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Addendum 
Dayton Aviation Heritage National Historical Park 

Final General Management Plan Amendment  

and Environmental Impact Statement 

May 2006 

The draft general management plan amendment/environmental impact statement was 
available for public review from January to March 2006. Because the changes to the 
document were minor, it was not reprinted. Instead, this addendum was created to 
complete the final document. Included are: 

1. Responses to comments on the draft general management plan amendment / 
environmental impact statement 

2. Errata sheet 
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Responses to Comments on the Draft General Management Plan Amendment/ 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Comment Response 

 

 See responses on page 4. 
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Comment Response 

 

Response 1: There would not be any change in traffic volumes in 
Alternative C (Please see page 279), only to the levels of service during 
weekday rush hours. The average park-related increases in traffic volumes 
at this intersection in 2025 are projected at 110 vehicles per hour, which is 
well within current traffic variability in the intersection (see page 150). It 
is unlikely that a study could distinguish project-related air quality 
impacts from impacts associated with normal traffic changes. Based on 
the impact thresholds used in the draft EIS, any change that is not 
detectable or measurable is classified as negligible.  

The NPS believes that levels for fine particulates (PM2.5) would be 
associated primarily with dust raised by the movement of traffic. Because 
traffic may be moving somewhat more slowly in the preferred alternative, 
PM2.5 levels could be slightly lower in Alternative C than in the no- 
action alternative. The difference caused by, at most, 880 vehicle trips per 
day would not be measurable and, therefore, would be of negligible 
intensity. 

As noted, the Dayton/Springfield area is in attainment for carbon 
monoxide. For the reasons noted above, the preferred alternative would 
have a negligible effect on carbon monoxide emissions in and near the 
intersection, and throughout the airshed. Therefore, there is no need for a 
carbon monoxide hotspot analysis. 

Response 2: The proposed alignment for the new road is through an 
upland area (see page 264) that does not appear to include any wetlands. 
The National Park Service has included a provision to perform an on-site 
inspection for wetlands after the final alignment for the road is 
established. In the unlikely event that wetland areas are discovered by that 
survey, the National Park Service would realign the road to avoid any 
wetland impacts. 

Respeonse 3: Appendix B.2. of the Ohio Environmental Protection 
Agency’s 2004 Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment 
Report identifies the Mad River mainstem as impaired for aquatic life use 
and recreation use from its mouth to Donnels Creek, almost 18 miles 
upstream. This includes the Mad River segment that runs about a half 
mile north of Huffman Prairie Flying Field  (shown on the map on page 3 
of the draft EIS). The preferred alternative would have negligible effects 
on water quality and would not contribute to the impairment of any water 
bodies listed as impaired. 

Response 4: The particulars of the construction of parking areas are 
outside the scope of this GMPA/EIS. The use of permeable surfaces for 
the construction of additional parking will be considered at the 
preliminary design phase. 

Comment 1

Comment 2

Comment 3

Comment 4
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 

 

No response necessary. 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 

 

No response necessary. 
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Comment Response 

 



 

-10- 

Comment Response 

No response necessary. 
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Comment Response 

 

No response necessary. 
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Comment Response 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response 1: 
Acquisition of these sites is beyond the scope of this GMP Amendment 

 Comment 1 



 

-13- 

Comment Response 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response 1: 
The selection of the preferred alternative included incorporating aspects 
that the team considered to be the best of each alternative. 
 
 
 
 
Response 2: 
As described in Alternative B, the design and materials used in the new 
hangar for the replica Wright B Flyer would be compatible with the 
surrounding landscape. (See p. 73) 

Comment 1: 

Comment 2: 
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Comment Response 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response 1: The location for a potential shared-use maintenance facility 
and whether it would entail use of an existing facility or new construction 
is undetermined at this time. However, should a shared-use maintenance 
facility requiring new construction be developed, one of the objectives 
would be development compatible with the surrounding area. 
Response 2: Please see response to comment #1 
Response 3: The Wrights’ home is outside the scope of this GMP 
Amendment. 

Comment 1 

Comment 2 

Comment 3 
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Comment Response 

 

Response:  See page 17 for response. 
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Comment Response 
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Comment Response 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response 1: 
The park has consulted with Five River MetroParks, Greene County Parks 
District, Miami Conservancy District, the Ohio Department of 
Transportation, and the United States Air Force, and is aware of 
coordinated planning efforts to construct both the “T-Connector” and the 
Three Counties Trail. 

 

Comment 1 
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Errata Sheet for Final General Management Plan Amendment / 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Page 23. Operations at WPAFB. “…to insure that interference with the base’s hazardous cargo 
mission and other activities does not occur.” Change “do” to “does.” 

Page 25. 1st full paragraph, column 1. Please revise the first sentence to read: “The Aviation 
Heritage Foundation is in a unique position among partners, as it formally represents all of the 
park’s legislated and non-legislated partners in accordance with the Foundation’s articles of 
incorporation and by-laws.” 

Page 287. List of Preparers. Sharon Miles “outdoor recreation planner” should be changed to 
“community planner.” 

Page 287. Bart Young should be identified as “formerly planner and facilitator.” 

Page 288. Consultants Mary Mathews’ title should be changed to say, “formerly Executive 
Director, Carillon Historical Park; currently, Chair, Aviation Heritage Foundation, Inc.” 


