden said. Sumter National Forest
Public Affairs Officer Michelle Burnette said, “Currently, the agency is
exploring a variety of ways to predict a ‘boatable’ day. If the preferred
alternative is implemented, the agency will declare a ‘boatable’ day and will
most likely post this information on the Forest Service Web site.” She said a
self-registering system would be put in place similar to the type used on lower
portions of the river.”
 
Read the full article at:
http://www.maconnews.com/index.php?
option=com_content&task=view&id=2915&
 
What does all that mean? In order to reduce the average number of day’s
boaters might be allowed to boat the headwaters the FS has decided to use a
daily mean instead of a set water level. A set water level can be easily
checked; however a daily mean is more complicated and, conveniently, further
reduces the number of boating days in the headwaters. The most accurate way
to arrive at a daily mean is by averaging all the river level data from the
previous day. But that would be too obvious a boating ban to declare a day
boatable after the fact. So, what is left? PREDICTING the daily mean. How
will the FS PREDICT the daily mean? Rainfall totals, of course.
 
The FS used several years’ worth of Real-Time water level data from the FS
Burrels Ford water gage to KNOW the river would reach a daily mean flow of
450 cfs 6 times a year on average. With that, they also know the average
amount of rain it takes to make the headwaters reach a daily mean of 450cfs.
When the PREDICTED rainfall totals are equal to the average amount of rain
it takes to reach the 450cfs daily mean, the FS will declare a day “boatable”.
Anyone who’s done river level correlations knows this is absurd! All accurate
river correlations are based on USGS (or similar) Real-Time water level
comparisons not PREDICTIONS. Correlating river levels based on







PREDICTED rain totals is so inaccurate it verges on pure speculation.
 
Here’s where the problem lies: Boaters have 6 boatable days on average. For
argument’s sake, let’s say the headwaters will run after an average of 1.5” of
rain. That means 50% of the time it will run when less than 1.5” of rain has
fallen and 50% of the time it will reach runnable levels only when more rain
has fallen. Since the FS will only use the 1.5” average, half of the estimated 6
boating days will be declared not boatable, because less than 1.5” of rain was
PREDICTED! Now there are only 3 boatable days left!
 
Just because 1.5” of rain falls and the FS PREDICTS a day will be boatable,
doesn’t mean the river will came up to actual runnable levels. Ground
dryness/saturation plays a huge part in how the watershed reacts to rainfall. In
other words, boatable days are lost due to soil conditions and the natural
margin of error in PREDICTING rain totals.
 
How rain effects a river also depends on how much fell and how fast. A long
soaking rain affects a river differently than a hard short rain of the same
amount. So, now the FS PREDICTS the river will be boatable, however, let’s
say the rain came down in a single massive storm and not a slow soaking rain.
The headwaters are declared boatable by FS rainfall total PREDICTIONS, but
is in fact is too high to run safely and will drop to below runnable levels
quickly. Rain events like this were used to arrive at the 6 boatable day
average. However, this would not be a boatable day. Another day is lost due
to the margin of error.
 
Let’s now look at the timing issue. The FS estimated 6 days would be
runnable. However, they did not make adjustments to this average for when
the boatable levels were at night or too late in the day to safely run the river
without running out of day light. If a day is PREDICTED to be boatable, yet
the water levels reach boatable levels too late in the day or at night, boatable
days are lost.
 
I also find it hard to believe, that the Forest Service Rangers will be vigilant
enough to watch developing weather reports and predictions so that a boatable
day won’t be “accidentally” missed. Boating days will be missed because
Rangers go home at 5pm and predicted rain amounts will be adjusted as the
rain events progress through the night. Boaters need timely and accurate
information very early in the morning to decide on a river destination. It is







clear that this will probably not happen within the Rangers normal work
hours. Thus eliminating more boatable days due to human error.
 
Of all the PREDICTED runnable days, 71% will be on weekdays when, real
people, with real jobs, and real lives won’t be able to drop everything and
head for the river. This conveniently eliminates 90% of all boaters.
 
Remember in the Macon Times article it said that when the headwaters are
PREDICTED to be runnable the FS “will most likely post this information on
the Forest Service Web site.” This was the message I received on the FS
website from 7/13/08 to 7/16/08:
 
“We are experiencing technical difficulties with our web site at this time.
Visitors to the site may find that some information is outdated or unavailable.
We are working to resolve this issue as soon as possible. In the meantime, if
you cannot find the information you need, please call (803) 561-4000 or e-
mail cforney@fs.fed.us. We apologize for any inconvenience.”
 
Who knows how long that message has been up? Obviously, the FS is unable
to guarantee accurate and timely information on their web site. Since the
weather forecasts change rapidly, I doubt the Ranger’s ability to have the
“legal boatable days” posted in a timely manner as well.
 
In short it isn’t hard to eliminate all possible boating days by using inaccurate
PREDICTIONS, and “lack of accurate and timely information” methods. By
any other name, alternative #4 is in fact a boating ban.
 
I support restrictions and bans on user groups, provided they are justified and
supported with competent scientific user studies and hard facts. The Forest
Service has not completed such studies and continues to ban boating. The
Forest Service has also not completed studies on the effects of stocking non-
native aquatic species in the wilderness and the effects of the anglers stocking
attracts. Yet, for some reason, they have supported this invasive practice for
decades. This gives the appearance that the Sumter Forest Service is, at best,
bowing to political pressure and an old-boy network and, at worst, is simply
corrupt.
 
I am asking the Forest Service to abandon alternative #4. It is so blatantly and
unjustifiably unfair and discriminatory that it invites a lawsuit that will only







sap the limited financial resources of the Forest Service. Please don’t spend
my tax dollars in this way. Use them to protect and preserve our wilderness
fairly. As I stated in my previous comments, please abandon this unjust
alternative in favor of Alternative #8.
 
Thank you –
Roger Loughney
Confluence, PA








From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: The Chattooga has enough boating
Date: 07/31/2008 09:28 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:28 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/28/2008 09:10 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: The Chattooga has enough boating


=======================================
     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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/28/2008 09:10 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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07/25/2008 09:24 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: The Chattooga has enough boating


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


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/25/2008 09:23 AM -----


"Michael Bamford"
<mbamford123@comcast.net> 


07/22/2008 04:58 PM


To <akimbell@fs.fed.us>


cc


Subject The Chattooga has enough boating


   Dear Gail Kimbell,


 
          Management of  the Chattooga river offers a diversity of resource settings for a
broad range of visitors.       The recent draft EA published by the Sumter Forest Service
proposes to continue to offer a variety of recreational setting while accommodating
kayakers during higher flows which are most common in the winter.


 
        American Whitewater (AW) has argued that boaters would only be able to boat
during cold weather after large events, therefore conflict with other users would be
moot.   This rhetoric can be found within their 2004 appeal and in numerous Western
North Carolina newspaper articles printed over the past few years.   Seasonal and flow-
level restrictions was initial proposed by AW to the USFS back in the fall of 1997, as a
compromise for access.    The USFS has simply selected a preferred alternative that
matches what AW  “said” they wanted and preserves most O.R.Value concerns.   Brilliant!
        
     Over the past four years I have watched the USFS conduct the LAC study (as
recommended by AW in 2002) conduct a recreational flow study (as recommended by AW
in the appeal) using a consultant, recommended by AW.    Now AW is screaming that the
assessment is unfair, because the outcome does not give them everything they now
demand.  


 
Like a spoiled child AW remains fixated on what they do not have and continues


to demand it.  


 
     For thirty years kayakers have enjoyed over 60% of the designated Chattooga WSR







and 75% of the Chattooga Watershed without boater limitations.   Now the USFS
proposes an additional  seven miles of river could be open with restrictions and American
Whitewater remains fixated on the limitations, not on the proposed compromise that
protects other visitor experiences and offers more boating.
       
    AW’s egocentric arguments request that the USFS ignore all other visitors, the wildlife
and the fact that they already enjoy the majority of the watershed for whitewater.   AW
demands a complete focus on kayaker needs and has refused to even consider the
desires of any other user-group that also uses the Chattooga River.  In fact AW argues
that the USFS should reduce fishing, horseback riding and hiking to accommodate more
boating.   What might be next?; possibly a request to remove the “pesky” wildlife found
along the Chattooga.


 
     AW has stirred up a frenzy within the boating community in order to continue fighting
until they get what they now demand (and it also makes for good fundraising).   The
USFS now needs to consider how to deal with the spoiled child.   Instead of turning to
the conflict resolution manual , I suggest Dr. Spock or another Child psychologist like T
Berry Brazelton could offer more helpful advice on dealing with AW.


 
   Good luck and thank you for your time.


 


 
Michael Bamford
Cashiers, NC 
Member Friends Of The Upper Chattooga; Advocates For Wilderness


 


 
     


 


 


 


 


 








From: Ron Thomas
To: Comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Use
Date: 08/01/2008 11:02 PM


I am an avid fly fisherman and appreciate the idea that everyone should have the opportunity
to enjoy our natural resources.  I enjoy the solitude to be found on this section of the
Chattooga River and would like to see it remain unspoiled and natural.  I think alternative #4
is a fair suggestion as to the use of the river and I support it.
 
Thanks for all the research and hard work.
 
Ron Thomas
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From: Harrison
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River boating ban
Date: 07/31/2008 08:33 AM
Attachments: Final Chattooga comments.rtf


To: U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, S.C. 29212


From: E.H. Metzger
177 Hall Road
Horse Shoe, N.C. 28742


July 31, 2008


First, I want to express my disappointment and disgust in your office  
for wasting millions of dollars of taxpayer money on  what has turned  
out to be a farce, since this "Environmental Assessment" proves you  
never had any intention of giving paddlers a fair outcome. I had  
hopes the USFS would reach a fair and equitable solution. I could not  
fathom that professional land managers could conduct this long,  
involved and costly process and still try to exclude the lowest  
impact, wilderness compatible form of human powered recreation from a  
National Wild and Scenic River.


Once again you have offered no scientific justification for  
continuing this ban, or for managing a river corridor so that other  
wilderness compatible users — hikers and anglers — don't have to see  
whitewater canoe and kayak paddlers.


I have asked myself how your office could go against the ruling of  
the U.S. Forest Service chief, who ruled years ago in favor of equal  
access and treatment, and issue this document without conducting a  
true user capacity analysis. I can only conclude that some sort of  
cronyism or deep-seated political pandering is behind this  
indefensible decision.


The blame for this disaster rests squarely upon Sumter National  
Forest, in my opinion. It is not the trout fishermen's fault. Thirty  
years ago, the USFS granted anglers and anti-paddling locals a false  
entitlement to exclusive use of the Chattooga's upper 30 miles.  
Nowhere else in the United States does the USFS prohibit whitewater  
paddling, so the ban remains inconsistent with national river  
management. If allowed to stand, it will set a dangerous precedent in  
which meddling bureaucrats elsewhere will further restrict our God  
given freedom to paddle wild rivers and coexist with other user groups.


Nowhere in the analysis is this basic question answered: Why are  
anglers entitled to a stream devoid of paddlers? We share rivers  
everywhere else in the United States, and just about everywhere Trout  
Unlimited and paddlers are natural allies in river conservation. The  
USFS/SNF has created a poisonous and false user conflict where non  
exists by granting fishermen a "paddler-free" river for 30 years.


SNF is also shirking its duty to protect and provide equal access to  
the Chattooga Cliff and Rock Gorge/Big Bend sections of the Upper  
Chattooga. The fact that the uppermost section is excluded from  
review strengthens the concern that your office bans boaters there at  
the behest of the Whiteside Cove Association and its allies. But a  
National Wild and Scenic River is not meant to be an exclusive  
playground for the rich and politically connected. Unfortunately the  
USFS has a history of bowing to such interests, as it did when it  
failed to acquire the land along the Upper Horsepasture River when a  
few miles away from the Upper Chattooga when Duke Energy put that  
tract up for sale.


It appears that SNF reached its preferred alternative with the intent  
of throwing paddlers a tiny bone in the form of overly restrictive  
and impractical boating opportunities on only one third of the Upper  
Chattooga, believing that this would hold up in court. It will not.  
By failing to conduct a true user capacity analysis, and by unfairly  
singling out boaters while granting other non-motorized users  
unrestricted access, your office has assured there will be a  
rigorous, justified and ultimately successful court challenge.


To summarize:


— This "EA" is a clearly a political, not a scientific document,  
which offers no basis for continuing the boating ban.


— The proposal to allow for a few small parties to paddle one third  
of the headwaters from zero to six days a year during the dead of  
winter at high water amounts to a continued ban. There is no way a  
paddling group will be able to ascertain a 450 cfs average daily flow  
until the day is over. The river is clearly boatable at lower flows,  
yet those would still be sub-optimal for trout fishing and naturally  
limit any contacts between boaters and fishermen.


— You cannot, under the Forest Chief's order, severely restrict  
paddling and allow all other wilderness compatible users unrestricted  
access access, yet this is what this "EA" proposes. It will not stand  
in a court of law.


— To avoid litigation and more wasted millions of tax dollars, the  
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USFS should immediately lift the ban as specified in alternative 8 on  
all the Upper Chattooga below Grimshaws. This will provide a real  
world user analysis and show the fears fostered by three decades of  
segregation and false entitlement to be unfounded. If there are needs  
for reasonable restrictions to truly protect the resource, paddlers  
will not oppose them.


It is time for your intractable bureaucracy to stop playing "nanny  
state" and allow American paddlers, hikers and fishermen to share  
this outstanding resource we all love, as we do on every other river  
on the United States. I am saddened that it will apparently take a  
court challenge, wasting more taxpayer dollars and diverting funds  
that are badly needed for river conservation elsewhere, to right this  
wrong. We look forward to repairing our natural alliances with trout  
fishermen once the USFS gets out of the way and allows us to interact  
peacefully and with due consideration for each other on the  
headwaters of the Chattooga.


E.H. Metzger








From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Upper Chatooga River Access
Date: 07/31/2008 09:47 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:46 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/30/2008 10:12 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: Upper Chatooga River Access


=======================================
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC
     Phone 803-561-4081
     Fax     803-561-4004
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 10:12 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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07/30/2008 10:05 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: Upper Chatooga River Access


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


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 10:05 AM -----


"Justin Benton"
<gbrmedic@gmail.com> 


07/30/2008 09:15 AM


To akimbell@fs.fed.us


cc


Subject Upper Chatooga River Access


July 28 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


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


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


Primairly, I believe it to beflawed that the USFS showes such discrimination to kayakers
without cause. It is my belief that these waterways are public property and access to them
should be free to all to enjoy. I can respect the USFS decisions to limit access to areas to
preserve and protect the wildlife. In the grand scheme of things I find it difficult to imagine
how kayaking could be seen as such a diabolocial force against nature as we cause no
erosion, we dont disturb any soil or plant species and as a group kayakers are some of the
most proactive river stewards that I have spent time with. Our enjoyment of these waterways







would cause some of the lowest impact of any recreational use. Surely stocking non-native
fish species has a higher environmental impact than allowing public access to float kayaks
down the water.


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


Thank you for considering these comments,


Sincerely


Justin Benton
13 Brookdale Ave
Asheville NC 28804


 
715 573 8446








From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga EA Comment
Date: 07/31/2008 09:43 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:43 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/30/2008 08:11 AM


To Tony L White/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Michelle
Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga EA Comment


=======================================
     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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 08:10 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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07/30/2008 07:34 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga EA Comment


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


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 07:33 AM -----


"Rob Maxwell"
<rangerrob2000@hotmail.com> 


07/30/2008 06:57 AM


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


cc <akimbell@fs.fed.us>


Subject Upper Chattooga EA Comment


Dear Sir/Madam,


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


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


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


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


 







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


 
 “I know one of the key issues in the ruling was angler/boater confrontations and I personally
can not wait for a boater to sweep through my fishing spot when i'm out in the middle of the
ellicott rock wilderness area... enough said”
Posted: 07/07/08, 6:19 PM by Trout-Triger


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


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


 
Where would our society be if we all followed the Forest Services’ doctrine of “zoning” to
avoid conflict with a small minority of users? As I recall, our nation tacked this issue in the
1950’s and 60’s with the civil rights movement. In the face of great conflict and civil unrest,
the Supreme Court struck down this “separate but equal” fallacy and reaffirmed “equal
protection under the law”. Does the Forest Service honestly believe its 1950’s mindset is
superior to the ruling of our highest court? Its time the Forest Service stepped into the
21st century and abides by the fundamental doctrine “equal protection under the law.”


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


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


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







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


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


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


 
Thank You
Robert Maxwell
Atlanta GA


 








From: Charlie  & Kathy Breithaupt
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River comments from GA Trout Unlimited
Date: 07/31/2008 10:16 AM


 
Georgia Council of Trout Unlimited


 
 


Charlie Breithaupt, Chairman            194 Kitchins Lane  Clayton, GA 30525
www.georgiatu.org                                          knc615@windstream.net


 
 
 


July 28, 2008
 
Via E-Mail
USDA Forest Service
Francis Marion & Sumter National Forests
ATTN:  Chattooga Planning Team
4391 Broad River Road
Columbia, South Carolina 29212
 
Dear Sir or Madam:
 
On behalf of the Executive Committee of the Georgia Council of Trout Unlimited, representing over 3400
members of Trout Unlimited in Georgia, I am writing to comment on Preferred Alternative #4 for
management of the upper Chattooga River. The work done by the Forest Service in this study is greatly
appreciated and we thank you for the opportunity to provide input.
 
We think that Alternative #3 is a better choice to protect the resource and provide backcountry solitude but
we can and will support the preferred Alternative #4. However, in order that Alternative #4 is effective in
its design, the following elements must be emphasized:
 
      Enforcement of all regulations, along with stiffer fines, must occur. In addition we encourage the


creation of a “river ranger” to enforce these regulations and protect the resource.
 
      A comprehensive plan for dealing with Large Woody Debris (LWD) in all three forests must be


prepared.
 
This has been a long and complicated study and the Forest Service should be proud of what has been
done. The choice to zone the resource to avoid user conflict and protect the Outstandingly Remarkable
Values is sound management and good stewardship of our forests.
 
Sincerely,


 


Sincerely,
 
 
Charles C. Breithaupt Jr.
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From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga EA Comments
Date: 07/31/2008 09:31 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:31 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/29/2008 09:28 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tony L
White/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga EA Comments


=======================================
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC
     Phone 803-561-4081
     Fax     803-561-4004
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/29/2008 09:28 AM -----


Wade Vagias
<lostvagias@hotmail.com> To <comments-southern-francismarion-


sumter@fs.fed.us>
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07/28/2008 10:45 AM
cc <tlwhite01@fs.fed.us>, <jthomas01@fs.fed.us>


Subject Upper Chattooga EA Comments


Mr. Jerome Thomas-


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


 
1.       Where is the equity in the preferred EA? 


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


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


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


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


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







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


 
4.       EQUITY?  Where did the 450 cfs cut-off come from?  This flow level is the
highest level for fishing and an optimum for boating.  In short, fisherman are allowed
access for an entire flow ‘window’ (lowest flows to what is considered maximum for
fishing) while boaters only get ‘half a window’ (from optimum boating flow to what
is considered maximum).   This is unfair for potential boaters with no empirical
evidence to suggest this is the best alternative.  


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


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


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


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


 
Thank you for you consideration of my comments. 


 
/s/ Wade Vagias
107 Hartwell Drive
Seneca, SC  29672


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







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



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






From: Anissa Rust
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 07/31/2008 05:35 PM


Dear Sumter National Forest,


My name is Anissa Rust and I have been very fortunate to have spent much time enjoying the 
pristine, beautiful Upper Chattooga River in all seasons throughout much of my life: swimming and 
picnicking with my family and hiking and walking in the river.


I very much appreciate this opportunity to comment on the draft Assessment.


Although I feel no boating would have been the best alternative for the upper Chattooga, I am 
relieved that the proposed alternative protects the swimmers in the numerous holes along the Upper 
River. Please keep paddlers from spoiling the swim holes for the many families that enjoy that 
activity.


Sincerely,


Anissa Rust


_________________________________________________________________
Use video conversation to talk face-to-face with Windows Live Messenger.
http://www.windowslive.com/messenger/connect_your_way.html?
ocid=TXT_TAGLM_WL_Refresh_messenger_video_072008
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From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga Recreation Comments
Date: 08/02/2008 07:44 AM


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


Sent from my Blackberry
▼ Carol L Forney


    ----- Original Message -----
    From: Carol L Forney
    Sent: 08/01/2008 09:17 AM EDT
    To: Michelle Burnett
    Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga Recreation Comments


Caroline Forney
Information Assistant, Public Affairs Office
Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212-3530
cforney@fs.fed.us
phone (803) 561-4002 // fax (803) 561-4004 


 
----- Forwarded by Carol L Forney/R8/USDAFS on 08/01/2008 09:16 AM -----


keith cloud <keithcloud@yahoo.com> 


07/31/2008 08:35 PM
Please respond to


keithcloud@yahoo.com


To cforney@fs.fed.us


cc keith cloud <keithcloud@yahoo.com>


Subject Upper Chattooga Recreation Comments


Dear Sir: The website would not allow sending my comment. Will you please forward it to the proper person if possible.


Thanks for your willingness to again accept comments, allowing me to state my concerns regarding this pristine
wilderness area. I am sure that all the alternatives have been well thought out and many hours have been involved in
getting us to this point. I thank each person who had a part in this worthwhile debate.


  
Clearly the alternatives that I prefer are of the first three presented which allow for no boating. I have visited
this river and recreated by fishing, boating and hiking this beautiful pristine area. The Chattooga is a very special
place, in fact I proposed to my wife on this river. It was also our first date as we set out for a nice hike and a
picnic on one of the huge boulders overlooking the vibrant Chattooga River. Clearly, I recognized the beauty of the
river and the beauty of the woman that I would come to marry. I was satisfied then with the management of the river
and had come 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, remoteness, esthetic values, and certain intangibles
have guided my thoughts concerning the proposals. 


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


As of today 07-30-08 it looks like Alternative 4 appears to be the one to be recommended. Personally, this appears to
be the one that most fishermen could probably live with. However, let me remind folks that once a little is given it
leaves for a lot to be taken. I do not believe that this will satisfy the other side. Point blank, they want much
more. As Barney Fife used to say "NIP IT." 


Since 4 has been the proposal floated around, I will address in this way. I do not see a lot of extra money floating
around to be dedicated to enforcement and monitoring of the those who recreate on the river. To accept a proposal
allowing boating without monies in hand to enforce is quite simply a failed strategy and wasteful misuse of time. Kind
of like fishing on credit. Over the past year, several areas on the Chattooga have been plagued by theft, vandalism
and other types of crime. Enforcement agencies are stretched very thin and with a recommendation that will surely
increase visitors, it could be much worse. Show me the MONEY and then I can be swayed for Alternative 4 or better, how
about keeping alternative 1 and working on how to get more money to beef up law enforcement presence on the river.


In regards to proposals 4-6, my concerns are that the river simply cannot and should not be managed in this light.
Quite simply the solitude and remoteness of this pristine river would be damaged. Removal of woody debris in order to
make way for boaters could damage viable systems of ecological importance. Also, keep in mind that the Chattooga is a
very fragile river. With persistent drought, water flows are at an all time low. It is during these times of low water
that water temperatures become a major concern in protection of trout and the many other species of God's creation
that make up the river system. Personally, I would like to see all of the river above Hwy 28 become catch and release
for the whole year. We all know that with more recreation, more people are going to attempt to access the river. I
seriously doubt governments ability to enforce any of the existing laws and future management of the river. Budget cuts
in areas of enforcement have
 NOT resulted in reassuring me of an ability to enforce laws and regulations that WILL be broken. Many of you in the
Forest Service and Dept of Natural Resources probably know someone that has lost a job due to budget cuts. It could be
one of you who are read this


> comment, that may be next to go. Also, I have yet to believe that an increase in funding will take place.
Personally, I think this is something that some folks want so bad and they will compromise their values in order to
achieve the objective. It is my belief that if they were to get what they want, the experience they are seeking will
not be worth it.


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


                                                                 Sincerely and Best Fishes, 
                                                                                                                       


                                                                                         Keith Cloud 
                        
                                                                                         915 Koon Rd 
                        
                                                                                         Irmo, SC. 29063 


                                                                                          803 606-7871 C  
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From: Donald M Kelly
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga Wild & Scenic River Draft Environmental Assessment
Date: 07/31/2008 07:19 PM


In response to the request for comments about the Forest Service's Upper Chattooga River Draft
Environmental Assessment, please find below the comments I submitted last year in response to an
earlier request for comments on the Forest Service's proposals for boaters' use of the Upper Chattooga
River.
 
My views have not changed in the past eleven months.   Your proposals for highly restricted boaters'
use of the river have not progressed and remain unreasonable.  Instead, your proposal should be
revised radically and should permit extensive boating on the Upper Chattooga River.
 
Sincerely
 
Donald M. Kelly
Tallahassee, Florida
 
----- Original Message -----
From: Donald M Kelly
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2007 9:30 PM
Subject: Alternatives for Managing Recreation, Chattooga Wild & Scenic River


In response to your request for comments about the six preliminary proposals for
recreation management on the Chattooga Wild and Scenic River,  I recommend that
you proceed with none of them and instead present a new proposal that allows
expanded access to all sections of the river by different types of boaters, i.e.,
kayakers, canoeists and rafters. 
 
The river's boating capacity is not infinite, but also is not small.  Further, for
virtually the entirety of the river corridor, boaters currently have very
limited impact, with the impacts essentially confined to put-ins and take-outs, with
the impacts at those points not being excessive.   Once a kayak, canoe or raft has
passed a point on the river, it's usually difficult to tell that anyone had been there
ever. 
 
I do not propose that there be no restrictions on river use, but if there were no limits,
the potential for over-use of the Chattooga is limited by two facts:  1.  From the
major population centers, it's not on the way to anyplace else.  Almost no one
paddles the Chattooga as part of some other activity or because it fits in nicely for a
planned trip.  2.  It's a free-flowing river and thus can't be relied on having sufficient
water for a trip planned significantly in advance.  These facts dictate that most
people who go the Chattooga go there only for the Chattooga and have short
planning horizons.  Others go to different rivers.  This will not likely change.
 
These facts have another consequence:  The boater attracted to the Chattooga tend to
be the more experienced boater.  Without exception that I'm familiar with,
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experienced boaters are highly sensitive to environmental issues regardless of their
age, occupation or background.   They have the knowledge and inclination to
minimize resource impacts.  I don't begrudge other user-groups' enjoyment of the
river corridor, but on a typical trip to the Chattooga, the impact of nonboating is
much more obvious than the impact from boaters.  It's a myth, this image of boaters
as thrill seekers whose antics destroy any possible pleasurable use of by others.
 
I've paddled the Chattooga more times that I can remember over the past 20 plus
years, and some of the best times of my life have been on the river.  This is one of
the most beautiful places anywhere, but I doubt that you needed me to tell you.  If
anything, your management plan should seek to present more not fewer boating
options.  Efforts to preserve the river corridor are laudable, but excessive limits that
reduce the numbers of potential users of the Chattooga also reduces the number of
supporters of preservation programs and of the Wild and Scenic Rivers program.
 
Donald M. Kelly
Tallahassee, Florida
 








From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga Recreation Comments
Date: 08/01/2008 12:39 PM


<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><>
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 08/01/2008 12:39 PM -----


Carol L Forney/R8/USDAFS 


08/01/2008 09:17 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga Recreation Comments


Caroline Forney
Information Assistant, Public Affairs Office
Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212-3530
cforney@fs.fed.us
phone (803) 561-4002 // fax (803) 561-4004 


 
----- Forwarded by Carol L Forney/R8/USDAFS on 08/01/2008 09:16 AM -----


keith cloud <keithcloud@yahoo.com> 


07/31/2008 08:35 PM
Please respond to


keithcloud@yahoo.com


To cforney@fs.fed.us


cc keith cloud <keithcloud@yahoo.com>


Subject Upper Chattooga Recreation Comments


Dear Sir: The website would not allow sending my comment. Will you please forward it to the proper person if possible.


Thanks for your willingness to again accept comments, allowing me to state my concerns regarding this pristine
wilderness area. I am sure that all the alternatives have been well thought out and many hours have been involved in
getting us to this point. I thank each person who had a part in this worthwhile debate.


  
Clearly the alternatives that I prefer are of the first three presented which allow for no boating. I have visited
this river and recreated by fishing, boating and hiking this beautiful pristine area. The Chattooga is a very special
place, in fact I proposed to my wife on this river. It was also our first date as we set out for a nice hike and a
picnic on one of the huge boulders overlooking the vibrant Chattooga River. Clearly, I recognized the beauty of the
river and the beauty of the woman that I would come to marry. I was satisfied then with the management of the river
and had come 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, remoteness, esthetic values, and certain intangibles
have guided my thoughts concerning the proposals. 


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


As of today 07-30-08 it looks like Alternative 4 appears to be the one to be recommended. Personally, this appears to
be the one that most fishermen could probably live with. However, let me remind folks that once a little is given it
leaves for a lot to be taken. I do not believe that this will satisfy the other side. Point blank, they want much
more. As Barney Fife used to say "NIP IT." 


Since 4 has been the proposal floated around, I will address in this way. I do not see a lot of extra money floating
around to be dedicated to enforcement and monitoring of the those who recreate on the river. To accept a proposal
allowing boating without monies in hand to enforce is quite simply a failed strategy and wasteful misuse of time. Kind
of like fishing on credit. Over the past year, several areas on the Chattooga have been plagued by theft, vandalism
and other types of crime. Enforcement agencies are stretched very thin and with a recommendation that will surely
increase visitors, it could be much worse. Show me the MONEY and then I can be swayed for Alternative 4 or better, how
about keeping alternative 1 and working on how to get more money to beef up law enforcement presence on the river.


In regards to proposals 4-6, my concerns are that the river simply cannot and should not be managed in this light.
Quite simply the solitude and remoteness of this pristine river would be damaged. Removal of woody debris in order to
make way for boaters could damage viable systems of ecological importance. Also, keep in mind that the Chattooga is a
very fragile river. With persistent drought, water flows are at an all time low. It is during these times of low water
that water temperatures become a major concern in protection of trout and the many other species of God's creation
that make up the river system. Personally, I would like to see all of the river above Hwy 28 become catch and release
for the whole year. We all know that with more recreation, more people are going to attempt to access the river. I
seriously doubt governments ability to enforce any of the existing laws and future management of the river. Budget cuts
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in areas of enforcement have
 NOT resulted in reassuring me of an ability to enforce laws and regulations that WILL be broken. Many of you in the
Forest Service and Dept of Natural Resources probably know someone that has lost a job due to budget cuts. It could be
one of you who are read this


> comment, that may be next to go. Also, I have yet to believe that an increase in funding will take place.
Personally, I think this is something that some folks want so bad and they will compromise their values in order to
achieve the objective. It is my belief that if they were to get what they want, the experience they are seeking will
not be worth it.


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


                                                                 Sincerely and Best Fishes, 
                                                                                                                       


                                                                                         Keith Cloud 
                        
                                                                                         915 Koon Rd 
                        
                                                                                         Irmo, SC. 29063 


                                                                                          803 606-7871 C  


      








From: James Fulton
Reply To: the_man_in_black18013@yahoo.com
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga river boating..
Date: 08/05/2008 10:32 AM


I 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.
       James Fulton


"...for, as long as but a hundred of us remain alive, never will we on any conditions
be brought under English rule. It is in truth not for glory, nor riches, nor honours
that we are fighting, but for freedom – for that alone, which no honest man gives
up but with life itself"
 
Arbroath Abbey, April 6, 1320



mailto:the_man_in_black18013@yahoo.com

mailto:the_man_in_black18013@yahoo.com

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






From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga boating ban
Date: 07/31/2008 09:44 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:44 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/30/2008 09:03 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga 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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 09:02 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES



mailto:CN=Michelle Burnett/OU=R8/O=USDAFS
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07/30/2008 09:01 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga 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


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 09:01 AM -----


"Steve Zerefos"
<sgz@bshm-
architects.com> 


07/30/2008 08:30 AM


To <akimbell@fs.fed.us>


cc


Subject Upper Chattooga boating ban


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


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


 


 
Steve Zerefos
Balog Steines Hendricks & Manchester Architects
15 Central Square
Suite 300
Youngstown, Ohio 44503
330-744-4401
330-744-2370 (fax)
sgz@bshm-architects.com


 








From: Christine Dougherty
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga
Date: 07/31/2008 11:34 PM


U.S. Forest Service


Chattooga River Project


4931 Broad River Road


Columbia, SC 29212.


 


July 31, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


I have been paddling for 15 years now in the southeast, and have an acute
appreciation of the environmental impact of outdoor recreation on our public lands. I
have been observant of paddlers, hikers, day use users, etc, and have noticed that
paddlers in general are one of the most respectful groups of outdoor recreationalists
that exist. There are exceptions to every rule, of course, but for the most part, I
have seen the blatant disregard that many hikers and picnickers have for their
natural surroundings.


Many times I have observed paddlers making a concerted effort to minimize their
impact, pick up after themselves and others, and be sensitive and aware of their
presence on the land and the river.


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


 


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


Christine Dougherty


15 Woodward Ave


Asheville, NC 28804








From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: [I] [APE_Trips] Upper Chattooga Comments Due Friday - Form Letter For You To Send
Date: 07/31/2008 09:45 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:45 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/30/2008 09:03 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


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


=======================================
     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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 09:03 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES



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

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES





07/30/2008 09:01 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


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


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


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/30/2008 09:00 AM -----


"Everett, C. Stuart"
<severett@eastman.com> 


07/30/2008 08:55 AM


To <comments-southern-francismarion-
sumter@fs.fed.us>, <akimbell@fs.fed.us>


cc


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


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


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


July 30, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


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


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


Please consider the following concerns I have regarding this issue:


• The proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under the Wilderness
Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and other rivers nationwide.
• The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one. The AW appeal decision
required a user capacity analysis. Where is it?
• None of the current alternatives are 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 nor are they protecting the river because
they consider boating to be the only management variable, while other larger more impactful
uses are not seriously considered for limits. 
• An 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 would be a preferable solution.
• The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic Rivers regardless of
who owns the land along 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.


Again, Thank you for considering these comments,


Sincerely


Stuart Everett
Kingsport, TN


 








From: Stuart, Andrew
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga
Date: 07/31/2008 11:01 PM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
July 31, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,
I am a whitewater paddling enthusiast from Massachusetts.  My fellow paddlers and I cherish
access to whitewater rivers.  We place a high priority on safety and many of us very much
care about the conservation of our nations rivers and the land around them.
I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of the
Chattooga River.  I disagree with your analysis and your proposal.  Both treat me and my
community of river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests. 
Please consider the following concerns I have regarding this issue:


The proposed alternative will negatively impact protections granted under the
Wilderness Act and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act on the Chattooga and other rivers
nationwide.
The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling on the
Chattooga and has found none.  It is time to open the river to boating.
The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one.  The AW appeal
decision required a user capacity analysis.  Where is it?
No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the upper
Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries – without any justification.  This sets a
dangerous precedent for other rivers from coast to coast.
The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the river because
they considers boating to be the only management variable, while other larger more
impactful uses are not seriously considered for limits. 
The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a ban on
tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on the remaining reach –
while allowing all other wilderness conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers.. 
This is not equitable and not acceptable!  
The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits.
The EA lacks a full range of alternatives.
The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input.
The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed measure
that should be eliminated from any considerations. There is no way a paddler can know
this number and it will be an administrative burden for the agency.
Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows boating on the
entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3)
includes encounter standards based on a real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably
limit total use only when encounter standards are consistently exceeded, and 5) will do
so using all available indirect measures first.
The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic Rivers regardless
of who owns the land along the river.
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Thank you for considering these comments.  Please consider conducting a real user capacity
analysis and immediately allowing boating in the same numbers, places, and seasons that you
allow existing users.  Paddling should be allowed in a similar manner to your alternative
number 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.
Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely
Andrew Stuart
88 Williston Road
Auburndale, MA 02466
 
Stuart_andr@bentley.edu
 








From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: upper Chattooga management plan
Date: 07/31/2008 09:29 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:29 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/29/2008 09:27 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: upper Chattooga management plan


=======================================
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC
     Phone 803-561-4081
     Fax     803-561-4004
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/29/2008 09:27 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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07/28/2008 07:35 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: upper Chattooga management plan


Rosanne Rowe
Executive Assistant to the Chief
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW
Office: 202-205-8439
Cell: 202-384-7412
Fax: 202-358-4063
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/28/2008 07:35 AM -----


g2debacher@bellsouth.net 


07/27/2008 12:26 PM


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


cc akimbell@fs.fed.us


Subject upper Chattooga management plan


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


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


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


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


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


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







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


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


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


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


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


 
Very truly yours


 
Gary DeBacher


 


 








From: Amanda & Brooks
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comment on EA for boating on upper Chattooga
Date: 07/31/2008 10:38 PM


To whom it concerns:
 
This is only a quick note to express my opinions and desires about the alternatives being considered
for managing the uses of the upper Chattooga.  Thank you very much for this opportunity and for
including the expressed points of view of the users of this incredible resource.  Being a trout angler, my
preferred alternative is #3.  However, if this alternative is not found to be the best solution, then I find
alternative #4 to be reluctantly acceptable.  For alternative #4, I have concerns about the enforceability
of the intended modes of use and proposed restrictions (boating restrictions based on flow, protections
for large woody debris, etc), and I feel that this may be the "first hole in the levy" of eventually allowing
less restricted boating in this stretch of river which offers a rare, unique trout fishing experience.
 
Thank you for considering my briefly expressed points of view.
 
Sincerely,
Brooks M Adams
109 Elaine Ct
Easley, SC  29640
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From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: upper Chattooga management plan
Date: 07/31/2008 09:27 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:26 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/28/2008 09:08 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: upper Chattooga management plan


=======================================
     Jeanne S. LeBoeuf
     Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor
     Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC
     Phone 803-561-4081
     Fax     803-561-4004
     Confidential Fax 803-561-4082
     Email:  jleboeuf@fs.fed.us
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/28/2008 09:07 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES
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07/28/2008 07:35 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: upper Chattooga management plan


Rosanne Rowe
Executive Assistant to the Chief
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW
Office: 202-205-8439
Cell: 202-384-7412
Fax: 202-358-4063
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/28/2008 07:35 AM -----


g2debacher@bellsouth.net 


07/27/2008 12:26 PM


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


cc akimbell@fs.fed.us


Subject upper Chattooga management plan


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


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


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


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


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


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







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


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


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


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


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


 
Very truly yours


 
Gary DeBacher


 
 ----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:26 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/28/2008 09:09 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject







=======================================
     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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/28/2008 09:09 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS 


07/25/2008 09:24 AM


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


cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: The Chattooga has enough boating


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


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/25/2008 09:23 AM -----


"Michael Bamford"
<mbamford123@comcast.net> 


07/22/2008 04:58 PM


To <akimbell@fs.fed.us>


cc


Subject The Chattooga has enough boating


   Dear Gail Kimbell,


 
          Management of  the Chattooga river offers a diversity of resource settings for a
broad range of visitors.       The recent draft EA published by the Sumter Forest Service
proposes to continue to offer a variety of recreational setting while accommodating
kayakers during higher flows which are most common in the winter.







 
        American Whitewater (AW) has argued that boaters would only be able to boat
during cold weather after large events, therefore conflict with other users would be
moot.   This rhetoric can be found within their 2004 appeal and in numerous Western
North Carolina newspaper articles printed over the past few years.   Seasonal and flow-
level restrictions was initial proposed by AW to the USFS back in the fall of 1997, as a
compromise for access.    The USFS has simply selected a preferred alternative that
matches what AW  “said” they wanted and preserves most O.R.Value concerns.   Brilliant!
        
     Over the past four years I have watched the USFS conduct the LAC study (as
recommended by AW in 2002) conduct a recreational flow study (as recommended by AW
in the appeal) using a consultant, recommended by AW.    Now AW is screaming that the
assessment is unfair, because the outcome does not give them everything they now
demand.  


 
Like a spoiled child AW remains fixated on what they do not have and continues


to demand it.  


 
     For thirty years kayakers have enjoyed over 60% of the designated Chattooga WSR
and 75% of the Chattooga Watershed without boater limitations.   Now the USFS
proposes an additional  seven miles of river could be open with restrictions and American
Whitewater remains fixated on the limitations, not on the proposed compromise that
protects other visitor experiences and offers more boating.
       
    AW’s egocentric arguments request that the USFS ignore all other visitors, the wildlife
and the fact that they already enjoy the majority of the watershed for whitewater.   AW
demands a complete focus on kayaker needs and has refused to even consider the
desires of any other user-group that also uses the Chattooga River.  In fact AW argues
that the USFS should reduce fishing, horseback riding and hiking to accommodate more
boating.   What might be next?; possibly a request to remove the “pesky” wildlife found
along the Chattooga.


 
     AW has stirred up a frenzy within the boating community in order to continue fighting
until they get what they now demand (and it also makes for good fundraising).   The
USFS now needs to consider how to deal with the spoiled child.   Instead of turning to
the conflict resolution manual , I suggest Dr. Spock or another Child psychologist like T
Berry Brazelton could offer more helpful advice on dealing with AW.


 
   Good luck and thank you for your time.


 


 
Michael Bamford
Cashiers, NC 
Member Friends Of The Upper Chattooga; Advocates For Wilderness


 


 







     


 


 


 


 


 
----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/28/2008 09:09 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS 


07/25/2008 09:28 AM


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


cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: Chattooga River management plan comments


Rosanne Rowe
Executive Assistant to the Chief
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW
Office: 202-205-8439
Cell: 202-384-7412
Fax: 202-358-4063
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/25/2008 09:27 AM -----


"Mark Stover"
<mtnsport70@verizon.net> 


07/22/2008 09:45 AM


To <comments-southern-francismarion-
sumter@fs.fed.us>, <akimbell@fs.fed.us>


cc


Subject Chattooga River management plan comments


To Whom It May Concern,


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


 
1.    It is little more than a crumb offering, the reality of boating given the







provisions in the EA still effectively maintain a boating ban.
2.    Given the absurdly low number of boaters allowed and the 450cfs
average daily flow trigger, boaters such as myself that travel long distances to
boat in the Chattooga watershed are further hindered in using this public
resource.
3.    The EA prohibits boating to 6 possible days a year while not limiting in any
way any other user group.  WHY?  This seems inequitable and unacceptable
to single out one user group for exclusion from a public forest and Wild and
Scenic waterway.
4.    Floating on waterways that are National Wild and Scenic Rivers should
not be prohibited regardless of who the landowners are along the river.
5.    Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that:   1) allows full
access to boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge,  2)
allows paddling on tributaries,   3) includes encounter standards based on a
real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limit total use only when encounter
standards are consistently exceeded, and 5) will do so using all available
indirect measures first.
6.    Where’s the user capacity analysis?


 
At a time when expenses are at an all time high in the government, it sickens me to
think of the tax payers dollars (my dollars, your dollars, every working person’s
dollars) that are being wasted here to help maintain a ban that is illegal and immoral. 
Our Founding Fathers would be shocked at the way the federal government is
behaving in this situation; alas, we no longer live in the free nation our Founding
Fathers worked to create, but I digress.


 
There are many levels to argue against this ridiculous ban, but at its base we have
this:  the river levels required for boating in the upper reaches of the Chattooga
watershed are going to be such that it certainly will not be safe or good conditions for
swimming, wading, or fishing.  By its very nature, the river will create the situation that
will limit or prevent any significant user group conflicts that you may be concerned
about.  I can say in nearly a decade of whitewater paddling, I have never had a
negative encounter with an angler on the river.  It sickens me to think of the time
wasted here arguing about this, when AW and TU should be teaming together like on
other rivers in other parts of the country to help protect river resources.  Given the
condition of Stekoa, God only knows we need to be doing that here too, but that fight
is for another day.  Thank you for considering these comments.


 
Mark Stover
191 Double Brook Dr
Weaverville, NC 28787----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:26 AM -----


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


cc







07/28/2008 09:10 AM Subject Fw: Chattooga River management plan comments


Michelle--sorry if some of these are some Jerome already sent to you.  


=======================================
     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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/28/2008 09:09 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS 


07/25/2008 09:28 AM


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


cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: Chattooga River management plan comments


Rosanne Rowe
Executive Assistant to the Chief
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW
Office: 202-205-8439
Cell: 202-384-7412
Fax: 202-358-4063
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/25/2008 09:27 AM -----


"Mark Stover"
<mtnsport70@verizon.net> 


07/22/2008 09:45 AM


To <comments-southern-francismarion-
sumter@fs.fed.us>, <akimbell@fs.fed.us>


cc


Subject Chattooga River management plan comments







To Whom It May Concern,


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


 
1.    It is little more than a crumb offering, the reality of boating given the
provisions in the EA still effectively maintain a boating ban.
2.    Given the absurdly low number of boaters allowed and the 450cfs
average daily flow trigger, boaters such as myself that travel long distances to
boat in the Chattooga watershed are further hindered in using this public
resource.
3.    The EA prohibits boating to 6 possible days a year while not limiting in any
way any other user group.  WHY?  This seems inequitable and unacceptable
to single out one user group for exclusion from a public forest and Wild and
Scenic waterway.
4.    Floating on waterways that are National Wild and Scenic Rivers should
not be prohibited regardless of who the landowners are along the river.
5.    Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that:   1) allows full
access to boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge,  2)
allows paddling on tributaries,   3) includes encounter standards based on a
real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limit total use only when encounter
standards are consistently exceeded, and 5) will do so using all available
indirect measures first.
6.    Where’s the user capacity analysis?


 
At a time when expenses are at an all time high in the government, it sickens me to
think of the tax payers dollars (my dollars, your dollars, every working person’s
dollars) that are being wasted here to help maintain a ban that is illegal and immoral. 
Our Founding Fathers would be shocked at the way the federal government is
behaving in this situation; alas, we no longer live in the free nation our Founding
Fathers worked to create, but I digress.


 
There are many levels to argue against this ridiculous ban, but at its base we have
this:  the river levels required for boating in the upper reaches of the Chattooga
watershed are going to be such that it certainly will not be safe or good conditions for
swimming, wading, or fishing.  By its very nature, the river will create the situation that
will limit or prevent any significant user group conflicts that you may be concerned
about.  I can say in nearly a decade of whitewater paddling, I have never had a
negative encounter with an angler on the river.  It sickens me to think of the time
wasted here arguing about this, when AW and TU should be teaming together like on
other rivers in other parts of the country to help protect river resources.  Given the







condition of Stekoa, God only knows we need to be doing that here too, but that fight
is for another day.  Thank you for considering these comments.


 
Mark Stover
191 Double Brook Dr
Weaverville, NC 28787----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:26 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/28/2008 09:10 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject Fw: The Chattooga has enough boating


=======================================
     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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/28/2008 09:10 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS 


07/25/2008 09:24 AM


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


cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: The Chattooga has enough boating


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


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/25/2008 09:23 AM -----


"Michael Bamford"
<mbamford123@comcast.net> 


07/22/2008 04:58 PM


To <akimbell@fs.fed.us>


cc


Subject The Chattooga has enough boating


   Dear Gail Kimbell,


 
          Management of  the Chattooga river offers a diversity of resource settings for a
broad range of visitors.       The recent draft EA published by the Sumter Forest Service
proposes to continue to offer a variety of recreational setting while accommodating
kayakers during higher flows which are most common in the winter.


 
        American Whitewater (AW) has argued that boaters would only be able to boat
during cold weather after large events, therefore conflict with other users would be
moot.   This rhetoric can be found within their 2004 appeal and in numerous Western
North Carolina newspaper articles printed over the past few years.   Seasonal and flow-
level restrictions was initial proposed by AW to the USFS back in the fall of 1997, as a
compromise for access.    The USFS has simply selected a preferred alternative that
matches what AW  “said” they wanted and preserves most O.R.Value concerns.   Brilliant!
        
     Over the past four years I have watched the USFS conduct the LAC study (as
recommended by AW in 2002) conduct a recreational flow study (as recommended by AW
in the appeal) using a consultant, recommended by AW.    Now AW is screaming that the
assessment is unfair, because the outcome does not give them everything they now
demand.  


 
Like a spoiled child AW remains fixated on what they do not have and continues


to demand it.  


 
     For thirty years kayakers have enjoyed over 60% of the designated Chattooga WSR
and 75% of the Chattooga Watershed without boater limitations.   Now the USFS
proposes an additional  seven miles of river could be open with restrictions and American
Whitewater remains fixated on the limitations, not on the proposed compromise that
protects other visitor experiences and offers more boating.
       
    AW’s egocentric arguments request that the USFS ignore all other visitors, the wildlife
and the fact that they already enjoy the majority of the watershed for whitewater.   AW
demands a complete focus on kayaker needs and has refused to even consider the
desires of any other user-group that also uses the Chattooga River.  In fact AW argues
that the USFS should reduce fishing, horseback riding and hiking to accommodate more
boating.   What might be next?; possibly a request to remove the “pesky” wildlife found
along the Chattooga.







 
     AW has stirred up a frenzy within the boating community in order to continue fighting
until they get what they now demand (and it also makes for good fundraising).   The
USFS now needs to consider how to deal with the spoiled child.   Instead of turning to
the conflict resolution manual , I suggest Dr. Spock or another Child psychologist like T
Berry Brazelton could offer more helpful advice on dealing with AW.


 
   Good luck and thank you for your time.


 


 
Michael Bamford
Cashiers, NC 
Member Friends Of The Upper Chattooga; Advocates For Wilderness


 


 
     


 


 


 


 


 








From: Ben VanCamp
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Headwaters Boating Ban
Date: 08/02/2008 10:15 AM


U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us


 


August 2, 2008


RE: Chattooga River Project Comments


Dear Sumter National Forest,


My name is Ben VanCamp a resident of Asheville, North Carolina.  I have spent my
adult life paddling and exploring our nation's rivers.  Throughout that time I have
consistently advocated for river access, conservation and better funding for our
federal agencies charge with protect and managing these resources.  I have traveled
from Asheville to the Chattooga on several occasions to enjoy the beauty of this
great free flowing river.  It is one of a few  whitewater rivers in the eastern United
States that we can have a multi day back country experience.  To see this resource
that was set aside as a Wild and Scenic river in part for its outstanding value for
paddling continue a floating ban is extremely disappointing.


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


The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling on
the Chattooga and has found none.  It is time to open the river to boating.
The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one.  The AW
appeal decision required a user capacity analysis.  Where is it?
No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on the upper
Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries – without any justification.
The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the river
because they considers boating to be the only management variable, while
other larger more impactful uses are not seriously considered for limits. 
The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a
ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on the
remaining reach – while allowing all other wilderness conforming existing uses
in unlimited numbers..  This is not equitable and not acceptable!  
The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at least a year late and
has wasted millions in tax payer money
The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input
The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a flawed
measure that should be eliminated from any considerations. There is no way a
paddler can know this number and will be an administrative burden for the



mailto:ben.vancamp@gmail.com

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

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





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,


Benjamin VanCamp
49 Johnston Blvd
Asheville, NC 28806








From: julibrownojb@yahoo.co.jp
To: julibrownojb@yahoo.co.jp
Subject: Hello From Mrs Julian
Date: 08/05/2008 06:16 AM


Dear,


It is my pleasure to contact you for a business venture which I and my Son,intend
to establish in your country.I got your contact on the net in my search for a partner
abroad.


Though I have not met with you before but I believe,one has to risk confiding in
someone to succeed sometimes in life.


There is this amount of Twelve million U.S dollars($12,000,000.00) which my 
late Husband deposited this money with a commercial bank here in Abidjan-Cote
d'Ivoire safe keeping before he was assassinated by unknown persons.


Now I have decided to invest these money in your country or anywhere safe
enough outside West Africa for security and political reasons.I want you to help me
transfer this money from the commercial bank into your personal account in your
country for investment of your best knowledge.


For your assistance i will be pleased to offer you 20 percents of the total fund


I await your soonest response
Mrs Julian Brown


For All Sports Lovers! SPORTS OHEN PROJECT 2008



mailto:julibrownojb@yahoo.co.jp

mailto:julibrownojb@yahoo.co.jp

http://pr.mail.yahoo.co.jp/yells/






From: David Parker
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Keep the Upper Chatooga CLOSED!
Date: 08/01/2008 09:20 AM


Forest Service:
 
Please don't pander to the special interests of commercial whitewater companies.  It's
time for Washington bureaucracies to represent the interests of good common sense and
the majority of us that live in western NC.  Keep some of our wilderness 'as is' for the
generations to come.
 
These commercial interests have plenty of river to use already and nothing good is
gained by expanding their use of our natural and unspoiled rivers.
 
We're strongly OPPOSED to any plan that allows boating and kayaking on the upper
Chattoga River!
 
 
David & Jacque Parker
75 Hickory Drive
P.O. Box 602
Highlands, NC  28741
 



mailto:david_23989@msn.com

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






From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject:
Date: 07/31/2008 09:27 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:27 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/28/2008 09:09 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject


=======================================
     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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/28/2008 09:09 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES



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

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES





07/25/2008 09:24 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: The Chattooga has enough boating


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


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/25/2008 09:23 AM -----


"Michael Bamford"
<mbamford123@comcast.net> 


07/22/2008 04:58 PM


To <akimbell@fs.fed.us>


cc


Subject The Chattooga has enough boating


   Dear Gail Kimbell,


 
          Management of  the Chattooga river offers a diversity of resource settings for a
broad range of visitors.       The recent draft EA published by the Sumter Forest Service
proposes to continue to offer a variety of recreational setting while accommodating
kayakers during higher flows which are most common in the winter.


 
        American Whitewater (AW) has argued that boaters would only be able to boat
during cold weather after large events, therefore conflict with other users would be
moot.   This rhetoric can be found within their 2004 appeal and in numerous Western
North Carolina newspaper articles printed over the past few years.   Seasonal and flow-
level restrictions was initial proposed by AW to the USFS back in the fall of 1997, as a
compromise for access.    The USFS has simply selected a preferred alternative that
matches what AW  “said” they wanted and preserves most O.R.Value concerns.   Brilliant!
        
     Over the past four years I have watched the USFS conduct the LAC study (as
recommended by AW in 2002) conduct a recreational flow study (as recommended by AW
in the appeal) using a consultant, recommended by AW.    Now AW is screaming that the
assessment is unfair, because the outcome does not give them everything they now
demand.  


 
Like a spoiled child AW remains fixated on what they do not have and continues


to demand it.  


 







     For thirty years kayakers have enjoyed over 60% of the designated Chattooga WSR
and 75% of the Chattooga Watershed without boater limitations.   Now the USFS
proposes an additional  seven miles of river could be open with restrictions and American
Whitewater remains fixated on the limitations, not on the proposed compromise that
protects other visitor experiences and offers more boating.
       
    AW’s egocentric arguments request that the USFS ignore all other visitors, the wildlife
and the fact that they already enjoy the majority of the watershed for whitewater.   AW
demands a complete focus on kayaker needs and has refused to even consider the
desires of any other user-group that also uses the Chattooga River.  In fact AW argues
that the USFS should reduce fishing, horseback riding and hiking to accommodate more
boating.   What might be next?; possibly a request to remove the “pesky” wildlife found
along the Chattooga.


 
     AW has stirred up a frenzy within the boating community in order to continue fighting
until they get what they now demand (and it also makes for good fundraising).   The
USFS now needs to consider how to deal with the spoiled child.   Instead of turning to
the conflict resolution manual , I suggest Dr. Spock or another Child psychologist like T
Berry Brazelton could offer more helpful advice on dealing with AW.


 
   Good luck and thank you for your time.


 


 
Michael Bamford
Cashiers, NC 
Member Friends Of The Upper Chattooga; Advocates For Wilderness


 


 
     


 


 


 


 


 
----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/28/2008 09:09 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS 


07/25/2008 09:28 AM


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


cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject Fw: Chattooga River management plan comments







Rosanne Rowe
Executive Assistant to the Chief
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW
Office: 202-205-8439
Cell: 202-384-7412
Fax: 202-358-4063
Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/25/2008 09:27 AM -----


"Mark Stover"
<mtnsport70@verizon.net> 


07/22/2008 09:45 AM


To <comments-southern-francismarion-
sumter@fs.fed.us>, <akimbell@fs.fed.us>


cc


Subject Chattooga River management plan comments


To Whom It May Concern,


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


 
1.    It is little more than a crumb offering, the reality of boating given the
provisions in the EA still effectively maintain a boating ban.
2.    Given the absurdly low number of boaters allowed and the 450cfs
average daily flow trigger, boaters such as myself that travel long distances to
boat in the Chattooga watershed are further hindered in using this public
resource.
3.    The EA prohibits boating to 6 possible days a year while not limiting in any
way any other user group.  WHY?  This seems inequitable and unacceptable
to single out one user group for exclusion from a public forest and Wild and
Scenic waterway.
4.    Floating on waterways that are National Wild and Scenic Rivers should
not be prohibited regardless of who the landowners are along the river.
5.    Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that:   1) allows full
access to boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge,  2)
allows paddling on tributaries,   3) includes encounter standards based on a
real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limit total use only when encounter
standards are consistently exceeded, and 5) will do so using all available
indirect measures first.
6.    Where’s the user capacity analysis?







 
At a time when expenses are at an all time high in the government, it sickens me to
think of the tax payers dollars (my dollars, your dollars, every working person’s
dollars) that are being wasted here to help maintain a ban that is illegal and immoral. 
Our Founding Fathers would be shocked at the way the federal government is
behaving in this situation; alas, we no longer live in the free nation our Founding
Fathers worked to create, but I digress.


 
There are many levels to argue against this ridiculous ban, but at its base we have
this:  the river levels required for boating in the upper reaches of the Chattooga
watershed are going to be such that it certainly will not be safe or good conditions for
swimming, wading, or fishing.  By its very nature, the river will create the situation that
will limit or prevent any significant user group conflicts that you may be concerned
about.  I can say in nearly a decade of whitewater paddling, I have never had a
negative encounter with an angler on the river.  It sickens me to think of the time
wasted here arguing about this, when AW and TU should be teaming together like on
other rivers in other parts of the country to help protect river resources.  Given the
condition of Stekoa, God only knows we need to be doing that here too, but that fight
is for another day.  Thank you for considering these comments.


 
Mark Stover
191 Double Brook Dr
Weaverville, NC 28787








From: Michelle Burnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject:
Date: 07/31/2008 09:33 AM


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


Phone: (803) 561-4091
Fax: (803) 561-4004
Cell: (803) 920-6167
E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us
Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 07/31/2008 09:33 AM -----


Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS 


07/29/2008 09:35 AM


To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Tony L
White/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES


cc


Subject


=======================================
     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
=======================================
   


----- Forwarded by Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS on 07/29/2008 09:35 AM -----


Rosanne
Rowe/WO/USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne


LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES



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

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES





07/29/2008 09:33 AM
cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES


Subject


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


----- Forwarded by Rosanne Rowe/WO/USDAFS on 07/29/2008 09:33 AM -----


"Will Jones"
<wjones@rnm-
engineers.com> 


07/29/2008 09:21 AM
Please respond to


<wjones@rnm-engineers.com>


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


cc <akimbell@fs.fed.us>


Subject


Dear Sir,


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


 
The bottom of page 8 states:


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


 







Furthermore, the FS estimates there will be an average number of 6 (a range
of 0 to 11) boatable days for its alternative, #4.


 
From the Macon County News, July 14 2008: 


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


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


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


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


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



http://www.maconnews.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=2915&

http://www.maconnews.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=2915&





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


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


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


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


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


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


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







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


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


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


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


 
Thank you – 


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


 








From: trafford mcrae
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject:
Date: 07/31/2008 08:10 PM


Mr. Jerome Thomas-
 
The Environmental Assessment for the Upper Chatooga watershed is completely contrary to basic
modern management strategies for National Forests.  Recreational interests have the potential to
provide a far more sustainable means to maintain National Forests than traditional Forestry
management.  To do so, the Forest Service will need to provide equal access to all recreational
enthusiasts.
 
There is no reason to limit the use of the Upper Chatooga watershed to particular groups of
recreationalists.  It is beneficial to a fishery to have seasonally high flows above those proposed by the
study to reduce sedimentation and promote the movement of food and nutrients.  Fishermen, whose
right to use the river I fully support, will trample the flora on riverbanks to reach fishing holes, so there
is no reason to think that the impact on the river will be increased by allowing whitewater access.
 
In closing, it flies in the face of logic and my basic rights to enjoy a recreational resource to restrict the
use of the Upper Chatooga watershed to specific groups.
 
Thank you, 
 
Trafford McRae


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



mailto:mcrae@hotmail.com

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

http://www.windowslive.com/family_safety/overview.html?ocid=TXT_TAGLM_WL_family_safety_072008






From: Edward Lilly
Reply To: eglilly@yahoo.com
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject:
Date: 07/30/2008 10:38 PM


To Whom It May Concern:


I am writing to encourage the federal government to allow boating on the National Wild and Scenic 
Chatooga river.  I am a hunter, fisherman, backpacker, and kayaker. And by the way, I pay a lot of 
taxes too.  It makes no sense that some uses are allowed in unlimited amounts and zero boating is 
allowed on this National resource.


The current environmental assessment is a joke.  The current proposal allows only a few people to 
paddle roughly a third of the upper river somewhere between zero and six days a year in the middle 
of winter at high water based on an impossible set of logistical hurdles.  This miniscule paddling 
allowance is so small and bizarre it is realistically a total ban.  The rest of the upper river 
and its tributaries remain  totally off limits to paddlers.


Although I am very much a law abiding person, the idea that this river is essentially totally off 
limits to me as a kayaker, but open for virtually unlimited other uses drives me insane.  The idea 
that millions of my tax dollars are being used to "study" (perpetuate?) the boating ban just 
infuriates me more.


This ban, and proposals that continue to severely limit kayaking, are blatant user discrimination.  
They must end.


Please keep me informed about the progress of this issue.


Edward Lilly


      



mailto:eglilly@yahoo.com

mailto:eglilly@yahoo.com

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






From: Joshua Barnett
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: ORCTU Comments on Preferred Alternatives
Date: 07/31/2008 11:49 PM
Attachments: ORCTU_PreferredAlternativeComments.pdf


RE: Response to release of preferred alternatives


Please see attached. 


-----------------------------
Joshua Trey Barnett
President & CEO - JTB & Company
Marketing, Design & Photography
Call Today for a Quote: 706-202-7713
www.joshuatreybarnett.com


This e-mail is confidential and intended for the noted recipient. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete
this message and e-mail josh@joshuatreybarnett.com to notify us that you have mistakenly received a message
from JTB & Company.



mailto:josh@joshuatreybarnett.com

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

http://www.joshuatreybarnett.com/
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The Oconee River Chapter of Trout Unlimited 
Office of Joshua Trey Barnett • Conservation Director 
4293 New Kings Bridge Road • Nicholson, GA 30565 



706-202-7713 • joshbarnett@orctu.org • www.orctu.org  



August 1, 2008 
 



U.S. Forest Service 
Chattooga River Project  
4931 Broad River Road 
Columbia, S.C. 29212 
 
RE: Response to release of preferred alternative for Chattooga River 
 



The upper stretch of the Chattooga River currently provides a sense of solitude and remoteness to 
anglers, hikers, campers, bird watchers and other low-impact user groups. For several years your 
agency has worked towards finding a happy medium for the aforementioned user groups and a group of 
boaters following American Whitewater’s appeal of the 30-year-old regulations on the upper Chattooga 
River.  



 
On behalf of the Oconee River Chapter of Trout Unlimited and its board of directors, thank you for 



allowing all user groups the opportunity to provide input and opinions. We feel that this process has 
allowed your agency and its constituents the greatest possibility of choosing a solution that will satisfy 
all users. Rest assured that this due diligence is greatly appreciated by our organization and its leaders. 
Additionally, we are proud of the U.S. Forest Service for conducting a fair and complete User Capacity 
Analysis, and for doing so in a professional manner.  



 
Our organization supports Alternative 4 under specific circumstances, laid out in the following 



paragraphs. We appreciate the Forest Service designing this alternative to create a compromise between 
all major user groups. Zoning is a long withstanding, fair, and legal management practice. Additionally, 
zoning of conflicting activities decreases the opportunity for unwanted encounters between user groups.  



 
Our primary stipulation in supporting Alternative 4 is that the U.S. Forest Service should be able to 



enforce the new regulations effective immediately. A lack of enforcement for any period of time will 
breed unwanted activity and will only increase management problems in the future. We ask that the 
Forest Service allot funds and staffing to make enforcement a reality.  



 
Education of visitors is also vital to making Alternative 4 feasible. All visitors should be aware of the 



regulations set forth. Kiosks and on-duty rangers who make an effort to educate users should be 
employed. Once this effort has been made, stiff fines should be imposed on any user disregarding the 
law. Only costly and consistent fines will deter unwanted behavior.  



 
The ability of the Forest Service to enforce boating regulations must thoroughly be taken into 



consideration. Rather than boater self-registration, we support implementing an Internet-based 
boating permit system that is only active when conditions allow for boating.  



 
If these conditions cannot be met, the preferred alternative should be Alternative 3. We trust that 



the U.S. Forest Service will consider all aspects of this process and make the decision that will have 
minimal effect on the Chattooga River and satisfy all stakeholders.  



 
The Oconee River Chapter of Trout Unlimited is a grassroots organization comprised of more than 



350 members. Its mission is to conserve, protect, and restore North Georgia’s coldwater fisheries.  
 



Sincerely, 
 



Joshua Trey Barnett 
Conservation Director  













From: Joe Stubbs
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Open Upper Chattooga River to boating
Date: 08/01/2008 08:36 AM


I find it difficult to understand how your superiors will allow your office to knowing
violate the Wilderness Act and for all intents and purposes, the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act.
Please, do the right thing, follow the law, and open the Upper Chattooga River to
boating.


Sincerely,
Joe Stubbs



mailto:jstubbs51@gmail.com

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






From: phillip patton
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Opening up the Upper Chattooga River to boating.
Date: 08/01/2008 12:49 PM


Dear Forest Service:                                                                    8-1-08


My husband and myself are both against opening the Upper Chattooga 
River to boating and kyaking.  We feel it would open up the area to too 
many people that would cause the river to lose it's wild and scenic 
beauty.  Also, we feel the river and many other waterways in the area 
are already compromised from development and are in too delicate a 
state right now to allow any further invasion by any more humans.  
Therefore, we ask you to consider keeping it in it's prohibited status, 
especially since boaters and kyakers already have access to 36 miles of 
the lower Chattooga River for their enjoyment and sport.


Sincerely,
Judy and Phillip Patton
214 Charlie Mtn. Rd.
Clayton, GA. 30525



mailto:bartandjudy@alltel.net

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






From: Todd Zielinski
Sent By: Todd Zielinski
Reply To: toddz@ieee.org
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Opposition to Chattooga Paddling Ban
Date: 07/30/2008 05:32 PM


To whom it may concern at Sumpter National Forest:
 
The Philadelphia Canoe Club regularly comes to paddle the Chattooga. Each year, several groups
make the trip to come to enjoy one of the best white water runs in the United States. We stay for
several weeks, enjoying the surrounding areas and other local rivers. Recently we have heard of the
intention to ban paddling on this river and its tributaries. From reading the available documentation, and
recent ‘Environmental Assessment’, we can say that we are wholly in disagreement with the method of
research, the conclusions of the assessment, and proposed bans.
 
There has been no real usage analysis, the proposal is unfairly biased against paddlers, and the
proposed ban has the potential to disallow access to public resources and wilderness for specific
groups throughout the US without research or justification for such an action. This country was founded
on principles of equality, and equal rights for all. The National Park, and Wild and Scenic rivers should
be open to use by all. We, as paddlers are concerned for the environment, for equitable use of
resources, and do our best to economically support and maintain those areas which are important to
our sport.
 
We support, and ask that you support the fair and free use of the Chattooga - all sections - for
paddlers everywhere. We do not oppose limits on use, within reason, given that a suitable, unbiased,
analysis can be made that can be supported and backed with real research.
If there is anything the Philadelphia Canoe Club, can do to further clarify our position, or make our
opinions heard, we would be most willing to take the time to lend support to the opposition of this ban.
Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter, and we look forward to continuing to paddle
the Chattooga.
 
 
Todd Zielinski,
Commodore,
 
Philadelphia Canoe Club
4900 Ridge Avenue
Philadelphia, PA 19128
 
www.philacanoe.org
 


 



mailto:toddz@ieee.org

mailto:todd.m.zielinski@gmail.com
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From: David & Jean Thomas
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Pre-decisional Environmental Assessment on Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/01/2008 03:45 PM


Even though I support the US Forest Service’s decision on this matter, I am
concerned that people like me who agree with your decision will not find it necessary
to respond. Be aware of this and expect a lot more negative response.
 



mailto:davidjeanthomas@bellsouth.net

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






From: David & Jean Thomas
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Pre-decisional Environmental Assessment on Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/01/2008 03:18 PM


I have read the Pre-decisional Environmental Assessment and think that it is
reasonable. I support the US Forest Service’s decision on this matter.
 



mailto:davidjeanthomas@bellsouth.net

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






From: ndswann@mindspring.com
Reply To: ndswann@mindspring.com
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Protect Upper Chattooga...
Date: 08/04/2008 09:45 AM


Please protect the Upper Chattooga River by NOT opening it to boating. This is an absolutely 
beautiful stretch of pristine river that needs to be protected for future generations to know what 
a pristine river is! Having grown up in Cashiers,NC, I know this river first-hand. It can be very 
dangerous when the water is high (unlike the conditions now in our current drought)and our local 
hard-working rescue squads do not need one more dangerous area to police. I well remember how 
over-worked they were after the movie "Deliverance" came out and many ill-qualified people 
attempted these dangerous waters. So, in addition, to a conservation issue, there is also a very 
real safety concern. Let's leave this part of the river in its natural state! Thank you.


Nancy Swann, NC Resident
Asheville, NC 



mailto:ndswann@mindspring.com

mailto:ndswann@mindspring.com
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From: Pam McAllister
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Protecting the Upper Chattooga River
Date: 07/31/2008 09:33 PM


 
I am a year-round, voting resident of Sapphire, NC, and I would urge you to vote
against opening the Upper Chattooga River to the extreme sport of  whitewater
kayaking.  The proposed change that is being lobbied for by American Whitewater will
forever change this prisitne stretch of river.  These "creek boating" sports can be
enjoyed on all other nearby rivers, including the lower Chattooga, but this stretch
should remain wild and be protected  from further pressure.  The people that are
lobbying for this change have mounted a campaign to flood congress with letters but
do not live in this area and probably have never visited .  They will not be affected by
this change, but the people that live, enjoy and vote in this part of NC will be.
 
PLEASE, VOTE NO TO WHITEWATER KAYAKING ON THE UPPER CHATTOOGA
RIVER.
 
Thank you,
 
Pamela McAllister
213 River Overlook
Sapphire, NC 28774
(828) 862-3399  
pammcal@msn.com



mailto:pammcal@msn.com
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