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Brief Background
A. Pre-Administrative Appeal

Critical to formulation and evaluation of theseeatfatives is the fact that the portion of
the Chattooga River north of Highway 28 (the “Heatkws”) is part of the federally protected
Wild and Scenic River System. The Headwaters wasepted in 1974 expressly because it
provides unique and outstandingly remarkable opidties for whitewater recreation. In fact,
the Congressional Wild and Scenic River study efamd that the best way to see and
experience the Headwaters is “from a boat,” anél&b Grimshawes Bridge as “the beginning
of rafting water.”See figure 1
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Figure 1 — USFS WSR Report: Grimshawes Bridge, “Bgnning of Rafting Water"

Because whitewater boating was among the “OutstghdiRemarkable Values” that
caused the Headwaters to be included in the WitdSuenic Rivers System, federal law requires
this administrative agency to “protect and enharn@eid-powered floating on the Headwaters.

Nevertheless, in 1976 and 1985 the United StatessE&ervice (“USFS”) inexplicably
banned all whitewater boating on the Chattooga kesets: Before the USFS banned paddling
on the Headwaters in 1976, hand-powered floating decurred without limitation on the
Chattooga Wild and Scenic River for more than 26@rg. The reason for the 1976 and 1985
bans remains a mystery. The USFS itself recentérgted to uncover the basis for the 1976
and 1985 bans. However that attempt was unsuctdssfause the historical records “failed to
provide data or analysig.”

On January 30, 2004, Bob Jacobs, in his capacitReggonal Forester for the USFS’s
Region Eight (Southern Region), publishe®ecord of Decision, Final Environmental Impact

! Ironically, just six years earlier, adjacent lantiers and the USFS had launched in canoes to gtedsuitability
of the Chattooga River for protection under thedNdhd Scenic Rivers Act.
2 From “Capacity and Conflict on the Upper Chatto&ieer” 2007, page 16.



Statement and Revised Land and Resource Managdantfor the Sumter National Forest
(the “ROD”). Over the written objections of Ameait Whitewater and more than 1000 private
whitewater boaters, the ROD re-instituted a totah bn all canoeing, kayaking and rafting on
the Headwaters—including the portion of the Headéwsatflowing through the Ellicott Rock
Wilderness, a spectacular natural wilderness thatso protected under the Wilderness Act for
wilderness compliant uses like hand-powered flgatin

B. Administrative Appeal

On April 15, 2004, American Whitewater administvaty appealed a discrete portion of
the ROD, known as “Issue 13,” which prohibited ligbn the Headwaters.

On April 28, 2005, Gloria Manning, as Reviewing iOéf for the Chief of the USFS,
issued an administrative appeal decision favorabkemerican Whitewater. Reasoning that the
ROD had demonstratedo basisfor the floating ban, the administrative appeatisien
“reversed” the discrete portion of the ROD thatrhfloating on the Headwaters, and ordered
the USFS to conduct a “user capacity analysis’ThenHeadwaters. The decision further ordered
the Regional Forester to include whitewater boaitntpe study, and to issue a new ROD within
two years.

C. Post-Administrative Appeal

In an effort to comply with the order to conductuser capacity analysis,” the USFS
hired several outside consultants to conduct varianalyses of the Headwaters corridor.
Confusingly, the bulk of these “user capacity asifyefforts have focused on issues other than
whitewater boating, despite the limited focus of é&imman Whitewater’'s appeal. For example,
the USFS has expanded the scope of its analydischade a variety of issues related to the
Headwaters corridor generally, such as the locadioth condition of official and user-created
trails and campsites, trash, parking, angling stsidivoody debris and other general management
issues.

In addition, a portion of the “user capacity anaygdocused on a perceived “conflict”
between boaters and anglers despite the facthbatetevant USFS studies found no empirical
evidence of any such conflict. Instead of sim@gtoring floating access for two or more years
to determine whether any conflicts or capacity essactually exist (as American Whitewater had
recommended), the USFS has instead spent untoldramof time and money hypothesizing
about conflicts and capacity issues that “mighttwc

Amazingly, out of more than 800 days of purportestlydying the Chattooga Headwaters
in response to American Whitewater’'s appeal oflibating ban, the USFS has only permitted
(or studied) whitewater boating on the Headwaterstwoo days. On January 5-6, 2007, the
USFS conducted a boating trial to determine whethwiitewater boating remains an
outstandingly remarkable form of recreation on @fettooga Headwatefs The results of that
trial, as embodied in the relevant USFS study remwerwhelmingly confirm that whitewater

% In connection with these comments, please congigecomments submitted by American Whitewater in
connection with the USFS boating report, as wethasother American Whitewater comments referemsed
Exhibit 2 hereto, which comments are incorporated hereimlfqrurposes.



boating remains a viable, important and outstandlongy of recreation on the Headwaters, and
must therefore be protected and enhanced und&¥ildeand Scenic Rivers Att

The Chattooga Cliffs Reach received an overalhgatrom paddlers of 6.4 on a
scale of 1-7.

o0 “The boaters found that the advantages of the Gbgédt Cliffs reach
include: incredible aesthetics, narrow canyon, vialls, challenging
rapids, expedition-style boating more than a tylpidaitewater trip, and to
be physically challenging.”

o “The panel members stated there were no similaersiwith these
characteristics in the region.”

0 “The boaters found Chattooga Cliffs to be a unigie¢ canyon.”

The Ellicott Rock Reach received an overall rafirmgn paddlers of 6.7 on a scale
of 1-7.

o “The boaters stated that the advantages of theo&llIRock run included:
lots of read-and-run Class 4 ledges and bouldedega: continuous
rapids, no portages required, few scouts, greabesge available at a
broad range of flows, and an easy shuttle ... Thécbeatated that overall
the run is unique for its wilderness and otheilaites...”

The Rock Gorge Reach received an overall rating fpaddlers of 6.5 on a scale
of 1-7.

o “The boater panel characterized advantages of tuk Borge/Nicholson
run at these flows to include: exploratory wildesmefeel, safe, easy
rescues, easy portages, and that the hydraulieswatvery powerful.”

0 “The boater panel members stated that importamtbates of the run
include: wilderness setting, aesthetics, little device of visitor use,
beautiful canyon walls/cliffs, length (long), reradeel, and easy access.”

0 “The boaters considered the reach to be a veryemign...”

Restoration of boating access was also supportetthdoyollowing conclusions reached
by the boating study:

The entire Upper Chattooga River is safely navigainld boatable

The paddling experience provided by the Headwatersuly outstanding and
remarkable

4 Bulleted points from the: UPPER CHATTOOGA RIVER/RSE | DATA COLLECTION: EXPERT PANEL
FIELD ASSESSMENT REPORT, February 2007, by Louisgge Group.



Existing river access is adequate to support puldie, i.e. there is no need to
create new parking, access points or trails t@resthitewater boating access

Boating use is anticipated to be minimal, especialative to other uses
Boating use is anticipated to have no unique meageirmpacts on the resource

Boating use will potentially overlap with other reational use on less than 20%
of days, while actual backcountry encounters wattur on vastly fewer days still,
i.e., restoration of unlimited whitewater boatingcass would not change the
status quat all 292 of 365 days out of the year

On days with boatable flows, boaters are unlikelysee other users in the
backcountry of the Headwaters, and other userssiandarly unlikely to see
boaters

In short, the boating study concluded that thembsolutely no justification for limiting,
much less prohibiting, boating on any section ef@hattooga Headwaters.

D. USFS Alternatives

Having decided that sufficient data had been ctdttdo make a new management
decision on whitewater boating, on August 14, 200& USFS published a scoping letter
containing a package of proposed management ditegagd“USFS Alternatives”) relating to the
Headwaters. Notwithstanding that the boating trre@quivocally established that floating access
remains a recreation value to be protected andneelkdaon the Headwaters, five out of six
proposed USFS Alternatives fail to protect or emeawhitewater boating. In fact, half of the
alternatives (3 of 6xompletely barwhitewater boating on all sections of the Headv&tand
two more completely ban boating on some sectionheHeadwaters. To make matters worse,
the proposed USFS Alternatives confusingly integtegna host of other complex management
issues with no semblance of order. For exampleh @& the six proposed USFS Alternatives
attempts to tackle the issue of boating accesgyalath the location and condition of official and
user-created trails and campsites, trash, parkiogdy debris, permitting for other recreation
opportunities, and other management issues. AareNghitewater addresses these and other
deficiencies below in its critique of the propod¢8FS Alternatives.

Il. Critique of Proposed USFS Alternatives
A. Problems Associated with all USFS Alternatives
All of the proposed USFS Alternatives are deficiemtthe following reasons:

1. All alternatives must protect and enhance whitenaoating

Federal law requires the USFS to “protect and ecdiatine values that caused the
Chattooga Headwaters to be protected under the &vidd Scenic Rivers Act. The USFS was
deficient in complying with applicable law betwe&876 and 2004 because, during that time
period, it banned one of the very outstanding l@@ra opportunities it was required to protect



and enhance: whitewater boating. The USFS hasfoomd that the reason it was deficient in
complying with applicable law is unknown because public record relating to management
during that period is insufficient and the anectletadence collected is conflicting and in many
cases unreliable.

Citing a handful of “unknowns,” such gsossible problems with safety and

solitude, the USFS again purported to ban boatinthe headwaters in 2004. However, in 2005,
the USFS Chief reversed the 2004 boating ban, neago “After careful review of the record
... | am reversing the Regional Forester's decisioncontinue to exclude boating on the
Chattooga WSR above Highway 28. | find the Redidimaester does not provide an adequate
basis for continuing the ban on boating above Hejh®8. Because the record provided to me
does not contain the evidence to continue the bgdtan, his decision is not consistent with the
direction in Section 10(a) of the WSRA or Sectid&{a) and 4(b) of the Wilderness Act or
agency regulations implementing these Acts.”

More than two years and two million dollars latée USFS has made two critical
determinations related to boating: (1) the USRERiauary 2007 boating trial confirmed what
Congress knew in the early 1970’s: whitewater ingaremains a viable, important and
outstanding recreation opportunity on the Chattodtgadwaters; and (2) there is no data
indicating that any direct limits on whitewater biag are currently warranted (beyond general
limits that might be placed on all users of the tHeaters corridor, such as group size and self-
registration permitting).

Based upon the USFS’s own capacity analysis sttiiyrefore, all alternatives
relating to whitewater boating access must resfometect and enhance whitewater boating on
the Headwaters.

2. Alternatives should recognize high use frontcourdrgas and low use
backcountry areas as different

Several areas in the corridor have relatively Heylels of use because of easy
access, camping availability, and fisheries manag¢ndesigned to increase use. The USFS
should recognize that the management goals, upectations, standards, and capacities in these
locations are different than backcountry areas: eikample, visitors to a campground, bridge, or
delayed harvest reach expect to see significantliserasers than visitors to a backcountry area.
We therefore propose that these higher use aredslineated and managed differently than the
rest of the corridor.

We propose higher use “frontcountry” areas at:

Grimshawes Bridge, within the designated “Recreétivild and Scenic River
Corridor,;

Bullpen Bridge, within the designated “Scenic” Wddd Scenic River Corridor;



Burrell's Ford Bridge, within the designated “Sag&nWild and Scenic River
Corridor; and

Within the designated “recreation” Wild and Sceriver Corridor more
commonly referred to as the “Delayed Harvest Réamiging at Highway 28.

These zones would be managed in a manner consigtiémt management
elsewhere of access areas, campgrounds, and nattradtions. See Figurel2low for a
geographic representation of American Whitewat@rgposed Frontcountry and Backcounty
areas:



Legend:

Recreation = Wild and Scenic Corridor Designation
(Frontcountry) = Propased Use Designation

[ = Frontcountry Standards

[ = Backcountry Standards



3. Alternatives must include a range of use limitsdbbusers

Every USFS Alternative proposes inequitable linoits users without any basis.
In fact, the USFS has not proposed a single aliem#hat treats whitewater boating as equal to
all other wilderness compliant uses. In USFS Aldives 1-5 paddling is limited more than all
other uses. Even Alternative 6 limits group simegaddlers more than other users. There is no
basis in the record for this distinction. Abseataddemonstrating a need to directly limit a
particular type of use, the USFS Chief has alredidgcted the USFS to apply any use limits
equitably among users: “If it becomes necessaliynio use, ‘ensure that all potential users have
a fair andequitable chance to obtain access to the [Headwaters].”e TUSFS Chief also
instructed the USFS as follows:

While there are multiple references in the recortesource
impacts and decreasing solitude, these concerng tapall users
and do not provide the basis for excluding boatetisout any
limits on other users.

Therefore the manner in which the USFS Alternatidescriminatorily treat
boating is inconsistent with the direction of th8Rk$S Chief and is inconsistent with the federal
law cited in the USFS Chief's administrative appéactision on this matter. Based upon the
results of the Boating Study, boating is unquestiiiyn an outstanding recreational use of the
Headwaters that must be protected and enhanced.

4. Alternatives must be based on a capacity for arsignd/or individual
uses

How many anglers, hikers, boaters, campers, andnswis are too many?
Unless there are too many present, use shouldenditrited. Period. This core principal of
recreational management is totally lost in the UBR8rnatives. Each alternative should clearly
state capacities designed to provide differentsygfeexperiences, and propose actions for if and
when those capacities are exceeded. The USFS Idsedlso directed the USFS in this process
to comply with the following USFS regulations: “lifation and distribution of visitor use should
be based on “periodic estimates of capacity irféhest plan” (FSM 2323.14).”

5. Alternatives must include indirect limits prior direct limits

USFS policy is clear that indirect measures oftiimgi use should be implemented
prior to implementing direct measures. The USF&{Omas expressly instructed the USFS in
this process as follows: “Agency policy for wildess echoes law and policy relative to
maximizing visitor freedom, directing that ‘directontrols and restrictions’ be minimized, and
that controls are to be applied only as necessapydtect the wilderness resource after indirect
measures have failed (FSM 2323.12).”

6. Alternatives, to the extent they address anglingstraddress stocking

The Integrated Report notes that over 70,000 extlt are stocked into the
Chattooga River each year for recreational purposestly in the Headwaters. This activity has
been proven to have significant ecological impaassnoted in our Comments on the Integrated



Report. The USFS cannot ignore this significarppast. There should be a range of alternatives
regarding stocking, and the impacts of continuetlshg should be assessed as part of every
such alternative. The analysis must include thectliecological impacts of stocking as well as
the ecological and social impacts that result fiooreased recreational angling use caused by
stocking.

7. Alternatives should consider impacts of managemeeatisions on
recreationists, equally with impacts those recogdgts may have on one
another

Imposing harsh limits on recreationists dramatcaimpacts those users.
Paddlers’ protected solitude and experience onUpper Chattooga have been completely
eliminated for more than thirty years. The propbBSFS Alternatives fail to adequately weigh
the severity of total elimination of a protected sn any portion of the Headwaters corridor)
against the alleged impacts of that use on othensus

B. Problems Associated with Specific USFS Alternatives

1. Deficiencies in USFES Alternative #1 (No-action altive)

While the USFS may feel compelled to always inclad&o-action” alternative
in its NEPA processes, the USFS Alternative #leientheless unacceptable here because:

It violates applicable law. As set forth in the REChief’s decision:
“the Regional Forester’s decision to continue toleste boating on the
Chattooga WSR above Highway 28 .... is not consistgath the
direction in Section 10(a) of the WSRA or Secti@fa) and 4(b) of
the Wilderness Act or agency regulations implenmgnthese Acts.”

The alternative will not support the USFS’s statiegired conditions.
By banning one of the primary intended recreationaks, the
recreation ORV is not protected or enhanced. Bmieéting all

ORV’s in the upper 1.7 miles of the river the OR¥Yi® not protected.
By eliminating boating, boaters’ personal senseaditude away from
modern life is eliminated. The solitude felt whileating down a river
is special and unique for those who seek it ouhis BRlternative has
NO protections for solitude because it has no emtsvustandards,
monitoring, or controls. There is NO evidence ttie presence of
paddlers will significantly impact the solitude other users in any
unique way, and an overwhelming body of evideneg piaddlers will

not significantly or uniquely impact the solitudeathers. The USFS
does not provide a wilderness experience for pasidlewhose true
Wilderness experience can only be achieved in & Blm@ugh one of
the most low-impact and intimate ways of interagtivith nature. The
USFS does not provide a true Wilderness experidocany users
because boating is a core part of Wilderness wihésgoossible. The
alternative fails to limit or monitor use to assuftet Wilderness



encounter standards are maintained. This altemdas had proven
detrimental effects to the scenery and settinguitiolg trash, huge
campsites, erosion, user created trails, tree dejmggarian trampling,
and the artificial stocking. This alternative h@®ven inadequate at
protecting the natural resources that make thiseptpecial. Nothing
in this alternative protects any of the desired ditbtons in the

uppermost 1.7 miles of the corridor.

It confuses the issue of restoring boating accgsadiuding a random
assortment of other management issues.

Alternative 1 has prevented multiple generatiormnfrexperiencing
the Chattooga River from their canoes, kayaks aaits.r This

management has had a devastating effect on Chat®ivgr paddlers
— resulting in a 100% elimination of their expedenfor more than
three decades. While existing users of the uppettGoga River have
had no limits imposed on their activities whatsoeveboating has
been totally excluded. There is no basis for aciy of zero paddlers
on any or all sections of the upper Chattooga.

Alternative 1 has resulted in a 12+ year confligeothe issue, and
created one of the most contentious and costlyr rneereation
management issues in history. Alternative 1 hdsdaevery day for
over 31 years.

Alternative 1 fails to provide capacities for totede, capacities for all
individual uses, or standards on which managemetbres will be

based. Under Alternative 1, hiking, angling, amdnsming could

occur in vast numbers with no management triggessigtied to
protect the river or the recreational experiencpritvides. Without
capacities and standards, Alternative 1 providesgoarantee of
protection of the Chattooga’s ORV’s—and completgiyninates one
of them (whitewater boating recreation).

Alternative 1 fails to limit or treat wildernessropliant uses equitably
as required by the USFS Chief's appeal decision.

> “Throughout this process, the public has expressgeement on their desire to protect and
enhance the outstandingly remarkable values ofGhattooga River (geology, biology,
scenery, recreation and history); maintain a sehselitude away from modern life; offer a
remote wilderness experience; preserve the spdatastenery and setting; and protect the
natural resources of the upper section of the Gbg#t Wild and Scenic River that make this
area a special and unique place. In the NEPA psothese goals collectively are called a
“desired condition.” USFS Scoping Package, filded920-2
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Alternative 1 fails to “maximize visitor freedom iwilderness” as
USFS policy demands. A ban on boating is the polgvosite of
maximizing freedom.

Alternative 1 fails to implement indirect use liatibns prior to
implementing the harshest possible direct limiagingle user group.

Alternative 1 fails to protect any Outstanding Rekable Values of
the uppermost 1.7 miles of the Chattooga River. bByning boating,
the alternative eliminates what may be the onlyaopfor protecting
and enhancing recreation er any ORV- in this reach because
recreationists can only enjoy most of this reaclbbst due to private
property and geographic impediments. We remindUB€&S that the
Wild and Scenic studies and the congressional tnteehind
designation clearly intended that Grimshawes Bridgehe put-in for
floating down the Chattooga River below that poitigure 1, from
the original USFS WSR studies reflects that fagtternative 1 thus
fails to follow the congressional intent of desigoa and the USFS'’s
own description of the “recreation” ORV in this treation”
designated river rea¢h.The USFS has the authority and many would
argue the obligation to protect the scenic (iiparfan areas and other
viewshed areas), water quality, and biophysicaldd@ns in this
reach.

Alternative 1 is unnecessarily divisive in that ntaintains gross
inequities and entitlements.

Alternative 1 fails to manage frontcountry and hamkntry areas
differently, with the exception of one small froatmtry location. The
biophysical threats, acceptable biophysical coodgj encounter
standards, and management activities differ betwdesignated
Wilderness, frontcountry areas, recreation rivectisas, and wild
river sections.

Alternative 1 is deficient for the reasons setHart the section above
entitled ‘Problems associated with all proposed USFS Altéveat

® See also “In the management of the Chattooga Riverunit of the National Wild and Scenic Rivest®yn, one
objective will be to provide a recreation experiemdhere a feeling of adventure, challenge, andipalys
achievement is dominant. In addition a maximurowtioor skills, without comfort or convenience fiieis will
be provided.To provide this experience, river access will be jmarily by trail, including canoe launch sites.
Only three points will have road access—GrimshaweBridge, Highway 28 bridge, and Highway 76 Bridgé
emphasis added, from: USDA Forest Service—SoutRegion. (1971)Chattooga River as a Wild and Scenic
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2. Deficiencies in USFS Alternative #2

Alternative 2 is the only alternative that includes actual standard that
presumably reflects some concept of capacity. Hewehe 3 encounters per day standard is
highly limiting and would trigger an all-user petnsiystem almost immediately, especially if it
was applied strictly on every day of the year.tHeory this is a worthwhile concept to analyze,
however there are significant problems with thiseraative that render it unacceptable.
Specifically:

It violates applicable law. As set forth in the RE5Chief’s decision:
“the Regional Forester’s decision to continue toleste boating on the
Chattooga WSR above Highway 28 .... is not consistgth the
direction in Section 10(a) of the WSRA or Secti@fa) and 4(b) of
the Wilderness Act or agency regulations implenmgnthese Acts.”

The alternative will not support the USFS’s statiegired conditions.
By banning one of the primary intended recreationaks, the
recreation ORV is not protected or enhanced. Bmieating all
ORV’s in the upper 1.7 miles of the river the OR¥Yi® not protected.
By eliminating boating, boaters’ personal senseaditude away from
modern life is eliminated. The solitude felt whileating down a river
is special and unique for those who seek it outer& is NO evidence
that the presence of paddlers will significantlypewt the solitude of
other users in any unique way, and an overwhelrbody of evidence
that paddlers will not significantly or uniquely jract the solitude of
others. The USFS does not provide a wildernessrexpe for
paddlers — whose true Wilderness experience canbenachieved in a
boat, through one of the most low-impact and intenavays of
interacting with nature. The USFS does not proadeie Wilderness
experience for any users because boating is apaosteof Wilderness
where it is possible.

It confuses the issue of restoring boating accgsadiuding a random
assortment of other management issues.

Alternative 2 provides no boating opportunities dme Upper
Chattooga. This management alternative would readevastating
effect on Chattooga River paddlers — resulting 08% elimination
of their experience. There is no basis for a capadtizero paddlers on
any or all sections of the upper Chattooga.

Alternative 2 would continue the 12+ year conflister the ability of
citizens to float the river, and one of the mostteatious and costly
river recreation management issues in history.

Alternative 2 fails to limit or treat wildernessrapliant uses equitably
as is required by the binding and relevant Recbidetision.
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Alternative 2 fails to “maximize visitor freedom iwilderness” as
USFS policy demands. A ban on boating is the polgvosite of
maximizing freedom.

Alternative 2 fails to implement indirect use liatibns prior to
implementing the harshest possible direct limitpawldlers and other
direct limits on other users.

Alternative 2 fails to protecany Outstanding Remarkable Values of
the uppermost 1.7 miles of the Chattooga River. bByning boating,
the alternative eliminates what may be the onlyaopfor protecting
and enhancing recreation in this reach becauseatanists can only
enjoy most of this reach by boat due to privatepprty and
geographic impediments. We remind the USFS that\hid and
Scenic studies and the congressional intent betlesignation (see
figure 1) clearly intended that Grimshawes Bridge the put-in for
floating down the Chattooga River below that pdinAlternative 2
thus fails to follow the congressional intent ofsigmation and the
USFS’s own description of the “recreation” ORV hist “recreation”
designated river reach. The USFS has the authanitymany would
argue the obligation to protect the scenic (iiparfan areas and other
viewshed areas), water quality, and biophysicaldd@ns in this
reach.

Alternative 2 is unnecessarily divisive in that ntaintains gross
inequities and entitlements.

Alternative 2 fails to manage frontcountry and hamkntry areas
differently, with the exception of one small froatmtry location. The
biophysical threats, acceptable biophysical coodgj encounter
standards, and management activities differ betwdesignated
Wilderness, frontcountry areas, recreation rivectisas, and wild
river sections.

We are unsure of what “enhance woody debris renant” means
specifically, however such a management objectieelldc have
significant negative ecological and recreationalpaets. Active
falling of trees into the river would damage vitgbarian function,
create stream bank erosion, threaten nearby tce@snd-throw and

" See also “In the management of the Chattooga Riverunit of the National Wild and Scenic Rivest®yn, one
objective will be to provide a recreation experiemdhere a feeling of adventure, challenge, andipalys
achievement is dominant. In addition a maximurowtioor skills, without comfort or convenience fiieis will
be provided.To provide this experience, river access will be jmarily by trail, including canoe launch sites.
Only three points will have road access—GrimshaweBridge, Highway 28 bridge, and Highway 76 Bridgé
emphasis added, from: USDA Forest Service—SoutRegion. (1971)Chattooga River as a Wild and Scenic
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destabilization of roots, and leave unaesthetimptiand cut logs in
what should be a natural appearing stream. Ushaihsaws or other
motorized equipment should not take place in thekdauntry. Trees
fallen intentionally into the river would also poseserious risk of
death to generations of anglers, swimmers, hikand, boaters. We
support the natural process of trees entering aitoh@ the river. We
cannot support the unnatural addition of wood bynan action to a
fully functional, natural bedrock and boulder caotiegd channel with
ample complexity and habitat.

Alternative 2 is barely an alternative at all sirthe only other option
is unlimited use by all non-paddler recreationidftshe USFS is going
to analyze a standard of 3 encounters per day,nthesy also analyze a
range of standards that should include at leasidatds of 6 and 10
encounters.

We fully support the registration of all users hetW&S corridor.
This information will be critical in future managemnt decisions.

We are not opposed to closing parking lots in tidor although we
see little need or value in doing so, except asssige measure to
limit use naturally.

While Alternative 2 is aimed at limiting encounteisalso takes the
same biophysical measures as Alternative 3 andthalternatives
should be different.

Alternative 2 is also deficient because the reassgtsforth in the
section above entitledPfoblems associated with all proposed USFS
Alternatives’

3. Deficiencies in USFES Alternative #3

This is a radically flawed alternative. Alternai\3’s stated objective is to
manage biophysical impacts, yet bans floating eehtire river while allowing all other uses to
go unlimited and unchecked. This runs counterlitoeason and counter to the rec8rdHow
does banning the lowest impact and smallest uskewaHowing all other uses to exist unlimited
and untracked lead to strong biophysical proteétion

Camping is unlimited yet has demonstrated bioplaysmpacts noted throughout
the IR including ground clearing, vegetation damdge risk, soil compaction, erosion, human
waste, wildlife attraction, and wildlife disturbanc

Hiking and angling are unlimited yet have demorsttabiophysical impacts
including vegetation damage, riparian area clearsog compaction, user created trail creation,

8 The USFS Integrated Report (i.e. Capacity and @b the Upper Chattooga Riyestates on page 57 that “It is
relatively rare (because it is usually less effagitio address biophysical impacts through usedii

14



erosion, human waste, wildlife attraction, and Vildddisturbance. Furthermore, angling use is
encouraged and enhanced through stocking of 7@&g0c fish which likely have an enormous
biophysical impact in and of themselves.

Yet, somehow, this alternative limits only floatingse which has so little
biophysical impact that it is anticipated to bersey measurable.

In addition, Alternative 3 is deficient because:

It violates applicable law. As set forth in the Rf5Chief's decision: “the
Regional Forester's decision to continue to exclummting on the
Chattooga WSR above Highway 28 .... is not consisteith the

direction in Section 10(a) of the WSRA or Secti@ta) and 4(b) of the
Wilderness Act or agency regulations implementhege Acts.”

Alternative 3 provides no boating opportunitiestoe Upper Chattooga.
This management alternative would have a devagtagiffect on
Chattooga River paddlers — resulting in a 100% ieltion of their
experience. There is no basis for a capacity af paddlers on any or all
sections of the upper Chattooga.

The alternative will not support the USFS’s stadlegired conditions. By
banning one of the primary intended recreationakuthe recreation ORV
is not protected or enhanced. By eliminating @R\Cs in the upper 1.7

miles of the river the ORV’s are not protected. @yninating boating,

boaters’ personal sense of solitude away from motifr is eliminated.

The solitude felt while floating down a river isespal and unique for
those who seek it out. This alternative has NQegatmons for solitude

because it has no encounter standards, monitasingontrols. There is
NO evidence that the presence of paddlers willisagmtly impact the

solitude of other users in any unique way, and\&rwhelming body of

evidence that paddlers will not significantly origuely impact the

solitude of others. The USFS does not provide ldemness experience
for paddlers — whose true Wilderness experiencenonbe achieved in a
boat, through one of the most low-impact and intensays of interacting
with nature. The USFS does not provide a true &vildss experience for
any users because boating is a core part of Wibdsrwhere it is possible.
The alternative fails to limit or monitor use tosase that Wilderness
encounter standards are maintained.

Alternative 3 would continue the 12+ year conflmter the ability of
citizens to float the river, and one of the mostteatious and costly river
recreation management issues in history.

It confuses the issue of restoring boating accgssduding a random
assortment of other management issues.
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Alternative 3 has no physical carrying capacitystandards for any user
group and is therefore flawed.

Alternative 3 fails to limit or treat wildernessropliant uses equitably as
is required by the binding and relevant Record etiBion.

Alternative 3 fails to “maximize visitor freedom imilderness” as USFS
policy demands. A ban on boating is the polar sgpoof maximizing
freedom.

Alternative 3 does not track use to determine tsegmad therefore leaves
biophysical resources at risk of overuse.

Alternative 3 fails to implement indirect use liafibns prior to
implementing the harshest possible direct limipaddlers.

Alternative 3 fails to protecany Outstanding Remarkable Values of the
uppermost 1.7 miles of the Chattooga River (incigdibiophysical
conditions). The USFS has the authority and obbgato protect the
scenic (i.e., riparian areas and other viewshedsgravater quality, and
biophysical conditions in this reach.

Alternative 3 is unnecessarily divisive in thatriintains gross inequities
and entitlements.

Alternative 3 fails to manage frontcountry and l@mkntry areas

differently, with the exception of one small frootmtry location. The

biophysical threats, acceptable biophysical cood#j and management
activities differ between designated Wildernesspntitountry areas,

recreation river sections, and wild river sectiofiis should be factored
into any alternative.

We are unsure of what “enhance woody debris rgoant’” means as
referenced in Alternative 3, however this altewmatelement could have
significant ecological and recreational impactstive falling of trees into
the river would damage vital riparian function, ateestream bank erosion,
threaten nearby trees to wind-throw and destalitizaof roots, and leave
unaesthetic stumps and cut logs in what should Ibataral appearing
stream. Use of chainsaws or other motorized egenprahould not take
place in the backcountry. Trees fallen intentibnaito the river would
also pose a serious risk of death to generationangfers, swimmers,
hikers, and boaters. While we support the najun@tess of trees entering
and exiting the river, we cannot support additibrvood to a functional,
natural, and largely bedrock and boulder controttednnel with ample
complexity and habitat.
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Alternative 3 is also deficient for the reasonsfedh in the section above
entitled ‘Problems associated with all proposed USFS Alteveat

4. Deficiencies in USFS Alternative #4

It violates applicable law. As set forth in the RS Chief’s decision:
“the Regional Forester’'s decision to continue tolese boating on a
portion of the Chattooga WSR above Highway 28 ..nasconsistent
with the direction in Section 10(a) of the WSRAS®ctions 2(a) and
4(b) of the Wilderness Act or agency regulationplamenting these
Acts.”

This alternative totally bans boating on the Rocérge, Delayed
Harvest, and private reaches — making it whollycaeatable. There
is no justification for these boating bans whatgseand no evidence
that there is a zero capacity for recreationalibgain these reaches.

The alternative will not support the USFS’s statledired conditions.
By banning one of the primary intended recreatiarsgds on several
sections and on most days, the recreation ORV isprnatected or
enhanced. By eliminating all ORV’s in the uppéf miles of the river
the ORV’s are not protected. By eliminating bogtirboaters’
personal sense of solitude away from modern lifeliminated. The
solitude felt while floating down a river is spdcad unique for those
who seek it out. This alternative has NO protedidor solitude
because it has no encounter standards, monitaymgpntrols. There
is NO evidence that the presence of paddlers vwgfiscantly impact
the solitude of other users in any unique way, ancverwhelming
body of evidence that paddlers will not signifidgnor uniquely
impact the solitude of others. The USFS does rmtige an adequate
wilderness experience for paddlers — whose true dé&kfless
experience can only be achieved in a boat, at flans seasons of
their choosing, through one of the most low-impaad intimate ways
of interacting with nature. The USFS does not mteva true
Wilderness experience for any users because boatiagore part of
Wilderness where it is possible. The alternatiadsfto limit or
monitor use to assure that Wilderness encountemdatds are
maintained. Nothing in this alternative protectsy af the desired
conditions in the uppermost 1.7 miles of the camrid

Alternative 4 would continue the 12+ year conflister the ability of
citizens to float the river, and one of the mostteatious and costly
river recreation management issues in history.

Alternative 4 has no physical carrying capacitystandards for any

user group, except group size for paddlers on 8 ofaches, and is
therefore flawed.
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It confuses the issue of restoring boating accgsadbuding a random
assortment of other management issues.

Alternative 4 fails to limit or treat wildernessmgpliant uses equitably.

Seasonal and water level based closures on thisosedo not
“maximize visitor freedom” as should occur in witdess areas.

Alternative 4 fails to implement indirect use liatibns prior to
implementing harsh direct limits on paddlers.

Alternative 4 fails to protect any Outstanding Rekaale Values of
the uppermost 1.7 miles of the Chattooga River. bByning boating,
the alternative eliminates what may be the onlyaopfor protecting
and enhancing recreation er any ORV- in this reach because
recreationists can only enjoy most of this reactbbgt due to private
property and geographic impediments. We remindd8€&S that the
Wild and Scenic studies and the congressional tnteehind
designation clearly intended that Grimshawes Bridgehe put-in for
floating down the Chattooga River below that poitigure 1, from
the original USFS WSR studies reflects that fagtternative 4 thus
fails to follow the congressional intent of desitjoa and the USFS’s
own description of the “recreation” ORV in this Ctreation”
designated river reach. The USFS has the authamitymany would
argue the obligation to protect the scenic (iiparran areas and other
viewshed areas), water quality, and biophysicalddmns in this
reach.

Alternative 4 is unnecessarily divisive in that ntaintains gross
inequities and entitlements.

Alternative 4 fails to manage frontcountry and kamkntry areas
differently. The biophysical threats, acceptableophysical
conditions, and management activities differ betweadesignated
Wilderness, frontcountry areas, recreation rivectiesas, and wild
river sections. This should be factored into altgraative.

Alternative 4 limits boating to single capacity ftraThe USFS has no
information that indicates tandem canoes, tanddlatable kayaks, or
2-4 person rafts are unacceptable on these reachigss limit is
arbitrary.

Alternatives 4 and 5 limit paddling to four groupsr day. The only

other alternative is zero groups per day. We expdroader range of
group numbers for analysis.
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This alternative limits floating to only Decembardugh March in the
Ellicott Rock section. This limit is without basidt does not prevent
overlap with other in-stream river users, and ferpaddlers to only
enjoy the river on relatively cold, short days.

This alternative limits paddling the Ellicott Roskction to above 400
cfs at Burrell’s Ford. This limit totally eliminas significant boating
opportunities without basis, and forces paddlersexplore a river
under unnatural constraints that may reduce pefrsaifety.

The alternatives state that group number will benagad through
“self-registration only until records indicate theaximum number of
groups is exceeding four; then permits in advancélie alternative
fails to mention the number of days per year oncWigroups exceed
four that will actually trigger permits. 1 day pgear, 20 days per
year, 20 days per year for 3 consecutive years?

This alternative has a trigger for permits to bgureed, however offers
no details on these permits. We are aware of hergiermit system
on a small flashy headwater creek run — and caemasion one that
would not result in lost paddling opportunities @iyrdue to delays
within the system. The alternative should desctifis in greater
detail.

This alternative includes “limited wood removalWe are unsure of
what this means but we are concerned. There aye @faesponsibly
managing wood in rivers to support ecological acteational values
but they are not captured under the title “limitedod removal.” We
would prefer that two wood alternatives be analyZgdallow natural

processes to manage wood (prohibit removal andtiadd), and 2)

actively manage wood to protect and enhance eaabgand

recreational values. Boating does not require woemioval and
alternatives should not infer this.

Alternatives that allow boating should acknowledlog portaging and
scouting may occur in some predictable locatiolmsthese locations,
the IR confirms that boaters only exited the righannel once during
the expert panel study, and predicts that less 8@ feet of trail

would be necessary to support paddling.

Alternative 4’s stated objective is to manage biygital impacts, yet
bans floating on three river reaches while allowatigother uses to go
unlimited. This runs counter to all reason. Carggs unlimited yet
has demonstrated biophysical impacts noted thraugltbe IR
including ground clearing, vegetation damage, finsk, soil
compaction, erosion, human waste, wildlife att@ctiand wildlife
disturbance. Hiking and angling is unlimited ye@ivé demonstrated
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biophysical impacts including vegetation damageyanan area
clearing, soil compaction, user created trail ¢ogaterosion, human
waste, wildlife attraction, and wildlife disturbanc Angling is

enhanced through stocking of 70,000 exotic fishclwHikely has an
enormous biophysical impact. Yet, somehow, thisrahtive limits

only floating which has so little biophysical impathat it is

anticipated to not even be measurable. This isdically flawed

alternative. How does banning the lowest impaat amallest use
while allowing all other uses to exist unlimiteddanntracked lead to
strong biophysical protection? How is the paddloban part of this
alternative? There is simply no logical rationdte including a

boating ban in this alternative.

Alternative 4 would allow some reaches to be fldateut would
prohibit a complete run of the entire ChattoogaeRiwhich is a
unique 50+ mile multi-day paddling opportunity thest possible
nowhere else in the region.

We fully support the registration of all users hetW&S corridor.
This information will be critical in future managemnt decisions.

Alternative 4 is also deficient for the reasons feeth in the section
above entitled Problems associated with all proposed USFS
Alternatives’

5. Deficiencies in USFES Alternative #5

It violates applicable law. As set forth in the RE5Chief’s decision:
“the Regional Forester’s decision to continue toleste boating on a
portion of the Chattooga WSR above Highway 28 s.nat consistent
with the direction in Section 10(a) of the WSRASx®ctions 2(a) and
4(b) of the Wilderness Act or agency regulationplamenting these
Acts.”

It confuses the issue of restoring boating accgsadbuding a random
assortment of other management issues.

We are aware of no reason to ban floating belovk lliog Creek,
especially given that congress clearly intended tfos use to be
protected and enhanced.

The alternative will not support the USFS’s statledired conditions.
By banning on one reach and at some flows througti@uriver, one
of the primary intended recreational uses, theea@n ORV is not
protected or enhanced. By eliminating all ORV'sept recreation in
the upper 1.7 miles of the river the ORV’s are podtected. By
eliminating the freedom of paddlers to select thain preferred
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flows, their Wilderness experience is damaged. dyninating

boating on one reach, boaters’ personal senselitfid® away from

modern life is eliminated from that reach. Theitade felt while

floating down a river is special and unique fordbavho seek it out.
This alternative has NO protections for solitudedwese it has no
encounter standards, monitoring, or controls farsis There is NO
evidence that the presence of paddlers will sigaiftly impact the
solitude of other users in any unique way, and\arwhelming body
of evidence that paddlers will not significantly wmiquely impact the
solitude of others. The alternative fails to linoit monitor use to
assure that Wilderness encounter standards are¢aimeid.

Alternative 5 would continue the 12+ year conflister the ability of
citizens to float the river, and one of the mostteatious and costly
river recreation management issues in history.

Alternative 5 has no physical carrying capacitystandards for any
user group, except group numbers for paddlers oh2reaches, and
is therefore flawed.

Alternative 5 fails to limit or treat wildernessropliant uses equitably
as is required by the binding and relevant Recbidezision.

Alternative 5 fails to implement indirect use liatibns prior to
implementing the harsh direct limits on paddlers.

Alternative 5 does protect a portion of one Outdtagp Remarkable
Value of the uppermost 2 miles of the ChattoogaeRivWe remind
the USFS that the Wild and Scenic studies anddhgressional intent
behind designation clearly intended that Grimshatglge be the
put-in for floating down the Chattooga River belaWwat point.

Alternative 5 thus partially follows the congressd intent of

designation and the USFS’s own description of tleereation” ORV

in this “recreation” designated river reach.

Alternative 5 is unnecessarily divisive in that ntaintains gross
inequities and entitlements.

Alternative 5 fails to manage frontcountry and kmmkntry areas
differently. The biophysical threats, acceptableophysical
conditions, and management activities differ betweadesignated
Wilderness, frontcountry areas, recreation rivectieas, and wild
river sections. This should be factored into altgraative.

Alternative 5 limits boating to single capacity ftraThe USFS has no
information that indicates tandem canoes, tanddlatable kayaks, or
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2-4 person rafts are unacceptable on these reachiéss limit is
arbitrary.

Alternatives 4 and 5 limit paddling to four groupsr day. The only
other alternative is zero groups per day. We expdroader range of
group numbers for analysis.

This alternative limits paddling the river to aba®80 cfs at Burrell's
Ford. This limit totally eliminates significant Btng opportunities
without basis, and forces paddlers to explore arrisnder unnatural
constraints that may reduce personal safety.

The alternatives state that group number will benagad through
“self-registration only until records indicate theaximum number of
groups is exceeding four; then permits in advancélie alternative
fails to mention the number of days per year onctvlyroups exceed
four that will actually trigger permits. 1 day pgear, 20 days per
year, 20 days per year for 3 consecutive years?

This alternative has a trigger for permits to bgureed, however offers
no details on these permits. We are aware of hergiermit system
on a small flashy headwater creek run — and caamasion one that
would not result in lost paddling opportunities gyrdue to delays
within the system. The alternative should desctifis in greater
detail.

This alternative includes “limited wood removalWe are unsure of
what this means but we are concerned. There ays ofaesponsibly
managing wood in rivers to support ecological aecteational values
but they are not captured under the title “limitaody debris

removal.” We would prefer that two wood alternat\be analyzed, 1)
allow natural processes to manage wood (prohibmoral and

additions), and 2) actively manage wood to enhawmdogical and

recreational values. Boating does not require woemioval and

alternatives should not infer this.

Alternatives that allow boating should acknowledg&t portaging and
scouting may occur in some predictable locatiolsthese locations
the Integrated Report confirms that boaters onlytedxthe river

channel only once during the expert panel studg, @edicts that less
than 500 feet of new trails would be needed to ettppaddling. The
boating alternatives should consider constructibnthese trails if

needed, but also acknowledge that they are nossane

This alternative totally bans boating on the botteettion of the

Upper Chattooga below Lick Log Creek - making it ol
unacceptable. We are aware of no justificationtfas boating ban
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whatsoever, and no evidence that there is a zepacis for

recreational boating on this reach. Requiring raglbike-out would
unnecessarily impact canoeists, and other paddieable to carry a
boat up the hill for any reason.

Alternative 5’s stated objective is to manage bigital impacts, yet
bans floating on one river reach while allowing aether uses to go
unlimited — and in fact attracting other uses tigtowstocking and
fishing regulations. This runs counter to all as Camping is
unlimited yet has demonstrated biophysical impact®d throughout
the IR including ground clearing, vegetation damdge risk, soil

compaction, erosion, human waste, wildlife att@ctiand wildlife

disturbance. Hiking and angling is unlimited y@iv demonstrated
biophysical impacts including vegetation damageanan area
clearing, soil compaction, user created trail ¢cogaterosion, human
waste, wildlife attraction, and wildlife disturbanc Angling is

enhanced through stocking of 70,000 exotic fishclwHikely has an
enormous biophysical impact. Yet, somehow, thisrahtive limits

only floating which has so little biophysical impathat it is

anticipated to not even be measurable. This isdically flawed

alternative. How does banning the lowest impact amallest use
while allowing all other uses to exist unlimiteddanntracked lead to
strong biophysical protection? How is the paddlban part of this
alternative? There is simply no logical rationdte including a

boating ban in this alternative.

Alternative 5 combines the Chattooga Cliff's reamhd the Rock
Gorge with regards to group numbers, which erroglgoassumes
paddlers will always run both of these sectiongtiogr. These should
be considered 2 reaches.

Alternative 5 would allow some reaches to be fldateut would
prohibit a complete run of the entire ChattoogaeRiwhich is a
unique 50+ mile multi-day paddling opportunity thest possible
nowhere else in the region.

We fully support the registration of all users hetW&S corridor.
This information will be critical in future managemnt decisions.

Alternative 5 is also deficient for the reasons feeth in the section
above entitled Problems associated with all proposed USFS
Alternatives’

6. Deficiencies in USFES Alternative #6

Alternative 6 does not single out paddlers foretght treatment than
other users (except for group sizes) and is motgtaae. This is a
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good thing and is consistent with the Record ofiflen that is the
root of this environmental analysis. However we seegeason or data
to suggest different group sizes.

It confuses the issue of restoring boating accgsadiuding a random
assortment of other management issues.

The alternative will not support the USFS’s statlegired conditions.
By eliminating all ORV’s except recreation in thpper 1.7 miles of
the river the ORV’s are not protected. This akéirre has NO
protections for solitude because it has no encoustandards,
monitoring, or controls. The alternative failslitait or monitor use to
assure that Wilderness encounter standards ar¢aimsid.

Alternative 6 is not divisive and would begin theogess of
eliminating the senseless conflicts over the Clogt®s management.

Alternative 6 would end the 12+ year conflict owbe ability of
citizens to float the river, and one of the mostteatious and costly
river recreation management issues in history.

Alternative 6 would allow the entire Chattooga Rit@ be floated and
would allow complete runs of the entire ChattoogeeRwhich is a
unique 50+ mile multi-day paddling opportunity thest possible
nowhere else in the region.

Alternative 6 does protect a portion of one Outdtagy Remarkable
Value of the uppermost 2 miles of the ChattoogaeRivWe remind
the USFS that the Wild and Scenic studies anddhgressional intent
behind designation clearly intended that Grimshatglge be the
put-in for floating down the Chattooga River belaWwat point.

Alternative 6 thus partially follows the congressad intent of

designation and the USFS’s own description of tleereation” ORV

in this “recreation” designated river reach.

However, Alternative 6 has no physical carryingamfy or standards
for any user group and is therefore flawed.

Alternative 6 limits boating to single capacity ftraThe USFS has no
information that indicates tandem canoes, tanddlatable kayaks, or
2-4 person rafts are unacceptable on these reachiéss limit is
arbitrary.

This alternative includes “limited wood removalWe are unsure of
what this means but we are concerned. There aye @faesponsibly
managing wood in rivers to support ecological axteational values
but they are not captured under the title “limitaody debris
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removal.” We would prefer that two wood alternat\be analyzed, 1)
allow natural processes to manage wood (prohibmoral and

additions), and 2) actively manage wood to enhawmsogical and

recreational values. Boating does not require woemioval and

alternatives should not infer this.

Alternatives that allow boating should acknowledlog portaging and
scouting may occur in some predictable locatiohsthese locations
the Integrated Report confirms that boaters onlytedxthe river
channel only once during the expert panel studg, @edicts that less
than 500 feet of new trails would be needed to sttgpaddling.

Alternative 6’s stated objective is to manage biygptal impacts and
encounters, yet offers not a single capacity ondsded for any user
group or total use. This runs counter to all reascCamping is
unlimited yet has demonstrated biophysical impact®d throughout
the IR including ground clearing, vegetation damdge risk, soil

compaction, erosion, human waste, wildlife att@ctiand wildlife

disturbance. Hiking and angling is unlimited ye@ivd demonstrated
biophysical impacts including vegetation damageanan area
clearing, soil compaction, user created trail ¢cozaterosion, human
waste, wildlife attraction, and wildlife disturbanc Angling is

enhanced through stocking of 70,000 exotic fishclwHikely has an
enormous biophysical impact. There is a capaditthe Chattooga
River to support recreation, and Alternative 6 ltgteynores this most
basic principle.

Alternative 6 fails to distinguish between frontotny and
backcountry areas. The biophysical threats, aabéptbiophysical
conditions, and management activities differ betweadesignated
Wilderness, frontcountry areas, recreation rivectieas, and wild
river sections. This should be factored into altgraative.

We fully support the registration of all users hetW&S corridor.
This information will be critical in future managemt decisions.

C. Deficiencies in the Scoping Document Generally

The Scoping Document (SD) provides that “Dispersahping occurs at
least 50 feet from lakes and streams to protearigp areas, 50 feet from
trails and ¥ mile from a road on the Andrew PickBistrict.” It says

nothing of the other districts, and fails to reciagnthat according to the
Integrated Report, “Of the 97 [camp] sites on thEpét River, about 26
(27%) are within 20 feet of the river,” and thathe median amount of
cleared area was 1,000 square feet” for those. sité®refore, while the

°® USFS Scoping Document, Page 2
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USFS explanation of their current management intdgcarotection of the
river and management of camping, the reality igeqdifferent. A large
number of generally large campsites have beenettday users in the
riparian corridor without USFS management.

The SD fails to mention that historical lack of mgament has resulted in
over 19 miles of user created trails in the Uppéattoga Corridor,
which is appalling given that the Headwater is oBly miles long®
Worse yet, these trails have over 90 erosion prablassociated with
them, and almost 2 miles of the user created taadswithin 20 feet of the
river* Alternative 1 has created this dire situatiomd ®ill not remedy
it.

The SD fails to mention that historical managentexgt included stocking
of over 70,000 exotic, non-native, fish each yeathe Chattooga River.
While this action has benefited anglers interestecatching such fish, it
may impact anglers that seek native fish, as welhative organisms
including macroinvertebrates, fish, salamanderd, smiders?> Moreover,
such stocking artificially attracts visitor use, iathimpacts capacity.

The SD fails to mention that historical managembas resulted in
rampant litter of which 142 gallons, or 6.7 gallopesr river-mile was
found while collecting data for the Integrated Repd

The SD fails to mention the impacts of existingreational use on fish

and wildlife, or the potential impacts of continuedlimited recreational
14

use.

The SD fails to mention that the USFS has littlento data on past or
existing recreational use levels, encounters, ompdition impacts.
Absent these data, one cannot reasonably conchateehcounter and
competition impacts are not (or are) occurring.

[1I. American Whitewater’s Proposal

It is simply not feasible to combine the myriad gdex management issues currently
under consideration by the USFS into one set efirted alternativesSee generally, the issue-
by-issue organization of the 2004 RODhere are so many variables, that it would requir
hundreds or thousands of alternatives to accourdlfof the various combinations (as the USFS
unsuccessfully attempted to do in only six integgadlternatives).

1% |ntegrated Report, Page 42

" Integrated Report, Page 43

12 AW Comments on the Integrated Report
13 Integrated Report, Page 46

% Integrated Report, Page 51-56
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American Whitewater proposes that the USFS addmegsrtant management issues on
an issue-by-issue basis, as is the USFS’s custdrand and Resource Management Plans. The
USFS should provide sets of alternatives, organkaedssue, that relate to other management
changes it seeks to include in this NEPA process;ekample the location and condition of
official and user-created trails and campsitesshirgparking, angling and hiking access, fish
stocking and treatment of woody debris.

Below, American Whitewater proposes a set of tlaéernatives related to the issue of
recreational use. These alternatives are esdgntlahtical with the exception of the standards
relied upon for management. Thereafter, Americamnt®Water briefly outlines other potential
alternatives on an issue-by-issue basis.

A. American Whitewater’s Proposed Alternatives Relatedo Recreational Use
1. Nationally Consistent River Management Alternatitie high encounter
standard)™

Restore private, self guided boating on the Heaelrsat

Monitor and mitigate existing and ongoing biophgsiempacts of
recreational use throughout the Wild and ScenieR@&orridor. This
action includes standard river resource protectama restoration
initiatives including fixing erosion problems, ciog or formalizing
user created trails, and bringing all campsites taaids up to USFS
standards.

Manage river reaches designated as “Scenic” or ré&gion” as
frontcountry areas. Manage river reaches designagedWwild” as
backcountry areas. (See Figure 1)

Create no new river access parking, roads, ostrail

Require registration of all corridor visitors.

Educate users on “Leave No Trace” (LNT), low impacicounter
protocols, difficulty of floating reaches, rulesdamegulations, and

water level preferences.

Implement standard boating safety regulations aind those in force
below Woodall Shoals (life jackets, helmets, appedp craft).

13 |n alternatives 2 through 4, American Whitewat@pwses a simple and commonly used method of finogethe
river and assuring that biophysical and recreatistzdards are not exceeded. This basic concepives
implementing a range of protection and restoraitiiiatives, as well as recreational regulations] ¢hen allowing
wilderness compliant uses to occur until one orargtandards are exceeded. Use will then be linaiseteeded
through indirect measures first, followed by dira@asures as needed.
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Prohibit the use of single chamber inflatable cnaftbackcountry
areas.

Prohibit commercial floating use on the entire riabove Highway
28.

Construct up to 500 feet of boating portage traits needed for
resource protection, while closing existing usexated trails that are
actively eroding or casuing other impacts.

Implement congruent group size limits for all uses.

Allow capacities offrontcountry areas to be defined passively by parking and cagnpi
availability. If or whenbackcountry areasexceedlO group encounters on more than 5% of
days per year, for 3 consecutive years, initigige Reduction Managemeas follows:

Survey visitors to ensure encounter standards septeactual encounter tolerances. |If
this is the case, then limit use by indirect measun those specific areas. If not, adjust
standards to reflect user tolerances.

If total use or encounter standard violations anengrily attributable to one or more
groups, target indirect efforts at those groupst.firIndirect measures may include reducing
group sizes, altering stocking or fisheries managggmeducation on alternative recreational
opportunities, instituting voluntary temporal, sphbr water level based avoidance periods (ie
voluntary closures), changing access areas, and&rging camping opportunities.

If after 2 full years of implementing aggressivalinect measures, standards are still
exceeded in specific frontcountry or backcountrgaar limit use by direct measures in those
specific areas. If total use or encounter stand@thtions are primarily attributable to one or
more groups, target efforts at those groups fildte most appropriate direct means of limiting
use is the requirement of limited permits for ertgy all users or for participation in specific
activities in specific areas during specific tinassjustified"®

2. Nationally Consistent River Management Alternati#¥® (moderate
encounter standard

Restore private, self guided boating on the Heaelrsat

Monitor and mitigate existing and ongoing biophgsiempacts of
recreational use throughout the Wild and ScenieR@orridor. This
action includes standard resource protection asgbraion initiatives
including fixing erosion problems, closing or forimang user created
trails, and bringing all campsites and trails upJ®FS standards.

16 See Exhibit or an example of a permitting system that cowdapplied to boating if data ultimately
demonstrates a need for implementation of direutdi on whitewater boating.
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Manage river reaches designated as “Scenic” or ré&¢ion” as
frontcountry areas. Manage river reaches designageedWwild” as
backcountry areas. (See Figure 1)

Create no new river access parking, roads, ostrail
Require registration of all corridor visitors.

Educate users on “Leave No Trace” (LNT), low impacicounter
protocols, difficulty of floating reaches, rulesdamegulations, and
water level preferences.

Implement standard boating safety regulations aind those in force
below Woodall Shoals (life jackets, helmets, appedp craft).

Prohibit the use of single chamber inflatable cnaftbackcountry
areas.

Prohibit commercial floating use on the entire riadove Highway
28.

Construct up to 500 feet of boating portage traits needed for
resource protection, while closing existing usexated trails that are
actively eroding or casuing other impacts.

Implement congruent group size limits for all uses.

If or when individualfrontcountry areas meet or excegshrking and/or camping
capacity on more than 10% of daysper year, for 3 consecutive years, limit use kjirect
measures in those specific areas. If or wihackcountry areasexceed group encounters on
more than 5% of daysper year, for 3 consecutive years, initigige Reduction Managemeas
follows:

Survey visitors to ensure encounter standards septeactual encounter tolerances. If
this is the case, then limit use by indirect measun those specific areas. If not, adjust
standards to reflect user tolerances.

If total use or encounter standard violations atiengxily attributable to one or more
groups, target indirect efforts at those groupst.firindirect measures may include reducing
group sizes, altering stocking or fisheries managemeducation on alternative recreational
opportunities, instituting voluntary temporal, sphor water level based avoidance periods (ie
voluntary closures), changing access areas, aod&mging camping opportunities.

If after 2 full years of implementing aggressivalinect measures, standards are still
exceeded in specific frontcountry or backcountrgasr limit use by direct measures in those
specific areas. If total use or encounter stand@thtions are primarily attributable to one or
more groups, target efforts at those groups fifldte most appropriate direct means of limiting
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use is the requirement of limited permits for ertgy all users or for participation in specific
activities in specific areas as justified.

3. Nationally Consistent River Management Alternati& (ow encounter

standard)

Restore private, self guided boating on the Heaelsat

Monitor and mitigate existing and ongoing biophgsiempacts of
recreational use throughout the Wild and Scenie@R@orridor. This
action includes standard resource protection asbraion initiatives
including fixing erosion problems, closing or forimang user created
trails, and bringing all campsites and trails upJ®FS standards.

Manage river reaches designated as “Scenic” or ré&gion” as
frontcountry areas. Manage river reaches designaseedWild” as
backcountry areas. (See Figure 1)

Create no new river access parking, roads, ostrail
Require registration of all corridor visitors.

Educate users on “Leave No Trace” (LNT), low impacicounter
protocols, difficulty of floating reaches, rulesdamegulations, and
water level preferences.

Implement standard boating safety regulations aind those in force
below Woodall Shoals (life jackets, helmets, appedp craft).

Prohibit the use of single chamber inflatable cnaftbackcountry
areas.

Prohibit commercial floating use on the entire riabove Highway
28.

Construct up to 500 feet of boating portage traits needed for
resource protection, while closing existing usexated trails that are
actively eroding or casuing other impacts.

Implement congruent group size limits for all uses.

If or when individualfrontcountry areas meet or excegmhrking and/or camping
capacity on more than 5% of daysper year, limit use by indirect measures in thggecific
areas. If or whemackcountry areasexceed2 group encounters on more than 5% of days
per year, for 3 consecutive years, initigige Reduction Managemeas follows:

17 See Exhibit or an example of a permitting system that cowdapplied to boating if data ultimately
demonstrates a need for implementation of direutdi on whitewater boating.
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Survey visitors to ensure encounter standards septeactual encounter tolerances. |If
this is the case, then limit use by indirect measun those specific areas. If not, adjust
standards to reflect user tolerances.

If total use or encounter standard violations anengrily attributable to one or more
groups, target indirect efforts at those groupst.firIndirect measures may include reducing
group sizes, altering stocking or fisheries managgmeducation on alternative recreational
opportunities, instituting voluntary temporal, sphbr water level based avoidance periods (ie
voluntary closures), changing access areas, aod&rging camping opportunities.

If after 2 full years of implementing aggressivalinect measures, standards are still
exceeded in specific frontcountry or backcountrgasr limit use by direct measures in those
specific areas. If total use or encounter standathtions are primarily attributable to one or
more groups, target efforts at those groups fifldte most appropriate direct means of limiting
use is the requirement of limited permits for ertgy all users or for participation in specific
activities in specific areas as justifigt.

B. Basis for USFS Inclusion of American Whitewater’s IPoposed Alternatives:

It will protect both the Headwaters itself and theerience of visitors to
that resource

It is equitable and fair
It will promptly begin easing tensions between ug®@ups

It is administratively and legally defensible assugnthere is support for
the standards selected, and will thus save timexankey for all involved.

It is consistent with proven river management dreotivers nationwide.

It is consistent with USFS policy, the Wild and BiceRivers Act, and the
Wilderness Act.

It is consistent with the USFS Chief's administratiappeal decision
directing the USFS in this process

It treats problems that currently exist, and presié formula for dealing
with issues that could arise in the future.

It is inexpensive, easy, and straightforward tolangent.

It is flexible to highly variable flows, seasonsdaother factors.

18 See Exhibit or an example of a permitting system that cowdapplied to boating if data ultimately
demonstrates a need for implementation of direutdi on whitewater boating.
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It will provide high quality experiences for allers, including providing
angling experiences with no boaters present orvarage of 80% of days,
opportunistic and hassle free boating on days dafeat@ble flows,
camping at clean, private sites, hiking withoutisgetoo many other
groups, swimming in un-crowded pools of clean waded visiting a wild
and natural river on which man has a small infleenc

V. Other Important Management Issues and Proposed Almmatives

Based upon the USFS’s lines of inquiry during theerucapacity analysis process,
American Whitewater briefly outlines the followiraglditional management issues related to the
Chattooga Headwaters corridor and a range of altiees for each:
A. Fish Stocking:
Continue existing stocking rates, species, andimts
Stock only native species, but continue existingda
Reduce stocking rates, and prioritize native sggecie
Eliminate helicopter stockirig
Expand stocking to entire river

B. User Created Trails:

Continue existing management

Close 33% of user created trails of highest impaud/or lowest use,
formalize the remaining 67%

Close 66% of user created trails of highest impaui/or lowest use,
formalize the remaining 34%

Close all user created trails within 50 feet of iver
Close all user created trails.

C. In-stream Wood Management:
Continue current policy

Promote wood recruitment

19 See our extensive comments on the impacts of isigpcionnative fish such as rainbow and brown tiowatur
comments on the USFS Report Titled “Capacity andfii@ on the Upper Chattooga River.
20 An analysis of the recreational impacts of vehicimtrusion into the corridor via helicopter mbstconducted.
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Prohibit all wood removal or addition

Publish new guidelines on wood management thawvattmvement of
only ecologically low-functioning and recreatioryalhigh risk wood
pieces only to the degree that allows passage. cdfeluusers on
guidelines.

On the Chattooga, several stakeholders seem tothaelpaddling and
wood in rivers is inconsistent. Nothing could fzettier from the truth.
Assessing, paddling, and portaging wood is a fureddat part of the
paddling experience omvery whitewater river. The Boating study
showed that current conditions support paddlinghviihited interaction
with in-stream wood. Changes in the amount orribistion of wood
cannot be anticipated within the timeframe of toerent forest plan, and
therefore management must be based on currenttmoredand be flexible
enough to address changes. Current and anticigateditions do not
require active management of wood. The most ap@tepmanagement is
to educate paddlers on the ecological value thaidwmagays and either
discourage or prohibit wood removal. We shoulderaso that much of
the Chattooga Headwaters is high-gradient and bkdend boulder
controlled, and therefore many areas are simplydmvansport zones.
Impacts of movement of an extremely small percent#ghe wood in the
system would not be found to have a significantlagioal or social
impact?

D. Parking
Maintain existing parking opportunities
Increase parking capacity by 30%
Decrease parking capacity by 30%
Move all parking out of corridor
E. Private Land Corridor
Continue existing management
Legally establish USFS right to manage floatingtigh the reach
Negotiate a recreation easement along the river
Condemn a recreational easement along the river

Negotiate a scenic easement along the river

2L SeeExhibit 3 (discussing management of wood in rivers).
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Condemn a scenic easement along the river

V. Conclusions

The proposed USFS Alternatives are deficient in ynaspects. American Whitewater
asks that the USFS analyze both the framework lamdpecific alternatives it has presented in
these comments. American Whitewater further aBksUSFS to modify its proposed USFS
Alternatives relating to whitewater boating accessconform to American Whitewater’'s
proposed alternatives, as set forth above. Oflttenatives presented by the USFS, we prefer
#6.
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Exhibit 1
Direct Limits on Boating Access: Special Permittig Systens?

The special permitting system outlined below woolkldy be appropriate if, after a
sufficient period of data collection on actual begtuse, the data shows that the capacity of the
Chattooga Headwaters cannot accommodate existuadslef boating use (as opposed to total
use of all users), and that indirect measures lfaled. The following temporary permitting
system could be used by the USFS to directly mhitewater boating use:

Paddling trip leaders would have to secure a fezenft from the USFS online or via

phone for the day they wish to paddle a specifitise of the Headwaters (Chattooga
Cliffs, Ellicott Rock, and/or the Rock Gorge/Delayklarvest Reach). Trip leaders
may secure permits for multiple sections on theesday.

The permits will become available at 8am on the pagr to the desired paddling
day, and will remain available until filled.

Permits will be nontransferable and awarded toviddal trip leaders and cover that
individual's group, the members of which do noté&y be named on the permit.

Group size will be limited to 8 people, and groupmiers must travel together.

The permit itself will simply be an 8 digit numbgirat paddlers must write on their
registration form, which will be available onlineddor at the put-in.

Identity of permit applicants will be positivelyadtified using some means (Driver’s
License Number, Social Security Number, Valid Credard Number, Etc) upon
application.

The USFS will make every effort to detect and pcose fraudulent permit
applications by individuals not actually intenditay paddle the river. To this end,
individuals may incur two no-shows per year at Whjoint permit applications will
no longer be accepted for that year, filing fraedalpermit applications must be
made a punishable offence, paddlers must regis@ecass areas as well as securing
a permit, the USFS must do spot counts, and theesawh trip leaders must be
published on the Sumter National Forest websita oronthly basis.

Potential variations to this permit system baseshupumber of trips include:
Variation A: Permit 12 boating trips per day. (all flows)

Variation B: Permit 8 boating trips per day. (all flows)

2 imits should not be imposed on users until stadslare reached or exceeded. Doing so causeficghiand
undue burdens on both the administrating agencyttengublic. This certainly applies to boating ba Chattooga
which we expect to be among the smallest usesidadwaters corridor with the smallest impacts.
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Variation C: Permit 4 boating trips per day. (all flows)

Variation D: Permit 2 boating trips per day below 285cfs atr8ils Ford, and 8 boating trips
per day above 285cfs. In addition to the methagiplabove, the following permit elements
would also be required for Variation D:

A flow trigger would be set at 285 cfs, roughly thedian of the shared flow range.

The Burrell’'s Ford gage would have to be onlineva#i as physically readable, and
the stage representing 285 cfs would have to l@lglenarked on both versions. The
gage would have to update online in 15 minute menas.

The first two permits issued for a given day wolddguaranteed, and the remaining 6
would be conditional on flows.

Conditional permit holders may run the river on termitted day if the river is
running at least 285 cfs at 8am on the permittgd daif/when it reaches 285 cfs at
some point during the day.

Conditional permit holders that do not run the riga the permitted day will not be

penalized with a no-show penalty unless the flowatisr above 285 at 8am on their
permitted day.
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Exhibit 2

Additional Resources to Consider
in Formulation of Final USFS Proposed Alternatives

American Whitewater's Comments and Suggested RmasRegarding the Draft
Upper Chattooga River Phase | Data Collection Bxpanel Field Assessment
Report, dated February 2007, and first made auail@bthe public on April 2, 2007,
Respectfully Submitted on April 6, 2007

American Whitewater's Comments on the “ChattoogaseRiHistory Project
Literature Review and Interview Summary”, Respdbtfisubmitted on April 17,
2007

American Whitewater's Comments on the USFS Reptedt“Capacities on other
Wild and Scenic Rivers: seven case studies”, ReglgcSubmitted on May 7, 2007

American Whitewater's Comments on the Chattoogaerature Review Report,
Respectfully Submitted May 7, 2007

Comments on the USFS Report Titled “Capacity anchfliid on the Upper
Chattooga River”, Submitted on July 3rd, 2007

American Whitewater’'s Notice of Appeal of the Retaf Decision (ROD) for the
Sumter National Forest Revised Land and Resourgealjlament Plan (RLRMP) and
its accompanying Final Environmental Impact Staten(eelS).

DECISION FOR APPEAL OF THE SUMTER NATIONAL FORESTAND AND

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN REVISION, #04-13-00-0026 n¥erican
Whitewater, Dated April 28 2005.
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Exhibit 3

On May 22nd, 2007, American Whitewater's Nationéwardship Director, Kevin
Colburn patrticipated on a panel discussion at aelRManagement Society conference that
focused on management of wood in rivers. Thewak well attended by river managers from
across the country. The following is a synopsitheftalk.

Most wood is not in
play

Most wood is not in play: The vast majority of wood pieces in river andaripn systems are
not recreationally problematic or especially dangsrto paddlers. Paddlers generally refer to
these non-problematic pieces as being “not in pldy.general, wood is not in play when it can
be paddled under, over, around, or beside withgpwging paddlers to unacceptable risks.
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Paddling wood is
part of paddling

Paddling wood is part of paddling Portaging (or moving) wood requires a significamount

of time and energy, and is avoided by paddlers ehenpossible. Therefore many paddlers,
especially skilled paddlers, are highly adept abidimg in-channel wood pieces. When
approaching and assessing a piece of wood or adatiamuof wood pieces, paddlers are faced
with a variety of options:

Most often a clear route around the wood can bentakince the majority of wood
pieces and accumulations do not completely spafuthehannel or all channels.

If at least part of the wood piece or accumulat®rpartially or fully submerged,
paddlers can often paddle over the piece of wood.

If at least part of the wood piece or accumulatgpartially or fully at least two feet
above the water level, paddlers can often paddpish under the piece of wood.

Oftentimes, wood creates interesting and enjoyaltiddienges for paddlers. Negotiating wood in
rivers is viewed as part of the paddling experientbe presence of wood often increases risk,
but is viewed as part of the natural ecosystemreatdral challenge. Paddling is not inconsistent
or in conflict with wood in rivers, rather wood ivers is a fundamental element of paddling.
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Portaging wood is
part of paddling

Portaging wood is part of paddling: There are situations where for some period oetim

(ranging from minutes to decades or longer) thabdvpieces or accumulations totally block

recreational passage. These instances represent amall percentage of wood pieces in a river
system. In these cases, paddlers typically eptbetage the obstruction or avoid the reach until
the obstruction naturally changes enough to allasspge. Portaging wood obstructions is an
expected and integral part of the paddling expegemparticularly on narrow streams. Wood

portages can often be very short and accomplistigdvihe channel.
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Recreational

Problem Conflict
Pieces Pieces

All Wood is Not Created Equal

All wood is not created equal: Occasionally, based on a wide range of variable®r
managers or users will move wood to allow passpgeially remove wood to allow passage, or
fully remove wood to allow passage. Only wood pgethat require portage or pose a serious
risk to paddlers' safety are candidates for beinoged, partially removed, or fully removed for
recreational reasons. In the figure above, thesmwieces are depicted in light blue. River
managers and users prefer to alter wood as litleassible due to the significant amount of
work that moving wood requires, and due to a shamdmitment to maintaining a naturally
functioning river environment. Therefore no moveme preferred over any management,
movement is preferred over any type of removal, padial removal is preferred over full
removal.

A small percentage of wood pieces in rivers ar@rdigortionately ecologically functional and
important. The body of literature describing tlaetors that contribute to a wood piece or
accumulation’s ecological value is robust and pnovéVood pieces can provide a variety of
stream functions depending on their size, shape,l@ation in the channel. These functions
include sediment trapping, habitat complexity fotima and flow modification. Wood is not a
significant food source to aquatic ecosystems asesstakeholders have claimed. In general,
wood is most important and functional when the wepagte is large and long, when the log is
actively trapping sediment, when the log is adjadenfloodplains, and when the bed and
adjacent banks are of a fine substrate. In therdigabove, these wood pieces are depicted in
dark green.

There may be some pieces that are both ecologieadl and recreationally problematic - but

this is a very small percentage of wood pieces d ahould be the subject of careful
management. In the figure above, these wood peeedepicted in red.
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The light green wood pieces in the figure aboveratea concern to recreational river managers
because there is no cause for movement or remg@uavdér managers or users. The dark green
wood pieces in the figure above are likewise atrisk of removal, but may deserve special
attention or management because of their ecologalale. The light blue wood pieces in the
figure above may be best managed through publicatatun, collaboration, and through typical
agency action decision pathways. These piecesbmayndidates for movement or removal in
some situations as described later in this rep®te dark red wood pieces in the figure above
may be best managed by agency personnel followafgqetl wood management protocols.
These pieces should not be removed except in gdsa® agencies have formally deemed it the
preferred alternative for ecological and/or redoeetl reasons.

All wood within the effect of a river exists in gmamic state of decay, wear, and movement.
Wood pieces may play a variety of ecological rdle®ughout their transition from a freshly
fallen tree to assimilated molecules. The prenbskind the above concept is that the subtle
effect of moving as few of the light blue pieceslitke as possible, while the light green, dark
green, and red pieces remain unmoved, will allow tiatural process to proceed at all relevant
scales without any significant ecological effects.

Rivers as Water Trails

« All trails have some impacts, water trails are rela  tively low impact

*Some trails are managed for everyone (think ADA),
some are managed for high adventure (think mountain climbing routes),
there is a continuum in between.

Difficult, Low Use, Little Management
Wilderness, Education on Wood
Headwaters (Stress No Removal)

Rock or Mountain
Climbing Routes

Moderate Use Little Management
Backcountry Trails Moderate Difficulty Education on Wood
No Commercial Use (Stress Little Removal)

ADA or High Use Trails High Use, Rafting, Remove Key Wood
Managed for Easy Commercial Use, Collaborate with
Experience Lower Difficulty Paddlers

Rivers as water trails: River managers may find it useful to think ofetig as extremely low
impact trails. Trails are corridors through whjgtople experience nature. It is widely accepted
that some form of land trails — while they have scgnvironmental footprint - are suitable in all
settings from roadside picnic areas to remote \kfileles areas. With that said, ADA or high use
trails are managed very differently from Wildernéxssls. Likewise rivers are managed on a
continuum of standards aimed at providing differtypes of experiences that are appropriate for
the setting.

Exhibit 3



This may be a useful analogy in determining woochag@ment practices. Rivers that are
difficult, low use, Wilderness, and/or small in eimay be analogous to rock or mountain
climbing routes. River managers may wish to managed in these rivers primarily through
educating user groups, and stressing no removaldekhte use, moderate difficulty, rivers with
no commercial use may be analogous to standarccbacky trails. River managers may wish
to manage wood in these rivers primarily througlioading user groups, and stressing little
removal. River managers may also wish to applyesainect management of wood to these
reaches. High use, commercially used, rafted,caredisier rivers may be analogous to ADA or
high use managed trails. River managers may wishaidk collaboratively with the paddling
community to remove wood pieces that are recreallpnproblematic and not highly
ecologically functional. This concept was proposgdmarily for discussion purposes.
Discussion following the talk pointed out that tissa very oversimplified framework, and that
these types of decisions must be made on a casaskybasis.

Anglers can learn which fish to eat and
which to release.

Paddlers can likewise learn which
situations it is more OK or not OK to
remove or move wood, and how to
best do it.

The role of education There is often hesitance on the part of rived sand managers to
encourage the public to participate in active managnt projects. This has been the case with
management of wood, on which there has been Wtek to educate or include the public in
management activities ranging from protection éfaadod pieces to limited removal efforts. It
is a management hot potato.

With this being said, there is ample precedentdgencies educating the public on how to
participate in active management activities in sagbere there is little oversight and some basic
ecological knowledge required. One example ishim left hand picture above. This man is
holding up a federally threatened bull trout, whiad will presumably release. Agencies trust
anglers to be able to differentiate between garsle &nd which they can kill and eat, and
extremely similar endangered fish which must bedheth appropriately and released. Hunters
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likewise must be able to tell the difference betwwgame and non-game (coyote and wolf for
example) at long distances with lives of endangspaties on the line. Even community weed-
pulls are examples of agencies educating the puliche value of some organisms while
working with them to manage others.

Paddlers are certainly capable of likewise learmitgch situations it is more OK or not OK to
move or remove a piece of wood, and how to do thwhe smallest ecological footprint.
Educational efforts could be targeted at any chosend management practice, including
policies enforcing no movement, collaborative moeatn or movement of certain types of

pieces.

Do Not Move/Remove Log

!

More OK to Re/move Log

Ecological Considerations

Sand, Gravel, Cobble Banks

Bedrock Banks

Floodplain Adjacent to Channel

Cliffs Adjacent to Channel

Log Trapping Sediment

Log Above Water Level

Log is Large and Long

Log is Small and Short

Stream has Endangered Species

No Endangered Species

No Riparian Vegetation

Dense Riparian Vegetation

Heavily Impacted Watershed

pyrrrn

Intact Forested Watershed

Paddling Co

nsiderations

Log is Obvious

Log is Hidden

Log is Avoidable While Paddling

Log is Unavoidable

Log is Easily Portaged

Log is Impossible to Portage

Log Unlikely to Entrap Paddler

Log Likely to Entrap Paddler

Log in Seldom Paddled Reach

Log in Popular Reach

Class V

Class ll/111

Wilderness

1y

Urban

An educational model: Paddlers currently have such a policy that thegrate under that was

developed in 2001 by Kevin Colburn, and publishgdAmerican Whitewater on their website
and in their journal. The policy educates paddéershe ecological role that wood plays in river
ecosystems, strongly discourages any wood movemdnile offering an educational decision

model for paddlers considering the movement ofeagbf wood. This model offers continuums
of both ecological and recreational considerations.
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