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Responses Received from: 

 

MDOT Aeronautics 

Michelle Rathbun, Airspace & Community Benefits Analyst 

Project Support Unit 

Planning and Development Section 

rathbunm@michigan.gov 

517-335-9418 

 

Federal Aviation Administration 

Fred Souchet, Specialist 

Southwest Regional Office 

Obstruction Evaluation Group 

fred.souchet@faa.gov 

847-294-7458 
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Application Background: 

 

The process for submitting an inquiry to these agencies requires a separate case study to 

be filed for up to six locations throughout a property on or near a federally-registered airport.  

RACER Trust submitted six studies to MDOT Aeronautics and the FAA’s Obstruction 

Evaluation Group on September 23, 2014 and received notice on October 9, 2014 and December 

30, 2014, respectively.  For each study, these agencies require the following for specific 

locations along the property’s exterior boundary:  name of new or altering structure, latitude & 

longitude, site elevation (SE), desired build-to height (above-ground level [AGL]), and the final 

above mean sea level after the desired work is complete (AMSL). 

 

These agencies were informed of the active demolition at this site and responded under 

the assumption that any new construction will occur after all current structures have been fully-

razed.  The property boundaries given to them did not include the 16.72 acres purchased by 

Yankee Air Force, Inc.  All {x,y} measurements are in Degree, Minute, Second and all {z} 

measurements are in feet.  The map on Page 3 shows the six locations RACER submitted, with 

the above criteria noted for each location.  The two hypothetical AGL’s submitted, 86’ and 150’, 

were suggested by the MEDC and pertain to some heights found at the current Delta Township, 

MI General Motors facility. 

 

The build-to heights that these two agencies allow are valid for a radius of 50’ outward 

from the lat/long centroid submitted.  If RACER wants to make additional inquiries in the future, 

the FAA claims to be able to analyze new case studies much faster now that they have already 

completed one for this property.  Also because of this completed study, they would entertain 

studies involving hypothetical building footprints and not just locations along the property line. 
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Map of Locational Data Submitted by RACER Trust 

on September 23, 2014 
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10-07-2014 Response from MDOT Aeronautical: 

 

The process requires an initial submission to MDOT for a preliminary analysis of what an 

allowable height for each specific location would be under the Michigan Tall Structure Act.  

Their response as to this height is shown on the following page.  Directly below this map is their 

actual response, with some arbitrary fields deleted.  The structure names listed were fictional 

names required by the application process. 

 

Four of the six hypothetical AGL’s submitted by RACER were in violation of the Act 

and were lowered accordingly.  The other two AGL’s submitted were found to be allowable and 

were actually raised considerably.  All of the six adjusted build-to heights are shown within the 

green triangles on this map below.  The last field of MDOT’s matrix below this map lists the 

FAA Part 77 surface that the AGL’s did or did not violate. 
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Map of Allowable Build-To Heights per MDOT Aeronautics 

(allowable heights noted within green triangles) 
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12/30/2014 Response from FAA Obstruction Evaluation Group: 

 

The FAA’s application process requires much more information than RACER submitted, 

as RACER’s application was hypothetical.  Additional information needed is not limited to 

include:  notice/duration of construction or alteration, maximum AGL if using a crane, nacelle 

AGL if installing wind turbines, requested/current marking and lighting, audio-visual warning 

systems, use of common frequency bands, sponsoring entity proposing this action, etc.  For the 

most part, the FAA’s response concurred with that of MDOT’s in the fact that four locations 

violated and two locations allowed RACER’s AGL’s, although the FAA further constrained two 

of the four violating AGL’s.  Beginning on Page 8, either a Notice of Presumed Hazard or a 

Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation is included from the FAA.  The FAA responded 

with a separate notice for each of the six locations submitted and a corresponding locator map 

follows each notice.  Please note the notices’ remarks regarding Hazards Wildlife Attractants, 

marking & lighting, the Runway Protection Zone and the June 30, 2016 expiration date of their 

findings.  The following map shows the FAA’s allowable build-to heights through the differing 

colors seen within each green triangle: 

1.)  Red = agrees with MDOT 

2.)  Blue = lower than MDOT’s response 

3.)  Black = allows RACER’s 86’ request but did respond with a higher allowable              

                            build-to height as MDOT did 
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Map of Allowable Build-To Heights per FAA 

(allowable heights noted within green triangles) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



8 
 

FAA Response to Case Study 1 of 6 

(map of specific location follows this notice) 
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Locator Map of FAA Case Study 1 of 6 
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FAA Response to Case Study 2 of 6 

(map of specific location follows this notice) 
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Locator Map of FAA Case Study 2 of 6 
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FAA Response to Case Study 3 of 6 

(map of specific location follows this notice) 
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Locator Map of FAA Case Study 3 of 6 
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FAA Response to Case Study 4 of 6 

(map of specific location follows this notice) 
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Locator Map of FAA Case Study 4 of 6 
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FAA Response to Case Study 5 of 6 

(map of specific location follows this notice) 
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Locator Map of FAA Case Study 5 of 6 
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FAA Response to Case Study 6 of 6 

(map of specific location follows this notice) 
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Locator Map of FAA Case Study 6 of 6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


