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PUBLIC MEETINGS, SECTION 106 CONSULTATION,  
AND INTERAGENCY COORDINATION 

PUBLIC MEETINGS 

This General Management Plan / 
Environmental Impact Statement was 
developed with the participation of govern-
mental agencies, nongovernmental organiza-
tions, and members of the public at large. 
Formal public participation began in March 
1996, when the park superintendent sent a 
letter to more than 800 people and groups on 
the park’s initial mailing list. This letter 
described the effort to develop a new general 
management plan for the park and invited all 
addressees to participate in the project.  

The invitation announced the first round of 
public meetings, to be held at the visitor center 
on March 18 and 20, 1996, and also included a 
mail-back comment form. The comment form 
asked recipients to describe any issues and 
concerns they had about the park, as well as 
their ideas for the future of the battlefields. 
The letter was also posted on the park’s 
Internet site and electronic comments were 
encouraged. In addition, the meetings were 
announced in local newspapers, on local 
television, and in the Federal Register 

The first public meetings provided attendees 
with the opportunity to learn about the plan-
ning effort, ask questions, and voice their ideas 
about the park. The mail-back comment form 
was also distributed at the public meetings. 
More than 100 people attended the meetings 
and more than 250 comment forms and 
electronic responses were received. 

Additional informal meetings were held during 
this first round of public participation. The 
project was discussed with groups associated 
with the park, including the Bull Run Civil War 
Roundtable and the Battlefield Equestrian 
Society. The project team also met with groups 
that expressed interest in specific aspects of 
the plan, such as the Prince William Bicycle 
Association, the Friends of Manassas National 

Battlefield Park, and the Prince William 
Wildflower Society. 

From the meetings and comment forms, the 
project team learned that respondents cared 
deeply about the battlefields and were con-
cerned with almost every aspect of the park, 
including traffic, trails, adjacent development, 
historic buildings, visitor facilities, interpre-
tation, the natural environment, partnerships, 
the historic scene, and recreational uses. 

The responses, along with the results of the 
park’s data gathering study, provided a range 
of major issues facing the future of the park. 
The project team next reviewed past Congres-
sional legislation that shaped the park and 
examined the important battlefield resources 
and stories. Collectively, this information 
helped the project team develop goals for the 
park’s future and preliminary alternatives to 
achieve those goals. 

To help communicate ongoing planning issues, 
and encourage further public participation, a 
newsletter was distributed based on the park 
mailing list, and anyone expressing interest in 
the process. The first newsletter, sent in 
January 1997, re-stated the preliminary goals 
and alternatives, to make sure they addressed 
the ideas discussed during the first round of 
public participation.  

On February 10 and 11, 1997, public meetings 
were held at the park visitor center. As with the 
first round of public meetings, the meetings 
were publicized in local papers, and the 
newsletter and meeting announcement were 
posted on the park’s Internet page. An article 
was included in the Civil War News to 
encourage participation by the Civil War 
community. Meeting participants were invited 
to respond to the goals and help the planning 
team refine the preliminary alternatives and/or 
develop new alternatives. Ideas from these 
meetings and the responses were used to refine 
the alternatives and develop the draft plan. 



CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

178 

As the draft general management plan was 
being prepared in 1997, the project team 
continued to meet with interested groups and 
study the impacts of the alternatives. The 
National Park Service contracted with Virginia 
Natural Heritage to study areas identified in 
the alternatives where woodlands would be 
removed and the historic field patterns would 
be rehabilitated to ensure threatened and 
endangered species would not be impacted. 
The National Park Service also contracted with 
Robert Peccia and Associates to supplement 
the traffic modeling provided by the Virginia 
Department of Transportation in the U.S. 
Route 29 study to understand the impacts of 
relocating through traffic from the park. 

In 2000, the National Park Service put the 
general management plan process on hold to 
concentrate on separate, but related, 
transportation concerns. This included the 
Battlefield Bypass, which would re-route U.S. 
Route 29 and VA Route 234 around the park, 
removing commuter traffic from these roads 
within park boundaries. The environmental 
impact study for the bypass began in 2001, and 
a preferred alternative was selected in 2005.  

Public meetings for the Manassas National 
Battlefield general management plan resumed 
in 2002 with a public focus group meeting, 
designed specifically to address issues 
surrounding transportation and circulation in 
the park. This meeting occurred on December 
5, 2002, with 18 individuals in attendance. A 
new newsletter was sent to the mailing list in 
the fall of 2003. A total of 60 written and 
electronic comments were received. 

SECTION 106 CONSULTATION 

Agencies that have direct or indirect 
jurisdiction over historic properties are 
required by Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended 
(16 United States Code 470, et seq.) to take into 
account the effect of any undertaking on 
properties eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places. To meet the requirements of 
36 Code of Federal Regulations 800, the 
National Park Service sent letters to the 

Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
(the state historic preservation office) and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, 
inviting their participation in the planning 
process. Both offices were sent copies of all 
project newsletters with a request for 
comments. The Virginia Department of 
Historic Resources was invited to all public 
meetings and was provided with a copy of the 
Draft General Management Plan / 
Environmental Impact Statement. Their 
comments are shown in the comment letters 
later in this section. 

Table 5-1 lists the cultural resources present at 
Manassas National Battlefield Park, the 
treatment and use of each resource, and the 
presumed need for any future review by the 
state historic preservation officer and/or the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. 

INTERAGENCY COORDINATION 

Coordination with federal, state, and local 
agencies began concurrently with the public 
information program. Government agencies 
such as the Virginia Department of Historic 
Resources, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, Virginia Department of 
Transportation, Virginia Department of 
Conservation and Recreation, and nearby 
jurisdictions received the park 
superintendent’s initial letter in March 1996. 

These organizations were invited to attend all 
public meetings. Special briefings were also 
held with elected officials and staff from 
Fairfax and Prince William Counties. 
Throughout the process (from 1996 through 
the present), government agencies were also 
invited to participate in a routine series of 
interagency coordination meetings. The 
attached letter to the Virginia Department of 
Historic Resources is one example of the 
project team’s coordination efforts. 

In addition, representatives from the park’s 
general management planning team 
participated in coordination meetings for the 
Battlefield Bypass study. 
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Table 5-1: GMP Actions Requiring Section 106 Compliance 

Alternative A 

General Management Plan Action Compliance Requirements 

Rehabilitate Brawner Farm House, while preserving the 
structure to accommodate internal visitation and 
interpretation. 

Project underway. 

Alternative B 

General Management Plan Action Compliance Requirements 

Move the interpretation of Second Manassas to a visitor 
contact station at Brawner Farm and accommodate year-
round visitation. 

Examine options to develop a new entry road and 
improve parking facilities at Stuart’s Hill to minimize the 
visual impact of the high-voltage transmission lines in that 
quadrant of the park. 

Requires further state historic preservation officer (SHPO) and 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) review. 

Request the following boundary adjustments: 

● The 136-acre Davis Tract, 

● The 43-acre Stonewall Memory Garden Tract, 

● The 0.75 acre Conservation Trust parcel, and 

● The 6-acre Dunklin Monument tract. 

No SHPO or ACHP review required. 

Rehabilitate the landscape to its wartime appearance:  

● Remove approximately 327 acres of existing forest 
and manage that land as grassland or open field.  

● Allow approximately 82 acres of existing grassland 
and open fields to regenerate to forest through 
natural succession. 

Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 

Remove the existing Brawner Farm and Battery Heights 
parking areas along U.S. Route 29. 

Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 

Develop the First Manassas automobile/bicycle tour 
(interpretive materials only—no new roadway needed).  

No SHPO or ACHP review required. To be carried out after the 
completion of the Manassas National Battlefield Park Bypass. 

Upgrade trails and interpretive media as needed on the 
First Manassas Hiking Trail.  

Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 

Develop the Second Manassas automobile/bicycle tour 
(interpretive materials only—no new roadway needed).  

No SHPO or ACHP review required. To be carried out after the 
completion of the Manassas National Battlefield Park Bypass. 

Develop the Second Manassas hiking trail by upgrading 
existing trails, creating new trails, and providing 
interpretive materials.  

Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 

Upgrade the Lucinda Dogan House to accommodate 
year-round visitation. Rehabilitate the structure’s 
appearance by removing nonconforming structural 
elements and outbuildings. 

Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 
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Table 5-1: GMP Actions Requiring Section 106 Compliance 

Alternative B (Continued) 

General Management Plan Action Compliance Requirements 

Create a “ghosted” outline of the Robinson House ruins.  Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 

Transfer the portions of U.S. Route 29 and VA Route 234 
inside the park to NPS jurisdiction and close these roads 
to non-park traffic:  

Remove the existing U.S. Route 29 Bridge over Bull Run. 
and mark bicycle lanes on primary roads throughout the 
park.  

Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. To be carried out after the 
completion of the Manassas National Battlefield Park Bypass. 

Design and develop a new recreation area off Groveton 
Road. 

Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 

Develop a new equestrian trail near Stuart’s Hill. Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 

Alternative C 

General Management Plan Action Compliance Requirements 

Construct a new visitor center, parking area, and access 
roadways to the east of Stone Bridge and Bull Run.  

Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 

Remove the existing visitor center at Henry Hill.  Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 

Develop interpretive displays at Brawner Farm (a less 
extensive action than in Alternative B). Examine options 
to develop a new entry road and improve parking 
facilities at Stuart’s Hill to minimize the visual impact of 
the high-voltage transmission lines in that quadrant of 
the park.  

Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 

Request the following boundary adjustments: 

● The 136-acre Davis Tract, 

● The 43-acre Stonewall Memory Garden Tract, 

●  The 0.75 acre Conservation Trust parcel, and 

● The 6-acre Dunklin Monument tract. 

No SHPO or ACHP review required.  

Upgrade key interpretive sites throughout the park for 
moderate to high visitor use. Sites include Brawner Farm, 
Chinn Ridge, Deep Cut/Unfinished Railroad, Groveton, 
Henry Hill, Matthews Hill, Portici, Sudley, Stone Bridge, 
and Stone House. 

● Develop extensive interpretive materials at each site. 

● Upgrade parking facilities and loop trails at each site. 

Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 
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Table 5-1: GMP Actions Requiring Section 106 Compliance 

Alternative C (Continued) 

General Management Plan Action Compliance Requirements 

Using existing trails, develop two separate 5-mile-long 
hiking trails for the Battles of First and Second Manassas.  

No SHPO or ACHP review required. 

Restore important wartime view corridors by removing 
approximately 72 acres of existing forest and managing 
that land as grassland or open field.  

Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 

Remove the modern residence and outbuildings from the 
Groveton area. 

Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 

Upgrade the Lucinda Dogan House to accommodate 
year-round visitation. Rehabilitate the structure’s 
appearance by removing nonconforming structural 
elements and outbuildings. 

Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 

Remove the existing Brawner Farm and Battery Heights 
parking areas along U.S. Route 29. 

Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 

Transfer the portions of U.S. Route 29 and VA Route 234 
to NPS jurisdiction and close these roads to non-park 
traffic: 

● Construct a new bridge and approach roads to the 
south of the existing bridge’s location. 

● Remove the existing U.S. Route 29 Bridge over Bull 
Run.  

● Install access control facilities at the park’s remaining 
entrances along U.S. Route 29 and VA Route 234. 
Special provisions would be made for in-holders and 
their guests and service providers, and for emergency 
vehicles. 

● Remove signalization, turn lanes, and excess 
pavement from the intersection of U.S. Route 29 and 
VA Route 234. 

● Reduce speed limits to 25 miles per hour. 

● Designate and mark bicycle lanes on primary roads 
throughout the park.  

Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. To be carried out after the 
completion of the Manassas National Battlefield Park Bypass. 

Design and develop a new recreation area off Groveton 
Road. 

Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 

Develop a new equestrian trail near Stuart’s Hill. Requires further SHPO and ACHP review. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The review period for the Draft General 
Management Plan / Environmental Impact 
Statement was between December 30, 2005 and 
February 28, 2006. Two public meetings were 
held on February 8 and 9, 2006 at the park 
visitor center at Henry Hill. Thirteen people 
attended one meeting and seven people 
attended the other meeting.  

During the public comment period, 28 
comments were received from 28 state and 
federal agencies, organizations, and 
individuals. In general, respondents supported 
the management efforts described in the Draft 
General Management Plan / Environmental 
Impact Statement. The six respondents who 
expressed a preference supported the 
implementation of alternative B. Specifically 
respondents expressed support for reducing 
traffic flow within the park and improving the 
visitor experience. One respondent also noted 
that alternative B would provide benefits for 
wildlife, particularly birds.  

One respondent expressed a preference for the 
no-action alternative. The Environmental 
Protection Agency supported the no-action 
alternative with construction of the Battlefield 
Bypass.  

The Virginia state historic preservation officer 
has indicated her support for alternative B, the 
preferred alternative, as modified in this final 
plan. The Virginia office of the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service agrees that the actions 
proposed in the General Management Plan 
would not adversely affect federally listed 
species or federally designated critical habitat 
because no federally listed species are known 
to occur in the project area. Please see 
appendix E for additional information. 

The National Environmental Policy Act 
requires the National Park Service to respond 
to substantive comments. Substantive 
comments are those that (1) question the 
accuracy of the information/data provided, (2) 
question the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis, (3) present reasonable alternatives to 
those presented in the draft document, or (4) 
cause changes or revisions in the preferred 
alternative.  

Most of the comments received referred to 
actions in the park that are part of daily 
operations or would be relevant during 
implementation of the actions proposed in this 
plan. These comments addressed topics such 
as automobile tour routes, alternative 
transportation planning, park signs, trail 
improvements, battle reenactments, and 
landscape rehabilitation in specific locations. 
Because a general management plan is a 
programmatic document designed to provide 
guidance in relation to park management goals 
and how to achieve desired future conditions, 
issues related to the daily management of the 
park are not directly addressed in a general 
management plan. Most of these comments 
will be considered during planning and 
implementation of the proposed actions.  

A few commenters suggested actions that are 
against NPS policy, are contrary to the goals of 
the park, or are covered under other plans. For 
example, it was suggested that the park have 
battle reenactments. Reenactments are 
prohibited by NPS policy and will not be 
considered (see the NPS’ Management Policies, 
Section 7.5.9).  

Several respondents on the Draft General 
Management Plan / Environmental Impact 
Statement included comments relevant to the 
Manassas National Battlefield Park Bypass 
Study. These comments have not been 
addressed, as they are outside the scope of the 
General Management Plan / Environmental 
Impact Statement. Fairfax County also 
expressed concern regarding other 
transportation issues connected to the closure 
of U.S. Route 29 to commuter and commercial 
truck traffic. Because these issues involve 
transportation impacts outside the park, these 
issues are beyond the scope of this document 
and will be addressed as part of the Battlefield 
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Bypass environmental impact statement. 
Additional information related to the 
Battlefield Bypass can be found at 
http://www.battlefieldbypass.com 

COMMENTS THAT RESULTED IN A 
CHANGE TO THE FINAL DOCUMENT 

The National Park Service received a number 
of substantive comments that suggested 
changes to the Draft General Management Plan 
/ Environmental Impact Statement to address 
factual errors. These included a comment from 
the County of Fairfax, Virginia. The county 
noted that the description of the current land 
use on the east side of the park was incorrect. 
The Draft General Management Plan / 
Environmental Impact Statement stated that 
construction of the proposed visitor center in 
alternative C would result in negligible to 
minor impacts on land use, based on the high 
level of development already present in this 
area. The county indicated that this area is one 
of the least-densely developed parts of the 
county. The description of the land use outside 
the east boundary has been revised 
accordingly.  

Implementation of the action alternatives 
proposed in this General Management Plan / 
Environmental Impact Statement would be 
unlikely to have a greater than minor impact 
on surrounding land uses outside the park 
boundary. The development of a new visitor 
center on the eastern boundary of the park is 
not part of the preferred alternative. If, in the 
future, the National Park Service determines 
that development of a new visitor center would 
be beneficial to management of Manassas 
National Battlefield Park, additional planning 
and environmental compliance would be 
completed as necessary. 

The Commonwealth Transportation Board 
approved the development of a Battlefield 
Bypass contingent on the mitigation of traffic 
impacts resulting from the bypass. Within the 
park, the board was concerned about the 
impact on emergency access if the modern 
highway bridge on U.S. Route 29 was removed. 

Fairfax County also expressed concern about 
emergency access.  

To address this concern, the preferred 
alternative was modified. As in alternative C, 
the modern highway bridge on U.S. Route 29 
would be removed. A new bridge and access 
road would be constructed south of the 
modern bridge in a location with fewer adverse 
impacts on the cultural landscape, visitor 
experience, and interpretation. These impacts 
were addressed in the Draft General 
Management Plan / Environmental Impact 
Statement as part of alternative C. A detailed 
discussion of the changes to alternative B was 
incorporated into the “Alternatives, including 
the Preferred Alternative” chapter of this 
document.  

Replacing the U.S. Route 29 bridge would 
benefit the cultural resources in the park by 
removing the modern structure from a site that 
played a key role in the Battles of First and 
Second Manassas. Removing the bridge would 
also allow for more complete interpretation of 
the site and would enhance visitor experience 
and safety in the area.  

The environmental impacts and costs of the 
new access road and bridge are addressed in 
this document (see the “Environmental 
Consequences” section and appendix D) 
because these facilities would be within park 
boundaries. However, because these changes 
are related to mitigation measures associated 
with the Battlefield Bypass study, 
implementation of these actions would occur 
in conjunction with the development of the 
Battlefield Bypass. 

The Coalition for Smarter Growth suggested 
that consideration should have been given to 
an action alternative that did not include the 
construction of a bypass around the park. The 
National Park Service has determined that 
such an alternative would be contrary to a 
Congressional mandate and the management 
goals for Manassas National Battlefield Park. 
The National Park Service believes an 
adequate range of alternatives was considered 
in the Draft General Management Plan / 
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Environmental Impact Statement. Additional 
text has been developed to clarify the matter 
and is included under the heading “Alternative 
Considered but Eliminated from Further 
Analysis” in the “Alternatives, including the 
Preferred Action” chapter of this document. 

OTHER COMMENTS RECEIVED  

The National Park Service received a number 
of comments that did not result in changes to 
the final document. These comments are 
addressed here in an effort to clarify how 
issues related to management of the park.  

Several respondents suggested developing 
additional roads to increase visitor access to 
resources in the park, particularly for visitors 
with limited mobility. The National Park 
Service is committed to providing visitors with 
appropriate access and an opportunity to 
experience park resources in accordance with 
the Architectural Barriers Act Accessibility 
Standards (ABAAS).  

Many of the venues in the park are currently 
accessible to visitors with limited mobility. In 
developing and implementing this General 
Management Plan, the National Park Service 
must strike a balance between important but 
sometimes conflicting resources or values. For 
example, when developing the alternatives, the 
park staff had to weigh the tradeoffs between 
the preservation and protection of the park’s 
cultural and natural resources; the 
enhancement of visitor experience and safety, 
including accessibility; and the park’s 
operational concerns.  

Virtually the entire park is within the cultural 
landscape, as reflected in the management 
zoning for the action alternatives. Hence, the 
character of the battlefield could be 
diminished if more areas of the battlefield were 
made accessible. While it is unlikely that 
additional roads would be developed, the park 
staff would consider ways to improve 
accessibility to buildings and structures and the 
landscape in the park while minimizing 
impacts to park resources. 

Several respondents made comments relative 
to management of specific resources. These 
included wetlands and other habitats, and the 
management of fire and hazardous resources. 
The importance of the habitat (including 
wetlands) in the park has increased over time 
as the region had become more developed. 
Management of these important resources 
must be balanced with the purpose and 
significance of the park as a battlefield. The 
National Park Service would continue to 
consult with federal, state, and local agencies, 
as appropriate, during implementation of this 
plan to minimize any adverse impacts 
associated with the proposed action on natural 
resources in the park. In addition, 
implementation of this plan does not change 
management actions related to fire 
management, which are guided by the park’s 
fire management plan. Similarly, the National 
Park Service will continue to comply with 
appropriate laws and policies relative to 
management of hazardous materials. No 
actions under this plan would change the 
park’s current management practices in either 
of these areas.  

Commenters were generally supportive of the 
landscape rehabilitation measures proposed in 
the general management plan. Some concern 
was expressed by the Environmental 
Protection Agency, the Virginia Department of 
Game and Inland Fisheries, and Virginia 
Department of Conservation and Recreation 
over the total acreage of forested area to be cut 
under the preferred alternative. These entities 
provided detailed comments related to specific 
proposed timber cuts.  

The general management plan is a 
programmatic level document and these 
comments go beyond the scope of the 
document. The National Park Service 
recognizes that the park contains important 
woodland habitat. Management actions related 
to natural resources in the park must be 
balanced with the park mission. Based on 
previous projects, the National Park Service 
believes it can successfully meet goals relating 
to restoration of the battlefield landscape of 
the park while protecting the important 
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natural resources of the park. For example, the 
National Park Service consulted with the 
Department of Conservation and Recreation, 
Division of Natural Heritage regarding timber 
cuts to reestablish historic sight lines on the 
Brawner Farm. This consultation enabled the 
National Park Service to preserve two timber 
stands identified as pristine woodland by the 
Division of Natural Heritage. The proposed 
cuts are the minimum necessary to achieve the 
park goal of reestablishing these lines for 
visitor understanding of the evolution of the 
battle. The National Park Service would 
continue to work with the Division of Natural 
Heritage and other state and local government 
entities as necessary during implementation of 
this General Management Plan.  

Other reviewers expressed concern over the 
potential impacts of the closures of VA Route 
234 and U.S. Route 29 prior to the develop-
ment of the bypass. As stated in alternative B, 
the preferred alternative, these roads would 
remain open to through traffic until a Battle-
field Bypass was complete. Once the bypass 
was complete, the National Park Service would 
assume management of these roads. The speed 
limit on the non-bypass VA Route 234 and U.S. 
Route 29 would be reduced at that time to 
enhance visitor experience and safety in the 
park.  

Under the preferred alternative, the National 
Park Service proposes to install entrance 
stations to control access into the park. As 
noted in the Draft General Management Plan / 
Environmental Impact Statement, the National 
Park Service would continue to work with 
residents in the park who could be affected by 
installation of the entrance stations.  

One respondent noted that the new visitor 
center at Stone Bridge proposed under 
alternative C should also be included under 
alternative B because it would “greatly increase 
the visual and physical enhancement and 
understanding of both battles.” The visitor 
center proposed under alternative C was not 
included under alternative B because of the 
associated costs. The benefits from an 
interpretative standpoint do not offset the 

costs associated with the new building 
(appendix D).  

Several reviewers expressed opposition to 
removing the modern bridge on U.S. Route 29 
at the east end of the park and building a new 
bridge farther downstream. The National Park 
Service believes that a new bridge would 
benefit the cultural resources in the park by 
removing the modern structure from a site that 
played a key role in the Battles of First and 
Second Manassas. In addition, removal of the 
bridge would allow for more complete 
interpretation of the site and would enhance 
visitor experience and safety in the area.  

The environmental impacts and costs of the 
new access road and bridge have been 
addressed here because these actions would 
occur within park boundaries. However, 
because these changes are related to mitigation 
measures within the Battlefield Bypass study, 
implementation of these actions would occur 
in conjunction with the Battlefield Bypass.  

One respondent questioned the validity of the 
park’s estimate of the number of people who 
visit the battlefield on an annual basis. The 
estimates cited in this plan were calculated by 
the Public Use Statistics Office, which coor-
dinates visitor counting protocols systemwide 
and provides visitation statistics for areas 
administered by the National Park Service. The 
estimates are calculated based on park-specific 
information and are collected in several ways. 
Park staff count the actual number of people 
who enter the visitor center on a daily basis. 
This count reflects both visitors who pay an 
entrance fee as well as school groups, children 
under age 16, and annual pass holders who do 
not pay an entrance fee. The park also has 
several traffic counters located on roads 
leading to trailheads to track recreational use 
by hikers, joggers, horse trail users, and other 
individuals who visit the park throughout the 
year without entering the main visitor center. 
When the visitor use statistics are calculated, 
the National Park Service model is able to 
account for vehicles that enter and exit from 
the same gate as well as the possibility of 
multiple people in the same vehicle. In this way 
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the visitation estimates include both one-time 
visitors and repetitive seasonal visitation. The 
needs of both groups are addressed in the final 
general management plan.  

Following are reproductions of the comment 
letters received that included substantive 
comments or those received from federal 
agencies and state or local governments. 
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LIST OF AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS  
TO WHICH THIS DOCUMENT WAS SENT 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Federal Highway Administration 
Federal Transit Administration 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Norfolk 
District 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
 Natural Resources Conservation Service 
 U.S. Forest Service 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
 National Oceanic & Atmospheric 

Administration, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, Northeast Region 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
 Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginia Field 

Office 
 National Park Service 
 Office of Environmental Policy and 

Compliance 
 Office of Environmental Project Review 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

U.S. SENATE  

The Honorable Mr. James Webb 
The Honorable Mr. John Warner 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES  

The Honorable Mr. Tom Davis 
The Honorable Mr. Frank Wolf 

STATE OFFICIALS 

The Honorable Tim Kaine, Governor of the 
Commonwealth of Virginia 

The Honorable Charles Colgan, Senator, 
Virginia General Assembly 

The Honorable Robert Marshall, House 
Member, Virginia General Assembly 

STATE AGENCIES 

Virginia Department of Aviation 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
Virginia Department of Forestry 
Virginia Department of Game and Inland 

Fisheries 

Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
(State Historic Preservation Office) 

Virginia Department of Transportation 
Virginia Marine Resources Commission 
Virginia Outdoor Foundation 

REGIONAL AGENCIES 
AND ORGANIZATIONS 

National Capital Planning Commission 
Northern Virginia Regional Commission 
Northern Virginia Regional Park Authority 
Northern Virginia Soil and Water 

Conservation District 
Northern Virginia Transportation Authority 

COUNTY AND LOCAL 
AGENCIES AND OFFICIALS 

Fauquier County Administrator 
Fairfax County 
 Board of Supervisors 
 Department of Planning and Zoning 
 Department of Transportation 
Loudoun County  
 Administrator 
 Board of Supervisors 
 Director of Transportation 
Prince William County 
 Board of Supervisors 
 Department of Public Works 
 Soil and Water Conservation District 
 Transportation Division 
Manassas, Virginia, local government 
Manassas Park, Virginia, local government 
Town of Haymarket, local government 

ORGANIZATIONS AND BUSINESSES 

Bull Run Civil War Roundtable 
Civil War Preservation Trust 
Coalition for Smarter Growth 
Gate Post Estates Home Owners Association 
National Trust for Historic Preservation 
Piedmont Environmental Council 
Sudley Springs-Catharpin Civic Association 



 

 




