Appendix

This study was prepared under contract with the City of Abilene with financial support
from the Office of Economic Adjustment, Department of Defense. The content reflects
the views of the key JLUS partners involved in the development of this study and does
not necessarily reflect the views of the Office of Economic Adjustment.

APPENDIX
Prepared for:

City of Abilene
555 Walnut St
Abilene, TX 79601
Phone: (325) 676-6200

Prepared by:

December 2017

This study was prepared under contract with the City of Abilene, TX, with financial support from the Office of Economic Adjustment,
Department of Defense. The content reflects the views of the City of Abilene and the jurisdictions, agencies, organizations, and other
stakeholders involved in the development of this study and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Office of Economic Adjustment.

Appendix A – Stakeholder Meetings ................................................................................................................ A-1
Appendix B – View-Caps Historical Insight ..................................................................................................... B-1
Appendix C – Public Health, Safety, and Welfare Statement ......................................................................... C-1
Appendix D – Public Survey Results ................................................................................................................ D-1
Appendix E – Public Workshop 2 Issue Importance Exercise Results ......................................................... E-1
Appendix F – Public Comments ....................................................................................................................... F-1
Public Workshop # 1, October 3, 2016..........................................................................................................F‐2
Public Workshop # 2, March 6, 2017 ..........................................................................................................F‐13
Public Workshop # 3, October 18, 2017 .....................................................................................................F‐15

Appendix G – Committee Comments .............................................................................................................. G-1
Committee Draft – Work In Progress – Background Report Chapters 1‐4 .................................................. G‐2
Committee Draft – Background Report Chapter 5..................................................................................... G‐55
Final Committee Draft Background Report Chapters 1‐5 –
comments from April 27, 2017 TAC meeting and comments submitted by committee members........ G‐160
Final committee comments on Final Background Report – July 2017 .................................................... G‐216
Committee Comments on Draft JLUS Recommendations – August 2017 ............................................... G‐250
Comments on Committee Draft JLUS Report and Implementation Plan – October 2017 ...................... G‐292

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix

Page i

This page intentionally left blank.

Page ii

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix A – Stakeholder Meetings
The following page identifies stakeholder interviews, meetings, and discussions that occurred during the
JLUS process that were separate from the original public workshops, JLUS Technical Advisory
Committee, and Policy Committee meetings identified in the project Scope of Work.
An information meeting and introduction to the JLUS process was held with View / Caps property
owners on April 7, 2016
The primary data gathering and informational meetings and interviews were held the week of June 13,
2016. The stakeholder groups below are those that were interviewed during this time.
Monday, June 13, 2016


Dyess AFB

Tuesday, June 14, 2016


Dyess AFB



View / Caps Community Property Owners

Wednesday, June 15, 2016


Taylor County



City of Abilene



Abilene Chamber of Commerce / Military Affairs Committee



West Texas Council of Governments

Thursday, June 16, 2016


City of Tye

During the week of October 3, 2016, two interviews were held with local real estate professionals to
discuss the outlook of local real estate trends to assist in the development of potential strategies for the
JLUS.
During the week of March 6, 2017, meetings were held with project stakeholders to discuss preliminary
JLUS strategy ideas. The following groups were met with on March 7, 2017. The attendees at these
meetings were representatives from the JLUS Technical Advisory Committee and Policy Committee.




View / Caps property owner representatives
City of Tye
Dyess AFB

During the week of April 24, 2017, meetings were held with project stakeholders to continue discussing
the development of JLUS strategies. Meetings were held with the following groups to discuss and refine
strategies.



View / Caps property owner representatives – April 27, 2017
City of Abilene staff – April 28, 2017

Stakeholder Meetings
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The following pages were prepared and compiled by residents of the View and Caps Communities to
provide background and historical insight into their experiences prior to the development of the Dyess
AFB Joint Land Use Study. The text is presented in the original, unaltered format as provided by View‐
Caps representatives.

View-Caps Historical Insight
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This historical timeline is offered for inclusion to the Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) report in an
effort to explain the intentions and motivations behind involvement and actions taken by the
Caps community on behalf of Caps and the surrounding area during the JLUS process. It is this
communities’ strongest desire to ensure there is no doubt within anyone who reads this history
that our intent is to simply provide the history of the struggle between property owner rights and
those who would limit or eliminate them. It is not our intent to cast aspersions on people or
entities or to use it as a tool to continue an argument, but to simply put events in writing and
ensure they are part of the JLUS record. It is felt that this is the best way to have the
communities’ concerns documented and ensure current and future decision makers understand
this area and its concerns over property rights better enabling them to make more informed
decisions. We are a proud and patriotic community that is concerned about our area residents
and we work hard to ensure we are included and heard when decisions are to be made
concerning our properties and community. We share the same concerns as Taylor County,
Abilene, Dyess AFB, and other surrounding communities and want to be a part of the decision
making processes from conception to finish. No citizen who wants to participate should ever be
excluded and we appreciate the efforts of all those involved in this current effort who are helping
to make this happen in a more inclusive and productive manner.
Caps is an unincorporated community south of Dyess Air Force Base (AFB). Caps and the
surrounding area are within the Extraterritorial Jurisdiction (ETJ) of the City of Abilene within
Taylor County, have a great amount of property within Dyess’ southern airfield safety zones
(Clear Zone, Accident Potential Zones 1 & 2) and the hypothetical noise contours developed by
the Department of Defense (DoD). It is the belief of many within this community that they have
had to endure the repeated threats of erosion to their property rights due to overzealous
individuals and Abilene City officials willing to do anything in the effort to assure the future of
Dyess AFB or its favor. It is widely felt these overzealous entities routinely displayed no qualms
subjugating or restricting property rights of ETJ property owners and often dealt with them with
contempt and disdain in attempting to show local, state, and federal agencies that they have
secured the future of Dyess AFB.
Outwardly the rationale used to try and institute property restrictions in this area have varied, but
the overall intent has always been to institute restrictions to show steps have been taken to inhibit
future growth within the area and prevent any possible future encroachment issues between
Dyess AFB and the local communities.
While area residents may agree and support the overall intent, they often disagree with the
degree and depth of restriction attempted. Additionally, partially due to the extreme measures
attempted and the contemptuous treatment by some making the decisions, area property owners
object to individuals or organizations that have no stake in the area making decision that suit
themselves often without asking for input from those most affected and often disregarding any
negative impacts to the actual property owners. It should be noted that despite findings within the
Dyess AFB AICUZ, it is a widely held belief among officials within Taylor County, Abilene and
Dyess AFB that there was no activity within the community causing any encroachment concerns
before or during the JLUS process.
These communities within the ETJ are not anti-military, anti-Dyess, or even anti-Abilene. The
area is filled with citizens who enjoy their freedoms and thank God and those in our military for
providing them. They appreciate Dyess as part of the community and all it provides and are
proud to call it a neighbor. The distrust and marginalized feelings within this community stem
from decades of real and perceived slights and abuses over a variety of issues as well as being
treated with irrelevance by people whom area residence are unable to vote for because though
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they live within the ETJ, they do not live within the borders of the city of Abilene and do not
enjoy the right to vote for those making decisions.
The citizens in and near the Caps area are the most affected by these regulation attempts but
were the least informed or invited to any discussion or planned regulation construction. Some
events presented in this historical timeline may seem unconnected to the JLUS process and
purpose, but each is offered as contributing factors to the community’s overall feelings when
dealing with the City of Abilene. They are ingrained in the community’s memory and tend to
come to the surface every time efforts are made to restrict property rights in the area.
In 1979 a disagreement over territorial rights between the View-Caps Water Supply Corporation
(WSC) and the city of Abilene began. The issue, one of Abilene's longest legal battles, lasted
through three mayors and two city managers. This involved the city trying to take over a portion
of the water supply corp. An action seen by many in the Caps community as an overreaching
attempt by the city to exert unwarranted, unnecessary and unwelcome pressure in the area for its
own gain and at the expense of area residents.
In 1996 about January 25th, the Abilene - Buffalo Gap - Taylor and Jones County Airport
Zoning Board was formed by the Abilene City council with Resolution 3-1996. An extensive
article regarding this board appeared in the Abilene Reporter-News on May 19, 1996. However,
it was not until May 28, 1996, when the evening news announced that a public meeting was to be
held at Wylie High School. When the subject was announced via the news broadcast, it caused
protests because property owners did not accept the prospects of being told what they could or
could not do with their properties. These prospects included deep restrictions or complete
removal of property rights that not only severely limited what an owner could do, but also
potentially devalued property without any type of consideration or compensation. Resultant
protests were so adamant the zoning activity apparently stopped and though the Zoning Board
was formed by resolution, it was never utilized. However, it’s believed the Board was never
properly dissolved either.
On November 6, 2006, a Planning and Zoning (P&Z) Commission public hearing and possible
vote to recommend approval to the City Council on the proposed Three-Year Municipal
Annexation Plan. Area D is situated directly south of Dyess Air Force Base. Mr. Rawlings with
the View-Caps WSC stated that his concern is with Area D. Mr. Rawlings stated that he
understands the City wants to control development at the end of the runway; however, he
believes it can be accomplished through an amendment to the water contract with the City
without the annexation process. Mr. Reiling stated that in 1996 an Abilene/Buffalo Gap/Taylor
County/Jones County Zoning Board was in force for the distinct purpose of zoning the area
around Dyess Air Force Base. Mr. Reiling recommended that the Commission investigate as to
whether or not this Board still exists. The commissioners said they never heard of that board and
inferred that it would be handled by some other entity. Effectively ignoring the fact there was a
previously formed Zoning Board and in May of 2008, just one and a half years later, the Airport
Zoning Ordinance 23-319 was given to the council for final reading when there was no
announcement to the surrounding affected communities. This interaction with the city and its
outcome gave the clear impression to many in the Caps community the City staff couldn’t care
less what we had to say and just did whatever they wanted despite our attempts to participate in
the process.
On December 7, 2006 the city council discussed item 4.4, to consider annexation of airports
areas and adopting annexation plan. City staff had been meeting with officials from Taylor
County, Dyess, and other jurisdictions to study the creation of a Joint Airport Board that can
apply airport zoning regulations. A disturbing example of city staff not fully comprehending past
View-Caps Historical Insight
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actions as they continue to impact the property rights and lives of ETJ residents; resolution 31996 had already established an Airport Zoning Board. Working with an entity that does not
acknowledge or remember past actions has caused concerns.
On March 27, 2008 the city council, through resolution 11-2008, designated Abilene P&Z the
Airport Zoning Commission. Again, no joint board as discussed in December 7, 2006 City
Council meeting and no mention of the Zoning Board established in 1996. This gave the
Abilene P&Z the apparent authority to create all airport regulations, which appeared to be the
plan since on April 21, 2008 the Abilene P&Z commission met to amend the little known to the
public, but existing ordinance, section 23-319 Airport Zoning.
(Extracted from April 21, 2008 minutes; “The City’s Comprehensive Plan identifies areas of land
to be annexed within the vicinity of Abilene Regional Airport. The City has also identified areas
in proximity to Dyess Air Force Base to provide controls in this area as well. The City currently
has an Airport zoning ordinance in place; however it is outdated and does not provide protection
for development adjacent to these airports. Concerns exist regarding limiting uses and height in
the vicinity of these airports. Therefore, staff has prepared changes to the ordinance to provide
these development regulations. The purpose of the Airport Zoning Ordinance Amendment is
threefold:
• Establish regulations limiting height of:
– Structures
– Natural growth
– Potential obstructions
• Establish compatible land uses
• Establish noise attenuation standards)
On May 15, 2008, less than two months after Abilene P&Z became the Airport Zoning
Commission, Dennis Reiling, a Caps community citizen was attending a City Council meeting
on other business when the P&Z Commission presented to the council their work on an Airport
Zoning Ordinance. It was erroneously presented to the Council as “not a heavy impact” to the
community and that “everyone affected is aware of it and knows what’s in it”. Mr. Reiling took
the opportunity to speak up and informed the council that the affected community was unaware
of this ordinance and that no property owners from the affected area were asked to participate.
The City Council passed Ordinance 23-319 Airport Zoning believing that it was not a great
impact as informed by the P&Z. It was later found to be otherwise by property owners of the
affected areas. In fact, it appeared that the Dyess Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Study
(AICUZ) recommendations were merely rewritten as the Airport Zoning Ordinance. The
extremely restrictive recommendations, especially those derived from the hypothetical noise
contours, transcribed in their entirety placed an unrealistic burden on area property owners.
These excessive restrictions virtually devalued every property within the hypothetical noise
contours established in the AICUZ. Existing residences were deemed incompatible to Dyess
AFB operations and could no longer be maintained, repaired, or even replaced in case of
catastrophic loss. This was a concrete example of how the property rights and opinions of
residents and property owners outside the city limits and within the ETJ were considered
irrelevant. Additionally, it reflected the inability or unwillingness of some within the city to
interpret and cautiously use AICUZ recommendations. Using AICUZ recommendations as
absolute mandates to be followed without question, vice solutions to be considered during a
thorough review of all facts, alternative methods and impacts can place severe burdens within the
affected area by placing all encroachment concerns and their remedies on the backs of local
property owners.
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Area residents recognize their properties are in close proximity to Dyess and though many would
describe the noise generated by base operations as annoying from time to time, it’s widely
accepted that it requires no local, state, or federal intercession to protect them from their decision
to live and work in this area. Residents choose to live here and accept the noise as a part of life
here. The condescending attempt by those trying to govern this area by use of the catchall phrase
of “public health, safety and welfare” was insulting and unwanted. Residents felt it was an
overreaching and irresponsible attempt to usurp their rights and force compliance with the
opinions of others without actual evidence of impact to public health, safety and welfare.
On December 4, 2008 through tremendous effort and insistence from View-Caps area property
owners, the City Council placed a moratorium on the implementation of certain sections of the
Airport Zoning Ordinance, particularly those sections regulating land uses and noise attenuation
(height restrictions were not included in the moratorium). The City Council’s charge to city staff
was to meet with a citizen committee along with representatives from Dyess AFB and Taylor
County to review the ordinance and bring back recommendations for changes focused on the
Committee’s concerns.
On April 23, 2009, citizens asked for an extension of suspension of enforcement on certain items
in the Ordinance to allow completion on the last few items.
On September 8, 2009, at an Abilene P&Z commission meeting, 36 people attended to protest
the airport zoning ordinance and suggest changes. Despite numerous meetings and hundreds of
hours of work residents of the View-Caps area still felt stiff opposition to suggested changes to
the suspended ordinance prompting the need for area residents to attend this meeting and express
their concerns more adamantly. The Abilene P & Z Director stated that a revised Airport Zoning
Ordinance was presented to the Planning and Zoning Commission approximately one to one and
one-half years ago. This Ordinance was forwarded by this Commission to the City Council and
adopted. Subsequent to this adoption, citizens have come forward to express their feelings that
items were included in this ordinance that perhaps should not have been included. City staff met
with this group of property owners and representatives of Dyess AFB and Taylor County
approximately 10 times over the past year. Today, staff will present (to the public) the
recommended changes and review changes recommended by the Committee which staff does not
support.
June, 19, 2009 - House Bill 2919, CONSULTATION WITH DEFENSE BASE AUTHORITIES,
Legislative Session: 81(R) Susan King. This bill was written for the Abilene area by populace
description. This bill was intended to be informative to a defense base (Dyess), but it was a
directive. Any community that intends to adopt or amend an ordinance, rule or plan or any
structure permit request within eight miles from the boundary of Dyess required comment from
Dyess. Things were then on hold until Dyess responded or five business days later. Then
consideration was given to the permit request subject to Dyess’ response. Citizens fought to roll
back this bill from directive to only being informative. This was accomplished with the lead of
Taylor County Commissioner Randy Williams writing the corrective language. Representative
King amended the Bill in the next Legislative Session.
October 8, 2009 – Seventeen months after the onerous ordinance was passed, City council item
7.2. With recommendation from P&Z Ordinance #33-2009 has amended the Airport Zoning
Ordinance to what it is known today: Abilene Land Development Code, Zoning Regulations,
Chapter 2, Article 3, Division 5, Airport Zoning. With the exception of possible future reviews
for sufficiency, this was thought to be settled and the end of any major concerns.

View-Caps Historical Insight
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December 18, 2014, however, a newspaper article reported that the Development Corporation of
Abilene (DCOA) had made arrangements for the City of Abilene to approve and sponsor a Joint
Land Use Study (JLUS) in participation with the Office of Economic Adjustment in the
Department of Defense. A study designed to recommend how land should be used around Dyess
AFB, if at all. Once again an effort concerning land use and property rights started without
including affected property owners in the ETJ in the discussion to determine its need or how it
would be conducted or at least informing all those affected prior to beginning the process. When
the group of citizens that had previously worked on the aforementioned airport zoning ordinance
with the City of Abilene found out this was in the beginning processes without being informed
they instantly felt disregarded and betrayed again. And once again by those who think they know
better what’s in our best interest than those who actually live and work in the area. Additionally,
contrary to instructions and procedures spelled out by the Office of Economic Adjustment (Joint
Land Use Program Guidance Manual) to get all stake holders involved from the very beginning,
the DCOA and the City of Abilene failed to let many stake holders know what was happening
until just before the Abilene City Council was to vote to approve the cost share to get the study
started. When the effort and the City Council vote was brought to light, a group of residents from
the View-Caps area asked for and received a meeting with city managers, city staff and a Taylor
County Commissioner. During that meeting they expressed their concerns about not being
properly informed so they could participate in the discussions that took place that decided it was
necessary to conduct the JLUS. During that meeting, everyone present agreed to a postponement
of the vote by the City Council to allow more widespread notifications and some discussions by
those residents in the most affected areas around Dyess AFB. The residents felt betrayed and
marginalized again when the mayor overrode our agreement a few days later and allowed the
vote to approve the JLUS by the City Council before any meetings or discussions could take
place between the City and ETJ area residents wanting to be included. Not only did the mayor
put it back on the agenda, he put it back on as a resolution, effectively blocking it from open
discussion or public comment. It should be noted that View-Caps residents, though extremely
concerned about the surreptitious way this study came about and extremely upset with the
treatment they received, did not necessarily want to halt the study; they just wanted to postpone
it until all concerned (stakeholders) could be better informed and have their concerns heard.
Though many disagreed with the necessity of the study (which is why they believe they were cut
out) they just wanted to be part of the process.
Once the JLUS process was well on its way it became evident that member selection for the
different committees were destined to be very one-sided. It took a great deal of pressure to get
area resident stakeholders on the two JLUS committees to ensure area stakeholder concerns were
at least presented during discussions and deliberations.
Since the official start of the process, the formation of committees and the conduct of meetings,
the View-Caps residents believe they’ve been accepted as a vital part of the process and listened
to when they voice opinion and concerns. As with any process like this, there have been many
disagreements and passionate discussions, but proceedings have always been respectful and
cordial and the group contracted to conduct the study has done their best to keep everything
moving in an inclusive and professional direction.
Again, we are a proud and patriotic community that shares the same concerns as Taylor County,
Abilene, Dyess AFB, and other surrounding communities and we are thankful to be a part of this
effort. We appreciate the efforts of all those involved who are helping to make this happen in a
more inclusive and productive manner. We are sincerely regretful there was a past negative
history between Abilene and property owners within the ETJ and surrounding areas. Whether
that negativity was perceived or real, it’s felt there is a need to include this history into the JLUS
report to not only help current and future decision makers understand our community, but also to
B-6

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix B

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix B – View‐Caps Historical Insight

prevent negativity or ill will should we encounter future proceedings concerning property rights
and land use issues around Dyess AFB. As this current JLUS process comes to a close, we would
be remiss if we did not make clear that it has been an overall positive process. The citizens of
View-Caps and surrounding communities feel they have been heard and included throughout this
process. We not only thank all those who participated, but we look forward to continuing the
positive and cooperative associations that have been developed in all post-JLUS efforts and
committees.

View-Caps Historical Insight
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Throughout the Dyess AFB JLUS, the term “public health, safety, and welfare” is used. The approved
Office of Economic Adjustment grant that funded this study requires that public health, safety, and
welfare be addressed in the development of the JLUS. It is the overall responsibility of a jurisdiction to
take into account public health, safety, and welfare when making decisions on behalf of its residents and
business community.
The property owners in the unincorporated communities of View and Caps to the south of Dyess AFB
who were involved in the development of the Dyess AFB JLUS have expressed their concerns with the
usage of the term “public health, safety, and welfare” and have publicly stated, and wish it to be
documented, that they understand the risks of living near a military installation (Dyess AFB) and accept
them. To this effect, they feel that this understanding and acceptance is adequate to address their use
of land within the Dyess AFB accident potential zones and noise zones, and there are no additional
regulations needed to ensure that public health, safety, and welfare are accounted for.

Public Health, Safety, and Welfare Statement

C-1

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix C – Public Health, Safety, and Welfare Statement

This page is intentionally left blank

C-2

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix C

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix D – Public Survey Results
Participants at the first public workshop held on October 3, 2016 were asked to complete a paper
questionnaire that asked questions about different compatibility factors to be considered for the JLUS.
The questionnaire was also posted on the project website so that those unable to attend the workshop
were able to respond to the questions and provide input. The questionnaire was available on the
website for 30 days. After this time, the results from the website were combined with the results from
the meeting and posted on the website. These results are displayed on the following pages.

Public Survey Results
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Q1 Where do you live?
Answered: 71
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Q2 How long have you lived in the area?
Answered: 70
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Q3 How did you find out about this
meeting?
Answered: 69
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Q4 Before tonight, were you familiar with
the missions at Dyess AFB?
Answered: 70

Skipped: 1
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Q5 Do you think natural resource
management impacts the mission at Dyess
AFB?
Answered: 69
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Q6 If you have a question or a concern
about Dyess AFB, do you know who to call?
Answered: 69
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Q7 Have you contacted Dyess AFB in the
last 12 months regarding an issue or a
complaint?
Answered: 69
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Q8 Do you think that your community
maintains a good relationship with Dyess
AFB?
Answered: 70
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Q9 Does energy / alternative energy
development pose a concern for
compatibility around Dyess AFB?
Answered: 69
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Q10 Have there been proposals for
commercial wind energy in your
community?
Answered: 69
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Q11 Do you think local housing availability /
quantity / affordability meet the needs of
Dyess AFB personnel?
Answered: 68
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Q12 If local housing does not meet the
needs of Dyess AFB personnel, what type
of accommodations do you think are most
needed? (Select all that apply)
Answered: 55
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Q13 Is noise from operations at Dyess AFB
an issue for you?
Answered: 69
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Q14 If “Yes” or “Rarely”, at what times /
days do you experience this?
Answered: 56
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Q15 Do you experience roadway impacts
from traffic caused by Dyess AFB
personnel?
Answered: 69

Skipped: 2

100%

80%

60%

46.38%

40%

27.54%
18.84%

20%

5.80%

1.45%

0%
Daily

Weekly

Occasionally

Rarely

Never

Q16 How concerned are you about the
potential for safety incidents to occur as a
result of military operations at Dyess AFB?
Answered: 69

Skipped: 2

100%

80%

60%

46.38%

40%

20%

23.19%

26.09%

4.35%

0%
Extremely

Public Survey Results

Somewhat

Slightly

Not at all
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Q17 Do you feel it is necessary for local
government to ensure citizens are
protected from the potential of aircraft
mishaps?
Answered: 69

Skipped: 2

100%

80%

50.72%

60%

37.68%
40%

11.59%

20%

0%
Yes

No

I don’t know

Q18 Do you think vibration from Dyess AFB
operations is a nuisance to the community?
Answered: 68

Skipped: 3

100%

80%

60%

47.06%
30.88%

40%

20%

13.24%
4.41%

4.41%

0%
Yes

D-10

Yes, but
only
occasionally

Not now, but
maybe in the
future

No

I don’t know
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Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix E – Public Workshop 2 Issue Importance Exercise Results
Participants at the second public workshop held on March 6, 2017 were asked to rank the importance of
each issue to them through an interactive exercise. A series of posters were put up on the walls that
contained each issue. Attendees were asked to rank each issue as either very important, important,
somewhat important, not important, no opinion, or not an issue. These results of this activity are
displayed on the following pages.

Public Workshop 2 Issue Importance Exercise Results

E-1

E-2

Other
Public Workshop #2

City of Abilene

Unincorporated Taylor County
(outside of View/Caps)

Dyess AFB

View / Caps Community

City of Tye

At the second public workshop for the Dyess Air Force Base (AFB) Joint Land Use Study (JLUS), held at 6:00 pm on
Monday, March 6, 2017 at Tye Community Center (located at 105 Scott Street, Tye, TX 79563), attendees were
asked to rank each compatibility issue based on how important it is to them. Attendees were provided with
colored dots (one for each issue) to indicate where they live, or the community they represent. The colors to
identify locations of attendees are shown below. The following pages provide the results of the exercise.

PUBLIC WORKSHOP # 2
COMPATIBILITY ISSUES EXERCISE

2017

MARCH 6,
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Public Workshop 2 Issue Importance Exercise Results

Page 1

NOTE: Mark “Not An Issue” if you accept that this condition exists and
don't support any regulatory actions to address it.

 Not An Issue

NOTE: Mark “No Opinion” if this issue does not apply to you or if you do
not have enough information to determine the importance of this issue.

 No Opinion

 Not Important to take action

Public Workshop #2

Incompatible / Not Recommended means that the type of land use is
not recommended for that specific area.

Compatible / Recommended means that the type of land use is a
recommended land use for that specific area.

 Somewhat Important to take action

 Important to take action

 Very Important to take action

Rank the importance of each issue by selecting one of the following:

For each compatibility issue, place a dot in the box that
represents how important you think the issue is to you or the
organization you represent.

Please Provide Your Opinion

EXERCISE INSTRUCTIONS

The table on the following pages represents a list of the compatibility issues to be addressed in the Dyess AFB Joint Land Use Study (JLUS). This list was developed
based on input from the Policy Committee, Technical Advisory Committee, the first public workshop, and from the technical evaluation conducted by Matrix as part of
this process. Each issue is categorized by the type of Compatibility Factor (the table below illustrates the 24 compatibility factors).

COMPATIBILITY ISSUES EXERCISE

2017

MARCH 6,
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Public Workshop #2
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Public Workshop #2
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E-5

Public Workshop #2

Page 4
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Public Workshop #2
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Public Workshop #2
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Public Workshop #2
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Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix F – Public Comments
The following pages contain all of the public comments that were received via comment cards from the
three public workshops, held on October 3, 2016, March 6, 2017, and October 18, 2017.

Public Comments

F-1
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The following comments were received during the first public workshop for the Dyess AFB Joint Land Use
Study. This workshop was held on October 3, 2016 at 6:00 pm, at the Tye Community Center (105 Scott
Street, Tye, TX 79563). Some information has been redacted from the comments to protect the privacy of
the commenter, by removing contact information that was written on the card.
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Public Comments
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Public Comments
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Public Comments
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Public Comments
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Public Comments
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The following comments were received during the second public workshop for the Dyess AFB Joint Land
Use Study. This workshop was held on March 6, 2017 at 6:00 pm, at the Tye Community Center (105 Scott
Street, Tye, TX 79563).

Public Comments
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The following comments were received during the third public workshop for the Dyess AFB Joint Land
Use Study. This workshop was held on October 18, 2017 at 5:00 pm, at the Abilene Convention Center
(1100 N 6th Street, Abilene, TX 79601). Some information has been redacted from the comments to
protect the privacy of the commenter, by removing contact information that was written on the card.

Public Comments
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Public Comments
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The following pages contain all of the committee comments that were received through the various
committee comment review periods to help develop the draft and final Background Report and JLUS
Report.

Committee Comments

G-1

G-2

Administrative: References to the existing B-1
aircraft at Dyess AFB should be B-1B, not simply
B-1s.

Depending on the timeframe that this document is
published, any references to 317 Airlift Group
should be checked for accuracy. The USAF has
approved the 317 AG to become a wing at Dyess
AFB. Specific implementation date is unknown at
this time, but is expected to be in Spring/Summer
2017.

Response: Should specifically address property
owners within the potentially affected areas as a
stakeholder. “Public” is too generic.

Modify last sentence to read, “…ensure future
growth around Dyess AFB is coordinated and
compatible with military operations and training

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

Randy Williams
Taylor County
Commissioner
Pct. 1

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

1

2

3

4

Chapter number
Page number
Table or Figure
number
 Paragraph on page

If you have more concerns/comments than lines
provided below, just click Table | Insert | Rows Above
(or Rows Below) on the menu in Microsoft Word.

On page 1-1, in
opening

Chapter 1.1 First
paragraph

All

All





Provide information
on the location of
your
concern/comment in
the document.

JLUS Document
Location

Your concern/comment. Be as specific as possible. If
information presented within the text, table or figure is
incorrect, please provide correct information or a
source to contact for the information.

Concerns/Comments

Your name, title,
and organization

Name

Comment
Number

#

Committee Draft – Work In Progress – Background Report Chapters 1-4

Change as suggested

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 1 of 53

Change made:
An organized communication effort between
these jurisdictions, Dyess AFB, the public, and

Change made:
These stakeholders include local jurisdictions,
state, and federal officials, agencies and
organizations, property owners, business
organizations, local tribal governments, nongovernmental organizations, and the military.

No action at this time.

We will monitor this as the
document progresses.

Add property owners to the
stakeholder list

All instances of “B-1” have been changed to “B1B” throughout the document.

Please leave this column blank.

Action Taken

Change any usage of “B-1” to
“B-1B” throughout document

Please leave this column blank.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Name

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

#

5

6

There are several jurisdictions around Dyess AFB
that participated in this JLUS effort: Taylor County
and the cities of Abilene and Tye. An organized
communication effort between these jurisdictions,
Dyess AFB, the public, and other stakeholder
entities that own or manage land or resources in
the region is needed to ensure that future growth
around Dyess AFB is coordinated and compatible
with military operations and training activities.

To protect the missions of military installations
and the health of the local economies that rely on
them, encroachment issues or the possibility of of
future issues must be addressed through
collaboration and joint planning between
installations, local jurisdictions, state agencies
and other stakeholders.

Reword…

To protect the missions of military installations
and the health of the local economies that rely on
them, encroachment must be addressed through
collaboration and joint planning between
installations and local jurisdictions and state
agencies.

activities.” With combat flying squadrons on
Dyess, the base performs more than just training
activities.”

Concerns/Comments

Page 1-1
Chapter 1:
Introduction
Inside Section 1…
Second paragraph

Page 1-1
Chapter 1:
Introduction
Inside Section 1…
First paragraph,
third sentence

paragraphs (2nd
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Change as suggested

Change as suggested

Response

G-3

Page 2 of 53

Change made:
There are several jurisdictions and communities
around Dyess AFB that participated in this JLUS
effort: Taylor County, and the cities of Abilene and
Tye, and property owners from the View / Caps
Community. An organized communication effort
between these jurisdictionscommunities, Dyess
AFB, the public, and other stakeholder entities
that own or manage land or resources in the
region is needed to ensure that future growth

Change made:
To protect the missions of military installations
and the health of the local economies that rely on
them, encroachment issues and the possibility of
future issues must be addressed through
collaboration and joint planning between
installations, and local jurisdictions, and state
agencies, and other stakeholders.

other stakeholder entities that own or manage
land or resources in the region is needed to
ensure that future growth around Dyess AFB is
coordinated and compatible with military
operations and training activities.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-4

7

#

Property Owner

Technical
Committee

Randahl Lohse

Name

A JLUS is a planning process accomplished
through the collaborative efforts of a
comprehensive set of stakeholders in a defined
study area in order to identify compatibility
guidelines within, and adjacent to, active military
installations. These stakeholders include local
jurisdictions, state, and federal officials, agencies
and organizations, business organizations, local
tribal governments, non‐governmental
organizations, and the military. In addition, the
public also plays a vital role in the development
and review of the JLUS.

1.1 What Is a Joint Land
Use Study?

There are several jurisdictions around Dyess AFB
that participated in this JLUS effort: Taylor
County, and the cities of Abilene and Tye and
several land owners.. An organized
communication effort between these jurisdictions,
Dyess AFB, the public, and other stakeholder
entities that own or manage land or resources in
the region is needed to ensure that future growth
around Dyess AFB is coordinated and compatible
with military operations and training activities to
the fullest extent possible while not adversely (or
negatively) impacting land use or values in the
affected area.

Reword…

Concerns/Comments

Chapter 1
Page 1-1

JLUS Document
Location

The term “public” was used to
encompass all private citizens,
including property owners.
The intent was not to minimize
the importance of property
owners in the JLUS process.
We will add property owners to
the list of stakeholders on
page 1-1

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 3 of 53

Change made:
A JLUS is a planning process accomplished
through the collaborative efforts of a
comprehensive set of stakeholders in a defined
study area in order to identify compatibility
guidelines within, and adjacent to, active military
installations. These stakeholders include local
jurisdictions, state, and federal officials, agencies
and organizations, property owners, business
organizations, local tribal governments, nongovernmental organizations, and the military. In
addition, the public also plays a vital role in the
development and review of the JLUS.

around Dyess AFB is coordinated and compatible
/ recommended with military operations and
training activities to the fullest extent possible
while not adversely (or negatively) impacting land
use or values in the affected area.

Action Taken
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Committee Comments

Name

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

#

8

Please include an explanation of the City of
Abilene’s contribution to funding the JLUS.

My response:
Why are the property owners not listed as a
stakeholder? Why are the property owners shown
as stakeholders on page 1-6? When you read the
paragraph above, the property owners have no
value or input. Or is that by design? We are the
affected stakeholders (property owners). This
needs to be addressed and changed. Explain
reason?

The intent of the process is to establish and
encourage a working relationship among military
installations and stakeholders in the area to act
as a team to prevent and / or reduce
encroachment issues associated with current and
future missions and local growth. To do this, a
JLUS process culminates in an agreed upon set
of recommended strategies that can be
implemented by identified stakeholders to
promote compatibility and relationships between
the military and neighboring communities for the
present and future.

Concerns/Comments

Chapter 1, Section
1.1, fourth
paragraph.

JLUS Document
Location

Add information

Response

Page 4 of 53

Change made:
This JLUS effort is funded through a grant from
the DOD, Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA).
As the administrator of the grant, the City of
Abilene supplied a 10 percent match to the OEA
funding and provides staff to assist in the
administration of the JLUS.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-5

G-6

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

10

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

9

11

Name

#

Protecting the health and safety of proximate
residents and workers;
Preserving long‐term land use compatibility
between Dyess AFB and the surrounding
communities;
Promoting comprehensive community planning
that addresses compatibility issues;

The intent of the process is to establish and
encourage a working relationship among military
installations and stakeholders in the area to act
as a team to prevent and / or reduce
encroachment issues associated with current and
future military missions and local neighboring
community growth

Reword

The intent of the process is to establish and
encourage a working relationship among military
installations and stakeholders in the area to act
as a team to prevent and / or reduce
encroachment issues associated with current and
future missions and local growth.

JLUS is a process or a planning tool, but not a
planning process

Confusing statement

A JLUS is a planning process accomplished
through the collaborative efforts of a
comprehensive set of…

Concerns/Comments

Chapter 1:
Introduction
1.1 What is a Joint
Land Use Study?
Page 1-2
Third paragraph,
list

Chapter 1:
Introduction
1.1 What is a Joint
Land Use Study?
Page 1-2
First paragraph,
first sentence

Page 1-1
Chapter 1:
Introduction
1.1 What is a Joint
Land Use Study?
First paragraph,
first sentence

JLUS Document
Location

Change as suggested

Change as suggested

Revise text

Response
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Page 5 of 53

Change made:
 Protecting the health and safety of
proximate residents and workers by
Ppreserving long-term land use
compatibility / recommended land uses

Change made:
The intent of the process JLUS is to establish and
encourage a working relationship among military
installations and stakeholders in the area to act
work as a team to prevent and / or reduce
encroachment issues associated with current and
future military missions and local neighboring
community growth.

Change made:
A JLUS is a planning process accomplishedtool
developed through the collaborative efforts of a
comprehensive set of stakeholders in a defined
study area in order to identify compatibility /
recommended land use guidelines within, and
adjacent to, active military installations.

Action Taken
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Committee Comments

The goal of the Dyess AFB JLUS is to protect the
viability of current and future operations, while
simultaneously guiding community growth,
sustaining the environmental and economic
health of the region, and protecting public health,
safety, and welfare of the community around
Dyess AFB. (add) as much as possible.

Actions. Provide a set of mutually supported
tools, activities, and procedures from which local
jurisdictions, agencies, and the Dyess AFB can
select, prepare, and approve / adopt and use to
implement appropriate the recommendations
developed during the JLUS process. The actions
include both operational measures to mitigate
installation impacts on surrounding communities

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

13

- Protecting the health and safety of proximate
residents and workers by:
- Preserving long‐term land use compatibility
between Dyess AFB and the surrounding
communities;
- Promoting Promoting comprehensive
community planning that addresses compatibility
issues by:
- Enhancing a cooperative spirit between Dyess
AFB and community officials the community; and

Reword

Enhancing a cooperative spirit between Dyess
AFB and community officials/the community; and

12

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Page 1-2, JLUS
Objectives,
Actions

Page 1-2; JLUS
GOAL

JLUS Document
Location

Change as suggested

Change as suggested

Response

Promoting comprehensive community
planning that addresses compatibility
issues by; Eenhancing a cooperative spirit
between Dyess AFB and community
officialsthe community; and

G-7

Page 6 of 53

Change made:
Actions. Provide a set of mutually supported tools,
activities, and procedures from which local
jurisdictions, agencies, and the Dyess AFB, and
other stakeholders can select, prepare, and
approve / adopt and use to implement the
appropriate recommendations developed during
the JLUS process. The actions include both

Change made:
The goal of the Dyess AFB JLUS is to protect the
viability of current and future military operations,
while simultaneously guiding community growth,
sustaining the environmental and economic
health of the region, and protecting public health,
safety, and welfare of the community around
Dyess AFB as much as possible.

Integrating surrounding local jurisdiction growth
policy plans with the installation’s plans.



between Dyess AFB and the surrounding
communities;

Action Taken
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G-8

Modify the 4th bullet to read, “Enhancing a
cooperative spiriti between Dyess AFB and the
community.” As Team Dyess, we must promote
the cooperative spirit among all the of the
community, not just community official.

Modify the wording to focus more about safety of
the community and less about viability for current
and FUTURE missions. Though this may be a
critical goal of the City of Abilene, Dyess AFB has
to remain impartial to future missions (including
airframes) at specific locations.

Sustainability has a programmatic environmental
connotation that is, I believe, not intended. I
suggest changing the sentence to read: “This
program aims to preserve the economic viability
and quality of life of the Study Area while…”

I understand the northern portion of our north
clear zone is actually within the city limits of Tye.

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Tommy Downing
Community

15

16

17

and local government and agency approaches to
reduce community impacts on military operations.
These tools will help decision makers resolve
possible compatibility issues and prioritize
projects within the annual budgeting process.

14

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Chapter 1, Section
1.2, 3rd paragraph.

Chapter 1, Section
1.2, second
paragraph, last
sentence.

On page 1-2,
Section 1.2, 2nd
para, 1st sentence.

On page 1-2, 4th
bullet

JLUS Document
Location

Revise the text to say that a
small portion is within Tye’s
city limits

Change as suggested

The JLUS is a community
document, so it is guided by
community goals and
objectives. The JLUS is about
promoting compatibility for all
parties.

Change as suggested

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 7 of 53

Change made: Dyess AFB is located in Taylor
County in west-central Texas, approximately
seven miles southwest of downtown Abilene, and

Change made:
This program aims to preserve the sustainability
of local communities economic viability and
quality of life within the JLUS Study Area while
protecting current and future operations and
missions at Dyess AFB.

Change made:
The goal of the Dyess AFB JLUS is to protect the
viability of current and future operations, while
simultaneously guiding community growth,
sustaining the environmental and economic
health of the region, and protecting public health,
safety, and welfare of the community around
Dyess AFB.

Change made:
Enhancing a cooperative spirit between Dyess
AFB and community officialsthe community; and

operational measures to mitigate installation
impacts on surrounding communities and local
government and agency approaches to reduce
community impacts on military operations. These
tools will help decision makers resolve potential
compatibility issues and prioritize projects within
the annual budgeting process.

Action Taken
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Committee Comments

Collaboration and joint planning among military
installations, local communities, and agencies,
and other stakeholders should

reword

Collaboration and joint planning among military
installations, local communities, and agencies
should

Page 1-3
1.2 Why Prepare a
Joint Land Use
Study?
Beginning of
second paragraph

Change as suggested

Page 8 of 53

Change made:
Collaboration and joint planning among military
installations, local communities, and agencies,
and other stakeholders should occur to protect
the long-term viability of existing and future
military missions.

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

Change as suggested

19

…sustainment of military activities and readiness.
These issues and their potential impacts can
pose a significant threat to military readiness
activities and identifying and addressing these
issues is currently one of the military’s greatest
operational challenges.

Reword

Page 1-3
1.2 Why Prepare a
Joint Land Use
Study?
End of first
paragraph

Action Taken

Change made:
The result can initiate new, or expand existing
land use and other compatibility issues, often
referred to as encroachment, which can have
negative impacts on community safety, economic
development, and sustainment of military
activities and readiness. These issues and their
potential impacts can pose a significant threat to
military readiness activities and identifying and
addressing them is currently one of the military’s
greatest operational challenges.This threat to
military readiness activities is currently one of the
military’s greatest operational challenges.

…sustainment of military activities and readiness.
This threat to military readiness activities is
currently one of the military’s greatest operational
challenges.

Response

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

JLUS Document
Location

18

Concerns/Comments

just south of the City of Tye within the city limits.
The majority of the base is within the city limits of
Abilene, but a small portion on the north end is
within the city limits of Tye. Figure 1-1 shows the
location of Dyess AFB. It is just south of the City
of Tye.

Name

Planner 7
CES/CENPP

#

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-9

G-10

Recommend spelling out all other tenants vs.
“many more tenants.”

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

22

Recommend a small call-out and arrow showing
Dyess AFB. This will provide immediate

“29th Training Squadron” should be “29th
Training Systems Squadron, Detachment 4”.

Crawford, Brian,
7MSG Deputy
Commander

21

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

Administrative: There is only one space between
sentences. Other sentences throughout
document have 2 spaces.

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

20

23

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Page 1-4

Page 1-3, section
Military Strategic
Importance,
sentence 4

Chapter 1, page 13, “Military
Strategic
importance”
paragraph

Page 1-3, Military
Strategic
Importance
section, between
2nd and 3rd
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Add a callout to the map for
“Dyess Air Force Base”

Add other tenants from
Chapter 3

Change as suggested

Add a second space between
sentences

Response

Change made:

Page 9 of 53

Change made:
The host unit at Dyess AFB is the 7th Bomb
Wing. Additionally, the base is home to many
important associate units, including The 317th
Airlift Group and Air Force Office of Special
Investigations Detachment 222. It is also home to
the 436th Training Squadron, Air Combat
Command (ACC) Training Support Squadron,;
29th Training Systems Squadron, Detachment 4;,
77th Weapons Squadron;, and many more
tenants 337th Test and Evaluation Squadron;
436th Training Squadron; and 489th Bomb
Group.

Change made:
It is also home to the 436th Training Squadron,
Air Combat Command (ACC) Training Support
Squadron,; 29th Training Systems Squadron,
Detachment 4;, 77th Weapons Squadron;, and
many more tenants 337th Test and Evaluation
Squadron; 436th Training Squadron; and 489th
Bomb Group.

Change made:
The 7th Bomb Wing's mission is to provide
overwhelming long-range strike within hours
anywhere in the world. It is also charged with
producing combat-ready aircrews in the Air
Force's only B-1B formal training unit.

Action Taken
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Committee Comments

Name

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

#

24

There is some duplication within the list of
initiatives/activities. Also the lead in paragraph
has the emphasis on Dyess’ actions in the
community whereas the bulleted paragraphs list
community initiatives. Perhaps the lead in should
stress cooperation. Also, you may want to
include verbiage describing Dyess personnel as
part of the community and the network of
community volunteerism.

recognition vs. making an individual refer to the
key.

Concerns/Comments

Chapter 1, Section
1.3.

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text to give more
emphasis on cooperation and
partnership

Will remove the two duplicative
bullets.

Response

G-11

Page 10 of 53

Change made:
Dyess AFB contributes to the local community in
more ways than its economic benefit. The base
interacts with the community through actions both
related to and independent of the military. Dyess
AFB participates in a variety of community events
and activities throughout the year, including base
tours, special events, parades, and fire
department and police support to local
jurisdictions. Personnel from Dyess AFB not only
live in the surrounding community, but they
engage with the community through volunteering
as well. In return, the local community engages in
various events throughout the year to show
support and appreciation for Dyess AFB and its
personnel.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-12

Bullets 6 and 7 are duplicates of bullets 1 and 2.

Bullet point #5 - ADD - Big Country Air Power in
partnership with Dyess hosts the Dyess Big
Country Airfest in alternating years to differ the
cost of putting on a big airshow every year.

Gray Bridwell

26

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

Administrative: Recommend a comma following
“Each year.”

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

25

27

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Page 1-5

Page 1-5

Page 1-5, bullet 6

JLUS Document
Location

Deleted duplicative bullets

Add information as suggested

Change as suggested

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 11 of 53

Change made:
 The Abilene Military Affairs Committee
donated $350,000 to build the Dyess
Memorial Park with the base matching the

Change made:
Big Country Air Power, in partnership with Dyess
AFB, hosts the Big Country Airfest Open House
Airshow in alternating years to split the costs of
putting on the airshow., The Airfest opensing the
base up to the general public and provides static
aircraft displays and aerial air shows.
Approximately 20,000 people attended the event
in May 2015, the first since 2012 due to
government sequestration.

Change made:
Each year, the 7th Force Support Squadron
hosts, with the support of the community, the
South Park Holiday Dinner, a charity dinner to
feed the less fortunate.

Dyess AFB participates in a variety of community
events and activities throughout the year,
including base tours, special events, parades, and
fire department and police support to local
jurisdictions. Some of the activities that Dyess
AFB and the local community engages in to
enhance their cooperative partnership as
neighbors and partners in to make itself a greater
part of the local and regional community are as
follows.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Bullet point #7 and #8 are duplicates to bullet
point #1, #2

Duplicate bullets describing Memorial Park and
Dyess museum.

ADD - Dyess and Abilene share a backup EOC
eliminating each other maintaining two expensive
backup systems.

The PC consisted of elected
officials and decision makers from participating
jurisdictions, military installation leadership, and
representatives from other interested and
affected

Crawford, Brian,
7MSG Deputy
Commander

Gray Bridwell

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

29

30

31

Concerns/Comments

Gray Bridwell

Name

28

#

Page 1-6
JLUS Policy
Committee
First sentence

Page 1-6

Chapter 1, page 15,

Page 1-5

JLUS Document
Location

Change as suggested

Add as suggested

See response to comment 27

See response to comment 27

Response

The community of Abilene built and
donated the Dyess Museum as a gift to
Dyess AFB for the Air Force’s 50th
birthday in 1997. Inside the facility, which
is located outside the Dyess Memorial
Park, visitors can view the history of
Dyess AFB since its commissioning in the
early 1940’s.

G-13

Page 12 of 53

Change made:
The PC consisted of elected officials and decision
makers from participating jurisdictions, military
installation leadership, and representatives from

New bullet added:
Dyess AFB and the City of Abilene share a
backup Emergency Operations Center to reduce
the costs of each maintain an expensive
individual backup system.

See response to comment 27

See response to comment 27



amount to landscaping, walkways and
other beautification. The park is located
outside the base at the intersection of
Arnold Boulevard and Military Drive.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-14

Participants were able to provide input through
interactive audience response systems that allow
for immediate response viewing and tracking.

Randahl Lohse

33

Property Owner

Technical
Committee

Change “foals” to “goals.”

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

My response:
This did not happen. Property owners were given
a questioner sheet to check off and then results
were available on-line JLUS web-site several
weeks later. The questions being asked were
loaded question to an unsuspecting audience that
had no idea that the information could be used
against the property owner. At no time were the
property owners told of the consequences and
potential loss of property rights. This is the type of
information the property owner wants to know.
How will this effect my property? What property
rights will we have to give up or be forced to
accept? Needs to be changed.

Add *

agencies *and stakeholders

32

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Chapter 1, page 17,
last paragraph

Chapter 1, Section
1.3, Public
Workshop #1
paragraph, 1st
Sentence.

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text to talk about the
questionnaire

Change as suggested

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 13 of 53

Change made:
The focus of this workshop was to explain the
purpose and function of the JLUS, provide an
overview of the military operations at Dyess AFB,
introduce project participants, share the JLUS
approach and discuss the JLUS foalsgoals. The
format of this meeting included a presentation to
the public followed by an interactive open
comment periodworking session where attendees
were encouraged to share their input on potential
JLUS issues. A user-friendly JLUS Project
Overview (JLUS Update #1) was distributed at
this workshop to provide the public a tool in
completing a compatibility issues exercise.
Attendees worked in groups around large scale
Study Area maps to complete a compatibility
issues worksheet as well as engage in intimate
group discussions with the JLUS team.
Participants were able to provide input through
interactive audience response systems that allow
for immediate response viewing and
trackingasked to complete a paper questionnaire

Change made:
The focus of this workshop was to explain the
purpose and function of the JLUS, provide an
overview of the military operations at Dyess AFB,
introduce project participants, share the JLUS
approach and discuss the JLUS foalsgoals.

other interested and affected agencies and
stakeholders.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments
Concerns/Comments

The interactive working session, to my memory,
did not take place as the questions and
discussion following the presentations lasted
longer than the time allotted.

Recommend a small call-out and arrow showing
Dyess AFB. This will provide immediate
recognition vs. making an individual refer to the
key.

Name

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

#

34

35

Figure 1-3, Page 111

Chapter 1, Section
1.3, Public
Workshop #1
paragraph.

JLUS Document
Location

Add a callout to the map for
“Dyess Air Force Base”

See response to comment 33

Response

Change made:

See response to comment 33

Page 14 of 53

that asked questions about different compatibility
factors to be considered for the JLUS. The
questionnaire was also posted on the project
website so that those unable to attend the
workshop were able to respond to the questions
and provide input. The questionnaire was
available on the website for 30 days. After this
time, the results from the website were combined
with the results from the meeting and posted on
the website.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-15

G-16

Taylor County’s economic history seems to stop
in the 1980s.

This section skips over WWII with the economic
and social changes to the region brought by
Camp Barkeley/Abilene Army Airfield. This
history is covered in the Abilene section,
however, both Camp Barkeley and the Army Air
Field, to my knowledge, were not within the city
limits of Abilene. I’m not sure that detail is
important since the airfield was sold to the city
after demobilization.

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

38

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Change “Rancher” to “Ranchers”

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

37

39

“organized” misspelled

Crawford, Brian,
7MSG Deputy
Commander

36

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Chapter 2, Section
2.1, 3rd paragraph.

Chapter 2, Section
2.1, 2nd
paragraph.

Chapter 2, Section
2.1, 3rd paragraph,
2nd to last
sentence.

Chapter 2, page 22, history
paragraph 1

JLUS Document
Location

Add information about wind
farm development

Move text from Abilene
discussion to Taylor County
discussion

Change as suggested

There was an anomaly when
the file was PDFed that
caused the apparent
misspelling. The word is
spelled correctly in the Word
file.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 15 of 53

Change made:
In the 1980s, 89 percent of the county's land was
in farms and ranches, which an industry that
continues to support the local economy today.
Dyess AFB also remains an important economic
provider to the County. In 2005, the first wind
farms in Taylor County – Horse Hollow Wind
Energy Center and Callahan Divide Wind Energy
Center – became operational. These two sites

This text was moved from Abilene to Taylor
County:
World War II transformed Abilene, with the
acquisition of Camp Barkeley, an Army post, in
1940 and the Abilene Army Air FieldBase in 1942
(renamed to Abilene Army Airfield in 1943) that
infused millions of dollars into the local economy.
After World War II civic leaders sought an air
force base to maintain the flow of federal dollars,
and Congress approved the establishment of
Dyess AFB in 1952.

Change made:
Ranchers also began diversifying their stock,
raising more pigs, sheep, and poultry.

No change made

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Eighth line down "Organized"

On page 2-2, "Abilene Army Air Field" was
corrected to "Abilene Army Air Base". However,
on page 2-4, "Tye Field" was changed to "Abilene
Army Airfield" instead of "Abilene Army Air Base".

States, "The city operates under a city‐manager
form of government with a mayor, four
commissioners, and several city offices." That
should have "six city council members" instead of
"four commissioners". Also, I don't know what
they mean by "several city offices".

Administrative: Document reads, “After the
Texas and Pacific arrived…” Texas and Pacific
what? Railroads?

“19892” should read “1892”

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

Crawford, Brian,
7MSG Deputy

41

42

43

44

Concerns/Comments

Gray Bridwell

Name

40

#

Chapter 2, page 23, City of Tye

Page 2-3, first
paragraph, second
sentence.

The last paragraph
of page 2-3

Page 2-2 and 2-4

Page 2-2 Section
2.1

JLUS Document
Location

Change as suggested

Add “Railroad”

Change as suggested

Revise to clarify

Remove “was” from text

Response

Page 16 of 53

Change made:
A church, community school, and post office were
established from 19892 to 1899.

Change made:
After the Texas and Pacific Railroad arrived at the
site in January 1881, the railroad promoted
Abilene as the "Future Great City of West Texas."

Change made:
The city operates under a city-manager form of
government with a mayor and, four
commissionerssix city council members, and
several city offices.

Change made on page 2-4:
During World War II, Tye FieldAbilene Army Air
Base (shortly after renamed to Abilene Army
Airfield) was built just south of the community for
the Army Air Corps.

Change made:
A small settlement, Buffalo Gap, was organized in
1878 with ranching driving the local economy.

have expanded since then, and additional wind
farms have been developed in the neighboring
counties as well.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-17

G-18

States, "The City of Tye is located eight miles
west of Abilene...". Since the city limits of Abilene
and Tye abut, I think it would be more accurate to
state, "The City of Tye is located eight miles west
of downtown Abilene...". This is consistent with
the distance measurement point used on page 13 which states, "Dyess AFB is located in Taylor
County in west‐central Texas, approximately
seven miles southwest of downtown Abilene...".

States, "The population figures represent the
permanent population in the Study Area, but do
not consider the temporary population surges
associated with the tourism industry and
migration from seasonal employment." What

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

48

49

This paragraph refers to “Tye Field.” It is also
referred to as Abilene Army Airfield. We should
decide on a name and be consistent throughout.
I don’t think Dyess should have preference
except that we be accurate.

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Change 19892

47

Property Owner

My response:

A church, community school, and post office
were established from 19892 to 1899.

Randahl Lohse

46

Technical
Committee

19892 Response: Should be 1892

Randy Williams
Taylor County
Commissioner
Pct. 1

45

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Page 2-4

Page 2-4

This information was obtained
from the US Census, which
includes university students in
its counts if they are living at
the location of the university

Change as suggested

Change to Abilene Army
Airfield

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 17 of 53

Change made:
The population figures represent the permanent
population in the Study Area, including full-time
resident university students, but do not consider
the temporary population surges associated with

Change made:
The City of Tye is located eight miles west of
downtown Abilene and just north of Dyess AFB in
northern Taylor County.

Change made:
During World War II, Tye FieldAbilene Army
Airfield was built just south of the community for
the Army Air Corps.

See response to comment 44

See response to comment 44

Chapter 2
Page 2-3
next to last paragraph

Chapter 2, Section
2.1, City of Tye
Section.

See response to comment 44

Action Taken

See response to comment 44

Response

Chapter 2.1 page
2-3 Last complete
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Colonial period?

States, "Source: US Census, 2000". Based on
the title at the bottom of the figure, this should be
2010.

Table 2-3 shows housing unit trends based on
numbers for 2000 and 2014. The indicated
source of the data is from the 2000 and 2010 US
Census data. However, the text indicates the
table reflects real numbers. Since it doesn't state
the 2014 numbers are an estimate, how did the
2010 census know what the real housing unit
numbers would be in 2014.

Introduces table 2-4 as having median monthly
rents for 2000 and 2010. However, the table
itself (on page 2-8) indicates in the title and the
column heading that it is showing 2000 and 2014
data. Again, the source is listed as the 2000 and
2010 census.

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

51

52

53

about population "surges" associated with
university students at the local institutions? Are
those numbers included? Since it is in the
thousands, that can also make a difference.

50

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

The last paragraph
on page 2-7

Page 2-7

Figure 2-2

Chapter 2, Section
2.4, 1st paragraph,
1st sentence.

JLUS Document
Location

The numbers were based off
of 2014 American Community
Survey. Will update to 2015
numbers and change tables,
table titles, and sources as
appropriate.

The numbers were based off
of 2014 American Community
Survey. Will update to 2015
numbers and change tables,
table titles, and sources as
appropriate.

Update source on map

Delete colonial period

(either on- or off-campus). Will
add a statement to clarify.

Response

Page 18 of 53

Numbers have been updated to 2015 American
Community Survey, table titles and columns have
been changes to 2000-2015, and sources have
been changed to US Census Bureau, 2000;
2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year
Estimates. Associated text has also been
updated to reflect changes in the tables.

Numbers have been updated to 2015 American
Community Survey, table titles and columns have
been changes to 2000-2015, and sources have
been changed to US Census Bureau, 2000;
2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year
Estimates. Associated text has also been
updated to reflect changes in the tables.

Map source has been updated to US Census
2010

Change made:
A contributing economic activity throughout the
Study Area is centered on the agriculture and oil
industries dating back to the early colonial period.

the tourism industry and migration from seasonal
employment.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-19

G-20

The paragraph that introduces table 2-5 states
the table will have data for 2000 and 2010.
However, the table itself indicates it is showing
data for 2000 and 2014. And, again, the source
is listed as the 2000 and 2010 census.

"Military Housing" section. I believe this is the
first reference to "BAH" in the chapter. Can we
include the full name with the acronym in
parentheses for the benefit of readers not familiar
with the reference? -- "The Basic Allowance for
Housing (BAH) is a stipend..."

“grade E‐4 without dependents is $294” should
read “with dependents”

Administrative: Recommend changing sentence
to read, “Historically, four major business
enterprises, including cattle and bison; cotton;
timber; and oil, shaped…” This is really a happy
to glad change.

Administrative: Insert comma after “war.”

Administrative: Insert comma after “Additionally.”

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

Crawford, Brian,
7MSG Deputy

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

55

56

57

58

59

Concerns/Comments

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

Name

54

#

Page 2-9, first
paragraph, 6th

Page 2-9, first
paragraph, 5th
sentence under
Texas section.

Page 2-9, first
paragraph, second
sentence in Texas
section

Chapter 2, page 28, Military Housing

Page 2-8

Page 2-8

JLUS Document
Location

Change as suggested

Change as suggested

Revise text, but with a
variation to the suggestion

Change as suggested

BAH is defined on page 2-7,
under 2.3 Housing Trends.

The numbers were based off
of 2014 American Community
Survey. Will update to 2015
numbers and change tables,
table titles, and sources as
appropriate.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 19 of 53

Change made:
Additionally, the economy had diversified
sufficiently that, though petroleum was still the

Change made:
By the end of the war, Texas was one of the
leading industrial states and the population had
become predominantly urban.

Change made:
Historically, four major business enterprises -,
cattle and bison, cotton, timber, and oil -, shaped
Texas’s economy prior to World War II.

Change made:
The BAH for a grade E-4 without dependents is
$294 more than the median rent.

No change made

Numbers have been updated to 2015 American
Community Survey, table titles and columns have
been changes to 2000-2015, and sources have
been changed to US Census Bureau, 2000;
2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year
Estimates. Associated text has also been
updated to reflect changes in the tables.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments
Concerns/Comments

Administrative: Change commas in this sentence
to semi-colons.

Administrative: Remove “and” before social
assistance.

Is Dyess included in the Taylor County Jobs per
Industry Sector table? If so, we might want to
specify the category within which it is included.

Name

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

#

60

61

62

Chapter 2, Table 27.

Page 2-9, first
para, 1st sentence
under Taylor Co.

Page 2-9, first
para, 7th sentence
under Texas
section.

sentence under
Texas section.

JLUS Document
Location

Dyess is not included in the
NAICS codes. Suggest
revising the text to clarify

Change as suggested

Recommend no change to this
text

Response

G-21

Page 20 of 53

Change made:
According to tThe North American Industry
Classification System (NAICS) is a tool used by
businesses and governments in the US, Canada,
and Mexico to classify and measure economic
activity., NAICS provides a six-digit code
classification to identify what business sector a
specific business is in and is used towhich
classifies business establishments to collect,
analyze, and publish statistical data related to the
US economy., NAICS provides a good indication
of the types of business industry in an area, but
does typically does not account for government
jobs, such as those at Dyess AFB. According to
NAICS, the major industries in Taylor County are

Change made:
According to the North American Industry
Classification System (NAICS), which classifies
business establishments to collect, analyze, and
publish statistical data related to the US economy,
the major industries in Taylor County are
education, healthcare, and social assistance, and
retail.

No action taken

largest sector by the end of the war, the business
community in the state was truly diverse.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-22
Concerns/Comments

“Efforts to diversify Taylor County’s economy with
new sectors have brought substantial growth to
the area”
Response: I think we need to differentiate
between the general area and the actual
potentially affected areas within 8 miles of the
base boundaries. Arial photographs of the
affected area around the base reflect very little
growth in the last 50 yrs. Petrosmith has nearly
doubled however but increased housing has
moved at a snails pace. This is further explained
in Chapter 2.5

Suggest changing verbiage to read, “In response
to the downturn in the economy, the community
worked to diversify and establish a workforce able
to withstand future economic difficulties.” Many
probably understood the benefits of diversification
before the 1980s downturn.

Is Dyess included in Table 2-8? If so, where?

The Tye Elementary School has closed, so the
educational services numbers in Table 2-9 and
the preceding narrative may be inaccurate.

Name

Randy Williams
Taylor County
Commissioner
Pct. 1

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Tommy Downing
Community

#

63

64

65

66

Chapter 2, Table 29

Chapter 2, Table 28.

Chapter 2, Section
2.4, City of Abilene
section, 2nd
paragraph, 1st
sentence.

Chapter 2.4 First
Paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 21 of 53

Change made:
Table 2-98 shows the total jobs per NAICS
business industry sector in the City of Tye, as of

Change made:
Table 2-87 shows the total jobs per business
industry sector in the City of Abilene, according to
NAICS. The primary business industries in the
city are education, healthcare, and social
assistance, and retail.

Dyess is not included in the
NAICS codes. Suggest
revising the text to clarify. See
response to comment 62

Revise text

Change made:
In response to the downturn in the economy, the
community worked to diversify and establish a
workforce now understands the necessity to
establish a workforce that will be able to withstand
future economic difficulties.

Change made:
Efforts to diversify Taylor County’s economy with
new sectors have brought substantial growth to
the areanew growth to the county; however, with
the exception of the Petrosmith facility south of
Dyess AFB, there has been little growth in the
unincorporated county around the base.

education, healthcare, and social assistance, and
retail.

Action Taken

Change as suggested

Revise text as suggested

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

States, "The City of Abilene is surrounded by a
beltway, made up of Interstate 20, US Highways
277 and 84, and State Highway Loop 322. US
Highway 83 and Business Loop 20 are two
principle arterials in the Study Area. US Highway
83 runs north to south, bisecting the City of
Abilene, and Business Loop 20 bisects the city
running east to west." US Highway 83 should be
included in the "beltway" list in the first sentence
with 84. Business Loop 83 runs north to south,
bisecting Abilene (as Treadaway Blvd).

Administrative: “Shreeveport” is misspelled.

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

70

Page 2-12, third
para, under
Roadway System
section.

Page 2-12

Correct spelling to
“Shreveport”

Revise text and rearrange for
numerical order

Page 22 of 53

Change made:
It connects to Fort Worth and Dallas, Texas;
Shreeveport and Monroe, Louisiana

Change made:
The City of Abilene is surrounded by a beltway,
made up of Interstate 20, US Highways 277
and83, 84, and 277, and State Highway Loop
322. US Highway 83 and Business Loop 20 and
Business Loop 83 are two principle arterials in the
Study Area. Business Loop 20 bisects the city
running east to west and US HighwayBusiness
Loop 83 runs north to south, bisecting the City of
Abilene as Treadaway Blvd, and Business Loop
20 bisects the city running east to west.

Change made:
Land surrounding Little Elm Creek, which enters
leaves the base on the east side, remains open
space.

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

Revise text to say Little Elm
Creek leaves the base on the
east side

69

Chapter 2, Section
2.5, 3rd paragraph,
3rd sentence.

The flow of Little Elm Creek is southwest to
northeast, so I’m not sure it is accurate to say
“…Little Elm Creek, which enters the base on the
east side…”

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

68

The tables will be formatted for
the Public Draft so that they fit
in one column, when possible.

Change will be made prior to Public Draft

Page 2-11, Table
2-9.

Action Taken

Administrative: Table separated between two
columns on the page. Recommend modifying
wording to keep the Table into one column.

Response

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

JLUS Document
Location

67

Concerns/Comments

2012. The primary industries are construction,
educational services, health care, and social
assistance, and retail trade, but the Tye
Elementary School closed in 2013, which is not
reflected in the 2012 NAICS data.

Name

Planner 7
CES/CENPP

#

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-23

G-24

Administrative: Recommend including “of
Abilene” after “City.”

I'm curious why no mention was made of Abilene
Aero when discussing Air Transportation options.
The section discussing Abilene Regional Airport
is limited to only discussing Envoy/American
Eagle commercial flights and the desire to bring
in an additional carrier.

I don't see a mark for the "Flying B Ranch
Airstrip" (which is within the boundaries of the
map, unlike Elmdale which is off the map area to
the east). I also don't see anything on the legend
to identify/mark the location of the heliports at the
two hospitals.

C-130 aircraft arrived at Dyess in 1961. We
might want to beef up the airlift history at Dyess.
Please see page 39 and 40 of the Dyess
Heritage Pamplet provided.

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

71

72

73

74

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Chapter 3, Section
3.1

On Figure 2-3
(map of "Area
Transportation")

Page 2-13

Page 2-12, 2nd
para, under Air
Transportation.

JLUS Document
Location

Add info on C-130s

Add these locations onto
Figure 2-3

Add information on Abilene
Aero.

Change as suggested

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 23 of 53

Text added:
The first C-130 Hercules aircraft were stationed at
Dyess AFB in 1961 as part of the 64th Troop
Carrier Wing. From 1963 to 1972, C-130s at
Dyess AFB were assigned to the 516th Troop

Figure 2-3 has been updated to include airports
and hospital helipads.

Change made:
Most operations at the airport are general aviation
and military training. Abilene Regional Airport is
currently served by one commercial airline, Envoy
Air operating as American Eagle, with eight daily
flights to Dallas-Ft. Worth. Charter air carriers
such as Sun Country Airlines continue to operate
flights on an occasional basis from ABI to Las
Vegas with mainline jet aircraft such as the
Boeing 737. Abilene Aero is another tenant at
Abilene Regional Airport, that provides various
services including fuel, maintenance, parts, sales,
and charter flights to most places in the
continental US with a fleet of King Air B200 and
King Air C-90B aircraft.

Change made:
It is located three miles southeast of downtown
Abilene and owned and operated by the City of
Abilene.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments
Concerns/Comments

Administrative: 4th sentence should be changed
to “…1,518 indirect jobs.”

Change “job” to “jobs.”

Administrative: 5th sentence should be changed
to “…is as follows:”

FY14 total economic benefit estimate is $433
million.

Name

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Max Johnson, Lt
Col, 7 MSG/CD

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

#

75

76

77

78

Chapter 3, Section
3.2, 2nd paragraph.

Page 3-2, first para
under 3.2, 5th
sentence.

Chapter 3, Section
3.2, 1st paragraph,
3rd sentence.

Page 3-2, first para
under 3.2, 4th
sentence.

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text with correct
number and state this is for
the local Abilene area.

Change as suggested

See response to comment 75

Change as suggested

Response

G-25

Page 24 of 53

Change made:
Through the purchase of goods and services and
payment of salaries (payroll), Dyess provides
approximately $400an estimated $433 million
(fiscal year [FY] 2014) in economic benefit to the
local and regionalAbilene area economy on an
annual basis. Figure 3-1 illustrates the total
benefit separated into typical economic benefit
categories.

Change made:
The breakdown of Dyess AFB’s supporting
population is as follows:.

See response to comment 75

Change made:
Dyess AFB supports a population of 13,860
people, and creates an additional estimated 1,518
indirect jobs.

Carrier Wing, which was replaced in 1972 by the
463rd Tactical Airlift Wing, which supported
operations during the Vietnam War. The 463rd
Tactical Airlift Wing was reassigned from Tactical
Air Command to Military Airlift Command in 1974.
In 1997, Dyess' C-130s were transferred back to
Air Mobility Command, and the 317th Airlift Group
was created as the parent unit for Dyess' C-130
squadrons.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-26

Bottom left paragraph states the Sweetwater Air
Force Station was located in Taylor County.
Since Sweetwater is located in Nolan county, I
looked it up on Google. The sites I found stated
the Sweetwater Air Force Station was located
west of Sweetwater at Avenger field. This puts it
in Nolan county.

“Air” in “US Aif Force Weapons School”
misspelled,
Please include 436Training squadron in list of
tenant units.
The discussion of 77WS mission needs
correction—recommend use of mission as
described on page 3-8.

Crawford, Brian,
7MSG Deputy

80

Concerns/Comments

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

Name

79

#

Chp3, pg3-3, para
3-3.

Page 3-2

JLUS Document
Location

Make changes as suggested

Change as suggested

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 25 of 53

The base also supports two squadrons that are
geographically separated units from other Air
Force bases. The 77th Weapons Squadron is
stationed at Dyess AFB, assigned to the Air Force
Weapons School. The 77th Weapons Squadron
is a geographically separated unit of the 57th
Wing, which is assigned to Nellis AFB in Nevada.
The mission of the squadron is to provide B-1B
Lancer instructional flying.The 77th Weapons
Squadron is from the 57th Wing from Nellis AFB
in Nevada. It is assigned to the US Aif Force

Changes made:
The 7th Bomb Wing, the host unit at Dyess AFB,
is one of only two B-1B Lancer strategic
bombardment wings and the only B-1B formal
training unit in the US Air Force. The 317th Airlift
Group, a tenant unit at Dyess AFB, has been in a
continuously deployed status in support of the
Global War on Terrorism since 2003, with
elements being deployed into combat areas. The
436th Training Squadron provides formal training
to Air Combat Command using 15 schools at
Dyess AFB and 38 other programs exported
directly to units for local training needs.

Change made:
Installed to defend the SAC bombers and Atlas F
missile silos stationed at and around Dyess AFB,
the two Nike Hercules sites were controlled by a
"BIRDIE" system installed at Sweetwater Air
Force Station in Taylor Nolan County, west of
Dyess AFB.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Place a period after 300 feet wide. And add; “In
addition” an asphalt-paved……to the next
sentence

Second paragraph, 4th line down ADD: ...rolled
earth cement stabilized LZ

Second paragraph. ....and is located along the
base's main road. Funding for the aircraft
pedestals were donated by the Abilene
Community

27 C-130J aircraft assigned

Dwight Williams,
Airspace
Manager, 7
OSS/OSR

Gray Bridwell

Gray Bridwell

Crawford, Brian,
7MSG Deputy

81

82

83

84

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Page 3.4, para 3.5

Page 3-3 Section
3-4

Page 3-3 Section
3-4

Page 3-3, section
3.4, second
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Change as suggested.

Add text as suggested

Add text as suggested

Change as suggested

Response

G-27

Page 26 of 53

Change made:
The 317th Airlift Group performs Lockheed Martin
C-130J Super Hercules airlift missions with 278
aircraft assigned to it.

Change made:
Collectively known as the "Linear Air Park," it
contains 30 aircraft from World War II to the
present, many of them formerly based at Dyess
AFB, and is located along the base's main road.
Funding for the aircraft pedestals was provided
through donations from the Abilene community.

Change made:
In addition, an asphalt-paved Landing Zone (LZ)
164/344, and a grated, rolled earth cement
stabilized LZ 163/343.

Change made:
The base is 5,366 acres and has one primary
airfield with a runway (Runway 16/43) that
measures 13,500 feet long by 300 feet wide. In
addition, an asphalt-paved Landing Zone (LZ)
164/344, and a grated, rolled earth cement
stabilized LZ 163/343.

Weapons School at Dyess AFB and it provides
weapons training to B-1B Lancer squadrons at
Dyess AFB. The 337th Test and Evaluation
Squadron is part of the 53d Wing at Eglin AFB in
Florida. Its primary mission is to test and
evaluate modifications to the B-1B bomber and
train future aircrews to fly upgraded B-1Bs.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-28

This section could include more unit patches if
desired. Most of the patches may be found on
our public web site:
http://www.dyess.af.mil/News/Art.aspx

These three paragraphs can be compiled to
reduce redundancy and improve readability.
Recommend discuss all flight patterns first and
then discuss use of Abilene regional airfield.

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Crawford, Brian,
7MSG Deputy

85

86

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Pg 3-10, final 3
paragraphs

Chapter 3

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text

Additional patches will be
added as available

The information on 28 aircraft
came from page 8 of the 2014
Economic Impact Statement

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 27 of 53

Figures 3-4a through 4d illustrate the typical flight
paths for different types of primary flight patterns
used by Dyess AFB aircraft. Other flight patterns
may also be used depending on factors such as
weather or mission requirements.

Aircraft based at Dyess AFB sometimes use
Abilene Regional Airport to the east of the base
for touch and go operations. The majority of
closed pattern operations at Dyess AFB are flown
on the west side of the base where the land
underneath is less developed.

Change made:
The closed pattern flight patterns are isolated to
areas surrounding the installation and consist of
low-level altitude flights. The majority of closed
pattern operations at Dyess AFB are flown on the
west side of the base where the land underneath
is less developed,. The closed pattern flight
patterns tend to stay away from heavily populated
areas, but go sometimes flights occur over parts
of western Abilene.

New unit patches have been added

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Figure 3-5 is a bit of an eye test.

Figure 3-10 is also a little small for easy reading

Figure 3-11 has a lot of symbology that is not
defined on the legend. For Example, what do the
thick, brown, transparent lines represent?

Figure 3-22: Suggest adding a note in the legend
that obstruction height elevations are measured
from the airport elevation, which in the case of
Dyess is 1789’ MSL.

Remove the word “allowed” and add the words
“considered compatible”. Allow sounds like we
are dictating rather than recommending

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Dwight Williams,
Airspace
Manager, 7
OSS/OSR

87

88

89

90

91

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Page 3-20, fifth
paragraph;

Chapter 3

Chapter 3

Chapter 3

Chapter 3

JLUS Document
Location

Change as suggested

Add note to text and map

Revise map to remove
unnecessary items

Suggest to enlarge image

Suggest to enlarge image

Response

G-29

Page 28 of 53

Change made:
Again, the accident potential in this area reduces
further, and with this, some additional

Note added to map:
Obstruction height elevations are measured from
the Dyess AFB airfield elevation, which is 1789
feet above mean sea level.

Change made to text:
Figure 3-12 provides an illustration of this
measure of vertical obstruction around Dyess
AFB. Obstruction height elevations are
measured from the Dyess AFB airfield elevation,
which is 1789 feet above mean sea level. Note
that this is in addition to, not a replacement of,
imaginary surfaces, discussed previously.

This map has been simplified for easy reading

Image has been enlarged to full-page width

Image has been enlarged to full-page width

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-30

92

#

Property Owner

Technical
Committee

Randahl Lohse

Name

My response:
The way this is written does not give credit to
communities that considered the AICUZ
recommendations but chose not to include all of
them. The Matrix Group does not give the
communities credit for considering and
implementing some of the AICUZ
recommendations. The Matrix Group is saying
that we are not compliant. There is no
requirement to be compliant. The AICUZ is full of
recommendations and guidelines. When Airport
Zoning Ordinance 23-319 was put into place in
'08-09, in attendance was City of Abilene, Dyess,
Taylor County and the affected property owners.
Why is this not being stated? This needs to be
addressed.

The Dyess AFB AICUZ Study provides a
complete listing of the land uses that are not
recommended for use in the runway CZ, APZ I
and APZ II and the LZ CZ and APZLZ. In these
recommendations, some land uses also have
recommended limits on density and intensity of
use. Communities are encouraged to incorporate
these land use recommendations into their
planning and regulatory documents. This helps to
protect public health and safety and maintain
compatibility with continued operations at the
military airfield.

Concerns/Comments

Chapter 3
page 3-20
last paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 29 of 53

Change made:
The Dyess AFB AICUZ Study provides a
complete listing of the land uses that are not
recommended for use in the runway CZ, APZ I
and APZ II and the LZ CZ and APZ-LZ. In these
recommendations, some land uses also have
recommended limits on density and intensity of
use. In 2009, the City of Abilene adopted an
Airport Zoning Ordinance that addressed land
development within the CZ and APZs that are
within the jurisdiction of Abilene’s extraterritorial
jurisdiction. The Airport Zoning Ordinance was
coordinated among the City of Abilene, Taylor
County, Dyess AFB, and affected property
owners who live or own property in the CZ and
APZs. Communities are encouraged to
incorporate these land use recommendations into
their planning and regulatory documents. This
helps to protect public health and safety and
maintain compatibility with continued operations
at the military airfield.

development types are allowedconsidered
compatible.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Aircraft noise “is” produced. Remove the word
“if”.

Dyess AFB does not typically operate “late
night/early morning” run-ups. Add “early morning
to the verbiage.

I suggest grouping the Federal Programs and
Policies section by ‘Law’, ‘Executive Department
Policy’, ‘Air Force Policy’, ‘Guidance Documents’
or some other hierarchy.

An internet search did not yield anything on the
“DoD Noise Manual.” Suggest providing more
information on this. I am not familiar with it.

Dwight Williams,
Airspace
Manager, 7
OSS/OSR

Dwight Williams,
Airspace
Manager, 7
OSS/OSR

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

93

94

95

96

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Chapter 4, Section
4.2

Chapter 4, Section
4.2.

Page 3-22, second
column

Page 3-22, first
column, first
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

This document can be found
at this website http://www.stoptheplanes.com/
DoDNoiseManaulFinalREV.pdf

Reorganize as suggested prior
to public draft. Will not
reorganize at this time so that
committee members can more
easily find their comments
associated with the prior draft.

Change as suggested

Change as suggested

Response

G-31

Page 30 of 53

Change made:
The Operational Noise Manual prepared by the
US Army Center for Health Promotion and
Preventive Medicine and released in November
2005. It provides a practical reference for military
and civilian personnel with duties and
responsibilities in operational noise management
so that they can work together to be good
neighbors and reduce noise issues. The manual
assists personnel to understand and implement
current DOD environmental policy and guidance.
The majority of the manual is devoted to the
following subjects: Characteristics of Sound;

Reorganize as suggested prior to public draft.
Will not reorganize at this time so that committee
members can more easily find their comments
associated with the prior draft.

Change made:
Dyess AFB does not typically operate late night /
early morning engine run-ups, but there is the
potential for unpredicted contingencies that would
require nighttime engine run-ups.

Change made:
Aircraft noise if is produced from flight operations
(overflight, take-offs, landings, touch-and-go
operations) and engine maintenance run-ups.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-32

98

97

#

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

Property Owner

Technical
Committee

Randahl Lohse

Name

Under HUD Noise Regulations in policy (2), I
think the sentence is clearer (and grammatically
correct) without the parentheses.

My response:
“Less attractive” is a severe understatement.
More likely it would be a financial impossibility
and cost prohibitive. We have already been
through this. Noise has been addressed and is
not a factor to the property owners. The
community has already accepted the noise in
2008-2009 and does not have a problem with the
noise. We already understand to achieve noise
reduction in a home or building requires an
acoustical engineer, which Abilene does not
have. It is not as simple as adding some
insulation, etc.
The Matrix Group does not seem to point out
these facts. This definitely needs to be reviewed,
addressed and a rewrite.

Residential construction may be permitted within
certain noise contours, provided sound
attenuation is accomplished. The added
construction expense of sound attenuation,
however, may make siting in these noise
exposure areas financially less attractive.

Concerns/Comments

Page 4-5

Chapter 4
page 4-5
second paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Remove parentheses

Recommend a slight revision
to the text to clarify.

This text is talking about HUD
funding, not general
development of residential.
The text below it also states
“Because the HUD policy is
discretionary, variances may
also be permitted, depending
on regional interpretation and
local conditions.” This could
support the statement that the
local community accepts the
noise, if HUD is willing to
agree.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 31 of 53

Change made:
A withholding of HUD assistance for the
construction of new dwelling units on sites (which
have or are projected to have unacceptable noise

Change made:
HUD may fund Rresidential construction may be
permitted within certain noise contours, provided
sound attenuation is accomplished. The added
construction expense of sound attenuation,
however, may make siting in these noise
exposure areas financially less attractive.
Because the HUD policy is discretionary,
variances may also be permitted, depending on
regional interpretation and local conditions.

Effects of Noise; Military Noise Sources; Noise
Monitoring; Reduction of Noise Conflicts and
more.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

101

Matrix Design
Group

Property Owner

Matrix and City of Abilene
recommend adding text
describing the proposed

My response:
Too bad the government entity can do whatever it
decides is beneficial to it and then decides to
control the impact at the end by limiting property
owner's rights on their own land.
Needs to be addressed.

The Noise Control Act of 1972 identified that
noise not adequately controlled has the potential
of endangering the health and welfare of people.
It states that all Americans are entitled to an
environment free from noise that can jeopardize
their general health and quality of life. Along with
state, local, and territorial governments, actions
from the federal government were needed to
ensure that the objectives of the Act were met.

Noise Control Act of 1972

Randahl Lohse

100

Technical
Committee

Section 5.4 (Biological Resources) discusses
both the federal ESA and the state identified
protected species. Page 4-6 discusses the
federal ESA but doesn't mention state identified
protected species. Is this intentional, or an
oversight?

Concerns/Comments

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

Name

99

#

Chapter 4

Chapter 4
page 4-9
second paragraph

Page 4-6

JLUS Document
Location

Add new text to describe
proposed Protection of Military
Airfields from Wind Turbine
Encroachment Acts

Statement of a fact.

Chapter 4 is meant to describe
the tools and chapter 5 is
meant to develop the analysis
of the issues, e.g., the
presence of species on the
installation

Response

New text added:

No Action

No change made

Page 32 of 53

exposure), or are in runway Clear Zones or
incompatible uses in Accident Potential Zones;

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-33

G-34

102

#

Randy Williams
Taylor County
Commissioner
Pct. 1

Name

Response: I would like to see something in this
section that points out how the City of Abilene,
Airport Zoning Ordinance, requires community or
property owner input relative to any changes to
be made in the ordinance. This reflects the kind
of collaboration that we are required to give to the
JLUS process and demonstrates that we not only

Protection of Military
Airfields from Wind Turbine
Encroachment Acts

Concerns/Comments

Chapter 4

JLUS Document
Location

Add a description of this under
the Abilene Airport Zoning
Ordinance piece

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 33 of 53

Text added to page 4-21 under Airport Zoning
Ordinance:
Noise regulations within the Dyess AFB noise
contours were considered for inclusion in the
zoning ordinance, but were omitted through a
public process in which many of the property
ownersresidents within the noise contours publicly

Proposed Protection of Military Airfields from
Wind Turbine Encroachment Acts
Two bills were proposed in late 2016 to protect
military airfields from future wind turbine
development. On September 28, 2016, Senator
John Cornyn from Texas introduced Senate Bill S.
3428 to the US Senate. If passed, the bill would
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
render new wind turbine projects located within a
30-mile radius of an active military airfield or
airbase, or DOD air traffic control radar site,
weather radar site, or aircraft navigation aid
ineligible for the renewable electricity production
credit and the energy credit. A similar bill was
introduced into House of Representatives by
Congressman Chris Collins of New York. House
Bill H.R. 6397 was identical to Senate Bill S. 3428
except that it used a 40-mile radius around an
active military airfield or airbase, or DOD air traffic
control radar site, weather radar site, or aircraft
navigation aids. Neither of these bills were
enacted during the 114th Congress in which they
were introduced and they expired on January 3,
2017. As of January 2017, both bills have been
reintroduced and are under consideration.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

103

#

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Name

I think the AICUZ program should be addressed
in the overview section, 4.2.

already have an ordinance designed to protect
Dyess from encroachment, but that it is reflective
of total collaboration with all stakeholders.

Concerns/Comments

Chapter 4.

JLUS Document
Location

Move generic AICUZ program
text from Section 4.3 Dyess
AFB Plans and Programs to
section 4.2

Response

G-35

Page 34 of 53

The following text has been moved to section 4.2:
Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Study
Program
The Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ)
program was created by the DOD in 1973 to
address noise and safety hazards associated with
aviation operations. The AICUZ program
provides guidelines to promote compatible land
development in areas subject to operational noise
and accident potential. The program was initiated
to protect the public’s health, safety, and welfare,
as well as to protect military airfields from
encroachment by incompatible uses and
structures. The AICUZ framework evaluates
noise from military aircraft, and applies the
concept of clear zones / accident potential zones,
with corresponding development / building
densities and intensities designed to encourage
compatibility between military operations and
communities.
The three primary elements of the AICUZ are:

stated that they accepted the risks and impacts
associated with noise generated by Dyess AFB
aircraft operations and opted requested to not
havethat noise regulations included inbe removed
from the ordinance. If any changes or updates to
the Airport Zoning Ordinance are considered by
the City of Abilene in the future, they will require
review and input from property owners of land
within the zoning area. This will ensure a
collaborative process between the City and the
affected property owners.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-36

104

#

Technical

Randahl Lohse

Name

Discussion of AICUZ text – Why are property
owners not included to work with local leaders?

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text

Response

Health, Safety, and Welfare. These
elements seek to reduce the nuisance
of excessive noise generated by aircraft
operations and public danger by
discouraging the development of
incompatible land uses such as
businesses and housing in Accident
Potential Zones.
Public Investment. Promoting
compatibility between a military
installation and local communities
safeguards military operations and
protects the public’s investment in the
installation.
Public Awareness and Communication.
By working with the community and
informing local citizens of operations
and safety measures, the military can
promote safety for community residents.
As local leaders work with military
officials to adopt compatible
development practices, their
relationship is strengthened through the
resolution of mutual concerns.

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 35 of 53

Change made:
Public Awareness and Communication. By
working with the community and informing local







Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Property Owner

My response:
If the ETJ community is that big of a problem for
Dyess and Abilene and encroachment is an
issue, which Dyess has said on numerous

Senate Bill (SB) No. 652,
$250 million in general obligation (GO) bonds to
assist communities with significant defense
related attributes that enhance the value of their
military installations and promote compatible land
use.
Restricted airspace: the creation of buffer zones,
if needed, between the military installation and
existing incompatible land uses; and

Randahl Lohse

106

Technical
Committee

To my knowledge, the City of Abilene is not part
of an established Joint Airport Zoning Board
along with Buffalo Gap, Taylor County and Jones
County. The City of Abilene zones extraterritorially beyond the incorporated limits in
accordance with Local Government Code (LGC)
Section 241.013.

Public Awareness and Communication. By
working with the community and informing local
citizens of operations and safety measures, the
military can promote safety for community
residents. As local leaders work with military
officials to adopt compatible development
practices, their relationship is strengthened
through the resolution of mutual concerns.

Concerns/Comments

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Property Owner

Committee

Name

105

#

Chapter 4
page 4-15
second paragraph,
all of it

Chapter 4, Section
4.4, 4th paragraph.

JLUS Document
Location

This text is meant merely to
describe the Military
Preparedness Commission
and what functions it offers. It
is not at this time advocating
this to be implemented. One
of the proposed
recommendations that can be
added to the set of strategies
can be for the City of Abilene
to purchase properties or
easements if that is desired.

Delete this text

Response

Page 36 of 53

No change made in chapter 4. A
recommendation for the City of Abilene to
consider purchasing property or easements within
the ETJ around Dyess AFB will be added to the
list of strategies for consideration by the JLUS
committees.

The following text has been deleted:
The City of Abilene has implemented a Joint
Airport Zoning Board, along with the City of
Buffalo Gap, Taylor County, and Jones County,
and airport zoning regulations in accordance with
Chapter 241. As stated in the city’s zoning
ordinance, the city’s Planning and Zoning
Commission is responsible for all duties and
powers granted to the Board.

citizens and property owners of operations and
safety measures, the military can promote safety
for community residents. As local leaders work
with military officials and residents / property
owners to adoptconsider compatible development
practices, their relationship is strengthened
through the resolution of mutual concerns.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-37

G-38

108

107

#

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

Property Owner

Technical
Committee

Randahl Lohse

Name

Discusses Real Estate Disclosures. I would like
to know more about this possibility. Specifically,
what jurisdictions have authority to require/specify
these? For example, is this something the City of
Abilene and City of Tye can adopt within their
respective ETJ? Are the counties allowed to
require/specify these? If the county can specify
these, would their requirement apply within the
city limits (Abilene, Tye, Buffalo Gap, etc.) so we
have a consistent set of requirements throughout
the county?

Please add “or easements” after “purchase
property”

occasion, it is not a problem, than Abilene can
request money and purchase the rights and
easements or purchase our properties.
We do not want to be controlled or regulated to
the point where we cannot function on our
properties that any normal prudent person would
expect use of said property.
Needs to be addressed.

Concerns/Comments

Page 4-17

Comment 106

In response to

JLUS Document
Location

In order for this to be
implemented, it would require
state legislative action. This
will be added as a strategy to
the JLUS Implementation
Plan. Suggest to add a
clarifying statement to this text
in chapter 4.

Change made as suggested

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 37 of 53

Change made:
Sellers are required to disclose certain
characteristics pertaining to the location of the
property such as location in a 100-year floodplain
or other natural feature that may pose unique
risks to the property. Additionally, disclosure is
required if property is located in an area where
landfill, settling, soil movement, or a fault line may
be present. Although they are not currently used
for this purpose in Texas, real estate disclosures
can be used to notify buyers that property is in a
military influence area and possible effects of that
location such as lighting requirements, height
limitations, required sound attenuation for new
structures, and impacts to the property such as
noise. In order for this to be added to real estate
disclosures in Texas, an amendment to Texas

This will be added to the proposed
recommendations

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

109

#

Concerns/Comments

I did not find a “Chapter 219” of the LGC.
Comprehensive plans are discussed in Chapter
213. Section 211.004 of the LGC states that
zoning regulations must be adopted in
accordance with a comprehensive plan. So while
a comprehensive plan may not be required, a
municipality may not zone in the absence of one.

Name

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Chapter 4, Section
4.6.

JLUS Document
Location

Should be Chapter 213, not
219. Will change. Will also
add clarification on zoning
regulations.

Response

G-39

Page 38 of 53

Zoning
Chapter §211 of the Texas Local Government
Code provides incorporated municipalities in
Texas to enact zoning regulations within their city
limits. The zoning regulations that are adopted
must be in accordance with an adopted
comprehensive plan, so a comprehensive plan
must be developed and adopted prior to enacting
zoning. Unlike counties in other states, Texas
counties exert minimal regulatory authority.

Change made:
Comprehensive Plans
While the State of Texas does not mandate that
municipalities maintain a master or
comprehensive general plan, Chapter §2139 of
the Texas Local Government Code authorizes a
municipality to create a Comprehensive Plan “for
the purpose of promoting sound development of
municipalities and promoting public health, safety,
and welfare.” Chapter §2139 authorizes a
municipality, without limitation, to address future
land, transportation, public facilities or other topics
in the Comprehensive Plan. Chapter §219.005 It
also requires a notation on the map of the Land
Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan, stating
that: "A comprehensive plan shall not constitute
zoning regulations or establish zoning district
boundaries."

Property Code 5.0008 would have to be enacted
at the state level.

Action Taken
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Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Taylor county could form a Joint Airport Zoning
Board with the City of Abilene IAW LGC Section
241.014.

Subdivision regulations: The bulleted list of
things that subdivision regulations do not apply to
could be misleading. The statement from LGC
212.003 states: “However, unless otherwise
authorized by state law, in its extraterritorial
jurisdiction a municipality shall not regulate:” The
airport zoning law would be a state law allowing
such regulation in the ETJ. This should, perhaps,
be stated.

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

111

112

There is a color block for "The jurisdiction does
not employ this tool." I think it would provide
clarity to have an additional color block for, "The
jurisdiction cannot employ this tool." to clearly
identify tools they cannot legally use. The second
suggestion is a request to use color that contrast
better. The dark red and black blocks are very
similar. Some device screens make it hard to
easily distinguish between them.

Concerns/Comments

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

Name

110

#

Section 4.7, Taylor
County Subdivision
Ordinance, second
paragraph.

Chapter 4, Section
4.6

I have two
suggestions on
Table 4-1 on page
4-21

JLUS Document
Location

This will be added as a
recommended strategy for
consideration by the JLUS
committees.

Revise as suggested

Change the black color for
“does not employ this tool” to
gray.

Add a callout that jurisdictions
do not have legal authority to
create the tool. Make this a
blue color.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 39 of 53

No change to chapter 4. This will be added as a
recommended strategy for consideration by the
JLUS committees.

Change made:
In addition to their incorporated areas, cities in
Texas have the some authority to regulate new
subdivisions in unincorporated areas within their
extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ). Counties in
Texas only have subdivision regulation authority
within unincorporated areas and share this
subdivision regulation authority with any city in
which the land is in the city’s ETJ. Municipalities
may only regulate subdivisions in their ETJ if they
are authorized by state law, such as the City of
Abilene is through its Airport Zoning Ordinance.

Change made:
Legend:
= The tool exists but does not
address land use issue(s) related to military
compatibility. = The tool exists but only partially
addresses land use issue(s) related to military
compatibility. =The jurisdiction does not
employ this tool. = The tool exists and
addresses land use issue(s) related to military
compatibility. =The jurisdiction does not
employ this tool. = The jurisdiction does not
have legal authority to create this tool.  = Tool
was unavailable for review at the time the JLUS
was written.

Action Taken
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Committee Comments

This paragraph seems to imply that Abilene has
general zoning authority in the ETJ. To my
knowledge it does not except for the city’s
implementation of airport zoning.

The statement, “…in which the residents within
the noise contours accepted the risk and impacts
associated with noise generated by Dyess AFB
aircraft operations…” seems to assert that a
referendum or some other definitive, pro-active
measure to assess public opinion was organized
to ensure all residents were consulted and/or
assented to accepting this risk. To my knowledge
this did not occur.

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

115

If a Joint Airport Zoning Board is established, one
of the representative positions on the Board
should be for a property owner

Concerns/Comments

Tommy Downing
Community
Planner 7
CES/CENPP

Property Owner

Technical
Committee

Randahl Lohse

Name

114

113

#

Section 4.8, Zoning
Regulations.

Section 4.8, Zoning
Regulations.

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text for clarity

Revise for clarity

This will be added as a
recommended strategy for
consideration by the JLUS
committees.

Response

G-41

Page 40 of 53

Change made:
There are no land use restrictions regulations
associated with the Dyess AFB noise contours.
Noise regulations within the Dyess AFB noise
contours were considered for inclusion in the
zoning ordinance, but were omitted through a
public process in which many of the property
ownersresidents within the noise contours publicly
stated that they accepted the risks and impacts
associated with noise generated by Dyess AFB
aircraft operations and opted requested to not
havethat noise regulations included inbe removed
from the ordinance. If any changes or updates to
the Airport Zoning Ordinance are considered by
the City of Abilene in the future, they will require

Change made:
The Abilene Zoning Regulations divides the land
within the city into 27 base districts and 6 overlay
districts. The main body of the ordinance only
applies within the corporate limits of Abilene, but
the Airport Zoning Ordinanceand extends into
unincorporated areas within the extra-territorial
jurisdiction of the City of Abilene, as well as which
cover the Airport Hazard Areas surrounding
Dyess AFB and Abilene Regional Airport.

No change to chapter 4. This will be added as a
recommended strategy for consideration by the
JLUS committees.

Action Taken
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#

Property Owner

Technical
Committee

Randahl Lohse

Name

* Some of the land use restrictions are not
consistent with the land use recommendations
provided by the AICUZ.
* The zoning ordinance does not provide sound
attenuation standards to further protect the
community from military operations.
* The omission of noise and sound attenuation
regulations in the zoning ordinance is a result of
the acceptance of noise by the residents within
the noise contours and the desire to not have this
included as part of the ordinance.

Land use restrictions are also established by the
ordinance, which are similar to the
recommendations outlined in the AICUZ, however
there are some differences. For example, the
ordinance allows residential development in APZ
I, yet this is not recommended in the AICUZ.
There are no land use restrictions associated with
the Dyess AFB noise contours. Noise regulations
within the Dyess AFB noise contours were
considered for inclusion in the zoning ordinance,
but were omitted through a public process in
which the residents within the noise contours
accepted the risks and impacts associated with
noise generated by Dyess AFB aircraft operations
and opted to not have noise regulations included
in the ordinance.

Concerns/Comments

Zoning Regulations
Chapter 4
page 4-21

JLUS Document
Location

Part of our contract scope of
work, as it is with every JLUS
across the country, is to
assess local tools and how
they relate to compatibility,
and identify potential holes.
Revise text to include better
description of collaborative
process that took place

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G
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Height limitations established by the ordinance
include all of the land beneath the approach
surfaces, transitional surfaces, horizontal
surfaces, and conical surfaces as they apply to
Dyess AFB. Land use restrictions regulations are
also established by the ordinance, which are

Change made under Abilene Zoning Ordinance
discussion:
Section 2.3.5.1 of the ordinance establishes
Airport Zoning, which is intended to protect
health, safety, and general welfare of the public
and regulate airport zoning hazard areas and
compatible land uses surrounding airports in the
city. The development and establishment of the
Airport Zoning Ordinance was a collaborative
process between the City of Abilene, Taylor
County, Dyess AFB, and property owners within
the affected area and the final ordinance was the
result of regulations that were coordinated and
agreed upon by all parties. While the AICUZ
recommendations were used as a starting point in
the process, the ultimate decisions took some of
the AICUZ recommendations into consideration,
but intentionally does not contain all of them.
These decisions were made to accommodate
local preferences, quality of life, and desired
lifestyle of the community.

review and input from property owners of land
within the zoning area. This will ensure a
collaborative process between the City and the
affected property owners.

Action Taken
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#

Name

Committee Comments

Should be worded more like through coordinated
and agreed upon by all parties (Dyess, City of
Abilene, Taylor County, Affected Property
Owners), some land use restrictions
are/were.............

Is the Matrix suggesting something? If we don't
follow the AICUZ 100%, we are wrong? The
AICUZ is full of suggestions and guidelines, not
all facts. We could just stop the JLUS and use
the AICUZ and implement it. That is how it looks.
The way this is worded in this draft is like
criticizing us for our efforts to agree to the
ordinance that is now in place. If we, the property
owners, do not have an issue with the noise, then
it is not an issue. Land use restrictions were
addressed and there are regulations and
restrictions on our properties. The property
owners in the ETJ have gone to great lengths
and hardships to overcome the burdensome
Airport Zoning Ordinance 23-319 that is now in
place. We are regulated in the ETJ and it does
protect Dyess to some degree from
encroachment. In the meetings to resolve our
issues over the ordinance were Dyess, City of
Abilene, Taylor County and the affected
residents. The Matrix Group did not mention all
these factors. We worked with all the above
entities to get resolve and now the Matrix points it
out and puts in words as if we did not know what
we were doing.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Page 42 of 53

similar to the recommendations outlined in the
AICUZ, however there are some differences,
which were agreed upon by all parties that
participated in the development of the ordinance.
For example, the ordinance allows residential
development in APZ I to accommodate local
preferences and quality of life, yet this is not
recommended in the AICUZ. There are no land
use restrictions regulations associated with the
Dyess AFB noise contours. Noise regulations
within the Dyess AFB noise contours were
considered for inclusion in the zoning ordinance,
but were omitted through a public process in
which many of the property ownersresidents
within the noise contours publicly stated that they
accepted the risks and impacts associated with
noise generated by Dyess AFB aircraft operations
and opted requested to not havethat noise
regulations included inbe removed from the
ordinance. If any changes or updates to the
Airport Zoning Ordinance are considered by the
City of Abilene in the future, they will require
review and input from property owners of land
within the zoning area. This will ensure a
collaborative process between the City and the
affected property owners.

Action Taken
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117

#

Property Owner

Technical
Committee

Dennis Reiling
5334 S. FM707
Abilene, TX
79606
325-660-7998

Name

The most disliked of the issues by us is the noise
issue. Dyess is quiet compared with years ago
with the B52 and KC97. Even more recent with
the flying periods shortened to quiet hours and no
weekend flights. I advocate informing the
prospective residential land owner that this is an
area of military aircraft operations that generate
high noise densities and the individual must
decide themselves on how that matter will be
received. This advisory should be given here;
Real estate disclosures are used in some Texas
jurisdictions to notify potential homebuyers of
conditions affecting the property that they should
be aware prior to its purchase. Section 5.008 of

My response is agreeing with Randahl. Please
know that we (the communities in the noise
contours) have been in this defense of adversity
encroachment upon us and our properties since
1995. I has proven to be like a cancer, never
certain that it is defeated. Our only distrust is with
the city of Abilene who has again lit the fuse of
argument. The argument that we should foot the
bill of lesser use of our properties.

We need to get together and discuss the issues
and correction of how this is stated.

Quit wording the JLUS in favor of your study.

The Zoning Ordinance intentionally does not
provide certain restrictions because of
agreements made between all parties...........

Concerns/Comments

Zoning Regulations
Chapter 4
page 4-21

JLUS Document
Location

Real estate disclosures and
signs alerting readers of noise
and military operations will be
included as recommended
strategies as part of chapter 6
of the JLUS Report, which will
be at a later phase of the
project

Response

Page 43 of 53

No action taken at this time. These
recommendations will be incorporated into the
strategies table as part of chapter 6 of the JLUS
Report.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

118

#

Property Owner

Technical
Committee

Randahl Lohse

Name

Subdivision regulations can help to protect Dyess
AFB from incompatible development early in the
development process. However, the subdivision
ordinance does not specifically call out
protections for Dyess AFB when subdividing land
within the installation proximity. The ordinance

If this is not adequate then Abilene should
provide advice literature with information on
soundproofing homes with the Platt procedures,
which is too late. Do Not compel with municipal
policing the imposition of overbuilding for little
noise issue.

Signs work 24/7 and cost nothing in labor. I
advocate signage in the air base area upon
entering the noise contours advising; Warning low
flying military aircraft. I also advocate signs
advising that this is a zoned county/area.

We sign documents of acknowledgement very
often in manners of Privacy issues, use of
licensed applications, software, or just an
agreement of services. Without this
acknowledgement with signature or box checked
you are without recourse of the results or denied
that issue.

the Texas Property Code requires real estate
disclosures to be provided to the purchaser on or
before the effective date of the contract binding
the purchaser to purchase the property.

Concerns/Comments

Subdivision
Regulations
page 4-22

JLUS Document
Location

Part of our contract scope of
work, as it is with every JLUS
across the country, is to
assess local tools and how
they relate to compatibility,
and identify potential holes.

Response

G-45

Page 44 of 53

Change made:
Subdivision regulations can help to protect Dyess
AFB from incompatible development early in the
development process by regulating items such as
lot size, street lights (downward facing lights), etc.
However, Abilene’sthe subdivision ordinance

Action Taken
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#

Name

G-46

Should be worded more like through coordinated
and agreed upon by all parties (Dyess, City of
Abilene, Taylor County, Affected Property

My response:
Is the Matrix suggesting something? If we don't
follow the AICUZ 100%, we are wrong? The
AICUZ is full of suggestions and guidelines, not
all facts. We could just stop the JLUS and use the
AICUZ and implement it. That is how it looks. The
way this is worded in this draft is like criticizing us
for our efforts to agree to the ordinance that is
now in place. If we, the property owners, do not
have an issue with the noise, then it is not an
issue. Land use restrictions were addressed and
there are regulations and restrictions on our
properties. The property owners in the ETJ have
gone to great lengths and hardships to overcome
the burdensome Airport Zoning Ordinance 23-319
that is now in place. We are regulated in the ETJ
and it does protect Dyess to some degree from
encroachment. In the meetings to resolve our
issues over the ordinance were Dyess, City of
Abilene, Taylor County and the affected
residents. The Matrix Group did not mention all
these factors. We worked with all the above
entities to get resolve and now the Matrix points it
out and puts in words as if we did not know what
we were doing.

does not address any type of military compatibility
regarding noise, lighting, safety, etc.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text to clarify.

Response

Page 45 of 53

does not specifically call out protections for Dyess
AFB when subdividing land within the installation
proximity. The ordinance does not specifically
address any type of military compatibility
regarding noiseconcerns such as, lighting and lot
size, safety, etc.

Action Taken
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Randahl Lohse

121

Technical
Committee

No comments from me on this version.

Brian Yates –
Abilene Chamber
of Commerce

120

We want it addressed and documented in this
draft and study that the property owners in the

“Public Health, Safety, and Welfare” are
mentioned several times throughout this draft.

Looking forward to the next phase!

The presentation of this primarily factual material
appears to be comprehensive, and will serve us
well as we discuss potential avenues to address
the issues. I did not notice any factual or
formatting errors.

The last is a simple typo. There are four bullet
points above the section on Subdivision
Regulations. In the second bullet of this set, the
word "recommendations" is spelled without the
letter "c".

We need to get together and discuss the issues
and correction of how this is stated.

Quit wording the JLUS in favor of your study.

The Zoning Ordinance intentionally does not
provide certain restrictions because of
agreements made between all parties...........

Owners), some land use restrictions
are/were.............

Concerns/Comments

Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

Name

119

#

Numerous pages
pg. 1-2 left ,3rd
parag.
pg. 3-20 last
paragraph

Page 4-24

JLUS Document
Location

The approved OEA grant
application requires that public
health, safety and welfare be
addressed in the development
of the JLUS. It is the overall

No response required

Change as suggested

Response

No action taken

No action taken

Page 46 of 53

Change made:
Some of the land use restrictions are not
consistent with the land use recommendations
provided by the AICUZ.

Action Taken
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#

G-48

ETJ, South, East and West of Dyess in the APZ 1
and APZ 2 and/or the noise zones/contours or
close vicinity as described in the current or latest
AICUZ manual for Dyess AFB, do not want the
term “Public Health, Safety,and Welfare” used
against us as described in any documents. We
want it removed from any further discussions,
considerations, or documentation. This all in
relation to any Documentation, Ordinances,
Regulations, Rules, Laws, etc.
We have chosen to live, build homes, build
businesses, buy or own property, knowing that
the military installation was in the vicinity. The fact
is, we do not want anyone's input about “Public
Health, Safety, and Welfare”. The community in
the ETJ that is affected by the military installation
and Abilene's jurisdiction understands the “risks',
“accepts the risks”, and “does not have a problem
with the risks”. We do not want the local, state, or
federal government trying to protect us in this
manner by using and hiding behind this
terminology. We do not want or need the Matrix
Group, City of Abilene, Dyess, Taylor County, or
the State of Texas trying to protect us in this
manner.

Property Owner

Many of the property owners have lived or owned
property in the area for 20 to 50 years and some
of have owned property for generations.
WE want this addressed and documented in the
JLUS.

Concerns/Comments

Name

pg. 4-11 first parag.
and last parag.
pg. 4-17 4.5 last
parag. on left
column under
pg. 4-18 under
Building Codes,
last parag. on first
column
pg. 4-20 2nd parag.
pg. 4-21 under
Zoning
Regulations, first
column, middle of
page
pg. 4-22 under
Subdivision
Regulations, 3rd
parag.
pg. 4-23 under
Subdivision
Ordinance, 3rd
parag.

JLUS Document
Location

responsibility of a jurisdiction
to take into account public
health, safety and welfare
when making decisions on
behalf of their residents and
business community.

Response

Action Taken
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#

Property Owner

Technical
Committee

Randahl Lohse

Name

The Noise Zones/Noise Contours were discussed
and removed from the Airport Zoning Ordinance
23-319 in 2009 in regards and concerning our
properties in the Extra Territorial Jurisdiction
(ETJ) of Abilene. We are wanting the “Noise
Zones / Noise Contours” to be removed
permanently from any further discussions,
considerations or documentation when referring
to our community. We do not want these terms
used against the property owners. This all in
relation to any Documentation, Ordinances,
Regulations, Rules, Laws, etc.
We understand this community is in the ETJ of
the City of Abilene. We have chosen to live, build

We are addressing this to the Matrix Group, City of
Abilene/City Council, Dyess AFB, Taylor County
and the State of Texas in regards to our properties.

We also want it addressed and documented in
this draft and the study for the continual and
permanent removal of the term “noise”,“noise
zones/contours” as described in the latest or
current Military's Air Installation Compatibility
Zone (AICUZ) manual for Dyess AFB. Our
properties are located in the community South,
East and West of Dyess Air Force Base in the
Accident Potential Zones (APZ) 1 and APZ 2
and/or in the “noise zones/contours” or close
vicinity.

Aircraft Noise is mentioned several times in this
draft.

Concerns/Comments

pg. 3-9
pg. 3-22
pg. 3-23
pg.4-4
pg. 4-5
pg.4-9
pg. 4-9 second
parag.
pg.4-10 last paragr.
pg. 4-11
pg. 4-18 1st
column, last
paragr.
pg. 4-20 2nd
paragr.
pg. 4-21
pg. 4-22
pg. 4-23

JLUS Document
Location

Noise is a JLUS compatibility
factor associated with the
flying mission at Dyess AFB.

Response

No action taken

Action Taken
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G-50

Jerry Walls

123

Property Owner

Technical
Committee

Name

#

First of all, we, as citizens should not be forced to
bear the financial burden to print this material. We
are the only ones not on a payroll when dealing
with this matter. In reality our tax dollars are being
used against us. We are using our personal
resources to protect ourselves from an
overreaching power hungry tyrannical
government that operates solely on revenue from
tax payers. Hard copies always seem to be
available at meetings. I don't want to hear about a
budget, this is a very expensive JLUS. I don't
think a little postage will have much of an impact
on a $400,000 (+) budget. We are the only ones

homes, build businesses, buy or own property,
etc. in this community knowing that the Military
installation was in the vicinity. The community out
here does not have a problem with the noise
generated by Dyess or the Military Installation.
The fact is, we do not need or want anyone’s
input about the noise. The community out here in
the ETJ that is “affected by the noise”, “accepts
the noise”, and “does not have a problem with the
noise.”
We do not want or need the Matrix Group, City of
Abilene, Dyess AFB, Taylor County, or State of
Texas telling us that there is an issue with “noise”
all in the name of “Protecting Health, Safety and
Welfare” of the residents. We do not want or need
local, state or federal government trying to protect
us in this manner. We want this addressed and
documented in the JLUS.as

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

As the Technical Advisory
Committee member, you
agreed to participate per the
responsibilities outlined during
the kick-off meeting, which
includes but not limited to:
providing or confirming
relevant factual technical
information, reviewing non public WORK IN PROGRESS
documents for factual
accuracy within the scheduled
review time, work in a
collaborative and respectful

Response

No action taken

Action Taken
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Committee Comments

If I interpret these four chapters correctly,
all of the negotiations and compromises that do
not follow the AICUZ should not have been
agreed upon. The fact that the AICUZ does not
address every possibility seems to be irrelevant.
Things like letting an ambulance service move
into an existing structure. It is not specifically
addressed in the AICUZ, so it is now deemed
incompatible. The citizens South of Dyess does
not want to be put behind the eight ball by the
use of the statement " public safety and health
welfare ". We are not ignorant, uneducated,
morons. We understand there is an active Air
Force installation North of us. We accept that. If
we were uncomfortable with that situation, we
would move. The " public safety and health
welfare " statement is usually thrown out when

It is unfair to ask us to offer comments on
documents labelled as " WORK IN PROGRESS
". A " WORK IN PROGRESS " tells me the
document is incomplete as presented, and can
be amended at any time. The amendments can
be additions, subtractions, or even total deletions.
Why the documents cannot be presented as final
drafts is incomprehensible to me. It gives the
author of the documents an out. That is very
unprofessional in my opinion. It tells me that you
are throwing something out there just to test the
waters and see what happens.

that don't have tax payers to fleece in handling
this matter.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

NOTE: the Committee Work
In Progress documents are
NOT final nor public
documents. They will stay in
play as Work In Progress till
we finalize them for a Public
Draft Document. At that time
the public will have the
opportunity to review it.

environment in developing
ideas, concepts and actions to
mitigate or prevent
compatibility issues, and
provide guidance to the Policy
Committee.

Response

Action Taken
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Name

G-52

We have invested many hours of
negotiations to arrive at the point where we find
ourselves today. We are in a position that all
involved parties have reached a mutual
agreement, not everyone is happy, but all
concessions have been accepted. Now along

We also do not want to address noise or
noise contour lines. These have already been
removed from the equation. It was agreed upon
by all involved parties. Now, if I understand
chapter four correctly, that should not have
happened. By the admission of Dyess AFB
representatives, the noise contour lines are the
figment of a computer generated model. It is not
based on indisputable scientific facts, or actual
noise gathering instruments. I think we all know
how accurate computer generated models are on
" climate change ". Are we allowed to produce
our own noise contour lines? With the serious
implications that can come about as a result of
the fictitious noise contour lines, they need to be
thrown out until they are the result of actual
scientific findings. Noise is not an issue to us. I,
personally, would rather listen to the noise of the
airplanes, than the noise that comes from certain
government bodies.

there are no indisputable facts to to back a
specific statement or situation. If your only
argument is " public safety and health welfare ",
then in reality, you probably have no facts to back
up your point.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Action Taken
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To the best of my knowledge Dyess has a
standard ILS approach to runway 34. That tells
me there are currently no safety obstructions to
the South of Dyess.
" What if " is not an
option. If you want open that door, there will be
no ending point. Understanding that airplanes
take off and land in both directions depending on
current wind conditions, I have a question that
has never been answered. Every time I bring it up
the subject gets changed or it gets totally ignored.
What is gained by making the South end of
Dyess very restrictive, and leaving the North end
wide open? There is more potential for problems
to the North, but in reality the City of Abilene has
no control over the North end of Dyess.

comes MATRIX, an outside entity that has no
interest at stake, and with a few strokes on a
keypad, has tried to undo all we have gone
through and accomplished. MATRIX makes all
references back to the AICUZ. Understanding
that the AICUZ is in reality a " wish list " from the
DOD. The people affected by the AICUZ are not
allowed any input. It is a completely one sided
document. It is not based on any kind of mutual
agreement or mutual input. If the AICUZ said the
sun rose in the South and set in the East, would
we be forced to accept that? The AICUZ does not
address all possible situations. If a situation is not
specifically addressed, it is automatically deemed
incompatible. There is no room for common
sense.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Action Taken

Page 52 of 53
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G-53

#

Name

G-54

Respectfully submitted,
Jerry Walls

Please let me know that you receive this.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Action Taken

Page 53 of 53
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Committee Comments

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

Randahl Lohse

2

Your name, title,
and organization

Name

1

Comment
Number

#

We want this documented and stated in the
JLUS.

Even if it means Matrix might have to reword
major portions of the report, it should be
encouraged to use softer language to say the
same thing. After all you are dealing with
peoples lives, it might go a long way to
say/write things in a more compassionate and
humane manner.

Throughout the report the over use of the
words “encroachment” and “incompatible”
have become inflammatory trigger words.
They are almost exclusively used to describe
how the surrounding communities are
impacting Dyess (a one sided and adversarial
view point), never that Dyess has developed
or operations have expanded in an
incompatible way with the surrounding
communities.

If you have more concerns/comments than lines
provided below, just click Table | Insert | Rows
Above (or Rows Below) on the menu in Microsoft
Word.

Your concern/comment. Be as specific as
possible. If information presented within the text,
table or figure is incorrect, please provide correct
information or a source to contact for the
information.

Concerns/Comments

Committee Draft – Background Report Chapter 5

Chapter number
Page number
Table or Figure
number
 Paragraph on page

Entire JLUS
All pages

Entire report





Provide information on
the location of your
concern/comment in
the document.

JLUS Document
Location

The notional MMC
mentioned in the
JLUS Program

As agreed by the
Policy Committee at
the March 8, 2017
meeting, Matrix will
replace
“incompatible” with
“incompatible / not
recommended”, and
“compatible” with
“compatible /
recommended”
throughout the report

Please leave this
column blank.

Response

No action taken

Page 1 of 105

Matrix is in the process of updating the documents with this
change.

Please leave this column blank.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-55

G-56

3

#

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

On all the responses to noise issue on all the
above pages there is no mention of the JLUS
Program Guidance Manual page #10 that
states “ Technical issues associated with a
JLUS the Maximum Mission Contour (MMC)
states a “notional” MMC can define the
projected noise contours a community is
willing to accept for land use planning
purposes.”

“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

We as the Technical Committee and Policy
Committee representatives and property
owners from the Caps, Tx. area want to add
an appendix to the JLUS, to be furnished at a
later date before the JLUS is complete. We

Being that this JLUS keeps addressing this
“noise” issue on numerous pages and
Chapters and being that the property owners
have already addressed this issue in 20082009 after 17 months of working together on
Airport Zoning Ordinance 23-319, in
agreement with City of Abilene, Dyess, Taylor
County, and the property owners.
We want this noise issue removed from any
further discussion, documentation, or
considerations.
This is also stated in Chapters 1-4

Concerns/Comments

Name

Entire JLUS

JLUS Document
Location

This can be
discussed with the
Policy Committee for
approval

Guidance Manual is
in stating that a
community can
choose to project
future noise contours
for land use planning
in the event of a
mission change.
This is not the same
as existing noise
contours from the
AICUZ. The JLUS is
a study to assess the
existing and future
compatibility issues,
of which noise is one
of the 24 issues
assessed. Noise is
an existing condition,
and while it may be
accepted by current
property owners, it
needs to be in the
JLUS to develop
recommendations for
future property
owners.

Response

No action taken at this time

Action Taken

Page 2 of 105

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

Name

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

#

4

We want it documented in the JLUS that the
property owners South, East, and West of
Dyess, are the only property owners who are
truly effected by the JLUS and are the only
property owners who ultimately fear property
right losses by the JLUS, City of Abilene, or
Dyess AFB. The City of Tye is incorporated
and cannot be forced to comply with the
recommendations and guidelines. The JLUS,
Dyess and the City of Abilene cannot enforce
any rules, recommendation or guidelines on
them, they can only ask for compliance from
the City of Tye. We want it documented that
the property owners are always shown to be
problematic for Dyess and the wording of the
JLUS reflects this.
The JLUS only sheds light on the problems
we may or may not cause and never reflects
the issues of Dyess on the property owners.
The difference is that the property owners
accept the issues of Dyess and do not have a
problem with them. We actually want Dyess
here.
We want it documented that the JLUS only
applies to Dyess AFB and that Abilene
Regional Airport does not have Accident
Potential Zones (APZ) because it is not a
military installation, yet the military is the
largest user of Abilene Regional. There is a
golf course (Diamondback) and a boat

want this appendix to be unaltered and
unedited by the Matrix Group.

Concerns/Comments

Entire JLUS

JLUS Document
Location

As a public / civilian
airport, Abilene
Regional Airport has
different criteria for
safety zones, called
Runway Protection
Zones, which are
similar to APZs, but
to a smaller scale.

This is inaccurate.
The City of Tye is
able to enact zoning
ordinances as well to
support the AICUZ
recommendations.
The City of Tye has
been engaged in the
JLUS process and
has been willing to
work with the JLUS
process to take a
look at their current
policies and
ordinances and
consider ways to
update them based
on some of the
AICUZ
recommendations.

Response

Page 3 of 105

Text added:
It is important to note that throughout the Dyess AFB JLUS
process, property owners in the unincorporated View / Caps
Community to the south and west of Dyess AFB were very
involved and invested in the JLUS process and development
of the study. As property owners in the areas affected by
safety (clear zones and accident potential zones) and noise
generated by aircraft operating at Dyess AFB, these citizens
were influential in the assessment of the JLUS compatibility
issues, particularly regarding safety and noise. While it is part
of the JLUS process to identify and assess existing conditions
(e.g., noise from aircraft operations that goes outside of the
boundaries of Dyess AFB), the current View / Caps property
owners have publicly stated that they do not have any
concerns with safety or noise, and they accept the levels of
noise generated by aircraft at Dyess AFB. These property
owners are proud to have Dyess AFB as their neighbor and
have voiced their continued support for Dyess AFB’s
missions.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-57

G-58

Name

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

#

5

There are other ways to achieve their
meaning with the help of the Technical
Committee.

We want these words changed to an
appropriate word for each statement or
sentence used and we will accept the words,
such as “recommend”, “not recommended”,
“suggested”, “allowed”, and “discouraged.”

The Technical Committee members want the
words “compatible”, “conditionally
compatible”, and “incompatible” in the entire
JLUS study removed. There are certain
instances in this Study where “compatible” or
“conditionally compatible” may be used, but
never use the word “incompatible.”
These words are inflammatory, offensive,
derogatory, trigger words used against the
property owners. They are suggestive.

I could go on with more, but it doesn't seem to
make a difference. Especially after our
Technical meeting last night at the
Emergency Operations Center (EOC) at City
Hall 3-2-'17.

manufacturer (Tige'Boats) around Abilene
Regional Airport. If they were around Dyess
AFB, they would be “incompatible” because
they would be in the “Clear Zone” or close
proximity.

Concerns/Comments

Through out JLUS
Chapters 1-4 and
Chapter 5 pg. 1-85

JLUS Document
Location

See response to
Comment # 1

Suggest to add text
on page 5-2 under
5.1 Compatibility
Assessment

These are
determined by the
FAA.

Response

See response to Comment # 1

Action Taken

Page 4 of 105
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Committee Comments

I do not believe the public understood the
impact and was not prepared to give a
studied opinion. They attended a meeting
and then told to give their thoughts, while still
trying to get a grasp as to what was
happening.

Dennis Reiling
Technical
committee

7

Landowner
Landowner
Representative

5.24 Vibration (V) is not found on page 5-83.
5.25 Water Quality / Quantity (WQQ) is not
found on page 5-84.

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

The entire JLUS is worded in the favor of
Dyess and always seems to point out the
property owners as a problem or problematic.
There is no consideration towards the
property owners.
We want to meet with you and discuss these
definitions and wording.

The AICUZ is full of “recommendations” and
“guidelines”.

6

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Chapter 5.1
methodology and
evaluation. Page 5-2

“Inside Chapter 5”
on page 5-1.

JLUS Document
Location

Given the results of
the issue
prioritization activity,
the majority of the
meeting attendees
identified all of the
issues as “Not An
Issue”. Meeting
participants were
asked to wait until
instructions were
given to start doing
the issues
prioritization activity,
but many of them
started doing the
activity as soon as

As this is a work-inprogress draft, this
will be corrected prior
to the public draft.

Response





Abilene Chamber of Commerce
City of Abilene
City of Tye
Page 5 of 105

Change made:
Methodology and Evaluation
The methodology for the development of Dyess AFB JLUS
compatibility issues consisted of a comprehensive and
inclusive discovery process to identify key stakeholder issues
associated with the compatibility factors. During the
beginning phase of the project, a week-long stakeholder
interview process took place in which representatives from
various stakeholder groups were met with the discuss the
JLUS process and identify any compatibility issues they felt
were existing or could occur in the future. These interviews
occurred with representatives from the following stakeholder
groups:

Update to the Table of Contents will be made prior to
publishing the Public Draft

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-59

#

Name

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

G-60

Suggest a rewrite of
the methodology
section.

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 6 of 105

The development of strategies (see Chapter 6,
Implementation Plan of the JLUS Report) to address

As a part of the issue evaluation phase, the PC, TAC, and the
public examined and prioritized the extent of the identified
existing and potential future compatibility issues that could
impact land within or near the JLUS Study Area and ranked
them by priority of how important each issue was to that
individual or the stakeholder group that they represent. Other
factors and associated issues were analyzed based on
available information and similarity with other community
JLUS experiences around the countryThe evaluation and
prioritization of issues helped to determine the level of
concern that various stakeholder groups had for each
identified issue.

Dyess AFB
Taylor County
View / Caps Community property owners
West Texas Council of Governments
Additional compatibility issues were identified through
meetings with the JLUSAt the initial Policy Committee (PC)
and Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), at public
workshops, and through technical evaluation and related
experience by the project team. workshops and public
meetings, stakeholders were asked to identify the location
and type of issue in conjunction with compatibility factors they
thought existed today or could occur in the future. While it
was not possible to meet with every single stakeholder or
property owner in the Study Area, the groups that were met
with and the attendees of the committee meetings and public
workshops served as representatives of their respective
stakeholder groups to provide input on the issues relevant to
their groups.
they entered the
room, before they
were given
instruction on how to
review the issues
and conduct the
activity.





Action Taken

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

As a part of the evaluation phase, the PC,
TAC, and the public examined and prioritized
the extent of existing and potential future
compatibility issues that could impact land
within or near the JLUS Study Area. Other
factors and associated issues were analyzed
based on available information and similarity
with other community JLUS experiences
around the country.

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

8

9

The way I see it Dyess AFB has three options
concerning Rister Park.
(1) Build a privacy fence
(2) Pay to relocate Rister Park
(3) Do nothing

(This process was pushed very quickly and it
was not clear to those present what they were
doing, how it impacted the process or how the
process was conducted)

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

5.3 Anti-Terrorism /
Force Protection
(AT) Issue AT-1 on
page 5-5.

5.1 Methodology and
Evaluation
page 5-2

JLUS Document
Location

These can be added
as recommendation
in the
Implementation Plan,

See response to
Comment # 7

Response

Page 7 of 105

Options 1 and 2 have been added as recommendations in the
Implementation Plan, Chapter 6 of the JLUS Report

See response to Comment # 7

compatibility is directly and indirectly affected by the
evaluation of issues. Issues were prioritized into four different
categories with an associated timeframe and presented to the
PC and TAC for review. Since the PC and TAC accepted the
priorities as is, the priorities will be used to determine the
timeframe for initiating strategies by the primary and partner
organizationsThe prioritization of issues helped to determine
the severity of each issue and its impact on both the Dyess
AFB mission and quality of life of the residents and
community around the base, and to identify a timeframe in
which the issue should be addressed through the
recommendations developed for the Implementation Plan.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-61

G-62

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

Recommend modifying sentence to end
sentence after “than people parked at Rister
Park.” The rest of the sentence does not add
value to the document.

Lt Col Johnson, 7
MSG/CD

11

12

MOA has for a long time has meant Military
Operations Area. MOA should only be used
when addressing Military Operations Area. It
seems the author is trying unnecessarily to
insert confusion into this material. Sometimes
a MOA is hot, and sometimes it's not.

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

If the Texas horned lizard is added to the
federal list of threatened or endangered
species in the future, its presence at Dyess
AFB could impact base operations or ability to
expand facilities by increasing the quantity of
needed “???” to comply with the ESA.

I would be more concerned about FM 707. It
is easier and faster to exit the area with more
departure route options.

10

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Compatibility
Assessment last
paragraph on page
5-7

Chapter 5, Section
5.3, Compatibility
Assessment, Page
5-6, Last paragraph

On page 5-6 under
Compatibility
Assessment is the
acronym MOA.

JLUS Document
Location

Word is missing, but
suggest revising text
for better flow and
clarity

Change as
suggested

“MOA” is defined in
the text as a
“memorandum of
understanding”,
which is a commonly
used term. “MOA” is
not used in the JLUS
to define “Military
Operations Area”.
There will also be an
appendix included
with the JLUS to
identify acronyms
used.

Chapter 6 of the
JLUS Report

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 8 of 105

Change made:
If the Texas horned lizard is added to the federal list of
threatened or endangered species in the future, its presence
at Dyess AFB could impact base operations or ability to
expand facilities by increasing the quantity of needed to
comply with the ESA. . Restrictions enacted to comply with
the ESA could reduce the usability of land where the lizard is
found, because the habitat may need to be preserved. Dyess

Change made:
However, motorists who stop along FM 707 are more likely to
be noticed and raise a concern than people parked at Rister
Park, so the park would be a more ideal location to go to.

No action taken

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments
Concerns/Comments

Add “maximum” to the sentence. Sentence
should read: “…Dyess AFB strives to protect
state-listed species to the maximum extent
possible.”

Colonel David Benson has gone out of his
way to set up meetings with the citizens of the
Caps community. We have had two meetings
on Dyess AFB recently. He is very cordial and
interested in our concerns, worries, and any
input we may have to different situations. We
are scheduled to have another meeting in the
near future.

Dyess should make a monthly or quarterly
public notice via the local televised news
agencies that would highlight all normal and
unique upcoming events. If this was a

Name

Lt Col Johnson, 7
MSG/CD

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

#

13

14

15

Issue COM-1

Communication /
Coordination (COM)

5.5 Communication /
Coordination (COM)
Page 5-9 Issue
Com-1

Chapter 5, Section
5.4, Compatibility
Assessment, Page
5-7, Last paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

One of the
recommendations in
the Implementation
Plan, Chapter 6 of

It is our
understanding that
these meetings have
started to occur after
the start of the JLUS.
Part of the JLUS is to
help improve
communication
among all parties,
and this action is one
of the outcomes of
this process. While
Col Benson holds
these meetings, the
future Wing
Commander might
not if there is no
process in place.
We will add some
text to describe this.

Change as
suggested

Response

Page 9 of 105

This is included as part of a JLUS recommendation

New Finding added:
 The current 7th Bomb Wing Commander has held
several informal meetings with local property owners
to discuss issues and concerns, but the future Wing
Commander may not do the same if no formal process
is in place.

Text added:
During the course of the JLUS process, as some of the
communications concerns were brought up with Dyess AFB
base leadership, the 7th Bomb Wing Commander has started
to hold informal meetings with local community residents to
discuss their concerns and provide a platform for
communication. While this has been a positive impact for the
community, it will be up to the next 7th Bomb Wing
Commander to keep the process going unless it is formalized
and a process is enacted to carry this forward through new
commanders.

Change made:
Although not required by the ESA, Dyess AFB strives to
protect state-listed species to the maximum extent possible.

AFB does have some undeveloped land, but it is not likely to
become a sole refuge for threatened or endangered species.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-63

G-64

17

16

#

Randahl Lohse

Landowner
Landowner
Representative

Dennis Reiling
Technical
committee

Name

“Sellers disclosures are not required in Texas”
for a reason. Why?

Residences around Dyess are not concerned
with the noise. This item was confronted to
the City of Abilene and caused amendment to
the airport zoning ordinance to remove the
noise comments.

Here is where the City of Abilene should also
step forward and actively inform the person
interested in a parcel that certain ordinances
and jurisdictions are at that location. Writing
regulations and storing on the shelf is not
adequate notice and does not represent a
friendly City.

Seller's or real-estate disclosures? Either
way the state legislators should take action to
cause full disclosure as to the ordinances,
zoning and jurisdiction situations are to a
parcel being sold. The State has as much
interest as do the local people in preserving a
military establishment.

standard regular event it would solve a great
deal of issues about the public not knowing
what was happening. It could even spend
time educating the public on issues like
COMSEC that would explain on a recurring
basis why the public isn’t and cannot be
informed about everything for security
reasons.

Concerns/Comments

Chapter 5 pg. 5-10

Page 5-10
compatibility
assessment

page 5-9

JLUS Document
Location

Revise issue write-up

These items are
included as
recommendations in
the Implementation
Plan, Chapter 6 of
the JLUS Report

the JLUS Report, is
to develop a Good
Neighbor Program
where Dyess AFB
provides info on
unusual or abnormal
activities

Response

Change made:

Page 10 of 105

These items are included as recommendations in the
Implementation Plan, Chapter 6 of the JLUS Report

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments
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#

Committee Comments
Concerns/Comments

We want a better explanation of why Texas
does not require a disclosure and we need
the pros and cons of a sellers disclosure.
We need to know why the property owners
around Dyess AFB are needing or potentially
agreeing to something like this.

Name

“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Compatibility
Assessment

JLUS Document
Location
Response

G-65

Page 11 of 105

The 2015 Dyess AFB AICUZ recommends local communities
implement real estate disclosures to individuals purchasing
property within Noise Zones and Accident Potential Zones.
Current residents in noise zones surrounding Dyess AFB
have an awareness of the noise associated with the
installation. The seller’s real estate disclosures could include
noise or other proximity impacts associated with property near

While some states require a real estate disclosure for property
located within a certain distance of a military installation,
Texas does not require this. This would require legislative
action at the state level, which has been attempted in the
past, but members of the real estate community have fought
passage of this legislation. Real estate disclosure of the
proximity to a military installation and potential impacts from
military activities would be beneficial for purchasers not
familiar with the area, but some sellers and real estate agents
feel that disclosing the proximity of a military installation may
result in a purchaser looking elsewhere to purchase. Seller’s
disclosures are not required in Texas to notify the prospective
property owners that property is located in the Noise Zones
and Accident Potential Zones.

Prior to the transfer of real property to a new owner, real
estate disclosures require sellers and their agents to disclose
certain specified facts (e.g., hazard areas, existing
easements) related to the condition of the property. The
purpose of real estate disclosure is to protect the seller,
buyer, and sales agent from potential litigation. Disclosures
can be one of the most practical and cost-effective land use
compatibility tools for properties near a military base because
they inform buyers of the possible effects (noise, light, etc.) on
land proximate to a military installation prior to considering a
purchase.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-66

18

#

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

Name

Findings
- A lack of formal communication between
Dyess AFB and the surrounding communities
affects military support.

Concerns/Comments

Page 5-10
first column, under
findings

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text to better
describe the concern

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 12 of 105

Change made:
 A lack of formal communication between Dyess AFB
and the surrounding communities affects military
supportcan sometimes result in concerns from

Findings
 The State of Texas does not require seller’s real
estate disclosures for effects of military activities for
properties near military installations.
 Seller’s Real estate disclosures can be a low-cost
method of informing new buyers of potential effects
caused by military operations for properties around
Dyess AFB.
 A proposed bill was introduced in the Texas State
Legislature that, if approved, would require a seller to
disclose that the property is located near a military
installation and may be affected by high noise or other
operations resulting from the installation.

In February 2017, a proposed bill was submitted to the Texas
State Legislature (Texas House Bill 797) that would amend
Chapter 397 of the Texas Local Government Code to add a
statement to real estate disclosures to identify if a property is
located near a military installation and may be affected by
high noise or other operations resulting from activities at the
installation. At the time this JLUS was written, the proposed
legislature was not approved or adopted.

a military installation or operations area. Current residents in
the area surrounding Dyess AFB are aware of the noise
caused by the installation. New property buyers in the area
may be unaware of the amount of noise produced by Dyess
AFB operations.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Name

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

#

19

20

The “findings” section do not mention the lack
of communication from the City of Abilene
with the County or the County Commissioners
in general. This has been an ongoing problem
for years. Our County Commissioner, who's
jurisdiction is affected by the JLUS and Dyess
AFB, has on numerous occasions asked the
City to notify him of any changes or potential
changes to his jurisdiction. We want it
documented that the Joint Land Use Study
Program Guidance Manual was not followed
according to numerous pages that relate to
his participation. We know this as fact.

Positive or negative? can’t tell. This is a very
small percentage considering the target
population I agree the largest number of
followers are already directly connected to
base operation as military, military families
(as you stated) or civilian workers.

Dyess AFB utilizes a Facebook page that has
over 14,000 followers to convey changes in
flight schedules or changes that may affect
the surrounding communities.

Explain how this is true.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Program
Guidance Manual
pages
1,3,4,5,6,7,9,13,14

Chapter 5 pg. 5-10
under findings

Under Findings on
page 5-10

JLUS Document
Location

The intent of the
JLUS is to assess
impacts to or from
Dyess AFB onto of
from the surrounding
community.
Coordination
between the City of
Abilene and Taylor
County is outside the
scope of the JLUS.
Taylor County,
especially
Commissioner

Add statement at the
end that this is only a
small portion of the
community

Response

No action taken

Page 13 of 105

Change made:
 Dyess AFB utilizes a Facebook page that has over
14,000 followers to convey changes in flight schedules
or changes that may affect the surrounding
communities. While this is a good tool, it only reaches
a small percentage of the total population of the
community in and around Dyess AFB.

community members when military operations or
activities occur that are different than the normal
operations they are used to (e.g., late night flights or
large amounts of transient aircraft training at Dyess
AFB).

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-67

G-68
Concerns/Comments

Recommend modifying wording of the 4th
bullet and associated verbiage in chapter.
Dyess PAO’s responsibility is not to
communicate directly with elected officials.
This responsibility falls to leadership of the
base who should have open communication
with Abilene and surrounding communities’
leaders. Dyess PAO, as stated in bullet #3,
publishes official and general communication
to the surrounding communities through local
media and other sources.

Name

Lt Col Johnson, 7
MSG/CD

#

21

Chapter 5, Section
5.5, Findings, Page
5-10, 4th bullet.

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text to clarify
role of PAO and how
communication is
sent out.

Please provide
specifics on what
part of the JLUS
Program Guidance
Manual is not being
followed.

Randy Williams and
Judge Downing
Bolls, have been
heavily involved in
the JLUS process
and serve as
representatives for
Taylor County in the
process.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 14 of 105

Change made to third and fourth bullets under Findings:

Changes made to second paragraph on page 5-10:
The Dyess AFB Public Affairs Office (PAO) provides
communication materialses with for local, state, and federal
and state entities, which is sent out to communities and media
sources through the base leadership’s office. Outreach tools
that are used by the base include different forms of media
such as press releases, internet / social media, and a
designated phone hotline. Despite the utilization of these
tools, stakeholders and the general public engaged during the
JLUS process expressed interest worries about how
comments and concerns from the public are handled by
Dyess AFB and the mediums used to communicate with
stakeholders and the public throughout the JLUS process.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

It was suggested by the technical committee
to post signs in the area announcing the nose
and military presence. Seems as though this
was ignored.

Dennis Reiling
Technical
committee

24

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

The moving blades of a wind turbine create a
Doppler effect that can interfere with radio
transmissions between air traffic controllers
and aircraft and other types of

Administrative: need a space between AFB
and AICUZ

Lt Col Johnson, 7
MSG/CD

23

25

Since the local meetings for the JLUS, Dyess
PA has introduced an app for smart phones
(i.e., Android and iPhones). This app is
downloadable by anyone with a smart phone
and informs the public of events happening
on Dyess AFB. May be worth including
information on this app in the JLUS.

Lt Col Johnson, 7
MSG/CD

22

Landowner
Landowner
Representative

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

5.8 Energy
Development (ED)
page 5-14 second
paragraph

Page 5-11 Findings

Chapter 5, Section
5.5, Compatibility
Assessment, Page
5-10, Last paragraph

None at this point.

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text for clarity
and to cite some of
the studies

This is included in
the Implementation
Plan, Chapter 6 of
the JLUS as a
recommendation

Change as
suggested

This will be included
as a strategy in the
Implementation Plan,
with a tag on it that
says it has already
been established.

Response

Dyess AFB utilizes a PAO for to prepare official and
general communication materials forwith the local
media.
Dyess AFB PAO does not always communicate with
elected officials in the surrounding jurisdictions to on
abnormal activities so that they can relay information
to their citizens.

G-69

Page 15 of 105

Change made:
The moving blades of a wind turbine create a Doppler effect
that can interfere with radio transmissions between air traffic
controllers and aircraft and other types of communications,
such as satellites. Recent reports and studies, such as the

This is included in the Implementation Plan, Chapter 6 of the
JLUS as a recommendation

Change made:
The 2015 Dyess AFB AICUZ recommends local communities
implement real estate disclosures to individuals purchasing
property within Noise Zones and Accident Potential Zones.

Dyess AFB should develop a free smartphone app that can
be downloaded by anyone with a smartphone. This app
should provide news alerts, general information for the public,
and contact information if there are questions or concerns.

Add as a strategy to the Implementation Plan:
Team Dyess smartphone app





Action Taken
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G-70

Name

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

#

26

This needs further explanation

Wind farms also pose vertical obstructions
concerns if erected near flight patterns used
by military aircraft.

There is a significant difference between the
terms “studies indicate…” and “studies
prove…”
I find this difficult to believe based on what is
provided in the report. Studies referred to in
this report should be properly cited and
provided to all committee members.

communications, such as satellites. Recent
studies indicate….

Concerns/Comments

5.8 Energy
Development (ED) .
Compatibility
Assessment page 514 end of first
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Add more
information on
vertical obstruction
hazards

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 16 of 105

The Federal Aviation Administration considers any structure
over 499 feet to be an obstruction to navigable airspace. For
proposed structures over 499 feet in height, a study must be

Text added:
Wind turbines and wind farms can also pose create vertical
obstructions concerns if erected near flight patterns used by
military aircraft, or within approach and departure corridors
associated with an airfield. As wind energy technologies have
improved, the average height of new-build wind turbine towers
has increased. The average height of new turbine models
being built is over 500 feet in order to capture better wind to
be more efficient. Aircraft operating at Dyess AFB sometimes
fly low-level flight routes, which allow flights below 500 feet.
There are many important Military Training Routes throughout
Texas that allow flight at lower than 500 feet, but these are
outside the Study Area of the JLUS and are not evaluated in
this report. However, approach and departure corridors for
Dyess AFB’s runways require land to be clear of vertical
obstructions to allow safe operations of aircraft. These are
part of the imaginary surfaces, which are described in more
detail in Section 5.23 Vertical Obstructions.

2006 Report to the Congressional Defense Committees on
The Effect of Windmill Farms On Military Readiness and the
Federal Aviation Administration’s 2015 A Case Study of Wind
Farm Impact on ASR-11 With Focus on Abilene Air Traffic
Radar, indicate identify that large numbers of wind turbines
located between five and eight miles fromas far as 30+
nautical miles away from a radar system can have a negative
impact on the system and interfere with readings. The
impacts on radar are can varyincreased with based on the
height, number, and clustering of turbines, and their distance
from the radar equipment.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

All types of wind development have the
potential to affect radar operations at Dyess
AFB because of frequency interference. This
impact depends on the height of the wind
turbines, the distance from Dyess

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

27

This needs further explanation.

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

5.8 Energy
Development (ED) .
Compatibility
Assessment page 514 beginning of
second paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text with
more information

Response

G-71

Page 17 of 105

Change made:
Primary air traffic radar operations for Dyess AFB are
conducted at Abilene Regional Airport using the airport’s
Airport Surveillance Radar model 11 (ASR-11). The ASR-11
is the FAA’s newest terminal radar and covers 60 nautical
miles of range to an altitude of 24,000 feet. It is equipped with
a Primary Surveillance Radar that relies on aircraft to reflect a
strong pulse of radiation to be tracked in the system. Is also
has a Monopulse Secondary Surveillance Radar that relies on
aircraft to have functional transponders to send replies back
to the radar. The Monopulse Secondary Surveillance Radar
is less likely to be impacted by wind turbines as it received
information from the transponders within an aircraft, but only if
the aircraft is equipped with a transponder. All Most types of
large-scale wind development have the potential to affect
radar operations at Abilene Regional Airport and Dyess AFB
because of frequency interferencedue to the spinning blades
of the wind turbines causing interference and false reads on
the radar equipment that make it apper that there are aircraft
or objects operating in the area that are not there, or by
blocking the signal of the radar from obtaining an accurate
measure of the area on the other side of the turbines. This
impact depends on the height of the wind turbines, the
distance from Dyess AFBthe air traffic radar and its

conducted to determine any actual impacts to navigable
airspace, based on locations or nearby airports / airfields, air
traffic patterns, and similar factors. While aircraft operating at
Dyess AFB have workarounds for their flight paths for existing
wind farms in the region, development of new wind farms may
impact their ability to carry out their mission, depending on the
location of the farms in relation to approach and departure
corridors and flight paths.

Action Taken
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G-72

Shane Price
Abilene City
Council

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

29

30

There are three wind turbines that penetrate
the imaginary surfaces of Dyess AFB’s
airfield and cause vertical obstructions for
flight operations.

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

28

The first paragraph on this page measures
height in feet while the other measurements
are in meters. Can we use one or the other?

Explain specifically how “it could “ impact
military operations

Depending on the location of this future
development, it could impact military
missions.

How do they cause vertical obstructions for
flight operations?
Please don’t tell me they penetrate the
conical slope and/or the 1 to 100 slopes. As
far away as they are does Dyess aircraft fly
that low?

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Page 5-15

5.8 Energy
Development (ED) .
Compatibility
Assessment page 515 end of fourth
paragraph

5.8 Energy
Development (ED) .
Compatibility
Assessment page 515 end of third
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Meters are the
standard of
measurement used

Revise text for clarity

As described in the
text, the imaginary
surfaces and impacts
from vertical
obstructions (e.g.,
the 3 wind turbines)
are further discussed
in section 5.23
Vertical Obstructions.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 18 of 105

Change made:
This information is shown on Figure 5.8-2 for wind resource
potential around Dyess AFB at a height of 80 to 140 meters

Change made:
Depending on the location of this future development, it could
impact military missions. Any future large-scale wind
development within areas used by military aircraft for low level
flights, such as approach and departure corridors or low-level
Military Training Routes, or that interfere with air traffic control
radar would likely impact the military’s ability to carry out its
missions. Specific impacts to the mission would depend on
factors such as number of turbines, heights, and distances
from military operating areas or radar equipment.

No action taken

operational areas, and the density of the turbines. Typically,
large commercial wind farms cause interference due to the
large densities of turbines causing a greater cumulative
footprint of interference.; iIndividual turbines are generally not
a concern provided they are not within the approach and
departure corridors and are less than 199 feet tall.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments
Concerns/Comments

In the discussion of wind energy resources
we give measures in the metric system. This
seems out place.

In the energy development section there is no
discussion of a radar’s line of sight as it
pertains to interference by wind turbines. The
farther away from a radar emitter, higher the
threshold (in elevation) for radar detection.
This is dependent on the radar height, terrain,
and height of the obstacle. The line gap and
mill gap discussion would seem to only be

Name

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

#

31

32

Ch. 5, page 5-18

Ch. 5, page 5-15,
paragraph 4-5.

JLUS Document
Location

This information was
taken from the
Abbreviated Case
Study of Wind Farm
Impact on ASR 11
with Focus on
Abilene Air Traffic
Radar, published

G-73

Page 19 of 105

Changes made:
Future commercial wind energy presents a potential threat to
Dyess AFB operations, despite its clean energy benefits. The
presence of large, commercial wind farms presents
challenges to flying missions such as vertical obstructions,
radio frequency (RF) interference, and radar cluttering. Radio
frequency clutter sources, such as wind turbines, have the
potential to affect the accuracy of radar signals from the

Change made:
This information is shown on Figure 5.8-2 for wind resource
potential around Dyess AFB at a height of 80 to 140 meters
(262.5 to 459.3 feet), the typical range of heights of modern
and new wind turbines. Areas with annual average wind
speeds of roughly 6.5 meters (21.3 feet) per second and
faster at 80 meters (262.5 feet) above the ground are typically
considered to be suitable for wind energy development. The
2014 industry standard for wind tower heights generally range
from 80 to 110 meters (262.5 to 360.9 feet) in height;
however, new technology options are estimated to increase
the heights of wind turbines to 140 meters (459.3 feet) as a
common height.

(262.5 to 459.3 feet), the typical range of heights of modern
and new wind turbines. Areas with annual average wind
speeds of roughly 6.5 meters (21.3 feet) per second and
faster at 80 meters (262.5 feet) above the ground are typically
considered to be suitable for wind energy development. The
2014 industry standard for wind tower heights generally range
from 80 to 110 meters (262.5 to 360.9 feet) in height;
however, new technology options are estimated to increase
the heights of wind turbines to 140 meters (459.3 feet) as a
common height.

by the National
Renewable Energy
Laboratory. We will
add the equivalent
measurement in feet
next to it.

Meters are the
standard of
measurement used
by the National
Renewable Energy
Laboratory. We will
add the equivalent
measurement in feet
next to it.

Action Taken

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

#

Name

G-74

relevant to wind farms within a radar line of
sight. It is my understanding that the wind
turbines to the west of Dyess, beyond the
bluff’s edge cannot be seen by the radar at
Abilene Regional. I suggest further
discussions with the FAA personnel at
Abilene Regional Airport.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

April 2015.
According to the
study, the wind farms
west of Dyess AFB
do cause conflicts for
the radar.
Will update text to
clarify.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 20 of 105

The Federal Aviation Administration considers any structure
over 499 feet to be an obstruction to navigable airspace. For
proposed structures over 499 feet in height, a study must be

Wind turbines and wind farms can also pose create vertical
obstructions concerns if erected near flight patterns used by
military aircraft, or within approach and departure corridors
associated with an airfield. As wind energy technologies have
improved, the average height of new-build wind turbine towers
has increased. The average height of new turbine models
being built is over 500 feet in order to capture better wind to
be more efficient. Aircraft operating at Dyess AFB sometimes
fly low-level flight routes, which allow flights below 500 feet.
There are many important Military Training Routes throughout
Texas that allow flight at lower than 500 feet, but these are
outside the Study Area of the JLUS and are not evaluated in
this report. However, approach and departure corridors for
Dyess AFB’s runways require land to be clear of vertical
obstructions to allow safe operations of aircraft. These are
part of the imaginary surfaces, which are described in more
detail in Section 5.23 Vertical Obstructions.

rotating turbine blades, inducing undesired Doppler shift on
the radar signal. Doppler shift occurs when wind turbines
reflect radar waves which cause blind spots or false reads.
Each wind turbine creates an anomaly on the radar that
makes it appear an aircraft is in the area. The geographic
dispersion of wind towers can also affect radar signals. If they
are spaced too close together, it can result in a longer single
radar signature. The concentration of wind turbines can also
block the field of view of radar equipment, causing a screen or
barrier that the radar cannot see through to the other side.
Wind farms heighten this effect due to the increase in density
of wind turbines.

Action Taken
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#

Name

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Committee Comments

G-75

Page 21 of 105

Primary air traffic radar operations for Dyess AFB are
conducted at Abilene Regional Airport using the airport’s
Airport Surveillance Radar model 11 (ASR-11). The ASR-11
is the FAA’s newest terminal radar and covers 60 nautical
miles of range to an altitude of 24,000 feet. It is equipped with
a Primary Surveillance Radar that relies on aircraft to reflect a
strong pulse of radiation to be tracked in the system. Is also
has a Monopulse Secondary Surveillance Radar that relies on
aircraft to have functional transponders to send replies back
to the radar. The Monopulse Secondary Surveillance Radar
is less likely to be impacted by wind turbines as it received
information from the transponders within an aircraft, but only if
the aircraft is equipped with a transponder. All Most types of
large-scale wind development have the potential to affect
radar operations at Abilene Regional Airport and Dyess AFB
because of frequency interferencedue to the spinning blades
of the wind turbines causing interference and false reads on
the radar equipment that make it apper that there are aircraft
or objects operating in the area that are not there, or by
blocking the signal of the radar from obtaining an accurate
measure of the area on the other side of the turbines. This
impact depends on the height of the wind turbines, the
distance from Dyess AFBthe air traffic radar and its
operational areas, and the density of the turbines. Typically,
large commercial wind farms cause interference due to the

conducted to determine any actual impacts to navigable
airspace, based on locations or nearby airports / airfields, air
traffic patterns, and similar factors. While aircraft operating at
Dyess AFB have workarounds for their flight paths for existing
wind farms in the region, development of new wind farms may
impact their ability to carry out their mission, depending on the
location of the farms in relation to approach and departure
corridors and flight paths.

Action Taken
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#

Name

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

G-76

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 22 of 105

Wind farms are often developed in a layout where wind
turbines are built in a series of lines. The distance between
individual wind turbines, called gaps, is an important factor to
consider to help determine the impact on radar. There are
two types of gaps: the mill gap, defines the typical distance

In April 2015, the Abbreviated Case Study of Wind Farm
Impact on ASR-11 With Focus on Abilene Air Traffic Radar
was completed. This study analyzed the effects of wind farms
on the Primary Surveillance Radar equipment at Abilene
Regional Airport. There are seven commercial wind farms in
the radar coverage approximately within 30 nautical miles
around Dyess AFB and Abilene Regional Airport. Lone Star I
and II are located to the northeast of Abilene. Lone Star I has
22 wind turbines and Lone Star II has 55 wind turbines. Trent
Mesa is located between Sweetwater and Abilene and has
100 wind turbines. Buffalo Gap II is located southwest of
Abilene, with 155 wind turbines. Buffalo Gap III is located
southeast of Sweetwater, with 74 wind turbines. Callahan
Divide is located southwest of Abilene and has 76 wind
turbines. Horse Hollow is located southwest of Abilene, with
421 wind turbines. Figure 5.8-1 shows existing wind farm
development around Dyess AFB and a generalized overlay of
Dyess AFB flight patterns to identify flight concerns. There
are three wind turbines that penetrate the imaginary surfaces
of Dyess AFB’s airfield and cause vertical obstructions for
flight operations. The imaginary surfaces and impacts from
vertical obstructions are further discussed in section 5.23
Vertical Obstructions.

large densities of turbines causing a greater cumulative
footprint of interference.; iIndividual turbines are generally not
a concern provided they are not within the approach and
departure corridors and are less than 199 feet tall.

Action Taken
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Name

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Committee Comments

G-77

Page 23 of 105

A small gap between turbines leads to a potential to lose track
of aircraft over wind turbines causing an area designated as
unreliable for primary radar tracking. With the area around
Dyess AFB and Abilene airport being a Class C airspace it is
required to track aircraft over the area around both Dyess
AFB and Abilene Regional Airport. Table 5.8-1 notes the
estimated gap measurements of each wind farm in the Dyess
AFB and Abilene Regional Airport radar coverage area, which
were derived from Google Earth hand analysis.

Source: Abbreviated Case Study of Wind Farm Impact on
ASR-11 with Focus on Abilene Air Traffic Radar

Line gap and mill gap examples (red dots represent individua
turbines)

between two wind mills on the same line; and the line gap,
which defines the typical distance between two lines of wind
mills. The following graphic provides an example of the two
types of gaps.

Action Taken
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Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

G-78

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 24 of 105

Source: Abbreviated Case Study of Wind Farm Impact on
ASR-11 with Focus on Abilene Air Traffic Radar

Southwest wind farms false plots (10 nautical mile rings)

The wind farms southwest of Abilene have a tighter spacing
pattern than the farms north of the city, and due to their
number, create much larger regions of clutter. These are
areas that are closer to Dyess AFB, and tracking aircraft
through these areas is unreliable. Aircraft flying through this
area must have a transponder to properly display on radar
equipment at Abilene Regional Airport. The following images
provide a visual example of the impacts on the radar from
wind farms southwest of Abilene.

Action Taken
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Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Committee Comments
Page 25 of 105

Source: Abbreviated Case Study of Wind Farm Impact on
ASR-11 with Focus on Abilene Air Traffic Radar

Southwest wind farms clutter map (Doppler 0)

Action Taken
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G-79

G-80

33

#

Randahl Lohse

Name

The “findings” section does not mention
anything about property rights. If the property
owner has the potential for wind turbines or

Concerns/Comments

Chapter 5 pg. 5-18
under findings

JLUS Document
Location

The issue and
associated findings
describe the impacts

Response

No action taken

Page 26 of 105

New Finding added:
 The wind farms southwest of Abilene cause the
greatest impact to radar coverage due to the large
number of turbines and close spacing.

As shown, the presence of wind turbines has a significant
impact on the radar functionality and ability to accurately track
aircraft near the wind farms to the southwest of Abilene.

Source: Abbreviated Case Study of Wind Farm Impact on
ASR-11 with Focus on Abilene Air Traffic Radar

Southwest wind farms clutter map (Doppler Filter 1)

Action Taken
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Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

34

#

Concerns/Comments

any other towers and he loses that
opportunity because of Dyess or the City of
Abilene, then that property owner should be
compensated for that loss.
The only time we know that easement or
purchase was used was when the Base was
built, one of our property owners gave up 5 or
10 acres and in the 70's the Military or
Department of Defense (DOD) paid for a
surface level easement on about 80 acres in
the Clear Zone (CZ).
Other than that, we do not know of any case
where the City of Abilene, Dyess, or Taylor
County has stepped up to purchase any
easements or properties to help with the so
called encroachment of Dyess. There are
several properties for sale South of Dyess
AFB for years. To the best of our knowledge,
the City has chosen regulation over easement
or purchase in the Accident Potential Zones
(APZ) and Noise Contours.
There is nothing mentioned about the 2003
Senate Bill (SB) No. 652 to purchase these
easements, properties or property rights.

Texas has an estimated total capacity of
1.3million MW of wind energy potential, which
coupled with land availability around the state
is a good indicator that future wind farm

Name

“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

Last “Finding” on
Page 5-18

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text for better
specificity on
potential impacts

of wind turbines and
wind farms on
operations at Dyess
AFB and Abilene
Regional Airport and
the ASR-11 radar
equipment. There is
no current means to
prevent wind turbines
outside of the
Abilene Airport
Zoning Ordinance,
so there would be no
impact to property
rights outside of this
already zoned area.
The Texas Military
Value Revolving
Loan Account
assisted defense
communities with
loans for projects
that will support
military installations
and military
missions, not for the
purchase of private
property.

Response

G-81

Page 27 of 105

Change made:
 Texas has an estimated total capacity of 1.3 million
MW of wind energy potential, which coupled with land
availability around the state is a good indicator that

Action Taken
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G-82

Name

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

#

35

It feels like this issue is being overstated

What type aircraft and what window was the
photo taken from? I’m not saying it’s a nonissue, but I’ve never heard of it being such an
issue that it could not be mitigated or
eliminated from the aircraft crew. The way it is
presented makes it sound like it could alter or
prevent necessary flight operations and I’ve
only ever heard of it’s impact in the sense that
pilots and crews discussing what to do to
avoid, mitigate, or eliminate the impact.

Either it will or it will not. If you use obscure
language you just put the idea in peoples
thoughts without any proof to back it up.

development will occur. Wind farms in areas
used by military aircraft may impact military
missions.

Concerns/Comments

Issue ED-2
page 5-19
picture on page

JLUS Document
Location

Revise issue write-up
to state that this is
more of an
awareness issue for
future development.

The source
information did not
provide the type of
aircraft that this
picture was taken
from.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 28 of 105

Change made:
Reflectivity refers to light that is reflected off of surfaces. The
potential impacts of reflectivity are glint (a momentary flash of
light) and glare (a more continuous sources of excessive
brightness relative to the ambient lighting) which can cause a
effects such as a brief loss of or blurred vision, or act as a
visual distraction. For the purpose of the Dyess AFB JLUS,
Tthe primary concern with this issue is if this loss impact tof
vision occurs when operating vehicles or other machines in
the area includingan aircraft. This temporary vision
impairment can increase the risk profile in this area for
accidentsfor aircraft mishaps, especially during takeoff or
landing. Solar energy facilities could cause substantial
amounts of glare depending on their type or materials used,
location, size, angle, and direction, resulting in a reduction of
a pilot’s view, even at a very high altitude. While the amount
of glare will vary depending on factors such as time of day,
angle of solar panels, elevation of aircraft, and proximity of
aircraft to the source of glare, Thethe following photo below

future wind farm development will occur. Any future
large-scale wind development within areas used by
military aircraft for low level flights, such as approach
and departure corridors or low-level Military Training
Routes, or that interfere with air traffic control radar
would likely impact the military’s ability to carry out its
missions. Specific impacts to the mission would
depend on factors such as number of turbines,
heights, and distances from military operating areas or
radar equipment.Wind farms in areas used by military
aircraft may impact military missions.

Action Taken
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G-83

Page 29 of 105

It is the materials used in the construction of the solar panels
that are of particular concern to pilotsfor creating glare. Solar
panels may be constructed with reflective materials which are
meant to assist in the generation and distribution of energy,
but can also cause unintended glare for military and civilian
pilots. There are also solar technologies that absorb sunlight
and do not cause glint or glare. The amount of reflectivity
varies greatly among solar technologies with concentrated
solar power technologies being highly reflective and photo
voltaic (PV) being primarily absorptive. Because solar energy
projects introduce new visual surfaces to the airport setting
where reflectivity could result in glare that causes flash

Example of Gglare from a solar farm experienced from an
aircraft cockpit.
Source: Air Force Flight Test Center 412 Training Wing at
Edwards AFB

illustrates the an exampleimpact of glare from an aircraft
cockpit flying in proximity to a solar farm.

Action Taken
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JLUS Document
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G-84

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 30 of 105

Findings
 Large-scale Ssolar panels energy developments have
the possibility to cause glare, causing visual
impairment or distractions to pilots. temporarily
blinding pilots during landing or takeoffs.
 Small-scale solar energy developments, such as
residential rooftop development, is generally not a
concern for glare.

During the JLUS process, there were no specific sites of
existing solar development that were identified by Dyess AFB
personnel as causing concern for glare. However, any future
proposed large-scale solar developments within the JLUS
Study Area could cause safety concerns depending on their
location, size, and materials used for construction.

The State of Texas has experienced an increase of both
installed and proposed solar farms in recent years. As of
December 2015, 534 MW of solar capacity has been
developed in Texas, enough to power approximately 57,000
homes. Over the next five years, is it estimated that
approximately 7,753 MW of solar energy development will be
installed in Texas. With this increase, Texas will be the
second largest state producer of solar energy. Solar power
facilities could produce glare that temporarily blinds pilots
especially during crucial moments at take-off and landing.

blindness episodesvisual imparity on pilots or air traffic
controllers, reflectivity requires study during project siting and
design. The amount of analysis will depend on site-specific
conditions. Single-site solar development, such as
residential, is not generally a concern for glare issues due to
the small size, but large-scale solar development would cause
concerns if developed with materials that cause glare.

Action Taken
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Committee Comments
Concerns/Comments

The photo with the caption under it reads “
Glare from a solar farm experienced from an
aircraft cockpit. “ We all should know how a
photo can magnify flashes and glares, and
take that into consideration. I have been
exposed to a solar farm from different
directions and different times of the day on
many occasions. I have never been exposed
to a “ blinding glare .” Yes, there is glare, but
it is not “ blinding “ in any way. As a matter of
fact, I have experienced worse glare off
water, many times, in the right conditions.
Sometimes the glare produced by water
would border on being a “ blinding glare.” Are
all local lakes and stock tanks going to be
required to be drained in the future?

Under “findings” there is no mention about the
pilots being trained for combat missions and
that a minimal amount of glare from a metal
roof may somewhat be acceptable. There is a
big difference from one or two metal roofs and
a solar energy development.

Name

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

#

36

37

Chapter 5, pg. 5-19
Under findings

5.8 Energy
Development ( ED )
Page 5-19

JLUS Document
Location

This issue is about
solar energy
development and the
potential impacts, not
building materials
used for structures

See response to
Comment # 35

Response

See response to Comment # 35

Page 31 of 105

It is estimated that approximately 7,753 MW of solar
energy development will be installed in Texas over the
next five years, making it the second largest state
producer of solar energy
While no specific sites were identified as current
concerns for solar energy development glare during
this JLUS, future proposed development could cause
concerns depending on size, location, and building
materials used.
See response to Comment # 35





Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-85

G-86

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

It does not seem clear how the housing rental
market does not meet the needs of Dyess.
The 7.8% vacancy rate is stated to be low,
but what is normal? How does this impede
Dyess renters? Is a good portion of this
substandard?

Dyess AFB could offer incentives to the rental
property owners. The great amount of money
being flushed down the drain to pay for this
JLUS could have been better spent on base
housing. It is of great concern when the
Department of Defense (DOD) finds it more
important to produce a study over producing
badly needed and adequate housing for its
personnel.

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

39

40

McMurry University is misspelled as
McMurray.

Shane Price
Abilene City
Council

38

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Ch. 5, page 5-22

5.11 Housing
Availability ( HA )
Page 5-22 Issue HA1

Page 5-22

JLUS Document
Location

This issue was
brought up during
interviews with
Dyess AFB
personnel, and that
much of the available
rental properties are
not to Air Force

Housing at Dyess
AFB has been
privatized, so the
base has no
authority to construct
additional housing for
military personnel

Dyess AFB has a
portal whereby local
rental property
owners can list their
properties for rent for
military personnel.

Change as
suggested

(e.g., metal roofs).
See response to
Comment # 35

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 32 of 105

Change made:
The vacancy rate for housing in Abilene has decreased with
the growth of the city’s population and growth at the three
universities. With the slight decrease in military personnel at
Dyess AFB the impact is still constant with the unsuitable
areas limiting the availability even more.During the JLUS
process, it was identified that some of the available rental
housing in the area does not meet the housing standards

No action taken

Change made:
The rental housing market in the region has been very
competitive since 2000, with Dyess AFB competing with
Abilene Christian University, Hardin-Simmons University, and
McMurray University in Abilene for rental housing.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments
Concerns/Comments

Under “findings” there is no mention about
Dyess or the military's system for advertising
homes by the apartment complexes, rental
homes, homeowners, property owners to rent
to Dyess personal. There is no mention of
Homes.mil website which is difficult and
complicated to access or navigate. You have
to go through a special clearance to use it. In
order to use their website you must agree to
allow 100% access to your computer, which is
totally unacceptable. This website and process
is not user friendly.
This issue needs to be addressed.

Name

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

#

41

Chapter 5, pg. 5-22
Under findings

JLUS Document
Location

It is beyond the
scope of the JLUS to
address the
complexities of the
process for using a
DOD website (e.g.,
homes.mil)

Add information on
tools available to
Dyess AFB incoming
personnel to assist
them in finding
housing.

standards. Revise
text to clarify.

Response

G-87

Page 33 of 105

New Findings added:
 Dyess AFB’s Housing Management Office assists
military personnel and families relocating to Dyess

Text added:
Dyess AFB and the DOD offer tools for incoming personnel to
get information on the local community and assist in finding
housing before relocating to Dyess AFB. Dyess AFB’s
Housing Management Office assists personnel with resources
on the community and housing options. This is supported
through an online website www.housing.af.mil/Units/Dyess
that provides resources and contact information. There are
other websites that provide rental or sales information for
military personnel coming to a new area. Military By Owner
(www.militarybyowner.com), Automated Housing Referral
Network (www.ahrn.com), and Homes.mil (www.homes.mil)
each provide a database of properties that are available for
rent or sale to military families and allow the user to search by
features such as military installation, cost, location, and
property features.

New Findings bullet added:
 Research conducted during this JLUS found that the
rental housing market is adequate to support the
current number of Dyess AFB personnel.

used by the Air Force for military family housing. However,
through the research conducted during this JLUS to assess
this issue, it was determined that the housing rental market to
support the current number of Dyess AFB personnel is
adequate. If future mission requirements at Dyess AFB result
in an increase in military personnel at Dyess AFB, then there
could be greater competition for housing in the local market.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-88

Name

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

#

42

Within the area around the southern end of
Dyess and within the ETJ, current water and
septic rules as well as a well coordinated
zoning ordinance do a great deal to limit
growth in the area that tends to naturally align
with some major components / concerns of
the AICUZ. Here is a chance to highlight the
work that has been done already in a positive
light and to say if those who worked on the
zoning ordinance continue to stay involved it
could do a lot to assist in the goals of the
AICUZ for the foreseeable future.

Here is an example of the JLUS report not
highlighting a preexisting positive attribute
found within the southern end of Dyess and
within the ETJ.

Concerns/Comments

5.11 Housing
Availability (HA)
page 5-22
5.12 Infrastructure
Extensions (IE)
page 5-23

JLUS Document
Location

As there were no
issues identified
under Infrastructure
Extensions, we
suggest putting this
information in the
Land Use section,
under Issue LU-2.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 34 of 105

New Findings added:
 Land within the Dyess AFB APZs is regulated through
the City of Abilene’s Airport Zoning Ordinance, which
will limit future development in that area.
 Water and septic regulations in and around the View /
Caps Community will also control future growth, as the
extension and supply of water to undeveloped land in
that area is costly and prohibitive to growth.

Text added to Issue LU-2:
There is unlikely to be any substantial growth or development
on the land south of Dyess AFB within the View / Caps
Community or within the APZs. The City of Abilene has
enacted its Airport Zoning Ordinance, which limits
development within the APZ I and II on the south end of the
Dyess AFB runway. Additionally, the provision of water is a
limiting factor to future development south of Dyess AFB. The
View-Caps Water Supply Corporation services the View /
Caps Community with water, which it purchases from the City
of Abilene. The View-Caps Water Supply Corporation’s
existing infrastructure is limited and it is costly to extend water
service to undeveloped land in the View / Caps Community.
The current infrastructure would not be able to support and
major development. Existing water and septic regulations are
in place that also help control and limit future growth.



AFB with information on the local community and
housing resources.
There are various online tools available to assist
military personnel and families in finding homes for
rent or sale.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Under “findings” there is no mention that the
City of Abilene controls the water distribution
for all the smaller communities surrounding
the City. The View-Caps Water Supply
Corporation that services the area around
Dyess AFB does not have the infrastructure
to support any major development on the
South end of Dyess.
Maybe a few homes or business may develop
but no major developments will occur without
these needed major improvements to the
infrastructure.
Because of this, heavy development is highly
unlikely and the so called encroachment
issue is somewhat already contained.

Should we examine the effects of ex-urban
subdivisions and the infrastructure extensions
accomplished through private development
and utility co-ops? This is a prevalent
development pattern south of Abilene.

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

45

Have you seen the Metropolitan Planning
Organization's Thoroughfare Map? The
Abilene Metropolitan Planning Organization is
absent from this study. Also there was no
utilities invitation.

Concerns/Comments

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Landowner
Landowner
Representative

Dennis Reiling
Technical
committee

Name

44

43

#

Ch 5, page 5-23

Chapter 5, pg. 5-23
Under findings

Page 5-23 Pgh 5-12

JLUS Document
Location

No infrastructure
extension issues
were identified during
the JLUS issues
identification

See response to
Comment # 42

The JLUS
committees were
established at the
beginning of the
JLUS process.
Adding new
members at this
point in the process
would need to be
discussed with the
Policy Committee

Response

No change made at this time.

See response to Comment # 42

Page 35 of 105

This can be discussed with the Policy Committee

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-89

G-90
Concerns/Comments

First and second paragraphs addressing
Unmanned Aerial Systems ( UASs ). When
these UASs are being used for legitimate
economic purposes, such as surveying or
agriculture purposes, Dyess AFB should
make every effort to cooperate with the users,
as long as there is open communication with
Dyess AFB during the use of the UASs. Time
is money to the tax paying civilian world also.

Include Part 101 into the verbiage about
SUAS. Part 101 is the Hobbyist Section of
SUAS

Name

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Dwight Williams,
7 OSS/OSR

#

46

47

Chapter 5, Section
5.13, Compatibility
Assessment, Page
5-25.

5.13 Land / Air / Sea
Space Competition (
LAS ) Page 5-25

JLUS Document
Location

Add text on Part 101

Add a statement that
operations can
occur, but
coordination and
approval must be
received from the
airport operator

process. If a new
issues is proposed, it
will need to be
discussed with the
committee before
adding it.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 36 of 105

Text added to first paragraph on page 5-25:
The FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 established
rules for non-commercial / recreational use of model aircraft.
Under these rules, civilian UASs must be operated to ensure
that they do not interfere with any manned aircraft. The Act
also requires an operator to receive a Section 333 exemption,
a “full COA” issued by the FAA, and an executed letter of
agreement with the airport sponsor before flying a UAS within
five miles of an airport. The operator must also maintain visual
line of sight of the UAS. Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR)
Part 107 includes some additional rules for certain types of
model aircraft that meet certain criteria such as being flown
strictly for hobby or recreational use, weighs less than 55
pounds, and is operated in accordance with a communitybased set of safety guidelines.

Text added:
Federal Aviation Administration regulations state that is a
civilian or commercial user wants to use a UAS within five
miles of an airport or airfield, they must coordinate and get
prior approval from the airport / airfield operator before
conducting such activity.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments
Concerns/Comments

Confliction of information. Body of chapter
states that FAA expects the number of UAVs
to increase to 542K by 2020; however the
finding states an increase only to 30K by
2020.

Name

Lt Col Johnson, 7
MSG/CD

#

48

Chapter 5, Section
5.13, Findings, Page
5-25, Second bullet.

JLUS Document
Location

The 542,000 UASs in
the airspace was
somewhat
misleading as written
from the FAA
Aerospace Forecast
report. Revise the
text for clarity.

Response

G-91

Page 37 of 105

Findings bullet revised:
 The FAA expects the number of UASs being used in
US airspace to increase to 30,000 by 2020the FAA
estimated a total sales forecast for small UASs of 2.5
million annually in 2016, increasing to seven million
annually in 2020..

Text added:
The FAA conducted an Aerospace Forecast for fiscal years
2016 to 2036 that, among other things, provided an estimation
of the future sales of UASs in the Unites States. The forecast
estimated 1.9 million potential annual sales for small UAS
hobbyist model aircraft, with an estimation to increase to 4.3
million units sold annually by 2020. For commercial small
UASs (non-model aircraft), there was an estimation of
600,000 units sold annually in 2016, increasing to 2.7 million
sold annually by 2020. This equates to a total sales forecast
for small UASs of 2.5 million annually in 2016, increasing to
seven million annually in 2020. This forecast was completed
before the final ruling of Part 107, which may affect future
sales numbers.

Change made:
Text deleted:
By 2020, the FAA estimates the number of UASs in US
airspace to increase to 542,000 from 30,000 in 2016 stated in
the FY 2016 – 36 FAA Aerospace Forecast.

Change made to 3rd bullet under Findings on page 5-25:
 FAR Part 101, Part 107, and FAA Modernization and
Reform Act regulate commercial and recreational use
of model aircraft and UASs.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-92
Concerns/Comments

Include Part 101 (Hobbyist SUAS) into Bullet
#3

Pipeline companies are required to aerially
patrol their pipelines once a week by law.
Allowances are available for inclement
weather. Pipeline pilots are not trying to be an
unnecessary problem, they are trying to do
their job, and to stay in compliance with the
law placed upon pipeline companies. Dyess
AFB should make every effort to get these
pilots through the area as quickly as possible.
Most of these pilots have a demanding
schedule.

Dyess AFB has a reputation of not working
and playing well with others. Dyess AFB, up
to this point, makes it next to impossible to
conduct agriculture aircraft operations within
the airspace Dyess AFB controls. Because of
the hassles presented by Dyess AFB towards
agriculture aircraft operations, most
agriculture aircraft operators choose not to
contact Dyess AFB, unless they are operating
within a couple of miles of the runway. Dyess
AFB does not seem to fully understand all the
issues surrounding and facing agriculture
aircraft operations. Agriculture aircraft
operations are extremely dependent upon
weather conditions such as wind speed, wind
direction, in some instances temperature, and

Name

Dwight Williams,
7 OSS/OSR

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

#

49

50

51

Staying on page 525 and staying with
Issue LAS-2.

Staying on page 525 Issue LAS-2

Chapter 5, Section
5.13, Findings, Page
5-25, Third bullet.

JLUS Document
Location

Add text to discuss
the impacts of Dyess
AFB not coordinating
in a timely manner
with crop dusters

This is included as a
recommendation in
the Implementation
Plan, Chapter 6 of
the JLUS Report.

Change as
suggested

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 38 of 105

Text added:
During the JLUS process, a representative from the crop
dusting community identified an issue that Dyess AFB is not
always responsive in a timely manner to coordinate with crop
dusting pilots to utilize Dyess AFB-controlled airspace.
Agriculture aircraft operations are extremely dependent upon
weather conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, in
some instances temperature, and the presence of inversions,
and sometimes the aerial application of seeds, fertilizers, or
pesticides must be done in a timely manner in order to
support healthy crop growth. According to the representative,
timely coordination and allowance of crop duster flights was
much better in the mid 1980s to early 1990s, but in recent
years, it has been more difficult for crop dusters to get
approved access to Dyess AFB airspace. This has caused

This is included as a recommendation in the Implementation
Plan, Chapter 6 of the JLUS Report.

Change made to 3rd bullet under Findings on page 5-25:
 FAR Part 101, Part 107, and FAA Modernization and
Reform Act regulate commercial and recreational use
of model aircraft and UASs.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

#

Name

Committee Comments

the presence of inversions. When insect
pressure, disease pressure, or to some
degree the application of herbicides when
used as a preplant burn down measure,
reaches an economic threshold, immediate
action is required now, not three days from
now when the wind could be blowing and a
good portion of a crop is lost to insects or
diseases. The altitudes most crop dusters fly
will very seldom be an issue to Dyess AFB
operations. In the mid to late 80's and early
90's, Dyess AFB never denied a crop duster a
request to operate in the area. I have sprayed
right off the South end of the runway while
Dyess AFB aircraft were operating. It was my
responsibility to maintain separation and
avoid wake turbulence generated by the
larger and heavier aircraft, a responsibility I
accepted, and would gladly accept if offered
today. On one occasion, when working South
of the runway at Dyess, I had to stay on the
deck for the better part of a mile past the
West end of the field I was spraying on some
passes to maintain operating separation with
Dyess AFB aircraft landing. I was perfectly
willing to add the extra effort to maintain
safety. The only measures ever taken by
Dyess AFB, that I was aware of, was there
was usually a blue pickup parked at the
perimeter fence for observation. There is no
reason why two professional pilots cannot be
in close proximity to each other and still
maintain a degree of safety. Dyess AFB does

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Page 39 of 105

New Finding added:
 A representative from the crop dusting community
voiced an issue that Dyess AFB not allowing crop
dusters timely access to their controlled airspace has
resulted in economic impacts to the agricultural
industry in recent years.

some impact to the economic operations of crop dusters and
agricultural use in the area around Dyess AFB.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-93

G-94

52

#

Landowner
Landowner
Representative

Dennis Reiling
Technical
committee

Name

From William Atwood - On the pipelines:
There are three different energy pipelines that
cross Hwy 277 South of Dyess and then
cross Hwy 707. I can provide names if
needed. I have been told this area is now
viewed as a pipeline corridor and it is an

You do not have all the pipelines. There is a
new one crossing Hwy 277 S. and FM 707 S.
just south of that junction.

not mind traveling over to Abilene Regional
Airport and conducting operations that
sometimes inconveniences civilian pilots by
making them extend base or downwind legs
in the traffic pattern to avoid wake turbulence,
but up until now Dyess AFB has a hard time
sharing their airspace or maybe even
suffering a small amount of inconvenience so
a farmer can try to protect a crop. One of the
last jobs that I have had within the airspace
controlled by Dyess AFB was four separate
loads. It took five weeks to complete this job
because of the unwillingness of Dyess AFB to
be more understanding and cooperative. It
also cost me a customer. According to
Chapter 1 of this JLUS study, on page 1-3,
Dyess AFB contributes some $400 million
yearly to the area economy. According to the
Abilene Chamber of Commerce, agriculture
contributes over $979 million yearly to the
area economy.

Concerns/Comments

Page 5-26 figure 513-1

JLUS Document
Location

Add additional
pipelines to the map,
and add text.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 40 of 105

Change made:
There are several pipelines in close proximity to, or that go
through Dyess AFB. Pipeline operators are required to
maintain assurances of safe operating pipelines and perform
routine surveillance of pipelines. This is sometimes done by
aerial inspection via a surveillance aircraft. Figure 5.13-1
identifies pipelines near Dyess AFB. if future pipelines are
installed in the area around Dyess AFB in the future, it may
add to an increase in aerial surveillance of pipelines from
aircraft.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Paragraph beginning with the word farmers,
has “ …. pilots utilize a cell phones … “,
a cell phones ain't no good grammar.

There are pipelines immediately south of
Dyess. One crosses under our approach
lights. It is not shown on the pipeline map.

There are several pipelines located South of
Dyess AFB that are missing from the map.

In the first paragraph, omit the phrase
“public's health, safety and welfare”, not only
here, but in the entire JLUS.

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

54

55

56

attractive for additional pipelines to be
constructed under eminent domain.

53

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

5.14 Land Use ( LU )
on page 5-28

On page 5-27

Ch. 5, page 5-27.

On page 5-26

JLUS Document
Location

The approved OEA
grant application
requires that public
health, safety and
welfare be
addressed in the
development of the
JLUS. It is the
overall responsibility
of a jurisdiction to
take into account
public health, safety
and welfare when
making decisions on
behalf of their

See response to
Comment # 52

See response to
Comment # 52

Change as
recommended

Response

No action taken

See response to Comment # 52

See response to Comment # 52

Page 41 of 105

Change made:
Some crop dusting aircraft don’t have radios and their pilots
utilize a cell phones as a substitution.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-95

G-96

Change sentence to read: “Local jurisdictions
comprehensive or general plans and
zoning...” The Texas Local Government
Code refers to “comprehensive plans” as a
prerequisite to zoning.

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

59

We do not want the Government using the
term “public health, safety, and welfare”
against the property owners. We do not want
the Government thinking they know whats
best for the property owners.
Celeste (Matrix Group) has said on several
occasions that each community is unique,
and we as property owners around the South
end of Dyess have no issue with our “health”

Concerning platting. A plat is an extremely
expensive document that is also a lot of
trouble. Requiring a plat is just another
method the City of Abilene uses to separate
hard working citizens from their money.

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

58

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Under the heading Land Use Planning, is the
phrase “to protect the public's health, safety,
morals, and welfare.” I would like an
explanation on why the word “morals” was
inserted.

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

57

60

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Chapter 5, pg. 5-28
first paragraph and
last paragraph in first
column

Ch. 5, page 5-28, 1st
paragraph, 2nd
sentence.

Continuing on page
5-28

Staying on page 528

JLUS Document
Location

The approved OEA
grant application
requires that public
health, safety and
welfare be
addressed in the
development of the
JLUS. It is the
overall responsibility

Change as
suggested, but
remove “general”

This is part of an
established process
by the City and
County for
development

This term was used
in the referenced
case law Euclid vs.
Ambler. For the
sake of consistency,
recommend
removing this word.

residents and
business community.

Response

No action taken

Page 42 of 105

Change made:
Local jurisdictions’ general comprehensive plans and zoning
ordinances can be the most effective tools for preventing or
resolving land use compatibility issues.

No action taken

Change made:
Land use planning stems from the Supreme Court decision of
Euclid vs. Ambler which enabled jurisdictions to regulate land
use through zoning land in order to protect the public’s health,
safety, morals, and welfare. Zoning is a land use regulation
tool used by local jurisdictions that generally controls use,
density, intensity, building heights, and setbacks on a parcel
or lot.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

Name

Lt Col Johnson, 7
MSG/CD

#

61

Recommend adding “in comparison to the
clear zone” to clarify the sentence. Sentence
should read: “This area has a lower potential
for mishaps in comparison to the clear zone
and therefore has less prohibitive
development restrictions recommended” or
something of the like. Also recommend a
similar addition to APZ II definition.

or “safety”. We want it documented that we
understand the risks and accept them. We
knew the military installation was in the
vicinity when we purchased our property as
stated and referred to in Chapters 1-4.

Concerns/Comments

Chapter 5, Section
5.14, Key Terms,
Page 5-28, APZ I.

JLUS Document
Location

Change as
suggested

There are several
locations in the JLUS
where it is stated that
current property
owners accept the
risks.

of a jurisdiction to
take into account
public health, safety
and welfare when
making decisions on
behalf of their
residents and
business community.

Response

Page 43 of 105

Accident Potential Zone II (APZ II). APZ II is an area that
begins at the end of each APZ I and extends an additional
7,000 feet long by 3,000 feet wide. This APZ can also be
curved as the flight patterns are a consideration in designating
this APZ. Again, the potential for mishaps in this area is
reduced further in comparison to the clear zone and APZ I,
and with this, some additional development types are allowed.

Change made:
Accident Potential Zone I (APZ I). APZ I is an area
beginning at the end of each clear zone (see definition below)
and continuing out to a length of 5,000 feet long by 3,000 feet
wide. This area has a lower potential for mishaps in
comparison to the clear zone and therefore has less
prohibitive development restrictions recommended.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-97

G-98

64

63

62

#

There needs to be something mentioned that
“platting” in the City of Abilene or Taylor
County is ridiculously expensive and cost
prohibitive. If you buy a $12,000 lot in Taylor
County. It will cost a minimum of $4,000 to
plat. (The dollar amounts I am using are from
working on the 2008-2009 Airport Zoning
Ordinance 23-319). The reason for this cost,
after talking with two different surveyors, is
because they have to deal with the City of
Abilene. The fees for platting are too
expensive.
I personally have bought subdivided property
and had no idea of platting. I used a reputable
attorney and surveyor, and never was
informed or knew of platting.

Remove “including fences” from the sentence.
A fence would not be allowed in the airfield
clearance portion of the clear zone, but there
is no issue with having a fence in the land use
portion of the clear zone so long as no
clearance surfaces are violated.

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

So, where is the MPO in all of this? This is the
exact place for them to be involved.

Concerns/Comments

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Landowner
Landowner
Representative

Dennis Reiling
Technical
committee

Name

Ch. 5, page 5-28,
4th paragraph, 2nd
sentence.

Chapter 5, pg. 5-28
Plat

Page 5-28 Land Use
Planning. Right hand
column top of page.

JLUS Document
Location

Change as
suggested

Platting is an
established process
and is not within the
scope of the JLUS as
a compatibility study
to address costs of a
city-required process
for development.

The MPO was not
identified as a
member to include
on the JLUS
committees Including
them at this point in
the process should
be discussed with
the Policy Committee

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 44 of 105

Change made:
Clear Zone (CZ). The CZ is the area with the highest
statistical potential of an aircraft mishap. As the name
implies, the DOD recommends that this area be kept clear of
all development or structures, including fences. A CZ begins

No action taken

The MPO was not identified as a member to include on the
JLUS committees Including them at this point in the process
should be discussed with the Policy Committee

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

“The Air Installation Compatibility Use Zone
(AICUZ) program was created by the DOD in
1973......”

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

65

66

How can the statement “The guidelines
recommend land uses which are compatible
with airfield operations while allowing
maximum beneficial use of adjacent
properties. The AICUZ states that the US Air
Force has no desire to recommend land use
regulations that render property economically
useless”
when the AICUZ shows in the APZ and noise
contours get the recommendation of “no” on a
majority of uses allowed. Explain the logic
behind that statement and convince the
property owners that this statement is true. If
the “Military does not have a desire to
recommend land use regulations that render
a property economically useless”, than why
are there so many “no's” in the APZ and
Noise Zones?

Since there was no AICUZ prior to 1973, We
want it documented that the property owners
do not want any regulation or restrictions
whatsoever on any structures or properties
that were owned or in existence prior to 1973.
We would like to meet and discuss this issue.

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Chapter 5, pg. 5-29
AICUZ, second
column, first
paragraph

Chapter 5-29

Chapter 4 page 4-3

JLUS Document
Location

It is up to the
discretion of the
communities to enact
policies and
regulations that suit
the needs of the
community while
weighing the benefits
and risks of adopting
or not adopting
policies. As was the
case with the Abilene
Airport Zoning
Ordinance, noise
was dropped from
the regulations to suit
local community
needs.

This should be
incorporated into any
proposed
recommendations for
changes to
regulations, or any
final regulations that
are adopted.

Response

No action taken

No action taken at this time

Page 45 of 105

at the physical end of a runway and extends outward,
covering an area that is 3,000 feet wide by 3,000 feet long.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-99

G-100

Name

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

#

67

Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Study
(AICUZ) is listed. The AICUZ is a document
produced by the DOD for military installations.
The DOD does not ask for or receive outside
information from outside sources that I am
aware of, when preparing an AICUZ. In reality
the AICUZ is nothing more than a “wish list”
for the DOD. The AICUZ does not list every
possible use for the land surrounding Dyess
AFB, and there is not room for common
sense. If a use is not specifically mentioned in
the AICUZ then Dyess AFB representatives
will not recommend endorsing the use; as a
matter of fact Dyess AFB representatives will
do everything within their power to oppose
and fight any such use. A prime example is
the ambulance service that wanted to
relocate to an existing structure South of
Dyess AFB, all of the hoops they had to jump
through, and the expense they had to endure.
Dyess AFB aggressively opposed them every
step of the way. The ambulance service
would not have had to jump through hoops, or
lay out money had Dyess AFB
representatives just given their approval to
the relocation. An ambulance service is not

Where is the compensation to the property
owners for that loss? Will the
recommendations from the Matrix Group at
the end of this study recommend
compensation for easements or property in
the event of loss of any property rights?

Concerns/Comments

Moving to page 5-29

JLUS Document
Location

Add a statement that
the AICUZ does not
address every single
land use, and that if
the AICUZ criteria is
being used as the
basis, then the
jurisdiction must
make an informed
decision.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 46 of 105

The AICUZ includes a table, established by Air Force
Instruction 32-7063, that identifies a wide variety of land uses
and whether they are compatible, conditionally compatible, or
incompatible in the various safety and noise zones. The
guidelines in the AICUZ have been established through the
assessment of studies prepared and sponsored by several
federal agencies, including the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, US Environmental Protection Agency,
and US Air Force / DOD, as well as state and local agencies.
While the Air Force Instruction 32-7063 includes a wide
variety of common and some uncommon land uses, it does
not include every possible land use type. For this reason, if
these guidelines are used as a reference for assessing a
proposed land use within the APZs, then the jurisdiction
should use available resources and information to make an
informed decision as to whether the proposed use would be
compatible / recommended with the military mission.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Add “study” after AICUZ.

Recommend spelling out words in table. For
example “Du,” “FAR,”

The acronym FAR is not explained that I can
locate. Once again, FAR has for a long time
been associated with Federal Aviation
Regulations. The use of FAR should only be
used when referring to Federal Aviation
Regulations. It seems, once again, the author
is trying to insert more unnecessary confusion

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

Lt Col Johnson, 7
MSG/CD

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

69

70

mentioned directly in the AICUZ, therefore
Dyess AFB representatives refused to
approve the relocation. Everything seems to
be black and white in the AICUZ, with no
room to approve any similar uses. The AICUZ
seems to be written in the pretense that
Dyess AFB was established first, and there is
nothing else within 20 miles of the base. It
does not take into account the acceptance of
structures that were in place before Dyess
AFB was established, nor does it take into
account to accept structures that were in
existence before the first AICUZ.

68

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Moving to table 5.141 on page 5-30

Table 5.14-1, Pages
5-30 – 5-36.

Ch 5, page 5-29, 3rd
paragraph, 2nd
sentence

JLUS Document
Location

See response to
Comment # 69

Change as
suggested

Change as
suggested

Response

See response to Comment # 69

Change made throughout table:
Du/ac changed to dwelling unit per acre
FAR changed to floor area ratio

Page 47 of 105

Change made:
The AICUZ Study provides information to assist communities
in protecting the quality of life of residents and the public near
the airfield and also protect the airfield from encroachment
due to the development of incompatible land uses and
structures.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-101

G-102

Name

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

#

71

72

How can the statement “The guidelines
recommend land uses which are compatible
with airfield operations while allowing
maximum beneficial use of adjacent
properties. The AICUZ states that the US Air
Force has no desire to recommend land use
regulations that render property economically
useless” when the charts on these pages
recommend “no” on many property uses? It
needs to be stated that no normal prudent
person or property owner would be in
agreement to the recommendations and the
property owners want it stated in the JLUS
that we are not in agreement with the Air
Force Instruction 32-7063 chart as used in
Table 5.14-1 as described on pages 5-30 thru
5-35 and Table 5.18-1 as described on pages
5-56 thru pages
5-60 or the current AICUZ.
The AICUZ is full of “recommendations” and
“guidelines”. These charts document
“recommended” or “suggested” in them, yet

Maximum FAR=

Maximum density 2 Du/Ac =

There is no Key to table on page 5-34 that
explains Maximum density of 2 Du/Ac or
Maximum FAR

into this JLUS. Whatever FAR stands for in
this instance still needs to be explained.

Concerns/Comments

Chapter 5, pg. 5-30
through pg. 5-34

answer needs to be
on
page 5-34 under
“Key to Table”

Chapter 5, pg. 5-30
under density

JLUS Document
Location

Add statements that
the View / Caps
property owners do

It is up to the
discretion of the
communities to enact
policies and
regulations that suit
the needs of the
community while
weighing the benefits
and risks of adopting
or not adopting
policies. As was the
case with the Abilene
Airport Zoning
Ordinance, noise
was dropped from
the regulations to suit
local community
needs.

See response to
Comment # 69

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 48 of 105

Text added right before Table 5.18-1
During the JLUS process, members of the JLUS Technical
Advisory Committee and Policy Committee representing
property owners from the View / Caps Community publicly
stated and documented that they do not agree with many of
the recommendations within the AICUZ and that they do not
want or believe that land use regulations are needed to
address land uses and development within the Dyess AFB
noise zones.

Text added right before Table 5.14-1
During the JLUS process, members of the JLUS Technical
Advisory Committee and Policy Committee representing
property owners from the View / Caps Community publicly
stated and documented that they do not agree with many of
the recommendations within the AICUZ and that they do not
want or believe that land use regulations are needed to
address land uses within all of the AICUZ areas. The
property owners accepted the establishment of zoning
regulations within the APZs, but would be apprehensive of
any revisions to the existing regulations and would be
involved in any changes in the future.

See response to Comment # 69

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Recommend Notes to Table 5.14 moved to
just below Key to Table and separate the
notes (via page break) to continuing verbiage
(LU-1).

The AICUZ is far overreaching, and does not
take into account any of the established land
uses surrounding Dyess AFB. The statement
“There are existing incompatible land uses
within the City of Tye based on the Dyess
AFB AICUZ and many of Tye's ordinances
are outdated and do not support compatible
development per the Dyess AFB AICUZ
recommendations.” If I lived in Tye, or was
involved in any capacity with the Tye
government, I would be greatly offended by
this inflammatory comment. First of all, the
City of Tye is not bound by the Dyess AFB
wish list called the AICUZ; and secondly, the
AICUZ seems to be of the opinion that
everyone must submit to their wishes. I have
a hard time understanding why statements
like this are contained in this JLUS, when

Lt Col Johnson, 7
MSG/CD

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

74

the rest of the JLUS Chapters 1-5 use the
words “compatible”, “conditionally
compatible”, and “incompatible.” We want
these words changed to an appropriate word
for each statement or sentence used, such as
“recommend”, “not recommended”,
“suggested”, “allowed”, and “discouraged.”

73

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Moving to page 536, Issue LU-1

Table 5.14-1, Page
5-33 – 5-36.

JLUS Document
Location

This compatibility
issue has been
discussed with the
City of Tye and they
have agreed that
their ordinances are
outdated. The City is
willing to work with
the JLUS process to
bring some of these
issues to light and is
willing to look at
updating their
ordinances and
policies to address
the issues that have
been identified.
These will be

Change as
suggested

Also see response to
Comment # 1

not agree with some
of the AICUZ
recommendations
and that they do not
believe regulations
are necessary.

Response

No action taken

Page 49 of 105

This change has been made. “Notes to Table” now
immediately follows “Key to Table”

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-103

G-104

In the sentence that begins on the previous
page (5-36), How many of these homes were

Jerry Walls,
Technical

76

The Technical Committee members want the
words “compatible”, “conditionally
compatible”, and “incompatible” in the entire
JLUS removed. In pages 36-42, we find them
especially offensive.
The Technical Committee members want the
words “compatible”, “conditionally
compatible”, and “incompatible” in the entire
JLUS study removed. There are certain
instances in this Study where “compatible” or
“conditionally compatible” may be used, but
never use the word “incompatible.”
These words are inflammatory, offensive,
derogatory, trigger words used against the
property owners. They are suggestive.
We will accept the words “recommended”,
“not recommended”, ”discouraged”, and
“allowed”
There are other ways to achieve their
meaning with the help of the Technical
Committee.
The AICUZ is full of “recommendations” and
“guidelines”.
We want to meet with you and discuss these
definitions.

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

mutual respect between all parties is
supposed to exist. I have to wonder if this
JLUS totally understands the word
“recommendations.”

75

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Moving on to page
5-37

Chapter 5, entire
Chapter pgs. 1-85
pg. 36-42

JLUS Document
Location

Part of the
assessment of the

See response to
Comment # 1

included in the
Implementation Plan,
Chapter 6 of the
JLUS Report

Response

No action taken

See response to Comment # 1

Action Taken

Page 50 of 105

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

In the same area as the mentioning of Tye
Baptist Church referenced directly above.
Why was the recently constructed US Post
Office (constructed around 2000) not
mentioned? It is relatively close to the Tye
Baptist Church and encourages the
congregating of people. Is the US Post Office
in Tye also incompatible?

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

78

Still in the paragraph that starts on the
previous page (5-36) is the sentence “Growth

Further down in the paragraph that started on
the previous page (5-36) is the statement
“Tye Baptist Church is in APZ 1 and is
incompatible because it encourages the
congregating of people.” Did anyone bother
telling the congregation of Tye Baptist Church
they are incompatible with the wishes of
Dyess AFB before the church was built? Was
there any official written notice sent to Tye
Baptist Church they would be deemed
incompatible?

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

77

Jerry Walls,
Technical

in existence before the first AICUZ? It
appears the AICUZ is not compatible with an
existing, established city such as Tye.

Committee,
Property Owner

79

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Staying on page 537

Staying on page 537

Staying on page 537

JLUS Document
Location

It is not the purpose
of the JLUS to

The US Post Office
is outside of the APZ
I and II, and so is not
assessed for
compatibility

Part of the
assessment of the
JLUS issues is to
identify existing land
uses that are not
recommended in the
Dyess AFB
operational areas.
This assessment is
part of the contract
for the project.

JLUS issues is to
identify existing land
uses that are not
recommended in the
Dyess AFB
operational areas.
This assessment is
part of the contract
for the project.

Response

G-105

Page 51 of 105

This is included in the Implementation Plan, Chapter 6 of the
JLUS Report

No action taken

No action taken

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-106

81

80

#

Under the heading of Zoning. The AICUZ
zoning recommendations are too restrictive
and not practical at this point in the City of
Tye, nor are they in the best interest to the
City of Tye. Trying to clamp down on zoning
restrictions at this point makes as much
sense as shutting the barn door after the
horse has run away.

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

For Issue LU-2: Since planning for
compatible land use is about the future, I’m
not sure how the acceptance of noise by
current land owners is relevant to defining the
issue. It would seem more applicable in a
discussion of recommendations. Also, this
section of the chapter is about APZs. Dyess’

or expansion of these uses in the future
should be monitored to ensure compatible
level of intensity is maintained.” It appears
that once again this JLUS is attempting to
dictate local policy by implying to the City of
Tye what it should accomplish with no
reference to the AICUZ. I was under the
impression that the purpose of this JLUS was
not to dictate local policy.

Committee,
Property Owner

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

Concerns/Comments

Name

Ch 5, page 5-40,
issue box

Remaining on page
5-37

JLUS Document
Location

Delete text since this
issue is about safety
and not noise.

This topic has been
discussed with the
City of Tye and a set
of draft
recommendations to
address future
growth has been
developed. As the
JLUS process
continues, the
recommendations
will be refined to suit
what is appropriate
for the City of Tye.

dictate local policy,
but one of the results
of the JLUS is to
provide
recommendations to
revise, if needed,
local policies to
enhance
compatibility /
recommended uses.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 52 of 105

There are existing incompatible land uses within Abilene’s
extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ) based on the Dyess AFB
AICUZ recommendations and the City’s existing airport
zoning ordinance. Although the incompatible uses exist, some

Change made to Issue LU-2 issue box:
Incompatible land uses in Abilene’s extraterritorial
jurisdiction

This topic has been discussed with the City of Tye and a set
of draft recommendations to address future growth has been
developed. As the JLUS process continues, the
recommendations will be refined to suit what is appropriate for
the City of Tye.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Name

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

#

82

83

Dyess owns restrictive easements for
Petrosmith property only in the clear zone.
To my knowledge, Petrosmith owns more
undeveloped land in APZs I and II.

Despite an extraordinary amount of effort by
the City of Abilene, Taylor County, Dyess,
and a property owners Citizen Action Group
within Abilene’s extraterritorial jurisdiction
(ETJ) to coordinate an Airport zoning
ordinance, there are a very limited amount of
land uses aloud to exist that do not fully align
with some of the recommendations presented
in the Dyess AFB AICUZ.

This should be worded with softer more
accurate language such as…

Incompatible land uses in Abilene’s
extraterritorial jurisdiction There are existing
incompatible land uses within Abilene’s
extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ) based on the
Dyess AFB AICUZ recommendations and the
City’s existing airport zoning ordinance.
Although the incompatible uses exist, some
property owners within these areas accept the
level of noise that they experience from
Dyess AFB operations.

noise environment has not yet been
discussed in the chapter.

Concerns/Comments

Ch 5, page 5-40, 6th
paragraph, 3rd
sentence

Issue LU-2
page 5-40

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text to not
include restrictive
easements in APZ I

The issue statements
have been reviewed
with and approved by
the JLUS
committees. Any
changes to the issue
statements would
require review and
approval by the
Policy Committee.
This can be
discussed at the next
Policy Committee
meeting.

Response

G-107

Page 53 of 105

Change made:
The CZ and APZs for the southern end of Dyess AFB’s main
runway go over unincorporated land that is within the City of
Abilene’s ETJ. About half of the land within the CZ is
contained within the boundaries of Dyess AFB. The
remaining half land is held under restrictive easements to

This can be discussed at the next Policy Committee meeting.

property owners within these areas accept the level of noise
that they experience from Dyess AFB operations.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-108

Plats are once again brought up. When
dealing with the City of Abilene, plats are very
expensive, complicated, and burdensome. To
the City of Abilene a plat seems to be nothing
more than a revenue raising vessel, used to
separate hard working tax payers from more
of their money.

Incompatible land uses in Taylor County
There are existing incompatible land
uses within Taylor County, partially
resulting from properties being platted without
County approval.

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

85

1. Not sure this is a true statement

This paragraph mentions noise zones and
these have not yet been discussed. Suggest
changing sentence to read: “…growth in the
direction of Dyess.”

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

84

86

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Issue
LU-3
page 5-43

Moving to page 5-43

Ch 5, page 5-43, 1st
paragraph, last
sentence

JLUS Document
Location

The issue statements
have been reviewed
with and approved by
the JLUS
committees. Any
changes to the issue
statements would

This is part of an
established process
by the City and
County for
development

Change as
suggested

Response

Page 54 of 105

This can be discussed at the next Policy Committee meeting.

No action taken

Change made:
The creek serves as a natural detriment to major growth for
now, but if growth pressures are strong enough in the future,
the City may choose to extend services, which would allow for
additional growth in the direction of Dyess AFB and its noise
zones.

The existing land in APZ I is primarily agricultural or vacant,
which is compatible. Petrosmith operates an industrial and
manufacturing site that is partially located in APZ I. This
developed portions of the site is are currently compatible with
APZ I, and Dyess AFB owns restrictive easements to prevent
future incompatible development of the sitebut any future
growth or expanded operations on the undeveloped portions
should be monitored to maintain compatibility.

prevent development from occurring on the land so that itm,
which will maintain compatibility into the future.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

“There are some exceptions the County may
allow to this requirement, where the property
owner may not need to record a plat.”
What are the exceptions? Explain?

Depending on where this occurs relative to
Dyess AFB and operational areas such as
under flight patterns, the new development
could be incompatible.

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

88

Depending on where this occurs relative to
Dyess AFB and operational areas such as
under flight patterns, governing entities and
citizens should continue their efforts to ensure
new development plans considers the

Should reword

There are existing land uses within Taylor
county that do not incorporate the
recommendations suggested in the Dyess
AFB AICUZ…

2. This should be worded with softer more
accurate language such as…

87

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Issue
LU-3
Compatibility
Assessment page 543
second column
last paragraph

Chapter 5, pg. 5-43
second column, first
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Change as
suggested

Add some of the
exemptions and
where to find the full
list

require review and
approval by the
Policy Committee.
This can be
discussed at the next
Policy Committee
meeting.

Response

Page 55 of 105

Change made:
Depending on where this occurs relative to Dyess AFB and
operational areas such as under flight patterns, governing
entities and citizens should continue their efforts to ensure
new development plans considers the suggested
recommendation outlined in the latest Dyess AFB
AICUZ.Depending on where this occurs relative to Dyess AFB
and operational areas such as under flight patterns, the new
development could be incompatible.

Change made:
There are some exceptions exemptions the County may allow
to this requirement, where the property owner may not need
to record a plat, such as if the land is to be used primarily for
agricultural use, farming, ranch wildlife management or timber
production, or all of the lots of the subdivision are more than
10 acres in area. The full list of exemptions is included in
Article II, Section 2.04 of Taylor County’s Order Establishing
Regulations for Subdivision Plats, Street Construction and
Drainage.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-109

G-110

There needs to be something mentioned that
“platting” in the City of Abilene or Taylor
County is ridiculously expensive and cost
prohibitive. If you buy a $12,000 lot in Taylor
County. It will cost a minimum of $4,000 to
plat (The dollar amounts I am using are from
working on the 2008-2009 Airport Zoning
Ordinance 23-319). The reason for this cost,
after talking with two different surveyors, is
because they have to deal with the City of
Abilene. The fees for platting are too
expensive also. I personally have bought
subdivided property and had no idea of
platting. I used a reputable attorney and
surveyor, and never was informed or knew of
platting.

Change “airport hazard zoning” to “airport
zoning” throughout this paragraph. Airport
zoning applies to both airport hazards and
compatible use around airports.

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

90

suggested recommendation outlined in the
latest Dyess FAB AICUZ

89

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Ch 5, page 5-44, 1st
paragraph 2nd
sentence

Chapter 5, pg. 5-43
under findings

JLUS Document
Location

Change as
suggested

Platting is an
established process
and is not within the
scope of the JLUS as
a compatibility study
to address costs of a
city-required process
for development.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 56 of 105

Change made:
The municipality does not have general zoning authority in
this area (with the exception of airport hazard zoning), since
the designated area is not incorporated into the municipality,
but the ETJ does give a municipality the right to annex land
and regulate platting and subdivision development. Chapter
241 of the Texas State Local Government Code allows cities
with a population of greater than 45,000 to adopt Airport
Hazard Areaairport zoning regulations outside of the city
limits, within the ETJ.

No action taken

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

93

Dennis Reiling
Technical
committee

92

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

Landowner
Landowner
Representative

An Airport Zone Development Permit is
required for any development, construction,
reconstruction, modification, repair,
remodeling, or change in use within an area
regulated by Abilene’s Airport Zoning.

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

91

Note for the discussion of ETJs. I asked a
land use attorney who’s ETJ prevailed when
they overlap? She stated that it depends on

Who in their right mind would require getting a
permit from the City to repair a home? This is
just one of several arguments we citizens had
with the City.

The Apt Zone Ordinance reads; Any
allowable home or other primary structure,
addition to an existing home or other primary
structure, allowable accessory structure,
Natural Growth, or other obstruction less than
50 feet in height in the APZ I and less than
150 feet in height in the APZ I I and beyond
shall be exempt from obtaining an Airport
Zone Development Permit.

Not sure this is entirely true

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Ch 5, page 5-46, 1st
paragraph

Page 5-44
Compatibility
Assessment

LU-3 strike thru LU-3
Compatibility
Assessment , end of
first paragraph,
page 5-44

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text for clarity

Add the suggested
information to the
discussion

The ordinance also
states “Any
development,
construction,
modification, repairs,
remodeling, or
change in use within
an area
regulated by this
Section shall require
an Airport Zone
Development
Permit”

Remove
“reconstruction” and
add exemptions

Response

G-111

Page 57 of 105

Change made:
The City of Tye also has an ETJ that encompasses land
within half a mile around a portion of the city limits. Tye’s ETJ

Change made:
An Airport Zone Development Permit is required for “any
development, construction, reconstruction, modification,
repair, remodeling, or change in use within an area
regulated…” by Abilene’s Airport Zoning. The ordinance
allows exemptions from obtaining an Airport Zone
Development Permit for “any allowable home or other primary
structure, addition to an existing home or other primary
structure, allowable accessory structure, Natural Growth, or
other obstruction less than 50 feet in height in the APZ I and
less than 150 feet in height in the APZ II and beyond”.

Change made:
An Airport Zone Development Permit is required for “any
development, construction, reconstruction, modification,
repair, remodeling, or change in use within an area
regulated…” by Abilene’s Airport Zoning. The ordinance
allows exemptions from obtaining an Airport Zone
Development Permit for “any allowable home or other primary
structure, addition to an existing home or other primary
structure, allowable accessory structure, Natural Growth, or
other obstruction less than 50 feet in height in the APZ I and
less than 150 feet in height in the APZ II and beyond”.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-112

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

94

95

Name

#

Change word from “will” to “may”

Although Tye’s zoning ordinance and building
codes do not currently incorporate AICUZ
recommendations into them, if they do in the
future, a building inspector will may be
needed to ensure compliance.

It is Tye's business whether or not they hire a
building inspector. If the City is forced or
shamed into hiring a building inspector, who
is going to be responsible for his / her salary?
The City of Tye may not be interested in
squeezing every penny out of their residents
for the city's government use as the City of
Abilene appears to be. The City of Tye may
want their residents to have more control of
their hard earned money.

which was established first. I don’t know the
definitive answer on this, but it would be good
information to provide in this discussion.

Concerns/Comments

LU-5 Compatibility
Assessment, end of
first paragraph page
5-46

Moving on to page
5-46, issue LU-5

JLUS Document
Location

Change as
suggested

This issue was
brought up by the
City of Tye. They
have mentioned that
they would like to
hire a building
inspector, but do not
have the resources.
Some of the
recommendations in
the JLUS Report will
be for the City of Tye
to explore alternative
options. This issue
has been discussed
personally with them.

Response

Page 58 of 105

Change made:
Although Tye’s zoning ordinance and building codes do not
currently incorporate AICUZ recommendations into them, if
they do in the future, a building inspector will may be needed
to ensure compliance.

No action taken

does not extend into the City of Abilene, Dyess AFB, or a
small portion of land west of Tye that is within Abilene’s ETJ.
The land within Tye’s ETJ is not influenced by the City of
Abilene or its ETJ., but tThere has not been much interest in
development in this areaTye’s ETJ, and it is not anticipated to
occur in the near future due to more desirable land closer to
Abilene.

Action Taken
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Committee Comments
Concerns/Comments

“noise attenuation measures” We addressed
this in Chapters 1-4. If the Matrix Group
keeps using these terms you need to go back
to Chapters 1-4 and put our response in this
slot.
Document that the property owners South of
Dyess have already addressed this issue in
the 2008-2009 Airport Zoning Ordinance 23319. These measure would require an
acoustical engineer, which the City of Abilene
does not have and the noise attenuation
measures are financially unrealistic, cost
prohibited, and in many cases unobtainable.

Noise is again mentioned before its detailed
discussion in the chapter.

Under “Legislation Initiatives (LEG)”
Why are the property owners not listed or
identified along with local, state, and federal

Name

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

Randahl Lohse

#

96

97

98

Chapter 5, pg. 5-47
under findings

Ch 5, page 5-46, 4th
paragraph, 4th
sentence

Chapter 5, pg. 5-46
first column, last
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Property owners
were not listed
because the intent of

No change
recommended

The text makes
reference to where to
find out more
information on noise.
“Much of the City of
Tye is located within
the 65 decibel or
greater noise zones
(see section 5.18 for
more information)…”

Unsure of the
location that the
comment is referring
to. Based on
previous comments,
there are several
locations in the Draft
JLUS where
information on the
process that took
place in 2008-2009
for the Airport Zoning
Ordinance resulted in
noise being
removed.

Response

G-113

Page 59 of 105

Change made:
There were no issues identified for Legislative Initiatives for
the Dyess AFB JLUS; however, the communities JLUS

No action taken

No further action taken

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-114

100

99

#

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

representatives to monitor legislation that may
impact Dyess?

“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

“Glare. The presence of excessively bright
lights, such as direct or reflected sunlight, or
artificial light, such as sport field and stadium
lights at night. Glare reduces visibility and can
completely impair vision when very intense.” If
this statement holds any water, why is the
Taylor County Expo Center and Shotwell

View-Caps citizens are inquiring with
legislators to work on property right legislation
Tom, We may not want to inform them of this

Why is the Matrix Group recommending
everyone except the property owner?
Document that the City of Abilene has a
history of not including property owners in
matters that have to do with their property or
property rights. ie. Regulatory Zoning,
annexation, Etc.
Abilene has chosen the minimal way of
notification like a couple newspaper public
notices that are required by law. Times have
changed and a majority of people do not
receive or read the newspaper. This
continually seems to be a problem.
We want and need to be added in the
“Legislative Initiatives (LEG)” as described on
page 5-47 #5.15

Concerns/Comments

Name

5.16 Light and Glare
(LG) on page 5-48
under key terms.

5-15 page 5-47

JLUS Document
Location

Need information
from Dyess AFB to
see if night vision
goggles are used for
operations at Abilene
Regional Airport.

Unsure of what this
comment is
recommending.
Need more
information

Suggest to revise the
text for clarity and
state JLUS
stakeholders, which
includes property
owners.

the text was to
discuss policy
makers that enact
policies or
regulations. Property
owners do not have
regulatory authority.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 60 of 105

We are working with Dyess AFB to obtain this information

stakeholders should work with local, state and federal
representatives and policy makers to monitor legislation that
may impact Dyess AFB.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

If the lights cannot be seen, why can't the
wind turbines themselves be seen? They are
called night vision goggles for a reason. How
often do Dyess AFB aircraft operate at night
within 250 feet above ground level (AGL)
away from the immediate vicinity of the
airport?

“Night vision goggles are used by pilots at
Dyess AFB to train for real-world scenarios.”
What about the possibility of operating in a
combat zone or hostile environment at night
and there are no lights on towers because the
electricity has been rendered useless by
bombs?

“In 2007 the Energy Independence and
Security Act mandated that incandescent
lights of wattages between 40 to 100 no
longer be produced. This resulted in
manufacturers shifting production primarily to

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

102

103

Stadium allowed to be so close to the Abilene
Regional Airport? Furthermore, if the glare
from the Taylor County Expo Center and
Shotwell Stadium is a legitimate issue, and a
hazard to the safe operation of aircraft at
night, why does Dyess AFB aircraft use
Abilene Regional Airport for nighttime
operations?

Concerns/Comments

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Name

101

#

Staying on page 548, in the second
column

Staying on page 548 under
Compatibility
Assessment.

Staying on page 548, issue LG-1

JLUS Document
Location

The JLUS is not
suggesting this. The
information is
provided as
background

While this is a
legitimate scenario
that could occur
during wartime, for
safety reasons, this
type of training
around Dyess AFB is
meant to be
contained in a
controlled setting.

Need information
from Dyess AFB.

Response

No action taken

No action taken

Page 61 of 105

We are working with Dyess AFB to obtain this information

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-115

G-116

Looks as if someone has the opportunity get
very rich by inventing night vision goggles
that can see LED lights at night.

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

105

106

Noise has already been addressed for the
Caps community, all parties involved (City of
Abilene, Dyess AFB, and Caps community)
agreed to drop all references to noise from
the current Airport Zoning Ordinance. We in
the Caps community accept the noise, it has
no negative affect on our quality of life.

“Glare”
There is no mention about the pilots being
trained for combat missions and that a
minimal amount of glare from a metal roof
may somewhat be acceptable. There is a big
difference from one or two metal roofs and a
solar energy development.

LEDs to comply with the Act.” It reads to me
that this JLUS is suggesting light
manufacturers violate this Act and produce
the appropriate incandescent light bulbs that
can be distinguished with night vision
goggles. If the incandescent light bulbs can
be produced and used, who is going to supply
the extra money needed to use these light
bulbs instead of the far more energy efficient
LED light bulbs?

Concerns/Comments

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Name

104

#

5.18 Noise (NOI)
Page 5-51

Moving on to page
5-49, under findings

Chapter 5, pg. 5-49
under findings

JLUS Document
Location

While the property
owners south of
Dyess AFB are
accepting of the
noise, it is still part of
the JLUS process to
assess noise
generated by Dyess

Comment noted

This issue is not
discussing solar
development. That
was covered in Issue
ED-2, and metal
roofs are not
mentioned as a
concern for glare.

information to identify
why the bulbs are
used today.

Response

No action taken

No action taken

No action taken

Action Taken

Page 62 of 105
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Concerns/Comments

In the paragraph labeled Day-Night Average
Sound Level (DNL) “… averages are
artificially increased by 10 dB. This weighting
reflects …” The choice to use the words
artificially and weighting tells you immediately
that the reported noise level are rigged
against the public within the noise contour
zones. What is wrong with using the actual
noise levels? Why must they be doctored?
Why can't the AICUZ be honest?

The noise contours are not actually
measured, they are a figment of the
imagination of a computer programmer, they
should be dropped from any further
consideration. The possibility exist that
people can lose their homes with no
compensation because of the AICUZ and

Name

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

107

108

#

Staying on page 551 under Noise
Contour

Staying on page 551 under Key Terms

JLUS Document
Location

The AICUZ noise
contours are based
on actual data
collected by
measuring noise
levels at certain
locations around the

As described in the
text, the reason that
the noise levels are
weighted is to
account for
increased nuisance
caused by noise
during nighttime
operations. A lower
number of operations
occur at night, and
the modeling is
based on a 24-hour
period.

AFB operations that
go outside the
boundary of the
installation. Current
property owners
accept the noise, but
future property
owners might not, so
the issue must be
assessed.

Response

Page 63 of 105

The AICUZ can be included as an Appendix to the JLUS if
desired by the Policy Committee as a reference tool.

No action taken

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-117

G-118

109

#

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Name

Document that the property owners South of
Dyess have already addressed this issue in
the 2008-2009 Airport Zoning Ordinance.
These measure would require an acoustical
engineer, which the City of Abilene does not
have and the noise attenuation measures are
financially unrealistic, cost prohibited, and in

“Sound attenuation in buildings can be
achieved through the use of special
construction practices........”

noise levels, and to have people lose their
homes with no compensation based on a
computer generated model, and not on hard
scientific provable and acceptable facts
should be a criminal offense. We will find out
when we get to page 5-69 how inaccurate
computers can be when programmed with
faulty data. The JLUS already admits the
information entered into the computer is
faulty. Jump ahead to page 5-55 under
findings. The third blue dot, “ Hypothetical
noise contours were created for the Dyess
AFB AICUZ to show for future aircraft
missions at Dyess AFB, based on double the
number of annual aircraft operations from the
base. “ It appears that not only is 10dB added
to nighttime operations, but the operations
are also doubled. Because of this
purposefully inflated data, it is possible for
people to have the future of their homes in
jeopardy.

Concerns/Comments

Chapter 5, pg. 5-51
first column, last
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Not all sound
attenuation
measures require an
acoustical engineer.
Some measures can
be taken to reduce
noise to a degree,
but might not be
measured to an
exact decibel. The
Key Terms section is

airfield and then
modeling them to
create a connected
line. The AICUZ has
detailed information
on how these models
are created. The
AICUZ can be
included as an
Appendix to the
JLUS if desired by
the Policy Committee
as a reference tool.

Response

No action taken

Action Taken

Page 64 of 105
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“As sounds reach unwanted levels, this is
referred to as noise.”

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

111

add something like.... this is only based on
that person or individuals perception.

Insert “Noise” before “Attenuation”.

Reword something like.......The Zoning
Ordinance intentionally does not provide
certain restrictions on noise attenuation
because of agreements made after the 17
months of reworking Airport Zoning
Ordinance 23-319 in 2008-2009 between all
parties (City of Abilene, Dyess, Taylor
County, and the property owners)..........

many cases unobtainable. See responses in
Chapters 1-4.

Concerns/Comments

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

Name

110

#

Chapter 5, pg. 5-51
second column, third
paragraph

Ch 5, page 5-51, 4th
paragraph, heading

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text to
address concern

Change as
suggested

The requested
information is not
appropriate to
include in the Key
Terms sections, but it
has been added in
other locations in the
Draft Background
Report based on
previous comments.

meant to provide a
general description
of the words.

Response

G-119

Page 65 of 105

Change made:
Noise. Defining noise from a technical perspective, sound is
mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves in a
compressible medium such as air. More simply stated, sound
is what we hear. As sounds reach unwanted levels, this is

Change made:
Noise Attenuation. Noise Aattenuation is a reduction in the
level of sound resulting from an object’s distance from the
noise source or absorption by the surrounding topography,
the atmosphere, barriers, construction techniques and
materials, and other factors. Sound Noise attenuation in
buildings can be achieved through the use of special
construction practices that reduce the amount of noise sound
that penetrates the windows, doors, and walls of a building.
Sound Noise attenuation measures may be incorporated
during initial construction for new buildings or as additional
construction for existing buildings.

Action Taken
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112

#

Somewhere in the Section of 5.18 Noise
(NOI) Chapter we want the following
statement documented in full and complete
as written about “Noise”
If any changes are needed in this section of
wording, The Matrix Group needs to consult
with the 3 Technical Committee Members and
1 Policy Committee Member (property
owners) from the Caps,Tx. area.

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

“NOISE”
We want it stated publicly and documented in
this JLUS that the property owners South of
Dyess AFB do not have an issue with the
“noise” generated by the Military or Dyess
AFB. The property owners are wanting the
continual and permanent removal of the term
“noise”, “noise zones/contours” as described
in the latest or current Military's Air Installation
Compatibility Zone (AICUZ) manual for Dyess
AFB. Our properties are located in the
community South, East and West of Dyess
Air Force Base in the Accident Potential
Zones (APZ) 1 and APZ 2 and/or in the “noise
zones/contours” or close vicinity.
We are addressing this to the Matrix Group,
City of Abilene, Dyess AFB, Taylor County
and the State of Texas in regards to our

Concerns/Comments

Name

Chapter 5 5.18
Noise (NOI)
pages 5-51 thru 5-68

JLUS Document
Location

This will have to be
discussed with the
Policy Committee
and they will need to
review the language.

Response

Page 66 of 105

This will have to be discussed with the Policy Committee and
they will need to review the language.

referred to as noise. Noise nuisance is dependent upon
personal sensitivities and each person experiences noise
differently. Sound that may cause unwanted noise to one
person may not cause annoyance by another person.

Action Taken
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#

Name

Committee Comments

properties. The Noise Zones/Noise Contours
were discussed and removed from the Airport
Zoning Ordinance 23-319 in 2008-2009 after
a 17 month process, which included the
involvement, participation, and agreement of
the City of Abilene, Dyess, Taylor County,
and the property owners. All this in regards
and concerning our properties in the Extra
Territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ) of Abilene, we
are wanting the “Noise Zones / Noise
Contours” to be removed permanently from
any further discussions, considerations or
documentation when referring to our
community. We do not want these terms used
against the property owners. This all in
relation to any Study, Documentation,
Ordinances, Regulations, Rules, Laws, etc.
We understand this community is in the ETJ
of the City of Abilene. We have chosen to
live, build homes, build businesses, buy or
own property, etc. in this community knowing
that the Military installation was in the vicinity.
The community out here does not have a
problem with the noise generated by Dyess or
the Military Installation.
The fact is, we do not need or want anyone’s
input about the noise. The community out
here in the ETJ that is “affected by the noise”,
“accepts the noise”, and “does not have a
problem with the noise.”
We do not want or need the Matrix Group,
City of Abilene, Dyess AFB, Taylor County, or
State of Texas telling us that there is an issue

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Action Taken

Page 67 of 105
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G-121

G-122

113

#

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Name

Before we look into this chart, skip ahead to
page 5-56. In order to ensure the protection
of the public's health, safety, and welfare, no
homes in the 65+ dB range are considered
compatible, without special provisions, they
receive an “ N1 “. Back up to Figure 5.18-1.
A vacuum cleaner produces a sound level of
70 dB at a distance of three feet. If it is
necessary to make houses in the 70dB range
incompatible in order to ensure the protection
of the public's health, safety, and welfare,
then it makes perfect sense to ban vacuum
cleaner use on Dyess AFB to ensure the
protection of the public's health, safety, and
welfare of the base personnel and their
families. If it is unhealthy for people off Dyess
AFB to be exposed to 70dB noise range, then
it should also be unhealthy for the folks on
base to be exposed to the same noise range.
A garbage disposal produces a sound level of
80dB from three feet. Once again in order to
ensure the protection of the public's health,
safety, and welfare, noise levels of 80dB are
deemed unhealthy off Dyess AFB. Homes are
strictly incompatible in this noise range. In
order to ensure the protection of the public's
health, safety, and welfare of the people on

with “noise” all in the name of “Protecting
Health, Safety and Welfare” of the residents.
We do not want or need local, state or federal
government trying to protect us in this manner
just because they have jurisdiction.

Concerns/Comments

Moving to page 552, Figure 5.18-1

JLUS Document
Location

The distance ratio of
the items shown in
Figure 5.18-1 are
much lower than the
distance ratio of an
aircraft flying
overhead causing
the same amount or
more of noise. It is
unlikely that anyone
would be exposed to
the referenced
decibel levels of lawn
mowers, garbage
disposals or vacuum
cleaners unless they
were the person
engaging in the
activity. Likewise,
being 3 feet away
from a B-1B engine
during takeoff would
likely cause
permanent hearing
damage. These
items and their
associated distances

Response

Page 68 of 105

Figure 5.18-1 has been updated to remove F-18 and F-14
aircraft and include decibel levels for C-130J and B-1B aircraft

Action Taken
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#

Name

Committee Comments

Dyess AFB, they should not be exposed to
noises of 80dB produced by a garbage
disposal. A diesel truck at 40 MPH produces
a sound of about 85Db. Homes in the 85bD
range are incompatible off base in order to
ensure the protection of the public's health,
safety, and welfare. If it is not good for people
off Dyess AFB to be exposed to 85dB noise
levels, and if all homes are incompatible
because of exposure to 85dB noise range;
then in order to ensure the protection of the
public's health, safety, and welfare of the
people living on Dyess AFB they should not
be exposed to the 85bD noise produced by a
diesel truck at 40 MPH. A motorcycle
produces a noise level at 90dB from 25 feet.
To ensure the protection of the public's
health, safety, and welfare, homes are once
again labeled incompatible in the 90dB noise
range. To ensure the protection of the public's
health, safety, and welfare of the military
families they should not be exposed to the
noise level of 90dB produced by a motorcycle
from 25 feet. A power lawn mower produces a
noise level of 95bD from three feet. To have a
home in the 95dB range off base is totally
unacceptable as per the AICUZ. To once
again to ensure the protection of the public's
health, safety, and welfare of base personnel
and their families that reside on base, they
should not be exposed to 95dB noise range
produced by a power lawn mower. When a
B1-B flies over the noise just last for a very

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

Recommend revising
table with information
on B-1B and C-130J
aircraft, as provided
by Dyess AFB

are used as a
reference guide.

Response

Action Taken

Page 69 of 105
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G-124

114

#

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Name

Sounds like the property owners and people
in general everywhere need to be regulated
when they vacuum, drive a car, mow the yard,
run their garbage disposal, and speak to each

On page 5-56 on Table 5.18-1 SLUCM 11.11
Single units: detached in the DNL 65-69, we
get the recommendation of N1. Which is no, 1
If you go to page 5-59 in the “Key” 1, we get a
“Although local conditions regarding the need
for housing may require residential use in
these zones, residential use is discouraged in
DNL 65‐69 and strongly discouraged in DNL
70‐74.”

“Sound Level Comparison in dB” chart in
Figure 5.18-1 on pg 5-52, a Lawn Mower is
approximately 95dB, a Motorcycle at 25' is
around 90dB, a Car at 65 mph at 25' is 75dB,
a Vacuum Cleaner at 3' is 70 dB, a garbage
disposal at 3' is 95dB, and last but not least, a
Normal Conversation at 5' is 60dB.

few seconds, whereas a power lawn mower
and a vacuum will produce incompatible
noises for much, much longer periods of time.
In keeping with the AICUZ directives, vacuum
cleaners, garbage disposals, diesel trucks
traveling at 40 MPH, motorcycles, and power
lawn mowers should not be allowed on base
to ensure the protection of the public's health,
safety, and welfare of Dyess AFB personnel
and their families.

Concerns/Comments

pg. 5-56
pg. 5-59

Chapter 5
page 5-52
Figure 5.18-1

JLUS Document
Location

See response to
Comment # 113

Response

See response to Comment # 113

Action Taken

Page 70 of 105
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115

#

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Name

“The AICUZ Study identified a total of 51,220
annual aircraft operations, equivalent to
approximately 140 total daily operations, at
Dyess AFB from based and transient aircraft.
“ Let's examine this closer. Dyess AFB, for
the most part has no aircraft operations on
the weekend or the nine major Federal
Holidays, a total of 113 days. There are 365
days in most years, subtract the 113 days,

We want the above documented about noise
levels and statistics in the JLUS.

As we stated numerous time, we have no
issue with the “Noise” or our “Welfare or
Safety” generated by Dyess. When a plane
flies overhead, it only last a few seconds. All
the above, last much longer.
Statistically, you have a much greater chance
of death or injury by vehicle, motorcycle, or as
a pedestrian, than by an airplane.

According to this chart, we better come up
with our own
NECUZ (Normal Everyday Compatibility Use
Zone) for everyday life experiences and
occurrences.

other. Apparently the noise generated by
these items are “incompatible”, “conditionally
compatible”, “discouraged”, and “not
recommended” with everyday life.

Concerns/Comments

Moving to page 5-53
under Dyess AFB
Noise Zone
Development

JLUS Document
Location

An aircraft operation
is defined as one
takeoff / departure,
one approach /
landing, or half of a
closed pattern. A
complete takeoff and
landing would be two
aircraft operations.

Response

G-125

Page 71 of 105

Change made:
The AICUZ Study identified a total of 51,220 annual aircraft
operations, equivalent to approximately 140 total daily
operations, at Dyess AFB from based and transient aircraft.
An aircraft operation is defined as one takeoff/departure, one
approach/landing, or half of a closed pattern. A closed pattern
consists of two portions, a takeoff/departure and an
approach/landing, i.e., two operations. This number of aircraft

Action Taken
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#

Name

G-126

and that leaves 252 days. I will admit Dyess
AFB does conduct some operations on
Saturdays, so I will add 26 days back in. That
is a very generous number, but I am making
every effort to be fair. The 252 days plus the
26 Saturdays comes up to 278 total days of
operations in a single year. The reported
51,220 operations divided by 278 comes to
184 daily operations. Now, let's go a little bit
further. Dyess AFB rarely, if ever, operates
between 2:00 AM and 6:00 AM. That leaves
20 hours a day for operations. The 184 daily
operations comes out to a little over nine
operations an hour, which comes out to an
operation approximately every 7 minutes.
Living in the Caps community, I can assure
you this figure is greatly inflated. Inflating the
number of operations at Dyess AFB also will
have a major impact on the accuracy of the
hypothetical computer generated noise
contour lines. It is reported that Dyess AFB
also had 8,121 operations at Abilene
Regional Airport in 2016. Operating 278 days,
that comes to 29 operations a day or
approximately 1.5 operations an hour in a 20
hour day. Now let us combine the two, 51,220
plus 8,121 comes to 59,341 yearly
operations. That breaks down to
approximately 213.5 daily operations. That
breaks down further to over 10.5 operations
an hour, or an operation approximately every
5.5 minutes conducted at DyessAFB and by
Dyess AFB aircraft at Abilene Regional

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

Recommend to add
definition of an
aircraft operation

The AICUZ includes
a table that shows
every recorded
operation that was
used to account for
this number. This
table can be included
in the JLUS to show
the data that was
used.

Response

Page 72 of 105

operations was used to model the noise contours for the
AICUZ Study.

Action Taken
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Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

117

118

Name

116

#

If you are basing noise on “facts” as stated in
the JLUS Program Guidance Manual, page
11, we would like to see the “facts” on this
statistic. We believe this is highly inaccurate.

140 daily operations /24 hours=5.83 daily
operations per hour per day for 24 hours.

“The AICUZ Study identified a total of 51,220
annual aircraft operations, equivalent to
approximately 140 total daily operations, at
Dyess AFB from based and transient aircraft.”

Average of 140 operation per day is far too
high

This many aircraft, conducting an average of
140 aircraft operations per day, generates
noise that is heard outside of the base within
the surrounding community.

I challenge this number. The AICUZ data is
wrong and needs to be proven

The AICUZ Study identified a total of 51,220
annual aircraft operations, equivalent to
approximately 140 total daily operations, at
Dyess AFB from based and transient aircraft.

Airport. Remember, the 26 Saturdays of
operations is a very generous figure.

Concerns/Comments

Chapter 5, pg. 5-53
first column, first
paragraph
first column, last
paragraph

NOI-1 Compatibility
Assessment, Page
5-53, first paragraph

Dyess AFB Noise
zone development,
first paragraph, page
5-53

JLUS Document
Location

See response to
Comment # 115

See response to
Comment # 115

See response to
Comment # 115

Response

See response to Comment # 115

See response to Comment # 115

See response to Comment # 115

Action Taken
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G-127

G-128

“addressing noise complaints”

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

120

How many “noise complaints” has Dyess
received over the last 12 months?
How many “noise complaints” has Dyess
received over the last 12 months from the
North end of the runway around Tye, Tx.
area?
How many “noise complaints” has Dyess
received over the last 12 months from the
South end of the runway in the Caps,Tx
area?
How many “noise complaints” has Dyess
received over the last 5 or 10 years?
We want it documented, the number of
“complaints”?

One contributor to the change in noise
contours was the USAF switch from “Average
Busy Day” to “Average Annual Day” when
calculating sound energy.

In 2008-2009, the AICUZ at that time, had an
extremely high, inaccurate amount of
operation or sorties documented.

Concerns/Comments

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

Name

119

#

Chapter 5, pg. 5-53
second column,
middle paragraph

Chap 5, page 5-53,
3rd paragraph, last
sentence

JLUS Document
Location

Add information on
noise complaints

Update text to reflect
comment, and add
that it also resulted
from a change in
aircraft operations

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 74 of 105

Text added:
Dyess AFB’s PA maintains a detailed record of each
complaint that is received, even when they are not about
noise, and responds directly to each complainant with
information to address their concern or question. Oftentimes,
complaints are not true complaints, but are concerns about
what the activity they witnessed was and if there are any
safety hazards associated with it. Sometimes complaints
received are about aircraft not stationed at Dyess AFB, but
are mistakenly associated with the base. Compared to other
Air Force installations in more populated regions, Dyess AFB
does not receive many complaints. Between January 2013
and March 2016, 16 complaints were received and recorded
using the Low Flying Aircraft Complaint Worksheet. Of these
complaints, only five of them were the result of a noise
complaint. The others were concerns about low flying aircraft,

Change made:
The current noise contours and noise zones for Dyess AFB
were developed in 2013 during the update of the AICUZ
Study, which was completed in 2015. The 2015 AICUZ Study
was an update to the 2008 AICUZ Study. The study was
updated as a result of changes in aircraft operations, including
the fielding of C-130J Super Hercules aircraft, and the
decision by the US Air Force to switch from “Average Busy
Day” to “Average Annual Day” when calculating sound
energy. The development of the noise contours was done
using the DOD NOISEMAP Version 7 computer modeling
program.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

#

Name

Committee Comments

We want it also documented at the
same Workshop the question was
asked on the issue of “do you think
vibrations from Dyess AFB
operations is a nuisance to the
community?” Again the majority
responded “no.”
Document also that the property owners at
the JLUS Workshop held at the Tye
Community Center on October 3, 2016 also
had no idea of the potential consequences of
the survey questions. At no time during the
JLUS process, were any pros or cons
explained. The property owners did not know
that their answers may be used against them,
such as with this Study, and that potential

We want it also documented at the same
Workshop the question was asked “ Is the
noise from operations at Dyess AFB an Issue
for you?” 59 property owners responded with
33 saying no, 11 rarely, 12 yes, 1 no opinion.

We want it documented that at the JLUS
Workshop held at the Tye Community Center
on October 3, 2016 there was a questionnaire
survey given to the property owners asking
“Have you contacted Dyess AFB in the last 12
months regarding an issue or a complaint?”
The 58 people surveyed responded with 58
saying there was “no need to contact?

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

G-129

Page 75 of 105

A total of 71 respondents completed the survey either at the
public workshop or online. Some respondents chose not to
answer every question, so not all of the questions received 71
responses. One question that was asked was whether the
respondent has contacted Dyess AFB in the past 12 months
regarding an issue of complaint. All 69 respondents
answered no, indicating that concerns from impacts of Dyess
AFB operations on quality of life are low. In response to the
question of whether noise from operations at Dyess AFB is an
issue for the respondent, 19 percent said yes, 20 percent said
rarely, 57 percent said no, three percent said not now, but it
could be in the future, and one percent had no opinion.

During the first public workshop, held at the Tye Community
Center on October 3, 2016, attendees were asked a series of
survey questions to get an idea of issues may exist from a
public citizen or property owner perspective. This survey was
also provided on the project website for 30 days for those who
were unable to attend the workshop. This survey was not
meant to provide scientific data on the compatibility issues
from the public perspective, as it was only a small sampling of
the total stakeholder population that lives around Dyess AFB.
It was not possible to interview every property owner or
resident around Dyess AFB to get their input, so this small
sample was used as a small gauge to assess the issues.

safety, questions about jet fuel, or curious what activity was
being conducted. Residents and land owners who have been
involved in the JLUS process and who have attended public
workshops are aware of the noise associated with Dyess AFB
operations and for the most part do not have any problems
with it.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-130

Why are the corresponding noise areas
seemingly twice as large on the South as the
same noise area to the North?

On the thirteenth line from the top is the
following “The hypothetical noise contours …”
How do hypothetical situations make it to a
serious discussion with serious implications?

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

122

recommendations may take away property
rights.

Concerns/Comments

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Name

121

#

Moving to page 5-55

Moving to page 554, Figure 5.18-2

JLUS Document
Location

As stated in the text,
“The hypothetical
noise contours are
meant only for
planning purposes
and would need to
be refined in the
event of a future
mission to account
for actual number
and type of aircraft
and number of
aircraft operations.”
The JLUS is not
suggesting the use of
hypothetical noise
contours for any
decision making, but
is simply stating that
the AICUZ

This is due to a
variety of factors,
including terrain,
direction in which
aircraft depart and
approach the
runways, and
number of aircraft
operations

Response

No action taken

No action taken

Action Taken
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Committee Comments
Concerns/Comments

“Hypothetical noise contours were created for
the Dyess AFB AICUZ to show for future
aircraft missions at Dyess AFB, based on
double the number of annual aircraft
operations from the base.” Once again JLUS
is admitting the noise contour lines are
skewed. To start with they are hypothetical,
then the operations are arbitrarily doubled just
for good measure. All of the “what if”
scenarios in the AICUZ and JLUS are always
detrimental to the property owners outside of
Dyess AFB, there is never a “what if” situation
that sheds a good light on the property
owners outside of Dyess AFB.

Homes that were in existence before the first
AICUZ in 1973 should be grandfathered in, as
they would be with any other law, statute, or
ordinance.

Name

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

123

124

#

Staying on page 555, moving to Issue
NOI-2

Staying on page 555, moving down to
the third blue box

JLUS Document
Location

It is agreed that if
any policy or
regulation is enacted,
that pre-existing uses
should be
grandfathered in, but
for a proper
assessment to be
completed for the
JLUS, existing uses
must be looked at.

See response to
Comment # 122

developed them as
an idea of a potential
future condition that
would need to be
refined if it came to
fruition.

Response

No action taken

No action taken

Action Taken
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G-131

G-132

Dennis Reiling
Technical
committee

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

126

127

Incompatible residential land uses in aircraft
noise zones
There are existing homes located within the
Dyess AFB noise zones. Many of those
homes have been there for a very long time
and many residents who live there accept the
noise.

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

125

The hypothetical noise contours. So, if a
person properly builds in a noise zone then
the pattern changes, he then overbuilt with

While the majority of the land within the noise
zones is currently open space, agricultural, or
vacant, there are some existing structures in
the noise zones that are not aligned with the
AICUZ suggested recommendations at the
various levels of noise generated.

Reword..

While the majority of the land within the noise
zones is currently open space, agricultural, or
vacant, there are some existing structures in
the noise zones that are incompatible at the
various levels of noise generated.

There are residential land uses in aircraft
noise zones that do not align with the
recommended suggestions of the Dyess AFB
AICUZ

Issue statement should be reworded..

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Page 5-55 left
column

NOI-2 Compatibility
Assessment, second
paragraph, page 555

NOI-2, page 5-55

JLUS Document
Location

This is addressed in
the Implementation
Plan, Chapter 6 of

Change as
suggested

The issue statements
have been reviewed
with and approved by
the JLUS
committees. Any
changes to the issue
statements would
require review and
approval by the
Policy Committee.
This can be
discussed at the next
Policy Committee
meeting.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 78 of 105

This is addressed in the Implementation Plan, Chapter 6 of
the JLUS Report. The JLUS stakeholders will have the final

Change made:
As discussed in Issue NOI-1, the noise zones for Dyess AFB
aircraft operations extend over private land within the
surrounding community outside of the base. While the
majority of the land within the noise zones is currently open
space, agricultural, or vacant, there are some existing
structures in the noise zones that are not aligned with the
AICUZ suggested recommendations at the various levels of
noise generatedWhile the majority of the land within the noise
zones is currently open space, agricultural, or vacant, there
are some existing structures in the noise zones that are
incompatible at the various levels of noise generated.

This can be discussed at the next Policy Committee meeting.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

expensive noise attenuation or built without
and now is in non compatible compliance in
accordance with ordinance rules. The choice
of noise attenuation building should be an
informed decision determined by the resident
builder, not ordinance. This plays into the
insurance situation for any needed code
reconstruction costs.

Under “findings” there is no mention that the
noise contours were reduced from the prior
AICUZ

“….........who live there accept the
noise”

Landowner
Landowner
Representative

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

128

129

add and had the noise issue resolved and
removed in the 2008-2009 after 17 months of
working on Airport Zoning Ordinance 23-319
with the agreement of the City of Abilene,
Dyess, Taylor County, and the property
owners.

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Chapter 5, pg. 5-55
second column, first
paragraph under
issue NOI-2

Chapter 5, pg. 5-55
first column, under
findings

JLUS Document
Location

The issue statements
have been reviewed
with and approved by
the JLUS
committees. Any
changes to the issue
statements would
require review and
approval by the
Policy Committee.
This can be
discussed at the next

Add this to the first
finding under Issue
NOI-1

the JLUS Report.
The JLUS
stakeholders will
have the final say in
what
recommendations go
forward, and any
new regulations or
policies would
require a public
process.

Response

G-133

Page 79 of 105

Change made:
Taylor County
Taylor County does not have the authority to zone. Within
Abilene’s ETJ, the city has limited authority to create zoning.
In 2008, the city considered adopting a zoning overlay for the
noise zones within the ETJ as part of the Airport Zoning
ordinance. This overlay would have primarily affected
property owners within the Caps community, a small
residential community that, according to the Texas State
Historical Association, was established in 1882, well before

This can be discussed at the next Policy Committee meeting.

Change made:
 The most recent noise contours were developed in
2013 for the 2015 AICUZ, and were an update to the
previous 2007 contours. The update was based on
changes in the Dyess AFB mission. The 2013 noise
contours reduced in size from the previous contours
that were developed in 2007 for the 2008 AICUZ
Study

say in what recommendations go forward, and any new
regulations or policies would require a public process.

Action Taken
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G-134

130

#

Concerns/Comments

How can the statement “The guidelines
recommend land uses which are compatible
with airfield operations while allowing
maximum beneficial use of adjacent
properties. The AICUZ states that the US Air
Force has no desire to recommend land use
regulations that render property economically
useless” when the charts on these pages
recommend “no” on many property uses? It
needs to be stated that no normal prudent
person or property owner would be in
agreement to the recommendations and the
property owners want it
stated in the JLUS that we are not in
agreement with the Air Force Instruction 327063 chart as used in Table 5.14-1 as
described on pages 5-30 thru 5-35 and Table
5.18-1 as described on pages 5-56 thru
pages
5-60 or the current AICUZ.
The AICUZ is full of “recommendations” and
“guidelines”. These charts document

Name

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Chapter 5, pg. 5-56
thru
5-60

JLUS Document
Location

Add statements that
the View / Caps
property owners do

It is up to the
discretion of the
communities to enact
policies and
regulations that suit
the needs of the
community while
weighing the benefits
and risks of adopting
or not adopting
policies. As was the
case with the Abilene
Airport Zoning
Ordinance, noise
was dropped from
the regulations to suit
local community
needs.

This text can be
added to the
Compatibility
Assessment section
unless approved by
the Policy Committee

Policy Committee
meeting.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 80 of 105

Text added right before Table 5.18-1
During the JLUS process, members of the JLUS Technical
Advisory Committee and Policy Committee representing
property owners from the View / Caps Community publicly
stated and documented that they do not agree with many of
the recommendations within the AICUZ and that they do not
want or believe that land use regulations are needed to

Text added right before Table 5.14-1
During the JLUS process, members of the JLUS Technical
Advisory Committee and Policy Committee representing
property owners from the View / Caps Community publicly
stated and documented that they do not agree with many of
the recommendations within the AICUZ and that they do not
want or believe that land use regulations are needed to
address land uses within all of the AICUZ areas. The
property owners accepted the establishment of zoning
regulations within the APZs, but would be apprehensive of
any revisions to the existing regulations and would be
involved in any changes in the future.

Dyess AFB was built. The existing property owners in Caps,
as well as other nearby property owners within the noise
zones, publicly stated that they accept the noise generated by
Dyess AFB operations, and do not wish to have a noise
overlay established. As a result, Abilene removed the noise
component from its Airport Zoning ordinance. The noise
issue within Abilene’s ETJ was resolved and removed in the
2008-2009 after 17 months of working on Airport Zoning
Ordinance 23-319 with the agreement of the City of Abilene,
Dyess AFB, Taylor County, and the property owners.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

As with comment 9, recommend a page break
between notes of Table 5.18-1 and the
continuing verbiage (Existing Land Use)

This table does not list every possible
situation that can occur in the real world. If a
situation is not specifically mentioned, then
Dyess AFB personnel will try to block its
approval. There is no place for common
sense in this table.

“N (No) - Land use and related structures are
not compatible and should be prohibited.”
Once again JLUS and / or AICUZ is trying to
dictate policy to local governments.

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

132

133

“recommended” or “suggested” in them, yet
the rest of the JLUS Chapters 1-5 use the
words “compatible”, “conditionally
compatible”, and “incompatible.” We want
these words changed to an appropriate word
for each statement or sentence used, such as
“recommend”, “not recommended”,
“suggested”, “allowed”, and “discouraged.”

Concerns/Comments

Lt Col Johnson, 7
MSG/CD

Name

131

#

Moving to page 5-59
under the key
section

Moving to page 5-56
Table5.18-1

Table 5.18-1, Page
5-60.

JLUS Document
Location

This table identifies
uses that are not
recommended in the
noise zones. Any
policy changes will
be at the discretion
of the local
jurisdiction and will
need to go through

Add text to address
comment

Change as
suggested

Also see response to
Comment # 1

not agree with some
of the AICUZ
recommendations
and that they do not
believe regulations
are necessary.

Response

No action taken

Page 81 of 105

Text added:
While the Air Force Instruction 32-7063 includes a wide
variety of common and some uncommon land uses, it does
not include every possible land use type. For this reason, if
these guidelines are used as a reference for assessing a
proposed land use within the noise zones, then the jurisdiction
should use available resources and information to make an
informed decision as to whether the proposed use would be
compatible / recommended with the military mission.

A page break has been added between the table notes and
the text following it, starting with “Existing Land Use”

address land uses and development within the Dyess AFB
noise zones.

Action Taken
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G-135

G-136

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

135

136

The Petrosmith facility is considered
conditionally compatible in the DNL 75 and 80
dB noise zones due to the type of operations
conducted there, but office space should
could incorporate appropriate noise level
reduction measures to reduce noise concerns
in the future. If they feel it is warranted or
needed.

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

134

Document that the acceptance of noise was
in agreement with all entities involved during
the Airport Zoning Ordinance 23-319 in 20082009. The entities included the City of
Abilene, Dyess AFB, Taylor County, and the
property owners.
See responses in Chapters 1-4.

“...Tye Baptist Church is also in this area and
is incompatible.” Why didn't someone inform
Tye Baptist Church they were incompatible
before they started construction. They may
have selected another location. The US Post
Office, constructed around the year 2000, is
also in this area. Is it also incompatible?

Reword paragraph

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Chapter 5, pg. 5-61
second column,
second paragraph

Moving to page 5-61
first blue square

NOI-2 Compatibility
Assessment,
Existing Land Use,
Taylor County,
Second column,
Second paragraph,
Page 5-61

JLUS Document
Location

Add text as
suggested

The Post Office is
shown as
conditionally
compatible

Change as
suggested

the normal public
process.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G
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Change made, including changes from other comments:
The land within the noise zones on the south side of Dyess
AFB is all within unincorporated county land, but within the
City of Abilene’s extraterritorial jurisdiction. The majority of
this land is agricultural, open space, or vacant, which are
compatible. The Petrosmith facility is considered conditionally
compatible in the DNL 75 and 80 dB noise zones due to the
type of operations conducted there, but office space should
could incorporate appropriate noise level reduction measures
to reduce noise concerns in the future, if they feel it is

No action taken

Change made:
The Petrosmith facility is considered conditionally compatible
in the DNL 75 and 80 dB noise zones due to the type of
operations conducted there, but office space should could
incorporate appropriate noise level reduction measures to
reduce noise concerns in the future, if they feel it is warranted
or needed.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

137

#

Landowner
Landowner
Representative

Dennis Reiling
Technical
committee

Name

Unincorporated or not the noise factor
remains a choice for the residences.

The then new Abilene Airport Zoning
Ordinance was amended in 2009 by demand
of the residences to remove noise factors in
the ordinance.

Concerns/Comments

Page 5-61 Taylor
County right hand
column.

JLUS Document
Location

See response to
Comment # 136

Response

See response to Comment # 136

Page 83 of 105

warranted or needed. The community of Caps includes
existing residential development throughout the noise zones,
some of which is considered incompatible due to the level of
noise (residential uses located in the DNL 75+ dB noise
zones). Current property owners within the Caps community
have stated that they accept the level of noise generated by
Dyess AFB operations and have requested that Dyess AFB
and the City of Abilene consider them as compatible because
of their acceptance of noise. Many of the property owners
have been very involved in this Dyess AFB JLUS process,
both at public workshops and serving on the JLUS
committees, and are accepting of the noise levels. Further
south of Caps, there are some clusters of residential buildings
in unincorporated Taylor County within the DNL 65 dB noise
zone that are conditionally compatible, provided appropriate
noise level reduction measures are incorporated in the
building construction. The Dyess AFB AICUZ suggests that
noise level reduction measures are incorporated into
construction if future residential is developed. The
acceptance of noise was in agreement with all entities
involved during the Airport Zoning Ordinance 23-319 in 20082009. The entities included the City of Abilene, Dyess AFB,
Taylor County, and the property owners.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-137

G-138

Change “64 dB” to “65 to 74 dB”. This is how
it was described in the previous paragraph.

“provided appropriate noise level reduction
measures are incorporated in the building
construction.”

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

139

140

Document that the property owners south of
Dyess have already addressed this issue in
the 2008-2009 Airport Zoning Ordinance 23319. These measure would require an
acoustical engineer, which the City of Abilene
does not have and the noise attenuation

Further south of Caps, there are some
clusters of residential buildings in
unincorporated Taylor County within the DNL
65 dB noise zone. The Dyess AFB AICUZ
suggests that noise level reduction measures
are incorporated in future area building
construction.

reword

Further south of Caps, there are some
clusters of residential in unincorporated
Taylor County within the DNL 65 dB noise
zone that are conditionally compatible,
provided appropriate noise level reduction
measures are incorporated in the building
construction.

Concerns/Comments

Tom LeVieux
Policy Committee
Property owner

Name

138

#

Chapter 5, pg. 5-61
second column,
second paragraph at
the end

Ch 5, page 5-61, 7th
paragraph, 1st
sentence

NOI-2 Compatibility
Assessment,
Existing Land Use,
Taylor County, End
of
second column,
second paragraph,
Page 5-61

JLUS Document
Location

See response to
Comment # 138

It should be 65 to 69.
Change to reflect

Change as
suggested

Response

See response to Comment # 138

Page 84 of 105

Change made:
There is a residential development north of Tye, in
unincorporated Taylor County, that is within the northern edge
of the DNL 654 to 69 dB noise zone.

Change made:
Further south of Caps, there are some clusters of residential
buildings in unincorporated Taylor County within the DNL 65
dB noise zone that are conditionally compatible, provided
appropriate noise level reduction measures are incorporated
in the building construction. The Dyess AFB AICUZ suggests
that noise level reduction measures are incorporated into
construction if future residential is developed.

Action Taken
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Close the parenthesis.

See comment for Issue LU-2.
Since planning for compatible land use is
about the future, I’m not sure how the
acceptance of noise by current land owners is
relevant to defining the issue. It would seem
more applicable in a discussion of
recommendations.

The existing land use map shows
“conditionally compatible” for areas that are
red on the compatibility map. I would suggest
you change the land use maps to correspond
with the compatibility maps. (This will also
bring the land use maps into agreement with
the zoning maps on page 5-66.) I realize that
the AICUZ study also used “generalized land
use” and grouped all residential into one

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

142

143

The Zoning Ordinance intentionally does not
provide certain restrictions on noise attenuation
because of agreements made between all
parties...........

measures are financially unrealistic, cost
prohibited, and in many cases unobtainable
to the standard of the AICUZ
recommendations. See responses in
Chapters 1-4.

Concerns/Comments

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

Name

141

#

Ch 5, page 5-63 and
5-67

Ch 5, page 5-61, 8th
paragraph, 5th
sentence

Ch 5, page 5-61, 8th
paragraph 4th
sentence

JLUS Document
Location

There are similar
colors used for
“Existing Land Use”
and “Compatibility”.
This may be causing
the confusing. We
will revise the maps
to reduce confusion.

This issue covers
both existing and
future development.
Recommend no
change to the issue
statement

Change as
suggested

Response

Maps are in the process of being revised

No changes made

Page 85 of 105

Change made:
The community of Caps includes existing residential
development throughout the noise zones, some of which is
considered incompatible due to the level of noise (residential
uses located in the DNL 75+ dB noise zones).

Action Taken
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G-139

G-140

“Caps community established in 1882, well
before Dyess was built.”

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

145

add something like...... which still has
descendants there today and/or something
about several generations of owning the
same property still today.

This paragraph should discuss mobile home
districts and mobile home zoning and how
they are incompatible in any noise zone.

heading thus making most of it conditionally
compatible. In hindsight, I think this is
unnecessarily opaque and would suggest it
not be repeated here. Where we have an
obvious incompatibility, e.g., mobile home
districts in noise zones, we should say so in
the interest of accuracy and informing
decisions for the future.

Concerns/Comments

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

Name

144

#

Chapter 5, pg. 5-65
second paragraph

Ch 5, page 5-65, 1st
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Revise as suggested

Add text to describe
the mobile home
district and why it is
incompatible

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 86 of 105

Change made:
This overlay would have primarily affected property owners
within the Caps community, a small residential community
that, according to the Texas State Historical Association, was
established in 1882, well before Dyess AFB was built. There
are still descendants from the original settlers of the
community there today, and some families have owned the
same property for generations. The existing property owners
in Caps, as well as other nearby property owners within the
noise zones, publicly stated that they accept the noise
generated by Dyess AFB operations, and do not wish to have
a noise overlay established.

Change made:
Most of the zoning districts in Tye allow residential, making
them conditionally compatible as long as this is taken into
account. The biggest concern with Tye’s zoning layout in
relation to noise is that it has a Mobile / Modular Home district
that allows mobile homes. Mobile homes are incompatible in
all noise zones due to their construction design that provides
minimal noise attenuation. There are three Mobile / Modular
home districts within the noise zones. Figure 5.18-6
illustrates the zoning districts within the noise zones north of
Dyess AFB and the compatibility of each.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

The MPO Thoroughfare Map is heavily
populated with new roads throughout the
noise zones. These roads should be
removed to discourage residential building. If
you build they will come.

Dennis Reiling
Technical
committee

147

Landowner
Landowner
Representative

“As a result, Abilene removed the noise
component from its Airport Zoning
Ordinance.”
add.... in agreement and involvement with
Abilene, Dyess, Taylor County, and the
property owners.

Concerns/Comments

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Name

146

#

Page 5-65 Taylor
County

Chapter 5, pg. 5-65
second paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Add a discussion of
the Thoroughfare
Plan and a map
showing proposed
roads around Dyess
AFB.

Revise as suggested

Response

New Findgins bullet added:
Page 87 of 105

Text added:
Metropolitan Planning Organization Thoroughfare Plan
Another item of that adds to concern for potential future
growth within the Dyess AFB noise zones is the Abilene
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and City of
Abilene’s Thoroughfare Plan. The Thoroughfare Plan serves
as the City’s plan for guiding transportation system
development and identifies the existing and proposed
transportation system of freeways, arterials, collectors, and
local streets in and around Abilene. The Thoroughfare Plan
has numerous proposed arterial, collector, and minor arterial
roads on every side of Dyess AFB, and proposes to turn FM
707 on the west side of Dyess AFB into an expressway. Not
only would these road improvements bring additional traffic
through the area, but they may encourage future development
to take advantage of close access to upgraded transportation
infrastructure. The existing and proposed roadway
infrastructure around Dyess AFB is shown on Figure 5.18-8.
Consideration for how new roadway infrastructure around
Dyess AFB may contribute to future growth should be taken
when updating the Thoroughfare Plan.

Change made:
As a result, Abilene removed the noise component from its
Airport Zoning ordinance in agreement and involvement with
Abilene, Dyess AFB, Taylor County, and the property owners.
The noise issue within Abilene’s ETJ was resolved and
removed in the 2008-2009 after 17 months of working on
Airport Zoning Ordinance 23-319 with the agreement of the
City of Abilene, Dyess AFB, Taylor County, and the property
owners.

Action Taken
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G-141

G-142

149

148

#

“… within the Caps community, a small
residential community that, according to the
Texas State Historical Association, was

“The City of Tye has a zoning ordinance, but
it has not adopted airport zoning to address
Dyess AFB noise contours as part of it.” The
City of Tye is not REQUIRED to recognize or
accept the Dyess AFB noise contours,
futhermore the City of Tye is not REQUIRED
to recognize or accept the Dyess AICUZ.

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Jerry Walls,
Technical

Concerns/Comments

Name

Staying on page 565 under Taylor
County

Moving on to page
5-65, under the
heading City of Tye

JLUS Document
Location

This comment is an
opinion, with no

This compatibility
issue has been
discussed with the
City of Tye and they
have agreed that
their ordinances are
outdated. The City is
willing to work with
the JLUS process to
bring some of these
issues to light and is
willing to look at
updating their
ordinances and
policies to address
the issues that have
been identified.
These will be
included in the
Implementation Plan,
Chapter 6 of the
JLUS Report.

Response

No action taken

Page 88 of 105

The Abilene MPO Thoroughfare Plan proposes a
variety of new roadway infrastructure around Dyess
AFB, including turning FM 707 into an expressway,
that may induce future growth around the base that
could be impacted by aircraft operations such as
noise.

No action taken



Action Taken
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Committee Comments

established in 1882, well before Dyess AFB
was built.” Why does Dyess AFB, through the
strong arm of Abilene, want to bully a
community that was established over 50
years before Dyess AFB was even thought
of?

“.......but the residents within the ETJ stated
that they accept the level of noise from Dyess
AFB and did not want to have zoning overlay,
so it was not adopted.”

Findings: Change first bullet to address
incompatible mobile home districts.

“Tye does not consider Dyess AFB noise
zones in their zoning ordinance or future land
use map.” Tye is its own sovereign
independent city. Tye is not REQUIRED to
consider Dyess AFB noise zones.

Committee,
Property Owner

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

150

151

152

add something like............this acceptance of
noise levels was reached after 17 months of
working on Airport Zoning Ordinance 23-319
in 2008-2009, with the involvement,
participation, and agreements of the City of
Abilene, Dyess, Taylor County, and the
property owners.

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Moving to page 568, under findings,
The second blue box

Ch 5, page 5-68, 1st
bullet

Chapter 5, pg. 5-68
last paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

This compatibility
issue has been
discussed with the
City of Tye and they
have agreed that
their ordinances are

Add a new bullet

Change as
suggested

recommended
action.

Response

No action taken

Page 89 of 105

Added as a new bullet to the Findings:
 Tye has three areas of Mobile / Modular Home zoning
within the noise zones. Mobile homes are not
compatible in any noise zones due to their
construction design that provides minimal noise
attenuation.

Change made:
The City of Abilene considered establishing a noise zone
overlay in their Airport Zoning ordinance, but the residents
within the ETJ stated that they accept the level of noise from
Dyess AFB and did not want to have the zoning overlay, so it
was not adopted. This acceptance of noise levels was
reached after 17 months of working on Airport Zoning
Ordinance 23-319 in 2008-2009, with the involvement,
participation, and agreements of the City of Abilene, Dyess
AFB, Taylor County, and the property owners.

Action Taken
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G-143

G-144

154

153

#

This is strictly a Dyess AFB problem. Dyess
AFB can stagger the times its personnel
shows up for work and / or construct more
points of entry to Dyess AFB. I cannot believe
we are wasting our precious time on this
matter. I will stand at one of the gates and

This is a prime example of modern
technology not being 100% reliable or
accurate. The same thing can easily happen
to a computer generated noise contour map.

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Concerns/Comments

Name

5.20 Roadway
Capacity (RC) page
5-70 Issue RC-1

5.19 Public
Trespassing (PT) on
page 5-69. Issue PT1

JLUS Document
Location

It is not strictly a
Dyess AFB problem
if traffic backs up
onto roads used by
non-military traffic.
When the issue was

As described
previously, the
AICUZ noise
contours are based
on extensive
computer modeling
and information
gathered from a
variety of sources.

outdated. The City is
willing to work with
the JLUS process to
bring some of these
issues to light and is
willing to look at
updating their
ordinances and
policies to address
the issues that have
been identified.
These will be
included in the
Implementation Plan,
Chapter 6 of the
JLUS Report.

Response

No action taken

No action taken

Action Taken

Page 90 of 105
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156

155

#

Landowner
Landowner
Representative

Dennis Reiling
Technical
committee

Landowner
Landowner
Representative

Dennis Reiling
Technical
committee

Name

Here is an area that needs to have the
Abilene Metro Planning Organization
involved. This may be a Hazardous Route
condition. Munitions may/or not be involved
but other exploitive items are such as;
munitions fuzzes, ejection seat initiators,
engine starting cartridge, etc may be
transported.

Has off base traffic by military personal been
considered? Rural road FM 707 S. has heavy
traffic by military personal that starts at 6:00
AM. This impacts a major intersection with
HWY 277 S. in Caps. Again Abilene MPO
should be in on this study.

wave everyone through in a hurry if that will
help solve the problem.

Concerns/Comments

Page 5-70 Issue RC2

Page 5-70 pgh 5-20
Roadway Capacity

JLUS Document
Location

This issue was not
identified during the
JLUS issue
identification and
assessment process.
Adding a new issue
at this point in the
process would
require approval by

This issue was not
identified during the
JLUS issue
identification and
assessment process.
Adding a new issue
at this point in the
process would
require approval by
the Policy
Committee.

identified, it was
thought that this was
an impact, but
through assessment
of the issue, it was
determined to not be
an impact. This is
part of the JLUS
process – to identify
and assess issues
for impacts.

Response

Page 91 of 105

This issue was not identified during the JLUS issue
identification and assessment process. Adding a new issue at
this point in the process would require approval by the Policy
Committee.

This issue was not identified during the JLUS issue
identification and assessment process. Adding a new issue at
this point in the process would require approval by the Policy
Committee.

Action Taken
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G-145

G-146

Somewhere in the Section of 5.21 Safety (SA)
Chapter we want the following statement
documented in full and complete as written
about “Public, Health, Safety and Welfare”
If any changes are needed in this section of
wording, The Matrix Group needs to consult

Key Terms repeated from previous section.
See comment 7 to include into these
repeated Key Term definitions.

Lt Col Johnson, 7
MSG/CD

158

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Change sentence to read: “Military Drive, the
roadway from Arnold Blvd to the Tye Gate
has been upgraded to accommodate
increased commercial truck use.” (This
upgrade was a joint TXDoT Abilene MPO
project and not funded by Dyess.)

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

157

159

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Chapter 5, pg. 5-72
5.21 Safety (SA) first
paragraph

Chapter 5, Section
5.21, Key Terms,
Page 5-72.

Ch 5, page 5-70, last
paragraph, last
sentence.

JLUS Document
Location

This will have to be
discussed with the
Policy Committee
and they will need to
review the language.

Change as
suggested

Change as
suggested

the Policy
Committee.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G
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This will have to be discussed with the Policy Committee and
they will need to review the language.

Accident Potential Zone II (APZ II). APZ II is an area that
begins at the end of each APZ I and extends an additional
7,000 feet long by 3,000 feet wide. This APZ can also be
curved as the flight patterns are a consideration in designating
this APZ. Again, the potential for mishaps in this area is
reduced further in comparison to the clear zone and APZ I,
and with this, some additional development types are allowed.

Change made:
Accident Potential Zone I (APZ I). APZ I is an area
beginning at the end of each clear zone (see definition below)
and continuing out to a length of 5,000 feet long by 3,000 feet
wide. This area has a lower potential for mishaps in
comparison to the clear zone and therefore has less
prohibitive development restrictions recommended.

Change made:
Military Drive, the roadway from Arnold Blvd to the Tye Gate
has been upgraded as a joint project by the Texas
Department of Transportation and Abilene Metropolitan
Planning Organization to accommodate increased commercial
truck use.Dyess AFB has upgraded their roadway from
Military Drive to the Tye gate to accommodate increased
commercial truck use.

Action Taken
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#

Name

Committee Comments

We want it stated publicly and documented in
this JLUS that the property owners South of
Dyess AFB do not have an issue with the
Public, Health, Safety and Welfare of the
residents or property owners as stated
numerous times and we do not want these
term used against the property owners. We
do not want government hiding behind these
terms and think they know what is best for the
property owners.
We want it addressed and documented in this
Study that the property owners in the Extra
Territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ), South, East and
West of Dyess in the APZ 1 and APZ 2 and/or
the noise zones/contours or close vicinity as
described in the current or latest AICUZ
manual for Dyess AFB, do not want the term
“Public Health, Safety, and Welfare” used
against us as described in any documents.
We want it removed from any further
discussions, considerations, or
documentation. This all in relation to any
Study, Documentation, Ordinances,
Regulations, Rules, Laws, etc.
We have chosen to live, build homes, build
businesses, buy or own property, knowing
that the military installation was in the vicinity.
The fact is, we do not want anyone's input
about “Public Health, Safety, and Welfare”.

with the 3 Technical Committee Members and
1 Policy Committee Member (property
owners) from the Caps, Tx. area.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Action Taken

Page 93 of 105
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G-147

G-148

160

#

Lt Col Johnson, 7
MSG/CD

Name

Will include requested BASH information as a
separate .pdf file.

Many of the property owners have lived or
owned property in the area for 20 to 50 years
and some have owned property for
generations.
We want this addressed and documented in
the JLUS.

The community in the ETJ that is affected by
the military installation and Abilene's
jurisdiction understands the “risks', “accepts
the risks”, and “does
not have a problem with the risks”. We do not
want the local, state, or federal government
trying to protect us in this manner by using
and hiding behind this terminology. We do not
want or need the Matrix Group, City of
Abilene, Dyess, Taylor County, or the State of
Texas trying to protect us in this manner just
because you have the jurisdiction.

Concerns/Comments

Chapter 5, Section
5.21, Committee
Question (Dyess
AFB).

JLUS Document
Location

Update Issue SA-1
with information on
BASH strikes and
damages

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G
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At Dyess AFB, this number has been a small fraction of the
total for the whole Air Force. Between fiscal years 2007 and
2016, there were a total of 533 bird strike mishaps at Dyess
AFB, resulting in $3,818,625 worth of damage to aircraft. This
total does not include any costs associated with injuries to
pilots or aircrew. Table 5.21-1 identifies the number of strikes
and total aircraft damage costs for each year from fiscal year
2007 to 2016. While there were many bird strikes throughout

Text added to Issue SA-1:
Over the past 20 years more than 69,000 wildlife-aircraft
strikes have occurred with United States Air Force aircraft that
killed 23 aviators, destroyed 12 aircraft, and caused more
than $400 million worth of equipment damage.

Action Taken
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161

#

Jerry Walls,
Technical

Name

I don't know if it will help on large aircraft, but
we cut down our bird strikes by over 70% by
running white strobe lights in the day time.

Concerns/Comments

Moving to page 5-74

JLUS Document
Location

This can be added
as a
recommendation in

Response

82
54
53
48
46
41
41

2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

$128,326

$217

$341,588

$734,295

$808,633

$504,282

$49,355

$805,351

G-149

Page 95 of 105

This can be added as a recommendation in the
Implementation Plan, Chapter 6 of the JLUS report

2016
41
$8,049
Source: Dyess AFB, February 2017

65

BASH Strikes and Damage at Dyess AFB
from Fiscal Year 2007 to 2016
Number of
Total mishap cost
mishaps
(excluding injury cost)
62
$438,529
2008

Fiscal
Year
2007

Table 5.21-1

these years, the majority of them did not result in damage.
However, many of the strikes that did result in damage were
costly, ranging from $46 to $799,897 for a single incident. A
wide variety of birds and other animals were recorded for
causing strikes on aircraft, but the most damaging species are
generally larger species. Black vultures, turkey vultures,
sandhill cranes, and mallards were the species that
accounted for the costliest damages to aircraft.

Action Taken
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The assertion that the City of Abilene’s ability
to zone for airport hazards, i.e., imaginary
surfaces, is limited by the ETJ is in error. The
Airport Zoning Law makes no such limitation.
The TXDoT Airport Compatibility Guidelines

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

164

Ch 5, page 5-79, 5th
paragraph to end of
page

Revise text to
correctly state the
extent of the
imaginary surfaces
overlay

Tye Baptist Church is
not mentioned under
Issue VO-1.

Genesis 1:9 & 10 “And God said, ' Let the
water under the sky be gathered into one
place, and let dry ground appear. ' And it was
so. God called the dry ground ' land, ' and the
gathered waters he called ' seas.' And God
saw that it was good.” NIV It takes a very
arrogant person to bow your chest out to
God, point your finger at God and proclaim
that one of his creations he deemed as good
is in essence a flaw and a problem to your
mission. What else would be expected when
one of God's Houses of Worship, Tye Baptist
Church, is pointed out as being incompatible
on several occasions in this JLUS.

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

163

Moving to page 5-79
Issue VO-1

Change as
suggested

Ch 5, page 5-78, 4th
paragraph last
sentence

Change “3,000 feet by 3,000 feet” to “1,000
feet by 2,000 feet”. (The 3000 x 3000 foot
clear zone is the land use clear zone. The
FAA imaginary surfaces or obstruction
surfaces clear zone is 1000 feet beyond the
runway threshold with a width matching the
primary surface. In the case of Dyess it is
1000 x 2000 feet.)

Response

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

JLUS Document
Location

162

Concerns/Comments

the Implementation
Plan, Chapter 6 of
the JLUS report

Name

Committee,
Property Owner

#
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Change made:
As part of its Airport Zoning Ordinance, the City of Abilene
established overlay zones for the Dyess AFB imaginary
surfaces that are located within its ETJ. This covers a portion
of the bluffs that penetrate the imaginary surfaces, but some

No action taken

Change made:
Clear Zone Surface. This surface defines the limits of the
obstruction clearance requirements in the vicinity contiguous
to the end of the primary surface. The length and width (for a
single runway) of a Clear Zone surface at Dyess AFB is
31,000 feet long beyond the runway threshold by 32,000 feet
wide to match the width of the primary surface.

Action Taken
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165

#

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Name

“under findings”
There is no mention that Dyess is built in a
low area of terrain which is easily seen by eye
from the South, East, or West. It is not
mentioned that the bluffs are relatively small
or that they are a minimum of 7 to 10 miles
away from the Dyess runway.

The Abilene Airport Zoning Ordinance states:
“All airport zoning regulations shall be in
accordance with Local Government Code §
241.001, et seq., as amended, and shall
apply within the corporate limits and
unincorporated areas within the extraterritorial
jurisdiction of the City of Abilene, as well as
the Airport Hazard Areas in and surrounding
Abilene Regional Airport and Dyess Air Force
Base.

Page 24 of the TXDot Guide states the
following: “Cities of 45,000 or more
population having an airport within their
territorial limits may unilaterally adopt
compatible land use or hazard zoning
regulations, which are effective in all
jurisdictions covered by the overlay zones.”

affirmatively state that there is no such
limitation, and the Abilene Airport Zoning
Ordinance makes no such limitation.

Concerns/Comments

Chapter 5, pg. 5-79
under findings

JLUS Document
Location

The Abilene Airport
Zoning Ordinance
regulates heights of
structures and

Add text that the
airfield is at a lower
elevation than the
surrounding land.

Response

G-151

Page 97 of 105

Text added:
Airfield protection known as imaginary surfaces address
obstructions in proximity to an airfield and apply to the height
of all vertical structures or objects that may pose a safety risk
to pilots and aircraft. Vertical structures or objects within these
areas can create hazards to flight operations. The imaginary
surface heights are based on the elevation of the airfield.
Dyess AFB’s airfield is built at a lower elevation than the

Changes made to Findings:
 The City of Abilene’s Airport Zoning Ordinance
established a zoning overlay to regulate height within
the imaginary surfaces, including land outside within
the city’s ETJ. The ordinance allows residential uses
up to 35 feet in height if the property penetrates the
imaginary surfaces.
 Land outside the city’s ETJ does not have a height
regulation within the imaginary surfaces.

of them are outside the city’s ETJ. In accordance with Texas
Local Government Code § 241.001, et seq., as amended, the
imaginary surfaces overlay zones apply within the entirety of
the Airport Hazard Area surrounding Dyess AFB, including
land outside of the city’s ETJ. The zoning ordinance allows
the construction of an individual single-family residential
structure, including manufactured housing, to have a
maximum height no greater than 35 feet if it penetrates an
imaginary surface. However, it is unlikely that such
development would occur on the bluffs southwest of Dyess
AFB (the only topography that penetrates the imaginary
surfaces)that would penetrate the imaginary surfaces. Land
outside the city’s ETJ is unregulated for height.

Action Taken
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G-152

In chapter 5 on page 5-80 is a figure 5.23-2.
Figure 5.23-2 points out three incompatible
wind turbines. I would like to respectfully
request the following information concerning
these three wind turbines.

Jerry Walls,
Property Owner

167

(2) Approximately what point of the runway
was used as the reference point? SW
corner, center line on South end , West side
1,000 feet from South end, midpoint of
runway, ...

(1) Which runway at Dyess AFB was used to
make this incompatible determination, the
main runway or one of the auxiliary runways?

How many Dyess AFB missions have been
canceled or altered because of the presence
of these three incompatible wind turbines?

There is no mention of compensation for loss
of property rights if a property owner cannot
have a wind turbine, tower, etc. all based on
an “imaginary surface” as stated in this draft
and AICUZ.

Concerns/Comments

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Name

166

#

Page 5-80 is a figure
5.23-2. Figure 5.23-2

Moving to Page 5-80
Figure 5.23-2

JLUS Document
Location

Request sent to
Dyess AFB for
responses.

We will inquire with
Dyess AFB on this
information

objects within the
imaginary surfaces.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G
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(2) Approximately what point of the runway was used as the
reference point? SW corner, center line on South end , West
side 1,000 feet from South end, midpoint of runway, ...
Answer: Obstructions around the airport are determined
using the imaginary surfaces as defined by the FAA. The
FAA surfaces are explained in detail at Appendix D of the

(1) Which runway at Dyess AFB was used to make this
incompatible determination, the main runway or one of the
auxiliary runways?
Answer: The wind turbines in question are considered to be
incompatible because they penetrate the Dyess outer
horizontal surface. For Dyess, which only has one runway,
the FAA Part 77 surfaces are defined in relation to the main
RW 16/34.

Responses from Dyess AFB are in answer to the question,
but are not included in the issue write-up

We are working with Dyess AFB to obtain this information

Finding added:
 Dyess AFB’s airfield is built at a lower elevation than
the surrounding land, which impacts the associated
imaginary surfaces and heights of objects within them.

surrounding land, which impacts the associated imaginary
surfaces and heights of objects within them.

Action Taken
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#

Name

Committee Comments

(7) What criteria was used to determine these
three wind turbines are incompatible?

(7) Approximately what is the elevation in feet
above Mean Sea Level of the highest point of
the blades of the wind turbines when one of
the blades is pointing straight up?

(6) Approximately what is the height above
the ground of the highest point of the blades
of the wind turbines when one of the blades is
pointing straight up?

(5) Approximately what is the distance from
the reference point on the runway to the three
wind turbines?

(4) Approximately from the reference point on
the runway is the direction ( in degrees ) are
the three wind turbines?

(3) Approximately what is the elevation of the
reference point on the runway in feet above
Mean Sea Level?

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

G-153

Page 99 of 105

(7) Approximately what is the elevation in feet above Mean
Sea Level of the highest point of the blades of the wind
turbines when one of the blades is pointing straight up?
Answer: From DVOF, from west to east: 2792' MSL, 2789'
MSL, and 2785' MSL.

(6) Approximately what is the height above the ground of the
highest point of the blades of the wind turbines when one of
the blades is pointing straight up?
Answer: From the Digital Vertical Obstruction File (DVOF) the
turbines are from west to east: 374' AGL, 367' AGL, and 386'
AGL.

(5) Approximately what is the distance from the reference
point on the runway to the three wind turbines?
Answer: From the end of RW 16, the closest turbine is 8.2
statute miles.

(4) Approximately from the reference point on the runway is
the direction ( in degrees ) are the three wind turbines?
Answer: Using GIS the closest turbine appears to be 73
degrees right of RW 16.

(3) Approximately what is the elevation of the reference point
on the runway in feet above Mean Sea Level?
Answer: 1790' MSL

AICUZ study. The three wind turbines are discussed on page
4-17 of the AICUZ. (However, the figure referenced was
inadvertently left out of the final study.) Figure 5.23-2 of the
Draft JLUS is accurate. The three wind turbines sit atop
terrain that itself penetrates the outer horizontal surface,
which is 500' above airfield elevation (2290' MSL)

Action Taken
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G-154

“under findings”
No mention of compensation again to the
property owner for their loss if they cannot
have a cell tower.

Vibration has never been an issue or even a
topic for discussion before Matrix and this
JLUS. It needs to be dropped right now. I can

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

170

The city of Tye’s zoning ordinance also allows
structure heights of 100’ in Light Industrial
and Heavy Industrial Zones. Some of these
zones are close enough to the runway for a
100’ structure to be an obstruction. The
terrain in this area is also higher than airfield
elevation exacerbating the obstruction issue.

Tommy Downing,
7 CES/CENP

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Concerns/Comments

Name

169

168

#

5.24 Vibration (V)
Page 5-82

Chapter 5, pg. 5-81
under findings

Ch. 5, page 5-81, 1st
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Vibration is one of
the 24 compatibility
factors assessed in
every JLUS that

Heights are
regulated by
Abilene’s Airport
Zoning Ordinance

Add new text to state
this

Response

No action taken

No action taken

Page 100 of 105

New bullet added to Findings:
 Tye’s zoning ordinance does not address imaginary
surfaces and allows heights of 100 feet in the Light
Industrial and Heavy Industrial zones, which could
allow development that penetrates the imaginary
surfaces.

New text added to Issue VO-2:
Tye is located in the imaginary surfaces for Dyess AFB’s
airfield, which brings additional compatibility concerns. Tye’s
zoning ordinance does not address Dyess AFB’s imaginary
surfaces. The zoning ordinance allows structure heights of
100 feet in the Light Industrial and Heavy Industrial zones.
Some of these zones are close enough to the runway for a
100-foot structure to be penetrate the imaginary surfaces and
cause an obstruction. The terrain in this area is also higher
than airfield elevation exacerbating the obstruction issue.

(8) What criteria was used to determine these three wind
turbines are incompatible?
Answer: FAA Part 77 Obstruction Surfaces.

Action Taken
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171

#

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Name

“under findings”
Need to mention the findings at the JLUS
Workshop held at Tye October 3, 2016,
where the property owners said in the survey
provided by the Matrix Group.
Question was “Do you think the vibrations
from Dyess AFB operations is a nuisance to
the community?”
You need to show that the majority of
property owners responded “no.”

envision vibration being a nightmare equal to
the noise nightmare.

Concerns/Comments

Chapter 5, pg. 5-82
under findings

JLUS Document
Location

Add text as
suggested

Matrix has
completed. There
was an issue
identified during the
JLUS process that
must be assessed as
part of the process.

Response

G-155

Page 101 of 105

A total of 71 respondents completed the survey either at the
public workshop or online. Some respondents chose not to
answer every question, so not all of the questions received 71
responses. One question that was asked was whether the
respondent thinks that vibration from Dyess AFB operations is
a nuisance to the community. Thirteen percent of
respondents answered yes, 31 percent answered yes, but
only occasionally, four percent answered not now, but maybe
in the future, 47 percent answered no, and four percent
answered they did not know.

Text added:
During the first public workshop, held at the Tye Community
Center on October 3, 2016, attendees were asked a series of
survey questions to get an idea of issues may exist from a
public citizen or property owner perspective. This survey was
also provided on the project website for 30 days for those who
were unable to attend the workshop. This survey was not
meant to provide scientific data on the compatibility issues
from the public perspective, as it was only a small sampling of
the total stakeholder population that lives around Dyess AFB.
It was not possible to interview every property owner or
resident around Dyess AFB to get their input, so this small
sample was used as a small gauge to assess the issues.

Action Taken
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172

#

“Currently the surrounding community does
not have much impact on flooding that occurs
on Dyess AFB, but if land around the base is
developed in the future, it could increase the
amount of impervious surfaces around the
base that could lead to increased runoff and
flooding onto the base.”

Randahl Lohse
“Technical
Committee” and
property owner

Then in the “findings” section it states: “The
current amount of development around Dyess
does not impact flooding on the base, but
future development might.”
This wording needs to be changed to
something that does not make the
surrounding property owners development
problematic to the base that chose to build in
a low lying terrain or geographical area.
Again, everything about this JLUS shows the
property owners as a problem, and nothing is
shown or stated about Dyess as a problem to
the property owner. Which, in fact, we do not
find Dyess to be a problem.

Dyess was built and developed in a low area
of terrain which is easily seen by eye from the
South, East, or West. The way this is stated,
makes it sound as if the property owners are
at fault for developing on higher ground, and
if we develop, we are at fault and we should
be penalized and not allowed to develop. This
section needs to be reworded and quit
making the property owners looking
problematic to Dyess.

Concerns/Comments

Name

Chapter 5, pg. 5-83
second column,
second paragraph.

JLUS Document
Location

Change as
suggested

Response

Page 102 of 105

Findings
 Multiple areas on Dyess AFB are within the 100-year
floodplain
 The floodplains located on Dyess create constraint to
future development and mission operations
possibilities.
 Dyess AFB sits at a lower elevation than the
surrounding land, making it more susceptible to
flooding.
 The current amount of development around Dyess
AFB does not have a major impact flooding on
flooding at dyes AFBthe base, but future development
might.

Changes made:
Dyess AFB sits at a lower elevation than the surrounding
land, making it more susceptible to flooding. Currently the
surrounding community does not have much impact on
flooding that occurs on Dyess AFB, but if land around the
base is developed in the future, it could increase the amount
of impervious surfaces around the base that could lead to
increased runoff and flooding going onto the base.

Action Taken
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Why should everyone in the Caps community
be punished and banned from future
development because the DOD chose to
build Dyess AFB in a low spot. It seems as if
Dyess AFB is never in the wrong, and the
folks in the Caps community are always to
blame. Once again, the future “what if”
thought, put a negative cloud over the Caps
community.

In closing, if I said some things that struck a
nerve or got under your skin; I am not going
to offer an apology. This JLUS is a very
inflammatory and belittling document. The
people in the Caps community, and I also
imagine the good people in the City of Tye
are for the most part honest hard working
people who do not want or need unnecessary
government intrusion into our lives. If I lived in
Tye, I would be boiling mad at the amount of
times Tye is labeled incompatible, the number
of times it is suggested Tye government is
incompetent, and the number of times this
JLUS tries to tell Tye what it should do. The
City of Tye was shown no respect or dignity in
this JLUS. The people in the Caps community
are the only ones that do not have a staff
working for them. We must hold down full
time jobs, and then take our valuable quality
family time to devote to trying to protect
ourselves from an aggressive, overreaching,
overbearing, uncaring, tyrannical government.
Sometimes staying up until 2:00 or 3:00 in the

Name

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

Jerry Walls,
Technical
Committee,
Property Owner

173

174

#

5.25 Water Quality /
Quantity ( WQQ )
Page 5-83 Under
Findings the third
blue box

JLUS Document
Location

Comment noted

The JLUS does not
suggest that
development should
be banned in the
Caps Community to
limit flooding on
Dyess AFB.
See response to
Comment # 172

Response

No action taken

See response to Comment # 172

Action Taken
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G-157

#

Name

G-158

morning. We have worked hard to be where
we are, and to have what we have. We are
proud of what we have accomplished, and we
are generally happy. This JLUS comes along
and continually tells us we are incompatible,
and everything we do is a mistake so many
times to the point where we not only feel like
our community is not wanted or welcomed in
this area, but that we are the problem. This
JLUS goes out of its way to praise Dyess AFB
and to some extent the City of Abilene. The
City of Tye and the Caps community
continually gets dumped on. I do not know of
anyone in the Caps community that is anti
Dyess. We support and stand behind Dyess
AFB 100%. No one wants any harm to come
to the brave men and women operating the
aircraft. We are however, anti AICUZ and anti
JLUS, because of the manner in which they
are currently being presented and
administered. We do not want our property
rights unnecessarily stripped away. I have a
question I have been asking for a number of
years. No one has ever attempted to offer an
answer. Understanding aircraft take off and
land in both directions of a runway,
depending on the current winds, what sense
does it make to over regulate one end of the
runway, and have the other end of the runway
complying with just the FAA minimum
standards necessary for safety? I would
appreciate an answer at some point.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Action Taken
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#

Name

Committee Comments

Sincerely submitted

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Action Taken

Page 105 of 105
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G-159

G-160

Name

Your name, title,
and organization

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

#

Comment
Number

1

The results of the public’s input has
been totally eliminated. The addition of
each poster with the different color dots
should be appropriate to be included in
this study.

If you have more concerns/comments than
lines provided below, just click Table | Insert |
Rows Above (or Rows Below) on the menu in
Microsoft Word.

Your concern/comment. Be as specific as
possible. If information presented within the
text, table or figure is incorrect, please
provide correct information or a source to
contact for the information.

Concerns/Comments

Page 1-11 under
Public Workshop
#2





Chapter number
Page number
Table or Figure
number
 Paragraph on
page

Provide information
on the location of
your
concern/comment in
the document.

JLUS Document
Location

This will be added as an
appendix to the
document.
Add a statement to the
text that this will be in an
appendix.

Please leave this column
blank.

Response

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 1 of 56

Change made:
Public Workshop #2 – March 6, 2017
The second public workshop started with a recap of the JLUS
process and an overview of what has occurred since the previous
public workshop. The two key pieces of information that were
presented to attendees were the Dyess AFB mission profile
footprints (the locations where mission operations affect land
outside the installation boundaries, e.g., noise zones and airfield
safety zones), and a summary of the compatibility issues that have
been identified during the JLUS process. Issues were identified
through input from project stakeholders, the JLUS committees, the
public, and technical expertise. The primary outcome of the
workshop was to get the public’s input on how important each
compatibility issue is to them. Following the presentation,
attendees were asked to rank the importance of each issue to them
through an interactive exercise. A series of posters were put up on
the walls that contained each issue. Attendees were asked to rank
each issue as either very important, important, somewhat
important, not important, no opinion, or not an issue. The results of
this activity can be found in Appendix A at the end of the JLUS
Background Report.

Please leave this column blank.

Final Committee Draft Background Report Chapters 1-5 – comments from April 27, 2017 TAC meeting and comments submitted by committee members
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Committee Comments
Concerns/Comments

The statement “that infused millions of
dollars into the local economy” is a
suggestion that was submitted with no
proof or data to back up this statement. I
would like to see economic data that
backs up this statement.

Need to add information on growth in
Tye and the cattle feedlot that moved out
of the area southwest of Dyess AFB that
has opened new interest in some
development.

These figures skew the actual density of
residents in the View / Caps area and
make it look like more people live there
than actually do.
Would like to see a blown up map with
the square miles separated, and the
location of each house and its
occupancy identified.

Name

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Dennis Reiling,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

#

2

3

4

Page 2-4, related
to Figures 2-1 and
2-2

Page 2-9, section
2.4 Economic
Baseline

Page 2-2, first full
paragraph in the
right hand column

JLUS Document
Location

This data is taken from
the Census Bureau and is
aggregated out by
Census Blocks, which
may be larger or smaller
than one square mile, so
the data cannot be broken
out as desired by the
comment. We will revise
the text to clarify the data
is based on Census

Update as suggested

Reword text

Response

G-161

Page 2 of 56

Change made:
Figure 2-1 illustrates the population densities in the JLUS Study
Area in 2000 and Figure 2-2 shows the change in densities in
2010. These figures are both presented to show the growth and
density of areas within the JLUS Study Area. The data used to
develop these maps is taken from the US Census Bureau and is
aggregated by Census Blocks. Therefore, actual population
densities and associated number of houses and other residential
units in some of the locations may be lower or higher than shown in
the aggregated Census Block boundary. This information is
included to provide a generalized baseline of the population growth

Change made:
A contributing economic activity throughout the Study Area is
centered on the agriculture and oil industries. Efforts to diversify
Taylor County’s economy with new sectors have brought new
growth to the county. North of Dyess AFB, the City of Tye has
experienced commercial growth along Interstate 20. South of
Dyess AFB, the Petrosmith facility has expanded operations and
provides some economic stimulus. A cattle feed lot southwest of
Dyess AFB in the View / Caps area has moved out, which has
generated some interest in new development now that the smell
associated with the lot is gone. Outside of these areas, there has
been little growth in the unincorporated county around the base.

World War II transformed Abilene, with the acquisition of Camp
Barkeley, an Army post, in 1940 and the Abilene Army Air Base in
1942 (renamed to Abilene Army Airfield in 1943) that infused
millions of dollars intoopened up new opportunities for the local
economy for defense spending and investment. After World War II
civic leaders sought an air force base to maintain the flow of
federal dollars, and Congress approved the establishment of Dyess
AFB in 1952.

Action Taken
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G-162
Concerns/Comments

To get a full and complete understanding
of what drives the local economy, a pie
chart with all the inputs to the local
economy would be very helpful. I
understand agriculture pumps $979
million into the local economy annually.

Name

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

#

5

Page 2-9, section
2.4 Economic
Baseline

JLUS Document
Location

We will make a bar chart
instead of a pie chart, as
the data is from different
sources and does not
account for a total of
100%

Received data from the
US Bureau of Economic
Analysis and Develop
Abilene – Abilene
Industrial Foundation on
some other industries in
the Abilene Metropolitan
area.

Additionally, add a note to
the figures stating that the
data is based off of
Census Blocks and
individual parcels may not
be accurately represented
with the true density of
population on them.

Blocks and is generalized
for the population
densities.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 3 of 56

Text added to page -9 under Economic Baseline
With an employee base of nearly 5,000 and an economic impact of
$433 million in fiscal year 2014, Dyess AFB is the largest single
employer in the Abilene Metropolitan Area. However, there are
other industries that provide a greater economic impact to the
region. According to the 2015 gross domestic product for the
Abilene Metropolitan Area, prepared by the US Bureau of
Economic Analysis, the industries of Government and Trade were
the highest grossing industries, with $1.343 billion and $972
million, respectively. This data does not include oil, gas, or
agricultural, but according to data from Develop Abilene – Abilene
Industrial Foundation, oil and gas accounted for $1.22 billion in
2012, agriculture crops accounted for $472 million in 2013 and
agriculture livestock accounted for $539 in 2013. Figure 2-3
provides a breakdown of the gross domestic product and economic
impact of other industries in the Abilene Metropolitan Area.

Added a note to Figures 2-1 and 2-2 that says :
Note: The data used to develop this map is taken from the US
Census Bureau and is aggregated by Census blocks. Actual
population densities in some locations may be lower or higher than
shown in the aggregated Census block boundary.

in the Study Area to show areas around Dyess AFB that have
experienced general growth or decline from 2000 to 2010.

Action Taken
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6

#

Randahl
Lohse, TAC,

Name

Somewhere in the JLUS, show the
economic impact of many of the major

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

See response to
Comment 5

Response

See response to Comment 5

Page 4 of 56

Source: agriculture, oil, and gas data is from Develop Abilene –
Abilene Industrial Foundation, 2017; all other data is from the US
Bureau of Economic Analysis, 2015

Figure 2-3 Gross Domestic Product and Economic Impact by
Industry in the Abilene Metropolitan Area

Action Taken
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G-164

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

8

Runway 16/43 just ain’t possible with our
current technology

Add info on FM 707 from MPO

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Dennis Reiling,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

7

Concerns/Comments

business, etc. Dyess is important, so are
others,
Dyess is not the biggest. Maybe a pie
chart?
Dyess $400+ million
Agriculture $979 million
Retail Sales?
Universities ?
City of Abilene ?
Real estate ?
Home Construction ?
Commercial Construction?
Abilene Independent School District?
Education?
Medical?
Abilene State School?
?

Name

View / Caps
Property
Owner

#

Page 3-4, under
3.4 Installation
setting, second
paragraph

Page 2-13, under
Transportation

JLUS Document
Location

Change Runway 16/43 to
Runway 16/34

The MPO Thoroughfare
Plan proposes FM 707 to
be an expressway

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 5 of 56

Change made:
The base is 5,366 acres and has one primary airfield with a runway
(Runway 16/343) that measures 13,500 feet long by 300 feet wide.

Change made:
The Abilene Metropolitan Planning Organization Metropolitan
Transportation Plan 2015-2014 and Thoroughfare Plan illustrate a
proposed future roadway system for Abilene and the surrounding
region. These plans suggest several new and enhanced roads
surrounding Dyess AFB, including upgrading Farm to Market Road
to an expressway to serve as a north-south corridor on the west
side of Dyess AFB.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

The wording “considered compatible”
has a negative impact. It is either
compatible or it isn’t.

The City of Abilene, City of Buffalo Gap,
Taylor County, and Jones County
created a Joint Airport Zoning Board in
1996

We do not want to imply that Dyess AFB
recommended disregarding the AICUZ
recommendations. This statement
needs to be reworded to not implicate
Dyess AFB.

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Dennis Reiling,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Tommy
Downing, TAC,
Community
Planner, Dyess
AFB

9

10

11

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

page 4-22, 2nd
paragraph under
Zoning
Regulations

Page 4-14 and 415

Page 3-22, under
APZ II

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text to state that
Abilene made the ultimate
decision

Add text to page 4-14

Remove the word
“considered”

Response

G-165

Page 6 of 56

Change made:
Section 2.3.5.1 of the ordinance establishes Airport Zoning, which
is intended to protect health, safety, and general welfare of the
public and regulate airport zoning hazard areas and compatible /
recommended land uses surrounding airports in the city. The
development and establishment of the Airport Zoning Ordinance
was a collaborative process between the City of Abilene, Taylor
County, Dyess AFB, and property owners within the affected area
and the final ordinance was the result of regulations that were
coordinated and agreed upon by all the cooperating parties. While
the AICUZ recommendations were used as a starting point in the
process, the ultimate decisions made by the City of Abilene took
some of the AICUZ recommendations into consideration, but
intentionally does not contain all of them. These decisions were

Text added:
In 1996, the Abilene City Council adopted a resolution that
approved the formation of the Abilene-Buffalo Gap-Taylor CountyJones County Joint Airport Zoning Board in accordance with
Chapter 241. This Board was made up of two members appointed
by each jurisdiction and one member elected by the board
members to serve as chairperson of the board, for a total of nine
members. At the time this JLUS was written, the Joint Airport
Zoning Board was not active. However, the Abilene Airport Zoning
Ordinance was developed in 2009 that regulates land uses in the
airfield safety zones and vertical obstructions around the airfield.

Change made:
The APZ II is an area that begins at the end of each APZ I and is
3,000 feet wide by 7,000 feet long. The landing zone does not
have an associated APZ II. Again, the accident potential in this
area reduces further, and with this, some additional development
types are considered compatible / recommended.

Action Taken
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G-166

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Belinda
Hohhertz,
TAC, City
Secretary, City
of Tye

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Dennis Reiling,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

12

13

Name

#

City of Tye has adopted 2003 building
codes

Section 4.2.7.1 reference is incorrect

Concerns/Comments

Page 4-23, under
City of Tye

Page 4-22, last
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

City of Tye provided
information to update text.

This reference is correct,
but it is part of Chapter 4:
Site Development
Regulations of the Land
Development Code,
which is separate from
the Zoning Regulations.
Revise text to clarify.

Response





2003 International Building Code
2003 International Residential Code
2003 International Plumbing Code
Page 7 of 56

Added to page 4-23
Building Regulations
The City of Tye has adopted the following building codes:

Under Section 4.2.7.1 of the ordinancecity’s Land Development
Code (Chapter 4: Site Development Regulations), lighting
standards are established. In order to avoid undue glare and light
trespass, all outdoor lighting fixtures are to be fully shielded, except
incandescent fixtures of one hundred fifty watts or less or other
sources of seventy watts or less. Canopy lighting must be fully
shielded. No flickering or flashing lights are permitted. The Board
of Adjustment may agree to allow variations from these standards
by granting a Special Exception.

Change made:
Zoning Regulations
The Abilene’s Zoning Regulations are included in Chapter 2 of its
Land Development Code and divides the land within the city into 27
base districts and 6 overlay districts. The main body of the
ordinance only applies within the corporate limits of Abilene, but
the Airport Zoning Ordinance extends into unincorporated areas
within the extra-territorial jurisdiction of the City of Abilene, which
cover the Airport Hazard Areas surrounding Dyess AFB and
Abilene Regional Airport.

made to accommodate local preferences, quality of life, and
desired lifestyle of the community.

Action Taken
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Concerns/Comments

We received a copy of the City of Tye’s
General Plan, and will incorporate it into
chapter 4

Include results of Public Workshop # 2
dots activity

Name

Matrix Design
Group

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /

#

14

15

APPENDIX

Chapter 4, page
4-23 under City of
Tye

JLUS Document
Location

This will be added as an
appendix

Add text on Tye’s General
Plan

Response

Page 8 of 56

This will be added as an appendix to the final document

Text added:
General Plan Report
The City of Tye’s General Plan Report was created in 2004. It
breaks the land within the city and its ETJ into 10 Planning Districts
for ease of gathering data to develop the Plan. Tye’s General Plan
recognizes the importance of Dyess AFB to the city and the region
and acknowledges that the noise zones and accident potential
zones identified in the AICUZ are constraints for future
development and that new residential uses should avoid being built
in these areas. The noise zones and accident potential zones are
included on one of the maps within the General Plan to identify
their locations and how they overlay portions of the city. While the
General Plan acknowledges and references the AICUZ as an
important document to utilize when assessing future development
patterns, it also identifies that following AICUZ recommendations in
some areas may detract from the city’s character and may limit the
city’s future development opportunities within the safety zones and
noise zones. The General Plan does not have specific policies for
incorporating AICUZ recommendations into the planning review
process.

 2003 International Mechanical Code
 2003 International Fuel Gas Code
 2003 International Fire Code
There have been no amements made to address military
compatbility or sound attenuation.

Action Taken
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G-167

G-168

Want to include a statement on public
health, safety, and welfare as an
appendix

Under Response, “Meeting participants
were asked to wait until instructions
were given to start doing the issues
prioritization activity, but many of them
started doing the activity as soon as they
entered the room, before they were
given instruction on how to review the
issues and conduct the activity” I
personally, was not asked to wait for
instructions, nor was any of the
participants in front of me checking in.

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

17

Concerns/Comments

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Randahl
Lohse, TAC,
View / Caps
Property
Owner

Caps Property
Owner

Name

16

#

Response #7 on
page 5 of 105 of
the responses to
committee
comments for
Chapter 5

APPENDIX

JLUS Document
Location

As stated in our previous
set of responses:
Meeting participants were
asked to wait until
instructions were given
during the meeting prior
to starting the issues
prioritization activity, but
many of them started
doing the activity as soon
as they entered the room,
before they were given
instruction on how to
review the issues and
conduct the activity. We
kindly asked numerous
participants to please wait
until the instructions were
provided during the
workshop presentation

Although public health,
safety, and welfare is
important, many residents
in View / Caps are ok with
the current level of
operations at Dyess AFB
and accept the noise
generated by aircraft
operating at Dyess AFB

Response

No action taken

Page 9 of 56

This will be added as an appendix to the final document

Action Taken
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#

Name

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

Committee Comments

and the majority ignored
our directions. Not only
did they ignore our
directions, many stated
that they didn’t need the
instructions because they
were already informed on
what they needed to do.
We are professional
facilitators and conduct
and facilitate meetings
with courtesy to all. If
someone chooses to
purposely not follow
public meeting
instructions we are not
going to force them to
follow the instructions.
What you have not
stated in your response
are all the positive
comments and
compliments we received
regarding our
professionalism and skill
set in facilitating a group
of people who did not
respect the meeting
facilitators and in some
cases the participants
who came to the meeting
to learn and provide input
into the process. As a

Response

Action Taken

Page 10 of 56
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G-169

G-170

18

#

Randahl
Lohse, TAC,
View / Caps
Property
Owner

Name

“The prioritization of issues helped to
determine the severity of each issue and
its impact on both the Dyess AFB
mission and quality of life of the
residents and community around the
base, and to identify a time frame in
which the issue should be addressed
through the recommendations
developed for the Implementation Plan.”
Add or document the overwhelming
response of the Caps community at the
Public Workshop #2, 3-6-17, on all the
“Compatibility Issues” as “Not an Issue”.
The Matrix Group makes the comment
that “Given the results of the issue
prioritization activity, the majority of the

Concerns/Comments

Page 5-3. Under
5.1 “Methodology
and Evaluation”

JLUS Document
Location

For the record, many of
your comments are not
true to include but are not
limited to: your comment
stating that you
“immediately went to
Celeste and asked that
they should be informed.

Celeste Werner is
professional and has
integrity.

See response to
comment 17.

Committee Member, you
were informed about the
instructions for the dot
exercise at the Committee
Meeting held prior to the
public meeting. Part of
your role as a committee
member is to serve as a
liaison to the community
and meeting participants,
in an unbiased manner,
and assist in informing the
participants to please wait
to do the exercise until
the instructions were
presented.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 11 of 56

Change made:
As a part of the compatibility issue evaluation phase of the project,
the PC, TAC, and the public examined and prioritizedassessed the
extent of the identified existing and potential future compatibility
issues that could impact land Dyess AFB missions or the public
health, safety, and welfare of the community within the JLUS Study
Area and ranked them by priority of how important each issue was
to that individual or the stakeholder group that they represented.
The results of the compatibility issue activity that occurred at the
second public workshop on March 6, 2017 are located in the JLUS
Appendix. The evaluation and prioritization ranking of issues
helped to determine the level of concern that various stakeholder
groups had for each identified issue.

Action Taken
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#

Name

Committee Comments

meeting attendees identified all of the
issues as “Not An Issue”. Meeting
participants were asked to wait until
instructions were given to start doing the
issues prioritization activity, but many of
them started doing the activity as soon
as they entered the room, before they
were given instruction on how to review
the issues and conduct the activity.”
This is not true, upon my entering the
Public Workshop #2, I saw many people
putting dots on the boards, and the
green dots were not even on the board
at that time. I immediately went to
Celeste and asked that they should be
informed. At that time she acted as if it
wasn't a big deal and now that the
Workshop did not go the way that I
believe everyone anticipated, the
Workshop is being minimized as small,
not scientific, etc.
Remember according to the JLUS
website that “Public Participation”,
“Public input will be a major factor
component in the success of this
project”.
So, please document the Workshop
results and quit wording the JLUS in
favor of the study and Dyess.
Remember the JLUS Program Guidance
Manual states “To be accepted and
endorsed by all parties involved in the
study, the recommendations must be

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

As agreed upon at the
April 27th Technical
Committee Meeting, the
results of the workshop
will be included in the
JLUS Appendix
document.

“Myself, along with
everyone else I talked to,
said at no time were they
informed, not to start
putting dots on the board,
as stated above.”

At that time she acted as
if it wasn't a big deal….”

Response

Action Taken
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G-171

G-172

Name

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Dwight
Williams, TAC,
Chief, Airspace
Manager,
Dyess AFB

#

19

Concerns about how the text is written
and that it makes wind turbines sound
like a bigger issue than they are.
There are workarounds to tune the radar
to cut out wind turbine impacts. This
addresses existing turbine issues, but
takes away some functionality of the
radar, especially if aircraft don’t have
transponders.
Aircraft that have transponders can be
tracked even when the wind turbines
block the field of view.

based on facts, technically feasible, and
politically and financially realistic”.
Myself, along with everyone else I talked
to, said at no time were they informed,
not to start putting dots on the board, as
stated above.

Concerns/Comments

Page 5-14, ED-1
issue

JLUS Document
Location

Working with Dyess AFB,
we will revise the issue
write-up. We will also
mention the State
Legislation SB 277 that is
being established to limit
future wind development
within 25 nautical miles of
a military aviation facility,
including Dyess AFB.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 13 of 56

Wind turbines and wind farms can also create vertical obstruction
concerns if erected near flight patterns used by military aircraft, or
within approach and departure corridorsthe imaginary surfaces
associated with an airfield. As wind energy technologies have
improved, the average height of new-build wind turbine towers has
increased. The average height of new turbine models being built is

Changes to Issue ED-1
Compatibility Assessment
Future commercial wind energy presents a potential threat to
Dyess AFB operations, despite its clean energy benefits. The
presence of large, commercial wind farms presents challenges to
flying missions such as vertical obstructions, radio frequency (RF)
interference, and radar cluttering. Radio frequency clutter sources,
such as wind turbines, have the potential to affect the accuracy of
radar signals from the rotating turbine blades, inducing undesired
Doppler shift on the radar signal. Doppler shift occurs when wind
turbines reflect radar waves which cause blind spots or false reads.
Each wind turbine creates an anomaly on the radar that makes it
appear an aircraft is in the area. The geographic dispersion of wind
towers can also affect radar signals. If they are spaced too close
together, it can result in a longer single radar signature. The
concentration of wind turbines can also block the field of view of
radar equipment, causing a screen or barrier that the radar cannot
see through to the other side. Wind farms heighten this effect due
to the increase in density of wind turbines.

Action Taken
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Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Committee Comments

G-173

Page 14 of 56

Primary air traffic radar operations for Dyess AFB are conducted at
Abilene Regional Airport using the airport’s Airport Surveillance
Radar model 11 (ASR-11). The ASR-11 is the FAA’s newest
terminal radar and covers 60 nautical miles of range to an altitude
of 24,000 feet. It is equipped with a Primary Surveillance Radar
that relies on aircraft to reflect a strong pulse of radiation to be
tracked in the system. Is also has a Monopulse Secondary
Surveillance Radar that relies on aircraft to have functional
transponders to send replies back to the radar. The Monopulse
Secondary Surveillance Radar is less likely to be impacted by wind

The Federal Aviation Administration considers any structure over
499 feet to be an obstruction to navigable airspace. For proposed
structures over 499 feet in height, a study must be conducted to
determine any actual impacts to navigable airspace, based on
locations ofr nearby airports / airfields, air traffic patterns, and
similar factors. While aircraft operating at Dyess AFB have
workarounds for their flight paths for existing wind farms in the
region, development of new wind farms may impact their ability to
carry out their mission, depending on the location of the farms in
relation to approach and departure corridors and flight paths.

over 500 feet in order to capture better wind to be more efficient.
Aircraft operating at Dyess AFB sometimes fly low-level flight
routes, which allow flights below 500 feet. There are many
important Military Training Routes throughout Texas that allow
flight at lower than 500 feet, but these are outside the Study Area
of the JLUS and are not evaluated in this report. However,
approach and departure corridors imaginary surfaces for Dyess
AFB’s runways require land to be clear of vertical obstructions to
allow safe operations of aircraft. The imaginary surfaces, which
are described in more detail in Section 5.23 Vertical Obstructions.

Action Taken
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G-174

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 15 of 56

There are seven commercial wind farms in the radar coverage
approximately within 30 nautical miles around Dyess AFB and
Abilene Regional Airport. Lone Star I and II are located to the
northeast of Abilene. Lone Star I has 22 wind turbines and Lone
Star II has 55 wind turbines. Trent Mesa is located between
Sweetwater and Abilene and has 100 wind turbines. Buffalo Gap II
is located southwest of Abilene, with 155 wind turbines. Buffalo
Gap III is located southeast of Sweetwater, with 74 wind turbines.
Callahan Divide is located southwest of Abilene and has 76 wind
turbines. Horse Hollow is located southwest of Abilene, with 421
wind turbines. Figure 5.8-1 shows existing wind farm development
around Dyess AFB and a generalized overlay of Dyess AFB flight
patterns to identify flight concerns. There are three wind turbines
that penetrate the imaginary surfaces of Dyess AFB’s airfield and
cause vertical obstructions for flight operations. The imaginary

Most types of large-scale wind development have the potential to
affect radar operations at Abilene Regional Airport and Dyess AFB
due to the spinning blades of the wind turbines causing
interference and false reads on the radar equipment that make it
appear that there are aircraft or objects operating in the area that
are not there, or by blocking the signal of the radar from obtaining
an accurate measure of the area on the other side of the turbines.
This impact depends on the height of the wind turbines, the
distance from the air traffic radar and its operational areas, and the
density of the turbines. Typically, large commercial wind farms
cause interference due to the large densities of turbines causing a
greater cumulative footprint of interference. Individual turbines are
generally not a concern provided they are not within the approach
and departure corridors and are less than 199 feet tall.

turbines as it received information from the a transponders within
an aircraft, but only if the aircraft is equipped with a transponder.

Action Taken
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Committee Comments
Page 16 of 56

Source: Abbreviated Case Study of Wind Farm Impact on
ASR-11 with Focus on Abilene Air Traffic Radar

Southwest wind farms false plots (10 nautical mile rings)

These are areas that are closer to Dyess AFB, and tracking aircraft
through these areas is unreliable. Aircraft flying through this area
must have a transponder to properly display on radar equipment at
Abilene Regional Airport. The following images provide a visual
example of the impacts on the radar from wind farms southwest of
Abilene.

surfaces and impacts from vertical obstructions are further
discussed in section 5.23 Vertical Obstructions.

Action Taken
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#
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Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
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Response

G-176
Page 17 of 56

Source: Abbreviated Case Study of Wind Farm Impact on
ASR-11 with Focus on Abilene Air Traffic Radar

Southwest wind farms clutter map (Doppler 0)

Action Taken
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G-177

Page 18 of 56

As of September 2016, within the entire State of Texas, there was
an installed wind power capacity of approximately 18,531
megawatts (MW). From 2014 to 2016, energy production from wind
energy in Texas increased by approximately 3,500 MW, with an
additional 5,000 MW under construction. Texas has an estimated
total potential wind capacity of 1.3 million MW. The propensity for
wind energy coupled with land availability may lead to additional
wind farm development around the state. Any future large-scale
wind development within areas used by military aircraft for low level
flights, such as approach and departure corridors or low-level
Military Training Routes, or that interfere with air traffic control
radar would likely impact the military’s ability to carry out its

Source: Abbreviated Case Study of Wind Farm Impact on
ASR-11 with Focus on Abilene Air Traffic Radar

Southwest wind farms clutter map (Doppler Filter 1)

Action Taken
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G-178

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 19 of 56

As shown on Figure 5.8-2, most of Texas was broken up into 400
square kilometer (sq. KM) sections. Each section shows land area
with a gross capacity factor of 35 percent and higher that may be
suitable for wind energy development. Each section is identified by
the amount of sq. KM it has with the potential to produce viable
wind energy, measured in ranges of 100 sq. KM. For example,
excluding a measurement of 0 for areas with no potential, the
smallest increment of wind potential is a section identified as 1 to
100, meaning that between 1 and 100 sq. KM of that land is viable
for wind energy development. The highest potential is 301 to 400.
The wind potential models are estimates and may differ from the
actual wind resources at any given area, which may vary from
estimates based on factors such as terrain, buildings, vegetation,
and atmosphere effects.

The US Department of Energy’s Wind Program and the National
Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) developed wind resource
maps to determine potential for wind energy development in each
state. This information is shown on Figure 5.8-2 for wind resource
potential around Dyess AFB at a height of 80 to 140 meters (262.5
to 459.3 feet), the typical range of heights of modern and new wind
turbines. Areas with annual average wind speeds of roughly 6.5
meters (21.3 feet) per second and faster at 80 meters (262.5 feet)
above the ground are typically considered to be suitable for wind
energy development. The 2014 industry standard for wind tower
heights generally range from 80 to 110 meters (262.5 to 360.9 feet)
in height; however, new technology options are estimated to
increase the heights of wind turbines to 140 meters (459.3 feet) as
a common height.

missions. Specific impacts to the mission would depend on factors
such as number of turbines, heights, and distances from military
operating areas or radar equipment.

Action Taken
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Line gap and mill gap examples (red dots represent individual
turbines)

Wind farms are often developed in a layout where wind turbines
are built in a series of lines. The distance between individual wind
turbines, called gaps, is an important factor to consider to help
determine the impact on radar. There are two types of gaps: the
mill gap, defines the typical distance between two wind mills on the
same line; and the line gap, which defines the typical distance
between two lines of wind mills. The following graphic provides an
example of the two types of gaps.

As indicated by Figure 5.8-2, the region around Abilene Regional
Airport and Dyess AFB has very good wind energy potential, which
has led to the existing wind farms. This region is likely to be
attractive to wind developers in the future as well, which could
impose greater impacts on Abilene Regional Airport and Dyess
AFB operations.

Action Taken
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G-180

Buffalo Gap II

700 - 950

750

700 - 850

550 - 800

900 - 1100

Mill Gap
(feet)
800 - 1000

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 21 of 56

The wind farms southwest of Abilene have a tighter spacing pattern
than the farms north of the city, and due to their number, create

Horse Hollow
2500 - 4800
800 - 1000
Source: Abbreviated Case Study of Wind Farm Impact on ASR-11
with Focus on Abilene Air Traffic Radar

2500 - 3200

3100 - 4200

Trent Mesa

Callahan Divide

2700 - 3700

Lone Star II

2200 - 3500

3500 - 5000

Wind Farm
Lone Star I

Buffalo Gap III

Wind Farm Gap Distances
Line Gap
(feet)
5400 - 6200

Table 5.8-1

A small gap between turbines leads to a potential to lose track of
aircraft over wind turbines causing an area designated as
unreliable for primary radar tracking. With the area around Dyess
AFB and Abilene airport being a Class C airspace it is required to
track aircraft over the area around both Dyess AFB and Abilene
Regional Airport. Table 5.8-1 notes the estimated gap
measurements of each wind farm in the Dyess AFB and Abilene
Regional Airport radar coverage area, which were derived from
Google Earth hand analysis.

Source: Abbreviated Case Study of Wind Farm Impact on
ASR-11 with Focus on Abilene Air Traffic Radar

Action Taken
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G-181

Page 22 of 56

Wind turbine development has, so far, been manageable for the
Encroachment Team at Dyess AFB. Primarily, the wind turbines
have been less than 500’ in height, and with a few exceptions,
have been built where there would be minimal impact to military
aircraft operations. The exceptions mentioned were proposed
developments within the instrument approach corridor to runway 34
south of Dyess AFB, and on the mesa southwest of Dyess AFB

In April 2015, the Abbreviated Case Study of Wind Farm Impact on
ASR-11 With Focus on Abilene Air Traffic Radar was completed.
This study analyzed the effects of wind farms on the Primary
Surveillance Radar equipment at Abilene Regional Airport. The
study was developed was to test the air traffic control radar
effectiveness against wind turbine development near Abilene, TX
to see the impact, if any, to the radar system and the air traffic
controller’s ability to see aircraft on their radar. This test was set
against “primary target only”, meaning that the aircraft electronic
signature and transponders were turned off for this test. The result
of the test identified that wind turbines do have an impact on
“primary targets” in and around multiple wind turbines and wind
farms, but do not effect the electronic signature of transponderequipped aircraft. The Abbreviated Case Study confirms that
transponder equipped aircraft are easily seen by the ASR-11 radar
system within and above the wind farms.

much larger regions of clutter. The presence of wind turbines can
impact the radar functionality and ability to accurately track aircraft
near the wind farms if they do not have transponders. However,
the radar can be adjusted to block the returns from turbines from
the field of view and allow for better functionality and tracking of
aircraft. This is mainly due to the “tuning” of the radar system to
block those echoes so they will not show up on the radar as a
permanent echo return, thus aircraft can be detected without being
hidden behind the massive turbines.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

#

Name

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

G-182

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 23 of 56

As of May 2017, the State of Texas is in the process of establishing
legislation (Senate Bill 277) that would prohibit tax abatement for
new wind farms within 25 nautical miles of a military aviation

While the current impacts from wind turbines are adequately
managed, the cumulative impacts of future wind development
could eventually result in an unfixable problem.

Additionally, the C-130J Hercules mission is extremely diverse.
Considered the pickup truck of the inventory, the C-130 can haul
just about anything, anywhere. One of their most important
missions is resupply from the air via pallet drops. Using a Drop
Zone (DZ) as the location for these drops it is critical that the run-in
(approach to the DZ) and drop zone area remain clear of vertical
development. Drop altitude into the DZ are predicated on the runin highest obstacle within a three mile corridor prior to the drop. If
the C-130J has to release the pallet from a higher altitude, the
accuracy decreases and the size of the DZ has to increase to
account for wind drift. Thus, accuracy is critical to the resupply
mission and vertical development could easily impact that military
training.

Other areas of concern are the Military Training Routes (MTR’s).
These MTR’s are highways in the sky, like airways flown by
commercial aircraft but are located in sparsely populated areas
further west of Dyess AFB and in several different states, and are
flown at low altitude. For Dyess B-1B training, MTR’s are flown
daily as part of the B-1B training curriculum. Vertical development
within the MTR corridors could be very detrimental to low altitude
training effectiveness and possible safety concerns.

that could have impacted C-130 operations. Both impacts were
prevented by the cooperation with the City of Abilene, Taylor
County officials, and Dyess Encroachment personnel.

Action Taken
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G-183

The wind farms southwest of Abilene cause the greatest
impact to radar coverage due to the large number of
turbines and close spacing.
Mill and line gaps will determine the effect wind turbines
have on flying missions.
There are seven commercial wind farms in the radar
coverage area around Dyess AFB and Abilene Regional
Airport, accounting for over 900 wind turbines, some of
which are within flight patterns used by Dyess AFB pilots.
Texas has an estimated total capacity of 1.3 million MW of
wind energy potential, which coupled with land availability
around the state is a good indicator that future wind farm
development will occur. Any future large-scale wind
development within areas used by military aircraft for low
level flights, such as approach and departure corridors or









Page 24 of 56

Large commercial wind farms present challenges to flying
missions such as RF interference, clutter, or screening.


Findings
 Abilene Regional Airport provides primary radar operations
for Dyess AFB using its ASR-11 radar equipment.

facility, including Dyess AFB. Once enacted, this legislation will
protect Dyess AFB from future wind development within 25 nautical
miles of the installation. The State of Texas is among the first
states to establish this type of legislation to regulate wind
development around military installations. It will play an important
role in protecting future impacts to the ASR-11 facility.

Action Taken
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Name

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Tommy
Downing, TAC,
Community
Planner, Dyess
AFB

#

20

Change to state that anything in the
imaginary surfaces is a vertical
obstruction, not just the approach /
departure corridor

Concerns/Comments

Page 5-15, first
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Change as suggested

Response

As of May 2017, the State of Texas is in the process of
establishing legislation (Senate Bill 277) that would prohibit
tax abatement for new wind farms within 25 nautical miles
of a military aviation facility, including Dyess AFB.


Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G
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Change made:
Wind turbines and wind farms can also create vertical obstruction
concerns if erected near flight patterns used by military aircraft, or
within approach and departure corridorsthe imaginary surfaces
associated with an airfield. As wind energy technologies have
improved, the average height of new-build wind turbine towers has
increased. The average height of new turbine models being built is
over 500 feet in order to capture better wind to be more efficient.
Aircraft operating at Dyess AFB sometimes fly low-level flight
routes, which allow flights below 500 feet. There are many
important Military Training Routes throughout Texas that allow
flight at lower than 500 feet, but these are outside the Study Area
of the JLUS and are not evaluated in this report. However,
approach and departure corridors imaginary surfaces for Dyess

Wind turbine development has, so far, been manageable
for the Encroachment Team at Dyess AFB and there are
existing workarounds to address turbine impacts to radar
systems.


low-level Military Training Routes, or that interfere with air
traffic control radar could impact the military’s ability to carry
out its missions. Specific impacts to the mission would
depend on factors such as number of turbines, heights, and
distances from military operating areas or radar equipment.

Action Taken
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Committee Comments

What would normal radar returns look
like, a comparison might be helpful.

“it is determined that the housing rental
market to support the current number of
Dyess AFB personnel is adequate.”
In the Issue/Strategy pages under HA-1,
it states “Housing rental market does not
meet the needs of Dyess AFB”
Which is correct?

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

Randahl
Lohse, TAC,
View / Caps
Property
Owner

21

22

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Page 5-26, under
5.11

Response #32 on
pages 24, 25 & 26
of the responses
to committee
comments for
Chapter 5

JLUS Document
Location

Issues statements can be
current issues or issues
that occurred in previous
years. The purpose of
the JLUS is to be both
proactive by identifying
strategies to prevent
issues from reoccurring or
occurring and reactive to
address existing issues.
With that said. The issue
statement, Housing rental
market does not meet the
needs of Dyess AFB, was
identified as an issue that
occurred in previous
years. In order to be
proactive and prevent this
issue from surfacing
again, strategies are
recommended for this
issue.

The related images were
deleted in response to
Comment 19.

Response

No action taken

Page 26 of 56

No action taken. The related images were deleted in response to
Comment 19.

AFB’s runways require land to be clear of vertical obstructions to
allow safe operations of aircraft. The imaginary surfaces, which
are described in more detail in Section 5.23 Vertical Obstructions.

Action Taken
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G-185

G-186

State that the SLUCM provides more
detailed information on land uses

Not all of the Smith Pipe land is shown
on the map as industrial

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Tommy
Downing, TAC,
Community
Planner, Dyess
AFB

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Tommy
Downing, TAC,
Community
Planner, Dyess
AFB

23

24

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Figure 5.14-4

Page 5-35,
second column,
second paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Update the map to reflect
existing use, based on
aerial assessment. The
map might not show all
land owned by Smith
Pipe, just the existing
development.

Add new text

Response

Map revised

Page 27 of 56

Change made:
The AICUZ includes a table, established by Air Force Instruction
32-7063, that identifies a wide variety of land uses and whether
they are compatible / recommended, conditionally compatible /
recommended, or incompatible / not recommended in the various
safety and noise zones. The guidelines in the AICUZ have been
established through the assessment of studies prepared and
sponsored by several federal agencies, including the Department
of Housing and Urban Development, US Environmental Protection
Agency, and US Air Force / DOD, as well as state and local
agencies. While the Air Force Instruction 32-7063 includes a wide
variety of common and some uncommon land uses, it does not
include every possible land use type. For this reason, if these
guidelines are used as a reference for assessing a proposed land
use within the APZs, then the jurisdiction should use available
resources and information to make an informed decision as to
whether the proposed use would be compatible / recommended
with the military mission. The Standard Land Use Coding Manual
provides a much more detailed list and information on specific land
uses that fall within the various land use categories.

Action Taken
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Committee Comments

That statement is true if it was expected
that the Water Supply Corporation was
responsible to maintain infrastructure for
major development. It does not cost any
more to develop land in the View-Caps
area than anywhere else.

Dennis Reiling,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

25

A Water Supply Corporation is/was
formed to supply drinking water to rural
parts of the county, not for irrigation or
firefighting. It is community resident
membership owned. To expect all
members in the community to pay and

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Page 5-52.
Second
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Delete this text

Response

G-187

Page 28 of 56

Change made:
There is unlikely to be any substantial growth or development on
the land south of Dyess AFB within the View / Caps Community or
within the APZs. The City of Abilene has enacted its Airport Zoning
Ordinance, which limits development within the APZ I and II on the
south end of the Dyess AFB runway. Additionally, the provision of
water is a limiting factor to future development south of Dyess AFB.
The View-Caps Water Supply Corporation services the View / Caps
Community with water, which it purchases from the City of Abilene.
The View-Caps Water Supply Corporation’s existing infrastructure
is limited and it is costly to extend water service to undeveloped
land in the View / Caps Community. The current infrastructure
would not be able to support and major development. Existing

Action Taken
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26

#

Randahl
Lohse, TAC,
View / Caps
Property
Owner

Name

somewhere add
1. Insurance will not pay for extra
building code requirements enforced by
municipalities, such as noise attenuation
measures, or special building practices.
2. The City of Abilene does not have an
acoustical engineer to design homes to
incorporate noise attenuation measures.
(We have already determined this in
2008-2009)
3. Costs of noise attenuation measures
would be high and not “financially
realistic”. (Joint Land Use Program
Guidance Manual) (Please do not
mention to us Government (programs)
help with these costs)
4. Noise reduction required to reach
certain levels is unobtainable.

Delete the crossed out part of the
paragraph and you have a true
statement.

It is up to developers to upgrade a water
supply system, as may be required, to
serve a development’s needs. This is a
costly venture not likely to be taken by a
less able Developer.
Developer could also be a citizen
wanting water on their rural property.

develop a water system to support major
development is in error.

Concerns/Comments

page 5-61, under
5.18 “Noise”

JLUS Document
Location

6. This is included as one
of the recommendations
in Chapter 6
7. This is included as one
of the recommendations
in Chapter 6
8. This is included twice
under this issue – under
Existing Land Use, Taylor
County on page 5-74, and

Please see Action Taken
for response to points 1-5.
Additionally, we added
information about federal
mortgage insurance
requirements in noise
zones from HUD.

Response
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Response to points 1-5, and addition of information on HUD federal
mortgage insurance added to page 5-67
When the City of Abilene was developing its Airport Zoning
Ordinance in 2008 and 2009, many concerns were brought up by
the local community living south of Dyess AFB, including some
property owners who own land or homes in the noise zones.
Through discussion and agreement with the City of Abilene, noise
regulations within the noise contours was removed from the Airport
Zoning Ordinance. The main concerns centered around the
potential requirement for noise attenuation construction measures
for homes in the noise zones. It was identified during the time that
there was no acoustical engineer available in Abilene to assist with
noise attenuation measurement, and within the highest noise
zones, achieving the recommended noise attenuation level to be
compatible with that noise zone is unachievable. Additionally, the
costs of such construction measures were of great concern to
property owners, especially since most insurance companies will
not pay for the materials needed to upgrade homes to reach sound

water and septic regulations are in place that also help control and
limit future growth.

Action Taken
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TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Tommy
Downing, TAC,
Community
Planner, Dyess
AFB

#

27

The decision to switch to the “Average
Annual Day” was not one of the reasons
why the AICUZ was updated

I have read noise attenuation measures
and I have seen what is required, have
you?

5. Noise and a Military Airport in the
vicinity already limits the amount of
property owners willing to build or live by
the installation.
6. The choice of noise attenuation
should be an informed decision
determined by the resident builder, not
an ordinance.
7. Notification to property owners is
sufficient, not enforcement.
8. Add somewhere in this section,
probably at the end, as you have in other
sections of this study, our acceptance
and agreement between all involved
parties. It it especially important in this
section, (5.18 Noise), since noise is
being addressed.

Concerns/Comments

Page 5-63, first
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Delete this text

Zoning, Taylor County on
page 5-77.

Response

G-189

Page 30 of 56

Change made:
The current noise contours and noise zones for Dyess AFB were
developed in 2013 during the update of the AICUZ Study, which
was completed in 2015. The 2015 AICUZ Study was an update to
the 2008 AICUZ Study. The study was updated as a result of
changes in aircraft operations, including the fielding of C-130J
Super Hercules aircraft, and the decision by the US Air Force to
switch from “Average Busy Day” to “Average Annual Day” when
calculating sound energy.

It should also be noted that residential uses within high noise
zones, such as those associated with the Dyess AFB AICUZ, may
not qualify for federal mortgage insurance according to U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) noise
regulations found in Title 24 of the Code of Federal Regulations,
Part 51B. In many cases, HUD approval requires noise attenuation
measures, the Regional Administrator’s concurrence, and / or an
environmental impact statement stating that noise attenuation
levels were met to achieve set standards.

attenuation. Some of the existing property owners around Dyess
AFB feel that the proximity to Dyess AFB and the associated noise
and operations of the base already limit the desire of property
owners to build within the noise zones.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-190
Concerns/Comments

Need a better description of what exactly
the 51,200 operations occurs. This
number is too high and will cause
decision makers to think that much more
activity occurs than actually does.

Name

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

#

28

Page 5-63, first
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

See also response to
Comment 31

Revise text for better
clarity on how aircraft
operations are counted
and used to develop
noise contours.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 31 of 56

From a risk management approach each aircraft operation is
defined by a specific action and risk profile such as approach, or
departure, landing, or take-off. These actions also occur in some

The internationally accepted definition of an aircraft operation is
stated as one takeoff/departure, one approach/landing, or half of a
closed pattern. A closed pattern consists of two portions, a
takeoff/departure and an approach/landing, i.e., two operations.
The accepted definition of a sortie is a single military aircraft flight
from the initial takeoff through the termination landing. The
minimum number of aircraft operations for one sortie is two
operations: one takeoff (departure) and one landing (approach).

Change made:
The current noise contours and noise zones for Dyess AFB were
developed in 2013 during the update of the AICUZ Study, which
was completed in 2015. The 2015 AICUZ Study was an update to
the 2008 AICUZ Study. The study was updated as a result of
changes in aircraft operations, including the fielding of C-130J
Super Hercules aircraft. The development of the noise contours
was done using the DOD NOISEMAP Version 7 computer
modeling program. This program generates noise contours by
analyzing average annual day aircraft operations data to develop
the noise exposure levels around Dyess AFB. The AICUZ Study
identified a total of 51,220 annual aircraft operations, equivalent to
approximately 140 total daily operations, at Dyess AFB from based
and transient aircraft. An aircraft operation is defined as one
takeoff/departure, one approach/landing, or half of a closed
pattern. A closed pattern consists of two portions, a
takeoff/departure and an approach/landing, i.e., two operations.
This number of aircraft operations was used to model the noise
contours for the AICUZ Study.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

29

#

Randahl
Lohse, TAC,
View / Caps
Property
Owner

Name

“While the Air Force Instruction 32-7063
includes a wide variety of common and
some uncommon land uses, it does not
include every possible land use type. For
this reason, if these guidelines are used
as a reference for assessing a proposed
land use within the noise zones, then the
jurisdiction should use available
resources and information to make an
informed decision as to whether the
proposed use would be compatible /
recommended with the military mission”.

Concerns/Comments

Page 5-66 under
5.18
“Compatibility
Assessment''

JLUS Document
Location

Revise text in Land Use
(page 5-36) and Noise
(page 5-66)

Response

G-191

Page 32 of 56

Change to page 5-36 under Land Use:
While the Air Force Instruction 32-7063 includes a wide variety of
common and some uncommon land uses, it does not include every
possible land use type. For this reason, if these guidelines are
used as a reference for assessing a proposed land use within the
APZs, then the jurisdiction should use available resources and
information to make an informed decision as to whether the
proposed use would be compatible / recommended with the military
mission, while taking into consideration existing land use, land
ownership patterns, land values, previous community experience
with aircraft operations, and protecting the existing character and
stability of existing land uses. The Standard Land Use Coding
Manual provides a much more detailed list and information on
specific land uses that fall within the various land use categories.

The noise contours follow the general direction of approaches to
and departures from the runway and extend away from Dyess AFB
to the northwest and south.

To the general public, the term “aircraft operation” may be
deceiving and they may consider an aircraft operation to be a
complete flight from takeoff to landing. Initial consideration of
51,220 aircraft operations may seem quite high, but the actual
number of takeoffs or landing within this total is much smaller.
More information on the number of aircraft operations used to
develop the noise contours can be found in the 2015 Dyess AFB
AICUZ Study.

The Air Force assess aircraft accident risk and noise based on the
industry accepted technical and proven model that uses the
number of defined aircraft operations that occur at an airfield.

well-defined airspace and area surrounding the runway such as the
clear zone, accident potential zones (APZ), or closed pattern area.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-192

Name

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

#

30

Under Action Taken. “While the Air
Force Instruction 32-7063 includes a
wide variety of common and some
uncommon land uses, it does not include
every possible land use type. For this
reason, if these guidelines are used as a
reference for assessing a proposed land
use within the APZ's, then the
jurisdiction should use available
resources and information to make an
informed decision as to whether the
proposed use would be
compatible/recommended with the
military mission.” That statement sounds
good in theory and on paper, but it is not
reality when dealing with Dyess AFB and
the City of Abilene. It may also be true

Add to the end of above---- while
taking into “consideration existing land
use land ownership patterns and values,
previous community experience with
aircraft while protecting the character
and stability of existing land uses”.

Concerns/Comments

Response # 67
page 46 of 105 of
the responses to
committee
comments for
Chapter 5

JLUS Document
Location

Add text to page 5-36 to
describe View / Caps
resident concerns and the
City’s interpretation of the
AICUZ for the ambulance
service

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 33 of 56

Change made:
During the JLUS process, members of the JLUS Technical
Advisory Committee and Policy Committee representing property
owners from the View / Caps Community publicly stated and
documented that they do not agree with many of the
recommendations within the AICUZ and that they do not want or
believe that land use regulations are needed to address land uses
within all of the AICUZ areas. The property owners accepted the
establishment of zoning regulations within the APZs, but would be
apprehensive of any revisions to the existing regulations and would
be involved in any changes in the future. The View / Caps
representatives have voiced many concerns over the years about
the City of Abilene’s interpretation and use of the AICUZ as a
guidance document instead of a document that provides
recommendations. As stated previously, the AICUZ does not
include a compatibility assessment of every single type of land use
to identify whether it would be incompatible / not recommended or

Change to page 5-66 under Noise:
While the Air Force Instruction 32-7063 includes a wide variety of
common and some uncommon land uses, it does not include every
possible land use type. For this reason, if these guidelines are
used as a reference for assessing a proposed land use within the
noise zones, then the jurisdiction should use available resources
and information to make an informed decision as to whether the
proposed use would be compatible / recommended with the military
mission, while taking into consideration existing land use, land
ownership patterns, land values, previous community experience
with aircraft operations, and protecting the existing character and
stability of existing land uses. The Standard Land Use Coding
Manual provides a much more detailed list and information on
specific land uses that fall within the various land use categories.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

#

Name

Committee Comments

when dealing with any other military
installation, or any other municipality;
BUT, we have to deal with Dyess AFB
and the City of Abilene. History proves
that is not a true statement when it is left
up Dyess AFB and the City of Abilene to
make an informed decision. The AICUZ
is black and white, no grey area, if a use
is not specifically listed in the AICUZ,
then it is automatically labeled
incompatible by Dyess AFB and the City
of Abilene. There appears to be no such
thing as an informed decision. Look back
at the history in this area concerning the
ambulance service. The ambulance
service desired to purchase and relocate
to an existing building in the Caps
community. I have never heard a
reasonable explanation why Dyess AFB
and the City of Abilene was so actively
opposed to the ambulance service
relocating to a vacant building,
especially when they were already
located in the Caps community in rented
facilities, closer to Dyess AFB. The
ambulance service was forced jump
through hoops and lay out capital
expense to the City of Abilene to
relocate. The history of Dyess AFB and
the City of Abilene points to the idea that
they consider the AICUZ as an
ordinance, and does not accept the
above mentioned guideline suggestion.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Page 34 of 56

compatible / recommended within the various Dyess AFB airfield
safety zones. View / Caps representatives have concerns that the
City of Abilene will determine that any land use not specifically
identified in the AICUZ will be determined incompatible / not
recommended within the safety zones and the owner / developer
will have difficulty getting the use approved, if they can at all,
because the City will deny the application. This was the case in
recent years when an ambulance service operator was looking to
purchase a building, which was within the safety zones, to relocate
its operations to. The City denied the initial application, as
“ambulance service” is not identified in the AICUZ, so the City
determined it to be incompatible / not recommended. The
ambulance service operator had to go through a lengthy process to
get final approval to relocate into the existing structure. Specific
uses should not be automatically determined as incompatible / not
recommended just because they are not included in the AICUZ. In
the event that a proposed land use is not in the AICUZ, the SLUCM
could be consulted as a starting point to assist in the process of
reviewing the proposed land use.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-193

G-194

31

#

Randahl
Lohse, TAC,
View / Caps
Property
Owner

Name

“The AICUZ Study identified a total of
51,220 annual aircraft operations,
equivalent to approximately 140 total
daily operations, at Dyess AFB from
based and transient aircraft.” 140 daily
operations /24 hours=5.83 daily
operations per hour per day for 24
hours. If you are basing noise and other
information on “facts”, as stated in the
JLUS Program Guidance Manual, page
11, we would like to see the “facts” on
this statistic. We believe this is highly
inaccurate. In 2008-2009, the AICUZ at
that time, had an extremely high,

For this reason every possible land use
needs to be addressed in the Dyess
AFB AICUZ. I know you are tired of
hearing this, we are tired of repeating it.
It is part of the documented provable
history. It needs to be contained
somewhere in chapters 1-5. We study
history because it is relevant to the
present and the future. In our many
instances when we were before the
Abilene City Council with Dyess AFB
representatives also present, I do not
recall ever hearing the Dyess AFB
representatives inform the Abilene City
Council that the AICUZ is meant only for
planning purposes, and should not be
taken into consideration when writing
ordinances.

Concerns/Comments

Page 5-63, under
5.18 Dyess AFB
Noise Zone
Development

JLUS Document
Location

Table 2-5 on page 2-6 of
the AICUZ provides a
breakdown of all of the
numbered operations that
make up the 51,220
aircraft operations. This
is the result of aircraft
based at Dyess AFB and
of transient aircraft. Not
all of these operations are
B-1B or C-130J aircraft.
Page 2-5 of the AICUZ
provides an overview of
the flying activity that was

Response

See response to Comment 28

Action Taken

Page 35 of 56

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

Name

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

#

32

Under Response “The AICUZ noise
contours are based on actual data
collected by measuring noise levels at
certain locations around the airfield and
then modeling them to create a common
line.” I would appreciate the author of

inaccurate amount of operation or
sorties documented. After the meeting
on 4-27-17 with the other Technical
Committee members along with Dyess,
Why was Dyess not wanting to verify this
information. As committee members we
will not let this be dismissed as not
important. When decisions are being
made about our properties, by decision
makers, they should be based on facts.
The facts are important. Why are we, as
Committee members not being given the
average take-off and landings of Dyess
aircraft along with the other questions
asked? We have asked more than once
by different members. One Dyess
member stated that the control tower
uses a clicker to keep tract of take-offs
and landings, yet the other Dyess
representatives want to minimize our
concerns and act like this is difficult
information to obtain. We have been
ignored on this issue until we push.
Why?
The Matrix Group needs to step up and
obtain this information.

Concerns/Comments

Response # 108
Page 63 of 105
and 64 of 105 of
the responses to
committee

JLUS Document
Location

Section 3.1.1 2013 Noise
Zones on page 3-1, and
Appendix B of the AICUZ
provides guidance on how
the noise contours are
developed. Page B-3 of

measured and counted to
achieve the 51,220 total.
Noise modeling is an
attempt to describe the
sound environment
produced by aircraft
operations. Dyess AFB
believes the data used by
the noise study in 2013
was accurate. What must
be understood is that
noise measurement is not
linear. The AICUZ study,
for planning purposes,
offers a hypothetical
contour generated by
doubling the modeled
operations. These
contours, while larger, are
not double the size. If
you halved the
operations, you would still
have a noise footprint
much like the one
described.

Response

G-195

Page 36 of 56

For future planning purposes, it will be important to consider
potential future missions at Dyess AFB. If new aircraft are
assigned to Dyess AFB, or if more aircraft of currently assigned
aircraft are added, this could result in an increase in the size of the

Text revised regarding hypothetical noise contours.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

#

Name

G-196

this statement to supply a reference in
the AICUZ where this information is laid
out. I fail to locate where it is explained
how the noise levels are actually
measured. Why is my statement, “The
possibility exist that people can lose their
homes with no compensation because of
the AICUZ and noise levels, and to have
people lose their homes with no
compensation based on a computer
generated model, and not on hard
scientific provable and acceptable facts
should be a criminal offense.” not
addressed. Likewise, my reference to
“how inaccurate computers can be,
when (they are) programmed with faulty
data.” also ignored. The noise contour
lines carry a tremendous amount of
weight and significance. Until you are
informed by the Abilene Planning and
Zoning Department that you will not be
allowed to rebuild your home if it
sustains any damage because of the
presence of the noise contour lines you
happen to reside under, then you cannot
fully understand or appreciate our plight.
That is exactly the situation we were
forced into because of the original
Abilene Airport Zoning Ordinance.
There were no noise contour lines when
my home was constructed in the late
60's. The AICUZ was not used as a
“guideline,” it became an

Concerns/Comments

comments for
Chapter 5

JLUS Document
Location

The JLUS strategies do
not promote a takings
without compensation. In
addition, per State Law
Texas Private Real
Property Rights
Preservation Act
(PRPRPA), Texas
Government Code
§2007.001, the PRPRPA
was adopted by the
Texas State legislature as
an acknowledgement of
the importance of
protecting private real
property interests and to
ensure that certain
governmental entities
consider their actions on
private real property
rights. The PRPRPA
redefines whether or not
an action of the
government can be
considered a taking. A
taking, as defined by the
Act, occurs when a

Appendix B provides
additional publications
relating to how noise
contours are developed
and how they are used.

Response

Page 37 of 56

noise contours. Expansion of the noise contours would put a larger
amount of land within the noise zones that could be impacted by
aircraft noise levels. The 2015 AICUZ Study developed
hypothetical noise contours for potential future missions. These
estimated noise contours were created by doubling the number of
Dyess AFB-based aircraft operations that were used to create the
2013 contours. Some local governments have chosen to
incorporate them into local ordinances in order to proactively guide
compatible development in a larger area to support any new
missions that generate a larger noise contour. The hypothetical
noise contours are meant only for planning purposes and would
need to be refined in the event of a future mission to account for
actual number and type of aircraft and number of aircraft
operationschange in mission, a new noise model and AICUZ Study
will be deemed necessary. On the other hand, if future mission
changes at Dyess result in the reduction or loss of current aircraft,
then the noise contours may get smaller and go over less land. As
of December 2016, there are no aircraft scheduled to be removed
from or added to Dyess AFB, but it is a possibility in the future as
the needs of the US Armed Forces change and basing decisions
are made.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

#

Name

Committee Comments

ENFORCEABLE LAW. The noise
contour lines are admittedly artificially
weighted, then we as the local residents,
can be saddled with an ordinance based
on information that is not factual. You
cannot be too careful with the
information you equip a power hungry,
overzealous, strong arm bulling, out of
control tyrannical government with.
Currently, there is nothing to prevent the
City of Abilene from reverting back to
this level of behavior and attitude, and
adopting such an ordinance once again.
We are not allowed any representation
within the governing structure of the City
of Abilene to try and preserve our
remaining property rights.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

Your Comment # 108 on
pages 63 and 64 states
that the JLUS admits the
information enters into the
computer model is faulty.
This is in reference to the
hypothetical noise
contours. Note: The
JLUS does not state that
the information entered
into the computer model
is faulty. The discussion
of hypothetical noise
contours, as stated in the
JLUS, “are meant only for
planning purposes in the
event of a change in
mission, a new noise
model and AICUZ study
will be deemed
necessary.”
*NOTE: Green text has
been revised, see Action
Taken column.

governmental action is a
producing cause of a 25
percent or more reduction
in the value of private real
property affected by the
governmental action.

Response

Action Taken

Page 38 of 56
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G-197

G-198

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /

Under Action Taken. I would like to see
the noise levels for a C-130J and a B-1B

On page 68 of 105 under Response 19
lines down. “Likewise, being three feet
from a B-1B engine during takeoff would
likely cause permanent hearing
damage.“ I would appreciate a logical
explanation of why someone would be
three feet away from a B-1B engine
operating at takeoff power.

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

33

34

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Response # 113
on page 69 of 105
of the responses

Response # 113
pages 68 of 105
through 70 of 105
of the responses
to committee
comments for
Chapter 5

JLUS Document
Location

We are working with
Dyess AFB to obtain this
information and it will be

Figure 5.18-1 illustrates
typical noise levels based
on the logical distance of
normal operations from
the noise-generating
device. You are correct,
our comment regarding
someone standing three
feet from a B-1B is not
logical and thus the
Figure illustrates a logical
distance of 1,000 feet for
a person from a B-1B
during departure.

The discussion of Google
Maps (as described in
Comment # 108 on pages
63 and 64), a free service
that is not scientifically
created and does not go
through an extensive
technical data gathering
and review process, is not
an appropriate
comparison against the
process of a technical and
statistically valid model to
determine noise contours.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 39 of 56

We are working with Dyess AFB to obtain this information and it will
be included in the Final Background Report

No action taken

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

36

35

#

Under Action Taken. Incorporate the
following; “That statement sounds good

Under Response “The hypothetical noise
contours are meant only for planning
purposes ….” Should be reworded to
read “The hypothetical noise contours
are meant only for planning purposes,
but some local governments have
chosen to incorporate them into local
ordinances, to the point where people
face the possibility of losing their homes,
even though that is not their intent ….”

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /

in landing configuration added to this
chart.

Concerns/Comments

Caps Property
Owner

Name

Response # 132
on page 81 of 105

Response # 122
on page 76 of 105
of the responses
to committee
comments for
Chapter 5

to committee
comments for
Chapter 5

JLUS Document
Location

Add text to page 5-67 to
describe View / Caps

Your comment about
communities including
hypothetical noise
contours into their
ordinances is correct. In
the absence of a
statistical model for a
mission profile that
generates a larger noise
footprint, these
communities determined
to be proactive and use
hypothetical nose
contours to guide
compatible development
in a larger area to support
any future missions that
may have a larger noise
footprint. Your comment
about “to the point where
people face the possibility
of losing their homes,
even though that is not
their intent” is not true.

included in the Final
Background Report

Response

Change made:
Page 40 of 56

Change made:
For future planning purposes, it will be important to consider
potential future missions at Dyess AFB. If new aircraft are
assigned to Dyess AFB, or if more aircraft of currently assigned
aircraft are added, this could result in an increase in the size of the
noise contours. Expansion of the noise contours would put a larger
amount of land within the noise zones that could be impacted by
aircraft noise levels. The 2015 AICUZ Study developed
hypothetical noise contours for potential future missions. These
estimated noise contours were created by doubling the number of
Dyess AFB-based aircraft operations that were used to create the
2013 contours. Some local governments have chosen to
incorporate them into local ordinances in order to proactively guide
compatible development in a larger area to support any new
missions that generate a larger noise contour. The hypothetical
noise contours are meant only for planning purposes and would
need to be refined in the event of a future mission to account for
actual number and type of aircraft and number of aircraft
operationschange in mission, a new noise model and AICUZ Study
will be deemed necessary. On the other hand, if future mission
changes at Dyess result in the reduction or loss of current aircraft,
then the noise contours may get smaller and go over less land. As
of December 2016, there are no aircraft scheduled to be removed
from or added to Dyess AFB, but it is a possibility in the future as
the needs of the US Armed Forces change and basing decisions
are made.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-199

#

G-200
Concerns/Comments

in theory and on paper, but it is not
reality when dealing with Dyess AFB and
the City of Abilene. It may also be true
when dealing with any other military
installation, or any other municipality;
BUT we have to deal with Dyess AFB
and the City of Abilene. History proves
that is not a true statement when it is left
up Dyess AFB and the City of Abilene to
make an informed decision. The AICUZ
is black and white, no grey area, if a use
is not specifically listed in the AICUZ,
then it is automatically labeled
incompatible by Dyess AFB and the City
of Abilene. There appears to be no such
thing as an informed decision. Look back
at the history in this area concerning the
ambulance service. The ambulance
service desired to purchase and relocate
to an existing building in the Caps
community. I have never heard a
reasonable explanation why Dyess AFB
and the City of Abilene was so actively
opposed to the ambulance service
relocating to a vacant building,
especially when they were already
located in the Caps community in rented
facilities, closer to Dyess AFB. The
ambulance service was forced jump
through hoops and lay out capital
expense to the City of Abilene to
relocate. The history of Dyess AFB and
the City of Abilene points to the idea that

Name

Caps Property
Owner

of the responses
to committee
comments for
Chapter 5

JLUS Document
Location

resident concerns and the
City’s interpretation of the
AICUZ for the ambulance
service

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 41 of 56

During the JLUS process, members of the JLUS Technical
Advisory Committee and Policy Committee representing property
owners from the View / Caps Community publicly stated and
documented that they do not agree with many of the
recommendations within the AICUZ and that they do not want or
believe that land use regulations are needed to address land uses
and development within the Dyess AFB noise zones. The View /
Caps representatives have voiced many concerns over the years
about the City of Abilene’s interpretation and use of the AICUZ as a
guidance document instead of a document that provides
recommendations. As stated previously, the AICUZ does not
include a compatibility assessment of every single type of land use
to identify whether it would be incompatible / not recommended or
compatible / recommended within the various Dyess AFB noise
zones. View / Caps representatives have concerns that the City of
Abilene will determine that any land use not specifically identified in
the AICUZ will be determined incompatible / not recommended
within the noise zones and the owner / developer will have difficulty
getting the use approved, if they can at all, because the City will
deny the application. This was the case in recent years when an
ambulance service operator was looking to purchase a building,
which was within the noise zones, to relocate its operations to.
The City denied the initial application, as “ambulance service” is not
identified in the AICUZ, so the City determined it to be incompatible
/ not recommended. The ambulance service operator had to go
through a lengthy process to get final approval to relocate into the
existing structure. Specific uses should not be automatically
determined as incompatible / not recommended just because they
are not included in the AICUZ. In the event that a proposed land
use is not in the AICUZ, the SLUCM could be consulted as a
starting point to assist in the process of reviewing the proposed
land use. Since the City of Abilene decided to not include noise as
part of the Airport Zoning Ordinance after agreement among

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

37

38

Name

#

Need to make changes in Chapter 5
related to the Abilene Airport Zoning

Is it possible to have a satellite copy of
an enlarged map in Tye showing in clear
detail the CZ, APZ 1, and APZ 2?

they consider the AICUZ as an
ordinance, and does not accept the
above mentioned guideline suggestion.
For this reason every possible land use
needs to be addressed in the Dyess
AFB AICUZ. I know you are tired of
hearing this, we are tired of repeating it.
It is part of the documented provable
history. It needs to be contained
somewhere in chapters 1-5. We study
history because it is relevant to the
present and the future. “ In our many
instances when we were before the
Abilene City Council with Dyess AFB
representatives also present, I do not
recall ever hearing the Dyess AFB
representatives inform the Abilene City
Council that the
AICUZ is meant only for planning
purposes, and should not be taken into
consideration when writing ordinances.

Concerns/Comments

Page 5-74, end of
first paragraph

Response 135
page 82 of 105 of
the responses to
committee
comments for
Chapter 5

JLUS Document
Location

Change as suggested

Comment 135 on page 82
of 105 is in reference to
noise, not safety. We will
create maps to show
aerial imagery within the
north and south CZs and
APZs 1 and 2 to include
in section 5.14

Response

Change made:
Page 42 of 56

New maps have been created to show an aerial image of the land
within the CZs and APZs 1 and 2 on the north and south side of
Dyess AFB. These are Figures 5.14-1B and 5.14-4B

stakeholders including View / Caps residents in 2008 and 2009, the
AICUZ should not be used to make the ultimate decision on land
uses within the Dyess AFB noise zones.

Action Taken
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G-202

39

#

Ordinance similar to the change made
on page 4-22, to clarify that Dyess AFB
did not make the decision to remove
AICUZ noise recommendations from the
ordinance

Change made:
Most of the zoning districts in Tye allow
residential, making them conditionally
compatible as long as this is taken into
account. The biggest concern with Tye’s
zoning layout in relation to noise is that it
has a Mobile / Modular Home district
that allows mobile homes. Mobile homes
are incompatible in all noise zones due
to their construction design that provides
minimal noise attenuation. There are
three Mobile / Modular home districts
within the noise zones. Figure 5.18-6
illustrates the zoning districts within the
noise zones north of Dyess AFB and the
compatibility of each.

Tommy
Downing, TAC,
Community
Planner, Dyess
AFB

Randahl
Lohse, TAC,
View / Caps
Property
Owner

What gives anyone the right to decide
that a mobile home is incompatible/not
recommended because of construction
design? Just because you say it is in a
high decibel (dB) area, does not mean it
is a problem to the occupant/ property
owner. If they do not have an issue with
noise or safety, no one should. If they

Concerns/Comments

Name

Page 5-77, under
City of Tye

JLUS Document
Location

This is not just an AICUZ
recommendation, but it is
also identified at the
federal level by HUD and
by the FAA that mobile
homes should not be
located in high noise
areas due to their
construction materials.

Response

No action taken

Page 43 of 56

The Dyess AFB AICUZ suggests that noise level reduction
measures are incorporated into construction if future residential is
developed. The acceptance of noise by the current property
owners south of Dyess AFB was in agreement withacknowledged
by all entities involved during the Airport Zoning Ordinance 23-319
in 2008-2009. The entities included the City of Abilene, Dyess AFB,
Taylor County, and the property owners.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

Need to make changes in Chapter 5
related to the Abilene Airport Zoning
Ordinance similar to the change made
on page 4-22, to clarify that Dyess AFB
did not make the decision to remove
AICUZ noise recommendations from the
ordinance

Tye’s zoning ordinance was adopted in
2006, not 2004.

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Tommy
Downing, TAC,
Community
Planner, Dyess
AFB

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Belinda
Hohhertz,
TAC, City
Secretary, City
of Tye

41

want to live in an recreational vehicle or
tent, they should have that right. This is
a form of government over stepping its
authority and thinking they know what is
best and then hide behind the term
“public health, safety and welfare.”
If Tye wants to incorporate this type of
planning into its zoning, that is fine, just
do not use these recommendations for
the South end of the runway in the Caps
area.

40

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Page 5-77, under
City of Tye

Page 5-77, first
paragraph under
Taylor County

JLUS Document
Location

Change as suggested

Change as suggested

Response

G-203

Page 44 of 56

Change made:
The City of Tye has a zoning ordinance, but it has not adopted
airport zoning to address Dyess AFB noise contours as part of it.
Tye’s zoning districts are closely related to the existing land use
pattern in the city and the ordinance not been updated since
20064.

Change made:
The existing property owners in Caps, as well as other nearby
property owners within the noise zones, publicly stated that they
accept the noise generated by Dyess AFB operations, and do not
wish to have a noise overlay established. As a result, the City of
Abilene made the ultimate decision to remove the noise component
from its Airport Zoning ordinance agreement and involvementafter
coordination with Dyess AFB, Taylor County, and property owners.
The noise issue within Abilene’s ETJ was resolved and removed in
the 2008-2009 after 17 months of working on Airport Zoning
Ordinance 23-319with the agreement of the City of Abilene, Dyess
AFB, Taylor County, and the property owners.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-204
Concerns/Comments

Need to make changes in Chapter 5
related to the Abilene Airport Zoning
Ordinance similar to the change made
on page 4-22, to clarify that Dyess AFB
did not make the decision to remove
AICUZ noise recommendations from the
ordinance

It is difficult to see whether mobile
homes are shown as incompatible / not
recommended. They should be.

It is difficult to see whether mobile
homes are shown as incompatible / not
recommended. They should be.

Name

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Tommy
Downing, TAC,
Community
Planner, Dyess
AFB

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Tommy
Downing, TAC,
Community
Planner, Dyess
AFB

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Tommy
Downing, TAC,
Community
Planner, Dyess
AFB

#

42

43

44

Figure 5.18-7

Figure 5.18-4

Page 5-78, 4th
Findings bullet

JLUS Document
Location

The future land use map
does not specifically
identify mobile homes as
a land use category;
however, they are allowed
within the single family
residential category.
Revise text to state this.

Revise maps for better
readability

Change as suggested

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 45 of 56

Change made:
City of Tye
While the City of Tye’s population is projected to increase by
almost 20 percent from 2010 to 2050, the actual number of people
this represents is only 240, due to the small population of the city
(see Chapter 2 of the JLUS Background Report for more
information on population and projections). The City of Tye is not
anticipated to have major growth in the foreseeable future. The
City of Tye’s future land use map is closely related to the existing
land uses in the city, and has not been updated since 2004. Some
of the land uses on the future land use map are incompatible / not
recommended in the noise zones in which they are located (there
is some single family residential and public / semi-public identified
within the DNL 75+ dB noise zone), but for the most part the future

Figures 5.14-1 through 5.14-4 and 5.18-4 through 5.18-7have been
revised to have inset zoom-in boxes to show the areas that are
incompatible / not recommended.

Change made:
The City of Abilene considered establishing a noise zone overlay in
their Airport Zoning ordinance, but the residents within the ETJ
stated that they accept the level of noise from Dyess AFB and did
not want to have the zoning overlay, so it was not adopted. This
acceptance of noise levels was reached after 17 months of working
on Airport Zoning Ordinance 23-319 in 2008-2009, with the
involvement, participation, and agreements coordination of the City
of Abilene, Dyess AFB, Taylor County, and the property owners.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments
Concerns/Comments

Under Response. It is indeed a Dyess
AFB issue. Neither the Commissioners
Court nor the Abilene City Council can
create an ordinance to solve this. I'm not
saying that Dyess AFB's problem cannot
spill out to other jurisdictions. In reality
Dyess AFB is the only one that can
implement a solution.

Name

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

#

45

Response # 154
page 90 of 105 of
the responses to
committee
comments for
Chapter 5

JLUS Document
Location

Additionally, all of the
recommendations for this
issue in Chapter 6 are for

As stated in the finding for
this issue on page 5-83,
“The queuing lane on
Dyess AFB property is
long enough to handle
gate backups, so Dyess
AFB traffic rarely backs
up far enough to impact
civilian traffic on Arnold
Blvd.”, indicating the issue
does not impact local
traffic.

Response

No action taken

Page 46 of 56

land use map is conditionally compatible / recommended. The
majority of the land is identified as vacant / agricultural, which is
typically compatible / recommended in the noise zones, but allows
residential uses that support agriculture. Residential uses within
the DNL 65-74 dB noise zones would be compatible if built with
proper sound attenuation. The future land use does not specify
mobile home locations, but the single family residential designation
allows mobile homes placed on a single lot and used as a
residential dwelling, but mobile homes are incompatible / not
recommended within any noise zones. Other land use
designations are identified as conditionally compatible /
recommended because they allow uses that may be incompatible /
not recommended, and should be assessed for compatibility on a
case by case basis for future development. Figure 5.18-7
illustrates the future land use designations within the noise zones
north of Dyess AFB and the compatibility of each district.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-205

G-206
Concerns/Comments

Dyess AFB has noticed that a private
landowners has expanded their pond on
property adjacent to Dyess AFB. this
could pose future BASH problems if it
continues to expand.

Name

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Tommy
Downing,
Dyess AFB

#

46

JLUS Document
Location

Add write-up to text on
this under Issue SA-1

Dyess AFB, and no other
entities are identified to
take any action.

Response

Page 47 of 56

Text added to Issue SA-1 on page 5-81
There was one specific area of concern identified during the JLUS
that could cause increased BASH activity close to the airfield.
There is a small privately-owned pond just east of Dyess AFB’s
northern boundary in the City of Tye. During the course of the
JLUS, personnel at Dyess AFB noticed and staff at the City of Tye
noticed that the property owner was increasing the size of the pond
and installed what appears to be a fishing platform at the edge of
the pond. Dyess AFB staff personnel have concerns that
expansion of this water body, although small, could increase bird
activity close to the runway, especially if the pond is stocked with
fish. This pond is less than half a mile away from the end of the
runway and is within the BASH Relevancy Area. Figure 5.21-1
illustrates the five-mile BASH Relevancy Area and known BASH
hazardsother areas around Dyess AFB that have an increased
likelihood of attracting birds and creating BASH concerns.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments
Concerns/Comments

I apologize for not being more clear. I
was referring to God's creation, the
numerous bluffs deemed as violating the
imaginary surfaces. God's creations he
proclaimed as being good. See Figure
5.23-2 on page 5-95 of Chapter 5 dated
April 2017. It specifically addresses
“Topography Encroachment Into
Imaginary Surfaces “. It appears even
God is guilty of encroachment. The
decision of the City of Abilene to
purchase the land located in a hole, to

Name

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

#

47

Response # 163
Page 96 of 105 of
the responses to
committee
comments for
Chapter 5

JLUS Document
Location

No matter if a man made
structure or a natural
feature penetrates the
imaginary surface, it is
categorized as a vertical
obstruction to safe aircraft
operation.

Response

No action taken

Proximity of private pond to Dyess AFB runway

Action Taken

Page 48 of 56

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-207

G-208

Somewhere in the Vertical Obstruction
section, it should be noted that there are
no fewer than seven vertical obstructions
located in the immediate runway
environment at Dyess AFB, but Dyess
AFB accepts them. They are noted as
obstructions on the airfield obstruction
map. It is pointed out at every
opportunity that there are three wind
turbines over eight miles away classified
as vertical obstructions, but it it never
mentioned there are vertical obstructions
contained within a thousand feet of the
centerline of runway 16/34.

Delete the word “be”.

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

49

construct an Air Force Base, seems to
be irrelevant. Everyone else in the
surrounding area, even God, is subject
to be guilty of encroachment. It has the
appearance that the decision to locate
Dyess AFB in a hole bears no
responsibility.

48

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Page 5-96,
second paragraph
under
Compatibility
Assessment

JLUS Document
Location

Change as suggested

The JLUS is a
community-based study
to evaluate encroachment
and compatibility issues
between Dyess AFB and
the community, not on
Dyess AFB.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 49 of 56

Change made:
Tye is located in the imaginary surfaces for Dyess AFB’s airfield,
which brings additional compatibility concerns. Tye’s zoning
ordinance does not address Dyess AFB’s imaginary surfaces. The
zoning ordinance allows structure heights of 100 feet in the Light
Industrial and Heavy Industrial zones. Some of these zones are
close enough to the runway for a 100-foot structure to be penetrate
the imaginary surfaces and cause an obstruction. The terrain in
this area is also higher than airfield elevation exacerbating the
obstruction issue.

No action taken.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

50

#

Randahl
Lohse, TAC,
View / Caps
Property
Owner

Name

“During the first public workshop, held at
the Tye Community Center on October
3, 2016, attendees were asked a series
of survey questions to get an idea of
issues that may exist from a public
citizen or property owner perspective.
This survey was also provided on the
project website for 30 days for those
who were unable to attend the
workshop. This survey was not meant to
provide scientific data on the
compatibility issues from the public
perspective, as it was only a small
sampling of the total stakeholder
population that lives around Dyess AFB.
It was not possible to interview every
property owner or resident around Dyess
AFB to get their input, so this small
sample was used as a small gauge to
assess the issues. A total of 71
respondents completed the survey either
at the public workshop or online. Some
respondents chose not to answer every
question, so not all of the questions
received 71 responses. One question
that was asked was whether the
respondent thinks that vibration from
Dyess AFB operations is a nuisance to
the community. Thirteen percent of
respondents answered yes, 31 percent
answered yes, but only occasionally,
four percent answered not now, but
maybe in the future, 47 percent

Concerns/Comments

Page 5-97 under
5.24 Vibrations

JLUS Document
Location

The View / Caps public
meeting that was held on
April 7, 2016 was beyond
the original scope of the
JLUS contract, and was
done as a courtesy by
Matrix to provide
additional background
and focused interaction
and input into the project
with the View / Caps
Community stakeholders.
The reason for having
stakeholder meetings with
smaller groups is to have
a focused discussion on
the issues and
information to have a
productive meeting. The
members of the small
group were meant to act
as representatives for that
stakeholder group (e.g.,
the 6 representatives from
View / Caps that were
interviewed on June 14,
2016 at Abilene Regional
Airport during the data
collection phase) and
discuss issues and
information that are felt

Revise red text.

Response

Page 50 of 56

During the first public workshop, held at the Tye Community Center
on October 3, 2016, attendees were asked a series of survey
questions to get an idea of issues may exist from a public citizen or
property owner perspective. This survey was also provided on the
project website for 30 days for those who were unable to attend the
workshop. This survey was not meant to provide scientific
dataassisted in getting input on the compatibility issues from the
public perspective, as it was only a small sampling of the total
stakeholder population that lives around Dyess AFBwhile input
from other stakeholder perspectives were obtained through
discussions with the Policy Committee and Technical Advisory
Committee during committee meetings. It was not possible to
interview every property owner or resident around Dyess AFB to
get their input, so this smallthe surveys that were completed at the
public workshop and online were used as a representative sample
was used as a smallto gauge to and assess the issues from a
public perspective.

Change made:

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-209

#

Name

G-210

The red statements above need to be
changed. Quite minimizing the property
owners’ response and trying to sway the
study to the JLUS favor.

You also state that “it was not possible
to interview every property owner or
resident”, when in reality only 5 or 6 that
we know of, were interviewed by the
Matrix Group at Abilene Regional
Airport.
At a public meeting at the County barn,
we have approximately 22 property
owners who signed up to be on
committees and the Matrix Group is
dealing with approximately 6 property
owners, which 3 are on the Technical
Committee and 1 on the Policy+
Committee.
Has the Matrix Group spoke with more
than 5 or 6 with the City of Abilene,
Dyess, and Taylor County. Do any of
them actually have a vested interest in
the affected property?
According to the JLUS website “Public
Participants”, “Public input will be a
major component in the success of this
project”.
The public spoke.

answered no, and four percent
answered they did not know.”

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

important by their larger
representative
organization. In order to
have successful
discussions at the
committee meetings, it is
not possible to appoint
every willing person of
each group to the
committees. That is why
individuals are chosen to
represent their
organization. If you look
at the membership of the
Policy Committee and
Technical Advisory
Committee, there are
more View / Caps
representatives than there
are for the City of Abilene
(which has a much
greater population than
View / Caps), and the
same number as for the
City of Tye and Taylor
County. Matrix has gone
above and beyond our
scope of work and
contract to hold individual
meetings with View /
Caps representatives
throughout the JLUS
process and has met with

Response

Action Taken

Page 51 of 56
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#

Name

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

Committee Comments

View / Caps
representatives in single
stakeholder meetings
more than any other
stakeholder group. (View /
Caps resident kickoff
meeting on April 7, 2016;
View / Caps property
owner interview at
Abilene Regional Airport
on June 14, 2016; View /
Caps property owner
meeting on March 7, 2017
at Tye City Hall to go over
chapter 5 concerns and
begin developing
recommendations for
chapter 6; and View /
Caps property owner
meeting on April 27, 2017
at Abilene City Hall to
discuss development and
review of
recommendations for
chapter 6. Matrix has
also held two additional
Technical Advisory
Committee meetings
outside of the original
scope of work of the
JLUS contract (March 2,
2017 and April 27, 2017),
largely at the request of

Response

Action Taken

Page 52 of 56
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G-211

G-212

51

#

Randahl
Lohse, TAC,
View / Caps
Property
Owner

Name

During the gathering phase of
information for the JLUS, the Matrix
group only meet with 5 or 6 property
owners at Abilene Regional Airport. We
do not know of any other time, except
“public workshops” or community
meetings at Caps Baptist Church.
How many times and how many people
did the Matrix Group meet with Dyess
officials without the affected property
owners?
How many times and how many people
did the Matrix Group meet with the City
of Abilene officials without the affected
property owners?
How many times and how many people
did the Matrix Group meet with Taylor
County officials without the affected
property owners?

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

In comparison, and as
outlined in Comment 50,
Matrix met with the View /
Caps group a number of
times without
representatives from
Dyess AFB.

The only time Matrix met
with Dyess AFB without
the View / Caps
representatives was
during the official data
collection phase of the
project when Matrix met
with each JLUS
stakeholder group
separately as per our
contract.

The public workshops are
the venue for anyone who
has the interest in
providing input into the
development of this
project.

View / Caps committee
members, to go over
comments and concerns
on the Background
Report.

Response

Page 53 of 56

A listing of entities that Matrix met with will be added to the
Appendix for the final document

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

#

Name

Committee Comments

Do any City of Abilene, Dyess or Taylor
County officials have a vested interest in
the affected property in the JLUS area?
We would like these questions answered
and documented.
Please document these facts.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

Matrix held one meeting
with City of Abilene staff
from multiple departments
during the data collection
phase, on June 15, 2016.
There were 10 City of
Abilene staff at the
meeting. Representatives
from the View / Caps
Community property
owner group were invited
to this meeting, but none
attended. An additional

Between the dates of
June 13 and 14, 2016,
Matrix met with
representatives from
Dyess AFB and
View/Caps. These
represented mostly
technical staff to discuss
aspects of various
operations at the base
and how they may impact
or be impacted by land
outside the boundary of
the installation. An
additional meeting was
held with Dyess AFB staff
on March 7, 2017 to
discuss development of
recommendations.

Response

Action Taken

Page 54 of 56
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G-213

#

Name

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

G-214

Matrix held one meeting
with Taylor County staff
from multiple departments
during the data collection
phase, on June 15, 2016.
There were eight Taylor
County staff at the
meeting. Representatives

Matrix held one meeting
with City of Tye staff from
multiple departments
during the data collection
phase, on June 16, 2016.
There were seven City of
Tye staff at the meeting.
Representatives from the
View / Caps Community
property owner group
were invited to this
meeting, but none
attended. An additional
meeting was held with
City of Tye staff on March
7, 2017 to discuss
development of
recommendations.

meeting was held with
City of Abilene staff on
April 28, 2017 to discuss
development of
recommendations.

Response

Action Taken

Page 55 of 56
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Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments
Concerns/Comments

Correct spelling of “Dyess” from “dyes”

Document somewhere that according to
the Abilene Reporter News 4-1-'17,
under Public Notices, Notice of Intent for
Dyess is an proposed action that
consists of a 14 facility construction,
infrastructure, demolition and renovation
projects that would potentially affect
floodplains and/or wetlands.
This development has the potential to
affect properties on and off Dyess
property. This shows that Dyess can
cause problems for property owners.

Name

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Shane Price,
Abilene City
Council

Randahl
Lohse, TAC,
View / Caps
Property
Owner

#

52

53

Page 5-98 under
5.25 “Water
Quality”

Page 5-98, 4th
bullet under
Findings

JLUS Document
Location

Add this to issue WQQ-2
Off-base flooding

Change as suggested

from the View / Caps
Community property
owner group were invited
to this meeting, but none
attended.

Response

Page 56 of 56

Text added under Issue WQQ-2 Off-base flooding
On April 1, 2017, the Abilene Reporter News featured a Notice of
Intent in its Public Notices section that Dyess AFB is proposing an
action for facility construction, infrastructure, and demolition and
renovation projects. Depending on the location of new construction
and the final extent of construction (e.g., new building footprints,
pavements, and other impermeable surfaces constructed), this
could impact flooding in and around the base, which could result in
properties off the installation experiencing flooding or runoff during
heavy rain events.

Change made:
The current amount of development around Dyess AFB does not
have a major impact on flooding at dyes Dyess AFB.

Action Taken
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G-215

G-216

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner
Owner

Where is the data to support the changes? It
appears to be skewing information towards
Dyess AFB with no documentation to
substantiate changes.

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

2

3

We should get to preview the appendix before it
is finalized.

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

1

Why is information included in this JLUS that is
admittedly not accurate? I find it now more
necessary to provide an enlarged map with the
square miles separated, and the location of
each house and its occupancy identified. Again,
it appears skewed information is inserted into
this JLUS. How can a generalized baseline be
drawn from information that is admittedly not
accurate to start with? If a detailed, enlarged

If you have more concerns/comments than lines
provided below, just click Table | Insert | Rows Above
(or Rows Below) on the menu in Microsoft Word.

Your concern/comment. Be as specific as possible.
If information presented within the text, table or figure
is incorrect, please provide correct information or a
source to contact for the information.

Your name, title,
and organization

Comment
Number

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Final committee comments on Final Background Report – July 2017

Page 2 of 56, item
#4

Page 2 of 56, item
#2

Page 1 of 56, item
#1

 Paragraph on page

number

Response

There is nowhere that the text states the information is
No changes made
“admittedly not accurate”. As the consultants, Matrix
relies on the information available and provided, and it is
not in our scope of work to develop new population
information. The maps are provided to show a
generalized population overview. These population
maps are not meant to show population density within
the APZs or noise zones, but are meant for a more broad
Page 1 of 34

The committees will have a
chance to review the Appendix
before it is finalized

Please leave this column blank.

Action Taken

Accounts of the history of the City of Abilene and the
No changes made
region around it identify that new opportunities and
investments were accompanied with the establishment of
Camp Barkeley and Abilene Air Base, and down the road
Dyess AFB.
See Texas State Historical Association website https://tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hda01

The committees will have a chance to review the
Appendix before it is finalized

Provide information
Please leave this column blank.
on the location of your
concern/comment in
the document.
 Chapter number
 Page number
 Table or Figure

JLUS Document
Location
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Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

My comments are on and from the “Final
Committee Draft Background Report Chapters
1-5 – comments from April 27, 2017 TAC
meeting and comments submitted by committee
members”

My new
responses are
in red
Randahl Lohse,
TAC,
View / Caps
Property Owner

5

On the Graph on page 4 of 56, # 5

Page 3 of 56 &
4 of 56, comment 5

A pie chart would be far more appropriate in this Page 3 of 56, item
application. For the small per cent that is not
#5
accounted for, label it as “other “. Why is the
impact from agriculture divided up and
minimized? The DOD money in the local
economy arrives through several different
avenues. Why is the DOD money not divided
up? Again, this JLUS seems to be skewing
information towards Dyess AFB.

map cannot be produced, this whole section
needs to be deleted.

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

JLUS Document
Location

4

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Please see response to Comment 4

For the “Government” column, the information we have
only has a number, and does not have a breakdown of
how this is organized. It has a note that states,
“Government includes the executive, legislative, judicial,
administrative and regulatory activities of Federal, state,
local, and international governments.” We will add this
note to the chart.

We will add a year after each category in the chart.

As the consultants, Matrix relies on the information
available and provided, and it is not in our scope of work
to develop new economic information. The information
for agriculture, oil, and gas was provided from Develop
Abilene – Abilene Industrial Foundation and the other
data was provided from the US Bureau of Economic
Analysis. The agriculture, oil, and gas data is provided
by a separate source because the Bureau of Economic
Analysis does not report this information, so a third-party
source was needed. Since the data is from two different
sources, and based on different years, a pie chart will not
work.

scale. Zoomed in aerial maps showing existing land
uses are provided in Chapter 5, Section 5.14 Land Use.

Response

Page 2 of 34

Please see response to
Comment 4

Added a note stating,
“Government includes the
executive, legislative, judicial,
administrative and regulatory
activities of Federal, state,
local, and international
governments.”

Added a year to each industry
to show they are from different
sources.

Action Taken
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G-217

G-218

This backs up and proves the statements being
made by the Caps community. Current Dyess
AFB representatives considers the AICUZ to be
black and white with no room for common
sense, and should be followed to the letter.
Dyess AFB does not wish to be “implicated” if
the City of Abilene chooses to use common
sense and not follow the AICUZ. The word
“implicate” is generally associated with a crime,
criminal activity, or wrong doing. That could be
the reason Dyess AFB representatives have
failed to publicly inform the City of Abilene the
AICUZ is not intended to be used or referenced
when creating ordinances or policy, but is
merely meant to be used as a guideline for
planning purposes only. All references in all
chapters of this JLUS stating the AICUZ is not
intended to be used as a reference when
creating policy or ordinances, that it is intended
only for planning purposes only needs to be

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

7

Page 6 of 56,
comment 11

Where is the paperwork dissolving this board
Page 6 of 56,
assembled in 1996? Unless this board has been comment 10
officially dissolved, it should still be a viable
board.

The way this graph is shown, does not give a
true reflection of Dyess AFB size as compared
to the other entities.
If Dyess is a $433 million impact, what is the
other government entity that makes this number
so high? Explain that in your added text.

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

JLUS Document
Location

6

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

The reasoning for the change to the wording in the JLUS
Background Report text is to clarify that the City of
Abilene, not Dyess AFB, made the ultimate decision to
remove the noise regulations from the zoning ordinance.
This does not mean that Dyess AFB would recommend a
blanket zoning ordinance for the noise zones. As a
federal military installation, Dyess AFB desires to remain
neutral in the ultimate zoning decisions of local
jurisdictions.

The wording of this comment was paraphrased from a
committee meeting discussion and was not stated wordfor-word by Dyess AFB personnel. The use of the word
“implicate” was not a quote from Dyess AFB personnel,
nor was it meant to imply any association with a crime or
legality or the comment or desires of Dyess AFB
personnel.

The JLUS does not say that the board was dissolved, it
says that the board is inactive.

Response

No change made

No change made

Page 3 of 34

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

Name

My response is
in red
Randahl Lohse,
TAC,
View / Caps
Property Owner

#

8

TAC Meeting, April
27, 2017
Tommy Downing,
TAC,
Community
Planner, Dyess
AFB

Remember, As property owners, we do not have
any issues with Dyess, We welcome them as
our neighbors and we Thank them for their
service.
This statement above proves what we have
been saying all along when it comes to concerns
about our properties and what we can or cannot
do on it when it comes to Dyess AFB. Most
definitions of “implicated” are not used in a
positive form and that is the way it is understood
by us as property owners. If we are wrong, we
still want the comments below added and
addressed……..

Maybe Dyess needs to reread the AICUZ. I
thought the AICUZ was about
“recommendations” and “guidelines.” These
words are used close to 30 times each in the

Dyess has concerns of being “implicated”.
“Implicated” for what?

Page 6 of 56,
comment 11

JLUS Document
Location

We do not want to imply that Dyess AFB
recommended disregarding the AICUZ
recommendations. This statement needs to be
reworded to not implicate Dyess AFB.

eliminated. The statement made under the
heading “Concerns/Comments “points that out in
a way that cannot be denied or disputed. The
statement seems to indicate that it borders on
being a crime not to follow the AICUZ. One risks
the chance of being “implicated”

Concerns/Comments

In response to the last question in the comment, Matrix
Design Group is only the consultant for this project and
cannot speak for Dyess AFB. It is our understanding
from work at other installations that military installations
want to remain neutral in land use decisions outside of
their boundaries. While they may provide input if a
certain question is asked, it is not their desire to
recommend denial of a proposed land use, unless it will

The reasoning for the change to the wording in the JLUS
Background Report text is to clarify that the City of
Abilene, not Dyess AFB, made the ultimate decision to
remove the noise regulations from the zoning ordinance.
This does not mean that Dyess AFB would recommend a
blanket zoning ordinance for the noise zones. As a
federal military installation, Dyess AFB desires to remain
neutral in the ultimate zoning decisions of local
jurisdictions.

The wording of this comment was paraphrased from a
committee meeting discussion and was not stated wordfor-word by Dyess AFB personnel. The use of the word
“implicate” was not a quote from Dyess AFB personnel,
nor was it meant to imply any association with a crime or
legality or the comment or desires of Dyess AFB
personnel.

Response

No change made

Page 4 of 34

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-219

#

Name

G-220

Document the AICUZ also states
…….“Research on aircraft accident potential,
noise and land use compatibility is ongoing at a
number of Federal and other agencies. These
and all other compatibility guidelines must not
be considered inflexible standards. They are the
framework within which land use compatibility
questions can be addressed and resolved. In
each case, full consideration must be given to
local conditions such as :
…...Previous community experience with aircraft
accidents and noise
…...Local building construction and
development practices
…...Existing noise environment due to other
urban or transportation noise sources

All this is showing is that Dyess AFB is not
flexible on AICUZ “recommendations and
guidelines.”
This shows how the AICUZ is an inflexible
document and Dyess will not deviate from it or
remind the local municipalities that it is only
“recommendations and guidelines.”

AICUZ, As we have stated numerous times,
when we are facing the City of Abilene in
regards to our properties and Dyess AFB, the
AICUZ comes in to play as Dyess’s only source
for what we are allowed to do or not do when
developing our properties. This is where
common sense does not play a factor.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

have a concrete impact on their mission. The input
provided may say that a use is not recommended within
a certain area, but generally, a recommendation for
denial of a use is not given.

Response

Page 5 of 34

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

#

Name

Committee Comments

Document that the AICUZ states …….”
Effective, coordinated planning that bridges the
gap between the Federal Government and the
community requires establishment of good
working relationships with local citizens, local
planning officials, and state and Federal

The Matrix Group needs to document in these
instances and more locations throughout the
JLUS, that the AICUZ is only “recommendations
and guidelines”, not an inflexible document and
that the AICUZ is not to be the ultimate decision
maker when it comes to making decisions about
what is allowed or not allowed on properties. It
needs to be documented that decisions about
properties needs to be a collaborated effort
among all stakeholders, not just the decision
makers.

Document that the AICUZ states ……. “The
USAF has no desire to recommend land use
regulations which render property economically
useless”

These instances also reflect that and if any
property owner is planning any type of property
growth, than it better be in accordance with the
AICUZ if Dyess is making recommendations or
guidelines, which is against the intent of the
AICUZ.

…...Time periods of aircraft operations,
munitions training, and land use activities”

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Page 6 of 34

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-221

#

Name

G-222

This is one of the many reason why we have to
be included / involved on any and all:
Boards,
Commissions,
Updates,
Ordinances,
Comprehensive Plans,
District Overlays,
Advisory Committees,
Planning and Zoning
Board of Adjustments
Acciident Potential Zones,
Noise Zones / Contours,
Associated Strategies,
Economic Development,
Extra Territorial Jurisdictions,

Document that the AICUZ states ……”The risk
to people on the ground being killed or injured
by aircraft accidents is small.”

Document that the AICUZ states …….””Land
use planning and zoning in the airfield area of
influence cannot be based solely on aircraft
generated effects. Allocation of land used within
the AICUZ guidelines should be further refined
by consideration of:
…..existing land use
…..land ownership patterns and values”

officials. This depends on creating an
atmosphere of mutual trust and helpfulness.”

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Page 7 of 34

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

#

Name

Committee Comments

My question to the Matrix Group and Dyess is:
Are you telling us as property owners and
Technical Committee Members that every time
we stand in front of a City of Abilene, Taylor
County, City Council, Planning and Zoning,
Boards, Commissions, Special Exceptions,
Board of Adjustments, etc, Dyess is going to use
the AICUZ as their reference to what is allowed
or not allowed on our properties or in the stated
above items going to be taken into
consideration?
If Dyess only uses the AICUZ, then what is the
point to all of the JLUS?

Staff Recommendations on Local Zoning /
Commissions,
Intergovernmental Agreements,
Recommended Deed Notifications,
Future Planning Decisions,
Recommendations from JLUS,
Rules,
Regulations,
Laws,
Annexation,
Zoning Regulations,
Property Codes,
Signage,
Deed Notifications,
Etc, etc,

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Page 8 of 34

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-223

G-224

Not all participants, if very many at all, were
Page 9 of 56,
given instructions on placing their dots in the
comment 17
issue prioritization exercise. I personally was
not, I did not hear or observe anyone who was
registering at the same time as myself receive
any instructions. I have since met a gentleman
who was present at that meeting, he stated he
received no instructions. I find it very interesting
in the response section from Matrix, Matrix
seems to attempt to place the outcome of the
exercise on my shoulders. When Matrix
responds with “you” to my comments, it seems
as if I am being held personally responsible for
the outcome. For future reference, it might
behoove Matrix to either rope off the posters for
easy access, and/or cover up the posters until
proper instructions have been issued. For the
record, I personally, received no positive
comments on behalf of Matrix. I observed no
one disrespecting any representative of Matrix.
Meeting participants cannot be held responsible
for not following instructions that were never
issued. I also did not observe any representative
from Matrix asking participants not to place their
dots until proper instructions were issued. There
was another TAC member representing Dyess
AFB placing their dots at the same time as
myself.

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

10

Page 8 of 56,
comment 15

Once again, do we get to preview this appendix
before it is finalized?

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

9

JLUS Document
Location

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Comments noted

The committees will have a chance to review the
Appendix before it is finalized

Response

No change made

Page 9 of 34

The committees will have a
chance to review the Appendix
before it is finalized

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

11

#

My response is
in red
Randahl Lohse,
TAC,
View / Caps
Property Owner

Name

For the record, many of your comments are not
true to include but are not limited to: your
comment stating that you “immediately went to
Celeste and asked that they should be informed.
At that time she acted as if it wasn't a big
deal….”
This is true
“Myself, along with everyone else I talked to,
said at no time were they informed, not to start
putting dots on the board, as stated above.”
This is true (I spoke with many people and so
has the other Technical and Policy Committee
members)
As agreed upon at the April 27th Technical
Committee Meeting, the results of the workshop

You stated that Celeste is professional and has
integrity. I never questioned that. Until the
Matrix Group has a history like ours in dealing
with the City of Abilene, you won’t understand.
History is relevant.
I hope and want to believe that our future and
property rights in the ETJ in regards to the City
of Abilene and Dyess AFB will get better.
Progress has been made and a positive
outcome is yet to be seen.

Celeste Werner is professional and has integrity.
It must seem to the Matrix Group that we are
argumentative and hard to deal with.

My response in red

Concerns/Comments

See response to
comment 17.

Page 11 of 56,
comment 18

JLUS Document
Location

Comments noted

Response

No change made

Page 10 of 34

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-225

G-226

In “Action Taken”, replace the wording
“internationally accepted” to DOD or military
accepted. In the Federal Aviation Regulations
(FARs) Part 1, Definitions and Abbreviations,
definition of the word operations or aircraft
operations does not appear. In the Airman’s
Information Manual (AIM) the definition of
operation or aircraft operations is not found.

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

15

A copy of the “Average Annual Day” should be
Page 30 of 56,
made available. It should contain how many B- comment 27
1Bs and C-130Js departures and approaches
are to the North and to the South, along with the
same information pertaining to the Beechcraft
training jets, and all transient aircraft. It is
obvious this information is readily available.

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

14

Page 31 of 56,
comment 28

Page 27 of 56,
comment 23

Does the SLUCM approve an ambulance
service?

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

13

Page 11 of 56,
comment 18

JLUS Document
Location

Is Mrs. Werner denying that Mr. Lohse
questioned her about participants placing their
dots without instructions? Once again, this
appendix needs to be available to preview
before it is finalized.

will be included in the JLUS Appendix
document. Thank you

Concerns/Comments

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

Name

12

#

We recommend deletion of reference to 51,200
operations and 140 daily operations.

Table 2-5 on page 2-6 of the AICUZ provides a
breakdown of the “Operations Per Average Annual Day”
(see the left three columns). This does not identify
takeoffs and departures that occurred to the north or
south of the runway, and Matrix does not have access to
this data.

We did not find “ambulance service” in the version of the
SLUCM that we have, but the SLUCM provides
information on adding new types of uses and coding
associations that can be used to incorporate the use into
an existing structure (e.g., the AICUZ tables identifying
various types of land uses)

The committees will have a chance to review the
Appendix before it is finalized

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 11 of 34

Change made:
The current noise contours and
noise zones for Dyess AFB
were developed in 2013 during
the update of the AICUZ
Study, which was completed in
2015. The 2015 AICUZ Study
was an update to the 2008

No change made

No change made

The committees will have a
chance to review the Appendix
before it is finalized

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

#

Name

Committee Comments

When I questioned Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) personnel at the Flight
Standards District Office (FSDO) in Lubbock,
Texas; they have never heard of such a
definition. Replace the words “aircraft
operations” with “takeoffs or landings”, it will
remove most of the confusion. The number
51,220 takeoff or landings declaring there is a
takeoff or landing approximately every seven
minutes of every hour of every day Dyess AFB
normally conducts flight operations. I assure you
that number is tremendously inflated. I would
appreciate a serious and informative discussion
with someone who can defend that number.
Someone who can defend it with some
substance, not just say that what the AICUZ
reports.
Under “ Action Taken “ the words “ equivalent
to approximately 140 total daily operations “
should be changed to “ a takeoff or landing
approximately every seven minutes of every
hour of every day Dyess AFB normally conducts
flight operations.” The overinflated number of
51,220 takeoff or landings is thrown out, and
then it is minimized when averaged out to a
daily basis. Days when Dyess AFB does not
conduct flight operations should not be included.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

G-227

Page 12 of 34

The internationally DOD
accepted recognized definition
of an aircraft operation is
stated as one
takeoff/departure, one
approach/landing, or half of a
closed pattern. A closed
pattern consists of two
portions, a takeoff/departure

AICUZ Study. The study was
updated as a result of changes
in aircraft operations, including
the fielding of C-130J Super
Hercules aircraft. The
development of the noise
contours was done using the
DOD NOISEMAP Version 7
computer modeling program.
This program generates noise
contours by analyzing average
annual day aircraft operations
data to develop the noise
exposure levels around Dyess
AFB. The AICUZ Study
identified a total of 51,220
annual aircraft operations,
equivalent to approximately
140 total daily operations, at
Dyess AFB from based and
transient aircraft. This number
of aircraft operations was used
to model the noise contours for
the AICUZ Study.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

#

Name

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

G-228

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 13 of 34

To the general public, the term
“aircraft operation” may be

The Air Force assess aircraft
accident risk and noise based
on the industry accepted
technical and proven model
that uses the number of
defined aircraft operations that
occur at an airfield.

From a risk management
approach each aircraft
operation is defined by a
specific action and risk profile
such as approach, or
departure, landing, or take-off.
These actions also occur in
some well-defined airspace
and area surrounding the
runway such as the clear zone,
accident potential zones
(APZ), or closed pattern area.

and an approach/landing, i.e.,
two operations. The DOD
accepted recognized definition
of a sortie is a single military
aircraft flight from the initial
takeoff through the termination
landing. The minimum number
of aircraft operations for one
sortie is two operations: one
takeoff (departure) and one
landing (approach).

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

16

#

TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017

This Jerry Walls
input For # 3
and #4 about
51,220
operations,
read my
comments in
red in me next
comment

Name

JLUS Document
Location

Page 5-63, first
paragraph

Need a better description of what exactly the
Page 31 of 56,
51,200 operations occurs. This number is too
comment 28
high and will cause decision makers to think that
much more activity occurs than actually does.

Concerns/Comments

We recommend deletion of reference to 51,200
operations and 140 daily operations.
See response to Comment 15.

Response

Page 14 of 34

See response to Comment 15.

The noise contours follow the
general direction of
approaches to and departures
from the runway and extend
away from Dyess AFB to the
northwest and south.

deceiving and they may
consider an aircraft operation
to be a complete flight from
takeoff to landing. Initial
consideration of 51,220 aircraft
operations may seem quite
high, but the actual number of
takeoffs or landing within this
total is much smaller. More
information on the number of
aircraft operations used to
develop the noise contours can
be found in the 2015 Dyess
AFB AICUZ Study.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-229

G-230

18

17

#

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

Name

JLUS Document
Location

Under “Action Taken”, insert that the ambulance Page 34 of 56,
service had to lay out significant capital
comment 30
expenses to the City of Abilene to accomplish
this relocation. It also needs to be added that
the ambulance service was already located in

Under “ Action Taken “ make changes to point
Page 33 of 56,
out under the original Airport Zoning Ordinance, comment 30
the AICUZ was the ordinance as adopted by the
City of Abilene. In reality the AICUZ is still the
ordinance today. That can be backed by the
expensive struggles and time endured by the
ambulance service just to relocate to an existing
structure. I also, refer you back to page 6 of 56,
item # 11 of the document I am commenting on.
Dyess AFB will oppose anything not specifically
approved in the AICUZ. The comment
referenced above, lends one to think Dyess AFB
personnel almost considers it a crime to not
follow the stringent AICUZ. In this area, the
AICUZ is much more than recommendations or
a planning tool, it is in reality AN ORDINANCE.

Concerns/Comments

Revise text to state that the ambulance service had to
pay the capital expenses. Also add that they moved
from a previous facility to a new one farther from Dyess
AFB, but were in the APZ.

Add text to state that the original Airport Zoning
Ordinance was based on AICUZ recommendations.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 15 of 34

Change made:
The ambulance service
operator had to pay their own
capital expenses to the City of
Abilene and go through a

Change made:
As stated previously, the
AICUZ does not include a
compatibility assessment of
every single type of land use to
identify whether it would be
incompatible / not
recommended or compatible /
recommended within the
various Dyess AFB noise
zones. The original Airport
Zoning Ordinance was
modeled on the AICUZ
recommendations, which were
too strict and rigid for the
existing character of the area
south of Dyess AFB. This was
the primary reason why the
decision was made to remove
noise regulations from the
currently adopted Airport
Zoning Ordinance.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

19

#

My response is
in red
Randahl Lohse,
TAC,
View / Caps
Property Owner

Name

“The AICUZ Study identified a total of 51,220
annual aircraft operations, equivalent to
approximately 140 total daily operations, at
Dyess AFB from based and transient aircraft.”
140 daily operations /24 hours=5.83 daily
operations per hour per day for 24 hours. If you
are basing noise and other information on
“facts”, as stated in the JLUS Program Guidance
Manual, page 11, we would like to see the
“facts” on this statistic. We believe this is highly
inaccurate. In 2008-2009, the AICUZ at that
time, had an extremely high, inaccurate amount
of operation or sorties documented. After the
meeting on 4-27-17 with the other Technical
Committee members along with Dyess, Why
was Dyess not wanting to verify this
information? As committee members we will not
let this be dismissed as not important. When

the Caps community, on FM 707, operating out
of rented facilities. The facilities purchased by
the ambulance service would move them farther
from Dyess AFB, but remain in the Caps
community. I still want it documented that Dyess
AFB representatives never publicly informed the
Abilene City Council the AICUZ is meant ONLY
for planning purposes, and should never be
taken into consideration when writing
ordinances. If a taping of a meeting can be
produced that can show such an exchange, I
would like to see it.

Concerns/Comments

Page 5-63, under
5.18 Dyess AFB
Noise Zone
Development

Page 35 of 56,
comment 31

JLUS Document
Location

Action Taken

We recommend deletion of reference to 51,200
operations and 140 daily operations.
See response to Comment 15.

Page 16 of 34

See response to Comment 15.

As the statement of Dyess AFB never publicly informing lengthy process to get final
the City that the AICUZ is meant for planning purposes is approval to relocate into the
speculation, it should not be added.
existing structure. The
ambulance service was
previously located in the Caps
community, on FM 707,
operating out of rented
facilities. The facilities
purchased by the ambulance
service would move them
farther from Dyess AFB, but
remain in the Caps community,
but located within the accident
potential zone.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-231

#

Name

G-232

“Initial consideration of 51,220 aircraft
operations may seem quite high, but the actual

Continue to use what you have changed, now
add the average number of take-offs and
landings as we have asked. Daily, weekly,
monthly, yearly.
B-1B
C-130J
All other aircraft

Thank you for trying to answer our concerns on
the average number of take offs and landings.
There seems to be all these statistics for other
parts of the JLUS, except for the average
number of take-offs and landings at Dyess.

decisions are being made about our properties,
by decision makers, they should be based on
facts. The facts are important. Why are we, as
Committee members not being given the
average take-off and landings of Dyess aircraft
along with the other questions asked? We have
asked more than once by different members.
One Dyess member stated that the control tower
uses a clicker to keep tract of take-offs and
landings, yet the other Dyess representatives
want to minimize our concerns and act like this
is difficult information to obtain. We have been
ignored on this issue until we push. Why?
The Matrix Group needs to step up and obtain
this information

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Page 17 of 34

Action Taken
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Committee Comments

Under “Response” is the following statement.
Page 36 of 56,
“The AICUZ study, for planning purposes, offers comment 31
a hypothetical contour generated by doubling
the modeled operations.” I would appreciate a
logical explanation why it is necessary to double
an already artificially high number? What is
wrong with using accurate data and trying to be
honest? What is the purpose of employing
deceptive practices?

Once again, Matrix seems to be dancing around Page 36 of 56,
and not addressing my request. I requested a
comment 32
reference about how noise levels at certain

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /

21

22

Page 36 of 56,
comment 31

JLUS Document
Location

Randahl is absolutely correct. If this JLUS is to
be honest, open, and productive, then the
51,220 takeoff or landings needs to be justified.
If the accuracy of the 51,220 takeoff or landings
cannot be produced, then all references to the
51,220 takeoffs or landings needs to be
eliminated from this JLUS.

number of takeoffs or landings within this total is
much smaller.” How much smaller?
The way it is written still makes it look like there
are possibly thousands of take-off/ landings.
Give the average as stated above in red.
We will not stop asking until we receive and
document this information in the JLUS report.
This information is relevant and obtainable.

Concerns/Comments

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

Name

20

#

Matrix Design Group was not involved in the
No change made
development of the AICUZ and does not have access to
the specific data points that were used to collect the data
Page 18 of 34

See response to Comment 15.

Action Taken

As the text states, “The hypothetical noise contours are
No change made
meant only for planning purposes and would need to be
refined in the event of a change in mission, a new noise
model and AICUZ Study will be deemed necessary. On
the other hand, if future mission changes at Dyess result
in the reduction or loss of current aircraft, then the noise
contours may get smaller and go over less land.” They
are not meant to be misleading, deceptive, or dishonest.
They are included as a discussion point for consideration
of potential future changes to the mission.

We recommend deletion of reference to 51,200
operations and 140 daily operations.
See response to Comment 15.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-233

G-234

24

23

#

Under “Response” is the following. “Your
comment about 'to the point where people face
the possibility of losing their homes, even
though that is not their intent' is not true.” With
that response Matrix is displaying their
ignorance into learning and understanding the
indisputable and provable history that has been
created because of the actions of the City of
Abilene. Under the original Airport Zoning
Ordinance, THAT IS A TRUE STATEMENT.

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

Under Response “The hypothetical noise
contours are meant only for planning purposes
….” Should be reworded to read “The
hypothetical noise contours are meant only for
planning purposes, but some local governments
have chosen to incorporate them into local
ordinances, to the point where people face the
possibility of losing their homes, even though
that is not their intent ….”

locations around the airfield were collected as
stated earlier in this JLUS. I am once again
making that request. I would like to know where
the noise data collectors were placed, how
many were used, how long they were left in
place, and if there were any technical issues
during the time of collecting data. I would
appreciate item # 32 readdressed with more
accurate details instead of throwing out generic
answers. I looked at all the referenced places
suggested and cannot find the answer to any of
these concerns.

Caps Property
Owner

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

Concerns/Comments

Name

Response # 122
on page 76 of 105
of the responses
to committee

Page 40 of 56,
comment 35

Page 40 of 56,
comment 35

JLUS Document
Location

The way the comment was written was interpreted to
No change made
mean that the City will evict people from their existing
homes if they are located within the noise zones, not that
if a home is destroyed it cannot be rebuilt.
It is our understanding that the inability to rebuild a
destroyed or damaged home was removed from the
revised ordinance that is now adopted.

Page 19 of 34

Action Taken

The way the comment was written was interpreted to
No change made
mean that the City will evict people from their existing
homes if they are located within the noise zones, not that
if a home is destroyed it cannot be rebuilt.
It is our understanding that the inability to rebuild a
destroyed or damaged home was removed from the
revised ordinance that is now adopted.

to model the noise contours. This information is not
publicly available.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments
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25

#

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

Under “Action Taken” the following needs to be Page 41 of 56,
inserted somewhere. “That the ambulance
comment 35
service had to lay out significant capital
expenses to the City of Abilene to accomplish
this relocation. It also needs to be added that
the ambulance service was already located in
the Caps community, on FM 707, operating out
of rented facilities. The facilities purchased by
the ambulance service would move them farther
from Dyess AFB, but remain in the Caps
community. I still want it documented that Dyess
AFB representatives have publicly informed the

comments for
Matrix Group response
Chapter 5
My response is “Your comment about “to the point where people
in red
face the possibility of losing their homes, even
Randahl Lohse, though that is not their intent” is not true.”
TAC,
View / Caps
This statement made by Matrix Group is
Property Owner incorrect. Jerry Walls did make a true statement.
I was told by the Planning and Zoning Manager
with the City of Abilene, after the original Airport
Zoning Ordinance 23-319 passed in 2008, that if
I had a catastrophic event and my home was
destroyed, the way the Ordinance was written, I
would not be able to rebuild. A few days later I
get an email from the P & Z manager stating
that if I could go through the Special Exceptions
process, the likelihood is I could rebuild. No
guarantee.
This is one of the many, many reasons why we
are the way we are, and question everything.

Name

Action Taken

G-235

Page 20 of 34

Change made:
The ambulance service
operator had to pay their own
capital expenses to the City of
Abilene and go through a
As the statement of Dyess AFB never publicly informing lengthy process to get final
the City that the AICUZ is meant for planning purposes is approval to relocate into the
speculation, it should not be added.
existing structure. The
ambulance service was
previously located in the Caps
community, on FM 707,
operating out of rented

Revise text to state that the ambulance service had to
pay the capital expenses. Also add that they moved
from a previous facility to a new one farther from Dyess
AFB, but were in the APZ.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-236

Once again, the importance and intended weight Page 42 and 43 of
of the AICUZ is brought to light. It appears as if 56, comment 38
the AICUZ is really meant to be more than
suggested guidelines.

Need to make changes in Chapter 5 related to
Page 42 of 56,
the Abilene Airport Zoning Ordinance similar to comment 38
the change made on page 4-22, to clarify that
Dyess AFB did not make the decision to remove
AICUZ noise recommendations from the
ordinance
Page 5-74, end of
first paragraph
This is referring back to being “implicated” as
TAC Meeting,
stated in my
April 27, 2017
response in #8 above
Tommy Downing,
Community
Planner, Dyess
AFB

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

My response is
in red
Randahl Lohse,
TAC,
View / Caps
Property Owner

27

28

Page 42 of 56,
comment 37

JLUS Document
Location

Would still like to see a bigger map with more
detail, preferably a satellite image.

Abilene City Council the AICUZ is meant ONLY
for planning purposes, and should never be
taken into consideration when writing
ordinances.”

Concerns/Comments

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

Name

26

#

See response to Comment 7

See response to Comment 7

We used the GIS data that we have available to create
the map. It is as detailed as we have.

Response

Page 21 of 34

See response to Comment 7

See response to Comment 7

No change made

facilities. The facilities
purchased by the ambulance
service would move them
farther from Dyess AFB, but
remain in the Caps community,
but located within the accident
potential zone.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments
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30

29

#

Change made:
recommended

add…... / not

Change made:
Most of the zoning districts in Tye allow
residential, making them conditionally
compatible as long as this is taken into account.
The biggest concern with Tye’s zoning layout in
relation to noise is that it has a Mobile / Modular
Home district that allows mobile homes. Mobile
homes are incompatible / not recommended in
all noise zones due to their construction design
that provides minimal noise attenuation. There
are three Mobile / Modular home districts within
the noise zones. Figure 5.18-6 illustrates the
zoning districts within the noise zones north of
Dyess AFB and the compatibility of each. What
gives anyone the right to decide that a mobile
home is incompatible/not recommended
because of construction design? Just because
you say it is in a high decibel (dB) area, does
not mean it is a problem to the occupant/
property owner. If they do not have an issue with
noise or safety, no one should. If they want to
live in a recreational vehicle or tent, they should
have that right. This is a form of government
over stepping its authority and thinking they
know what is best and then hide behind the term
“public health, safety and welfare.” If Tye wants
to incorporate this type of planning into its
zoning, that is fine, just do not use these
recommendations for the South end of the
runway in the Caps area.

My response is
in red
Randahl Lohse,
TAC,
View / Caps
Property Owner

My response is
in red

Concerns/Comments

Name

Page 43 of 56,
comment 39

The text already states, “incompatible / not
recommended”

Comment noted. This text is not included in the JLUS
Background Report text, so no changes are needed.

No change made

the above
“should not be” -sounds like “not recommended” as it
should be.

Page 5-77, under
City of Tye

Page 22 of 34

Action Taken

This is not just an AICUZ recommendation, but it is also No change made
identified at the federal level by HUD and by the FAA that
mobile homes should not be located in high noise areas
due to their construction materials

Response

Page 43 of 56,
comment 39

JLUS Document
Location

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-237

G-238

31

#

More reinforcement about the weight intended to Page 44 of 56,
be carried by the AICUZ.
comment 40

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

JLUS Document
Location

Most of the zoning districts in Tye allow
residential, making them conditionally
compatible as long as this is taken into account.
The biggest concern with Tye’s zoning layout in Page 5-77, under
relation to noise is that it has a Mobile / Modular City of Tye
Home district that allows mobile homes. Mobile
homes are incompatible/not recommended in all
noise zones due to their construction design that
provides minimal noise attenuation. There are
three Mobile / Modular home districts within the
noise zones. Figure 5.18-6 illustrates the zoning
districts within the noise zones north of Dyess
AFB and the compatibility of each. What gives
anyone the right to decide that a mobile home is
incompatible/not recommended because of
construction design? Just because you say it is
in a high decibel (dB) area, does not mean it is a
problem to the occupant/ property owner. If they
do not have an issue with noise or safety, no
one should. If they want to live in a recreational
vehicle or tent, they should have that right. This
is a form of government over stepping its
authority and thinking they know what is best
and then hide behind the term “public health,
safety and welfare.” If Tye wants to incorporate
this type of planning into its zoning, that is fine,
just do not use these recommendations for the
South end of the runway in the Caps area.

Concerns/Comments

Randahl Lohse,
TAC,
View / Caps
Property Owner

Name

See response to Comment 7

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 23 of 34

See response to Comment 7

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

We get that things like this can cause BASH
problems.
Mention something about compensation to the
property owner if he cannot continue growth and
enjoy the rights of use on his property?

Dyess AFB has noticed that a private
landowners has expanded their pond on
property adjacent to Dyess AFB. This could
pose future BASH problems if it continues to
expand

My response is
in red
Randahl Lohse,
TAC,
View / Caps
Property Owner

34

Page 47 of 56,
comment 46

Need to make changes in Chapter 5 related to
Page 45 of 56,
the Abilene Airport Zoning Ordinance similar to comment 42
the change made on page 4-22, to clarify that
Dyess AFB did not make the decision to remove
AICUZ noise recommendations from the
ordinance
Page 5-78, 4th
Findings bullet
This is referring back to being “implicated” as
stated in my response in #1
TAC Meeting,
April 27, 2017
Tommy Downing,
TAC, Community
Planner, Dyess
AFB

My response is
in red
Randahl Lohse,
TAC,
View / Caps
Property Owner

33

Page 45 of 56,
comment 42

JLUS Document
Location

It appears the AICUZ is more than just
guidelines or a planning tool once again. It is
proven over and over again, the AICUZ is not
used for guidelines or a planning tool it is
intended to make policies and ordinances.

Concerns/Comments

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

Name

32

#

See response to Comment 7

Action Taken

Page 24 of 34

It is also our understanding that this property is located in No change made at this time
the City of Tye and that the expansion of the lake is a
nonconforming use.

See response to Comment 7

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-239

G-240

Somewhere in the Vertical Obstruction section, Page 49 of 56,
it should be noted that there are no fewer than
comment 48
seven vertical obstructions located in the
immediate runway environment at Dyess AFB,
but Dyess AFB accepts them. They are noted as
obstructions on the airfield obstruction map. It is
pointed out at every opportunity that there are
three wind turbines over eight miles away
classified as vertical obstructions, but it is never
mentioned there are vertical obstructions
contained within a thousand feet of the
centerline of runway 16/34.

My response is
in red
Randahl Lohse,
TAC,
View / Caps
Property Owner

37

another form of Government basically saying
“Do as I say, not as I do” , “ Rules apply to
everyone else, not Government”
It needs to be documented about the
obstructions on Dyess in comparison to the wind
turbines as Jerry Walls has described above. It
needs to be documented that the same rules
apparently don’t apply to Dyess. Explain that to

When God-made topography is considered to
Page 48 of 56,
be an obstruction, that is the direct result of poor comment 47
planning on the part of mankind. Decisions, like
actions, do have consequences. The City of
Abilene decided and felt Dyess AFB would be
best suited if built in a hole.

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

36

Page 47 of 56,
comment 46

JLUS Document
Location

Someone needs to step up and purchase that
man's land, or purchase him a permanent
fishing license and compensate him for his
trouble of fishing elsewhere.

Concerns/Comments

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

Name

35

#

Action Taken

Add information about the obstruction identification
procedures at Dyess AFB and structures that could
appear to be vertical obstructions

Comment noted

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 25 of 34

Text added:
There are some structures
located on Dyess AFB that
could appear to be vertical
obstructions around the
airfield. The Air Force has a
fairly elaborate obstruction
identification and management
program that identifies
deficiencies in the airfield’s
compliance with planning and
design criteria found in UFC 3260-01, Airfield and Heliport
Planning and Design. Much of
this criteria is focused on the
imaginary surfaces, but it also
includes airfield grading,
clearance to fixed or mobile
obstacles, etc. The UFC
requires the categorization of
deficiencies as:

No change made

It is also our understanding that this property is located in No change made at this time
the City of Tye and that the expansion of the lake is a
nonconforming use.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

#

Name

Committee Comments

the average citizen property owner in the JLUS
report.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

G-241

Page 26 of 34

facilities or systems, which
were constructed under less
stringent standards.
Exemptions may continue in
service so long as they do
not present an unacceptable
risk. Deficiencies on Dyess
AFB classified as
exemptions are primarily
associated with the drainage
system which does not
comply with current grading
criteria.

Exemptions: These are

These are primarily
equipment or operational
requirements that violate the
imaginary surfaces, but must
do so because they are
necessary for the functioning
of the airfield. Examples
include above ground
lighting, navigation systems,
and weather systems.
Components are detailed
with specific location and
construction criteria to make
the environment as safe as
possible.

Permissible Deviations:

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments
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38

#

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

Name

Under “ Response “ Please see the Matrix
response on item # 45 found on page 46 of 56.
The Dyess AFB gate jams affect only Dyess
AFB, and we were still forced to deal with that
issue. Now Matrix is trying to tell us this issue
cannot be a part of this JLUS because it is
located on Dyess AFB property. That is totally
unacceptable. Where is the consistency in this

Concerns/Comments

Page 49 of 56,
comment 48

JLUS Document
Location

See response to Comment 37

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 27 of 34

See response to Comment 37

Dyess AFB does not have any
towers other than navigation
aids that violate an imaginary
surface. Its communication
towers, water tower, air traffic
control tower and apron light
towers all underlie the inner
horizontal surface.

permission to violate current
criteria. Dyess AFB currently
has two airfield waivers.
One for fire extinguishers
and wheel chocks positioned
in the graded area of the
clear zone and one for jet
blast safe distances to
taxiing aircraft on the B-1
parking apron. Both are
operational in nature having
to do with safety issues
specific to the B-1.

Waivers: Waivers ask

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

#

Name

Committee Comments

JLUS? This is a discussion on vertical
obstructions and vertical obstructions only,
regardless of their location. Please go back and
read the Matrix response on item # 47, found on
page 48 of 56. It states, “No matter if a man
made structure or a natural feature penetrates
the imaginary surface, it is categorized as a
vertical obstruction to safe aircraft operation.” It
appears that what Matrix prints in one place will
not apply in other places that makes it very
difficult to have intelligent discussion. There
needs to be some consistency in this JLUS.
Once again, we are discussing vertical
obstructions and vertical obstructions only as
defined in FAA FAR Part 77. We are not
discussing any aids, approach aids, or
communication equipment. Please do not try to
muddy the water. If Dyess AFB recognizes and
accepts vertical obstructions within the
immediate runway environment area with no
problems, then how can the surrounding
community be expected to be any different? I
wanted it documented in this JLUS when the
three wind turbines that penetrate the imaginary
surfaces over eight miles away from the runway
are mentioned, that there are also no fewer than
seven vertical obstructions, located on Dyess
AFB property, within the immediate runway
environment area, within 1,000 feet of the
centerline of runway 16/34, that also penetrate
the imaginary surfaces.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Page 28 of 34

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-243

G-244

39

#

My response is
in red
Randahl Lohse,
TAC,
View / Caps
Property Owner

Name

JLUS Document
Location

Please do not take this as being argumentative.
We have asked to be involved 100% in every
aspect of the JLUS, since we were notified. We
have gone to great lengths and hardships to
protect our property rights.
We had to fight to get a position on the Policy
Committee.
Do you really think for a minute that we would
miss a meeting that has to do with our
properties when meeting with the City of Abilene
or Dyess AFB?
Check your records.

During the gathering phase of information for the Page 53 of 56,
JLUS, the Matrix group only meet with 5 or 6
comment 51
property owners at Abilene Regional Airport. We
do not know of any other time, except “public
workshops” or community meetings at Caps
Baptist Church. How many times and how many
people did the Matrix Group meet with Dyess
officials without the affected property owners?
How many times and how many people did the
Matrix Group meet with the City of Abilene
officials without the affected property owners?
How many times and how many people did the
Matrix Group meet with Taylor County officials
without the affected property owners? Do any
City of Abilene, Dyess or Taylor County officials
have a vested interest in the affected property in
the JLUS area? We would like these questions
answered and documented.
Please document these facts.

Concerns/Comments

Page 29 of 34

Action Taken

Matrix was not the entity that set up the meetings. It was No change made
our understanding that View / Caps property owners
were invited to attend the data gathering meetings that
were conducted with Taylor County and the City of
Abilene. If that was not the case, then we apologize for
the misunderstanding.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments
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Document somewhere in the JLUS that there
are numerous vacant land properties for sale,
south of Dyess AFB, in the APZ and noise
zones / contours.

My response is
in red
Randahl Lohse,
TAC,
View / Caps
Property Owner

43

Document that several have been for sale for
years and that at no time in recent years, to our
knowledge were any of these properties

Under “Concerns/Comments”, Randahl posed
Page 54 of 56,
the question that seems to be ignored. “Do any comment 51
City of Abilene, Dyess, or Taylor County officials
have a vested interest in the affected property in
the JLUS area?” I would like to go one step
farther and ask the same question for just the
Caps community.

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

42

Page 51 of 56,
comment 50

Under “Response” the following is found, “… If
you look at the membership of the Policy
Committee and the Technical Advisory
Committee, there are more View/Caps
representatives than there are for the City of
Abilene …” Please explain that statement.

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

41

Page 50 of 56,
comment 50

JLUS Document
Location

In both of the Public Workshops held at the Tye
Community Center, the public has spoken in a
strong, overwhelming, and unified voice. It
appears Matrix is trying to downplay and
minimize that voice as much as possible.

We were not invited to these other meetings.
Please send use documentation showing we
were invited

Concerns/Comments

Jerry Walls,
TAC, View /
Caps Property
Owner

Name

40

#

No change made

No change made

Purchase of property or easements is included in the
strategies in the Implementation Plan, as are the other
items mentioned.

No change made

Page 30 of 34

Action Taken

This is a question that Matrix cannot answer and it would No change made
need to be answered by the individual members of the
organizations. It is our understanding that a
representative from the City of Tye who is on the TAC
owns property within the View / Caps Community.

There are four View / Caps representatives on the
committees – Tom LeVieux is on the PC and Randahl
Lohse, Dennis Reiling, and Jerry Walls are on the TAC.
There are two City of Abilene representatives on the
committees – former Mayor Norm Archibald is on the PC
and Councilmember Shane Price is on the TAC.

Comment noted

Response
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#

Name

G-246

Document that the property owners have asked
on numerous occasions to be involved in
anything that effects there properties in the ETJ
around the City of Abilene and Dyess AFB.

Document that there is other avenues to help
protect Dyess from encroachment and that
zoning and regulation is what has been chosen
in the past over purchase or easements.

Document that Dyess is already protected to
some degree from encroachment by selfregulation because there is already an Airport
Zoning Ordinance and that many people do not
want to live around an airport and that is more
than likely why these properties have remained
for sale for years.

Document that there is property also north of
Dyess that has been for sale for some period of
time.

Document that no easements or properties are
being purchased currently that we are aware of.

purchased by Dyess, City of Abilene, or Taylor
County to help protect Dyess from
encroachment except when Dyess was
established and when the DOD purchased or
acquired easements in the Clear zones or when
in the 1970’s when surface rights were acquired
from one of the property owners on the south
end of the runway.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Page 31 of 34

Action Taken
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…..Restricted airspace: the creation of buffer
zones, if needed, between the military
installation and incompatible / not recommended
land uses; and……..

add……. / not recommended

………., the AICUZ should not be used to make
the ultimate decision on land uses within the
Dyess AFB noise zones and Accident Potential
Zones

Randahl Lohse,
TAC,
View / Caps
Property Owner
my comments
are in red

Randahl Lohse,
TAC,
View / Caps
Property Owner

46

47

Current draft
background report
(May 2017)
Chapter 5 pg. 5-69

Response

Delete this text

Change 317th Airlift Group to 317th Airlift Wing
throughout document

This section is talking specifically about the noise zones,
their omission from the Airport Zoning Ordinance, and
that the AICUZ should not be used to make the ultimate
decision because of this. It is not necessary to add
accident potential zones to this discussion.

Background Report Revise as suggested
Page 4-15
first column, second
paragraph

1 more comment from Chapter 1 of the JLUS.
Chapter 1.3, page
As I was briefly scanning these chapters, I found 1-5
a bullet under 1.3 that I recommend removing.
The third bullet references General public base
tours including a visit to the Museum, a walking
tour on base and a windshield tour. It states
that this is offered the 2nd Friday of each month.
I don’t believe this is the case…need to verify,
but I recommend removing this from this
chapter.

Max Johnson,
Lt Col, USAF

45

JLUS Document
Location

Revise: I realize this comment section is for the Throughout
recommendations; however, we need to
Document.
consider wording in all chapters of the JLUS. As
of 6 Jul 17, the 317 AG has been replaced with
the 317 Air Wing. With final approval of the
study being after the above reference date,
recommend replacing all references to 317 AG
be changed to 317 AW.

Concerns/Comments

Max Johnson,
Lt Col, USAF

Name

44

#

No change made

Page 32 of 34

Change made:
Restricted airspace: the
creation of buffer zones, if
needed, between the military
installation and existing
incompatible / not
recommended land uses; and

Text deleted:
General public base tours are
offered the second Friday of
each month. Tours consist of
visiting the Dyess Museum,
walking a path along all 30
static aircraft in the Air Park,
and a windshield tour of the
base.

317th Airlift Group has been
changed to 317th Airlift Wing
throughout the document.

Action Taken
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G-248

Randahl Lohse,
TAC,
View / Caps
Property Owner

Randahl Lohse,
TAC,
View / Caps
Property Owner

49

Name

48

#

Add....The SLUCM and AICUZ should not be
used to make the ultimate decision on land uses
within the Dyess AFB Accident Potential Zones
or Noise Contours / Zones.

……..Specific uses should not be automatically
determined as incompatible / not recommended
just because they are not included in the AICUZ.
In the event that a proposed land use is not in
the AICUZ, the SLUCM could be consulted as a
starting point to assist in the process of
reviewing the proposed land use. The SLUCM
and AICUZ should not be used to make the
ultimate decision on land uses within the Dyess
AFB Accident Potential Zones or Noise
Contours / Zones.

add…. property owners,

JLUS Technical Advisory Committee. The
TAC was responsible for identifying and
studying technical issues. Membership included
representatives from local jurisdictions,
agencies, property owners, and Dyess AFB with
technical expertise………..

add….. and Accident Potential Zones

Concerns/Comments

Current draft
background report
(May 2017)
Chapter 5 pg. 5-40
first column, last
part of paragraph

Current draft
background report
(May 2017)
Chapter 5 pg. 1-6
second column,
third paragraph

second column, last
part of first
paragraph

JLUS Document
Location

Change as suggested, but make changes separately to
Land Use section for APZs and Noise section for noise
zones.

Revise as suggested

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 33 of 34

Change made in Section 5.18
Noise:
Since the City of Abilene
decided to not include noise as

Change made in Section 5.14
Land Use:
In the event that a proposed
land use is not in the AICUZ,
the SLUCM could be consulted
as a starting point to assist in
the process of reviewing the
proposed land use. The
SLUCM and AICUZ should not
be used to make the ultimate
decision on land uses within
the Dyess AFB accident
potential zones.

Change made:
Membership included
representatives from local
jurisdictions, agencies,
property owners, and Dyess
AFB with technical expertise in
one or more of the
compatibility factors discussed
in Chapter 5, Compatibility
Assessment.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

#

Name

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Committee Comments
Page 34 of 34

part of the Airport Zoning
Ordinance after agreement
among stakeholders including
View / Caps residents in 2008
and 2009, the AICUZ and
SLUCM should not be used to
make the ultimate decision on
land uses within the Dyess
AFB noise zones.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments
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G-250

Name

AT-1A, Page 1

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

Tommy
Downing,
Community

2

3

Recommend rewording to continue existing vigilance programs. AT-1B, Page 1
This is already covered by AFOSI, Det 815 under the “Eagle
Eyes” program whereby OSI works with the local community

We have looked into screening materials for fencing in the past;
however, due to the costs involved and the potential of
providing adverse concealment for adversaries a decision was
made not to implement screening.

Agree that a viewshed analysis may be worthwhile.
Recommend changing verbiage to read: “Once these are
identified, Dyess should explore ways to mitigate views of
sensitive operations or equipment.”

Global

 Paragraph on page

number

Response

Added a stakeholder column for the Dyess AFB
Partnership Committee. This column will serve to include
all members of the Dyess AFB Partnership Committee,
including Property Owners. Strategies that previously
listed “Dyess AFB Partnership Committee” or “Property
Owners” as an “Other Partner” will now be included as part
of this column.

Please leave this column blank.

Action Taken

Change
recommendation so
that the communities
develop an Eagle

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 1 of 42

Change made:
The cities of Abilene and Tye and Taylor County should
work develop the Air Force Eagle Eyes Program as a
community-driven citizen vigilance program with Dyess

Change as suggested Change made:
Dyess AFB should prepare a strategic viewshed analysis
to prioritize critical view corridors and sensitive facilities onbase. Once these are identified, the baseDyess AFB
should explore appropriate natural and man-made
screening systems to protect sensitive activities and
systems within Dyess AFBways to mitigate views of
sensitive operations or equipment. Based on cost,
appropriate DOD funding sources should be identified to
implement screening.

Add a stakeholder
column for the Dyess
AFB Partnership
Committee.

Provide information on Please leave this
the location of your
column blank.
concern/comment in the
document.
 Chapter number
 Page number
 Table or Figure

JLUS Document
Location

Matrix Design Add a stakeholder column for the Dyess AFB Partnership
Group
Committee. This column will serve to include all members of
the Dyess AFB Partnership Committee, including Property
Owners. Strategies that previously listed “Dyess AFB
Partnership Committee” or “Property Owners” as an “Other
Partner” will now be included as part of this column.

If you have more concerns/comments than lines provided below, just
click Table | Insert | Rows Above (or Rows Below) on the menu in
Microsoft Word.

Your concern/comment. Be as specific as possible. If information
presented within the text, table or figure is incorrect, please provide
correct information or a source to contact for the information.

Concerns/Comments

1

Comment Your name,
Number title, and
organization

#

Committee Comments on Draft JLUS Recommendations – August 2017

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Matrix Design Add new recommendation to develop an ordinance to prohibit
Group
taking pictures of aircraft at Dyess AFB

Tommy
Downing,
Community

5

6

This was a strategy
that was
recommended by the
City of Tye as a tool
to discourage visitors
to the park from
taking pictures of
Dyess AFB.

Eyes Program using
the Air Force model
as a starting point.

Response

Change made:
The City of Tye should work with Dyess AFB to develop
signage to place at Rister Park to advertise the Eagle Eyes
program and that visitors to the park are discouraged from
photographing activities at Dyess AFBstate that the park is
under continued surveillance by Dyess AFB and Tye police
and that visitors to the park are discouraged from
photographing activities at Dyess AFB.

AFB to develop acontinue and improve upon existing
citizen vigilance programs to report suspicious activity near
Dyess AFB to ensure the security of the base. This would
includes developing an Eagle Eyes Public Awareness Plan
and Implementation Plan, identifying notification
processes, developing educational pieces, having readily
available contact information for a dedicated point of
contact at Dyess AFB to receive calls and information.
This could also include a social media component.

Action Taken

Recommend deleting or reword to recommend the continuance AT-2A, Page 1
of MOUs and agreements between Dyess and local law
enforcement. Dyess has numerous MOAs with various local LE

G-251

Page 2 of 42

Revise to state the
Change made:
continuance of MOAs Develop Review memorandum of agreements between
Dyess AFB and local communities

New
New
New Recommendation AT-1E
Recommendation AT- Recommendation AT- Develop ordinance to prohibit taking pictures of Dyess
1E
1E
AFB at Rister Park
The City of Tye should develop an ordinance that prohibits
the taking of pictures of Dyess AFB or military aircraft while
at Rister Park. This ordinance would provide Tye Police
with the authority to issue citations for individuals
unlawfully taking pictures of Dyess AFB and military
aircraft. Information on this ordinance and its regulations
should be posted on the signage identified in Issue AT-1C.

Recommend deleting this recommendation: Since it is not
AT-1C, Page 1
illegal to photograph unclassified installations and equipment,
we recommend relying on the “Eagle Eyes” program and/or law
enforcement operations to identify any suspicious activity
outside the installation boundary. 18 U.S.C. Section 795,
Photography & Sketching Defense Installations only pertains to
classified installations & equipment.

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

JLUS Document
Location

4

Concerns/Comments

and provides Eagle Eyes pamphlets concerning suspicious
activity reporting.

Name

Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

#

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-252

Change wording to recommend the continuance of the
AT-2B, Page 1
Quarterly Security Working Group. Dyess already hosts a
quarterly Threat Working Group that meets to discuss all
potential threats to Dyess assets and personnel. In June of
2010 Dyess began including all LE agencies listed above and is
currently working solutions to obtain security clearance eligibility
for a select few individuals in each LE department through the
local DHS.

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

Matrix Design Make wording revisions for clarity and implementability
Group

7

8

COM-1A

agencies which establish protocols on communication and
response to potential threats. The Dyess AT office
communicates weekly by including the weekly Situation Report
(SITREP) that is up channeled to HHQ and distributed to our
Antiterrorism Representatives, and our Threat Working Group
members, which includes FBI, DHS, DPS, APD, TSCO, and
Tye PD.

Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

JLUS Document
Location

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Make wording
revisions for clarity
and implementability

Revise to state the
continuance of
quarterly security
meetings

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 3 of 42

Change made:
Establish a Dyess AFB Partnership Committee
Following completion of the JLUS development, a Dyess
AFB Partnership Committee should be established to
maintain efficient and effective communication and
coordination among the JLUS Partners, oversee the
implementation of JLUS recommendations, and enhance
long-term coordination on military compatibility issues. This
could be integrated into another advisory committee
appropriate to the area and issues addressed, or could be
a continuation of theThis committee could mirror the JLUS
Technical Advisory Committee or Policy Committee. The
Dyess AFB Partnership Committee should meet on a
regular basis as agreed upon by the Committee.

Change made:
Continue Qquarterly security working group meetings
Dyess AFB should continue to host a quarterly security
working group (Threat Working Group) to coordinate with
local law enforcement agencies and discuss security
concerns. Ensure topics are developed to capture best
practices both regionally and Air Force wide as well as
leveraging off base law enforcement agencies best
practices.

Dyess AFB Security Forces should develop acontinue to
utilize memorandums of agreement with local law
enforcement agencies to establish protocols and
procedures to proactively communicate information on
security concerns or potential threat activity. Ensure any
revised language is coordinated with other installations to
capture best practices in evolving security environment to
address emerging threats.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

9

#

Concerns/Comments

Matrix Design Make wording revisions for clarity and implementability
Group

Name

COM-1B

JLUS Document
Location

Make wording
revisions for clarity
and implementability

Response

G-253

Page 4 of 42

Change made:
Develop a memorandum of understanding
(MOU)charter for the Dyess AFB Partnership
Committee
The JLUS Partners should collaborate through thedevelop
a charter for the Dyess AFB Partnership Committee (see
Strategy COM-1A) to facilitate the development of a MOU
that delineates the roles and responsibilities for each
organization / partner in the JLUS Study Area. This MOU
charter should contain information such as:
• Purpose of the committee
• Members on the committee
• Point of contact and contact information for each
organization / partner,
• Role in addressing compatibility issues with the base,

Membership on the Committee must include
representation from the affected property owners.
To continue the momentum produced through the JLUS
process, it is recommended that the City of Abilene be the
lead agency on developing and maintaining the Dyess AFB
Partnership Committee.
The Committee should review JLUS recommendations and
implementation tracking as well as emergent issues from
either the community perspective or from the installation
Encroachment management team to ensure long term
military operational utility and compatibility as missions
evolve.
Other Primary Partners: Property Owners, Abilene
Chamber of Commerce, Abilene Metropolitan Planning
Organization, West Central Texas Council of
Governments.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-254
JLUS Document
Location

Add to Other Partners: Dyess Partnership Committee

COM-1D

We want to be added to most of the Committee Draft
COM-1C
Recommendations (Issue or Strategy statements below) as
pg. 3 of 24
Other Partners along with the Dyess Partnership Committee.
We have stated numerous times that we want to be involved
with any City or County dealings when it comes to the concerns
of our properties in the Extra Territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ). We
do not want decisions being made about our properties behind
closed doors. Transparency needs to be maintained.

Concerns/Comments

Matrix Design Make wording revisions for clarity and implementability
Group

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

10

11

Name

#

Make wording
revisions for clarity
and implementability

Revise this strategy
to be more oriented
as a publicly usable
tool

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 5 of 42

Change made:
Develop a Dyess AFB community / military
compatibility resource management reference guide

Change made:
Maintain Develop a GIS web-based portaldata
clearinghouse
The JLUS Partner jurisdictionsThe City of Abilene in
collaboration with, Dyess AFB, property owners, the Dyess
AFB Partnership Committee, and relevant federal, and
state, and local land management agencies should work
collaboratively to develop a publicly accessible and
interactive GIS clearinghouse web-based portal to share
GIS data, e.g., military footprints, existing land use, zoning,
and other pertinent JLUS-relevant GIS data, to promote
enhanced, long-range, and coordinated compatibility
planning. In addition, a protocol for accessing and
updating the information should be developed to ensure
accuracy and appropriate security measures are
established.
Other Partners: Federal and state land management
agencies, Property Owners

Other Primary Partners: Property Owners, Abilene
Chamber of Commerce, Abilene MPO, West Central Texas
Council of Governments

• Responsibility for addressing compatibility issues, and
• When the committee meets, and
• Triggers for coordination and communication, e.g.,
infrastructure planning, water resources planning,
economic development, mission changes at Dyess AFB,
pubic engagement, etc.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Name

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

#

12

JLUS Document
Location

The Implementation of the Air Force Environmental Impact
Analysis Process affords the opportunity for public comment on
Dyess actions that might affect the human environment. This
includes changes to the noise environment caused by mission
or operational changes, and projects described in the
Installation Development Plan. Some plans, such as the
Installation Complex Encroachment Management Action Plan
(ICEMAP) and any pre-release copies of the AICUZ are “For

Request this issue/strategy be removed. While we
COM-1E, Page 3
wholeheartedly support information sharing and consultation
through a partnership committee as described at COM-1A. We
do not support public vetting of internal planning documents
prior to finalization. Public release of documents will always be
IAW current law and policy. We will take a proactive stance
where we are able, however the rules for each document apply.

Concerns/Comments

Revise this strategy

Response

Page 6 of 42

Strategy deleted:
Review of military planning documents
Dyess AFB should provide approved public versions of key
planning documents for review and comment prior to
finalizationinformation sharing purposes in accordance with
AF public release criteria. Key planning documents could
include the following:
• AICUZ and other noise studies
• Other documents as deemed appropriate by Dyess AFB
for public release and review (where appropriate)
Other Partners: Property Owners

The JLUS Partnership Committee should develop a brief
reference guide providing information about the various
agencies in the JLUS Study Area and their respective
missions, responsibilities, and geographic service areas.
This guide should contain at a minimum:
• Map(s) identifying the important resources to each
agency in the area, and
• Contact information for the agency representative that
would be instrumental in cases of community-military
compatibility,.
• Communication protocol for all levels of engagement,
• Other non-governmental organizations committed to
compatibility planning, and
• Jurisdiction, private utility companies, etc. processes

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-255

G-256

Name

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

#

13

14

Publishing a weekly or monthly flight schedule would greatly
increase the risk of terrorist activity targeting our primary
resources and is counter to our basic Operations Security
OPSEC program. Recommend a caveat clarifying that Dyess
would endeavor to inform the public when the release of the
information would not conflict with OPSEC principals.

Add to Other Partners: Dyess Partnership Committee

“Specific AICUZ data, including noise contour maps
should NOT be made available to anyone outside the Air
Force prior to full public release. It is imperative that
there is no possibility for any group to be given a special
advantage by receiving prior knowledge. Prior to public
release, the AICUZ study is considered an internal
working paper and under the provisions of AFI 37-131, is
exempt from the Freedom of Information Act.”

AFI 32-7063 Attachment 5, paragraph A5.1.5 requires extensive
internal government coordination prior to the public release of
an AICUZ study. The release of the study to the general public
and local area-wide government officials is done at a public
meeting. The sample AICUZ study verbiage of AFH 32-7084
states the following:

Official Use Only” documents exempt from release under the
Freedom of Information Act.

Concerns/Comments

COM-1H, Page 4

COM-1E
pg. 3 of 24

JLUS Document
Location

Add caveat as
suggested.

This strategy has
been amended in
response to
Comment 12

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 7 of 42

Change made:
Continue use of media methods to disseminate
information
Use a mix of media methods to disseminate information
about Dyess AFB including generalized notice of atypical
air operations (example short duration nighttime activities
that are outside recurring parameters) that increase noise

Change made:
This strategy has been amended in response to Comment
12

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Recommend adding Tye, Abilene and Taylor County as
responsible entities to ensure interested citizens are identified
and have access to the Good Neighbor Program.

Revise or delete: The Governor of Texas has signed HB 890
which requires all residential property seller’s disclosures to
include the location of a military installation and that the
property may be affected by high noise or an air installation
compatible use zone.

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

Dennis Reiling Rep Minjarez has authored HB797 which would amend Local
Tech
Government Code and Property Code to have the most recent
Committee
AICUZS or JLUS available on the local governmental entity’s

15

16

17

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Page 5 of 24
COM-2D

COM-2A, COM-2C,
COM-2D, COM-2G,
Pages 5 and 6

COM-1J, Page 4

JLUS Document
Location

Added text to Strategies COM-2A, COM-2C, COM-2D, and
COM-2G:
The Governor of Texas has signed HB 890 which requires
all residential property seller’s disclosures to include the
location of a military installation and that the property may
be affected by high noise or an air installation compatible
use zone.” Ensure follow on public disclosure activities,
procedures are understood by the installation.

Taylor County, City of Abilene, and City of Tye have been
added as supporting partners (open box)

and air traffic, other activities that have a community
impact, and a point of contact for questions or concerns.
This information should be made available on the Dyess
AFB website and through other jurisdiction public service
announcement and media outlet methods. When possible,
Dyess AFB should prepare a weekly or monthly general
schedule of any special or unusual activities or night flying
that may be occurring that week / month to be published in
local media, as long as the information does not conflict
with Operations Security principles that could result in
security concerns.

Action Taken

G-257

Page 8 of 42

For committee
Added text to Strategies COM-2A, COM-2C, COM-2D, and
discussion. Does the COM-2G:
new bill adequately

Add a caveat to each
strategy that a bill has
been signed

For committee
discussion. Does the
new bill adequately
address these
strategies? Should
they be deleted or
revised?

Add communities as
supporting partners
(open box)

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-258

18

#

Amend Texas Property Code Section 5.008 for disclosure
COM-2D
of military impact. The State Legislature, with the support of
pg. 5 of 24
TAR and Non‐TAR members, should consider amending Texas
Property Code Section 5.008 to incorporate language that
requires disclosure of information related to military impacts, as
it pertains to the property in the transaction.
Other Primary Partner: State Legislature, Texas Association of
Realtors, Texas Real Estate Commission, other reals
estate advocates, Abilene Association of Realtors, Dyess AFB
Partnership Committee

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

If we are not involved in this process of updating or amending
the Texas Property Code that affect our properties in the ETJ.
It needs to be mandatory that property owners / stakeholders
are involved.

internet website. This only makes information “available” not
offered as information or be acknowledged. In February, 2017,
HB797 stalled being referred to Defense & Veterans’ Affairs.
This would be good for Rep Stan Lambert to co-sponsor and for
Senator Dawn Buckingham to also author. The Property Code
now has casual disclosure of “deed restrictions or governmental
ordinances affecting the condition or use of the Property” and
“included in the extraterritorial jurisdiction of a municipality and
may now or later be subject to annexation by the municipality.”
This disclosure is only required of the seller. An upstanding real
estate entity would be appreciated upon giving this information.
Present landowners may not even know of the ETJ or an
Ordinance or understand the impact.

Land Owner,
Caps

JLUS Document
Location

Concerns/Comments

Name

The Governor of
Texas has signed HB
890 which requires all
residential property
seller’s disclosures to
include the location of
a military installation

For committee
discussion. Does the
new bill adequately
address these
strategies? Should
they be deleted or
revised?

The Governor of
Texas has signed HB
890 which requires all
residential property
seller’s disclosures to
include the location of
a military installation
and that the property
may be affected by
high noise or an air
installation
compatible use zone.

address these
strategies? Should
they be deleted or
revised?

Response

Page 9 of 42

Added text to Strategies COM-2A, COM-2C, COM-2D, and
COM-2G:
The Governor of Texas has signed HB 890 which requires
all residential property seller’s disclosures to include the
location of a military installation and that the property may
be affected by high noise or an air installation compatible
use zone.” Ensure follow on public disclosure activities,
procedures are understood by the installation.

The Governor of Texas has signed HB 890 which requires
all residential property seller’s disclosures to include the
location of a military installation and that the property may
be affected by high noise or an air installation compatible
use zone.” Ensure follow on public disclosure activities,
procedures are understood by the installation.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments
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Committee Comments

Name

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

#

19

20

JLUS Document
Location

Develop a Dyess AFB awareness program
Develop a Dyess AFB awareness program targeted to the
property owners and homeowners to ensure they are aware of
the impacts of aircraft operations in areas surrounding Dyess
AFB. This should be tailored for current and future property
owners and land developers. A new brochure should be
developed that includes information from the existing AICUZ
Citizen’s Brochure, such as the airfield safety zones and noise
zones, but also be redesigned to be more user friendly.

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

Anything that affects our properties such as signage, we want to
be involved.

COM-2F
pg. 6 of 24

Signage alerting of Dyess AFB location and operations
COM-2E
The communities should work with Dyess AFB to develop
pg. 5 of 24
signage to install along key roads that alert drivers they are
entering an area subject to impacts from Dyess AFB and that
military aircraft operations are present that may cause noise,
vibrations, etc. Verbiage such as “Proud home of Dyess AFB”,
“Warning: entering a high noise area” should be included on the
signage. The signs may also include information that
unincorporated areas within Abilene's ETJ area
are subject to airport hazard zoning within the county.

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners

We absolutely need and want to be involved in this process in
order to maintain transparency.

Concerns/Comments

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee as a
partner

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee as a
partner

and that the property
may be affected by
high noise or an air
installation
compatible use zone.

Response

Page 10 of 42

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee as a partner

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee as a partner

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-259

G-260

Water service providers lack authority to “denial of service” in
this manner. However due to water wholesale purchase
contract with Abilene a water utility cannot serve without the
City’s certificate of patting satisfaction. Makes sense that
Abilene would be the office of prime responsibility.

Add to Other Partners: Dyess Partnership Committee

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

Dennis Reiling
Tech
Committee
Land Owner,
Caps

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner

22

23

24

Add to Other Partners: Dyess Partnership Committee

Add to Other Partners: Dyess Partnership Committee

Property owners / stakeholders want to be involved / included
add….. Property owners

Other Primary Partner: Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

If multiple brochures are developed, they should be
substantially different in their design so that they can be
distinguished as separate documents.

21

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

COM-2I
pg. 6 of 24

COM-2H
pg. 6 of 24

Page 6 of 24
COM-2H

COM-2G
pg. 6 of 24

JLUS Document
Location

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Change Abilene and
Tye to the primary
parties

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee as a
partner

Response

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Page 11 of 42

Abilene and Tye are now the only primary parties

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee as a partner

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments
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Committee Comments

Add to Other Partners: Dyess Partnership Committee

Add to Other Partners: Dyess Partnership Committee

Recommend deletion. The disclosure could be accomplished
under the recommendation of COM-2L. Dyess has no legal
authority to impose this requirement.

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

Dennis Reiling This virtually reads the same as COM-2L except for the word
Tech
“military”. Why not combine with all rental properties?
Committee

26

27

28

Concerns/Comments

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

Technical
Committee

Name

25

#

Page 7 of 24
COM-2M

COM-2M, Page 7

COM-2K
pg. 7 of 24

COM-2J
pg. 6 of 24

JLUS Document
Location

Modify this strategy

Modify strategy

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Response

G-261

Page 12 of 42

Change made:
Requirements to post rental properties for military
families

Change made:
Requirements to post rental properties for military
families
Dyess AFB should Housing Office should monitor local
practices and procedures related to require that the owners
of any properties advertised as rentals for military families
that are within the airfield safety zones or noise zones
disclose the potential impacts that may result from its
location proximate to operational areas of Dyess AFB.
Include this information in Newcomer Orientation briefing
materials.
Other Primary Partner: Property Owners

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-262

31

Dennis Reiling Great idea - a large map with good detail. Let’s also overlay the Page 7 of 24
Tech
MPO Thoroughfare Plan Map on it also. This will portray the
COM-2P
Committee
chaos going on in this area.

For committee
discussion. Should
this strategy be
revised?

For committee discussion

Page 13 of 42

The JLUS Policy and Technical committees should target
the purchase of property rights only where incompatible or
non-conforming uses are already established and/or critical
areas where zoning is not expected to occur. A strategy
should be developed to identify both properties under
consideration and development of strategies to ensure
compatible development occurs in a prioritized site by site
basis. Strategies should range from partnerships,
easements, agreements, to purchase and or enhanced use
lease compatible development as applicable.

As part of the JLUS, I was hoping for more specificity as to
where or under what local circumstances such avigation
easements or development rights easements might be
appropriate. AFI 32-7063 states: “Acquisition of interests
should only be considered when all possibilities of achieving
compatible zoning, or similar protection, have been exhausted
(or the area is not subject to zoning) and the operational
integrity of the air installation or mission is manifestly
threatened.” Perhaps the document should recommend
targeting the purchase of property rights only where
incompatible or non-conforming uses are already established
and/or critical areas where zoning is not expected to occur.

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

30

COM-2N, LU-1H, LU2C, Pages 7, 14 and
15

For committee discussion

For committee
discussion. Should
this strategy be
deleted or revised?

Action Taken

Due to the abundance of information given by all interested
Page 7 of 24
entities about the possible affects living next to an airport, this
COM-2N
may be an extremely unpopular move. Giving a perpetual
easement is a huge step and more so with long term residency.
No. Enduring by an Ordinance should be enough.

Response

Dennis Reiling
Tech
Committee
Land Owner,
Caps

JLUS Document
Location

29

Concerns/Comments

Dyess AFB should Housing Office should monitor local
practices and procedures related to require that the owners
of any properties advertised as rentals for military families
that are within the airfield safety zones or noise zones
disclose the potential impacts that may result from its
location proximate to operational areas of Dyess AFB.
Include this information in Newcomer Orientation briefing
materials.
Other Primary Partner: Property Owners

Name

Land Owner,
Caps

#

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments
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Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

33

Land Owner,
Caps

Name

32

#

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

Comprehensive Plans affect our properties in the ETJ
We are talking about our properties again behind closed doors.
A position / representative for property owners / stakeholders
should be included and mandatory when it effects property in
the ETJ.

Other Partner: Abilene Regional Airport

Update comprehensive plans for military compatibility
The JLUS jurisdictions should consider updating their
comprehensive plans to incorporate military compatibility
policies for renewable energy development to ensure the
jurisdictions and other relevant agencies are included in
potential development discussions. Dyess AFB and Abilene
Regional Airport should be included in such discussions.

Additionally recommend adding an unfilled box into the City of
Abilene category for this strategy number.

Tye standalone online GIS portal
The City of Tye should develop its own online GIS portal. If the
City of Tye does not develop its own online GIS portal, the city
should work with the City of Abilene to integrate with their online
GIS portal.

Recommend combining COM-2Q and COM-2R to read:

Concerns/Comments

ED- 1B
pg. 8 of 24

COM-2Q/ COM 2R
Page 8

JLUS Document
Location

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Combine strategies
as recommended

Response

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Page 14 of 42

Change made:
City of Tye standalone online GIS portal
The City of Tye should develop its own online GIS portal.
If the City of Tye does not develop its own online GIS
portal, it should work with the City of Abilene to integrate
with their online GIS portal.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-263

G-264

Recommend deletion. The idea of mapping or otherwise
ED-1C, and ED-2B,
describing areas that are “ideal” for wind or solar development Pages 8 and 9
would be a very complex undertaking once you move beyond
protecting airport obstruction surfaces or preventing glint and
glare beneath those same surfaces. Suggest we rely on the
recommendation LU-1F and make sure MOAs include Taylor
County and perhaps local school districts so that they consult
Dyess before abating ad valorem taxes on energy equipment.
The Governor has recently signed SB 277. This bill prohibits
abating these taxes within 25 nautical miles of a military aviation
facility.

We have asked for a copy of the MOU mentions in the
ED-1D, Page 9
recommendation. I don’t think we should be involved in a MOU
with the Wind Energy or Renewable Energy proponents. We
are just one installation out of 15 in Texas. I don’t think the
renewable energy proponents want 15 separate MOU’s.
Recommend changing wording to include the Texas
Commanders’ Council as an entity that should look into
developing an MOU for all Texas military installations.

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

Dwight
Williams
Airspace
Manager
7 OSS/OSR

35

JLUS Document
Location

34

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Action Taken

Revise to make
Texas Commander’s
Council the primary
entity

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 15 of 42

Change made:
Memorandum of agreement with wind industry
Dyess AFB / the Air Force should work with the Texas
Commander’s Council to consider developing a
memorandum of agreement (MOA) with the regional wind
industry / wind energy developers to establish mutuallyagreed upon terms to develop future wind energy
generation facilities that minimize impacts on Dyess AFB
operations. Dyess AFB should contact the Department of
the Navy, Naval Air Station Corpus Christi, and / or Naval

Change made:
Identify and map locations suitable for wind energy
development
Identify and publish locations that are suitable for
alternative energy development that are ideal for wind
Revise text for clarity developers as well as that do not compatibility conflict with
Dyess AFB and Abilene Regional Airport operations.
Make similar changes Develop a "Red, Yellow, Green" map that communicates
to ED-2B
and illustrates locations where specific types of wind
energy development (including the potential impact of
individual versus utility-scale developments) are
compatible with Dyess AFB and Abilene Regional Airport
operations, where types of wind energy development may
be compatible depending on the project, and where types
of wind energy development should be prohibited to avoid
incompatibility with Dyess AFB and Abilene Regional
Airport operations. The City of Abilene should serve as an
advocate and stakeholder in larger alternative energy
study effort sponsored by State leveraging Alternative
Energy Siting Federal Funding Opportunity through the
Office of Economic Adjustment.
Other Partner: Abilene Regional Airport

This has been done
for other installations
and at state levels
around the country.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Please recommend a strategy to ensure SB 277 is carried out in
Taylor County. Also recommend a process to consider Dyess
operational compatibility in decisions to abate ad valorem taxes.

Is there a suggested process whereby Dyess could be proactive ED-2A, Page 9
with solar utility scale solar developers?

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

36

37

JLUS Document
Location

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Revise strategy

Add new strategy as
recommended

Response

G-265

Page 16 of 42

Change made:
Coordination on Solar Energy Development
The City of Abilene should serve as an advocate and
stakeholder in larger alternative energy study effort
sponsored by State leveraging Alternative Energy Siting
Federal Funding Opportunity through the Office of
Economic Adjustment. Dyess AFB should coordinate with
solar energy developers and identify any impacts outside
the installation including glint and glare, and how those
impacts can be addressed.

New strategy added as ED-1G:
Adherence to adopted Senate Bill 277 requirements
regarding wind energy
the JLUS Partner communities should ensure that they
follow the requirements of the newly signed Senate Bill 277
legislation, effective September 1, 2017, relating to the
eligibility of certain property for certain ad valorem tax
incentives relating to wind-powered energy devices within
25 nautical miles of Dyess AFB.

Other Partner: Wind Energy Developers, Texas
Commander’s Council

Air Station Kingsville to discuss details on their recent
MOA with wind developers. The City of Abilene should
serve as an advocate with the Texas Commander’s
Council to consider a larger regional/state-wide alternative
energy study effort sponsored by State leveraging
Alternative Energy Siting Federal Funding Opportunity
through the Office of Economic Adjustment.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-266

40

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

Suggest rewording to recommend continuing the partnership
HA-1B
between Dyess and local real estate associations. The Housing
Manager and Housing Referral person have recently joined and
become members of the Big Country Texas Apartment
Association to actually partner with our landlords off base. We
also go to meetings with the Abilene Board of Realtors. Also, it
is the HRMA (Housing Requirements and Marketing Analysis)
not the HMA. The last HRMA was completed in Oct 2008.

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

39

Adopt ordinance regulating unmanned aircraft
LAS-1A
The JLUS Partner jurisdictions should adopt an ordinance for
pg. 10 of 24
use of unmanned aerial systems incorporating Federal Aviation
Administration rules for recreational, commercial, and other
users to allow local enforcement. Working with Dyess AFB and
Abilene Regional Airport, establish areas where such systems
may and may not be permissible due to their potential impacts
to flight operations.

HA-1A, page 10

Please change to read: “Dyess AFB should work with local
communities to provide macro-level data on where Dyess AFB
personnel reside off-installation, and work to communicate
housing needs and preferences of military personnel living offinstallation.” Providing information on where our Dyess
personnel live off base in a mass document would require daily
changes due to PCS, retirements, and discharges and could
potentially create OPSEC issues as terrorist organizations
continue to produce mass lists of military personnel with PII
information such as home addresses for potential targeting.
BAH data is already publically available at:
http://www.defensetravel.dod.mil/site/bahCalc.cfm

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

38

JLUS Document
Location

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Action Taken

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 17 of 42

Strategy modified:
Adopt ordinances regulating unmanned aircraft
The JLUS Partner jurisdictions should adopt an ordinance
for use of unmanned aerial systems incorporating Federal
Aviation Administration rules for recreational, commercial,
and other users to established and enforce rules and

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Change as suggested Change made:
Continue to Ccoordinate Dyess AFB housing needs
Develop Dyess AFB should continue partnerships with
local realtors, Big Country Texas Apartment Association,
Abilene Board of Realtorsrealtor associations, renters, and
local planning departments to share information regarding
military housing needs on a regular basis via the Dyess
AFB Housing Requirements and Marketing Analysis
(HRMA) report.
Other Partners: Property Owners, Local Realtors, Realtor
Associations

Change as suggested Change made:
Inform communities about Dyess AFB housing
services
Dyess AFB should work with the local communities to
provide them informationmacro-level data on where Dyess
AFB personnel live off-installation, and provide them
information on personnel housing needs, including basic
allowance for housing amountswork to communicate
housing needs and preferences of military personnel living
off-installation.
Other Partner: Property Owners, Local Realtors, Realtor
Associations

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Name

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

#

41

Suggest LAS-1A and 1B be combined. Dyess personnel will
never have the authority to issue fines for UAS violations.
Currently on Federal Marshalls have that authority or local law
enforcement IF a local ordinance is passed.

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

Other Partners: Federal Aviation Administration, Abilene
Regional Airport

Concerns/Comments

LAS-1B, Page 10

JLUS Document
Location

regulations of unauthorized unmanned aerial systems
usage including the issuance of fines for offenders.
Working with Dyess AFB and Abilene Regional Airport,
establish areas where such systems may and may not be
permissible due to their potential impacts to flight
operations.
New guidance on overflight of installations and their rules
of engagement should be publicized in local community
web pages and language adopted to restrict overflight.

Action Taken

G-267

Page 18 of 42

Deleted LAS-1B:
Enforcement and fines
Dyess AFB and Abilene Regional Airport should work with
local law enforcement to assist the FAA and help enforce
the established rules and regulations of unauthorized

Change as suggested Change made to LAS-1A:
Adopt ordinances regulating unmanned aircraft
The JLUS Partner jurisdictions should adopt an ordinance
for use of unmanned aerial systems incorporating Federal
Aviation Administration rules for recreational, commercial,
and other users to established and enforce rules and
regulations of unauthorized unmanned aerial systems
usage including the issuance of fines for offendersallow
local enforcement. Working with Dyess AFB and Abilene
Regional Airport, establish areas where such systems may
and may not be permissible due to their potential impacts
to flight operations. Key coordination include
communication, sighting, coordinated response and
agreed upon rules of engagement between jurisdictions
and law enforcement agencies.
Other Partners: Federal Aviation Administration, Abilene
Regional Airport

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-268

Name

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

#

42

Not sure that they should be required? There still needs to a
better explanation of why the State of Texas does not require
this. We do not agree to this until we have all the facts. The way
this is written, it is showing that we as property owners/
stakeholders/ Technical Committee members are agreeing to
this (“should be required”). At this point, we are not actually
agreeing.
It needs to be documented that until more information is
obtained, the property owners / stakeholders / Technical
Committee members do not necessarily agree to the
“Recommended deed notifications” within the Accident
Potential Zones (APZ). The Department of Defense (DOD) has
already purchased or received the easements for the Clear
Zones and these easements are more than likely included in the
Warranty Deed. If the DOD wants to compensate the property
owners in the APZ’s and purchase easements for the

Recommend deed notifications
All subdivisions, land divisions, and other discretionary actions
within a clear zone or accident potential zone, as defined by
Dyess AFB, should be required to file a deed notification that
identifies the property’s location within this area and describes
the area of the property located within the clear zone or
accident potential zone. The notice shall state that the property
is subject to operational impacts associated with flight
operations at Dyess AFB.
Other Entities: Property Owners / Developers

Concerns/Comments

LU- 1C
pg. 12 of 24

JLUS Document
Location

unmanned aerial systems usage including the issuance of
fines for offenders.
Other Partners: Federal Aviation Administration, Abilene
Regional Airport

Action Taken

Page 19 of 42

Change “required” to Change made:
“recommended”
Recommend deed notifications
All subdivisions, land divisions, and other discretionary
Change “shall” to
actions within a clear zone or accident potential zone, as
“should”
defined by Dyess AFB, should be required recommended
to file a deed notification that identifies the property’s
Change strategy type location within this area and describes the area of the
from “Regulatory” to property located within the clear zone or accident potential
“Communication /
zone. The notice shall should state that the property is
Coordination”
subject to operational impacts associated with flight
operations at Dyess AFB.
Add Dyess AFB
Other Partners: Property Owners, Developers
Partnership
Committee as a
partner

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

For Dyess AFB Overlay District-Noise, change to read the
LU-1D, Page 13
following:
“Includes areas or districts impacted by aviation noise as
informed by the Dyess AICUZ study.” (The intent of this
suggested change is to plan for where noise is expected to be
impactful, not necessarily exactly where the latest AICUZ noise
contour is drawn.)

Define and establish Dyess AFB Overlay Districts
LU- 1D
Create a Dyess AFB Combined Overlay District containing
pg. 13 of 24
Dyess AFB Overlay Districts that reflect the types and intensity
of compatibility issues. The Dyess AFB Combined Overlay
District is the collective geographic area of all of the Dyess AFB
Overlay Districts combined. The Dyess AFB Overlay Districts
should be used by local jurisdictions to identify areas where
specific compatibility issues are more likely to occur. These
Overlay Districts will not establish regulatory requirements but
are meant to provide education for future land planning
decisions based on the likely location of Dyess AFB operational
impacts, and are used to identify where certain
recommendations from this JLUS will apply. Implementation of
the Dyess AFB Combined Overlay District and associated
strategies for these zones will:
• Create a broader framework for making sound planning
decisions around military airfields
• More accurately identify areas that can affect or be affected by
military missions
• Protect the public’s health, safety, and welfare

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

44

Add to Other Partners: Dyess Partnership Committee

protection of Dyess or any military installation, then we may
agree to “Recommended deed notifications”.

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

JLUS Document
Location

43

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Action Taken

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Page 20 of 42

Change as suggested Change made:
• Dyess AFB Overlay District-Noise – Includes areas or
districts impacted by aviation noise as informed within the
65 dB noise contour for aircraft noise, as identified by the
Dyess AFB AICUZ Study

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-269

#

Name

G-270

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

This section talks about “Overlay Districts”, “future land planning
decisions based on the likely location of Dyess AFB” ,
“recommendations from this JLUS” , and “associated
strategies”, etc.
We as property owners / stakeholders / Technical Committee
members, want to be involved.
Add….
A position / representative for property owners / stakeholders
should be included and mandatory when it effects property in
the ETJ

• Protect the military missions
• Identify a compatible / recommended mix of land uses for
consideration
• Promote an orderly transition and rational organization of land
use around military airfields
The Dyess AFB Overlay Districts are defined as follows:
• Dyess AFB Overlay District‐Bird / Wildlife Aircraft Strike
Hazard (BASH) – Includes an area within five miles of the air
operations area at Dyess AFB, an area where the majority of
bird strikes are statistically likely to occur
• Dyess AFB Overlay District‐Noise – Includes areas within the
65 dB noise contour for aircraft noise, as identified by the Dyess
AFB AICUZ
• Dyess AFB Overlay District‐Safety – Includes the Clear Zone
(CZ) and Accident Potential Zones (APZs) I and II
• Dyess AFB Overlay District‐Vertical Obstructions – Includes
land under the imaginary surfaces for the runway at Dyess AFB
• Dyess AFB Combined Overlay District – This comprises the
outermost boundary of all the Dyess AFB Overlay Districts

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Action Taken

Page 21 of 42

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

Suggest including the Tye Economic/Industrial Development
Corporation, the Development Corporation of Abilene and
perhaps the West Central Texas Council of Governments
Development District.

Economic development marketing
LU- 1G
Dyess AFB should work with the Abilene Chamber of
pg. 14 of 24
Commerce to develop economic development marketing
guidelines that identify the type of industries that are compatible
/ recommended with Dyess AFB mission, type of industries that
are incompatible / not recommended with the military mission
and the geography of these areas. This may be used by the
Chamber of Commerce to market to and attract appropriate
businesses and industries.

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

46

47

LU-1G, Page 14

LU- 1F
pg. 13 of 24

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

JLUS Document
Location

45

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Action Taken

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Page 22 of 42

Change as suggested Change made:
Economic development marketing
Dyess AFB should work with the Abilene Chamber of
Commerce to develop economic development marketing
guidelines that identify the type of industries that are
compatible / recommended with Dyess AFB mission, type
of industries that are incompatible / not recommended with
the military mission and the geography of these areas.
This may be used by the Chamber of Commerce to market
to and attract appropriate businesses and industries.
Other Primary Partners: Abilene Chamber of Commerce,
Tye Economic Development Corporation, Tye Industrial
Development Corporation, Development Corporation of
Abilene, West Central Texas Council of Governments
Development District

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-271

G-272

Dyess AFB staff representative on local planning and
LU- 1I
zoning commissions
pg. 14 of 24
Invite a representative from Dyess AFB to serve as an ex‐officio
member on each of the JLUS jurisdiction planning and zoning
commissions to allow for Dyess AFB to provide comments on
proposed developments that may impact their mission. Dyess
AFB shall only provide comments for technical consideration on
compatibility impacts and will not make any recommendation on
the final land use decision. This position should be formalized
through a resolution or an MOU.

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

49

It needs to be documented and added that a position /
representative for property owners / stakeholders should be
included and mandatory when it effects property in the ETJ,

LU- 1H
pg. 14 of 24

Add to Other Partners: Dyess Partnership Committee

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

Other Primary Partner: Abilene Chamber of Commerce

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

JLUS Document
Location

48

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Action Taken

Page 23 of 42

Change made to strategy:
Purchase of property or easements
Dyess AFB, the Air Force, or the City of Tye should
consider purchasing property or easements from willing
owners of land that is incompatible / not recommended or
has a potential to be developed with an incompatible / not
recommended use. Strategies and in depth analysis and
prioritization should include easements, partnerships with
conservation agencies, leveraging DoD Readiness and
Environmental Protection Integration (REPI) program.
Other Primary Partners: Property Owners

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Property owners are No action taken
involved in this effort
through the regular
public process,
including attending
planning and zoning
commission meetings
to address their
concerns.

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

For present residences this will defiantly not fly. Due to the
abundance of information being given prior to becoming a
community resident and knowledge of present residents, this
program has no purpose except to excuse post-accident
assistance by the DoD. Delete this item.

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

Dennis Reiling
Tech
Committee
Land Owner,
Caps

51

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

especially when it involves “local planning and zoning
commissions”. If not included, how can transparency be
maintained?

50

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Page 15 of 24
LU-1K

LU-1J
pg. 14 of 24

JLUS Document
Location

Delete this strategy

Action Taken

G-273

Page 24 of 42

Strategy LU-1K has been deleted
Military safety acceptance document
The cities of Abilene and Tye and Taylor County should
develop a formal document that would be signed by each
property owner living within the airfield safety zones
(accident potential zones) established by the Dyess AFB
AICUZ, stating and attesting that they knowingly reside or
own property within an airfield safety zone associated with
Dyess AFB operations.

The strategy is
No action taken
regarding review of
development
proposals and
establishing a
timeline for them to
respond with any
comments. While
property owners may
be involved if they are
submitting a
development
proposal, they would
not be involved in the
application review
process.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-274

Military safety acceptance document
LU- 1K
The cities of Abilene and Tye and Taylor County should develop pg. 15 of 24
a formal document that would be signed by each property
owner living within the airfield safety zones (accident potential
zones) established by the Dyess AFB AICUZ, stating and
attesting that they knowingly reside or own property within an
airfield safety zone associated with Dyess AFB operations.
Other Partner: Property Owners

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

53

When people move or buy property around a Military Installation
or any airport for that matter, should know and accept the noise

The Military Safety Acceptance Document described at LU-1K LU-1K, NOI-2H,
and the Military Noise Acceptance Document described at NOI- COM-2H,2I,2J,
2H, along with the disclosures recommended at COM-2H
Pages 6, 15, 19
through 2J seem to not accomplish a valid purpose (other than
education) so long as they are accomplished after the land use
decision has been made. Residential real estate disclosures
and the recommended rental disclosures occur, or would occur,
before the decision to purchase or otherwise reside at a
location. This pre-decisional disclosure is a form of consumer
protection. If the aim of a post- decisional disclosure is to
somehow absolve the Air Force of responsibility to change
operations as a result of incompatible development, then it is in
error. Encroachment causes changes to military operations
when those operations begin to threaten the health, safety and
welfare of the community, regardless of whether individual
citizens understand the risks. Signing a “Military Acceptance
Document” would also not prevent individuals from filing
complaints, and it would not justify the Air Force’s ignoring
those complaints.

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

JLUS Document
Location

52

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Delete this strategy

Delete this strategy

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 25 of 42

Strategy LU-!K has been deleted
Military safety acceptance document
The cities of Abilene and Tye and Taylor County should
develop a formal document that would be signed by each
property owner living within the airfield safety zones
(accident potential zones) established by the Dyess AFB
AICUZ, stating and attesting that they knowingly reside or
own property within an airfield safety zone associated with
Dyess AFB operations.
Other Partner: Property Owners

Strategy LU-!K has been deleted
Military safety acceptance document
The cities of Abilene and Tye and Taylor County should
develop a formal document that would be signed by each
property owner living within the airfield safety zones
(accident potential zones) established by the Dyess AFB
AICUZ, stating and attesting that they knowingly reside or
own property within an airfield safety zone associated with
Dyess AFB operations.
Other Partner: Property Owners

Other Partner: Property Owners

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Name

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

#

54

55

LU- 2A
pg. 15 of 24

JLUS Document
Location

The phrase, “Any updates would need to be agreed upon by all LU-2B, Page 2B
stakeholders” seems to require consensus, not just strive for it.
Recommend changing third sentence to read, “Any updates
should be the product of a participatory process involving all
interested parties to the maximum extent practicable.”

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

The “Comprehensive Plan” and “Airport Zoning Ordinance
“involves the ETJ property owners around Dyess AFB.
Document that it needs to be mandatory that the property
owners / stakeholders are involved in this process, especially
when involving an update to the “Abilene comprehensive
plan.”

Update Abilene comprehensive plan
The City of Abilene should update its Comprehensive Plan to
incorporate goals and policies to support the Airport Zoning
Ordinance

Delete the “Military safety acceptance document.”

associated with the airport as we did, and do. The surveys
conducted by the Matrix group on two separate occasions
document that “noise” is of little to no concern for the property
owners / stakeholders. Do you really believe that future property
owners / stakeholders will feel any different than the current
ones, especially if they have to give up property rights?
With enough informational documents given out at different
times for water meters, septic systems, etc., this document is
not needed.

Concerns/Comments

Change, but retain
some of the language
from the third
sentence

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Response

G-275

Page 26 of 42

Change made:
Update Abilene zoning regulations
The City of Abilene should form a subcommittee of the
Dyess AFB Partnership Committee to evaluate and
consider updating its Airport Zoning Regulations to be
more concise and provide a wider variety of land uses.

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-276

Change “here” to “there”

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

57

58

LU-3 Heading, Page
16

LU- 2C
pg. 15 of 24

JLUS Document
Location

Education to developers filing development or platting
LU- 3A
applications
pg. 16 of 24
The Taylor County Clerk, working with the cities of Abilene and
Tye, should develop educational material packets and
checklists for developers and property owners who subdivide or
develop their land or so that they know exactly what forms and

Add to Other Partners: Dyess Partnership Committee

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

56

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

During this evaluation, the subcommittee should evaluate
and consider if any appropriate zoning regulations could be
revised within the safety zones. Any updates would need
to be agreed upon by all stakeholdersshould be the
product of a participatory process involving all interested
parties, including residents within the unincorporated ETJ,
to the maximum extent practicable, and enacted through
the established zoning amendment process. Any
nonconformities should be grandfathered so that they can
be re-established if they're substantially damaged or
destroyed.
Other Primary Partners: Property Owners, Dyess AFB
Partnership Committee Subcommittee

Action Taken

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Page 27 of 42

Change as suggested Change made:
There are existing incompatible / not recommended land
uses within Taylor County, partially resulting from
properties being platted without County approval.

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

Amend intergovernmental agreement between City of
LU- 3B
Abilene and Taylor County for subdivision review
pg. 16 of 24
The City of Abilene and Taylor County should amend their
intergovernmental agreement for subdivisions within Abilene's
ETJ so that for applicable subdivisions, land owners and / or
developers must provide proof that a water meter can be
connected to the property at the time the subdivision application
is submitted

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

60

Page 16 of 24
LU-3B

In 2003, an inter-local agreement by Taylor County for Abilene
to be responsible for platting within the ETJ was complete. In
the ETJ and by Abilene’s Wholesale Water Contract to the
water utilities, Platting must be satisfied prior to a water utility
being able to serve water. Nothing says that a property MUST
be served by a water meter; it can be delivered by truck.

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

This “educational packet “affects “property owners who
subdivide or develop their land.”
Property owners / stakeholders need to be involved.

materials are needed and can prepare a complete and accurate
platting or development application package to submit to the
County Clerk for review and approval. It will be the responsibility
of the County Clerk to verify all
information is accurate and complete before approving an
application.

Dennis Reiling
Tech
Committee
Land Owner,
Caps

JLUS Document
Location

59

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Action Taken

For committee
For committee discussion
discussion.
This is an agreement
between two
governmental
entities. What role
would the Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee play?
Page 28 of 42

Revise text to say
Change made:
water service instead Amend intergovernmental agreement between City of
of a water meter
Abilene and Taylor County for subdivision review
The City of Abilene and Taylor County should amend their
intergovernmental agreement for subdivisions within
Abilene's ETJ so that for applicable subdivisions, land
owners and / or developers must provide proof that a water
meterservice can be connected provided to the property at
the time the subdivision application is submitted.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-277

G-278

63

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

ETJ signage
The City of Abilene and Taylor County should develop signage
to place along roads to notify the public that they are entering
the City of Abilene’s ETJ and the city has some land use
authority within the unincorporated land.

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

62

Recommend deletion: As discussed in the comment to issue
NOI-1A, Page 17
COM-1E, the preparation of the AICUZ study is not a
collaborative process. It is a study provided by the DoD to local
governments and other stakeholders for use in their
collaborative land use planning process. It should be a tool for
planners, not the plan. It was my understanding, perhaps
wrongly, that the JLUS would be an opportunity to more
accurately assess land use compatibility around the installation
if needed. The Land use analysis section of the most recent

Property owners / stakeholders want to be involved / included
Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

LU‐4A
pg. 16 of 24

In my travels I have seen simple county signs saying, “This is a Page 16 of 24
zoned County”. It is a trigger, not a signage discussion. TX
LU-4A
rural roads are 75 mph and with a couple of seconds passing a
sign - it must be concise.

Property owners / stakeholders need to be involved / included.
Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

Dennis Reiling
Tech
Committee
Land Owner,
Caps

JLUS Document
Location

61

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

This strategy is only
recommending
collaboration to
ascertain the actual
land use and level of

For committee
discussion. Is the
change agreeable?

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Add text as an
example

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 29 of 42

Change made:
Involve municipality staff and property owners in
AICUZ revisions
Any consultant or Dyess AFB personnel who are
responsible for updating the AICUZ in the future should
coordinate with the cities of Abilene and Tye, Taylor
County, and property owners to identify the definitive
compatibility status of properties with AICUZ
recommendations, such as any noise attenuation

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Change made:
ETJ signage
The City of Abilene and Taylor County should develop
signage to place along roads to notify the public that they
are entering the City of Abilene’s ETJ and the city has
some land use authority within the unincorporated land.
This could be simple text such as, "This is a zoned County"
to provide a quick acknowledgement to passersby.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Add to Other Partners: Dyess Partnership Committee

Recommend changing the first sentence to the following:
“…actions within the noise impact zone, as defined by the
municipality, should be required to file…”

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

Dennis Reiling
Tech
Committee
Land Owner,
Caps

65

66

NOI-1B, Page 17

NOI-1A
pg. 17 of 24

JLUS Document
Location

With the noise zones being arbitrary and subject to changing,
Page 17 of 24
the idea of deed notifications is too permanent; the situation will NOI-1B
change with the next noise zone amendment. The information
packets and signage programs should be adequate, except for
the understanding of authorities.

Again the point of this suggested change is for cities to define
their noise zones informed by the AICUZ noise study, not for the
AICUZ, which periodically changes, to define a regulated area.

Dyess would certainly participate in any additional, more indepth analysis required to implement land use compatibility
plans or measures.

AICUZ is the product of a relatively in-depth look at land uses
within the AICUZ environs. It is not considered within the scope
of an AICUZ to ascertain whether noise level reduction
measures have been installed in every inhabited building.

64

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

measures incorporated in the existing building
construction. This will provide a more accurate
compatibility assessment within the noise contours for
future AICUZ updates. Specifically, once internal study is
complete and any changes are made public, share any
related GIS materials with the ongoing efforts to analyze
the data in concert with other strategies involving
compatible development.

Action Taken

For committee
discussion. Should
this strategy be
deleted or revised?

For committee discussion

Page 30 of 42

Change as suggested Change made:
Recommend deed notifications
All subdivisions, land divisions, and other discretionary
actions within a DNL 65 dB or greater noise zones, as
defined by Dyess AFBthe noise impact zone, as defined by
the municipality, should be required to file a deed
notification that identifies the property’s location within the
noise zone. The notice shall state that the property is
subject to operational impacts associated with flight
operations at Dyess AFB.
Other Partners: Property Owners / Developers

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

compatibility that may
result from noise
attenuation measures
taken and other
factors. Add some
additional clarification

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-279

G-280

Name

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

#

67

JLUS Document
Location

Delete…..”Recommend deed notifications”
Add to Other Partners: Dyess Partnership Committee

I agree with Dennis Reiling’s, Technical Committee, Property
Owner
“With the noise zones being arbitrary and subject to changing,
the idea of deed notifications is too permanent; the situation will
change with the next noise zone amendment. The information
packets and signage programs should be adequate.”

Not sure that they should be required? There still needs to a
better explanation of why the State of Texas does not require
this. We do not agree to this until we have all the facts. The way
this is written, it is showing that we as property owners /
stakeholders / Technical Committee members are agreeing to
this (“should be required”). At this point, we are not actually
agreeing. It needs to be documented that until more information
is obtained, the property owners / stakeholders / Technical
Committee members do not necessarily agree to the
“Recommended deed notifications”.
Document the facts.

Recommend deed notifications
NOI-1B
All subdivisions, land divisions, and other discretionary actions pg. 17 of 24
within a DNL 65 dB or greater noise zones, as defined by Dyess
AFB, should be required to file a deed notification that identifies
the property’s location within the noise zone. The notice shall
state that the property is subject to operational impacts
associated with flight operations at Dyess AFB.
Other Partners: Property Owners / Developers

Concerns/Comments

For committee
discussion. Should
this strategy be
deleted or revised?

Response

For committee discussion

Action Taken

Page 31 of 42

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

70

Page 18 of 24
NOI-2A

JLUS Document
Location

Add to Other Partners: Dyess Partnership Committee

Add to Other Partners: Dyess Partnership Committee

I agree with Dennis Reiling’s, Technical Committee, Property
Owner
“Only informed, advised, offered, and always only educational.”

NOI-2B
pg. 18 of 24

Develop and provide sound attenuation technical support JLUS NOI-2A
jurisdictions should develop and provide educational materials, pg. 18 of 24
either through inclusion in the adopted building codes or as a
supplemental educational document, describing building
techniques which can be used to achieve the required 45 dB
interior noise maximum threshold.
Jurisdictions could pursue funding from DOD to produce
technical support materials, with other stakeholders distributing
and using these materials. The technical support materials
would be educational and not mandatory requirements.
Other Partners: Property Owners / Developers

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

69

Concerns/Comments

Dennis Reiling Only informed, advised, offered, and always only educational.
Tech
Committee
Land Owner,
Caps

Name

68

#

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Action Taken

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

The last sentence
No action taken
states: “The technical
support materials
would be educational
and not mandatory
requirements.”

Response

Page 32 of 42

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-281

G-282

72

71

#

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

Name

JLUS Document
Location

Establish regulations to limit mobile / manufactured homes NOI-2D
in Dyess AFB noise zone
pg. 18 of 24
The JLUS jurisdictions should amend their zoning ordinances to
prohibit discourage any new mobile homes or manufactured
homes from locating in the Dyess AFB noise zones since they
are not built with construction materials that can adequately
mitigate for noise. In addition, mobile / manufactured home
courts should not be grandfathered into jurisdictional zoning
ordinances

If something is pre-existing, it should be grandfathered.
It needs to be mandatory that the property owners /
stakeholders are involved / included in this process of updating
of “Comprehensive Plans.”
Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

remove “In addition, mobile / manufactured home
courts should not be grandfathered into jurisdictional land use
plans”

Update comprehensive plans to establish provisions for
NOI-2C
discouraging mobile / manufactured homes in Dyess AFB pg. 18 of 24
noise zone
The JLUS jurisdictions should update their comprehensive
plans to establish policies for new mobile homes or
manufactured homes. Such homes should be discouraged from
locating in the Dyess AFB noise zones since they are not built
with construction materials that can adequately mitigate for
noise. In addition, mobile / manufactured home courts should
not be grandfathered into jurisdictional land use plans

Concerns/Comments

Action Taken

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Change as
suggested, but keep
prohibition of NEW
mobile homes

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 33 of 42

Change made:
Establish regulations to limit mobile / manufactured
homes in Dyess AFB noise zone
The JLUS jurisdictions should amend their zoning
ordinances to prohibit any new mobile homes or
manufactured homes from locating in the Dyess AFB noise
zones since they are not built with construction materials
that can adequately mitigate for noise. In addition, mobile /

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Change made:
Update comprehensive plans to establish provisions
for discouraging mobile / manufactured homes in
Dyess AFB noise zone
The JLUS jurisdictions should update their comprehensive
plans to establish policies for new mobile homes or
manufactured homes. Such homes should be discouraged
from locating in the Dyess AFB noise zones since they are
not built with construction materials that can adequately
mitigate for noise. In addition, mobile / manufactured home
courts should not be grandfathered into jurisdictional land
use plans.

Change as suggested Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

If we are not involved / included in this process of “Update
comprehensive plans” that affect our properties in the ETJ,
How can transparency be maintained?
We absolutely need and want to be involved / included in this
process in order to maintain transparency.
It needs to be mandatory that the property owners /
stakeholders are involved / included in this process of “Update
comprehensive plans.”

Update comprehensive plans
NOI-2E
The cities of Abilene and Tye should update their
pg. 18 of 24
comprehensive plans to incorporate the Dyess AFB AICUZ
recommended land uses or a suitable alternative for future land
use in the noise zones.

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Page 34 of 42

manufactured home courts should not be grandfathered
into jurisdictional zoning ordinances.

Action Taken

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

Response

74

JLUS Document
Location

See response to
See response to comments 71 and 72.
comments 71 and 72.

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

If something is pre-existing, it should be grandfathered.
It needs to be mandatory that the property owners /
stakeholders are involved / included in this process of
“establish regulations.”
Add... grandfather any pre- existing mobile homes courts

remove
In addition, mobile / manufactured home courts
should be grandfathered into jurisdictional zoning ordinances

Concerns/Comments

Dennis Reiling Here we need Grandpa. It may be possible to prevent NEW
Page 18 of 24
Tech
placement of mobile/manufactured homes, but now here should NOI-2C,2D
Committee
stay here.
Land Owner,
Caps

Name

73

#

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-283

G-284

NOI-2G, Page 19

Please see the comment for LU-2B

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

76

JLUS Document
Location

Page 19 of 24
NOI-2G

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

Concerns/Comments

Dennis Reiling Replace the word, “consistent”, with “considered”.
Tech
Committee
Land Owner,
Caps

Name

75

#

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 35 of 42

Change as suggested Change made:
Update Tye zoning regulations
The City of Tye should update its zoning map and zoning
regulations to be consistent considered with any changes
or updates that may have occurred to the future land use
plan / comprehensive plan as part of Strategy NOI-2E and
to be consistent with the Dyess AFB AICUZ
recommendations for noise zones, or an agreed upon
alternative. Any updates would need to be agreed upon by
all stakeholdersshould be the product of a participatory
process involving all interested parties, including residents
and property owners, to the maximum extent practicable,
and adopted through the established zoning amendment

Change as suggested Change made:
Update Tye zoning regulations
The City of Tye should update its zoning map and zoning
regulations to be consistent considered with any changes
or updates that may have occurred to the future land use
plan / comprehensive plan as part of Strategy NOI-2E and
to be consistent with the Dyess AFB AICUZ
recommendations for noise zones, or an agreed upon
alternative. Any updates would need to be agreed upon by
all stakeholdersshould be the product of a participatory
process involving all interested parties, including residents
and property owners, to the maximum extent practicable,
and adopted through the established zoning amendment
process. Any nonconformities should be grandfathered so
that they can be re-established if substantially damaged or
destroyed.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

78

Concerns/Comments

Page 19 of 24
NOI-2H

JLUS Document
Location

Current property owners do not need to sign a “Military noise
acceptance document”. Many of the property owners have
owned property prior to Dyess AFB and others have lived in the
vicinity for years and do not have an issue with the noise
generated by the military installation. This document can or may
be generated for new property owners only. Add something to
the effect that this document needs to be for future residents
only, not current property owners, they already know and accept
that Dyess is in the vicinity. As stated before, there are several
property owners that have owned property prior to Dyess AFB

Military noise acceptance document
NOI-2H
The cities of Abilene and Tye and Taylor County should develop pg. 19 of 24
a formal document that would be signed by each property
owner living within the noise zones established by the Dyess
AFB AICUZ, stating and attesting that they knowingly reside or
own property within a noise zone associated with Dyess AFB
operations.
Other Primary Partners: Property Owners

Dennis Reiling NO
Tech
Committee
Land Owner,
Caps

Name

77

#

Delete this strategy

Delete this strategy

Response

Page 36 of 42

Strategy deleted:
Military noise acceptance document
The cities of Abilene and Tye and Taylor County should
develop a formal document that would be signed by each
property owner living within the noise zones established by
the Dyess AFB AICUZ, stating and attesting that they
knowingly reside or own property within a noise zone
associated with Dyess AFB operations.
Other Primary Partners: Property Owners

Strategy deleted:
Military noise acceptance document
The cities of Abilene and Tye and Taylor County should
develop a formal document that would be signed by each
property owner living within the noise zones established by
the Dyess AFB AICUZ, stating and attesting that they
knowingly reside or own property within a noise zone
associated with Dyess AFB operations.
Other Primary Partners: Property Owners

process. Any nonconformities should be grandfathered so
that they can be re-established if substantially damaged or
destroyed.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-285

G-286

These recommendations may remain, however, Dyess has both RC-1A & RC-1B,
conducted a feasibility study of queuing and has planned and
page 20
budgeted for improvements. An Entry Control Facility

Tommy
Downing,
Community

81

PT-1B, Page 20

NOI-2J
pg. 19 of 24

Suggested signs should perhaps say “Dyess AFB, next left or
ahead” or other options, but should not say “Entering Dyess
AFB” until you are actually entering Dyess AFB.

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

JLUS Document
Location

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

79

Add to Other Partners: Dyess Partnership Committee

Better yet…..Do away with the “Military noise acceptance
document” all together. When people move or buy property
around a Military Installation or any airport for that matter,
should know and accept the noise associated with the airport as
we did, and do. The surveys conducted by the Matrix group on
two separate occasions document that “noise” is of little to no
concern for the property owners / stakeholders.
Do away (delete) the “Military noise acceptance document.”

or have been here long before the AICUZ / JLUS /
Comprehensive Plans / Overlay Districts, etc. were here or in
place. This document can be used when applying for water
meters, septic system, etc. Grandfather current property
owners.

Concerns/Comments

80

Name

#

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Action Taken

Combine and keep
these as they may

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 37 of 42

Strategy RC-1A has been combined with RC-1B and
revised:

Change as suggested Change made:
Improved signage outside Dyess AFB
Dyess AFB should work with the City of Abilene to install
signage along the roads that lead into the base that say
“Entering Dyess AFB ahead, authorized personnel only.”

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

82

#

Transportation Engineering Assessment of Dyess AFB was
conducted in July 2009 by members from Gannett Fleming,
acting on behalf of the Military Surface Deployment and
Distribution Command Transportation Engineering Agency
(SDDCTEA) and ACC A7PS/SOA for the purpose of identifying
deficiencies at the installation gates and provide short-term and
long-term alternatives to address queuing issues. Long-term
recommendations require >$20 million in MILCON funds to
rebuild the Main & Tye gates to reduce the queuing issues.
Gannett Fleming will return in August 2017 and will evaluate the
main gate intersection for performance.

Biking or walking to Dyess is challenging due to the type of
RC-1D, page 20
roads leading into Dyess and the lack of infrastructure that
would promote such transportation choices. Recommend
changing the timeframe from “short” to “long” in order to allow
for infrastructure changes/development. Also recommend
making Abilene an interested party in this as it will require them
to paint bike paths and/or provide walk/bike trails to the base.
The current roads are not adequate.

Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

JLUS Document
Location

Concerns/Comments

Name

Make suggested
changes

Note, this is now
strategy RC-1C

trigger design grants
for implementation

Response

Page 38 of 42

Timeframe has been changed to “long”
City of Abilene has been added as a supporting partner
(open box)

Strategy RC-1B has been deleted:
Plan and budget for gate improvements
Based on the conclusions of the feasibility study for
additional vehicle queuing area at Main Gate in Strategy
RC-1A, Dyess AFB should plan and budget for
improvements that address the queuing issue within Dyess
AFB property.

Conduct feasibility study for additional vehicle
queuing area at Main Gate
Dyess AFB should conduct a feasibility study to assess the
extent of traffic stacking outside the Main Gate, whether
additional queuing is required, and what options are
available to alleviate vehicle stacking at the intersection
Plan and budget for gate improvements
Leverage Military July 2009 “Entry Control Facility
Transportation Engineering Assessment” by Gannett
Fleming, acting on behalf of the Military Surface
Deployment and Distribution Command Transportation
Engineering Agency (SDDCTEA) for the purpose of
identifying unfunded design study/requirements at the
installation gates and provide short-term and long-term
alternatives to address queuing issues. .

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-287

G-288

Add to Other Partners: Dyess Partnership Committee

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner

84

85

86

87

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

83

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

SA-1E
pg. 22 of 24

SA-1D
pg. 22 of 24

SA-1C
pg. 22 of 24

SA-1B
pg. 22 of 24

SA-1A
pg. 22 of 24

JLUS Document
Location

This strategy is
related to
identification of bird
species that may be

Action Taken

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

No action taken

This strategy
No action taken
references municipal
projects. Property
owners would not be
involved with these
projects

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

This strategy
No action taken
references municipal
projects. Property
owners would not be
involved with these
projects

Response

Page 39 of 42
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Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

Please delete this strategy as any physical changes to the
floodplain would have to be informed by the regional flood
management plan recommended at WQA-1A.

Document that the property owners / stakeholders in the Extra
Territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ) around Dyess AFB have had to
overcome great burdens and hardships when dealing with the
City of Abilene in regards to Dyess AFB. Document that we
have had a negative experience on numerous occasions.
The City of Abilene should want the citizens of the communities
input in regards to all the below mentioned. It should be
required and mandatory when any Government entity

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

Randahl
Lohse
Technical
Committee
property
owner

90

91

WQQ-1B, Page 24

Recommend changing to recommend Abilene and Tye upgrade VO-2E, Page 23
zoning regulations to require an FAA Part 77 Obstruction
evaluation for any development meeting the criteria for notice.
The criteria (14 CFR Part 77.13) for notice around airports is
much more stringent than the greater than 200 feet threshold.

Tommy
Downing,
Community
Planner, 7
CES/CENPL

89

Added Dyess AFB Partnership Committee

Action Taken

Add a stakeholder
column for the Dyess
AFB Partnership
Committee.

Delete this strategy

G-289

Page 40 of 42

Added a stakeholder column for the Dyess AFB
Partnership Committee. This column will serve to include
all members of the Dyess AFB Partnership Committee,
including Property Owners. Strategies that previously
listed “Dyess AFB Partnership Committee” or “Property
Owners” as an “Other Partner” will now be included as part
of this column.

This strategy has been deleted:
Install landscaping berm
Dyess AFB should consider, plan, and budget for the
installation of landscaping berms / levees to prevent
flooding on the airfield during periods of heavy rainfall.

Change as suggested Change made:
Require Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77
Obstruction Evaluations in zoning ordinances
Abilene and Tye should update their zoning regulations to
require Part 77 Obstruction Evaluations for any proposed
development greater than 199 feet in heightthat meets the
criteria for notice.

Add Dyess AFB
Partnership
Committee

VO-2C
pg. 23 of 24

Add to Other Partners: Property Owners, Dyess Partnership
Committee

Response

Randahl
Lohse
property
owner
Technical
Committee

JLUS Document
Location

88

Concerns/Comments

of greatest concern.
It does not involve
property owners

Name

Technical
Committee

#

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

#

Name

G-290

1. Boards
2. Commissions
3. Updates
4. Ordinances
5. Comprehensive Plans
6. Signage
7. Deed Notifications
8. District Overlays
9. Property Codes
10. Advisory Committees
11. Associated Strategies
12. Economic Development
13. Accident Potential Zones
14. Noise Zones / Contours
15. Extra Territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ)
16. Staff representation on Local Zoning / Commissions
17. Intergovernmental Agreements
18. Recommend Deed Notifications
19. Recommendations from JLUS
20. Future Planning Decisions
21. Dyess
22. Rules
23. Regulations

Document somewhere in the JLUS, that we as property owners
/ stakeholder / Technical Committee members, what to be
involved / included in every instance or aspect when our
properties, in the ETJ around Dyess AFB are being discussed,
considered, reviewed, planned, etc. Document that we want it to
be required and mandatory when it comes to:

considers, planning, reviewing, or makes decisions about
personal or property rights.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Action Taken

Page 41 of 42
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Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

#

Name

Committee Comments

24. Laws
25. Annexation
26. Zoning Regulations
27. Etc, etc.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document
Location
Response

Action Taken

Page 42 of 42
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G-291

G-292

The final review looks good to me.

Add after the first sentence, “The unincorporated communities of Caps
and View are just south and southwest of the base.”

Belinda Hohertz,
TAC, City of Tye

Dennis Reiling,
TAC, View/Caps
property owner.

Randahl Lohse,
TAC, View/Caps
property owner

1

2

3

Add: property owners

JLUS Technical Advisory Committee. The TAC was responsible for
identifying and studying technical issues. Membership included
representatives from local jurisdictions, agencies, and Dyess AFB…

These are areas of major interest to JLUS and to affected property
owners. Committee members identify with residences in these areas.

JLUS Report Draft
Chapter 1, page 4,
second paragraph

Page 2, in the
paragraph, ‘Regional
Economic and Local
importance.’

General comment





If you have more concerns/comments than lines provided below, just click
Table | Insert | Rows Above (or Rows Below) on the menu in Microsoft Word.

Chapter number
Page number
Table or Figure number
 Paragraph on page

Provide information on
the location of your
concern/comment in the
document.

JLUS Document Location

Your concern/comment. Be as specific as possible. If information presented
within the text, table or figure is incorrect, please provide correct information
or a source to contact for the information.

Your name, title, and
organization

Comment
Number

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Comments on Committee Draft JLUS Report and Implementation Plan – October 2017

Add text as
suggested

Add text as
suggested

Comment noted

Please leave this
column blank.

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 1 of 11

Change made:
JLUS Technical Advisory
Committee. The TAC was
responsible for identifying and
studying technical issues.
Membership included
representatives from local
jurisdictions, agencies, property
owners, and Dyess AFB with
technical expertise in one or more
of the compatibility factors

Change made:
Dyess AFB is located in Taylor
County in west-central Texas,
approximately seven miles
southwest of downtown Abilene
and just south of the City of Tye.
The unincorporated communities
of Caps and View are just south
and southwest of the base.

No action taken

Please leave this column blank.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Add after the second sentence, “The unincorporated communities of
Caps and View are just south and southwest of the base.”

Dennis Reiling,
TAC, View/Caps
property owner

Randahl Lohse,
TAC, View/Caps
property owner

5

6

Add somewhere in these two sections or somewhere else in the JLUS
Report that there are numerous properties in the APZ zones north and
south of the runways that are for sale, and that some of these

Department of Defense Conservation Partnering Initiative section and
the DOD Readiness and Environmental Protection Integration section

These are areas of major interest to JLUS and to affected property
owners. Committee members identify with residences in these areas.

Figure 2 is actually a map of the ETJ boundary. This JLUS
encompasses a much larger area. Replace with figure 4, “ Mission
Footprint: Imaginary Surfaces”, page 12, - or - figure 15, “Dyess AFB
Vertical Obstructions Overlay District”, page 44, which encompasses
a truer “JLUS Study Area”.

Concerns/Comments

Dennis Reiling,
TAC, View/Caps
property owner

Name

4

#

JLUS Report Draft
Chapter 4, page 22,
first column

Page 9, in the
paragraph, “Installation
Setting”

Page 5, Figure 2.

JLUS Document Location

These comments
will be included in
the document
appendix and will
serve as the
documentation

Add text as
suggested

Figure 2 and the
referenced Figures
4 and 15 all show
the same extent.
The Study Area
was based upon
the maximum
mission footprint,
which is the
imaginary
surfaces, so it was
developed to
include this.

Response

G-293

Page 2 of 11

Change made:
This law provides an additional
tool to support smart planning,
conservation, and environmental
stewardship on and off military
installations. The purpose of the

Change made:
Dyess AFB is located in Taylor
County in north-central Texas.
The installation is within the city
limits of the City of Abilene and is
adjacent to the City of Tye. The
unincorporated communities of
Caps and View are just south and
southwest of the base.

No action taken

discussed in Chapter 5,
Compatibility Assessment.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-294

7

#

Dennis Reiling,
TAC, View/Caps
property owner

Name

The reference to AICUZ should be removed – or – replace Noise
Zone #’s with the Decibel Level figure.

properties have been for sale for many years. Document that the
location of these properties in the vicinity of Dyess may very well be
the reason why they have not sold. Document that the City of
Abilene, to our knowledge has chosen regulation over exploring other
avenues such as DOD Conservation Partnering Initiative, DOD
Readiness and Environmental Protection Integration or any other type
of Federal assistance to help with possible encroachment issues.

Concerns/Comments

Page 23, left column,
under
heading, Department
of Housing and Urban
Development Noise
Regulation. the second
paragraph

JLUS Document Location

Delete suggested
text

requested in the
comment.
We will add a
sentence stating
there are
properties for sale
that may be
eligible for this
program

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 3 of 11

Text deleted:
Generally, external noise
exposure within Noise Zone 3 (as
identified in an installation’s
AICUZ Study is considered
unacceptable without exception
and within Noise Zone 2 exposure
is normally unacceptable with
respect to new construction.
HUD funds may also be available
to encourage noise abatement
planning and acoustical treatment
for proposed and existing
incompatible / not recommended
land uses within the AICUZ.

program is to acquire real
property interests, such as
conservation easements or
development rights to address
current and potential
encroachment or compatibility
threats to an installation’s mission.
There are several properties in
proximity to Dyess AFB that are
currently for sale that may be
eligible for this or other easement
programs.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Committee Comments

Randahl Lohse,
TAC, View/Caps
property owner

Jerry Walls, TAC,
View/Caps property
owner

9

Name

8

#

Noise references should only be addressed to the North of Dyess. It
has been stated over and over again, noise is not an issue in the
Caps community.

Add… valuable

While it was not possible to meet with every single stakeholder or
property owner in the Study Area, the groups that were interviewed
and the attendees of the committee meetings and public workshops
served as representatives of their respective stakeholder groups to
provide valuable input on the issues relevant to their groups.

Concerns/Comments

On page 35 under the
heading of noise.

JLUS Report Draft
Page 32, 1st paragraph

JLUS Document Location

As has been
stated numerous
times at committee
meetings and
through other
comment
iterations, the
inclusion and
assessment of
noise surrounding
Dyess AFB is part
of the JLUS
contract. While
there may not
currently be noise
concerns south of
Dyess AFB, future
residents could
feel differently, so
it must be

Change as
suggested

Response

Page 4 of 11

Committee comments will be
included in an appendix to
document that View/Caps
residents do not currently have
any issues with noise.

Change made:
While it was not possible to meet
with every single stakeholder or
property owner in the Study Area,
the groups that were interviewed
and the attendees of the
committee meetings and public
workshops served as
representatives of their respective
stakeholder groups to provide
valuable input on the issues
relevant to their groups.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-295

G-296

10

#

Randahl Lohse,
TAC, View/Caps
property owner

Name

Install some logic in this statement. This is painting a picture, showing
the property owners are problematic to Dyess based on an “imaginary
surface”. Remember as we stated before, Dyess chose to build in a
low area of terrain, and now the property owners are shown to be
problematic. Document that in 2008 during a council meeting
addressing the Airport Zoning Ordinance 23-319, I believe that the
City of Abilene allowed a residence up to 35 feet tall to be built on the
bluffs. Also document that these bluffs are at a minimum 8 to 10 miles
from the end of the runway. If a property owner is not allowed to build
a residence that far away from the runway, who will compensate the
property owner for their loss? Inject some common sense in this
“imaginary surface”.

Topography in the imaginary surfaces
Topographic features (bluffs) southwest of Dyess AFB are within the
imaginary surfaces. Any development on the bluffs that is within the
imaginary surfaces would may possibly create a vertical obstruction.

Concerns/Comments

JUS Report Draft
Chapter 5, page 36,
first column

JLUS Document Location

The issues stated
in the JLUS Report
are meant only for
reference. The
Background
Report describes
this issue in more
detail, including
that Dyess is built
at a lower
elevation that the
surrounding areas,
the Airport Zoning
Ordinance allows
residences to be
built at a height of
35 feet within the
imaginary
surfaces, and the
distance of the
bluffs from the

addressed at
some level.
Committee
comments will be
included in an
appendix to
document that
View/Caps
residents do not
currently have any
issues with noise.

Response

Page 5 of 11

Change made:
Topography in the imaginary
surfaces
Topographic features (bluffs)
southwest of Dyess AFB are
within the imaginary surfaces.
Any development on the bluffs
that is within the imaginary
surfaces would may possibly
create a vertical obstruction.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

Dennis Reiling,

Figure 11, Dyess AFB Combined Overlay District, would be better if it
could be overlaid on a map with roads.

Dennis Reiling,
TAC, View/Caps
property owner

12

13

This text fails to be totally honest and open and put the situation in in
true context. It does not point out the bluffs are over eight miles away
from the runway at Dyess, nor does it point out there are no fewer
than four man made vertical obstructions located within the immediate
runway environment on the property of Dyess AFB that seems to not
be a problem or issue. Do not try to muddy the waters here, the topic
is vertical obstructions and vertical obstructions only; nav aids,
approach aids, or any other type of aids is not the issue, JUST
VERTICAL OBSTRUCTIONS as defined by FAA FAR part 77. If it is
necessary to point out the God made bluffs violate a man made law,
then it should be necessary to bring to light there are no fewer than
four man made violations that are located within the immediate
runway environment and certainly pose a much more hazard to the
land and taking off of aircraft. There seems to be an air of hypocrisy
on this issue.

Jerry Walls, TAC,
View/Caps property
owner

11

Change in the wording from, “to achieve the required 45 db interior

Caps should be labeled and placed centered between the edges of
APZ and directly on Hwy 277.

Concerns/Comments

Name

#

Page 72. item NOI -

Page 39, Figure 11.

On page 36 under the
heading of Vertical
Obstructions.

JLUS Document Location

Change as

Add roads and
identify Caps

The issues stated
in the JLUS Report
are meant only for
reference. The
Background
Report describes
this issue in more
detail, including
the distance of the
bluffs from the
airfield, and
structures located
around the airfield
on Dyess AFB
property. Please
refer to the issue
write-up in the
Background
Report.

airfield. Please
refer to the issue
write-up in the
Background
Report.

Response

Change made:
Page 6 of 11

Roads have been added and
Caps has been identified

Change made:
Topography in the imaginary
surfaces
Topographic features (bluffs)
southwest of Dyess AFB are
within the imaginary surfaces.
Any development on the bluffs
that is within the imaginary
surfaces would may possibly
create a vertical obstruction.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-297

G-298

15

14

#

Randahl Lohse,
TAC, View/Caps
property owner

Update comprehensive plans to establish provisions for discouraging,
not prohibit mobile / manufactured homes in Dyess AFB noise zone
The JLUS jurisdictions should update their comprehensive plans to
establish policies for new mobile homes or manufactured homes.
Such homes should be discouraged, not prohibited in the Dyess AFB
noise zones since they are not constructed with materials that can
adequately mitigate for noise.

Randahl Lohse,
TAC, View/Caps
property owner

Establish regulations to limit mobile / manufactures home parks and
zones in Dyess AFB noise zone
The JLUS jurisdictions should amend their zoning ordinances to
prohibit any new mobile homes or manufactured home parks or zones
from being developed in the Dyess AFB noise zones since mobile and

Add… not prohibit and not prohibited

noise”, to, “achieve the recommended 45 db DNL interior noise” this
was changed at the TAC meeting September 5th, and is in line with
statement on page 41 under Noise Overlay District paragraph.

Concerns/Comments

TAC, View/Caps
property owner

Name

JLUS Report Draft
Page 73, under
Strategy NOI-2D

JLUS Report Draft
Page 73, NOI-2C

2A

JLUS Document Location

Revise to state
mobile /
manufactured
home parks or
zones

Change as
suggested

suggested

Response

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Page 7 of 11

Change made:
The JLUS jurisdictions should
amend their zoning ordinances to
prohibit any new mobile homes or/
manufactured home parks or

Change made:
Update comprehensive plans to
establish provisions for
discouraging, but not prohibiting
mobile / manufactured homes in
Dyess AFB noise zone
The JLUS jurisdictions should
update their comprehensive plans
to establish policies for new
mobile homes or manufactured
homes. Such homes should be
discouraged, but not prohibited in
the Dyess AFB noise zones since
they are not constructed with
materials that can adequately
mitigate for noise.

JLUS jurisdictions should develop
and provide educational materials,
either through inclusion in the
adopted building codes or as a
supplemental educational
document, describing building
techniques which can be used to
achieve the required
recommended 45 dB DNL interior
noise maximum threshold.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

#

Name

Committee Comments

The way the above is worded makes it look like no mobile homes are
allowed at all, when I believe the intent is to limit or not allow mobile
home / manufactures parks. It is okay to limit a mobile home /
manufactures park. Drop the word “or” and add “/”.
If a person can only afford a mobile home / manufactured home for his
residence, then it is acceptable.
A mobile home / manufactures home is okay as long as you do not
have more than 1 to 2 dwellings per acre. The current Airport Zoning
Ordinance 23-31 states “An individual single-family residence
structure, including manufactured housing, shall be permitted on an
existing legally-platted lot, or a lot subdivided prior to 1984, even if the
area of the lot is less than 1-acre, except within the Clear Zone
associated with Dyess AFB.”
It is ok to discourage or limit mobile homes / manufactured homes, it
is not ok to prohibit. We need to define what a mobile home /
manufactured park is. My definition would be a mobile home very
close to another mobile home, such as other mobile home parks in
Abilene, not mobile homes that are 1 or 2 per acre. Mobile home
parks in Abilene have lots that are more like 40 feet to 50 feet wide by
150 feet deep. This type of development is okay to limit or
discourage.
No one has the right to tell another individual that his mobile home /
residence does not adequately mitigate noise according to someone
else. That decision needs to be left up to that individual, not a
government entity.
As we have established before with the Matrix Group in a previous
Policy Committee meeting, “words” or “wording” make a difference,
especially when we, as property owners are standing in front of the
Planning and Zoning or Abilene City Council.

manufactured homes are not built with construction materials that can
adequately mitigate for noise. Existing mobile / manufactured home
parks and zones should be grandfathered in as they currently exist.

Concerns/Comments

JLUS Document Location

Response

Page 8 of 11

zones from being developed in
the Dyess AFB noise zones since
mobile and manufactured homes
are not built with construction
materials that can adequately
mitigate for noise. Existing mobile
/ manufactured home parks and
zones should be grandfathered in
as they currently exist.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-299

G-300

16

#

Randahl Lohse,
TAC, View/Caps
property owner

Name

We are wanting it documented in the JLUS for the continued and
permanent removal of the “noise zones / contours” as described in the
latest or current Military’s Air Installation Compatible Zone (AICUZ)
manual for Dyess AFB. Our properties are located in the community
South, East and West of Dyess Air Force Base in the Accident
Potential Zones (APZs) I and APZ II and / or in the “noise zones /
contours”.
We are wanting it documented and addressed to the City of Abilene /
City Council, Dyess AFB, Taylor County and the State of Texas in
regards to our properties.
The “Noise Zones / Noise Contours” were discussed and removed
from the Airport Zoning Ordinance 23-319 in 2009 in regards and
concerning our properties in the Extra Territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ) of
Abilene. We are requesting that the “Noise Zones / Noise Contours”
be removed permanently from any further discussions, considerations
or documentation when referring to our community. We do not want
these terms used against the property owners. This all in relation to
any Ordinances, Regulations, Rules, Laws, etc.
We understand this community is in the ETJ of the City of Abilene.
We have chosen to live, build homes, build businesses, buy or own
property, etc. in this community knowing that the Military installation
was in the vicinity. The community out here does not have a problem
with the noise generated by Dyess or the Military Installation. The fact
is, we do not need or want anyone’s input about the noise. The
community out here in the ETJ that is “affected by the noise”, “accepts
the noise”, and “does not have a problem with the noise”.
We do not want or need the City of Abilene, Dyess AFB, Taylor
County, or State of Texas telling us that there is an issue with “noise”
all in the name of “Protecting Health, Safety and Welfare” of the
residents. We do not want or need local, state or federal government
trying to protect us in this manner just because they have the authority
to do so.

Concerns/Comments

I have asked on many
of my comments forms
to document our
acceptance of the
“noise” / “noise
contours / zones” in
the JLUS.
We understand that
noise is addressed in a
few location in the
JLUS. We want a
specific document
such as an addendum
or in the “noise”
section, addressing
our strong believe in
not using “noise” /
“noise contours /
zones” as an issue or
concern for the
property owners as
stated. The Matrix
Group has stated
many times that each
community is unique
and the property
owners south, east
and west of Dyess
AFB accept the
“noise”.
Many property owners
have owned property
for years, and even

JLUS Document Location

As has been
stated numerous
times at committee
meetings and
through other
comment
iterations, the
inclusion and
assessment of
noise surrounding
Dyess AFB is part
of the JLUS
contract. While
there may not
currently be noise
concerns south of
Dyess AFB, future
residents could
feel differently, so
it must be
addressed at
some level.
Committee
comments will be
included in an
appendix to
document that
View/Caps
residents do not
currently have any
issues with noise.

Response

Page 9 of 11

Committee comments will be
included in an appendix to
document that View/Caps
residents do not currently have
any issues with noise.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G

Committee Comments

17

#

Randahl Lohse,
TAC, View/Caps
property owner

Name

We are wanting the permanent removal of the term “Public Health,
Safety, and Welfare” as used in documentation against the property
owners in the Extraterritorial Jurisdiction (ETJ) of the City of Abilene
as described in any documents. We are requesting that the “Public,
Health, Safety, and Welfare” statements be removed from any
discussions, considerations or documentation.
We are wanting it documented and addressed to the City of Abilene /
City Council, Dyess AFB, Taylor County and the State of Texas in
regards to our properties. This all in relation to any Ordinances,
Regulations, Laws, Rules, etc.
Our properties are located in the community South, East and West of
Dyess AFB in the Accident Potential Zones (APZ) 1 and APZ 2 and /
or in the “noise zones / contours” as described in the current or latest
Military’s Air Installation Compatibility Zone (AICUZ) manual for Dyess
AFB.
We understand this community is in the Extraterritorial Jurisdiction
(ETJ) of the City of Abilene.
We have chosen to live, build homes, build businesses, buy or own
property, etc. knowing that the Military installation was in the vicinity.
The community out here does not want the “Public Health, Safety, and
Welfare” term used against the citizens in the ETJ community. The
Military documentations such as Air Installation Compatibility Use
Zones (AICUZ) Program Guidance Manual, and City of Abilene
Ordinance Airport Zoning Ordinance 23-319 uses these statements
against the citizens. The fact is, we do not need or want anyone’s

Concerns/Comments

We understand that
“Public Health, Safety
and Welfare” is
addressed in a few
location in the JLUS.
We want a specific
document such as an
addendum or
somewhere else in the
JLUS, addressing our
strong believe in not
using the term “Public
Health, Safety and
Welfare” as an issue or
used against the
property owners.
Our acceptance
requires no
governmental
regulation or action.
Document our
acceptance as stated.

generations.
Our acceptance
requires no
governmental
regulation or action.
Document our
acceptance as stated.

JLUS Document Location

As has been
stated numerous
times at committee
meetings and
through other
comment
iterations, the
federal grant
funding the JLUS
requires the
inclusion of public
health, safety, and
welfare. This is a
commonly used
term in many types
of land planning
documents.
Committee
comments will be
included in an
appendix to
document View /
Caps community
concerns with the
terminology.

Response

Page 10 of 11

Committee comments will be
included in an appendix to
document View / Caps community
concerns with the terminology.

Action Taken

Dyess AFB JLUS Appendix G – Committee Comments

G-301

G-302

18

#

Jerry Walls, TAC,
View/Caps property
owner

Name

All references to “public health, safety, and welfare” should also be
completely deleted from this study. “ Public health, safety, and
welfare” is generally used when there is no logical points to support an
issue.

input about “Public Health, Safety, and Welfare”. The community out
here in the ETJ that is affected by the Military Installation and
Abilene’s jurisdiction understands the “risks”, “accepts the risks”, and
“does not have a problem with the risks”. We do not want local, state
or federal government trying to protect us in this manner just because
they have the authority to do so.

Concerns/Comments

General comment

JLUS Document Location

As has been
stated numerous
times at committee
meetings and
through other
comment
iterations, the
federal grant
funding the JLUS
requires the
inclusion of public
health, safety, and
welfare. This is a
commonly used
term in many types
of land planning
documents.
Committee
comments will be
included in an
appendix to
document View /
Caps community
concerns.

Response

Page 11 of 11

Committee comments will be
included in an appendix to
document View / Caps community
concerns with the terminology.

Action Taken
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