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BEFORE THE
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

Finance Docket No. 34040

RIVERVIEW TRENTON RAILROAD COMPANY - PETITION FOR
AN EXEMPTION FROM 49 U.S.C. 10901 TO ACQUIRE AND

OPERATE A RAIL LINE IN WAYNE COUNTY, MI

REPLY OF RIVERVIEW TRENTON RAILROAD COMPANY
TO THE CITY OF RIVERVIEW'S PETITION TO REVOKE

On March 22,2007, the City of Riverview ("Riverview") filed a Petition to Revoke the

exemption granted by this Board to Rivcrview Trenton Railroad Company ("RTRR'') on May

15, 2003 in the above captioned proceeding Riverview does not seek revocation because it has

identified some alternative use for the property (which it does not own) or because RTRR's rail

status is preventing the City from enforcing some specifically identified law or other requirement

applicable to RTRR Nor is this a proceeding in which some entity is seeking to use rail status as

a means of conducting transportation or other activities outside the purview of some regulatory

scheme Rather, as has been the case from the outset of RTRR's request for an exemption to

acquire and operate a line of railroad, Riverview simply does not want rail operations on the

RTRR Line or an intermodal transportation facility on RTRR's property. In this Reply to

Riverview's Petition to Revoke, RTRR will address in detail why Rivcrview has not even come

close to meeting its burden of showing that the exemption at issue should be revoked '

1 RTRR's Reply initially was due on April 11,2007, but the Board granted RTRR's
unopposed petition for an extension of time to May 9.2007.
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BACKGROUND

In a decision served May 15,2003, the Surface Transportation Board granted RTRR's

Petition for Exemption to acquire and operate a line of railroad in Wayne County, MI. In its

Petition for Exemption, RTRR sought authority to operate over 1.5 miles of rail line on its own

76-acre property and via easement over track within an adjacent 195.45-acre industrial site

owned by Detroit Steel Center, Ltd. C'DSC") over which DSC at that time intended to move its

own traffic. Both parcels of land were previously owned by the McLouth Steel Company which

used the track to service its plant. RTRR stated in its Petition that it proposed to establish an

intermodal terminal involving rail, motor and, possibly in the future, barge traffic to serve a

range of shippers and to transport DSC's traffic.2 RTRR proposed to interchange traffic with

other Class I railroads. RTRR would be able to do so through a switch at the south end of its

property, near a grade-separated crossing over Jefferson Ave. In addition. RTRR also has

available to it a rail connection at the northern end of its property At the northern end. the

RTRR line crosses Jefferson Ave. at grade. Upon RTRR's application, Michigan DOT has since

approved the crossing of Jefferson Ave. by RTRR trains, subject to the installation of designated

crossing protection devices.3

RTRR's Petition was opposed by Wayne County, MI, the Cities of Trenton and

Rivervicw, Ml and, at least initially, by the Grand Trunk Western Railroad ("GTW")4 The local

2 DSC's steel plant on the site is not operational to date. DSC is in the process of
attempting to sell its remaining steel operations in the area. The steel facility proximate to
RTRR's line remains a potential customer

3 That MDOT approval was issued on May 8, 2006 and requires that crossing work at the
north end crossing of Jefferson Ave. be completed within 24 months of that date. Riven-Jew's
contention at page 7 of its Petition to Revoke that the north end crossing is not scheduled to be
opened for at least two years is simply not correct

4 GTW joined in the opposition statement filed by Wayne County, alleging that the Board
lacked jurisdiction over the track which they characterized as exempt spur or industrial track, and
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governments argued that local desires to eliminate rail use of the property and eventually put the

property to as yet undefined and unfunded recreational or other "quality of life*' uses should take

precedence in determining whether the proposed exemption was consistent with the rail

transportation policy. The Board, however, correctly noted that its "statutory responsibility is to

look at the transportation merits of the RTR's proposal." May 15,2003 Decision, slip op. at 7.

In its assessment of the transportation merits, the Board found that RTRR's proposed operations

on its line and related mtermodal facility ''is a legitimate rail transportation project, which should

be allowed to go forward." Id. at 8 It farther found that not only was regulation of the

transaction not needed to carry out the national Rail Transportation Policy ("RTF") of 49 U S C.

§10101, but that the transaction would promote many of the individual goals set out in the

subsections of the RTF. Id at 8 Further, the Board noted that the Environmental Assessment

("EA") prepared by the Board's Section of Economic Analysis ("SEA") confirmed that the

exemption would not significantly affect the quality of the human environment Id Finally, the

Board held that regulation of RTRR's entry into the railroad business is not necessary to protect

shippers from abuse of market power Id at 9

The Board specifically noted that it was granting the Petition for Exemption because the

statutory' criteria for exemption had been met However, in light of the concerns expressed by

the local communities, the Board reserved oversight jurisdiction for three years and required

RTRR to submit status reports every six months during that period advising the Board of its

progress in implementing its project. Id at 9.

expressing concern that RTRR's operation might interfere operationally with GTWs operations
in the area. The Board soundly rejected the opposition's junsdictional arguments (May 15
Decision, slip op at 5-7} and further found that "the rail transportation policy provides no
grounds for denial of the exemption to meet GTWs concern" which the Board pointed out was
unsupported by any evidence. Id at 8. RTRR has since reached an agreement with GTWs
parent, CN, concerning the maintenance of the south end switch

- 3 -
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In accordance with the Board's Decision, RTRR submitted six status reports, the last of

which was filed on May IS, 2006. On March 22,2007, Riverview filed a petition to revoke the

exemption, claiming that RTRR's status reports offered no specifics and do not refute "the City

of Rivcrview's contention that RTRR invoked STB jurisdiction for the primary purpose of

usurping local government regulation"... and that "RTRR may have no intention to conduct rail

operations on the site.11 Petition to Revoke at 9.

Riverview's contentions are based on pure speculation and have no merit. Significantly,

Riven-lew's Petition to Revoke included as exhibits five of the six status reports, but failed to

include or even summarize the Fifth Status Report filed on November IS, 200S ("Fifth Report1').

The Fifth Report explicitly stated the steps that had been undertaken and accomplished, those

that were underway or in the planning stages, and the circumstances that had impeded RTRR's

progress, [n addition to the specific environmental and construction impediments reported by

RTRR. over the past few vears there has been a well-documented decline in economic activity in

the Detroit area and the entire state of Michigan that has seriously eroded the current demand for

expanded rail service of the type RTRR would provide in the area at this time. As described

more fully in the verified statement of RTRR witness Thomas Christ, attached to this Reply,

Detroit and particularly the auto industry m Detroit, has been especially hard hit by the economic

decline As a result, RTRR's own plans have suffered a temporary setback. However, RTRR is

confident that the auto industry and other industries in the Detroit area will revive and RTRR

intends to be ready, willing and able to meet the new demands for rail service that inevitabl> will

accompany the economic resuscitation.5 RTRR believes, and demonstrated in this proceeding,

5 Rl RR envisions that a healthy percentage of its traffic will be generated by the
automobile industry See. eg, March 7, 2002 Verified Statement of Richard? Urban,
submitted as part of RTRR's March 7,2002 Response to the Board's request for supplemental
evidence in this proceeding ("'Urban Statement"). Mr. Urban explains how RTRR could serve as
a vital transportation resource for the auto industry.

_ 4 _
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that its 76-acre property with its connections to three main lines is ideally situated for an

mtermodal/rail loading facility as it is able to provide truck, rail and barge service as needed and

thus to play an integral role in revitalizing the economic health of the region. Verified Statement

of Thomas Christ ("Christ VS. ") at 8.6

Riverview's contentions that RTRR invoked STB jurisdiction only to avoid unspecified

local regulations and that RTRR has no intention of providing rail service are wrong. The first

contention was thoroughly refuted in the exemption proceedings. RTRR demonstrated that its

plans for the use of the property as an intermodal facility were initiated and well known to the

local communities before those communities began to develop alternatives for non-industrial use

of the land - uses which to this day remain undefined, unfunded and highly unlikely to

materialize.7 In any event, Riverview's Petition cites no local regulations that RTRR might be

seeking to avoid and presents no evidence of an alternative use that would provide any public

benefits, let alone benefits sufficient to force the abandonment of RTRR1 s promising rail line and

related facility. Riverview's second contention - that RTRR has no intention to provide rail

service - has no basis whatsoever RTRR fully expects to provide intermodal service when

Detroit's economy improves, as it inevitably will

As discussed more fully below, Rivcrvicw's contentions lack merit and do not meet the

legal criteria for revocation of an exemption Therefore. Riverview's petition should be denied.

Moreover, Riverview's petition to revoke RTRR's authorization to provide rail service in

conjunction with the operation of a rail loading facility is, in essence, a request for adverse

6 RTRR explained in detail in prior pleadings how the property is ideall) situated to
provide this service See Urban Statement. Verified Statements of David Wilson and John
MacGregor. both submitted as part of RTRR's March 7,2002 Response to the Board's request
for supplemental evidence in this proceeding (explaining the unique benefits of RTRR's
location.)

7 See RTRR Reply, filed in this docket on January 30.2002, at 9-15
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abandonment of the RTRR rail line Riverview clearly has not met the burden to show that the

public convenience and necessity require or permit the forced abandonment of RTRR's rail line

ARGUMENT

1. RIVERVIEW HAS NOT MET THE LEGAL CRITERIA FOR REVOCATION

Under 49 U.S.C. § 10502(d), the Board may revoke an exemption, in whole or in part, if

it finds that regulation of a transaction is necessary to carry out the Rail Transportation Policy of

49U.SC § 10101. Under this statute, the Board must evaluate the revocation petition to see if

regulation is needed. The party seeking revocation has the burden of proof, and petitions to

revoke must be based on reasonable, specific concerns addressing the need for regulation. .Vew

York New Jersey Rail LLC and New York Cross Harbor Railroad Terminal Corp - Corporate

Family Transaction Exemption, STB Finance Docket No 34813 (served Dec. 8,2006) (citing

Minnesota Comm Ry Inc. - Trackage Exempt - BNRR. Co., 8 .C C.2d 31, 135 (1991)) See

also, Wisconsin Central Ltd. - Exemption Acquisition and Operation -Certain Lines ofSoo Line

Railroad Company. Finance Docket No 31102 (ICC served July 28, 1998), I&M Rail Link

LLC—Acquisition and Operation Exemption - Certain Lines ofSoo Line Railroad Company,

STB Finance Docket No 33326 et al (STB served Apr. 2,1997).

The Board may also revoke an exemption if necessary to protect the integrity of its

processes. A party challenging the bona fides of a transaction must show that the grant or use of

the exemption was inconsistent with the RTF or a clear abuse of the Board's procedures. SF&L

Railway Inc - Acquisition and Operation Exemption - Toledo Peorta and Western Railway, etc

C'SFL "). STB Finance Docket Nos. 33995 and 33996 (STB served Oct 17,2002) (conduct after

acquisition was deliberate deterioration of service in order to justify abandonment); The Land

Conservancy of Seattle and King County - Acquisition and Operation Exemption - The

.5- f --

I 008



Burlington Northern andSanta Fe Railway Company {"King County"), 2 S T B 673 (1997)
*

(acquisition was for the sole purpose of salvaging the line).

As discussed in the subsections below, Riverview has not met the requirements of 49

U.S C 10502(d) nor has it shown any abuse of the Board's processes

A. Riverview Has Not Shown That RTRR's Exemption is Inconsistent with the
Goals of the Rail Transportation Policy or That Regulation of the
Transaction Is Warranted As Required by 49 U.S.C. § 10502(d)

Riverview's Petition to Revoke does not even attempt to address the statutory

requirements for the revocation of an exemption under 49 U.S.C §10502(d). Rather,

Riverview's Petition hinges entirely on the Board's statement that it will entertain requests to

reopen and revisit this matter "should it become clear. . that RTRR is not following through on

the representations it has made in this proceeding regarding the development of rail service on

this property.11 Petition at 2, citing Board's May 15 Decision at 13, Exhibit 1. The crux of

Riverview's petition is that RTRR has not yet completed the rehabilitation of the track structure

and therefore has not yet begun operating its rail line Riverview also alleges that RTRR has

failed to adhere to the Board's imposed environmental conditions It then jumps to the

conclusion that RTRR has no intent to provide rail service and therefore its authorization to do so
•

should be revoked

However, Riverview fails to provide any evidence that supports these conclusions Itsf

evidence consists only of a selection of excerpts from five of the six status reports filed by

RTRR, to which Rivcrview attaches its summary conclusions, -eg, "this report is vague,1* §lno

names of companies contacted are provided," "fails to describe any plan,"' "contains a lot of

'talking', but.. no action" (Petition at 4, 5, and 6) - and a collection of photographs purporting

to demonstrate the lack of development on the property. Petition, Exhibit 7.

-7- ,
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Riverview's "evidence"'does not meet its burden of proving by the articulation of

reasonable and specific concerns that regulation is necessary to carry out the RTF. In fact,

Riverview does not even address the RTF provisions cited by the Board as being advanced by

the transaction. Nor does Riverview allege any actions on RTRR's part that are inconsistent with

the RTF or that would warrant regulation of the transaction. As the Board noted in its Decision,

the exemption was granted because the proposed operation of a rail line and mtermodal facility

were consistent with the RTF and that this proposed rail activity met the criteria for exemption

In order to revoke an exemption where those criteria were met, the party seeking a revocation of

the exemption has the burden to show otherwise. Riverview, however, makes absolutely no

effort to do so

B. Riverview Has Failed to Show That RTRR Has Abused the Board's
Processes

Riven lew's Petition to Revoke also fails to meet the Board's stated grounds for

revisiting the issue - / ?., that it should "become clear that RTRR is not following through on its

representations " The Board's continued oversight jurisdiction was in response to local

government allegations that RTRR was using the Board's processes sold} as a means to

circumvent otherwise applicable government regulation of its property But while RTRR

acknowledges that it has not yet begun to provide rail service, thai in itself is not sufficient to

demonstrate an abuse of the Board's processes RKervicw has offered no evidence that RTRR is

not following through on us representations, that its onginal plans were merely a sham, or that

RTRR has no interest in providing service in the future Nor does Riverview identify any local

regulation that RTRR is avoiding or identify any way in which Riverview is being prejudiced by

RTRR's retention of an exemption to operate its line.

To the contrary, while RTRR acknowledges that the economic decline in the Detroit area

has made it difficult for RTRR to go forward on the schedule originally anticipated, RTRR has
_o_ _. - _ _
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not

its

abandoned the rail project and should not be forced to abandon its line. Christ V S ai 8 In

exemption petition, RTRR represented that it would rehabilitate the track, enter into plans

with other carriers to provide interchange service, and eventually commence rail operations

using connections at one or both ends of the property. RTRR's Petition for Exemption at 6

RTRR still intends to do so.

1. RTRR's Actions to Date are Consistent With the Representations and
Purposes Stated in the Exemption Petition

Riverview alleges that RTRR has not followed through on its representations, but that

allegation is not supported by the facts As noted, Riverview summarizes and includes as

exhibits only five of the six reports filed by RTRR The Fifth Report, which Riverview omitted,

described the progress to date, as well as specific obstacles that were impeding progress In that

report, RTRR affirmatively stated that it had entered into an agreement with Canadian National

for the maintenance of the connection on the south end of RTRR's property (Fifth Report at 2);

had completed a new business plan, and had held initial discussions with officials of other

railroads. Id at 5-6. RTRR also reported that a thorough study of the property undertaken to

determine the extent of the required track rehabilitation also revealed the persistent presence of

water and a high level pH on certain portions of the property sufficiently caustic to result in

unusually high deterioration of ties. RTRR reported that it had hired TMH Environmental, LLC

to address those problems. Id at 2-4. In addition, in the Fifth Report, RTRR explained that the

connection on the north end would be needed to mobilize the necessary materials and machinery

for the rehabilitation, but that certain remediation would have to be completed at that end before

the track could be re-laid Id. at 3 Finally, RTRR explained that the track rehabilitation at the

south end had been delayed by the DSC's demolition of the old McLouth Steel Company

buildings, which required the use of heavy trucks traversing over the easement road bed

-9- •
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Because of the on-going use of and damage to the tracks, the tracks were unserviceable and

could not be rehabilitated until the demolition was complete. Id

Contrary to Riverview's allegations, the Fifth Report provided names and details (as did

RTRR's other status reports). These positive accomplishments and the ongoing impediments to

further progress were ignored in Riverview's Petition to Revoke, even though as noted in the

Report, Riverview was apprised of these events in a meeting initiated by RTRR on October 25,

2005 Id at 5.

RTRR has taken reasonable and prudent steps toward the rehabilitation of the track and

the necessary preparations for rail service As Mr. Christ explains, RTRR believed it would have

been imprudent to invest significant sums in its project while the judicial review of the SFB's

decision granting its exemption remained pending. That judicial review was not resolved by the

U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit until February 10.2005, effectively putting a hold on

RTRR's plans for about 21 months from the date of the STB's May 2003 decision granting

RTRR's exemption. City of Riverview. et at, v STB. 398 F.3d 434 (6th Cir, 2005).

Since that time, other factors have impaired progress, but progress has been made. Over

the course of several months, DSC's demolition of the old McLouth Steel Company buildings

effectively prevented track rehabilitation efforts. However, that demolition in the area of the

easement track now has been completed. This has allowed for the track on the easement

property over which RTRR proposes to operate trains to be rehabilitated and in fact that

rehabilitation has now been done by DSC, consistent with its obligations under the easement

agreement8 Christ I'S at 5. While additional rehabilitation of the ties will be needed in the

8 Various side tracks on the DSC propert> which were not part of the line over which
RTRR will operate have been removed by DSC
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future, the track currently is in suitable condition for mobilization of equipment and materials for

operation of trains to support the planned rail facility.

RTRR has taken other preparatory steps to ensure that it can move forward at the

appropriate lime. For example, as Mr. Christ explains,

• RTRR has already entered into an agreement with Canadian National for the
maintenance of the track and switch at the south end connection and CN is
currently performing those tasks.

• RTRR has already applied for and obtained the necessary authorization from
MOOT to reopen the at-grade crossing of Jefferson Ave. on the north end of
the RTRR property

• RTRR has taken steps to identify the source of the water leakage and caustic
contamination on the north end. and to determine the extent and cost of
remediation, and that project is still ongoing.

• RTRR has developed business plans for the RTRR operation which it will
refine and implement as economic conditions warrant.

Christ l-'S at 5-6

Mr Christ also points out that RTRR has recently received a request, reflected in an April

9,2007 letter attached to his Statement, to delay work on the north end connection from the

Wayne County Department of Public Services Specifically, that agency has asked RTRR to

refrain from installing new rail and initiating rail service across Jefferson until the repairs to the

southern vehicular bridge to Grosse He are completed. The County contends that this is

necessary to prevent additional traffic congestion to and from the island during construction as

all vehicular traffic is being routed to the only other bridge, which is located only 200 yards from

the north end connection to be rehabilitated Christ VS. at 6-7 The County further

contemplates that RTRR be given an extension by MOOT of its ability to install a new crossing

until September 2008 in view of the Grosse He bridge situation. RTRR is in the process of

evaluating the County's letter, but anticipates that there will be some further delay in the work

needed to open the north end connection Id at 7

-II- , - -
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The actions that RTRR has taken to date are intended to prepare the property and position

RTRR for the provision of rail service in response to demand As discussed below, and more

fully in Mr. Christ's statement, the sequence and pnontization of projects have been reasonable

business decisions made in the face of the challenging economic conditions m Detroit in general,

and, particularly with respect to the auto industry that RTRR anticipated serving. Christ PS at

5.

2. Changing Economic Conditions Beyond RTRR's Control Have
Caused Further Delay

A significant impediment to the development of RTRR's proposed rail facility is the

dramatic change in the economic conditions of the Detroit area When RTRR filed its petition

for exemption, it had high expectations of capturing some of the auto industry's business As

Mr Christ explains in his statement, since the time RTRR envisioned the rail line and facility

and petitioned for authorization from the Board to become a rail carrier, the auto industry has

suffered serious and well-known reversals According to data in Ward's Motor Vehicle Facia &

Figure*.9 the Michigan production of passenger cars declined by approximately 36 percent

between 2000 and 2005. Even with an offsetting 5 percent increase in light truck production, the

total Michigan vehicle production for that period decreased 19.1 percent, and Automotive News

2007 Market Data shows an additional 9 4 percent reduction between 2005 and 2006. for a total

26.7 percent decline in Michigan production of motor vehicles Christ V S at 7-8 and Exhibits

TC-3 and TC-4. The big three auto makers, Chrysler, Ford and General Motors, have all

experienced substantial decreases in the production of cars, and even with increases in light truck

production, their total 2005 production figures show declines from 2000 levels Chrysler had

9 Data from Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures 2001.2002,2003,2004.2005, and
2006 and Ward's Automotive News 2007 Market Data (April 2,2007) were collected and
analyzed. See Christ KS and Exhibits TC-3 and TC-4

.12- ^
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declines in both car production (2.5 percent) and truck production (9 5 percent) and its 2005 total

vehicle production was 7.6 percent lower than in 2000 Ford's total vehicle production was

down 39.3 percent, which reflects its 64 2 percent decline in passenger cars being offset

somewhat by a 14 3 percent increase in light truck production in the 2000 to 2005 period.

General Motors' C'GM") passenger car production decreased 44.7 percent. But even though its

2005 truck production was 18.7 percent higher than in 2000, GM's total vehicle production

decreased by 25. 1% from 2000 to 2005. Comparable figures for US production show that
•

Michigan, and primarily Detroit, has been hit harder than average. For the country as a whole,

total car production declined 22.0 percent, truck production increased 5.5 percent, and the total

US vehicle production declined only 6.5 percent between 2000 and 2005. As a result of the

economic troubles in the Detroit auto industry, RTRR has had to modify its business plan to

reflect these new economic and marketing realities. Id

Nonetheless. RTRR is confident that Detroit, and particularly the big three automakers,

will make an economic comeback. Rl RR not only anticipates that it will benefit from the future

economic revival, but fully intends to be an active participant m bringing it about. RTRR has a

strategically advantageous position for meeting the new demands Its 76-acre property is well

situated to provide a rail loading facility that physically connects to three main rail lines and has

ready access to truck and barge lines as well. Moreover, when improvement in the economy

materializes, RFRR will have already completed the preliminary work on the site and will be

positioned to make rapid progress in completing the facility when economic opportunities are

ripe. Christ VS at 8

3. Riverview's Contentions That RTRR Never Intended and Does Not
Now Intend to Provide Rail Service As Authorized by the Exemption
Are Without Merit and Do Not Support Allegations of Abuse of
Process

.13- f --------
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Rivervicw contends that because it can demonstrate that RTRR has not completed its

plans for mtcrmodal service, it therefore has shown that RTRR never intended and does not now

intend to provide such service But that is wrong. Riverview is well aware of the economic

situation that confronts RTRR and other new development m the Detroit area. These economic

developments, which are completely beyond RTRR's control, should not be used to impute false

motives to RTRR's petition for exemption to acquire and operate the rail line Riverview has

submitted no evidence that would support an allegation of an abuse of the Board's processes

A finding of abuse would require a showing that RTRR had deliberately used the Board's

e,\cmption proceedings to achieve a purpose that was inconsistent with the purpose for which it

obtained the exemption For example, in King County, the petitioner sought an exemption to

acquire a rail line under the Offer of Financial Assistance ("OFA'') provisions of 49 U.S C. §

10904. which allows a party to acquire a line that is no longer profitable for the incumbent

railroad in order to preserve rail service for existing or potential shippers in the future An OFA

entails a commitment to continue existing service or actively pursue business Within weeks of

obtaining the exemption, the petitioner sought to abandon the line and salvage the track The

Board revoked the transaction upon finding that the sole purpose for filing the OFA was to
r

preclude a rails-to-trails application, in order to acquire the line for salvage purposes.

In SFL, the petitioner acquired a line that connected to another earner whose traffic fed

the acquired line. The petitioner purchased the line except for a short segment that connected

with the second earner, thus making it impossible to continue rail sen-ice. The Board found this

was a deliberate deterioration of service and that the petitioner's sole purpose in acquiring the

line was to salvage the track materials and thus was an abuse of the Board's procedures.

Unlike the grantees in King County and SFL, RTRR is not taking deliberate actions to
i

undermine the purpose for which the exemption was granted. Rather, as shown above, RTRR's

.14. ,
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actions are fully consistent with its stated purpose in acquiring the line and seeking authority to

operate over it

Moreover, Riverview's contention that RTRR sought operating authority from the Board

solely to avoid local regulation is belied by the fact that Riverview has failed to identify what

regulation is being avoided or to offer credible alternative uses for the property The property

was and remains zoned for industrial use and the local governments acknowledged in the pnor

proceedings that there were no immediate plans at that time to condemn the property.10 (In fact,

it was Wayne County that had at one time taken some initial steps to take the property under

eminent domain However, RTRR is not aware of any interest on the part of the County to

pursue such efforts at this time, and Riverview has not identified any taking plans or, to RTRR's

knowledge, budgeted for such plans.)

In short, Riverview has not provided anv new evidence of a viable alternative use. nor of

any budgeted projects or pending local government action that have been or could be hindered

by RTRR's current and proposed use of the property that RTRR owns While RTRR's progress

has been slower than anticipated, its actions to date are not inconsistent with its proposed use of

the land for rail service, for which it is ideally suited And since Riverview has no alternative

proposed use, there is no benefit in revoking the exemption - RTRR will still own the property

as it does now regardless of whether it is able to conduct rail operations on it. Thus, revocation

would seriously harm RTRR and future rail operations while providing no countervailing

advantage to Riverview.11

10 See e g.. RTRR Reply filed Jcmuaiy 30. 2002 at 9-15

11 It should be noted that although Wayne County and the City of Trenton, MI, also
initially opposed the transaction in the STB proceedings and on appeal, neither of those parties
has joined Riverview in this petition for revocation.

-15- f .- .
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Riverview's contention that"... RTRR may have no intention to conduct rail operations

on the site" is based solely on its observation that the rehabilitation of the tracks has not been

completed and service has not yet commenced. But, as discussed above, delay in the

development of rail service does not prove lack of intent; it only proves that RTRR has made a

reasonable business judgment in light of other factors described above and current economic

circumstances. As Mr. Christ explains in his statement, it is an indisputable fact that

circumstances largely beyond RTRR's control - including the lengthy litigation that followed

the Board's decision — have been major impediments to RTRR's progress. Christ YS at 6-7

Riverview's further allegations that RTRR has not beautified the property nor complied

with the Board's environmental conditions have no merit It clearly would make no sense for

RTRR to landscape the properly only to have the landscaping destroyed dunng the remediation

and rehabilitation activities further, until rail operations commence, RTRR is not obligated to

comply with the bcrm and landscaping environmental conditions imposed by the Board's May

15,2003 decision as these are rail noise mitigation conditions. Riverview seems to want RTRR

to comply with these conditions even though it doesn't want any rail operations Its position in

that regard is untenable.

Moreover, Rl RR's property - while admittedly not a garden - is maintained consistent

with the local regulations and is comparable to surrounding vacant lands. RTRR acknowledges

that it is subject to reasonable and non-discriminatory health and safety requirements and

maintains the property consistent with those requirements

4. Riverview Is Mot Harmed By RTRR's Delay

Riverview has not offered any reasonable, specific concerns as to any harm actually

sustained or likely to be sustained by Riverview as a result of slower than anticipated
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development of Ihc rail line and an intermodal facility 12 In fact, Riverview's mam objection

has always been that it does not want the property used for rail operations Thus, RTRR's delay

docs not impose any hardship on Riverview. Most of Riverview's specific objections go to the

"unsightlmess'1 of the property. But as noted above, Riverview does not have any plans for

alternative development of the property, which appears little different from other industrial

properties in the area

While it would be pointless for RTRR to expend large sums of money to beautify the

property at this time, RTRR will comply with the Board's environmental conditions when

remediation of the land and construction of the facility are complete. In the meantime, RTRR

will continue to maintain the properly consistent with the City of Riverview's own property

maintenance regulations. Christ VS at 9

Riverview has not demonstrated that regulation is necessary to carry out the RTF or that

the Board's processes have been abused by any actions taken by RTRR to date A( best.

Riverview can show only that, due to circumstances beyond its control, RTRR's completion of

its plans has been delayed Riverview, however, has not shown that it has suffered any harm

from that delay. Thus, Riverview clearly has not met the criteria for revocation and its petition

should be denied

II. RIVERVIEW'S PETITION FOR REVOCATION IS TANTAMOUNT TO A
REQUEST FOR ADVERSE ABANDONMENT WHICH IS INCONSISTENT
WITH PRECEDENT AND WITH THE GOALS OF THE RTP

Rivervicw's petition to revoke RTRR's authority to provide rail service is the functional

equivalent of a request for adverse abandonment of the rail line But Riverview's evidence in

this case clearly does not meet the standard for such a ruling. Under 49 U S.C. § 10903(d), the

12 Most of Riverview's photographs and their descriptions purport to show that the
property is unsightl>, but allege no particular harm
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standard governing any application to abandon or discontinue service over a line of railroad,

including an adverse abandonment, is whether the present or future public convenience and

necessity ("PC&N") require or permit the proposed abandonment or discontinuance In

implementing this standard, the Board balances the competing benefits and burdens of

abandonment or discontinuance on all interested parties, including the railroad, the shippers on

the line, the communities involved, and interstate commerce generally. Waterloo Railway

Company - Adverse Abandonment - Lines ofBangor and Aroostook Railroad, etc, STB Docket

Nos AB-124 (Sub-No. 2) and AB-279 (Sub-No. 3) (STB served May 3, 2004) (citing City of

Cherokee v ICC, 121F 2d 748 (8lh Cir. 1984)). The party seeking adverse abandonment has the

burden of establishing that abandonment or discontinuance is required or permitted by the

PC&N. Waterloo, id The function of the Board's regulatory authority with respect to

abandonments is to provide the public with a degree of protection against the unnecessary

discontinuance, cessation, interruption, or obstruction of available rail service. Id (citing

Modern Handcraft. Inc Abandonment, 363 I.C.C. 969 (1981))

In such a proceeding, the Board is required to balance the interests of the rail carrier,

existing or potential shippers, the public and the party seeking the adverse abandonment The

Board's precedent has been to reject adverse abandonment applications where the railroad

opposed the abandonment, there is a potential for continued rail service, and the railroad is

taking steps to attract new customers. New York Cross Harbor Railroad v Surface

Transportation Board ("Cross Harbor "), 374 F 3d 1177 (D.C Cir. 2004) (citing, tf g Sail Lake

City Corp -Adverse Abandonment - In Salt Lake City. UT. 2002 STB LEXIS 150 (March 6,

2002): Conrai/ v ICC. 29F3d 706 (D C Cir 1994))

Adverse abandonments have been granted when the applicant has "established a

consistent pattern of [the carrier] failing to meet its obligations to its shippers, its employees and

• 18-
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its lessor"' (see e g Fore River RR Corp - Discontinuance of Service - Norfolk County. MA, 8

I.C.C.2d 307, 311 (Mar. 10, 1992)) or where the line had not been used for many years and the

applicant had a suitable and viable immediate alternative need such as for a urban transit system.

Modern Handcraft, supra. Adverse abandonments also have been granted where the continued

operation impedes interstate commerce CSX Corporation el al - Adverse Abandonment -

Canadian Railway Company and Grand Trunk Western Railroad Co STB Docket No. ABO 1

(Sub-No. 38) (forcing GTW to abandon trackage rights over a track in the Chicago area where

CSX had a pressing and immediate need, GTW was not using it. and GTW would be given

access when needed) But the instant case docs not fit any of these patterns. RTRR is just now

developing its rail line with a clear potential for future business

RTRR's situation is more analogous to Cross Harbor There, the Board had granted a

city development corporation's application to force discontinuance of Cross Harbor's floatbridge

operation - carrying rail cars by barge to connecting railroads. The City owned the property and

leased it to Cross Harbor for its rail operations. The City complained of lease violations as the

basis for its application It also acknowledged that it had tentative plans to use the property to

develop the waterfront Cross Harbor's business had fallen off considerably after losing its main

shippers, but Cross Harbor was attempting to attract new shippers. Nonetheless, the Board held

that ''the City has concluded that this property should be put to other public uses, and we will not

block the City from using its property as it wishes absent an overriding need for the rail service "

Id at 1185 (citing the Board's May 75 Decision)

On appeal, the court found the Board's decision arbitrary because it failed to properly

balance the competing interests. The court cited Board and ICC precedents rejecting such

applications, and noted that the Board had improperly shifted the burden of proof to the railroad

and shippers to show ovcmding rail need. Id at JJ82-J183 The court also held that the Board
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failed to mention "its statutory duty to preserve and promote continued rail service/' Cross

Harbor at 1187 (quoting. Western Stock Show Ass 'n - Abandonment Exemption In Denver,

Co. 1 S.T.B. 13 (served June 12.1996).

In the instant case, Riverview is attempting to force discontinuance of RTRR's potential

rail service. But Riverview cannot meet the burden of showing that such discontinuance is

required or permitted by the PC&N. Rivervicw does not own the property and has no right to

use or take it, it has no viable alternative uses for the property; and has not shown that there are

any public interests that outweigh RTRR's interests in the completion of its plans for an

intermodal facility Moreover, Riverview did not and cannot show that there is no future

potential for RTRR's rail services or its related rail facility Therefore, the Board should deny

the Petition to Revoke because revocation would impermissibly force the adverse discontinuance

of RTRR's planned operations and abandonment of the rail line over which it is authorized to

operate, contrary to the PC&N

III* RTRR'S DESIRE TO MAINTAIN ITS COMMON CARRIER OBLIGATION
AND TO PRESERVE THE RAIL RIGHT OF WAY FOR FUTURE RAIL
OPERATIONS IS CONSISTENT WITH THE RTP

Although RTRR's development of rail service has been delayed, that is not grounds for

revoking its exemption RTRR's intent was and is to hold itself out to provide rail service as

business develops Under such circumstances, the retention of a rail right of way for future

anticipated rail and related service is consistent with the RTP goals "to ensure the development

and continuation of a sound rail transportation system with effective competition among rail

carriers and with other modes, to meet the needs of the public..." (10101(4)), "to foster sound

economic conditions in transportation and to ensure effective competition and coordination

between rail carriers and other modes;11 (10101(5)); and *to reduce regulatory barriers to entry

into. , the industry "(HMOl (7))
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Keeping the right of way intact and available is also consistent with the Interstate

Commerce Act. The statutory provisions governing the abandonment of rail lines specificall>

promote efforts to preserve rail lines and rights of way through processes such as line sales,

offers of financial assistance, and the rails to trails program See 49 U.S C §§ 10904 and 10905.

In enacting these programs, Congress recognized that while the abandonment of a rail line may

be warranted where the line is not profitable to the incumbent, the effort and cost involved in

reassembling a right of way for rail use purposes at some time in the future could be daunting.

Thus, it promoted means by which the right of way could be preserved for future rail service if

and when needed.

Despite the current economic situation, RTRR still plans to hold itself out to provide rail

service in the future. This is fully consistent with RTRR's original intent, which the Board held

met the criteria for exemption. Moreover, it is also fully consistent with the goals of the RTP

and the provisions of the 1C A.

CONCLUSION

Rivcrview has not met its burden to prove that revocation of RTRR's exemption is

necessary' to carry out the goals of the RTP or that the RTRR abused the Board's procedures

Nor has it provided any evidence to support its unfounded contentions that RTRR has no

intention of providing rail service Despite impediments beyond its control, including poor

economic conditions in the area, RTRR's progress to date is consistent with its representations in

- 2 1 -
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its Petition for Exemption and with its intent to provide rail services upon demand. Riverview's

Petition to Revoke according!) should be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

Mav 9,2007

David H Coburn
Carolyn D Clayton
STEPTOE & JOHNSON LLP
1330 Connecticut Avenue, N.W
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 429 3000

Attorneys for Riverview Trenton
Railroad Company
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BEFORE THE
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

Finance Docket No. 34040

R1VERVIEW TRENTON RAILROAD COMPANY - PETITION FOR
AN EXEMPTION FROM 49 U.S.C. 10901 TO ACQUIRE AND

OPERATE A RAIL LINE IN WAYNE COUNTY, MI

VERIFIED STATEMENT OF THOMAS CHRIST

My name is Thomas Chnst and I am Vice President of Corporate Development for

CenTra, a company that owns the parent company of Riverview Trenton Railroad Company

(RTRR) I am also the Community Liaison for RTRR. My responsibilities with respect to the

operation of RTRR include ensuring that communities are aware of the progress of RTRR and

furthering the development of the rail operations of RTRR. I have been involved in the

discussions with various contractors and others with respect to rehabilitation of the RTRR line

and plans to operate that line. The purposes of this statement are (1) to describe the reasonable

and prudent approach that RTRR has taken to date to implement the authorization granted by the

STB to RTRR in the above captioned proceeding for the acquisition of a rail line and operation

of an intermodal facility in Detroit. Michigan, (2) to describe more fully the impediments beyond

RTRR's control that have delayed the commencement of rail operations, and (3) to assure the

Board that RTRR is eager to go forward with the development of rail sen-ice when it is
i

economically prudent to do so
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In February 2000, RTRR's parent, Crown Enterprises, purchased a 76-acre parcel of land

that previously belonged to the McLouth Steel Company (MSC) for the purpose of developing

an intermodal facility to serve both the Detroit Steel Center, Ltd (DSC), which had purchased a

195.45-acre parcel of the MSC property, and to attract intermodal business, largely from the

three major Detroit area automakers. The property was ideally situated for a rail facility as it

already had a rail line to the DSC, which line had formerly been used by MSC and over which

DSC had given Crown an easement to allow it to operate over the rail line and to serve its plant'

The property had access through both the southern and northern connections with three Class I

rail carriers, as well as access to major highways and to barge traffic on the Detroit River RTRR

proposed to interchange traffic with other railroads using the existing separated grade crossing at

the south end of its property and also through a northern connection. At that time, there had been

much talk about developing a new intermodal facility in Detroit, but no definite plans had been

developed Therefore Crown sought to take the initiative and develop its own plans for an

intermodal facility on the ideally situated property Crown shared those plans with the local

communities and with the surrounding industries

In order to carry out those plans, Crown created a railroad company, the RTRR to

provide rail service. RTRR filed a Petition for Exemption on May 1,2001 The Petition was

opposed by Wavne County (which had previously taken initial steps to take the R'IRR property),

the City of Trenton and the City of Riverview RTRR's planned rail line overlaps both Cities.

The Cities and Wayne County based their opposition to RTRR's Petition on their preference that

the property at issue be used for some undefined, non rail transportation purpose.

1 DSC is not currentl) operating RTRR understands that it is endeavoring to sell its steel
manufacturing facilities in the area. Any successor to DSC that may operate a steel facility on
the property adjacent to the RTRR property could be served by RTRR.
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By decision served May 15,2003, the Board granted RTRR's Petition, finding that

RTRR's plan was consistent with the Rail Transportation Policy and that the other criteria for

exemption were met Even then, the local government opposition continued. The local

governments sought review of the Board's May 15 decision in the U.S Court of Appeals for the

Sixth Circuit The Sixth Circuit affirmed the Board's decision on February 10,2005.

As RTRR indicated in its status reports to the Board, because of the uncertainty of the

outcome of the judicial review, RTRR could not go forward with any substantial investment in

the project until it was clear that it was authorized to conduct rail operations. Nonetheless,

during this time, consistent with prudent management decisions, RTRR went forward with

preliminary discussions and assessments, but made no positive commitments or investments

pending resolution of the proceedings. These preliminary steps, as discussed in RTRR's reports,

'included discussions with auto companies and other area shippers to develop business,

discussions with rail engineering firms concerning the rehabilitation of the line and the design of

the inter-modal facility, and discussions with firms that provide motive equipment and services,

including two potential contract operators See First Status Report (November 17,2003).

In early 2004, RTRR also engaged Transdevelopment Corp. to conduct an assessment of

the track condition and rehabilitation costs. RTRR entered into discussions concerning

reopening the physical connection on the south end of RTRR's property and engaged Logistics

Insight Corp., a logistics firm also owned by CenTra, to continue discussions with prospective

rail users Sen Second Status Report (May 17.2004). In late 2004, RTRR contracted with a

company to clean the debris oil the tracks in anticipation of the court affirming the Board's May

15,2003 decision. RTRR also entered into discussions with short line railroads concerning

operation of the RTRR Third Status Report (November 15,2004).
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The Sixth Circuit affirmed the Board's May 15,2003 decision on February 10, 2005 -

nearly two years after the Board granted RTRR's Petition for Exemption to operate the lines and

more than four years after RTRR filed its initial notice of exemption In light of the Court's

decision, RTRR moved forward to progress the remediation of the property It completed the

cleaning of slag, coal, and ballast from the tracks in order to permit assessment of the condition

of the rails, ties and fastenings RTRR engaged a rail management expert to work out

interchange and commercial relationships with the Class I railroads and to refine RTRR's

business plan to reflect the changing conditions since the original business plan was developed.

Fourth Staius Report (May 16,2005).

On June 29,2005, RTRR conducted an inspection of the easement property to identify

track deficiencies there. DSC had by this time initiated the demolition of old steel mill buildings

in the area of the easement track The demolition involved use of the easement and the easement

tracks by heavy trucks, which caused considerable damage to the tracks, rendering them

unserviceable. Rehabilitation of the easement track could not be undertaken until the demolition

was complete. RTRR's assessments of its own property showed that there was a persistent

presence of water on certain portions of the north end of the property with a high pH level that

was caustic enough to cause serious deterioration of the ties Rehabilitation of the RTRR track

would require the restoration to operating condition of the northern end connection with Grand

Trunk Western Railway and the at-gradc crossing at Jefferson Avenue in order to mobilize

equipment and materials needed for the track work. RTRR hired TMH Environmental LLC to

develop a plan for addressing those problems It also hired a railroad engineering and

remediation firm to perform the work and Alfonsi Railroad Construction Co. to remove the

existing tracks in preparation for the remediation work During this same period, RTRR entered
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into a maintenance agreement with Canadian National ("ON") concerning the south end

connection. See Fifth Status Report (November 15,2005),

En early 2006, RTRR obtained Michigan Department of Transportation ("MDOT")

authority to reopen the crossing at Jefferson Avenue and received the MDOT report on the type

of crossing protection that would be required Remediation on the north end also commenced at

this time However, the DSC demolition project was not completed until recently, so little could

be done with respect to the easement track. See Sixth Status Report (May 16, 2006).

RTRR also continued to assess its business opportunities, which had changed as a result

of a significant decline in the economic condition of the Detroit area that had taken place over

this period of time. As discussed below, the three big auto companies -- General Motors,

Chrysler and Ford -- began to have significant decreases in production, resulting in the closing of

plants and laying off thousands of employees. A public policy group recently noted that the

motor vehicles manufacturing sector of the economy was responsible for a large portion of the

job losses in Michigan, with a loss of 36,100 or a 43.65 percent decrease in that sector's

employees between December 2002 and August 2006. See A Look at Michigan's Emerging New

Economy, by Douglas C. Drake, Public Policy Associates, Incorporated, (October 11,2006) at

Table 5, attached as Exhibit TC-1. The second largest sector change was in motor vehicle pans

manufacturing which lost 56,000 jobs for a decrease of 29.23%.

Since the Board's Decision, RTRR has taken reasonable and prudent steps toward the

rehabilitation of the track and made the necessary preparations for rail service, consistent with its

authority, the lengthy litigation, and other impediments The situation today is that DSC has now

completed the demolition in the area of the easement and the track on the easement property over

which RTRR proposes to operate trains now has been rehabilitated for rail use. (Various side

tracks on the DSC property which were not pan of the line over which RTRR will operate have
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been removed by DSC) While additional rehabilitation of the ties on the track on the easement

property will be needed in the future, the track currently is in suitable condition for the
ri

transportation of equipment and materials In addition, RTRR has already made arrangements

for the maintenance of*the track at the south end connection through an agreement with CN

*•
Further, RTRR has obtained the necessary.authorization from MOOT to put in the crossing and

warning devices needed on the north end (Jefferson Street) connection RTRR has taken the

necessary steps to identify the source of the water leakage and caustic contamination, to develop
•

a plan for addressing the problem, and'to determine the extent and cost of remediation These

steps position RTRR to act quickly when it determines that economic conditions warrant

The delays in implementing RTRR's plans to provide rail service have for the most part

been due to circumstances beyond RTRR's control. Litigation over RTRR's authority to go

forward with the project was pending for more than four years - from RTRR's initial notice to

the Board in December 2000 to the final appellate court affirmation of the RTRR's authorization

to proceed in February 2005. Investment of substantial expenditure of money on the project

prior to the completion of all litigation would have been imprudent

By the time the litigation was finally over, DSC had begun the months' long demolition

of the old steel mill buildings rendering the casement tracks unusable As noted above,

rehabilitation of the easement track and work on the south end could not be done until DSC no

longer needed to use the easement for the demolition project

More recently the Wayne County Department of Public Services ("WCDPS") has

advised that it will not allow RTRR to move forward with work on the north end RTRR rail

crossing of Jefferson pending completion of a county project to repair one of the two vehicular

bridges linking the island of Grosse lie to the mainland. That project would require the diversion

of all vehicular traffic that might otherwise use another bridge to the sole remaining bridge in
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service, which is located just 200 yards from the RTRR property and very close to the at-grade

crossing of Jefferson Avc by the RTRR line. The County's action was triggered by its concern

that work to restore the northern RTRR crossing to serviceable condition might disrupt an

already difficult vehicular traffic situation near the only Grosse He bridge open for traffic.

RTRR asked the WCDPS to put the request in writing, which it did on April 9,2007 The letter

states that "WCDPS will not permit rail construction activity until our project detour [referring to
•

the detour of traffic using the remaining Grosse He bridge] is no longer needed." Letter from

Cindy Nocerini Dmgell, Deputy Chief Operating Officer, Wayne County Department of Public

Services to Thomas Christ, Community Liaison, Rivemew Trenton Railroad Co.. dated April 9,

2007, attached as Exhibit TC-2. RTRR has taken the letter under advisement, but has not

decided on the course of action it will take at this time.

Another significant impediment to the development of RTRR's planned rail operations is

the dramatic change in the economic conditions of the Detroit area When RTRR filed its

petition for exemption, it had high expectations of capturing some of the auto industry's

business In the year 2000, when RTRR envisioned the intermodal facility and petitioned for

authorisation from the Board to become a rail carrier, Michigan was producing 1.8 million cars

and 1 3 million light trucks for a total motor vehicle production of 3 1 million units In 2006,

Michigan produced only 2 3 million - a reduction of 26 7 % The change is even more dramatic

for the production of cars, where Michigan suffered a 36% decrease in production from 1.8

million to 1 2 million units between 2000 and 2005 The total decrease was offset by a 5%

increase in truck production for the period, but Michigan still suffered an overall decrease of

19.1% for total vehicle production Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures 2001.2002,2003,

2004,2005,2006, attached as Exhibit TC-3
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The big three automobile companies had similar experiences, according to the same

Ward's report. Between 2000 and 2005, Ford Motor Company's car production decreased by

64 2% Although its light truck production went up 14.3%. its total \ehicle production

(passenger cars and light trucks) was down by 25 1% from 2000 levels General Motors had a

decline of 44.7% in cars, offset to some extent by a 13 9% increase m truck production, but its

total production over that period was down 27 1% Chrysler suffered decreases in both car

(20.6%) and truck (1.5%) production, with a total vehicle production decrease of 7 7%.

Michigan's total car and truck production was down 19.1 % for that same time period, but also

experienced a further 9.4% decrease between 2005 and 2006. Michigan's total change in car and

truck production from 2000 to 2006 is a 26 7% decrease (3,109,377 units in 2000 to 2,279,672

units in 2006).2 Detroit has been hit especially hard, as the total change in production for the US

between 2000 and 2005 was only a 6.5% decrease. In light of the troubles that have been

plaguing the auto industry in Detroit, RTRR has had to reconsider the timing (but not the goal) of

its initiation of service to reflect these changing economic conditions

RTRR is confident that Detroit will make an economic comeback and that the demand for

its transportation services likewise will rebound. RTRR not only anticipates that it will benefit

from the future economic revival, but fully intends to be an active participant in bringing it

about, given its strategically advantageous position. Its 76-acre property is ideally situated to

provide a rail facility that physically connects to three Class I railroads and has ready access to

truck and barge lines as well

Despite temporary setbacks, RTRR has not abandoned its plans to operate a rail line and

related facility RTRR will proceed with prudence and caution, making investment decisions

commensurate with its assessment of the market. It is vital, however, that RTRR have its rail

2 Ward's Automotive News 2007 Market Data (April 2, 2007), attached as Exhibit TC-4.

-8- . _-
1 032



line and its operating exemption intact in order to respond promptly to changing market

conditions so that it can effectuate its business plans.

I note that the City of Rivemew's Petition to Revoke does not offer any alternative

proposed use of the line at issue or the property occupied by RTRR The City also has not

proposed to take the line or that property. Nor has it demonstrated that it could satisfy the

conditions for such a taking. It is therefore not clear what the City is trying to accomplish

through its Petition to Revoke, other than to prevent RTRR from carrying out its rail

transportation plans, perhaps in the vague hope that the property might be put to some other,

non-transportation use

River-view claims at page 9 of its Petition to Revoke that "there is a good deal of heavy

truck traffic at the facility.9' That is not correct. There is currently no truck-related activity at the

site The site is also not being used for container storage at this time.

Riverview has complained at page 10 of its Petition lo Revoke that the RTRR property is

not as well maintained as the City might otherwise hope and attaches selective photos to show

the current state of the property That is no basis on which to revoke an exemption from an

entity that has a viable rail service plan The property is in a condition comparable to that of

other properties in the area, including other rail properties Clearly, it would be pointless for

RTRR to expend huge sums of money to beautify the property at this time, before additional rail

infrastructure is completed. RTRR has commuted and continues to commit thai it will comply

with the Board's environmental conditions.

Further, RTRR believes that it has been maintaining the property consistent with all

applicable health and safety requirements, including the City of Riverview1 s property

maintenance regulations. Riverview, Ml, Code of Ordinances, Ordinance 593, Supp No 3,

sections 74-131 and 74-133 (enacted June 20,2006), attached as Exhibit TC-5 RTRR has never
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claimed that it is not subject to reasonable and non-discriminatory health and safety

requirements. Nor does Riverview claim in its Petition to Revoke that RTRR is in violation of

any specific local health or safety ordinance.

Riverview has long complained that RTRR is not fulfilling environmental conditions

imposed by the Board in its May 15 decision on RTRR's planned rail operations. It repeats this

complaint in its Petition to Revoke. As RTRR has consistently pointed out, those environmental

conditions were designed in virtually all cases to mitigate the impacts of rail traffic on the

community Since there is to date no RTRR rail traffic, most of the conditions are simply not yet

operative and any non-compliance with these conditions plainly cannot provide a basis for

revocation Specifically, sec environmental Condition No 1 (notification of emergency

responders in advance of using the north end grade crossing); No. 3 (consultation with various

agencies and implementation of best practices prior to initiation of construction); No 4

(compliance during development of the site with certain local laws concerning environmental

matters to the extent that they do not interfere with RTRR's ability to go forward with its rail

project), No. 5 (use of berms and landscaping to minimise noise from rail/mtermodal

operations) and No. 6 (restrictions on hours of operation of the railroad and mtermodal yard).

As RTRR has said in its status reports, it will comply with these conditions at such point as its

obligations are triggered. Further, RTRR fully complied with the other conditions imposed by

the Board, including the filing of its status reports and the appointment of a community liaison.

RTRR has had some discussions with the City of Riverview since the filing of its

Petition, and is prepared to have further discussions to allay any legitimate concerns that the City

might identify RTRR is not, however, prepared to forego its rail transportation plans to satisfy

the City's interest in preventing RTRR from effectuating those plans
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VERIFICATION

I, Thomas Christ, verify under penalty of perjury that I have read the foregoing verified

statement, that I know the contents (hereof and that the same are true and correct; and that I am

qualified and authorized to file this statement.

Thomas Chnst

Executed on May __, 2007
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VERIFICATION

I, Thomas Christ, verify under penalty of perjury that I have read the foregoing verified

statement, that 1 know the contents thereof and that the same are true and correct; and that I am

qualified and authorized to file this statement.

Thomas Chnst

Executed on May _5i2007
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Executive Summary

This report examines recent and longer-term changes, identifies major factors in recent changes,

and discusses significant growth in what we call the emerging new economy

These emerging new economy jobs generally require higher education and skills, and many

provide higher pay as well We find that over the period from December 2002 to August 2006,

the top 25 growing sectors of the Michigan economy have added 122.500 jobs. Of those. 55,100

are in sectors that are emblematic of the new economy. Still others would be considered part of

the expanding service sector, but we have excluded those from our definition of the emerging

new economy because of our interpretation that many of the jobs in this broader service sector

require less skill and are less well pa>mg

f^-
I The top 25 declining sectors accounted for 206,300 lost jobs. The bulk of these were very

I clearly m manufacturing and specifically motor vehicle manufacturing. Only 16. 500 of the job

I reductions fit our emerging new economy definition, and arguably, even some of those may be

I due to the inverse multiplier e fleets of the auto losses.

The stud} also addresses what we believe to be the root cause of Michigan's economic

difficulties the continuing loss of market share by the manufacturers concentrated here Just as

good times for the domestic Big 3 have driven Michigan's past periods of economic prosperity,

the current bad times for these companies account for a significant portion of the current

economic weakness.

The study also reviews major employment changes over several time periods.

Public Policy Associates, Incorporated Public policy research, development, and evaluation
119 Para Harquetta Drlvt
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While the continued net job loss through August is not good news, there is a much more positive

message when one looks at the components of job losses and gams. The losses appear to be

concentrated among old economy sectors and industries, and the gains appear to be concentrated

among new economy sectors and industries, both those which we label the emerging new

economy and those in the broader service sector of the economy. This does not mean the

difficulties will end soon, but it does indicate that there are some very positive things happening

m Michigan that policy makers should be aware of as they consider adopting new policies and

modifying existing policies.

Summary and Conclusions
•^ —
Michigan's economy is clearly troubled—principally because the primary companies in its major

industry are struggling Michigan cannot thrive again until one or both of two events occur*

these companies return to prominence and drive our economy as they have for much of the last

century, or, until they at least reach a state of equilibrium that halts the loss of market share that

has been bleeding them—and Michigan—for nearly a decade Stabilization may not sound like

an enviable goal, but it is the most achievable first goal, and it will allow growth in these

emerging new economy sectors to create actual net job growth m the total state economy

Michigan has long enjoyed a strong and vibrant economy because of the strength of the auto

industry, and the industry will continue to be a ke> factor in our economy for a long time to

come The question confronting Michigan policy makers today is how to respect the past and to

prepare for the ongoing future role of the auto industry while focusing change and investment on

newer economy industries and sectors

Despite the enormous impact of the changes affecting the automotive industry, the Michigan

economy is also showing positive signs of growth m a number of sectors that many observers

would consider to be part ot an emerging new economy This bodes well for Michigan's future

Public Policy Associates. Incorporated
119 Pen MirqiwM Drtw
Laming, Ml 48H3-12J1
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While an enormous amount of public debate and policy thinking in Lansing has been focused on

how to ''save" the auto industry that is truly beyond the capacity of any state government.

Ultimately, the auto industry needs to save itself, in the marketplace with better products.

On the other hand, steps that might nurture and support the continued emergence of the new,

economy are well within the scope of state policy

Some of these steps can be easily identified. Kor example. Michigan is already the world center

of automotive research and design (R & D). and the workers involved in auto R & D are clearly

much more highly skilled and educated than production workers This should not lead to any

degree of complacency, however.

To build upon this foundation, and expand on it. Michigan will need to substantially increase its

public and private investment in education and infrastructure—and will need to change its

collective attitude, and shift to a culture that values education and entrepreneurship much more

heavily than we do today

Michigan can do this. Michigan has started this Michigan must continue this journey to the

future

[For readers interested in other studies of the changing economy and Michigan's competitive

position, we suggest the following study "A New Agenda for a New Michigan.1' available online

at www michiiiiinfuiure orp ]
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JFtD.No.34040
lEiU

VVJ.HL Count} Buildine

Robert A. Ficano '̂M0,1^11*^- ,_ _ t Detrni!1. \|]chis«in 4n22n
Counh executive .... -^T^

1*13.224-4280

April 9,2007

Mr Thomas Christ
Community Liaison
Riverview-Trenton Railroad Co.
12225 Stephens Road
Warren, MI 48089

Dear Mr Christ

Wayne County Department of Public Services f WCDPS) will soon begin a multi-million
dollar project that will have significant impact on the area of Jefferson and Bridge Road
in Rivervicw, adjacent to the property owned by the Riverview- frenton Railroad
(RTRR). Our project will replace the bridge decking and make other repairs 10 the
County-owned Grosse He Bridge. This project requires complete closure of the Grosse
He Bridge and diversion of over 20.000 vehicles per da> to the northerly island
connection on Bridge Rood. The project is expected to begin in April 2007 and last umil
December 2007

County staff is prepared to implement a traffic signal control plan at the intersection of
Jefferson and Bridge Roads that will efficiently address the additional traffic demand at
this intersection. Consideration, however, was not given to [he possibility of train
movement and construction activities generated by the Riverview-Trenton Railroad
interrupting the Jefferson traffic

The current MDOT Order Authorizing Reesiablishment Of A Public Crossing dated
March I. 2006, for the RTRR's installation of the rail crossing Jefferson expires on
March 1,2008 WCDPS has not yet received a permit application from RTRR to install
this rail. Due to the impact RTRR's rail construction and train movement would have on
the detoured traffic, WCDPS will not permit rail construction activity until our project
detour is no longer needed. By copy of this letter, WCDPS will request MDOT Rail
Safety Section to modify the completion date of the Authorizing Order 10 September
2008 so reestnblishment of this crossing can be accomplished ^fier our construction
project is complete
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Mr. Chnst Page 2
Riverview Trenton Railroad, Inc.

If you would like to discuss our request in greater detail, please feel free to contact me
3L3-224-0260.

Cindy Nocerim Dingell
Deputy Chief Operating Officer
Wayne County Department of Public Services

cc The Honorable Robert A. Ficano, Wayne Count} Executive
The Honorable Joseph Polanmra Wayne County Commission
The Honorable Timothy Durand. Mayor, City of Riverview
The Honorable Kurt Kobilijalt, Supervisor. Gorsse He Township
Greg Karmazing, Grosse lie Bridge Compww
Mickey Slash field, Directoi. CenTra Inc. Govemmeni Relations
Krlstina Hisaong. MOOT Rail Safely Section
Jamei Jackson. Director, Wayne Counl> Depanmenl of Public Services
Hassan Saab, Deputy Director, Wayne Count} Deportment of Public Services
Victoria Hcltana, Director, Wayne County Department of Public Services Engineering Division
Fred Pilgnm, Wayne County Department of Public Service! Traffic '

1
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Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures™ 2001
Publisher's Message

Ward's Communications is pleased to present the 2001 edition of Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures™
This compact but comprehensive reference book documents the performance and impact of rhe U.S. auto
industry through nearly 100 pages of charts, graphs and statistical tables on topics including production,
sales, employment, transportation expenditures, trade, ownership, accidents and government regulations

Ward's Communications has served the automotive industry's information needs for decades, as publisher
of the industry's weekly newsletter, Ward's Automotive Reports®, the monthly magazine, Ward's Auto World®,
and other publications and database services

Our hope is that Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts A Figures 2001 will serve as a valuable reference tool to those
who work in the auto industry and to the many groups with an avid interest in the business — including
economists, government officials, investors and the academic community, as well as those with only an
occasional or one-time research need who come across this volume at the public library

If upon reviewing the 2001 edition of Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures you have comments, sugges-
tions or questions about its contents, please contact us We strive to make each edition better than the last

James W. Bush: Publisher
jbush@mtertec com

Melissa Warner: Reseaich Assistant

Paul Zajac: Manager, Industry Data
pzajac@intertec com

Serbia Devaney: Research Assistant

Contributing Staff

Rebecca Morris: Database Manager Susanne L. Scott: Art Director
Elto Parent!: Art & Production Manager Scott Ormiston: Art Director
Brian Kaldahl: Senior An Director Deanna Richards: Assistant An Director

Steve Case: Page Designer

Rebecca Hughes: Customer Service Manager
Phone- (248) 357-0800

Copyright© 2001 by Ward's Communications, a division of Intertec Publishing Corp, a PRIMEDIA Company. Contents may not be
reproduced in any form, including entry into a computerized database, witnout written authorization

ISBN Number 0-910589-78-X

Price per copy S55 00
Add sales tax for some states

Add $10 for overseas destinations
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Ward's Communications
3000 Town Center, Suite 2750,

Southfield, Ml 48075 USA
Phone (248)357-0800 FAX (248)357-0810
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PRODUCTION

Passenger Car Production
by City and State

PASSENGER CAR PRODUCTION

State/City

CALIFORNIA
FrBmort

DELAWARE
Wilmington

GEORGIA
Atlanta

ILLINOIS
Belvidere

Chicago

Nor-nal

INDIANA
Lafayette

KANSAS
Fairfax

KENTUCKY
Bowling Green

Georgetown

MJCHIOAN _.
Flat Rock

Detroit

Sterling Heights

Dearborn
Wayne

Model

Cororta
Pnzrr

Saturn LS
Total General Motors

•

Sable
Taurus
Total Ford

Dodge Neon
Plymouth Neon
Total Chrysler .

Sable
Taurus
Total Ford . . . .

Chrysler Sebrlng
Dodge Avenger
Dodge Stratus Coupe
Mitsubishi Eclipse
Mitsubishi Qalant
Total Mitsubishi ....

Legacy
Total Subaru

Grand Dnx
Intrigue
Total General Motors

Corvette
Total General Motors

Avalon
Canty
Total Toyota .

Cougar
Mazda 626
Total AutoAlllanca

Prowler
Viper
Breeze
Cirrus
Sabring Convertible
Sabring Sedan
Srra'us
Total Chrysler

Mustang
FO&JB

BY CITY AND STATE, 2000

IMts

197,737
147.741
£9,996

197,737

86,963
85,953
86,953

281,801
58.556

223.245
281,801

724,610
179.039
49.623

228,662

55.577
218.235
273,812

19.952
1,360

17,596
78.966

104,143
222,036

107,965
107.955
107,955

220,813
166,929
59.884

226,813

406,796
34.919
34,919

120.252
251,625
371,877

1,841995
40,178
67.255

107,431

2.890
1.731
2,030

39,232
7.338

33778
117.272
204.271

180.431
325.720

Percent

3.6
27
09
3.6

1.6
16
14

6.1
1 1
40
6.1

13.1
32
09
41

10
39
49

04
00
03
1 4
19
4.0

19
19
1.9

4.1
30
1 1
4.1

7.3
06
0.6

22
45
6.7

*407
12
19

01
00
00
07
O 1

06
21
3,7

33
59

Stata/Citr
WKCT

Cratl Center
Hamtramck

4

Lansing

Onon

MISSOURI
Kansas CUy

OHIO
Lordslcwn

East Liberty
Marys viite

Model

Continental
Lincoln LS
Town Car
Total Ford . .

Eldorado
Fleetwood Dewlle
LeSab-a
Seville
Aiero
Cavalier
Grand Am
Maiibu
Sun*ira
Aurora
BonnevHIe
LeSabre
ParkAve
Total General Motors

Contour
Mystique

Cavator
Sunflre
Toyota Cavai-er
Total General Motors

Civic
Accord
AcuraCL
AcuraTL

OKLAHOMA
Oklahoma C ty Malibu

Total General Motors

SOUTH CAROLINA
Sparlanburg BMWZ3

Tnt»l BMW

TENNESSEE
Spring Hni

Smyrna

TOTAL

Top States In
Rank

1 Michigan
2 Ohio
3 Illinois
4. Kentucky
5 Tennessee

f

Sa*.urn .
Total General Motors

Aitima
Total Nissan .

Calendar 2000 U.S.
Can Rank

Units

22.589
56.791
81.391

666,922

•2,043
118,967
92.544
28.026

135.012
5

250,452
5,820

5
39,921
66.783
71.375
45.418

888,371

22,796
17.410
5,388

22.796

1,022,393
252.023
92169
1.1 -.1

348,303

225.723
336.034
31.440
83,893

677,090

254.726
254.726
254.726

38,665
38.665
38.685

326,076
174,946
174,946

150,129
150,129

5.642.217

Production

• ,646.995 1 Michigan
* .022,393 2 Missouri

724.51 0 3 Ohio
4C6.796 4 Kentucky
325.075 5 Indiana

Percent
04
1 l
15

12.1

02
21
17
05
24
00
45
01
00
07
12
1 3
08

15.6

04
03
01
04

184
45
1 7
00
62

41
61
06
15

12.2

46
48
4.6

0.7
07
07

59
32
32

27
27

100.0

Truck*

1,262,362
1.112,230

841,636
840,940
463.372

SOJRCE Wtitft AutolntoBanlt

8 Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures 2001
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Truck Production by City and State
TRUCK PRODUCTION BY CITY AND STATE. 2000

Slate/City
ALABAMA

Vance

CALIFORNIA
=rwriont

DELAWARE
Newark

GEORGIA
Doraviito

INDIANA
Fort Wayne

Lafayette

Princeton

KENTUCKY
Kerlucky Truck

1 ouisville

Georgetown

LOUISIANA
Shmveport

MARYLAND
Baltimore

JUICHIQAN
Detroit
Warren

Detroit
.. Wayne

1 Flint

]
Pontiac East

MINNESOTA
Twin Cit as

MISSOURI
Si Louis North
St Louu South

Model

Mercedes M Class
Total MereedM

Tflcoma

Ouranga
Total Chrysler ....

Montana
Silhouette
Venture
Total General Motors

Chevy Silverado
GMC Siena
Total Genera) Motors

Honda Passport
Isuzu Arrago
tsuzt Rodeo
Total Subaru-lmuai ..

Sequoia
Tundra

Excu's on
Ford F Senas
Explorer
Mountaineer

Sienna

Chevy S- 10
GMC Sonoma
Total General Motors

Astro
Safari
Total General Motor*

Grand Cherokee
Dakota
DoogaRam
Total Chrysler

Fore Chassis
Expedition
Navigator

Chevy C/K
Chevy S Kw ado
GMC S erra
Chevy Silverado
GMC S arra
Total General Molors

Ford Ranger
Total Ford

Dodge Ram
Caravan

Units
80,008
60.009
80,009

144339
148,339
146,339

180,346
180346
180,346

263,342
92,701
39.067

131.574
263.342

483.372
190.990
61.937

252.927

21.197
6.693

72,831
100,721

15.000
V4.724
129,724

840,940
58.9E2

367.507
249,640
41.248

717.387

123,553
123£53

205.162
158.739
46,413

205,152

122,334
90.050
32.264

122,334

1,282,382
293.160
195.072
74.941

663.173

23.730
241,460
45,009

310,199

45,227
17.364
21.091

237.520
67.808

388,010

203,353
203,353
203,353

1,112.230
135586
123.787

Percent
1.1
1 1
1.1

2.0
20
20

25
25
26

3.6
1 3
05
1 6
36

6.7
26
09
&5

03
01
10
14

02
16
1.8

116
08
51
35
06
8.9

17
17

2,8
22
06
2.8

1.7
12
04
17

175
4.1
27
10
78

03
33
06
4.3

06
02
03
33
09
54

2.3
26
28

15.4
IB
1 7

State/City

Kansas City 1

Kansas Ci*y 2
St Louis

Wsntzvllle

NEW JERSEY
Edison

Under

OHIO
Toledo

Avon Lake

Lorajn Truck

Moraine

SOUTH CAROLINA
Spa'arburg

TENNESSEE
Smyrna

TEXAS
Arlington

VIRGINIA
Norfolk

WISCONSIN
Janesvnle

Other

TOTAL

Model
Town & Country
Voyager

Escape
Tnbuia
Fcrd F Senas
Explorer
Total Ford

Express
Savana
Total General Motors

Ford Ranger
Mazda Pickup

Chevy Blazer
Chevy S- 10
GMC Jimmy
GMC Sonoma
Total General Motors

Cherokee
Wrangler

Mercury Villager
Nissan Quest
Econofine
Total Ford . . .

Bravada
Chevy Blazer
GMC Jimmy
Total General Motors

BMWX5
Total BMW . . .

Nissan Frontier
Nissan Xterra
Total Nlaaan

Chevy C/K
Escalade
GMC Sierra
Tatoe
Yukon
Total General Motors

Ford F Senas

Chevy CT Series
Chevy Suburban
Chevy Tahoe
Chevy W4 THtmasler
GMC CT Series
GMC W4 Forward
GMC Yukon
GMC Yukon XI
Isuzu Medium Duty
buzu NPR
Total General Molors

. . . .

Units
51.080
35.697

348.152 .

65.986
36.618

250.668
239.353
592,625

129.114
44.339

173.453 -

364,840
142.846
29552

172,398

73.592
85,004
18.481
15,365

182.442

641.636
165.580
95.440

261,030

27,248
41,384

216/67
266,099

30.750
'79.609
84,948

296,507

45,007
45.007
46,007

227,146
V 9,162
107.984
227,146

102,677
20.410
20,042
7,079

47,410
7,736

102,677

230,628
230,628
230,628

237,454
6.531
7.594

•30.695
2.574

18.495
637

80.209
6.354
1.574
2.791

237,464

279.310

7.228.497

Percent
07
05
4.8

09
05
35
33
82

16
06
2.4

50
20
04
2.4

10
12
03
02
27

116
23
13
3.6

04
06
30
3.9

04
25
1 2
4.1

06
06
0.6

31
1 6
1 5
3.1

14
03
C3
G1
07
C1
14

32
32
32

33
01
01
1* .
00 .
03 i
00
08
C1
00
CO
33

3.9

100.0

SOURCE Ward's AutotnfoBank

2001 Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figure 9
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Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures™ 2002
Publisher's Message

Ward's Communications is pleased to present the 2002 edition of Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figured*.
This compact but comprehensive reference book documents the performance and impact of the U S. auto
industry through nearly 100 pages of charts, graphs and statistical tables on topics including production,
sales, employment, transportation expenditures, trade, ownership, accidents and government regulations

Ward's Communications has served the automotive industry's information needs for decades, as publisher
of the i ndustry 's weekly newsletter. Ward's Automotive Reports®, the monthly magazine. Ward's Auto World®,
and our website WardsAuto.com, along with other publications and database services.

Our hope is that Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures 2002 will serve as a valuable reference tool to those
who work in the auto industry and to the many groups with an avid interest in the business — including
economists, government officials, investors and the academic community, as well as those with only an
occasional or one-time research need who come across this volume at the public library

If upon reviewing the 2002 edition of Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures you have comments, sugges-
tions or questions about its contents, please contact us. We strive to make each edition better than the last.

f

James W. Bush: Publisher Paul Zajac: Manager, Industry Data
jbush@pnmediabusmess com pzajac@primediabusiness.com

Melissa Warner: Research Assistant Andrew Moore: Research Assistant

Contributing Staff

Rebecca Norrls: Database Manager Susanne L. Scott: Art Director
Ello Parenti: Art & Production Manager Steve Case: Web Artist

Rebecca Hughes: Customer Service Manager
Phone (248) 357-0800

CopynghtO 2002 by Ward's Communications, a division of Intertec Publishing Corp. a PRIMEDIA Company Contents may not be
reproduced In any form, nduding entry into a computerized database, without written authorization

ISBN Number 0-910589-60-1 (

Price per copy $55.00
Add sales tax for some states

Add $10 for overseas destinations

Ward's Communications
3000 Town Center, Suite 2750,

Southfield, MI 48075 USA
Phone- (248) 357-0800 FAX. (248) 357-0810

www. WardsAuto.com
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PRODUCTION

Passenger Car Production
by City and State

PASSENGER

Stata/City
CALIFORNIA

Fremon:

CAR PRODUCTION BY CITY AND STATE, 2001

Model

Ccro.la
Pnzm
Total NUMMI

Units
188.967
142.947
46,020

188,967

Percent Slata/Crty
3.0 Wlxom
29
09
39

Modal
Continental
Lincoln LS
Thunde*blrd
Town Car
Total Ford

Unto
17.923
39,081
7.955

87,579
544.601

Percent
04
08
02
14

11 J
WKbnWWWIb

Wlmlngton

GEORGIA
Atlanta

ILLINOIS
Belvldara

Chicago

Normal

INDIANA
Lafayette

KANSAS
Fairfax

KENTUCKY
Bowling Green

Georgetown

MICHIGAN
"Flat Rock

Detroit

Sterling Heights

Dearborn
Wayne

Saturn LS
Total General Motora

Sable
Taurus
Total Ford

Dodge Neon
Plymouth Neon
Total Chryiler

Sable
Taurus
Total Ford

Chrysler Sebnng
Dodge Stratus Coupe
Mitsubishi Eclipse
Mitsubishi Galant
Total Mitsubishi

Legacy •
Total Subaru

Qrand Pnx
Intngue
Total Qeneraf Motora

Corvette
Total Oeneral Motors

Avolon
Camry
Total Toyota

~C6ugar
IJi»«jJ* A4fiMazda 02 D
Total AutoAIUance

Prcwef
\R^.^mViper
Sebnng Convertible
Sebrmg Sedan
Stratus
Total Chrysler
Mustang
Focus

IWIPfWIH

103.516
103316

215,100
47.213

167.887
215.100

605,278
145,718
35.958

181,676

50.477
179.690
230,167

10.892
17,426
70.467
94,850

193,435

103,010
103.010
103,010

169409
131,105
38.504

169,609

388,916
35,535
36,535

81,321
272.060
363,381

1̂ 64.374
" 25.016

jlfi 7HT4o,rUr
71,723

3.002
1 BB7
,H(

50.697
82,108

118,871
266,465
160,184
251,679

b i
21
2.1

44
10
34
44

124
3D
07
3.7

10
37
4.7

02
04
1 4
19
40

2.1
21
2.1

35
27
08
&5

84
07
0.7

17
56
7.2

34.1
05
In

U

1.5

01
n ft00

1 0
1 7
24
54
33
52

Hamtramck

Lansing

Craft Center
Grand River
Orion

OHIO
Lordstown

East Liberty
Marysvina

OKLAHOMA
Oklahoma City

Fisetwood Devfl'e
LeSab'e
Seville
Alero
Cavalier
Qrand Am
Mallbu
Sunfira
Eldorado
CTS
Aurora
Bonnevilto
LeSabre
Parx Ava
Total General Motors

Cavalier
Sunfire
Toyota Cavaler
Total Oeneral Motors

Crvic
Accord
Acura CL
AcuraTL
Total Honda

Mahbu
Total General Motors

SOUTH CAROLINA
Spaitanbung

TENNESSEE
Spnng Hill

Smyrna

TOTAL

Top States
Rank

1. Michigan
2. Ohio
3. Illinois
4. Kentucky
5 Tennessee

BMWZ3
Total BMW

Saturn
Total General Motors

Altlma
Total Nissan

in Calendar 2001
Can Rank

98.420
80425
25.421

119.752

197.123
109.790

8.171
1.424

19,420
46.795
54.513
29.931

791,585

1,016,218
240.830
83.0*1

323441

238.029
363.232

14.802
78,314

692,377

60,177
60.177
60,177

34,169
34.169
34,169

329,785
171.909
171,909

157.876
157478

4479,119

20
17
05
2£
OC >
40
23
00
02
00
04
10
11
06

112

20.8 •
49
17
00
66

46
M
03 •
16

142

11
13
12

0.7
07
O.T

64
35
38

32
32

1000

U.S. Production.

1464,374 1. Missouri
1410.218 2. Michigan

605,278 3 Kentucky
386,916 4 Ohio
329,786 5. Indbjna

Truck!,
1.175,533
1,023,173 ;

752470
722,869
4944"

SOURCE WvtffcAutatofciBink
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Truck Production by City and State
rSuoK PRODUCTION BY CITY AND STATE, 2001

T*^

£ABAMA
Lincoln

ikfl^ftVane*

CALIFORNIA

DELAWARE
WW«

GEORGIA
Oonrviile

INDIANA
Fort Wayne

Lafayette

Prmciton

KENTUCKY
Kentucky Truck

Louisville

Georgetown

LOUISIANA
Shreveport

MARYLAND
EWtorrore

WCHIGAN
Detroit
Wanwi

Detroit
Wayne

FntNo 1

Pint No 3

PontlacEast

MINNESOTA
Twin Cities

IIIKBni IBI•HWQURI
St Louis North
St Louis South

Model ' Unite

Odyssey
Total Honda
Mercedes M Class
Total Mercedes

Tacoma
Total NUMMI

Duranga
Total Chrysler

Montana
Silhouette
Venture
Total General Motora

Chevy Silverado
GMC Sierra
Total General Motora
Honda Passport
IBUZU Axiom
IBUZU Rodeo
Total Subaru-lsuni
Sequoia
Tundra
Total Toyota

.
Excursion
Ford F-Super Duty
Explorer
Mountaineer
Total Ford
Sienna
Total Toyota

Chevy S-10
GMC Sonoma
Total General Motors

Astro
Safan
Total General Motors

Grand Cherokee
Dakota
Dodge Ram
Total Chrysler
Ford Chassis
Expedition
Navigator
Total Ford
Chevy Silverado
GMC Sierra
Chevy CT Series
GMC CT Series
Chevy Silverado
GMC Sierra
Total General Motora

Ford Ranger
Total Ford

Ram Pickup
Caravan

Percent

82,229
2,283
2,283

79,946
79446

162,738
162,736
162,736

132,445
132,445
132,445

226,857
75.625
35,902

115,330
226467

494,378
167,430
54,199

241,629
14,765
11.722
56.820
83407
71,308
96,134

169,442

762470
30,712

347,591
259.061
22.486

659,862
92.818
92418

164,048
120.633
33.415

164.048

82,264
39,585
22.679
82464

1423,173
214.773
159,668
60.384

434426
14,529

180,514
29.786

224,829
115.227
39.599

26
73

166.249
50.345

363,619

173,163
173,163
173.163

14VC KQ4,170,933
111,463
183,708

13
00
00
12
14

24
25

20
20
2.0

3.6
12
05
1 B
36

7.6
29
08
3.7
02
02
09

11
1 5
2.8

11.6
05
53
40
03

101
14
14

2.4
18
05
2.4

13
09
03
14

~ 164
33
24
09
64
02
2B
05
34
1 B
06
00
00
24
'06
6.6

. 24
26
26

• 4B A"• 18.0
1 7
26

State/City

Kansas City 1

Kansas City 2

St Louis

Wflntzvilte

NEW JERSEY
Edison

Under,

owo
Toledo

Toledo North

Avon Lake

Loraln Truck

Moraine

SOUTH CAROLINA
Spartanburg

TENNESSEE
Smyrna

Spring Hdl

TEXAS
Arlington

VIRGINIA
Norfolk

WISCONSIN
Janesville

Other

TOTAL

Model

Town & Country
voyager
Total Chrysler
Escape
Tribute
Blackwood
Ford F Series
Explorer
Mountaineer
Total Ford
Express
Savana
Total General Motore

Ford Ranger
Mazda Pickup
Total Ford
Chevy Blazer
Chevy S-10
GMC Jimmy
GMC Sonoma
Total General Motors

Cherokee
Wrangler
Liberty
Total Chrysler
Mercury villager
Nissan Quest
EconoJine
Total Ford
Bravada
Chevy Trallbiazer
GMC Envoy
GMC Jimmy
Total General Motora

BMWX5
Total BMW

Nissan Frontier
Nissan Xterra
Total Nissan
VUE
Total General Motors

Escalade
Tahoe
Yukon
Total General Motore

Ford F Series
Total Ford

Chevy CT Series
Chevy Suburban
Chevy Tahoe
Chevy W4 Tlltmaeter
GMC CT Series
GMC Yukon
GMC Yukon XL
GMC W4 Forward
IBUZU W4 NPR
Isuzu Medium Duty
Total General Motore

Unite

2.032
58.663

366466
195.213
64.905

462
230.625
165.331
25,231

681.767
100,566
37.334

137.900

283487
106.808
28,506

136,314
" 113.158

21,011
7.640
5,964

147.773

722,869
51.846
71 .016

146.485
269,347
16,344
29,896

149,210
196,450
25.561

163,253
89.256

268472

86,165
85.155
66.166

171433
60.587
87.762

168,349
3.2840
X2840

203,153
36.657

125.794
40.702

203,163

195,160
195,160
196,160

248434
5,308

63,844
73.571
2,249

12.277
41,756
44.776

557
2.439
1,557

248,334

176483

6,646,670

Percent

00
09
6.4
30
10
00
35
25
04

1O4
15
06
21

43
16
04
2.1
17
03
01
01
23

114
06
1 1
22
4.1
02
05
23
34
04
25
1 1
00
34

3
3
3

6
2
3

24
0.1
01

3.1
06
19
08
3.1

34
30
34

34
01
10
1 1
00
02
06
07
00
00
00
34
2.7

1004

SOURCE Wart's AulolnfoBar*
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Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures™ 2003
Ward's Communications is pleased to present the 2003 edition of Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures**.

This compact but comprehensive reference book documents the performance and impact of the U.S auto
industry through nearly 100 pages of charts, graphs and statistical tables on topics including production,
sales, employment, transportation expenditures, trade, ownership, accidents and government regulations.

Ward's Communications has served the automotive industry's information needs for decades, as publisher
of the industry's weekly newsletter. Want's Automotive Reports®, the monthly magazine. Ward's Auto World®,
and our website WardsAuto.com, along with other publications and database services.

Our hope is that Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts A Figures 2003 will serve as a valuable reference tool to those
who work in the auto industry and to the many groups with an avid interest in the business — including
economists, government officials, investors and the academic community, as well as those with only an
occasional or one-lime research need.

If upon reviewing the 2003 edition of Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures you have comments, sugges-
tions or questions about its contents, please contact us. We strive to publish the best information available.

James W. Bush: Director, Ward's Information Products
jbush @prunediabu siness.com

Paul Zajac: Manager, Industry Data
pzajac@pnmediabusiness.com

ft

Contributing Staff

Rebecca Norris: Database Manager Susanne L. Scott: Art Director
Steve Case: Cover Design

TWin Cities Cainpus
Laurie Collins: Customer Service

Phone:(248)799-2645

\^&*Payrxtx^-^—~^ j&

luracatlons. a division ol PRIMEDIA Business Magazines & Media Contents may not be repro-
. ncludlng entry Into a computerized database, without written authorization

ISBN Number 0-910569-82-8

Price per copy: $60.00
Add sales tax for some states

Add $10 for overseas destinations

Ward's Communications
3000 Town Center, Suite 2750,

Southfield, MI 48075 USA
Phone: (248) 357-0800 FAX: (248) 357-0810
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PRODUCTION

Passenger Car Production
by City and State

PASSENGER CAR PRODUCTION

Stata/CKy

CALIFORNIA

Fremont

DELAWARE

Wilmington

GEORGIA

Atlanta

ILLINOIS

Belvtdei*

Chicago

Normal

INDIANA
Lafayette

KANSAS
Fairfax

KENTUCKY
Bowling Graen

Georgetown

^MICHIGAN^^^

^* *HaWBeir̂ ^̂

Detroit

Starting Heights

Dearborn

Modal

PontlacVibe

Toyota Corolla

Toyota Vote

Total NUMMI . .

Saturn L-Seriaa

Total General Motora .

Ford Taurus

Mercury Sable
Total Ford . . .

Chrysler Neon
Dodge Neon

Tot* Chrysler Group™

Foid Taurus

Mercury SaMe

Chrysler Setting Coupe

Dodge Stratus Coupe
Mitsubishi Eclipse
Mitsubishi Qalant
Total Mitsubishi .. .

Subaru Legacy
Total Subaru . ..

Oktomoblle intrigue

Porrttac Grand Prix
Total General Motors

Chevrolet Corvette

Total Ganaral Motora .

Toyota Avaton

Toyota Camry
Total Toyota . . .

BBBBVaWaŝ BBBSBBBsâ M
^Uazdatt ^^^^*™

Mazda 626
Mercury Cougar

Total AutoAUIanoe ..
Chrysler Prowler

Dodge Viper
Chrysler Sebnng Com
Chrysler Sebring Sedan

Dodge Stratus Sedan
Total Chrysler Group"
Ford Mustang

BY CITY AND STATE, 2002

Units Percent

206306
56.666

137.642

6,108

206,306
96399

96,609

9BL009
244394
100.301

03.993

244394
609362

12.054

166.968

169342

164.916

52.640
237.566
10.103

17.783
74,616

99,850
202362

99*126
93.126

93,126
199,066

13.243

145313
169,066

422.T98
35,836

36,93*

76.260

311,610
386360

1.792,720

***1473T*
32.672

16,321

66324
329

1.021
60020

84603

114.649
261328

171,262

(1) Chrysler Group is former Chrysler Corp operation! only SOURCE

4.1

12

27

02
4.1

2.0

20

20
4.0

38
1 1

49
12.1

02

31
3.4

37

10

4.7

02

04

15

20
40
1.9
19

1.9

33

03
29

32

84

07

0.7
15

62

7.7
36.7

03
07
04

13

00
00
10
17

23
63
34

State/City

Wayne
Wlxom

Hamtnvnek

Lansing

Lansing (Crafl Center)

Lsnahg (Grand Rhnr)
Onon

OHIO

Lordstown

East Liberty

Marysville

SOUTH CAROLINA
Spartanburg

TENNESSEE

Spring HIH

Smyrna

TOTAL CARS

TOP STATES IN
Rank

Modal

Ford FOCUS

Ford Thunderblrd

Lincoln Continental

Lincoln LS

Lrtcotn Town Car .
Wat Ford

Bufck LaSabre -

CadHacDaVllle
CadBac Seville
Chevrolet Maibu

OUsmoblleAlero
Pontiac Grand Am

Cadllac Eldorado

Cadillac CTS
Bunk LeSabre

Buck Park Ave
Oldsmoblls Aurora

Pontiac Bonrwnlle
Total General Motors .

Chevrolet Cavalier
Pontiao Sunfira

Total General Motora

Honda Owe
AcuraCL

AcuraTL
Honda Accord .
Total Honda

BMW 23

BMWZ4
Total BMW

Saturn Ion

Saturn S-Sarias
Total General Motors .

NmanAKima
NNBBTI Maxima
Total Msssn Motor Mfg.

Unlta

273.591

25.722

12.703

41378

66,181
690337

99,457

86,849

23,426

203.493
107,390
193.473

2.721

47.072

43.190

32350
7.217

38397

886337

989309
264,937

63,463
341,400

219.134
13.625

72,119
336.231

641.109

23.189
11.634
11,554

23,188
300-030

35.000
110.457

14MST

235.446
28

235,473

6.016.777

CALENDAR 2002 U.&
Can Rank

Percent

65
05

03

08

1J
mi• i^

20
17

05
41

21

39
01

09

09

06
01

08
176

19.7

53
17

83
44

03

14

67

12J

as
02

02

03

76
07

22

2.9
4 7

00

4.7

1003

PRODUCTION

1 Michigan 1.792,720 1 Missouri

2 Ohio

3 llhnofs

4 Kentucky

5 TennessM

989.509 2 Michigan

608.952 3 Ohio

422.798 4 Kentucky

380,930 5 Indiana

Trucks

1.274.151

1.126,611

844.179

791.870

478.887

Ward's AutolnfoBank
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PRODUCTION

Truck Production by City and State
TRUCK PRODUCTION BY CTTY AND STATE. 2002

8Ma/Ctty

ALABAMA
Lincoln

Vine*

CAUFORMA
P îM*i-.niiWnorn

DELAWARE
Newark

OEORQIA
Donvlle

HUMANA
Fort Wayne

Lafayette

Princeton

KENTUCKY
Kentucky Truck

LouisvlDe

Georgetown

UHNBIANA
Shrevaport

MARYLAND
BaUmcm

•HfiHffft*1

Detroit
Warren

Detroit
Wayne

Flint No. 1

Flint No 3

Unehg (Craft Centart
PonflacEast

MINNESOTA
TwrnCitfes

MISSOURI
St Lous North
St Louta South

Kansas City 1

KanaaaCRy2

Model

Honda Odyway

Mercedes M-CI4M

Toyota lacom*
Total NUMMI

Dodge Durango
Total Chrv*k*r Group"'

Chevrolet Venture
OUmobHeSUhauetM
PontiBc Momma

Chevrolet Sllvirado .
GMC Storm

Honda Passport .
lauzu Axiom
iiuzu Rodeo
Subaru Baji

Toyota Sequoia
Toyota Tundra .

Ford Excursion
Ford F-SuperDuty .
Ford Explorer
Mercury Mountaineer

Toyota Swrna
Total Toyota .. .

Chevrolet S10
GMC Sonoma
IbtBlOenefal Motor*.

Chevrolet Asbv
GMC Safari
Total General Motor* .

Jeep Grand Cherokee
Dodge Dakota
Dodge Ram Pickup
Total Chrysler Group"'
Ford Chassis
FordExpedUon
Uncofn Navigator
IbtalFord . ...
Chevrolet Slveredo .
GMC Storm
Chevrolet Kodlak
GMClbpMck .
ChewDtotSSR
Chevrolet Stverado
GMCSwra
Total Qeiwal Motor* .

Ford Ranger
Total Ford . . .

Dodge Ram Pickup
Chrysler Voyager
Dodge Caravan
Total Cnryaler Group™
Ford Escape
Mazda Tribute
FordF-Sertu

Unto P

196,301
108.020
106,020
86.271
38471

164460
164.560
164450
122436
122.338
122,338
238t600
130.028
23.391
•6.1M

23B.60B
478,837
102.633
61.130

263.672
287

6.988
21.744
8.688

36,706
77.528

108.978
186J07
701,070
29,381

347,762
297,385
23,021

807,828
94,341
04441

17M13
138,386
37^27

176.913
7v\89B
58,097
16,498
76,598

VTHl? i"•'IslISS?
161,760
102^80
617,267
10.176

160.450
32,633

203^59
114.025
42,938
8.010
5,909

5
178.792
55.406

181̂ 67
181.257
181̂ 67

1.274,161
160.812
44,375

184,394
880,081
198,244
65.830

250.920

(1) Chryaler Group • former Chrysler Corp operation* only SOURCE1

•TOMn

2.7
15
1.8
12
1J
L3
23
2J
1.7
17
1.7
3J
18
03
12
U
M
27
08
U
00
01
03
01
O8
1 1
15
2.6

1M
04
48
41
03
03
13
U
2.4
19
06
24
1.1
08
03
1.1

155
35
22
14
7.1
01
22
04
24
16
06
01
01
00
25
0.8
56
25
25
is

17A
22
ae
26
5.4
27
09
35

State/Oily

St Lode

WranrztfHIa

NEWJIRSEY
Edtoon

Linden

OHIO
Toledo
Toledo North

Avon Lake

Lonm

Moraine

East Liberty

OKLAHOMA
Oklahoma City

SOUTH CAROLINA
Spartanburg

TENnaece
Spring Hill

Smyrna

TEXAS
Arlington

VIRGINIA
NoriDik

WISCONSIN
Janeavilla

Other

TOTAL TRUCKS

Model
Lincoln Bleckwood .
Ford Explorer
Lino*! Aviator
Mercury Mountanesr
Total Ford
ChavreM Expreaa
QMCSavana
Total General Motora .

Ford Ranger
Mazda Pickup

ChavroM Buuer
ChavralelSIO
QMC Jimmy
GMC Sonoma
Total GwiereJMotora.

Jeap Wrangler
Jeep Liberty .
Total Chrysler OroupP'
Mercury VIBagar .
Nissan Quest . .
Ford Econodm
Total Ford
ChevnaM TraflBlazar
Chevrolet Tral Blazer EXT
GMC Envoy
GMC Envoy XL
leuzu Ascender
Otdemoblta Bravada

Honda Element

ChevrolelTrallBlazerEXT
GMC Envoy XL
Total General Motors .

BMWX5
Total BMW

Saturn Vue
Total Genefa) Motors .
Nissan Frontier
Nissan Xterra

Cadaiso Eacalada
ChavroM Suburban
ChavraW Tahoe
GMC Yukon
GMC Yukon XL
Total General Motors .

FordF-Ssrtos

Chevrolet CT Seriea
Chavralel Suburban
Chevrolet Tahoa
Chevrolet W4 TIBmaater
QMCCTSsriea
GMC W4 Forward
GMC Yukon
GMC Yukon XL
lauzu Medium-Duty
lsuzuW4NPR
Total Oeneml Motor* .

Units
3.125

166,454
7.793

26.048
738430
106.168
39.972

146,140
186*76
52.717
22.091
74£08
78.738
21,673
3.167
7.589

112.168
847.787
76.608

226.714
302,322
13,551
13.340

189,530
216̂ 21
214,192

3,545
93.744
1.766
1,926

1(L263
328,438

3.606
3,608

120,897
77.637
43,060

120607
100,140
ioai4o
100,140
262^44
87.883
87,883
83,966
00.395

174,381
220^450
40,337
2.918

134.805
40.663
1.820

224458
228*43
228343
228JM3
267,708

3.705
61.109
86.064
1.833

10.341
464

46.996 :
44,404

864
1,986

287,788

209,640

7,200405

PJi—^J^B^d

•"8jffv0n1l

00
26
01
04

10J
IS
06
20
£8
07
03
1J)
1 1
0.3
00
01
1JI

11.7
1 1
31
4J
02
02
26
10
29
00
13
00
00
01
44
00
04
1.7
1 1
06
1.7
1.4
14
M
34
12
14
12
12
2.4
34
06
00
19
06
00
34
34
32
34
3JJ
01
08
12
00
01
00
06
06
00
00
34

24

1004

WvtfkAuro/nroSanfc
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THE LIBRARY

Walter Library

or Vehicle Facts & Figures™ 2004
ised to present the 2004 edition of Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures***
1 reference book documents the performance and impact of the U.S auto
ss of charts, graphs and statistical tables on topics including production,
1 expenditures, trade, ownership, accidents and government regulations.

rved the automotive industry's information needs foe decades, as publisher
-, Ward's Automotive Reports®, the monthly magazine, Ward's Auto Hbrfcto,
along with other publications and database services.

ehicle Facts & Figures 2004 will serve as a valuable reference tool to those
id to the many groups with an avid interest in the business — including
., investors and the academic community, as well as those with only an
eed

If upon reviewing the 2004 edition of Wand's Motor Vehicle Fact* & Figures you have comments, sugges-
tions or questions about its contents, please contact us. We strive to publish the best information available

James W. Bush: Director, Ward's Information Products
jbush@pnmediabusiness com

Paul Zajac: Manager, Industry Data
pzajac@primediabusiness com
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Rebecca Norris: Database Manager Susanne L. Scott: Arc Director
Steve Case: Cover Design

Laurie Collins: Customer Service
Phone:(248)799-2645
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duced in any form, Including entry into a computerized database, without written authorization

ISBN Number 0-910589-84-4

Pnce per copy $6000
Add sates tax for some stales

Add $10 for overseas destinations

Ward's Communications
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PRODUCTION

Passenger Car Production
by City and State

PASSENGER CAR PRODUCTION BY CITY AND STATE. 2003

Stata/CHy

CALIFORMA
Fremont

DELAWARE
Wilmington

GEORGIA

Atlanta

ILLINOIS
Balvldan

CMeago

Normal

INDIANA

'-afayatte

KANSAS
Fairfax

KENTUCKY

Bowling Green

Georgetown

MICHIGAN

Detroit

Storing Heights

Mod*

Pondaevibe
Toyota CoraU

Toyota Volte

Total NUMMI

Saturn L-Ssriea
Total General Motora

Fordlaurua
Mercury Sable

Total Ford

Chryaler Neon

Dodge Neon
Total Chryaler Omay11

Fordlaurua
MeTurySabJe

Total Ford
Chryaler Sabring Coupe

Dodge Stratus Coupe

Mltaubohl EcOpte
MBaublarii Qalant
Total MHauMahl

Subau Legacy
Total Subaru

Chavrotot Malibu
Ponttac Grand Prix

Total General Motore

Cadillac XLR
Chevrolet Corvette

Total General Motora
IbyotaAvalon
Toyota Camry

Toyota Soiara
Total Toyota

letal AutoABJenoa
Dodge Viper

Chryaler Sebring Convertible
Chryaler Sebring Sedan

Units

233J17

74.223

157,561
1.733

233,017

46,440
45.440
44440

1 78488

146.604
28.464

175,386

463,246

1359
1&O.W7

162£16
147.432

26,751
174,103

9,332
18.056
39,287

50,572
126,247

80,243

60243
BB.243

07,364
46.677
16.687

67.304

47i,«10

1.731
38.026
37,757
40,250

356,629
20.774

430403

UBBJOI

6M22
2,484

46,158
64,308

(IJChryaiar Group Is former Chrysler Corp operations only SOURCE

lABWhakBe*f̂JfwBIII

U
16
35
00
U

1.0
13
16

3*9
33
06
3.0

State/City

Dearborn

Wayne
Wocom

Hamtramck

Lanalng

Model Unto
Dodge Stratus Sedan 97.261

Total ChfyatorOraup" 210*11

Ford Muatang 154,937
Ford Focua 204,328

FonlThundarblrd 18.837
Lncoh LS 36,570

Lkworn Town Car 54,450

Total Ford 472,130
Pontlaa Bonnevllie 6.978

BuickLeSabre 71,233
Caddlao DeVllle 62,965
Cadillac Savrila 15,619

Chevrolet Malibu 135.478
OMsmobiie Atom m.oeo

Ponliac Grand Am 1 74.324

IDA Lanalng (Grand River) CadHacCTS 90.250

DO
33
3.4
33
06
U
02
04
00
13
2J»

20
20
&0

1.5
1 1
04

1.5

10J
00
08
OJ8
1 1
70
37
0.7

33.0

1.0
01

10
14

0-lon

OHIO
Lordstown

East Liberty

MaryavlHe

SOUTH CAROLINA
Spartan burg

TENNESSEE
Spring Hdi

Smyrna

TOTAL CARS

BulckLsSabre 60.728
BuKkParkAve 26.616

Oktamoblle Aurora 1.700

Porttiac Bonnevllb 15.673
Total Qonoral Motora 702,320

027M6
ChsvroiatCavtfier 282,424

PontlaeSunfhe 52,393
Total General Motora 334317

Honda Civic 147.564
Acura CL 4.201
AeuraTL 60,307

Honda Accord 380,946
Total Honda 083,106

56,389

BMWZ4 56,580
TOI0B] BMW vQffiBB

460.076
Saturn km 138,008

Total General Motors 16*008

NbaanAlbma 240.666
Nttaan Maxima 81.402

Total Moeen Motor Mfg 322,080

4̂ 10̂ 80 1000

Percent
22
4.7
34
45
04

00
1.2

1&9
02

16
18
03
30
25
39
13
13
06
00
03

16.9

20.6
63
12
7.4
33
01
13
84

13.1

1.3
13
1.3

ioa
31
3.1
53
18
7.1

TOP STATES IN CALENDAR 2003 U.S. PRODUCTION

Rank

1 Michigan
2 Ohio
3 Kentucky

4 Tennessee
5 Illinois

Cars Rank

1,528.101 1. Missouri
927.925 2 Michigan
473.610 3 Ohio

460,076 4 Kentucky
453,246 S Indiana

Truoka

1,297,647

1,255,738

956,952

691,357

591,540

WardlAutolnfaBank

10 Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures 2004
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PRODUCTION

Truck Production by City and State
TRUCK PRODUCTION BY CITY AND STATE, 2003

State/City ModH
ALABAMA

Unoain Horwa Odyttey
ToUl Honda

Vance Mercedes M-Clast
Total Meraadea

CAUFOflNU
Frwnont Toyota Tacoma

IbWNUMM

DELAWARE
Newark Dodge Durango

Total Chrysler Group"'

QEORQIA
OoravUta Chevrolet venture

Oldrnoblle Silhouette
Pontlac Montana

IMalOMMralMDtora

ILLINOIS
Normal Mitsubishi Endaavor

Total MHauMahl

INDIANA
Fort Wayne Chevrolet Silverado

QMC Sierra
Total O«n«r*{ Motor*

Lafayette teuzti Axiom
Isuzu Rodeo
Subaru Baja

lot*) Subani
Princeton Toyota Sequoia

Toyota Sienna
Toyota Tundra
Total Toyota

KENTUCKY
Kentucky Truck Ford Excursion

Ford F-SuparDuty
Louiavila Ford Explorer

Mercury Mountaineer
Total Ford

LOUISIANA
Shraveport Chevrolet Colorado

Chevrolet 810
QMC Canyon
CMC Sonoma

Total General Motor*

MARYLAND
Balhmo'a Chevrolet Astro

GMCSaian
Total General Moton

EWioit Jeep Grand Cherokee
Warren Dodge Dakota

Dodge Ram Pickup
Total Chryeleraraup"

Detroit Ford Chanla
Wayne Ford Expedition

Lincoln Navgalor
Total Ford

Film No t Chevrolet Silverado
QMC Sierra

Flint No 3 Chevrolet Kodak
QMCTaptuck

bum Thick
Lvwrig (Craft Center) Chevrolet SSR
Lansing (Grand River) Cadillac SRX
Portiac East Chevrolet Silverado

QMC Sierra
Total Qenaral Motor*

MINNESOTA
Twin Clttes Ford Ranger

Total Ford
MISSISSIPPI

Canton Milan Armada
NitaanQueit
UlBMaHi ̂ t^nNBHfl Iff •!

TbialNleaan

Units Percent
292,025
167.925
167,626
84,100
84,100

181.SM
181.568
181,588

113,797
113.767
113,787

204,023
117.066
16,276
71 .592

204,983

47,452
47.452
47,482

801 446
209,027
58.017

967.044
4,988

20.241

7.750
32488
BBiBBo

118.186
105.680
291418

091,367
26.619

377,149
264,200
24.369

891.367

122.683
16.160
75.526
5,459

23.418
122488

48431
36,181
12,450
4B431

*1Wi -
122.772
152,140
499,738

6,980
201, 610
40*05

246496
121 .MS
43.786
9.289

11.310
307

3.522
16,404

233.660
88,133

507,008

166342
186.642
166442
66466
18.065
40.445
a TJKH./43

66,266

3d
22
22
1 1
1.1
2.1
21
M

1.8
1 5
1J

2.7
15
02
09
2.7

O.fl
08
06

7J
28
08
34
01
03
01
(L4
09
18
14
64
9.1
03
50
35
03
6.1

14
02
• 0
01
03
14

04
OS
02
64

164
30
18
20
64
01
27
05
34
18
06
01
01
00
00
02
31
09
67
24
23
24
0.9
02
05
0 1i
09

State/City

MISSOURI
St Louis North
SI Loute South

KananCityl

KjnwsCltyZ
St Louto

V*nt»hle

HEW JERSEY
Edison

Unden

OHIO
Toledo
Toledo North

Avon Lake
Lorabi

Moraine

East Liberty

OKLAHOMA
Oklahoma CKy

SOUTH CAROLINA
Spartanburg

TENNESSEE
Snrha HUIwiyiBiy run

Smyrna

TEXAS
Arlington

VIRGINIA
NOffToUt

VnSCONSIN
Janenflie

TOTAL THUCK8

Model

Dodge Ram Pickup
Chrysler Town A Country

Chrysler Voyaoer
Dodge Caravan

Total Chryaler Omipi11

FortERapa
Mazda Tribute
Font F-Senes
Ford Explorer

Lincoln Aviator
Mercury Mountaineer

Total Ford
Chevrolet Express

QMCSivana
Total General Motor*

Ford Ranger
Mazda Pickup

Total Ford
Chevrolet Blazer

Chevrolet 810
QMC Jimmy

QMC Sonoma
Total Qeneral Motor*

Jeep Wrangler
Jeep Liberty

Total Chrysler QnupA
Ford Escape

Ford Econoltrte
Total Ford

Bulck Rainier
Chevrotet TrallBlazer

QMC Envoy
Oklsmoblia Bravada

ToteJ CUoeral Moton
Honda Element

Total Honda

Chevrolet TrallBlazer EXT
QMC Envoy XL

GMC Envoy XUV
isuzu Ascender

Total General Moton

BMWX5
Total BMW

Saturn Vba
Total Oenenl Motora

NBsan Frontier
NfseanXtarra
Total Nlsaan

CacMac Escalade
Chevrolet Suourban

Cha violet Tahoe
QMC Yukon

QMC Yukon XL
Total General Motor*

Ford F-Serlea
Total Ford

Chevrolet Suburban
Chevrolet Tenoe

Chevrolet W4 Tlltmuter
QMCW4 Forward

QMC Yukon
QMC Yukon XL
isuzu W4 NPR

Total Oeneral Motore

Units
1.297447

180.351
14,429
12.867

210,610
427^57
196.656
61427

231.712
158415
34,412
24,419

700,041
119,154
42.195

161449

15B437
38,591
23.413
6KJJ04
66.207
22.281
2.154
8,211

96483

6664B2
84.486

237.712
822,196

19.561
178.308
167486
17,031

231,720
98,714

7.120
352,686
84.280
64480

144JS6
76543
60.114
13,873
4.025

144486

109401
109.501
109401

231,287
99.349
99449
62.111
69,637

131448

230,396
38,800

5,715
14/XMO
43424
3447

238,388

201416
201416
201416

201486
60.230
86433
1420

402
61.238
50,492

1.753
261468

7476469

Percent

17.1
26
02
02
28
64
26
06
31
21
05
03
64
16
06
2.1
21
05
03
04
09
03
00
01
14

12-6
1 1
31
44
03
24
24
02
31
13
01
4.7
1 1
11

14
10
07
02
01
16

1.4
14
14

3.1
13
14
08
09
17

31
05
01
19
06
00
3.1

2.7
27
2.7

34
08
1 1
00
00
06
07
00
34

1004

(l) Chrysler Group is former Chrysler Corp operation onry SOURCE V/mftiAijM/ntoBanJr
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Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures™ 2005
Ward's Communications is pleased to present the 2005 edition of Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures1*

• Thjs compact but comprehensive reference book documents the performance and impact of the U.S auto
industry through nearly 100 pages of charts, graphs and statistical tables on topics including production,

Haks, emp]tfym$nt, transportation expenditures, trade, ownership, accidents and government regulations.
'

Ward's Communications has served the automotive industry's information needs for decades, as publisher
of the industry's weekly newsletter, Ward's Automotive AeporuQ.the monthly magazine, Ward's Auto World®,
and our website WardsAuto.com, along with other publications and database services.

Our hope is that Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts &. Figures 2005 will serve as a valuable reference tool to those
who work in the auto industry and to the many groups with an avid interest in the business — including
economists, government officials, investors and the academic community, as well as those with only an
occasional or one-time research need.

If upon reviewing the 2005 edition of Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts A. Figures you have comments, sugges-
tions or questions about its contents, please contact us We stnve to publish the best information available.

James W. Bush: Director, Ward's Information Products
jbush@primediabusiness com

Paul Zajac: Manager, Industry Data
pzajac@pnmediabusmess .com

Contributing Staff

Rebecca Norrls: Database Manager Susaone L. Scott: Art Director
David Soohoo: Research Associate Haig Stoddard: Manager, Industry Analysis

Adrienne Janhevich: Cover Design

Laurie Martin: Customer Service Manager
Phone. (248) 799-2645

Copyrights) 2005 by Ward's Commuroeatnna, a division ol PRIMEDIA Business Magazines & Media Contorts may not be repro-
duced in any form, Including entry into a computerized database, without written authorization

ISBN Number 0910589-86-0

Price per copy $65.00
Add sales tax for some states

Add $10 for overseas destinations

Ward's Communications
3000 Town Center, Suite 2750,

Southfield,Ml 48075 USA
Phone: (248) 357-0800 FAX: (248) 357-0810

www WardsAuto com
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PRODUCTION

Passenger Car Production
by City and State

PASSENGER

State/City

CALIFORNIA
Fremont

DELAWARE
Wilmington

GEORGIA
Atlanta

ILLINOIS
BaMdsrt

Chicago

Norm*1

INDIANA
Ulcyott*

KAN8A8
Fairfax

KENTUCKY
Bowling Qmar

Gaorgatown

VICUKUN
Flat Rock

Datroi
Starling H«fc.h*

Davbom

CAR PRODUCTION

Modal

PontlacVlbe
Toyota Corona

Toyota tola
ToW NUMMI

Saturn L-Sanat
Total Qanaral Motor*

Fordlhurut
Mercury Saoia

Total Ford

ChiytiarNaon
Dodga Naon

Trial Chryaiar Qraup
Ford Fhra Hindmd

Ford Taun»
Mareury Montage

Marcury SaUa
Total Ford

Chryator Sebring Coup*
Dodga Stratus Coupe

Mttaubnhf Etflpaa
MrtwbWil Qahvit
Total MHaubWil

Subaru Legacy
Total Subaru

Criavrolat Mallbu
Total aanaral Motors

Cadillac XLR
Chavrola: Corvatta

Total General Moton
Toyota Avaion
Toyota Camry
Toyota Solera
^hA Î 1hĤ B*«Total rayon

FordMusiang
*• — •— •MllTnMl

Total AutoAfflanoa
Dodga Vlp8'

Cnryator Sabnng Corvartiblt
Chryaiar Sabring Sadan

Dodga Stratui Sadan
Total Chryaiar Group

Ford Muaiang

BY CITY AND STATE, 2004

Units
237.397
69.226

167.970
201

237,397

11,730
11.728
11.728

236,542
187.842
37.700

236,942

348,130
1.B44

13»,004
140̂ 48
42.782
57.000
7.448
8.616

118,748
12.103
23,035
11.210
45,188
81,888

98.288
9B^n
98,288

227,064
227.054
227,084

BOM77
5.314

28,723
34,037
33,074

38B.11B
49,247

4m AAH47O,MO

1JBfl.1TD

m 41 AB1.93B
183.284

2.468
39^88
77269
90.792

208.918
69.704

B^̂ HAak*ifjmnt

u
18
40
-
M

Ou3
03
OJ*

U
47
09
86

8J
—

33
33
10
13
02
02
27
03
05
03
11
2.2

3.3
23
U

4.4
54
&4

119
01
07
OJ
08
92
12

« d
.1

2U
10
a azz
u
01
09
IB
21
5.0
16

Stata/Clty

Wayna
Whom

Hamtramck

Lanilng

Modal
Ford Focus

FORfQT
Fold Tiundarbrrd

UnoohLS
Lincoln Town Car

Total Ford
B JK* LaSabra

Caaillao OaVllla
Cadillac Savllio

PonttK BwneiHI a
Chevnotot Mtilbu
OMamobllaAtora

PonUao Qrand Am
Lanaing (Craft Cantar) Cadillac CTS

Orion

MISSISSIPPI
Canton

OHIO
Lordatown

Eatt Liberty
Maryavflla

SOUTH CAROLINA
Spartanbuig

TINNKSSn
Spring Hdl

Smyrna

TOTAL CARS

CkdlllacSTS
BuiekLaSRora

BdiefcParkAva
PontlaeQe

latal GaMval Motora

NIsaanAHima
Total Waaan

Chavrolat Cavaliar
ChavrolatCobaR

Ponttac Puraull
Pontlac 9unflra

Total Ganaral Motor*
Hondt Civic

AcuraTL
Honda Accord

Total Honda

BMWZ4
Total BMW

Saturn Ion
Total Qafianl Motora

NManAltbna
Nlaaar Maxima

Total Ntoaan Motor MfQ

Units

184,605
600

10,716
27.146
53.96B

346£29
83.22A
63.459

5
31.693
86,107
16,906

116,877
71.518
20,498
20,083
12,601
42.188

660,150

89,892
59.892
89.882

707,009
180.175
25.994
2.576

21.298
230J042
133.995
62.636

350.337
866.967

36,136
36.138
26,136

417,781
110,802
110,902
219.750
87,129

806,879

4^2*̂ 25

TOP STATES IN CALENDAR 2004 U.&
Rank

1 Michigan

2 Ohto
3 Kentucky
4 TenrtMMC

5 Illinois

Can Rank

Parcant
44
-

03
08
13
B£
20
16

—
07
21
04
28
17
06
05
03
10

1S£

1.4
1.4

14

ISA
43
06
01
35
8.4
32
2.0
63

134

04
08
0.6

99
26
2.6
52
21
7-3

100.0

PRODUCTION

1.258,170 1 Michigan

797.009 2 Missouri

504.477 3 Ohio

417,781 4 Indiana

346.130 5 Kentucky

Trucka

1,339̂ 18

1,226,300

943,622

674.294
658,352

SOURCE WvtitAutalnfoBank
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PRODUCTION

Truck Production by City and State
TRUCK PRODUCTION BY CITY AND STATE. 2004
BWWCrty

ALABAMA
Lincoln

Vanca

CAUFORMA
Fiarnenl

LcngBtacri

OCLAWARI
Nawark

OBOROJA
OonwDa

HUNOH

Normal

INDIANA
Mlahawaka

Fortwtayna

1 •••Jim

Prncttor

KENTUCKY
Kantudty •nueft

LoutavA

LOUISIANA
Bhravtport

MARYLAND
Bonnioro

Warrar

Daorba-n Trucx
Datrot
Wayna

RintNol

Flint No 9

LoVflkiQ (Gun GojTuWj
Laming (Grand Rvar)
PontacEaot

MINNESOTA
TMnCrioa

MIBSIS8IPPI

Modal

Honda Odyuay
Hondo Pllir.

Total Honda
Morcodaa M-Clua

IbM Haraadaa

Toyota IBMTM
Total NUMM

HnoTruch
WfWIB

Dodga D-jrango
Total Chryalar Group

Buck larrou
CtavraM LJpumdar

ChavfoMVantn
OunobilaSllhaiMtto

FonUac Mantra
Portae Montana 8V8

Sum May
Total Oananl Hotom

Ford FiaaatyNi
Total Pord

Miuublahi Endanor
Total MltauMaM

HmnrMrHl

Total AM Oanaral
ChavroW Bavarado

OMCBIarra

Ituzu Axiorn
louuRodao

Total SHOW
tyotaBaquolo
layota Swmi
ImMlLndn
IbU Ibynta

FordGxouncn
Ford F-BkparDuty

FordExpiorar
Marcixy Mountain**

IbM Ford

CiavrDNt Colorado
3MC Canyon

Total Qanaral Motora

ttavroWArtro
CMC Safari

IbtaJOMnaral Motors

Dodga Ounta
Dodga Rom PMKLP

Total Cmyalar Areup
FordF-Bartaa
ForiChaaM

Ford EKpadiHon
Licoln Navtaator

Ibttf Fort
ChovmM Stwado

GMCSMn
ChavraWKodiak

OMCTbpWA
Ifedu Thjslt

Cnavralai 88R
CadBaeSRX

ChainoM SffMnde
QUCSavra

IbMOwwralMetara

FonlPMngar
MatdaPtokup

Total Ford

Unite
238400
161.891
27,609

170,700
73.600
TS4DQ

iSSl
143461

671
871

180,703
160.703
160,703

160,143
4418

18.879
70400
2409

48430
10.107
7,705

180.149

80488
28464

21744
21.744

874484
237

32487
32434

103.220
83413

247441
1440

11310
7252

24M02
62040

133343
128434
374417

nfn>n
19441

376427
23746C
26.824

888483

217.148
170.626
48,524

217.149

48486
38.342
IO.T14
48,068

123,112
158.131

eD.6SO
10.630

172.003
38.489

313,377
123431
47,439
16,064
17,624

697

35.725
213423
75484

843471

149483
144408

*487
1484M

307^83

P*ro*m
34
20
04
24
13
14

14
19
14

21
21
21

2.1
01
02
09

—08
01
01
2,1

0.7
04
U
03
04

8.7

04
04
25
07
34

01
01
04
08
24
16
44

84
03
49
31
03
84

24
22
06
14

06
06
01

17
21
84
12
01
22
08
44
1ft
06
02
02
•

0.2
06
28
10
7.1

14
1 8
01
14

2.7

BtatfVCHy
Canton

MBUOUHI
SI Louta North
SI Loufc South

KmuiCttyi

Kama City 3
fit Louto

VMntnUa

NEWJDUBY
Edam

Undan

OHIO
Tbtodo

Tolaca North

AvonLaka

Loraki

Motaina

EavtUbarh;

OKLAHOMA
OMahonaCity

SOUTH CAROLINA
Spartanbug

THNBSSBB
BplTp Hill

amyiM

TEXAS
ArBngton

VffOMA
Nô olk

WISCONSIN
rfflBMlla

TOTAL TRUCKS

MOOW

IrfhlBOXSe
NawanAnrwia

itaoinOUMt
Haoan Titan
total NHaan

Dodp* Ram Pldoat
Chryriar town 8. Country

Oodoa Caravan
Total ChnafarOrHip

MuokTrKut*
FordF-Sarfaa
Ford Explorer

Unwhi ArfitOf
Mycury Mountalniar

Ibtal Fora
ChwroW Expnai

QMC Savant
Total Oanaral atotara

hora Hangar
MaidiPlclajp

Total Ford
ChomMBttw

ChamlMBiO
QMCJmny

OMC Sonoma
Total Oanoral Motara

JaapWranrfa-
Jaap Wranglar Uriwrtad

JaapUfiarty
TotaJOhrMlarOWup

FordEaeapa
MorouryMarlMi
Fon Econonrw

IbM Ford
ButaKHaWar

OwraWlraHBIaBar
QMCEmoy

IOJBI Aoeaiidai
Odanobiia Bnvada

Honda Bamanl
Total Honda

Chavrottt Hw Bhuar EXT
QMCBmovXL

OMC Envoy JOJV
lluiuAaoanoorEXT

Total Oananl Motara

BMWX5
Total 9MW

Saturn Vlw

NiuanFronUar
Ninon PMhflndar

NlwanXtaira
Total Nfaaan

30X441
CadNlao Eaoolada

ChavralotSutHi'Dan
ChovnWlkioa

QMClWwn
OMCTutofiW.

IBtaU fill Miff RMlWrlBl

fordF-Bartaa
Total foid

Cnowolot Buburtwn
CnavraMlatioa

ChavroM W4 Tanraalar
QMCWForMid

QMCfukon
GMClAikorXL
lauzuW4NPR

IbUBanarar Motora

Othar MadhfnVrHHHV Truoto

untto
18428
394T8
47.113

104.W5
207^82

1429400
•734*9
3S.DO4

168.809
37S4B2
198490
48.718

248442
133,830
26.368
23,943

877474
1244M
48478

173444

39.167
Ov*02
44BO

E4.BU
828

2.928
172

28408

943432
76,767
21.914

224467
301,798
26438
1741*

201419
244468
21434

209482
BV 88
7939

500
•9ffe£|f)^^ftfftff

56.758
36.738

133,779
76.424
41,171
12.300
3.794

133,779

103,780
108.780
108,700

280.738
100.208

83.631
2fii308
71,687

180427

24
40.437
3.729

118,195
36,789
3464

903441

238409
233,808
233433

213474

72448
1408

448
64367
4S.46D

1.982
af94T4

87*441

7,730,748

PWBWlt

02
06
06
13
IT

1S4
22
06
22
49
26
06
as
17
03
03
84
16
06

06
01
01
01
03_

—

U

124
13
03
23
44
03
02
28
34
03
27
1 1
01

1—1

44
or
or
17
10
05
0?

17

14
14

34
13

1 1
03
09
34

C»

1 5
05

8.9

1.1
31
81

84
05
09

—08
0«

14

34

1004

SOURCE. WvtrtAutalntoBank
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ehicle Facts & Figures™ 2006
p present the 2006 edition of Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts A Fig-
reference book documents the performance and impact of the U S
charts, graphs and statistical tables on topics including production,
mires, trade, ownership, accidents and government regulations.

he automotive industry's information needs for decades, as pub-
Ward's Automotive Reports®, the monthly magazine. Ward's Auto
, along with other publications and database services

ts A Figures 2006 will serve as a valuable reference tool to those
many groups with an avid interest in the business — including

>rs and the academic community, as well as those with only an

11 upon reviewing the 2006 edition of Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures you have comments, sugges-
tions or questions about its contents, please contact us We strive to publish the best information available.

James W. Bush
jbush@wardsauto.com

John Sousanls
jsousams@wardsautD com

Paul Zajac
pzajac@wardsauto.com

Contributing Staff

Melissa Moore
Dana Pawloskl
Rebecca Norr is

HalgStoddard
Susanne L. Scott

Adrienne Janhevich

Barbara Liske: Customer Service Manager
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Indudhg entry into a computerized database, without written authorization

ISBN Number 0910589-80-7
ISSN Number 1553-8184

Price per copy $65.00
Add sales tax for some states

Add $10 for overseas destinations
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3000 Town Center, Suite 2750,
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Phone. (248) 357-0800 FAX. (248) 357-0810
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PRODUCTION

Car Production by Make and State

U.S. CAR PRODUCTION BY MAKE BY STATE. 2006
anta/Chv

ALABAMA
Montgomery

CALIFORNIA
Fremont

DELAWARE
Wilmington

OBOROIA
Aflanu

ILLINOIS
BaMdere

Chicago

Normil

INDIANA
Lafayette

KANSAS
Fairfax

KENTUCKY
Bowling Graen

Qeoigetown

"flat hook

Detroit
Slwling Heights

Model

Hyundai Sonata
Total Hyiaidal

PonttacVtoe
Toyota Corals
ToMNUMMI

Pontlac Solat oe
Saturn L-8irin

Total General Motora

Ford Taurus
Mercury Sab-e

Total Paid

Cnryaler Neon
DodgaNaon

Total Chryater Oraup
Ford Five Hundred
Mercury Montago

Total Paid
Chryalar Sabnng Coupe

Dodge SlratuB Coup*
Mitaubohl Ecfapaa
MHaublahi Qalant
Total MttauUehl

Subaru Lagacy
Total Subani

ChavnM Malbj
Ibtel General Motore

Cidl'lacXLR
ChevrolHi Corvatta

Total QananlMotora
Toyota Avakxi
Toyota Camry
Toyota Solan
Total Toyota

FordMuatang
Mazdafl

Total AutoAlllMice
Dodge \flpdf

Chryaler Sabnng Convartibla
Chiyaiar Sabnng Sadan

Oodga Svatus Sadan

umti
01,218
91.218
81̂ 18

248,438
02,319

188.118
248,438

0,3t7
9.382

5
9,387

1Q&6H
180.4W
13.066

193̂ 68
342^82

605
125,781
IM.3DB
118.740
32.622

161,382
348

1.427
28,220
34.938
64,934
ftT.IBI
87.1 51
87,161

B12̂ M6
212.049
212,044
660,601

3.525
37.948
41.474

108,637
356,497
43,993

609,127

196,416
74,216

272,632
2,025

34,439
62,265

100,517

Paraanf

2.1
21
21
6.7
14
43
67
02
02

—
0.2
4^
42
03
44
7J8
—

29
2A
27
C 6
3J

—
—

07
08

1*
2.0
20
U
4J
49
44

12.7

01
Off
1.0
25
B2
10

116

46
1 7

6.3

OB
14
23

Stata/CHr

Wtyrw
Wixom

Hamtrarnck

Laming

Lanaing (Grand FWaO

Onon

MISSISSIPPI
Canton

OHIO
Lordatown

EaatUbarty

Maiyawlla

SOUTH CAROLINA
Spartaroivg

TENNESBB1
SprhgHd

Smyrna

Modal
Total Chryalar Oraup

Ford FOCUB
FordGT

Ford Ttiundarbtrd
Lincoln LS

bneohi Town Car
Total Ford

BufckLeSabre
Buiek Luoarna

Cadillac DaViUa
Cadillac DTS

Pontlac Bonnavita
ChavroM Oaaftc
Pomhc Qrand Am

CidlliacCTS
CaddiaeSTS

PontawOe
ToM Qananri Motor*

NiaaanARira
ToWNhwan

Chavrolat Cobalt
Pontac Punull

Total Qanaral Molon
Honda Accord

Honda Civic
AoumTL

Honda Accord
Total Honda

BMWZ4
Total BMW

Saturn Ion
Total Qanaral Motor*

Niuan Altima
Ntaaan Maxima

Total Ntaaan Motor Mfg

TOTAL CARS

Untts

199,236
168.991

1.896
4.866

15.675
60,284

239,716
51,873
21.895
27.554
36,360
5,119

42A49
35.089
65.204
36^59

167.414
479̂ 18
133,109
133,109
133,109
882,222
279.711
21/446

301,169
5,460

133.724
BB.545

363.334
681,088

18L830
19J30
19jB30

380L216
110/173
110b073
173̂ 70
76.773

260,143

4^21^72

TOP STATES IN CALENDAR 2005 U.a
Rink
1 Michigan
2 Ohio

3 Kentucky

4 TmnMMe
5 Iliinota

Cars Rank

Percent

4.6
39

—
0*
04
12
6.6
12
05
06
08
01
10
06
16
08
36

111
3.1
31
3.1

AM
6.5
06
7.0
0.1
31
20
82

13.4

aa
as
OS
43
25
2.6
40
18
6\e

ioao

PRODUCTION

1,190,800 1 Michigan

882,222 2 Missouri

550.801 3 Ohio

380,216 4 Indiana
342.892 5 Kentucky

Ihioks
1,325,833
1.147,977

912,367

665,820

691.276

SOURCE WvatAutotntoBmK.
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PRODUCTION

Truck Production by Make and State
U.S. TRUCK PRODUCTION BY MAKE BY STATE. 2006
Btata/Clty

ALABAMA
Lincoln

Vance

CALIFORNIA
Fremont

Long Beach

DELAWARE
Newark

GEORGIA
Doravilla

ILLINOIS
Chicago

Normal

INDIANA
Mishawaka

Fort Wayne

Laleyette

Princeton

KENTUCKY
Kentucky Truck

Louisville

LOUISIANA
Snroveport

MARYLAND
Bartman

*"~ Detroit

Warren

Dearbori Truck

Detroit
Wayns

Fbrl No 1

Flirt No 3

Lansing (Crafl Center)
Lansing (Grand R-ver)
PortacEast

MINNESOTAmi mvEW • ̂
Twin Cities

Model

Honda Odyssey
Honda P'krt

Total Honde
Mercedes M-Class
Mercedes R-dasa

Total Meraeda*

Toyota Tacoma
Total NUMMI

HnoTiuck
Total Toyota

Dodge Durango
Total Chrysler Group

BuKkTemua
Chavroiat Upiandsr

Pontiac Montana SV6
Saturn Relay

Total General Motor*

Ford Freestyle
Total Ford

Mrtnublihl Endeavor
Total Mitsubishi

Hummer H1
Hummer H2

Total AM General
Chevrolet Stverado

GMC Sierra
Total Qanaral Motor*

Subaru B9 Trbaca
SuoamBi.a

Total Subam
Toyota Sequoia
Toyola Sienna
Toyota Tundra
Total Toyota

Fore Excursion
Ford F-SuperDuty

Ford Explorer
Mercury Mountaineer

Total Ford

ChevoM Cokvadc
GMC Canyon
Hum-ner H3

Isuzu l-Ssrla*
Total QMsral Motors

Chevrolet Astro
GMC Safari

Total General Motors

Jeep Cbmmamer
Jeep Grand Cherokee

Dodge Dakota
Dodge Ram Pickup

Mitsubishi Raider
Total Chrysler Group

Fora F-Sarles
LnoohiMarkLT

FortiChaulB
Ford Expedition

Lincoln Navigator
Total Ford

Chevrolet Silverado
GMC Sierra

Chevrolet Kodlak
GMCTopklck

Isuzu Truck
Chevrolet SSR

Cadillac SRX
Chevrolet Silverado

GMC Sierra
Total General Motors

Ford Ranger

Units

388.247
204,697
87.792

282,889
77.014
16.544
98.858

173.932
166.831
188.831

6,001
5.001

108.876
109.679
108,675
188.972
26.070

106.223
46.798
1E.6B1

198*72
112*70
69.910
89*10
22*60
22*80

686*20
443

27*08
28,281

196,747
64.013

280,780
27.461
4*69

31*40
44*48

192.701
127.420
364,888
801,278
15.267

393.971
174.517
17,533

601,278
208,842
119.872
32,633
53.271
3.165

208,842
18,623
14.501
4,022

18*23

223,624
107,033
114,761

9,516
509*06
191.569
15.710
8.681

107,594
31 106

864*40
127,344
48.722
15.8SC
23888

* AVCIJ/ro
3.483

22.604
163.484
55.119

461*87
128.484
118*80

Percent

5.1
27
12

3*1 0
0.2

1*
2*2.2

2*01
0.1
1j4
14
14

2*03
1 4
06
0.2

2*
1*12
12
03

0*8JO

04

26
06

04
01
0.4
06
25
1 7
A t>4.B
78
02
52
23
02
7.9
2.7
16
04
07

2.7
OJt
02
01
0.2

17 A

29
1 4
15
01
6.7
25
02
01
14
04
4.7
17
06
02

0*

03
21
07
8.1
1.7
16

State/City

MISSISSIPPI
Canton

MISSOURI
St Loun North
St Loun South

Kama* Chy 1

Kansas City 2
StLoulB

Wenbrvllle

NEW JERSEY
Uncsn

OHIO
Toledo

Toledo Norm

Avon Lake
Lorahi

Moraine

Eaat Liberty

OKLAHOMA
0<lahoma City

SOUTH CAROLINA
Spartanburg

TENNESSEE
Spring Hm

Smyrna

TEXAS
Arlington

VIRGINIA
Norfolk

WISCONSIN
JaneevH*

Model
Mazda Pickup

Total Ford

Inftnltl QX56
Nissan Armada

Nissan Quael
Nlaaan Titan
Total Ntawn

Dodge Ram Pickup
Crryibr Town 4 Country

Dodge Caravan
Total Chryeler Group

Ford Escape
Mazda Tribute

Mercury Mariner
Forr/F-Sarfea
Ford Explorer

Lincoln Aviator
Mercury Mountaineer

Total Ford
Chevrolet Express

QMCSavana
Total General Motora

Chevrolet Blazer
GMC Jimmy

Total General Motor*

Jeep Wrangler
Jeep Wrangler Unlimited

Jeep Liberty
Total Chryaler Group

Mercury Manner
Ford Econoline

Total Ford
Bulck Rainier

Chevrolet TraRB^zer
GMC Envoy

lauzu Ascender
Saab9-7X

Total General Motor*
Honda Element

Total Honda

Chevrolet TrallBlazar EXT
GMC Envoy XL

GMC Envoy XUV
lauzu Ascender EXT

Total General Motor*

BMWXS
Total BMW

Saturn Vu*
Total General Motor*

Nissan Frontier
Nissan Pathfinder

Nissan Xlerra
Total rUaaan

Cadillac Escalade
Chevrolet Suburban

Chavroiat Tahoa
GMC YUkon

GMC Yukon XL
Total General Motor*

FordF-Sarlaa
Total Ford

Chevrolet Suburban
Chevrolet lehoe

Chevrolet Tit master
GMC W4 Forward

GMC Yukon
GMC Yukon XL

laimi MHI

Total Qeneralliotore
Other Medium/Heavy Truck
TOTAL TRUCKS

Units

7.834
126,494
208,101

17.398
50.386
40*83
99.776

208.101
1,147*77

147.400
61*57

16&256
885*25
215*71
40*77
9.038

228.744
52.988
9.716

10.037
688*71
144,545
41.836

188*81
14,489
B.504
6.986

14,480
012,387
74.781
21.600

220.718
317,089
27.081

203.071
290,132
'2.298

201.788
74,866
4.251
6,795

299*20
68.116
88.116
99*44
61.149
33*20
2*90
1.985

99*44
104*88
104*B6
104*88
332.084

88*28
71*14
94,467
78*77

244*86
185*08
29*79

786
96.667
28.965

869
188*08
218,894
213,994
212,984
188,180
22,842
42,472
2,011

494
43.809
45,366

2,176

328*87

7.825*81

Percent

01
17
2.7

0*07
05
13
2.7

16.1
19
08
24
6.2
28
OS
01
30
07
01
01
74
19
05
14
0.2
01
01
OJ

12*
10
D3
29
4.2
04
27
3.0
02
26
10
01
01
3.9
09
0*
1.3
06
04

1.3
1.4
14
1.4
4*4
12
1.2
09
1 2
10
&2

2*04

13
04

2*
2*28

2*2.1
03
06

06
06

2,1
4*

100*

SOURCE Ward-BAutolnfoBank
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Michigan Car And Truck Production Numbers

2002
1,792,720 cars
1.125.611 trucks
2.918,331 total

2003
1,528.101
1.255.738
2,783,839 total

2004
1,259,170
1.339.218
2,598,388 total

2005
1,190,800
1.325.833
2,516,633 total

2006 (cars and tiucks combined)
2,279,672 total
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F.D: No. 34040
Exhibit TC-5-

Excerpts from
CODE OF ORDINANCES

CITY OF
RIVERVIEW, MICHIGAN

Sec. 74-131. Defined.
The term "noxious weeds" shall include Canadian Thistle, dodders, mustard, wild carrot, bind
weed, perennial sowthistle, hoary alyssum, ragweed, goldenrod, poison ivy, poison sumac, and
any other weeds and grass over one foot high which may create a condition detrimental to the
public health and welfare.

Sec. 74-132. Violations and penalty.
Except as stated otherwise in this article, violations of this article are a municipal civil infraction
for which a person is responsible for a civil fine of $50 00

Sec. 74-133. Prohibition of noxious weeds; exceptions.
No owner of any lot, place, or area within the city, or the agent of such owner, shall permit on
such lot, place, or area, or upon any sidewalk abutting the lot, place or area within the city, any
noxious weeds, as defined in section 74-131, that may be growing, lying or located thereon,
provided, however, that such growth shall be permitted if it shall not encroach closer than 50
feet of any public highway, street, sidewalk, adjoining lot or premises
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this 9* day of May, 2007, a copy of this Reply to the City of Riverview's

Petition to Revoke of Riverview Trenton Railroad Company was served upon all parties of record by

facsimile and first class mail, postage prepaid.

David H. Coburn
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