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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, Ml

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

On March 22, 2007, the Crty of Riverview (“Riverview™) filed a Petition to Revoke the
exemption granted by this Board to Riverview 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 1t does not own) or because RTRR’s rail
status 15 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 10
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 Riverview has not even come

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

"RTRR’s Reply initially was due on Apnl 11, 2007, but the Board granted RTRR's
unopposed petition for an extension of time to May 9. 2007.

—————— ———— et — —
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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. Inits
Petition for Exemption, RTRR sought authority to operate over 1.5 miles of rail line on 1ts own
76~acre propertv and via easement over track within an adjacent 195.45 -acte industnial site
owned by Detroit Steel Center, Lid. (“DSC™) over which DSC at that time intended to move 1ts
own tralfic. 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 1o 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.’ RTRR proposed to interchange traffic with
other Class I rallroads. RTRR would be able 1o do so through a switch at the south end of 1ts
property, ncar a gradc-separated crossing over Jefferson Ave. In addition. RTRR also has
available to it a rail connection at the northern end of 1ls 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 f1rains, subjeét to the installation of designaled
crossing protection devices.?
RTRR’s Petition was opposed by Wayne County, M, the Citics of Trenton and

Riverview, M1 and. at least initially, by the Grand Trunk Western Railroad (“GTW™) * The focal

% DSC'’s steel plant on the site is not operauonal 1o date. DSC 1s in the process of
attempting to sell 11s 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. Riverview's
contention at page 7 of 1ts Petition to Revoke that the north end crossing 1s not scheduled to be
opened for at least two years 1s simply not correct

* 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
-2.
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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 1ake
precedence in determining whether the proposed exemption was consistent with the rail
transportation policy. The Board, however, correctly noted that 1ts “statutory responsibility is to
look at the transportation ments of the RTR's proposal.” May 15, 2003 Decision, shp op. at 7.
In its assessment of the transportation merits, the Board found that RTRR's proposed operations
on its line and related intermodal facihty “is a legitimate rail transportation project, which should
be allowed to go forward.™ /d. at 8 It further found that not only was regulation of the
transaction not needed to carry out the national Rail Transportation Policy (“"RTP”) of 49U S C.
§10101, but that the transaction would promote many of the individual goals set out in the
subsections of the RTP. Id a1 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 /4 Finally, the
Board held that regulation of RTRR’s entry into the railroad business is not necessary to protect
shippers from abuse of marketl 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 llowever, 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 penod advising the Board of its

progress in implementing its project. /d at 9.

expressing concern that RTRR s operation might interfere operationally with GTW's operations
mn the area. The Board soundly rejected the opposition’s junsdictional arguments (May 15
Decision, ship op at 5-7) and further found that “the rail transportation policy provides no
grounds for demal of the exemption to meet GTW’s concern” which the Board pointed out was
unsupporied by any evidence. /d at 8. RTRR has since reached an agreement with GTW's
parent, CN, concerning the maintenance of the south end switch
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In accordance with the Board's Decision, RTRR submitted six status reports, the last of
which was filed on May 15, 2006. On March 22, 2007, Riverview filed a petition to revoke the
exemption, claiming that RFRR's status reports offered no specifics and do not refute “the City
of Riverview’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.” Petition to Revoke at 9.

Riverview’s contentions are based on pure speculation and have no ment. Significantly,
Riverview's Petition to Revoke mcluded as exhibits five of the six siatus reports, but failed to
include or even summarize the Fifth Status Report filed on November 15, 2005 ("Filth Report™).
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 years there has been a well-documented decline in economic activity in
the Detroil area and the entire stalc 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
declinc As a result, RTRR's own plans have suffered a temporary setback. However, RTRR is
confident that the auto industry and other industries 1n the Detroit area will revive and RTRR
intends to be ready, willing and able to meet the new demands for rail service that inevitably will

accompany the economic resuscitation.’ RTRR believes, and demonstrated 1n this proceeding,

5 RTRR envisions that a healthy percentage of its traffic will be generated by the
automobile indusiry See. e g. March 7, 2002 Verified Statement of Richard P Urban,
submutted as part of RTRR's March 7, 2002 Response to the Board's request for supplemental
cvidence 1n this procecding (“Urban Statement™). Mr. Urban explains how RTRR could serve as
a vital transportation resource for the auto industry.
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that 1ts 76-acre property with its connections to three main lmes is ideally situated for an
intermodal/rail loading facility as it is able to provide truck, rail and barge service as needed and
thus 1o play an integral role in revitalizing the economic health of the region. Verified Statement
of Thomas Christ (“Christ V' S. ") at 8.5

Riverview's contentions that RTRR invoked STB jurisdiction only to avoid unspecilied
local regulations and that RTRR has no iniention 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 1nitiated and well known to the
local communities before those communities began to develop alternatives for non-industrial use
of the land — uses which 1o this day remain undefincd, unfunded and highly unlikely to
materialize.” In any event, Riverview's Petition cites no local regulations that RTRR might be
secking to avoid and presents no evidence of an alternative use that would provide any public
bencfits, let alone benefits sufficient 1o force the abandonment of RTRR'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
Detroii's cconomy improves, as it inevitably will

As discussed more fully below, Riverview's contentions lack ment and do not mect the
legal cniteria for revocation of an exemption Therefore. Riverview's petition should be denied.
Moreover, Riverview's petition to revoke RTRR’s authorization 1o provide rail service in

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

 RTRR explained in detail in prior pleadings how the property 1s 1deally situated to
provide this service See Urban Sratement. Verified Statements of David Wiison and John
MacGregor, both submitted as part of RTRR's March 7, 2002 Response to the Board's request
for supplemental evidence 1n this proceeding (explaining the unique benefits of RTRR's
location.)

7 See RTRR Reply, filed 1n 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 permt the forced abandonment of RTRR’s rail line

ARGUMENT

L 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
49 U.S C § 1010]1. 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 1o
revoke must be based on reasonable, specific concerns addressing the need for regulation. New
York New Jersey Rail LLC and New York Cross Harbor Raiiroad Terminal Corp - Corporate
Family Transaction Exemption, STB Finance Docket No 34813 (served Dec. 8, 2006) (citing
Mmnesvta Comm Ry Inc. — Trackage Exempt — BN RR. Co., 8 .C C.2d 31, 135 (1991)) See
also, Wisconsin Central Lid. — Exemption Acquusition and Operation —-Certain Lines of Soo Line
Railroud Company. Finance Docket No 31102 (ICC served Julyv 28, 1998), /&M Rail Link
LLC— Acqusition and Operation Exemption — Certain Lines of Soo Line Raifroad Company,
STB Finance Docket No 33326 et al (STB served Apr. 2, 1997).

The Board may also revoke an exemption 1f 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 RTP or a clear abuse of the Board's procedures. SF&L
Ratlway Inc — Acquisition and Operation Exemption — Toledo Peoria and Western Railway, etc
('SFL"), STB Finance Docket Nos. 33995 and 33996 (STB served Oct 17, 2002) (conduct afler
acquisition was deliberate deterioration of service 1n order to justify abandonment); The Land

Conservancy of Seartle and King County —~ Acquisitton and Operation Exemption - The
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Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Rarlway Company {“King County™”), 2S T B 673 (1997)
(acquisition was for the sole purpose of salvaging the li;ae).

As discussed in the subsections below, Riverview has not met the requirements of 49
U.S C 10502(d) nor has 1t 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 1t 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 .serwce on
this property.” Petition at 2, ciung Board's May 15 Decision at 13, Exhibit 1. The crux of
Riverview's petition is that RTRR has not vet completed the rehabilitation of the track structurc
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'lhat RTRR has no intent 1o provide rail service and thercfore its authorization to do so
should be revoked

However, Riverview fails to provide any evidence that supports these conclusions lts
evidence consists only of a selection of excerpts from five of the six status reports filed by
RTRR, to which Riverview attaches its summary conclusions, - e g , “this report is vague,” “no
names of companies contacted are provided,” “fails o 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 properly. Petition, Exhibit 7.

-7- e
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Riverview’s “evidence™ does not meet its burden of proving by the articulation of
reasonable and specific concerns that regulation 1s necessary lo carry out the RTP. In fact,
Riverview does not even address the RTP 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 RTP 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 intermodal facility
were consistent with the RTP and that this proposed rail activity mel the criteria for exemption
In order to revoke an exemption where those cnteria were met, the party sceking 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

Riverview's Petition to Revoke also fails to meet the Board's stated grounds for
revisiting the issue — 1 e., that it should “become clear that RTRR 1s not following through on 1ts
representations © The Board's continued oversight jurisdiction was 1n responsc to local
government allegations that RTRR was using the Board’s processes solely as a means to
ciccumvent otherwise applicable government regulation of 1ts property But while RTRR
acknowledges that it has not yet begun to provide rail service, that in 1tself 1s not sufficient to
demonstrate an abuse of the Board’s processes Riverview has offered no evidence that RTRR 1s
not following through on 1ts representations, that its onginal plans were merely a sham, or that
RTRR has no interest 1n providing service in the future Nor does Riverview identify any local
regulation that RTRR 1s avoiding or identify any way in which Riverview is being prejudiced by
RTRRs retention of an exemption to operate its line.

To the contrarv, 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

— - e e o
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not abandoned the rail project and should not be forced to abandon 11s line. Christ FS at8 In
1ts exemption petition, RTRR represented that it would rehabulitate the track, enter into plans
with other carriers to provide interchange service, and eventually commence rail operations
using conncctions 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 1ts representations, but that
allegation 1s not supported by the facts As noted, Riverview summanzes and includes as
exhibits only five of the six reports filed by RTRR The Fifth Report, which Riverview omitted,
descnbed 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 RTRRs property (Fifth Report at 2);
had completed a new business plan. and had held initial discussions with officials of other
railroads. ld at 5-6. RTRR also reported that a thorough study ol 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. /d 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 /. at 3 Finally, RTRR cxplained 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
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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. ki

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 lo Revoke, even though as noted in the
Report, Riverview was apprised of these events in a meeting 1nitiated by RTRR on October 25,
2005 Id ats$.

RTRR has taken reasonable and prudent steps loward the rehabilitation of the track and
the neccssary preparations for rail service As Mr. Chnist explains, RTRR believed it would have
been imprudent 10 1nvest significant sums in its project while the judicial review of the STB’s
decision granting 1ts exemption remained pending, That judicial review was not resolved by the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit until February 10. 2005, effeciively 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. Cry of Riverview, e al, v STB. 398 F.3d 434 (6" Cir , 2005).

Since that ime, other factors have impaircd progress, but progress has been made. Over
the course of several months, DSC’s demolition of the old McLouth Steel Company buildings
effectively prevented frack rehabilitation efforts. However, that demolition in the area of the
easement track now has been completed. Ths has allowed for the track on the easecment
property over which RTRR proposes to operate trains to be rehabilitated and in fact that
rehabilitation has now been done by DSC, consistent with 1ts obligations under the easement

agreement © Christ I'S a1 5. While additional rehabilitation of the ties will be needed in the

¥ Vanous side tracks on the DSC property which werc 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 mobihization of equipment and matenals for
operation of trains to support the planned rail facility.

RTRR has taken other preparatory steps 1o cnsurc that 1t can move forward at the

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

o RTRR has already entered into an agreement with Canadian National for the
mainienance of the track and swatch at the south ¢nd connection and CN 15
currently performing those tasks.

e RTRR has already applied for and obtained the necessary authonzation from
MDOT 1o reopen Lhe at-grade crossing of Jefferson Ave. on the north end of
the RTRR property

e RTRR has taken steps to 1dentify 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.

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

Christ V'S at 5-6

Mr Christ also points out that RTRR has recently received a request, reflected in an Apnl
9, 2007 letier attached to his Statement, to dclay 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 1o Grosse lle 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 1s located only 200 yards from
the north end connection to be rehabilitated Christ 'S, at 6-7 The County further
confemplates that RTRR be given an extension by MDOT of 1ts ability to install a new crossing
until September 2008 n view of the Grosse Ile 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 ar 7
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The actions that RTRR has taken to date are intended 1o prepare the property and position
RTRR for the provision of rail service 1n response to demand As discussed below, and more
fully in Mr. Chnist’s statement, the sequence and prionitization of projects have been reasonable
business decisions made in the face of the challenging economic conditions 1n Detroit in general,
and, particularly with respect to the auto industry that RTRR anticipated serving. Christ V'S ar
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 1s the
dramatic change 1n the economic conditions of the Detroit arca  When RTRR filed its petition
for exemption, 1t had high expectations of captuning some of the auto industry’s business As
Mr Chnist explains in his statement, since the time RTRR envisioned the rail hne and facility
and petitioned for authorization from the Board to become a rail carricr, the auto industry has
suffered serious and well-known reversals According to data in Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts &
Figures.® 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 Markei 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 IS ar 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 cven with increases in Light truck

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

* Data from Ward’s Motor Vehicle Facis & 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 V.S and Exhibits TC-3 and TC-4

-12- -

| 014



declines in both car production (2.5 percent) and truck production (9 5 percent) and its 2005 1otal
vehicle production was 7.6 percent lower than 1n 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 1o 2005 penod.
General Motors’ ("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. Comparablec figures for US production show that
Michigan, and primarily Detroit, has been hit harder than average. For the countrv as a whole,
total ¢ar production declined 22.0 percent, truck production increased .5.5 percent, and the 1otal
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 10 modify 1ts business plan to
reflect these new economic and marketing realiies. fd

Nonctheless. RTRR is confident that Detroit. and particularly the big three automakers,
will make an economic comeback. RTRR not only anticipates that 1t will benefil from the future
economic revival, but fully intends to be an active participant in bringing it about. RTRR has a
strategicallv advantageous position for meeting the new demands Its 76-acre property 1s well
situated to provide a rail loading facility that physically connccts to three main rail lines and has
ready access to truck and barge lines as well. Moreover, when improvement in the economy
materializes, RTRR 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 a1 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
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Riverview contenc'ls that because it can demonstrate that RTRR has not completed its
plans for intermodal service, 1t therefore has shown that RTRR never intended and does not now
intend 1o provide such service But that 1s wrong. Riverview is well aware of the economic
situation that confronts RTRR and other new dcvelopment 1n the Detroit area. Thesc 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 ine  Riverview has
submitted no evidence that would support an allegation of an a'buse of the Board’s processes

A finding of abuse would require a showing that RTRR had deliberately used the Board’s
eacmption proceedings to achieve a purposc that was inconsistent with the purpose for which 1t
obtatned the cxemption For example. in King County. the petitioner sought an exemption 1o
acquire a rail {ine under the Offer of Financial Assistance (“OFA”) provisions of 49 U.S C. §
10904, which allows a party to acquire a 1in€ that is no longer profitable for the incumbent
railroad 1n order to prescrve rail service for existing or potential shippers in the future An OFA
entails a commitment to continue existing service or actively pursue business Within wecks of
obtaining the exemption, the petitioner sought to abandon the linc and salvage the track The
Board r=voked the transaction upon finding that the sole purpose for filing the OFA was to
preclude a rails-to-trails application, 1n order to acquire the line for salvage purposcs.

In SFL, the petitioner acquired a line that connected to another carner whose traffic fed
the acquired line. The petitioner purchased the line except for a short segment that connccted
with the second carrier, thus making 1t impossible to continue rail service. The Board found this
was a deliberate deterioration of service and that the petitioner’s sole purpose in acquring 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 1s not taking deliberate actions to

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

-14- — e e
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actions are fullv consistent with its stated purpose in acquiring the line and seeking authority to
operate aver 1t

Moreover, Riverview’s contention that RTRR sought operating authonty from the Board
solely to avoid local regulation is belied by the fact that Riverview has failed to identify what
regulation 1s being avoided or to offer credible alternative uses for the property The property
was and remains zoned for industnial use and the local governmentis acknowledged 1n the pnior
proceedings that there were no immediate plans at that time to condemn the p'ropert_\,f.“l (In fact,
1t was Wayne County that had at one time 1aken some initial steps to take the property under
eminent domain However, RTRR is nol 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, 10 RTRR's
knowledge, budgeted for such plans.)

In short, Riverview has not provided any new evidence of a viable alternative use. nor of
any budgcted projects or pending local povernment 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 dale are not inconsistent with 1ts proposed use of
the land for rail service, for which 11 is ideally suited And since Riverview has no alternative
proposcd use, there is no benefit in revoking the exemption -- RTRR waill still own the property
as 1t 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 1o Riverview. "'

1% See e g., RTRR Reply filed Jaruary 30, 2002 at 9-15

I'1t should be noted that although Wayne County and the City of Trenton, M1, also
initially opposed the transaction in the STB proccedings and on appeal, neither of those parties
has joined Riverview in this petition for revocation.
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Riverview's contention that . . . RTRR may have no intention to conduct rail operations
on the site™ 1s 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 bevond RTRR s control -- including the lengthy hitigation that followed
the Board’s decision - have been major impediments to RTRR s progress. Chrisi V' § at 6-7

Riverview's further allegations that RTRR has not beautified the property nor complied
with thc Board’s environmental conditions have no merit It clearly would make no sensc for
RTRR to landscape the property only to have the landscaping destroved duning the remediation
and rehabilitation activitics Further, unti] rail operations commence, RTRR 1s not obligated to
comply with the berm and landscaping environmenial 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 1t doesn’t want any rail operations Its posttion in
that regard is untenable.

Moreover, RTRRs property ~ while admittedly not a garden - 15 maintained consistent
with the local regulations and is comparable to surrounding vacant lands. RTRR acknowledges
that 1t 1s subject to reasonable and non-discriminatory health and safety requirements and
maintains the property consistent with those requirements

4, Riverview Is Not Harmed By RTRR’s Delay

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

sustained or likely to be sustained by Riverview as a result o[ slower than anticipated
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development of the rail line and an intermodal facility ' In fact, Riverview’s main objection
has always been that it does not want the property uscd for rail operations Thus, RTRR’s delay
does not impose any hardship on Riverview. Most of Riverview's specific objections go to the
“unsightliness” 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 industnal
properties 1n the area

While 1t would be pointless for RTRR to expend large sums ol 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 property consistent with the City of Riverview's own property
maintenance regulations. Christ ¥ S at 9

Riverview has not demonstrated that regulation 1s necessary to carry out the RTP or that
the Board's processes have been abused by any actions taken by RTRR Lo date At 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 authonity to provide rail service 1s the functional
equivalent of a request for adverse abandonment of the rail line  But Riverview’s evidence in

this case clearly does not mect 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 unsightly. 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. 1s whether the present or future public convenience and
necessuty (“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 intcrested parties, including the railroad, the shippers on
the line, the communities involved, and interstate commerce generally. Waterloo Rallway
Company ~ Adverse Abandonment — Lines of Bangor and Aroostook Railroad, etc . STB Docket
Nos AB-124 (Sub-No. 2) and AB-279 (Sub-No. 3) (STB served May 3, 2004) {cining Ciiy of
Cherokee v ICC, 727 F 2d 748 (8" Cir. 1984)). The party seeking adverse abandonment has the
burden of establishing that abandonment or discontinuance 15 required or permitted by the
PC&N. Waterloo, id The function of the Board’s regulalory authority with respect to
abandonments 1s to provide the public with a degree of protection against the unnecessary
discontinuance, cessation, milerruption, or obstruction of available rail service, Id (citing
Modern Handcraft, Inc  Abandonment, 363 1.C.C. 969 (1981))

[n such a proceeding, the Board is required to balance the interests of the rail carner,
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 scrvice, and the railroad 1s
taking stcps 10 attract new customers. New York Cross Harbor Railroad v Surface
Transporiation Board (“Cross Harbor”). 374 F 3d 1177 (D.C Cir. 2004) (citing, ¢ g Salt Lake
City Corp — Adverse Abandonment — In Salt Lake City, UT. 2002 STB LEXIS 150 (March 6,
2002). Conrail vICC. 29 F 3d 706 (D C Cir 1994)}

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

consistent pattern of [the carrier] failing to meet 1ts obligations to its shippers, 1ts employees and
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its lessor” (se¢ e g Fore River RR Corp - Discontinuance of Service — Norfolk Couniy, MA, 8
1.C.C.2d 307, 311 (Mar. 10, 1992)) or \_A_(here the line had not been used for many years and the
applicant had a suitable and viable immediate aliernative need such as for a urban transit svstem.
Modern Handcraft, supra. Adversc abandonments also have been granted where the continued
operation impedes intersiate commerce CSX Corporation et al = Adverse Ab;.mdonmem -
Canadian Railway Company and Grand Trunk Western Railroad Co STB Docket No. AB-31
(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 does not fit any of these patterns. RTRR is just now
developing 1ts rail line with a clear potential for future business

RTRRs situation is more analogous to Crass 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 1t to Cross Harbor for its rail opcrations. The City complained of lease violations as the
basis for its application 1t also acknowledged that it had 1entative plans to use the property to
develop the waterfront Cross Harbor’s business had fallen off considerably after losing 1ts main
shippers, but Cross Harber was atiempting to atiract 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 15 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 thc Board had improperly shifted the burden of proof to the railroad

and shippers to show overnding rail need. Jd ar /1/182-1183 The courl 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 Exempiion  In Denver,
Co, 1 8.T.B. 13 (served June 12. 1996).

In the instant case, Riverview 1s attempling 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. Riverview does not own the property ‘and has no right to
use or take 1t, 1t has no viable alternative uscs for the property; and has not shown that there are
any public interests that ouiweigh RTRR's interests 1n the completion of its plans for an
intermodal facility Moreover, Riverview did not and cannot show that there 15 no future
potential for RTRRs rail services or its related rail facility Therefore, the Board should deny
the Petition to Revoke because revocation would smpermussibly force the adverse discontinuance
of RTRRs planned operations and abandonment of the rail linc 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 1o hold itself out to provide rail service as
business develops Under such circumstances, the retention of a rail nght of way for future
anticipated rail and related service 1s 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 pubhic . . .” (10101{4)), “to foster sound
cconomic conditions in transportation and to cnsure effective competition and coordination
between rail carriers and other modes;" (10101(5)): and “to reduce regulatory barners to entry

into .. thendustry ™ (10101(7))
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Keeping the right of way intact and available 1s also consistent with the Interstate
Commerce Act. The statutory provisions governing the abandonment of rail lines specifically
promote efforis to preserve rail lincs and rights of way through processes such as line sales,
offers ol 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 hine is not profitable to the incumbent, the effort and cost involved 1n
reassembling a rght of way for rail use purposes al some time in the future could be daunting.
Thus, 1t 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 1n the future. This is fully consistent with RTRR’s original intent, which the Board held
met the criteria for exemption. Moreover, it 1s also fully consistent with the goals of the RTP
and the provisions of the [CA.

CONCLUSION

Ruverview 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 bevond its control, including poor

economic conditions in the area, RTRR’s progress to date is consistent with 1ts represcntations in
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its Petition for Exemption and with 1ts mtent to provide rail services upon demand. Riverview’s

Petition to Revoke accordingly should be denied.

May 9, 2007

Respectfully submitted,

G/ HE

David H Coburn

Carolyn D Clayton

STEPTOE & JOHNSON LLP
1330 Connecticut Avenue, N.W
Washington, DC 20036

(202) 429 3000

Artorneys for Riverview Trenion
Railroad Company



BEFORE THE
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

Finanece 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

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 otht;rs with respect to rchabilitation 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 suthorization granted by the
STB to RTRR in the above captioned proceeding for the acquisition of a rail line and operation
of an intermodal facility 1n Detroit, Michigan, (2) to d'cscribe more fully the impediments beyond
RTRR's control that have delayed the commencement of rail operations. and (3) 10 assure th;
Board that RTRR 1s eager to go forward with the development of rail service when it is

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 facilitly o scrve 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 ra1] hine to the DSC, which line had formerly been used by MSC and over which
DSC had given Crown an easement to allow 1t Lo operate over the rail line and to serve its plant '
The property had access through both the southern and northern connections with three Class [
rail carriers, as well as access 10 major highways and to barge traffic on the Detroil River RTRR
proposzd to interchange traffic with other railroads using the existing separated grade crossing at
the south end of 11s 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 becn
devcloped Therefore Crown sought to take the initiative and develop 1ts own plans for an
intermodal facility on the ideally situated properly 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 Wayne County (which had previously taken iital steps to take the RTRR property),
the City of Trenton and the City of Riverview RTRR’s planned rail line overlaps both Cities.
The Citics and Wayne County based their opposition to RTRR's Petition on their preference that

the property at 1ssuc be used for some undefined, non rail transportation purpose,

) DSC is not currently operating RTRR understands that it is endeavoring to sell its steel
manufacturing facilities 1n 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 Boards 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 1n
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 wath
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 {irms concerming the rehabulitation of the line and the design of
the intermodal 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 See Second Status Report (May 17.2004). In latc 2004, RTRR contracted with a
company to clean the debris off 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).



The Sixth Circunt affirmed the Board’s May 15, 2003 decision on February 10, 2005 -
nearly two years after the Board granted RTRR’s Petition for :xemption to operate the lines and
more than four years afler 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
cleaming of slag, coal, and ballast from the tracks in order to permit assessment of the condition
of the rails, tes 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 Repor! (May 16, 2005).

On June 29, 2005, RTRR conducted an inspection of the easement property 1o identify
track deficiencies there. DSC had by this time initiated the demolition of old steel mill buildings
in the arca 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 o operating condition of the northem end connection with Grand
Trunk Western Railway and the at-grade crossing at Jefferson Avenue in order to mobilize
equipment and matenals 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 i preparation for the remediation work Dunng this same period, RTRR entered



into a maintenance agrecment with Canadian National ("CN™) concerning the south end
connection. See Fifth Siatus Report (INovember 15, 2005).

[n early 2006, RTRR obtained Michigan Depariment of Transportation (“MDOT™)
authority to reopen the crossing at Jefferson Avenue and received the MDOT report on the type
of crossing protection thal would be required Remediation on the north end also commenced at
this ime 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 1ts business opportunities, which had changed as a result
of a significant decline 1n the cconomic 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 1n Michigan, with a loss of 36,100 or a 43.65 percent decrease 1n that sector’s
employees between December 2002 and August 2006, See 4 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 1n motor vehicle parts
manufacturing which lost 56,000 jobs for a decreasc 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
compleled the demolition in the area of the easement and the track on the easement property over
which RTRR proposes 1o operate trains now has been rehabilitated for rail use. (Various side

tracks on the DSC property which were not part of the hine over which RTRR will operate have
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been removed by DSC ) Whilc additional rehabilitation of the ties on the track on the eascment
property will be needed in the future, the track currently 1s 1n suitable condition for the
transportation t;f equipment and matenals In addition, RTRR has already made arrangements
for the maintenance ofsthe track at the south end connection through an agreement with CN
Further, RTRR has obtained the necessary.authorization from MDOT to'put in the crossing and
warning devices needed on the north end (Jefferson Swreet) connection  RTRR has taken the
necessary steps to identify the source of the water leakage and caustic contamnation, to develop
a plan for addressing the problem, and 1o determine the extent and cost of remediation These
steps position RTRR to act quickly when 1t 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 bevond RTRR's control. Litigation over RTRRs authority Lo go
forward with the project was pending for more than four years -- from RTRR’s imitial notice to
the Board in December 2000 to the final appellate court affirmation of the RTRR’s authorization
to proceed 1n February 2005. Investment of substantial cxpenditure of money on the project
prior 10 the completion of all litigation would have been imprudent

By the time the htigation was finally over, DSC had begun the months' long demolition
of the old steel mill buildings rendering the casement tracks unusable As noted above,
rchabilitation 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 1t wall not allow RTRR to move forward with work on the north end RTRR rail
crossing of Jeflerson pending completion of a county project to repair one of the two vehicular
bridges linking the island of Grosse Ilc o the mainland. That project would require the diversion

of all vchicular traffic that might otherwise use another bridge to the sole remaimng bridge 1n

-6 - e - -



service, which is located just 200 yards from the RTRR property and very close to the at-grade
crossing of Jefferson Ave by the RTRR line. The County’s aclion was inggered by 1ts concern
that work to restore the northern RTRR crossing to serviceable condition might disrupt an
already difficult vehicular traffic situation near the only Grosse Ile bridge open for traffic.
RTRR asked the WCDPS to put the request in wnting, which it did on April 9, 2007 The leticr
states that “WCDPS will not permit ra1l construction activity until our project detour [referring to
the detour of traffic using the remaining Grosse Ile bridge] is no longer nceded.™ Letter from
Cindy Nocerini Dingell, Deputy Chief Operating Officer, Wayne County Department of Public
Services to Thomas Christ, Community Liaison, Riverview 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 1t will take at this time.

Another significant impediment to the development of RTRR's planned rail operations 1s
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
bustness I[n the year 2000, when RTRR envisioned the intermodal facility and petitioned for
authonsation 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 beiween 2000 and 2005 The total decrease was offset by a 3%
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 companics had similar cxperiences. 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%. 11s total vehicle production
(passenger cars and light trucks) was down by 25 1% from 2000 levels General Motors had a
decline of 44.7% 1n cars, offset to some extent by a 13 9% increase 1n 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
expenienced a further 9.4% decrease between 2005 and 2006. Michigan’s total change n car and
truck production from 2000 to 2006 1s a 26 7% decrease (3,109,377 units m 2000 to 2,279,672
units m 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 hight of the troubles that have been
plaguing the auto industry in Detroit, RTRR has had to reconsider the timing (but not the goal) of
1ts initiation of service to reflect these changing cconomic conditions

RTRR is confident that Detroit will make an economic comeback and that the demand for
1ts transportation services likewise will rebound. RTRR not only anticipates that it will benefit
from the future economic revival. but fully mtends to be an active participant in bringing 1t
about, given its sirategically advantageous position. Its 76-acre property is 1deally situated to
provide a rail facility that physically connects to three Class 1 railroads and has ready access to
truck and barge lines as well

Despite lemporary setbacks, RTRR has not abandoned its plans to operate a rail line and
related facility RTRR will proceed wath prudence and caution, making investment decisions

commensurate with its assessment of the market. It 1s vital, however, that RTRR have its rail

2 Ward's Automotive News 2007 Market Data (April 2, 2007). attached as Exhibit TC-4.
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line and its operating exemption 1ntact m order to respond prompily to changing market
conditions so that it can effectuate its business plans,

I note that the City of Riverview'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 1o take the line or that property. Nor has it demonsirated that 1t could satisfy the
conditions for such a taking. It s therefore not clear what the City is trymg to accomplish
through its Petition to Revoke, other than to prevent RTRR from carrying out its rail
transportation plans, perhaps 1n the vague hope that the property might be put to some other,
non-transportation use

Riverview claims at page 9 of 11s Petition to Revoke that “there is a good deal of heavy
truch traffic at the facility.” That 1s not correct. There 1s 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 to Revoke that the RTRR property 1s
not as well maintained as the City might otherwise hope and attaches selective photos to show
the current state of the property That 1s no basis on which to revoke an exemption from an
entity that has a viable rai) service plan The property is 1n a condition comparable to that of
other properties in the area, including other rail properties Clearly. 1t would be pointless for
RTRR to expend huge sums of moncy to beautify the property at this time, before additional rail
infrastructure 1s completed. RTRR has committed and continues to commut that 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 Riverview’s property
maintenance regulations. Riverview, M1, 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 1t is not subject to reasonable and non-discriminatory health and safety
requirements. Nor does Riverview claim in its Petition 1o 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 planncd 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 1s to date no RTRR rail traffic, most of the conditions are simply not vet
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 vanous
agencies and implementation of best practices prior to imtiation of construction); No 4
(compliance during development of the site wath certain local laws concerming environmental
matters to the extent that they do not interfere with RTRR'’s ability to go forward with 1ts rail
project), No. 5 (use of berms and landscaping to minimi£e noise from rail/tntermodal
operations) and No. 6 (restrictions on hours of operation of the railroad and intermodal yard).
As RTRR has said 1n its status reports, it will comply with these conditions at such point as its
obligations are triggercd. Further, RTRR fully complied with the other conditions imposed by
the Board, including the filing of 1ts 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 1s prepared to have further discussions to allay any legitimate concemns that the City
might identily RTRR 1s not, howcver, prepared to forego its rail transportation plans 1o satisfy

the City’s interest in preventing RTRR from effectuating those plans

-10- T



VERIFICATION
[, Thomas Chnist, 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 [ am

qualified and authorized to file this statement.

Thomas Christ

Executed on May __, 2007

-11- T

035



VERIFICATION
[, Thomas Chnst, venfy under penalty of perjury that | have read the foregoing venfied
statemnent, that 1 know the contents thereof and that the same are true and correct; and that I am

quahfied and authonzed to file this statement.

Thomas Christ

Exccuted on May '_7, 2007
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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 cconomy

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 seclors of the Michigan economy have added 122.500 jobs. Of those. 55,100
are in sectors that are cmblematic of the new economy. Sull others would be considered part of
the expanding service sector, but we have cxcluded those from our definition of the emerging
new cconomy because of our interpretation that many of the jobs in this broader service sector

require less skill and are fess well paymng

The top 25 declining sectors accounted for 206,300 lost jobs. The bulk of these were very
clearly in manufacturing and specifically motor vehicle manufacturing. Only 16. 500 of the job
reductions fit our emerging ncw economy definition. and arguably, even some of those may be

due to the inverse multiplier eflects of the auto losses.

The study 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 weakncess.

‘The study also reviews major cmployment changes over several time periods.

Public Policy Associates, Incorporated Public policy research, development, and evaluation
119 Pere Marquette Drive Phone (517) 485-4477 € maill ppa@publicpolicy com
Lansing, Wi 43812-1231 Fax {517) 4284438 htip fwww publicpolicy com
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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 gains. The losses appear 1o 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
in 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 cne 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 1t 1s the most achievable first goal, and it will allow growth in these

L emerging new economy sectors Lo create actual net job growth in the total state cconomy

Michigan has long enjoyed a strong and vibrant economy because of the strength of the auto
industry. and the industry will continue 10 be a key facior in our economy for a long time to
come The question confronting Michigan policy makers today 1s 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 impaci of the changes affecting the automotive industry, the Michigan
economy 1s also showing positive signs of growth in a number of sectors that many observers

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

Public Policy Associates, Incorporatad Public policy research, development, and evaluation
119 Perw Marqueite Drive Phone (517) 4084477 E mail ppag@publicpolicy com
Lansing, M1 48$12.1231 Fax {517) 4834488 http www publicpolicy com
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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 1s truly beyond the capacity of any stale government.

Ultimately, the auto mndustry necds to save tself, in the marketplace with better products.

On the other hand, steps that might nuriure and support the continued emergence of the new:
1

economy are well within the scope of state pohicy

Some of these steps can be casily identified. For example. Michigan 1s already the world center
of automotive research and design (R & D). and the workers involved in avto 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
heawvily 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.” available online

at www michiganlurure orp |

Public Policy Assoclates, Incorporated Public policy research, davelopment, and evaluation
419 Pere Marquatte Drive Phone (817) 4134477 E-mall ppa@publicpalicy.com
Lansing, MI 489121231 Fax (517) 4054483 hitp Hwww publicpolicy com
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iFen. No. 34040/ !
Exhibit TC:2" .

Wa,me County Building

Robert A. Ficano 60U Randolph - Sute 13
y L ADchugan 2allA
County Executive Dm::i;,h-_'.': 4-'5;0 a3

Fax 3131 Yn7-6554

April 9, 2007

Mr Thomas Christ

Community Liaison
Riverview-Trenton Railroad Co.
12225 Btephens Road

Warren, MI 48089

Dear Mr Chnst

Weyne County Department of Public Services (WCDPS) will soon begin a multi-milhon
dollar project that will have significant impact on the area of Jefferson and Bridge Road
in Riverview, adjacent to the property owned by the Riverview-Trenton Railroad
(RTRR). Our project will replace the bridge decking and make other repairs 1o the
County-owned Grosse [le Bridge. This project requires complete closure of the Grosse
fle Bridge and diversion of over 20.000 vehicles per day to the northerly island
connection on Bridge Road. The project 1s expected to begua in April 2007 and last unul
December 2007

County staff is prepared to wmplement a waffic 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 the possibility of train
movement and construction activities generaied by the Riverview-Trenton Railroad
mterrupting the Jefferson traffic .

The current MDOT Order Authorizing Reestablishment Of A Public Crossing dated
March 1. 2006, for the RTRR’s installation of the rail crossing Jefferson expires on
March 1, 2008 'WCDPS has not yet received a permtt application from RTRR to install
thas rail. Due to the impac: RTRR’s raw construction and traun mavemem would have on
the detoured traffic, WCDPS will not permt rail construchon activity umil our project
detour js 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 s0 reestoblishment of this crossing can be accomphshed afier our construction
project 1s complele

ol O fm—e— =
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Mr. Chnist Page 2
Riverview Trenton Railroad, Inc.

If you would like to discuss our request in greater detail, please feel free to contact me at
313-224-0260.

Cindy Nocerini Dingell
Deputy Chief Operatmg Officer
Wayne County Department of Public Services

& The Hanorable Robert A. Ficano, Wayne County Execulive
The Homorable Joseph Polamara Wayne County Commission
The Hororable Tamothy Durand. Moyor, City of Riverview
The Honoreble Kurt Kabihjak, Superwisor, Gorsse Tle Township
Greg Karmazmg, Grosse lle Brndge Companv
Mickey Blashfield, Directol. CenTra Inc, Government Relaiions
Kristina Hissong, MDOT Rail Safety Section
James Jackson. Directar, Wayne Counly Department of Public Services
Hassan Sash, Deputy Director, Weyne County Deparment of Public Services
Victorms Hellang, Director, Wayne County Department of Public Services Engineening Division
Fred Pilgnm. Wayne County Department of Pubhic Services Traffie
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Ward'’s Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures™ 2001

Publisher’s Message

Ward’s Communications 1s pleased to present the 2001 edition of Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figuresm
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 weckly newsletter, Ward s Automotive Reports®, the monthly magazine, Ward's Auto World®,
and other publications and database services ’

Our hope 1s that Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures 2001 will serve as a valuable reterence tool to those
who work n the auto industry and to the many groups with an avid interest in the business — including
economusts, 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 hbrary

If upon reviewing the 2001 edinon of Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures you have comments, sugges-
tions or questions about its contents, please contact us 'We strive 10 make each edition better than the last

James W, Bush: Publisher Paul Zajac: Manager, Industry Data
jbush @intertec com pzajac @intertec com
Melissa Warner: Resea:tch Assistant Serina Devaney: Research Assistant

Contributing Staff
Rebecca Norris: Database Manager Susanne L. Scott: Art Director
Elio Parenti: Art & Production Manager Scott Ormiston: Art Director
Brian Kaldahl: Senior Arl Dhrector Deanna Richards: Assistant Art Director
Steve Case: Page Designer

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

Copyright® 2001 by Ward's Communications, a dwvision of InlterteC Publishmg Corp , a PRIMEDIA Company. Contenis may not be
reproduced in any form, including entry inte a computenzed database, without wnitten authorization

ISBN Number 0-810589-78-X

Price per copy: $55 00
Add sales tax for some states
Add $10 for overseas desaonations

[o order a copy of this ook - or fa learn aboot other Ward's products — please see the insde back cover

Ward’s Communications
3000 Town Center, Suite 2750,
Southfield, M1 48075 USA
Phone (248) 357-0800 FAX (248) 357-0810
www WardsAuto com
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Passenger Car Production
" by City and State

PASSENGER CAR PRODUCTION BY CITY AND STATE, 2000

State/City Model Units  Percent Stale/Cily Model Units  Percent
CALWFORNIA 197,737 38 Wier Cominental 22,589 04
Framort Coroda 147,741 27 Lincolr: LS 58,791 11
Pnzmr 49,896 [+3] Town Car 81,301 15
Total NUMME ... .. 197,737 a6 Total Ford , . 668,922 121
DELAWARE 85,853 16 Crafl Center Eldorado “2,043 02
Wiimingten Satumn LS 85,053 16 Hemtramek Fleetwood Deville 118,867 21
Total General Motors 85,953 1.5 . LeSab-a 92,544 17
Saville 28,026 05
GEORGIA . 281,801 B.1 Lansing Aero 135,012 24
Allanta Sable 58,556 11 Cavallor 5 Qa
Taurus . 223,245 40 Grand Am 250,452 45
TotalFord . . ... . 281,801 B Maunbu 5,820 01
Sun‘ira 5 1]+ ]
ILLINOXS 724,510 1.1 Onon Aurcra 36,921 (10
Behndere Dodge Neon 179.039 32 Bonneville 66,783 12
Plymouth Necn 49,623 Do LeSabre 71,375 13
Total Chrysier . 228,662 41 Park Ave 45418 08
Total Genaral Motors 886,371 156
Ch¢ago Sable 55577 10
Taurus 218,235 39 MISSOURI 22,798 Q4
Total Ford .. . 274,812 49 Kansas Clly Contour 17,410 03
Mystique 5,388 01
Norma! Chrysler Sebring 19,952 04 Total Ford ..... 22,788 04
Dodge Avengar 1,360 00
Dodge Stratus Coupe 17,596 03 OHIO 1,022,383 134
MilsLbshi Echpse 78,886 14 Lordalcwn Cavalier 252,023 45
Mitsubishi Qalant 104,143 18 Sunfire 92 1689 17
Total Mitsubishl .... 222,036 40 Toyota Cavaler 1,131 00
Total General Motors 345,303 62
INDIANA 107,955 19
Lafayette Legacy 107,955 19 Eaat Liberty Civic . 225,723 41
Total Subaru . 107,955 1.9 Maryswiile Accord 3346.034 81
Acura CL 31,440 06
KANSAS 226,813 4.1 Acura TL 83,893 16
Fairfax Grand Prix 166,929 ao TotalHonda ...... . 877,000 12.2
Intrigue 59,884 11
Total Ganaral Motora 226,813 41 OKLAHOMA 254,728 48
Oklahoma C ty Mahbu . 254,728 48
KENTUCKY 406,796 73 Tatal General Motors 254,726 4.6
Bowling Green Corvetle 34,918 06
Total General Motors 34,919 0.6 SOUTH CAROLINA 38,685 0.7
Sparianburg BMW 23 R 38,665 (1 g
Georgeiown Avalon 120.252 22 Toln) BMW ..... ... 38,685 o7
Camry 261,825 45 r
Tota! Toyots . 371,877 8.7 TENNESSEE 325,076 58
Spring H Sawrn . 174,946 32
MICHIGAN _ - - - 1,844,995 B3 Total Qenersl Motors 174,048 az
Flat Rock Cougar 40,178 07
Mazda 628 67.255 12 Smyna Atima - 150,729 27
Total AutoAlliance 107,431 19 Total Nisaan . 150,129 27
Datroit Prowler 2,890 g1 TOTAL cean . o 5,642.217 100.0
Viper 1,731 00
Slering Haighis ~ Breaze 2,030 00
Cinrus 39,232 07 Top States in Calendar 2000 U.S. Production
Sebnng COnveﬂhle 7,338 o
Sebring Sedan 13778 0g Dank Cars Rank Trucks
Srracus 117,272 21 1 Mchgan - 846,085 1 Michigen 1,262,382
Total Chrysler R 204,211 a7 2 Omo * 022,393 2 Missourt 1,112,230
- 3 Wros 724,610 3 Oho 841,636
Daarborn Mustang 180,431 33 4. Kentucky 4067956 4 Kentucky 840,840
Wayre Focua 325,720 58 § Tennessee 325,075 5 Indiana 483,372

SOJRCE Ward's AutoinfoBank

8 Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures 2001
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i a State

TRUCK PRODUCTION BY CITY AND STATE, 2000
State/Clty Modsl Units Percent State/Clty_ Model Units Percent
ALABAMA 80,000 1.1 Town & Country 51,080 07
vance Mercedes M Class 80,009 11 Vovager 35,697 05
Total Mercades 80,008 11 Total Chrysler ... .. 48,152 48
CALIFORNIA 146,338 20 Kansas City 1 Escape 85,688 08
Sremont Tacoma 146,333 20 Trnbute 36,618 08
Total NUMMI ....... 146,338 20 Kansas Gy 2 Ferd F Sanas 250,668 35
St Lows Explorar 238,353 33
OELAWARE 180,348 25 TolalFord ...... ... 502,625 a8z
Newark Durango 180 348 25
Total Chrysier ... . 180,348 25 Wantzville Express 129,114 18
- Savana - 44,239 06
GEORGIA 263,342 38 Total General Motora 173,453 - 24
Doraville Meontana 92,701 13
Sihousite 39,087 05 NEWJERSEY 364,840 50
Vantura 131.574 18 Edlson Ford Ranger 142,846 20
Total General Motors 283,342 36 Mazda Pickup 29 552 04
TotalFord .....0x0 - 172, 24
INDIANA 483,372 8.7
Fort Wayne Chevy Sliverade 180,990 28 Linder Chavy Blazer 73,582 10
GMC Sierra 81,937 [ 3] Chevy 5-10 85,004 12
Total General Motors 253,027 A5 GMC Jmmy 18.481 03
GMC Sonoma 15,365 02
Lafayeite Honda Pessport 21,197 03 Total Goneral Motors 162,442 27
Isuzu Amigo 8,693 a1
. isuzL Rodeo 72,831 10 OHIO 841,636 1148
Total Subaru-isuzu .. 100,721 14 Toledo Cherokes 165.580 23
Wrangler 05,440 13
Pnnceton Sequoia 15,000 02 Total Chrysler ...... 261,090 34
Tundra 14,724 18
Total Toyota . ... .. 120,724 1.8 Avon Lake Mercury Villager 27,248 04
Nissan Quesi 41,384 06
KENTUCKY B840, 18 Lorain Truek Econaline 216,467 30
. Kerducky Truck Excurs on 58,962 08 Total Ford [ 286,090 3.9
- Ford F Senes 367,507 51
| oursville Exglorer 249,640 35 Morane Sravada 30,750 [+ ]
Mountainear .. 41,248 1]} evy Blazer “70,809 25
YotalFord .... ..... 7,387 2.8 GMC Jmmy 84,948 12
Total Gansral Motors 286, 4.1
Georgelown Sienna 123,653 17
Total Toyots .. .... 123,553 17 SOUTH CAROLINA 00T 06
Spanarburg BMW X5 45,007 a6
LOUISIANA 208 152 24 Total BMW ... 45,007 0.8
Shreveport Crevy 8-10 168,738 22
GMC Sonhoma 48,413 06 TENNESSEE 227,140 31
Total Qaneral Matars 205,152 28 Smymna Nissan Frontier 119,162 16
Nissan Xterra 107,984 15
] MARYLAND 122,334 1.7 Total Nissan .. .. 227,148 31
Baltimon Aatro 80,050 12
Safan 32,284 04 TENAS 102,877 14
Total General Motors 122,334 17 Arlington Chevy C/K 20,410 03
- e w8
MICH - 1 175 )
Datront Grard Chenokes 283,160 41 Tahoe £7,410 0z
Waren Cakota 195,072 27 Yukon 7,736 01
| e Ram 74,941 10 Total General Motors 102,877 14
Total Chrysler .... . 563,173 18
VIRGINIA 230,628 32
. . Detrolt Forc Chassis 23,730 03 Norfolk FordF Sanes . 230,628 iz
. Wayre Expedition 241,460 as Total Ford .. ...... 230,628 32
y Navigator 45,009 06
! TotalFord . ....... 310,198 4.3 WISCONBIN 237454 33
. Janesvile Chevy CT Serles 6,531 01
! Flint Chevy G/K 45,227 06 Chevy Suburban 7.594 01
! Chevy S iverado 17,364 02 Chevy Tshoe ~30,695 18
! GMC S arra 21,091 03 Chevy W4 Tiltmasler 2,574 00
Pontiac East Chevy Siiverada 237,520 33 GMC CT Senes 18,495 03
GMC S arra 67, 08 GMC W4 Forward B37 0o
Total General Molors 380,010 54 GMC Yakon 60,209 08
GMC Yukon XL 8.354 c1
MINNESOTA 353 23 lauzu Medium Duty 1,574 00
Twin Cit 88 Ford Rar 203,353 FY:] Isuzu NFR 2,701 co
[ Totsl F e e 28 Total General Motors 237,454 33
MISSOURI 1,112,230 154 Other - 279,310 39
St Lows North Dodge Ram 135 588 19 — ——— -
St Lows South Caravan 123,787 17 TOTAL a arsanenis 7.228,487 100.0

SOURCE Ward's AutoinfoBank
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WaRDS
Ward’s Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures™ 2002

Publisher’s Message

Ward's Communications 1s pleased 1o present the 2002 edition of Ward's Motor Vehicle Facis & 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, Ward's Automoiive Reporis®, the monthly magazine, Wand's Auso World®,
and our website WardsAuto.com, along with other publicahons and database services.

Our hope is that Wand's Motor Velucle Facts & Figures 2002 will serve as a valuable reference tool to those
who work in the auto industry and o the many groups with an avad mterest 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 pubhc library

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

James W. Bush: Publisher Paul Zajae: Manager, Industry Data
1bush@pnimediabusiness com pzajac @primediabusiness.com
Melissa Warner: Research Assistant Andrew Moore: Research Assistant

Contributing Staff i}
Rebecca Norris: 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

Copynght© 2002 by Ward's Communicatione, & dvsion of Intertec Publishing Corp . a PRIMEDIA Company Contents may not be
reproducead In any form, mcluding entry Into a computerized database, without wiilten authorizetion

ISBN Number 0-810589-80-1 ,

Price per copy' $55.00
Add sales tax for some states
Add $10 for overseas destinations

Foarder weopy of this hook — o to bears abont arlier YWard s products - please see the inside hack cover

‘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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Passenger Car Production
by City and State

PASSENGER CAR PRODUCTION BY CITY AND STATE, 2001 ]
State/City Model Units  Percant Stata/Clty Madel Units  Parcent
CALIFORNIA 188,957 30  Wixom Continental 17.923 a4
Framon: Co-ola 142,947 29 Lincotn LS 39,081 o8
Prizm 46,020 0o Thunde-bird 7,955 02,
Total NUMMI 188,967 39 Town Car 87,579 14
Total Ford 544,601 12!
DELAWARE 103,518 21
Wimington Saturn LS 103,516 21 Hamtramck Fisetwood Devil'e 98,420 20
Total Gensrsl Motors 103,518 21 LeSabra 80,825 17
Seville 25.421 0s
GEORGIA 215,100 44  Lansing Alero 119,752 2t
Atlarta Sabie 47.213 10 Cayaller ac s
Teurus 187,887 34 Grand Am 197,123 40
Total Ford 218,100 44 Mallbu 100,790 23
Sunfira 10
ILLINOIS 605,278 124  Crafs Center Eldorado 8,17 0z
Belviders Dodge Neon 145,718 ap  Grand River CTS 1,424 ap '
Plymeoutn Naon 35,958 07 Orion Aurcra 19,420 04
Total Chrysler 181,678 a7 Sonnewilie 46,795 10
LeSabre 54,513 11
Chicago Seble 50477 10 Parx Ava 29.931 06
Taurus 178,680 37 Total General Motors 701,588 182
Total Ford 230,187 4.7
OHIO 1,018,218 208 .
Normal Chrysler Sebnng 10,802 02 Lordstown Cavaller 240,830 439!
Dodps Stratus Coupa 17 426 04 Sunfire 83.01 17
Miisublshi Eclipse 70,467 14 Toyola Cavaller 00
Mitsubishi Galant 94,850 19 Total General Motors 323,841 ']
Total Mitsubishi 103,435 40
East Liberty Cric 236,029 46
INDIANA 103,010 21 Marysville Accord 363,232 T4
Lafayetie Lagacy - 103,010 21 Acura CL 14,802 03
Total Bubaru 103,010 24 Acura TL 78,314 16
Total Honda 002,377 142
KANSAS 169,600 as
Fairfax Grand Prix 131,105 27 OKLAHOMA 80,177 13
Intngue 38,504 o8 Okdahoma City Malibu 60,177 12
Total Ganeral Motors 168,009 35 Total General Motors 0,177 12
KENTUCKY 308,916 80 SOUTH CAROLINA 84,160 a7
Bowing Grean  Corvette 35,535 07  Sparanbuyg BMW Z3 34,169 07
Total General Motors 95,535 0.7 Total BMW 34,160 0.1
Geargetown Avalon 81,321 17 TENNESSEE 220,785 68 |
Camry 272,080 56 Spnng Hill Satumn 171.808 1]
Total Toyota 353,381 7.2 Totsl General Motors 171,008 as
MICHIGAN _ 1,004,374 LT Smyma Altima 157,876 32
Flat Rock “Cougar T E06 05 Total Nissan 157,876 32
Mazda 626 46,707 10 —
Total AutoAllznce 1,723 1.5 TOTAL 4,879,119 1000
Detroil ;:: er ?g g .1) Top States in Calendar 2001 U.S. Production
Stering Heights  Sebring Convertible 50,597 10 Rank Cars Rank Truckd
Sabring Sedan 82,108 17 1. Michigsn 1,004,374 1. Missour 1,17653 |
Siratug 118,87 24 2,0hio 1,016,218 2. Miohigan 1,023,173 |
Total Chrysler 256,485 83 3, Minois 605,278 3 Kentucky 752,670
Dearborn Musteng 160,184 33 4, Kentucky 388,916 4 Ohio 722,889 |
Wayne Focus 251,679 52 5 Tannesses 929,785 5. Indlana 494,378
SOURCE Ward's AutolnfoBank -
R
—_————— - - —
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TRUCK PRODUCTION BY CITY AND STATE, 2001

”WW Modasl Units Percent Stalte/City Model Units Percenit
W— 82,220 13 Town & Gountry 2,032 00
Lacotn Oclyssey 2,283 ao Voyager 58,663 08
Total Honda 2283 00 Totul Chryalsr 355,866 5.4
Vance Mercedes M Class 79,946 12  KansasCiy1 Escape 185,213 30
Total Mercedss 79,048 12 v 2 ;lllbu‘ln q 64,905 a g
Kansas Cily ackwoo 482
CAUFORNIA jaz.7% 25 Ford F Series 230,625 35
Framont mﬂ‘;u““ 15"’-;2: : _: St Louls Explorer 165.331 25
e ' "' Ty TN
132,446 20 1,757 10.4
nﬁ".:m Durange 132,445 20 Wantaville Exprass 100,566 1&
Total Chrysier 132,448 2.0 Savana 3733 1]}
A . 226,857 25 Total General Motors 137,900 21
ng:::ug Montana 75,825 12 NEWJERSEY 283,087 43
Silhouette 35,002 05 Edigon Ford Ranger 1086.808 16
Venture 115,330 18 Mazda Pickup 28,8506 04
Total General Molors 229,857 35 Total Ford . 185314 21
Linden Chevy Blazer 113,158 17
INDIANA 404,378 75 Chevy $-10 21,011 03
Fort Wayne Chevy Siiverada 187,430 29 GMC Jmmy 7,840 01
GMC Sierra 54,199 08 GMC Sonoma 5,984 01
I.'a"né"'"'pm';'m Motors !:1 .gg :-12’ Total General Motora 147,773 23
{afayette a '
Isuzu Axdom 11,722 02 Omo 722,068 1.0
lsuzu Rodeo 56,820 05 Toledo Cherckee 51,846 o8
Total Subsru-isuzu 83,307 1.3 Wrangler 71,016 11
Princaton Ssquoia 71,308 11  Teledo North Libarty 146,485 22
Tundra 9,134 15 AvonLake “M.'.'me VIIT;:;r g o2
Tota! Toyata 168,442 28 Nissan Quest 20,808 05
KENTUGKY 752,670 118 Lorain Truck Econoline 148,210 23
Kentucky Truck Excursion 30,712 DS Totwl Ford 195,450 3.0
Ford F-SuperDuty 347,591 53 Moraine Bravada 25,581 04
Lousville Explorer 259,081 40 Chevy Trallb:azer 183,253 25
Mountameer 22 488 03 GMC Envoy 69,258 11
Total Ford 850,652 101 GMC Jmmy 00
Georgetown Sienna 92,818 14 Total General Motors 286,072 39
Total Toyota 22418 14 SOUTH CAROLINA 85,158 13
LOUISIANA 134,048 24 Spartanbumgy BMW X5 85,155 13
Shreveport S-10 1%3.633 18 Total BMW 85,165 13
GMC Sonoma 415 05
y TENNESBEE 171,633 24
Total Ganerat Motors 154,048 24 smyma Nissan Frontier 80,587 12
MARYLAND 82,284 13 Nisan Xiema 87,762 13
Balimmore Asiro 80,585 09 Total Nissan 108,39 24
Sefan 22,678 03 Spring Hil VUE 32840 0.1
Total General Motors 82,264 13 Total Genaral Motors 3,284 0 01
!Ibﬂrﬂlm - 1,023,173 - 1568 TEXAS 203,153 3.1
trod Grand Cherokes 214,773 33 Arlington Escalade 36,657 06
Warren Dakota 158,668 24 Tahoe 125,794 19
Dodge Ram 60,384 08 Yukon 40,702 1] :]
Total Chrysler 434,825 0.6 Total General Motars 203,153 a1
Detront Ford Chassis 14,528 02
Wayne Expedtion 180,514 28 vipamia 105,160 3.0
Nawgator 28,786 06 Norfolk Ford F Senes 195,160 30
Total Ford 224,829 34 Total Ford 185,180 3.0
FmtNo 1 Chevy Silverado 115,227 18
GMC Sierra 30,500 og WISCONSIN 243,334 as
Flmt Np 3 Chevy CT Sories 26 oD Janeswlle Chevy CT Senes 5308 01
GMC CT Series 73 00 GChevy Suburban 63,844 10
Pontinc East Chevy Siiverado 158,248 24 Chevy Tahoe 73.571 11
GMC Sirra 60,345 ‘08 g';évc\'_l‘!" Tiitmaster 1::2;_!} g g
Total General Motors 383,519 58 GMO Yl.lts"on fas 41758 08
GMC Yukon XL 44,776 g ;
MINNESOTA 173,163 2.8 GMC W4 Forward 557
Twin Cilies Ford Ranger 173,163 280 Isuzu W4 NPR 2,438 Qo
Total Ford 173,163 26 Isuzu Medium Duty 1,557 00
Total General Motors 248,334 3.8
MISSOURI 1,176,333 v 180 -- - —— 27
5t Louls North  Ram Plokup 111,463 17 Other 178,683 -
§t Lous South  Caravan 183,708 28 TOTAL 8,545,570 100.0

BOURCE ward's AutoinfoBank
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Ward's Communications 1s pleased to present the 2003 edition of Ward’s Motor Vehicle Facts & Figuress,
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 expeaditures, 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 Automonve Reports®, the monthly magazine, Ward's Auto Worlde,
and our website WardsAuto.com, along with other publications and database services,

Our hope is that Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures 2003 will serve as a valuable reference tool to those
who work tn the auto industry and to the many groups with an avid interest in the business — mcluding
economusts, government officials, investors and the acadermic community, as well as those with only an
occasional or one-time 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 Producis Panl Zajac: Manager, Industry Data
jbush @primediabusiness.com pzajac @pnmediabusiness.com
Contributing Staff
Rebecca Norris: Database Manager Susanne L. Scott: Art Director
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" PRODUCTION

Passenger Car Production
by City and State

PASSENGER CAR PRODUCTION BY CITY AND STATE, 2002

State/Chy Model Units Fercant  State/Chy Modsl Units Percant
CALIFORNIA 208,308 4.1 Wayna Ford Focus 273,591 (1
Fremont Pontlac Vibe 59,656 12 Wixom Foed Thundarbird 25,722 0s
Toyata Corolla 137,842 27 Lincoln Continental 12,703 03

Toyota Volitz 8,108 02 Lincoin LS 41,078 0e

Totsi NUMMI . . 205,308 4.1 L.ncoln Town Car 68,181 14

DELAWARE 90,600 20 TottFord . . . - .. 580,097 13
Wilmmgton Saturn L-Serfes 98,800 20 Hamtramck Buick Ls3abre 99,457 20
Total Genaral Motors . 90,808 20 Cadiiac DaVille 86,849 17

GEORQIA 204,204 40 Cadillac Sevills 23,428 a5
Atlants Ford Taurua 180,301 38 Lansing Chevrolet Makbu 203,493 41
Mercury Sabla 53,083 11 Cidemoblle Alero 107,380 21

Total Ford 244,294 49 Pontlac Grand Am 183,473 39

ILLINOIB [ % ] 1241 Lersing {Craft Conter) Cadillac Eidorado 2,71 [+B]
Balvidare Chrysler Neon 12,054 o2 Laneing {Grand River) Cadillac CTS 47,072 09
Dodge Neon 168,888 31 Onon Btnck LaBabre 43,180 o9

Totel Chrysler Group™ 108,042 34 Buxck Park Ave 32,550 os

Chicago Ford Taurua 184,918 ar Oldsmoblle Aurora 217 01
Mercury Sable 52,840 io Pontiac Bonnevills 38,387 o8

Total Foed ....... .. 27,508 a7 Total Ganeral Motors . 886,237 178

Normal Chrysler Sabring Coupe 10,103 02 OHIO 980,509 187
Dodge Stratus Coupe 17,783 04 Lordstown Cheavrolet Cavaliar 264,937 53

Mitaublshi Eclipae 74,616 15 Pontiao Sunfine 83,463 17

Mitsubish: Galant 99,850 20 Total Qeneral Motors 348,400 [ T)

Total Mitsublehl .. 202 362 40 East Liberty Honda Chvic 210,134 44

INDIANA 99,125 1.5  Maryavile Acura GL 13,825 o3
Lafaystte Subaru Legacy $3,128 10 Acura TL 72,118 14
Total Subaru . .. 93,126 1.9 Honda Aceord . 338,231 a7

KANSAS 150,058 32 Total Honda .... 641,900 128
Falrfax Oldamaoblle intrigue 13,243 03 BSOUTH CAROLINA 23,188 [ 7]
Pontac Grand Prix 145,813 29 Spartanburg BMW Z3 11,634 o2

Total Ganeral Motors 189,056 32 BMW Z4 11,554 02

KENTUCKY 422,798 84 Totsl BMW . 23,188 0.5
Bowling Green Chevrolet Corvette 35,998 07 TENNESSEE 280,930 76
Total Genersal Motors . 35,038 0.7 Spring HIN Satumn lon 35,000 o7

Georgetown Toyota Avalon 76,260 15 Sahun 5-Saerlea 110,457 22
Toyola Carwry 311,610 g2 Total Ganeral Motors . 148,467 .0

Total Toyota . . . 460,850 7-7  Smyma Bhssain Allima 235,445 a7

MICHIGAN 1,762,7 348.7 Nessan Maxima 28 14
14, 03 Total Nissan Motor Mig. 235,473 4.7

Mazoa 626 b2 87  TOTAL CARS 8,018,777 100.0

Marcury Cougar 18,321 [ )
Total AutoAllience . . 05,024 '3 TOP STATES IN CALENDAR 2002 U.S. PRODUCTION
Detrolt Chryaler Prowter 328 00 Rank Cars Rank Trucks
Dodge Viper 1.021 00

Sterting Helghts Chrysier Sebnng Conv 50 020 1o 1 Michigan 1,792,720 1 Mssoun 1,274,151
Chaysler Sebring Sadan 84 803 17 2 Ohio 989,500 2 M"d‘ﬂﬂﬂﬂ 1.125.511

Dodge Stratus Sedan 114,849 23 3 Ifmois 808,952 3 Ohio 844179

Total Chrysier Group™ 261,022 50 4 Kesntucky 422,798 4 Kentucky 791,870
Dearborn Ford Mustang 171,262 34 5 Tennesses 380,830 5 Indiana 478,887

(1) Chrysler Group w former Chrysler Corp  operations only SOURCE Ward's AutoinfoBank
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" PRODUCTION
Truck Production by City and State

TRUCK PRODUCTION BY CITY AND STATE, 2002

052

Stete/Clty Modal Units  Percent  Stata/Clty Model Units  Percent
ALABAMA 198,391 2.7 Uincoln Blackwood 8,128 00
Lincoln Honda Odysasy 108,020 15 St Louls Ford Explorer 188,454 2a
Tots! Honels ...... . 108,020 1.8 Lincoin Aviator . 7,793 01
Vance Marcedes M-Class 88,271 12 Mercury Mountaneer 28,048 a4
Total Mercedes ..... e 12 Total Ford .......... 0.2
CALIFORMIA 104,850 23 Wanizville Chavrolel 108,168 15
Fremont Tacome 184,550 23 GMC Savana 39,972 4
23 Total General Motors . 146,140 10
Total NUMMI . . 104,550
DELAWARE 122,338 17 NEW JERSEY 106,978 28
Dodge Durs 122,338 17 Edison Ford Ranger 52,717 a7
Newark ko y Mazda Pickup 22,091 03
Totsl Chrysier Group™ 122,338 ;; Total Pord 74,808 10
GEORALA 8000 T8 Linden Chavrolat Blazer 7% 11
Doraville Chavrolst Vanturs 130,028 8 Chavrolet £10 21873 03
oowhdmome D 03 i e o
Total Genersl Motors 38,000 a3 @MC Sanoma 7.580 e
DIANA 78,88 Total General Motors . 112,100 15
mFm Wayre Chavrolet Silverado :ua sa; :': oHio adv,787 "7
GMG Slema 51.1“ o8 Toledo Jeap Wrangler 76,008 11
: Tolado North Jusp Liberty . 226714 LR
Total General Motors . 283,872 s Total Chrysier Group™ ©
Latayette Honde Passport - &g 07 avnisa Mercury Vilager 13,551 02
UL Axim Nissan Quest 13,340 02
Isuzu Rodeo 21,744 03 Lomin Ford Ecanoline 189,530 28
Subaru Baja 9,088 01 Total Ford ... ...... 218,421 a0
Yotal Subaru .. .. .. 36,708 08 yroraine Chavrolel TralBlazer 214,192 29
Princeton Toyota Saquola 77.520 u Chevrolel TraBlazer EXT 3,545 eo
Total Toyots ...c.-ss 180,507 ﬂ GMC Envoy XL 1766 00
KENTUCKY 91,870 1 Isuzu Ascander 1,920 Qo
Kentucky Tuck  Ford Excursion 28,361 04 Oldemoblie Bravada 10,283 a1
Ford F-SuperDuty 347,782 43 Total Genersl Motors . 225,438 48
Loussville Ford Explorer 207,388 41 Epetlibenty Honda Elsment 3,008 00
Maercury Mountainedr 23,021 03 Total HONOE ........ 3,008 040
TotsiFord . ....... 87,629 88 ARLAHOMA 120,007 17
Geargatown Toycta Sienna 84,341 13 oidshoma City Chevralet TrallBlazer EXT 77.037 11
Total Toyots - 4,341 13 @GMC Envay XL 43,080 o8
LOLHBIANA 178813 24 Totsl General Motors . 120,007 17
Shreveport Chevrotet 810 138,368 19 a0UTH CAROLINA 100,140 14
GMC Soncma ars2? 06  gpartanburg BMW X5 100,140 14
Total General Motors . 176,813 24 Tota BMW ..... 100,140 14
MARYLAND 78,508 11 yevessex 202,244 as
Beltimers Chevrolel Astro 28,007 08 sprng Hill Satumn Vue 27,883 12
GMG Safari 18,498 03 Total Genaral Motors - &7,883 14
Total Ganeral Motors . 76,508 11 Smymna Nigsan Emntier 83,968 12
_w \1%.. 1588 Nissan Xiea 0,395 12
Jeap Grand Cherokee ! 35 Tota) Nissan .... .. 174,301 24
Warren Dodge Dakola 181,760 22 yExaB 220,450 a0
Dodge Ram Pickup 102,280 14 Arington Cadilne Escalade 40,337 08
Total Chrysler Qroup™! 517,207 11 Churolsl Suburban 2,916 00
Detroit Ford Chansia 10,178 01 Chavrolel Tahoe 134,805 19
Wayne Ford Expedition 180,450 22 GMC Yukon 40,563 0s
Lincotn Navigalor 32,633 04 @GMC Yukon XL 1,829 0o
TotlFord . ... 203,250 28 Total General Motors . 220,450 40
Filnt No.1 Chevolet Siversco 114,028 18 VIRGINIA 226,843 a2
GMC Slerra 42,938 06 Norfolk Ford F-Serles 220,843 az
Flint No 3 Chevrolet Kodiak 8,010 o1 Total Ford ........ a2
GMC Topkick . 5,909 01  WISCONSIN 267,758 as
Lansing (Craft Canter} Chayrolet SSR B 00 Janeaville Chevrolet CT Serlea 3,705 a1
Pontiac East Chawviviet Siverado 178,792 25 Chavrolel Suburban 81,109 (] ]
GMC Swarma 55,408 08 Chavrolet Tahos 88,084 12
Totsl General Motors B8 Chewralel W4 TiRmaster 1,893 00
MINNESOTA 181,257 28 GMC CT Serea 10,341 01
Twin Criies Ford Ranger 181,257 28 GMC W4 Forward 454 00
Totsl Ford . 181,267 25 GMC Yukon 48,006 : 08
MISSOURI 1,274,151 178 GMC Yukon XL 44,404 08
St Lowa Norih Dodge Ram Plckup 180,812 22 Lszy Mad B854 00
St Loul South  Cheyslar Voyager 44,578 08 Isuzu W4 NPR 1,088 00
Dodge Garavan 184,394 26 Total General Motors . 257,785 as
Total Chryslor Group™® 389,581 84
Kensas City 1 Ford Escape 168,244 27 Other e rerie reeenes 200,840 29
Mazda Tribute 85,339 09
Kansas Chty 2 Ford F-Seriea 250,920 36 TOTALTRUCKE  ....... < sueess 7,300,805 100.0
(1) Chrysier Group w former Cheyslar Corp aperations only SOURCE: Ward's AutolnfoSanic
=%
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PRODUCTION

Passenger Car Production
by City and State

PASSENGER CAR PRODUCTION BY CITY AND STATE, 2003
Sinta/Clty Model Units Porcam  Staie/City Model Units. Percent
CALIFORMIA 23817 52 Dodge Stratus Sadan 97,281 22
Framont Pontac Vibe 74,223 16 Total Chrysier Group™ 10,211 47
Toyoia Corolla 157,561 35 Duarborn Ford Mustang 154,637 34
Toyota Voltz 1,733 [1]1] Wayne Ford Focus 204,328 45
Total NUMMI 233,817 a2 Woxom Ford Thundarbind 18,897 o4
Lincoin LS %5 oe
DELAWARE 44,440 1.0 Lincoln Town Car 54,458 1.2
Wiimingion Saturn L-Series 45,440 10 Totsd Ford 47213 10.5
Total General Motors 45,440 10 Hamtramck Pontiso Bonnevilie 8978 02
Buick LySabre 71,283 18
GEORGIA 178,388 as Cadilac DaVilis 82985 18
Aflanma Ford Taurus 148,884 33 Cadillac Sovile 15,819 03
Marcury Sabla 28,484 aa Lansing Chavrolst Malibu 135478 30
Tota! Ford 178,308 39 Didsmobile Alena 111,880 25
Ponbiac Grand Am 174,324 39
ILLINOIS 453,248 100 Lansing (Grand River) Cadliiac CTS 50.230 13
Belviders Churysier Nson 1,858 Do Crlon Bulck LaSabre 60,720 13
Dodge Neon 150,067 33 Busck Park Ave 28,8616 08
Tota} Chrysler Group™ 182,818 LY Oldemoblle Aurora 1.788 00
Chicago Ford Taurus 147,432 33 Pontiac Bonngville 15,673 03
Ma-cury Sable 26,751 [+]] Total Geners! Motars 702329 16.8
Total Ford 174,183 38
Normal Chrysler Sabring Coupe 9,332 02 OHO 927,828 20.8
Dodga Stratua Coupe 18,056 04 Lordatown Chevrolet Cava:ier 282,424 83
Mitsulzsh! Eclipse 39,287 ] Pontise Sunfirs 52,293 12
Mitsublsh: Galant 50,572 13 Totai Ganeral Motors 34017 T4
Totsl Mitasublshl 120,247 28 Enst Libarty Honda Civic 147,584 33
Maryaville Acura CL 4201 01
INDIANA 0,243 20 Acura TL 80,397 13
Lafayetta Subar.: Legacy BO 243 20 Hoenda Accord 380,948 Ba
Tots! Subary 30,243 20 Total Honda 553,108 131
KANSAR 07,564 15 SOUTH CAROLINA 58,580 1.3
Fasriax Chavrclel Malibu 48,877 11 Spartanburg BMW 24 50,580 13
Pontiec Grand Prix 18,887 a4 Tetal BMW 38,800 1A
Total General Motors 67,304 15
TENNESSEE 480078 10.2
KENTUCKY 413,810 1085 Spring Hdl Satum lon 138,008 31
Bowling Green Cadliie¢ XLR 1.731 a0 Totsl General Motors 138,008 a1
Chavrolet Corvelte 38,028 08 Smyma Nissan Alhma 240,008 53
Total Gensral Motors 787 0.8 Nissan Maxuma 81,402 18
Georgetown Toyota Avalon 49,250 11 Total Nissan Iluhr!! 322,088 T.1
Toyola Camey 356,629 7%  TOTAL CARS 4,510,400 1000
Toyota Solwra 29,774 97
Tots! Toyots 438,853 8.7 TOP STATES IN CALENDAR 2003 U.S. PR CTION
AN . 39 Rank Cars Rank Trucks
Lﬁn Rock 83422 18 1 Michigan 1,628,101 1. Misaourn 1,297,647
Total AutoAlance 83,422 ia 2 Ohlo 827,825 2 Michigan 1,255,736
Datroll Dodge Viper 2,484 o1 3 Kentucky 473,610 3 Ohlo 956,852
Stariing Heights  Clvyslar Sabring Convertiule 48,158 10 4 Tennessee 460,078 4 Kentucky 691,357
Chrysler Sebring Sedan 84,308 14 5 lhinos 453,248 5 Indiana 581,549
(1} Chryalar Group Is former Crwysier Corp  operstions only SOURCE Ward's AutoinfoBank
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PRODUCTION
Truck Production by City and State

TRUCK PRODUCTION BY CITY AND STATE, 2003

Siate/City Model Units Percent  State/Clty Model Units Pavcent
ALABAMA 232,028 33  MISSOURI 1,297,047 174
Unoain Homaa Odyssey 167,925 22 St Louls North Dodge Ram Plckup 180,361 26
Total Honda 167,828 22 81 Louls South Chrysler Town & Country 14,429 02
Vance Mercedas M-Clzse 84,100 11 Chryslar Voyager 12,887 02
Toual su1% - Totsl Groug™ 4278 H
CALIFORMIA 161,000 21 Kansas City 1 Ford Excapa 196,858 28
Fremont Twhoml 101,568 21 Mazda THouts a1.827 08
NUMBE 161,580 21 KansasChy2 Ford F-Senss 231712 31
DELAWARE 118,787 1.5 5t Louis Ford Explorer 159,815 21
Nowark Dodge Durango 113,787 15 Lincoin Aviator 34,412 056
Total Chrysler Group™ 113,797 1.3 Marcury Mountsineer %ﬂg 03
- Tota! Ford 94
GEQRGIA 204,923 7
Doreul o o s el CGMCThae i 08
e \
Portiac Morana 71502 0% Total General Motors 181,240 21
Total Ganeral Motors 204,923 2.7 NEE: JERBEY Ford Ran 15.03133 87 : 1
LLINOIG a7 482 0.8 san ger - 5
Nosmal MRaubmhi Enceevor 47452 a8 Megaloae 240 23
Total Mitsubishi 47482 8 Lngen Chevrotst Blazer 68.207 00
INDIANA 991,548 74 Chevrolet 810 22.201 03
Fort Wayne Chevrolet Siverado 200,027 248 GMC Jimmy 2.154 0
GMC Siera 58,017 08 MG Sonoms 8211 a1
Total Generst Ilzdhn u:% :.u Total Seneral Motore 13
Llflym BuzU om 1
Iz Roceo 20241 g3 OHO 980,002 128
Subsru Baja 7750 01 Toledo Jaep Wrangler 84,486 11
Totat Subars ' 04  ToiedoNorh Jeep Libe 237712 a1
Princeton Sequola 86,688 09 Total Chrysler o219 A3
Toyota : Avon Lake Ford Escaps 19,381 03
ToyotaGlenna 119,138 1¢ Lo Ford Econoline 178,108 24
Toyola Tundra 105,660 14 y
261510 23 Tots! Ford 197,500 28
Maorune Bulck Rainler 17,031 02
KENTUCKY 91,387 0.1 Chevrolat TrallBlazer 231,720 31
Kentucky Truck Ford Excursion 25,619 03 QMG 98,714 13
Ford F-SuperDuty 377,140 50 Oldsmaoblie Bravada 7.120 o1
Loumvile Ford Explorer 264,200 as Total Geners! Motors 352,506 4.7
Marcury Mountainear 24,389 03 Enagt Libarty Honda Element 84,280 11
Totel Ford 291,207 0.1 Total Honda 84,200 11
LOLHBLANA 122,583 1.4 OKLAHOMA 144,255 19
Shreveport Chevrolel Colorado 18,180 02 Okiahoma City Chevrolat TradiBlazar EXT 78,243 10
Chavrolet S10 75,528 "0 GMC Envoy XL 60.114 az
QMG Canyon 5458 01 GMC Envoy XUV 13,873 02
GMC Sonoms 23418 03 Isuzu Ascender 4,025 a1
Tolal Genersl Motors 122,55 10 Total General Motore 144,255 19
MARYLAND 48,831 048 SOUTH CAROLINA 109,501 14
Balhmere Chewroiet Astro 38,181 05  Spartanburg BMW X5 100,501 14
GMC Salan 12,450 o2 Totel BMW 108,501 14
Total General Motors ; 458,031 1: T!s';g Satum v ’3; ';:; ?;
m vue I
%; Jeep Grand Charckes !’.E! - a0 Tolol General Motors 99,340 13
Warren Dodge Dakota 122,772 18 Smyma Nmssan Frontler 82,111 08
Dodge Ram Pickup 152,140 20 Nissan Xtarra 60,837 0e
Total Chrysier Group™ 490,738 a8 Tatul Nissan 181,048 17
Detralt Ford Chassls 6,880 01
Wayne Ford Expedition 201,6%0 27 TEIAS 238,08 31
Linogin Navigator 40,505 as Aringion Cachilac Escalade 38,800 1)
Total Ford 248,005 a3 Chevrolst Suburban 5,15 D1
Flind No 1 Cheviolet Siverado 121,685 14 Chavrotet Tehos 147010 19
GMC Blama 43,786 04 GMC Yukon 43,624 os
Flint No 3 Chavrolst Kodak 9,289 Q1 QMC Yukon XL 3,047 oo
aMc ﬁm 11,810 g a Ganeral Molors 20,90 1
Isucu Jor VIRGINIA 201 916 27
Lansing (Cratt Canter) Chevrolat SSR 3522 00  Norfolk Ford F-Serlas 201918 27
Lensing (Grand River) Cadillme SRX 15,404 02 Total Ford 201 18 27
Portinc Enst Chevrolet Silverado 233,880 31
GMC Slema 68,133 pg WISCORSIN 201,508
Total Ganers| Motors 507,006 a7 Janegvills Chevrolet Suburban 680,230 08
Chevrolet Tshoe 85,833 11
MINHESOTA 188,042 23 Chavrolst W4 Titmaster 1,820 00
Twin Clties Ford Rlnw 185,042 25 GMC W4 Forward 402 0o
Totat Ford 185,042 a5 GMG Yukon 61,238 08
MISSISBIPPI 00,255 0.9 GMC Yuhon XL 50,492 07
Canton Nessan Armada 18,085 02 muzu W{ NPR 1,758 00
Nissan Quest 40,445 05 Total General Molors 201,548 38
Nisssn Than 9,745 01
Totat Nissan 65,288 49 TOTAL TRUCKS 7,870,500 100.0

{1) Chrysiar Group 13 former Chrysier Corp operations only EOURCE Wart!'s AutoinfoBank
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Ward’s Communications 1s pleased to present the 2005 edition of Ward's Motor Vehucle Facts & Figures™
. This compact but comprehensive reference book documents the performance and impact of the U.S auto
mdustry through nearly 100 pages of charts, graphs and statistical tables on topics mcluding production,
mﬁdjﬁmﬁt , 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 our website WardsAuto.com, along with other publicatons and database services.
i ' Our hope 1s that Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures 2005 will serve as a valuable reference tool to those
Fil who work 1n the auto industry and to the many groups with an avid 1nterest in the busmess — including
[ 2| economusts, government officials, wvestors and the academuc communty, as well as those with only an
:;'L } occasional or one-ume research need.
] If upon reviewing the 2005 edition of Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures you have comments, sugges-
_'E'_* tions or questions about Its contents. please contact us We strive to publish the best information available.
P
"l James W. Bush: Director, Ward's Information Products Paul Zajac: Manager, Industry Data
;‘ L jbush@primediabusiness com pzajac@pnmediabusiness.com
b
"'l! Contributing Staff
i Rebecca Norris: Database Manager Susanne L. Scott: Art Director
5'3 David Sochoo: Research Associate Haig Stoddard: Manager, Industry Analysis
o Adrienne Janhevich: Cover Design
e
B3 Laurie Martin: Customer Service Manager
En.:' Phone. (248) 799-2645
i
L"“-_ Copyright® 2005 by Ward's Commumcationa, a division of PRIMEDIA Business Magazinas & Media Conlents may not be repro-
;-:l'_ duced m any form, Including entry into a computenzed database, without writan authonzation
J.d ISBN Number 0910589-86-0
K
:i: Pnice per copy $65.00
3 Add sales tax for some states
:. s Add $10 for overseas destnations
H
L3
, I Toorder aenpy of this book -— o o dearn almnt ofher YWord's prodivers — ploease sec the instde back cover.
b,
"E Ward’s Communications
. 3000 Town Center, Suite 2750,
F‘i: Southfield, Ml 48075 USA
b Phone: (248) 357-0800 FAX: (248) 357-0810
:-r' : www WardsAuto com
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PRODUCTION

Passenger Car Production
by City and State

PASSENGER CAR PRODUCTION BY CITY AND STATE, 2004
State/Oity Model Units  Percent  State/City Motsl Units  Percant
GALIFORNIA 2707 88 Wayma Ford Focus 184,805 44
Fremont Ponting Vibe 89,226 18  Wixom Ford QT 500 -
Toyota Corolla 187970 40 Ford Twndwibind 10,718 03
Toyota Voitz 2n - Linocin LS 27,148 06
Total NUMMI 237,367 (Y] Lincotr Town Car 53,058 13
Total Ford 340,829 a2
DELAWARE 1,729 0.3  Hemiramck Buick LaBabre 23,228 20
wilmington Satum L-Sanes 11,729 03 Cacillac DeVile 83,459 16
Total Genwral Motors 1,729 0.3 Cadlliac Seviie 5 -
Pontiac Bonnevil o 31,003 07
QGEORGIA 235,542 88  Laming Chevrolet Mailbu 88,107 21
Atlants Ford Taurus 197,842 a7 Oidemnchille Alsro 18,908 04
Mercury Sable 37,700 09 Pontiao Grand Am 118,877 28
Tolal Ford 238,542 86  Lanmng (Craft Center) Cadlliag CTS 71,518 17
Cadiliac STS 20,498 05
ILLINOIS 345,120 82  Odon Buick LaSabra 20,083 05
Belvidere Chryaler Neon 1.844 - Buick Park Ave 12,60 03
Dodge Neon 138,004 aa Pontlac GA 42,188 10
Toisl Chrysler Group 140,048 33 Total General Motors 580,150 135
Chicago Ford Five Hundrad 42,782 10
Ford Taurus 57,000 13 MIBBISSIPPI 59,802 14
Marcury Montego 7.448 02  Canon Nissan Al:ma 59,892 14
Marzury Sable 8618 02 Tatal Nissan 50,802 14
Total Ford 113,748 27
Norma' Chrysler Sebring Coups 12,103 33 QHI 787,000 188
Deodge Stratus Coupe 23,085 05  Londstown Chevrolet Cavalier 180,175 43
Mitsubishi Eciipas 11.210 03 Chewolet Cobalt 25004 o8
Mitsubishl Galant 45,188 11 Pontlac Pursult 2576 01
Total Misublshl 91,538 22 Pontlas Sundire 21,298 a5
Total Gensral Motors 230,042 8.4
INDIANA 08,208 23 Eaat bty Hond Clvic 133,005 32
Latayette Subaru Legacy 98,280 23 Marysvile Acura TL 82.535 20 x
Total Subary 0,206 23 Honda Accond 380,337 B3
Total Honds 508,907 184 -
KANBAS 227,088 84
Falriax Chevrolet Mallbu 227,004 54  SOUTH CAROLINA 25,136 0.8 4
Totsl General Motors 27,004 54 spertanburg BMW Z4 25,138 0a
Total BMW 28,138 08 '
KENTUCKY B4 AT7 119
Total Qenerat Motors 34,097 0.8 Total General Motars 110,002 26
Georgetown Toyota Avalon 33,074 08 Smyma Nusan Atima 210,750 52
Toyots Camry 388,119 b2 Nissar Maxims 87,120 21
",‘:::l' Solera ‘“-3‘7 1: ';' Total Nissan Motor Mg 200,870 73
Toyota ' " TOTAL CARS 4,220,825 100.0 .
|__MICHIGAN u 2.8
Fiet Rock FordpA e Mot »5 TOP STATES IN CALENDAR 2004 U.S. PRODUCTION
Detro | Dodge Vipe- 2480 01 1 Michigan 1,260,170 1 Michigan 1,339,218 .
Sterting Heighs Chrysler Sebnng Corvartiole 39,388 59 3 ohio 767,000 2 Missourl 1,226,300 -
Chrysiar Sabring Sedan 77.268 18 EO4 477 . !
Dodge Strats Sedsn 50702 21 3 Kentucky 477 3 Ohio 943,622 ;
Total Chrysisr Group 200,918 50 4 Tennessee 417,781 4 Indiana 874,204 .
Dearborn Ford Muslang 69,704 18 5 [dinos 348,130 5 Kentucky 888,352 2‘
SOURCE Ward's AufainfoSank 4
L]
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PRODUCTION
Truck Production by City and State

TRUCK PRODUCTION BY CITY AND STATE, 2004

Gtnte/Ciy Modasl Units Peroeni  Btate/Cilty Mocdel Unite Psroant
ALABAMA 33 Canton Irfini OXES 1834 02
Lircoin Honda Odysswy 161,891 20 Nissan Armaca noe L]
Honda Plio: 21,800 04 Masean Ouest 47,113 as
Totel 179,200 21 Nestan Tian 104,045 13
Varica mw mu-mu 73.500 1 _: Total Nideen A ar
73,800 1
MISBOURI 1,228,300 188
CALIFORNLA 143,082 19 5L Louls horth Ram Bleiup 73280 22
Fremont Toyota 143,281 19 S Louls South Clwysler & Country 35,004 T
Lcng Beach m':m:h ! 'n' e Total Chrys cam 1800 ﬁ
ng 1 - P
™o - Kansas City 1 Escepe 108,000 28
Mazda Tribute 48,718 as
DELAWARR 180,703 21 Kangas Gty 2 Ford F-Serise 242 12
Nawsrk Dodge Durango 180,703 21 Bt Louls Ford Explorer 132,830 17
Tatal lar 180,708 21 Lincoln Avister 26,083 03
Mezury Mourtainesr 23,043 03
QEORGMA 100,148 21 Totad Ford arr e [
Dorsvine Tarraze 4918 01 Watzvide Chevroiel Express 124,066 18
Uplandar iy a2 GMC Savana 48,078 ne
Cheviolel Yentare 70,300 1] Total General Motors 1 23
Owamabide Sllkoustts 2,208 -
Montans 45,530 pes NEW JERAEY 20,187 -]}
Pordsc Momma 3V8 10,07 ot ncn Fond Renger a402 01
Sanwn Relny 7, ot Mazda Piclamp 4,560 a1
Total General Motors 180,198 &1 Tota! Ford 10,801 01
Linden wvrolat BTN 24,098 03
v TS - B oy B
Choago 20,954 04 -
Total Ford 0,904 [ GG Sonorms 172 -
Nommal Mitsublaiy Endesvor 2174d 03 Total Genersl Motere ne 7]
Totel Mitsublshi 144 [ 1]
OHID 43,822 122
INDIANA 874,204 ar Toledo .lupvmnﬂ- 78,707 12
Mishawaka Hummer H1 237 - Joep Weahglet Lirim 21.914 03
Fammer H2 32,507 04 Taleca North Josp 224,087 29
Tots! AM Genersl 28 [ Total or-mr Group 708 a2
Fort Wayne Chevrolet Bavarads 183,228 26 Avon Lake 25,338 03
QMG Blarrn 53,813 ar Meroury Marine: 17,814 02
Total Genars) Motors S4T.041 12 Lorsin Fora oling 201,319 28
Lalaysits Isuzu Aziom 1.840 - Total [ 1]
Touza Roden 11210 D1 Morans Bulck Ralnisr 21,834 03
Suban.: Baje 7252 D1 Chevrole! TralBlazer 27
Toial Bubaru [¥] GMC Envoy !;.;ulg 'l, 1
Prrcetor !Enll 0 040 oA L] 1
m nnR 180 343 24 Oldemotule Brnada 500 -
w \‘Bwhl e 1 u Eawt Libarty Honda Etement 58,738 ﬁ
e Q17 t .
X Total Honda [ 8, ] ar
ENTYCKY [ 1)
Kentucky T Ford Bxourson 19,541 03 OKLAHGMA 13,0 17
Ford Fa8, T5.827 '] Oklahoma Oy Chevroist Trw Blazer EXT 10
Lowievile Fora 35C a1 amc mthL 1,171 oS
Merncury Mountainess 26,624 03 GMC Emvoy 300 b2
Tokel Ford (1] Tauzu Asosnaer EXT A,784 -
Totel Gensral Motors 133,10 17
LOUSIANA 1740 28
Bhreveport Crevrolet Golorado 170.626 22 SOUTH CARQLINA 108,700 14
GME Canyon 40,524 08 Spartanburg B X5 108.780 14
Total General Motors 217,140 is Total MW 108,780 1.4
MARYLAND 41,088 o8 TEMNESSE 00,78 a8
Batimors Crovroiet Astro 38,342 1 Spirg Hill Satum Vue 100,208 13
GMC Saferd 10,714 a1 Totat Gensrsl Motors 13: 0 H
Total General Motors (-] o8 Smyma Nuasan Fronlier !
- Nigsan Pathfinder 26,300 03
g — A —— —— e b
Juep Grand " 25 Total Nisean 1 13
Warrer Dodpge Oaxota 128,112 17
Ram Piciup 180,131 21 TExAR 202 A1 2.8
Total r @roup LBLAN 02 Arfington Cadliilao Escalnde 40,437 cs
Dearborn Trues Ford F-Series 89,550 12 nt Suburban rae -
Datrot Ford Chasss 10,630 a1 Chevrolet Tanoe 110,195 15
Fard Expaciition 172,008 21 QMC 35, os
n valm 38,480 08 GMG Yukon XL 4,564 -
Total Nogr? a0 Total General Motore 204,041 1.8
Fliint No 1 Chavrolet Siverado 123,081 18
GMT Siema A7 439 o8 VIROHIA 238,800 (%3
Fiint No 3 Kok 18,084 02 SNofolk Ford F-Series 230,080 31
QMC Tophisk 17,624 02 Total 30,808 31
Lansing (Gra"t Ceter) Croveoint S8R 18,50 2 VASCONGIN 213,871 28
o 8,344 02
Lansing Rver Cadifias SRX 25,725 0§ vaneswile Crnpvioist Suburban 25867 ns
Pont.ae Esst Chevrolst Siverado 3323 28 Chavrolat Tahos 12248 09
GMC Slama 75,284 10 Chevrolet Wi Tatrasier 1,800 -
Tolal Genersl Molkors BAR.OT1 11 QMG WM Forwasd 44 -
QMO Yukon a7 ns
MINNEBOTA 168,903 1.8 QMO Yuker XL 45450 na
Tudn Cethe Ford Ranger 144,008 18 Imury W4 NPR 1.902 -
Magda Piokup £,087 L 19974 s
Tutal Ford 146,002 14 Other Medum/Heavy Truoks XT3 A [T
MIESISSIPPI 0TAR 27 TOTAL TRUOKS 7,790,720 100.0
SOURCE. Ward's AutoinfoBank
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ehicle Facts & Figures™ 2006
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charts, graphs and statistical tables on topics including production,
Jitures, trade, ownership, accidents and government regulations.
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PRODUCTION

Car Production by Make and State

U.S. CAR PRODUCTION BY MAKE BY STATE, 2005

10 Ward's Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures 2006

Smte/Cly Mode! Units _ Peroant  Statw/Clly L _ _ Maode Unlis __ Perosat
ALABAMA 91,218 a1 Totsl Cwysier Group 190,29 4.0
Montgamery Hyundal Sonala 91,218 21 Wayne Ford Focun 168,991 39
Total Hyundal iaie 21 Wiom Ford GT 1.888 ~—
CALIFORNILA 248,428 87 Fard Thunderbird 4,868 Qr
Framant Portiec Vibe 42,319 14 Lincoin LB 15.675 04
Toyota Corola 186,119 43 Lincoin Town Car 50,2684 12
Total NUMMI 248,438 &7 Total Ford 20,718 a8
DELAWARE 9,587 02 Hamtramck Bulck LaSabre 51,873 12
Wimington Pontlac Solet oo 9,382 o2 Buick Luowrne 21,895 05
Saturn L-Sarlsn § - Cadiliiac De\ille 27,554 08
Total General Motors 397 02 Cadiilac DTS 368,360 08
GEORGIA 163,559 a5 Ponilac Bonnevike 5,116 01
Atlanta Ford Taurus 180,484 42 Lansing Chavrolel Clasa:c 42,348 10
Marcury Sabre 13,085 a3 Pontiec Qrand Am 35.086 08
Total Ford 153,580 435  Leneng {Grand River} Cadliilnc CTS 65,204 15
ILLINGIB 342,002 18 Caddias STS 38,550 08
Batviciare Chrysier Nean 805 —_ Onon Portmc G8 167.414 as
Dodgs Nson 125,791 29 Totel Generel Molors 479,218 111
Total Chrysier Group 120,300 29 MISBIBEIPPI 133,100 a1
Chicago Ford Five Hundred 118,740 27  Cenlon Nissan ARma 133,100 81
Murcury Montego 2,022 ] Total Nissan 135,100 31
Total Ford 161,302 as OHIO 882,222 20.4
Normal Chrysiar Sebnng Coupe 348 - Lordatown Chevrolet Cabalt 219,71 8.5
Dodga Stratus Coupea 1,427 - Pontac Pursull 21,448 08
Mitsubiahl Ecupse 28,220 07 Total General Motors 301,159 7.0
Mitsublst Galant 34,939 og  Esstlibery Honda Accord 5,460 0.1
Total Mitsublshl 04,634 13 Honda Civic 123,724 3t
INDGIANA 87,151 20 Maryswille Aoura TL 88,545 20
Lafaystite Subaru Legacy 87,15 20 Honda Accord 353,334 B2
Total Subaru a7,181 20 Total Honida 381,083 124
KANBAS 212,048 49 SOUTH CAROLINA 18,830 o8
Fairlax Chevrolet Maliu 212,049 49  Sparbug BMW Z4 19.830 0.5
Total General Motors 212,00 49 Tots! BMW 15,830 05
KENTUCKY 530,001 127 TENNESBEE 200,218 43
Bowling Green Cudiflac XLR 9,525 g1  Spring Hil Satum lon 110,072 25
Chevrolet Coveths ar.ed 0e Total General Motors 110,073 28
Total General Motars 0,474 10  Smyma Nuaan Altima 173,370 40
Qeorgetown Toyota Avalon 108,837 25 Nissan Maxima 76,773 18
Toyota Solara 43,903 10 TOTALCARS 4,321,272 100.0
Total Toyota 509,127 18
MICHIGAN 4 zs JTOP STATES IN CALENDAR 2005 U.S. PRODUCTION
“Tlat Rook Ford Mustang 198,418 48 Rank Cars Rank Truocks
Mazdag 74,218 17
Total AutoAlllance meem &3 1 Michigan 1,180,800 1 Michigan 1,325,833
Datrott Dodge Viper 2,025 — 2 Ohio 882,222 2 Nissoun 1,147,077
Slering Helghts Chrysler Sebnng Convertible 34,430 o8 3 Kenucky 5506801 3 Oho 912,367
Chiyaier Sebnng Secan 82,265 14 4 Tennesses 380,216 4 Indie 885,820
Dedge Stratus Sedan 100,517 23 3 |nols 342,092 5 Kentucky 891 278
SOURCE Ward's AvininfoBank




PRODUCTION
Truck Production by Make and State

U.S. TRUCK PRODUCTION BY MAKE BY STATE, 2005

Btale/City Model Units Percent  State/Clty Modiel Units Percant
ALABAMA 388,247 5.1 Mazda Puslup 7.834 01
Lincoln Honde Odyssay 204,847 27 Total Ford 126,404 17
Honda Pliot 87.792 12 MIBBISBIPP| 208,101 2.7
Total Honda 200,689 38 Canton infnitl QX558 17,388 0.2
Vanca Marcades M-Class 77.014 ‘0 Nissan Armads 50,388 07
Mercaden R-Class 18,544 02 Nizsan Quast 40,583 a5
Total Mercedas 08,588 1.3 Nissan Titan 99,778 13
CALIFORNIA 173832 23 Total Nissan 101 2.7
Framont ta 188,51 22 MIBBOURI 1,147,977 189
Total NUMMI 168,031 22 81 Lous North Dod_g:ln Pickup 147.400 19
Long Beach Hing Truch 5,001 01 St Loun South Chrysler & Country 61,387 08
Total Toyota 5,001 0.1 Dodge Carevan 168,258 24
DELAWARE 100,878 14 Total G lor Qroup 300,026 [ %]
Newnrk Dodge Dumengo 109,878 14 Kansss City 1 Esoapa 2153™ 28
TYotal Chryalar Group 108,875 14 Mazda Tributa 40877 05
GEORGIA 188,072 28 Mercury Marinor 9,038 a1
Doravilie Busck Terraza 26,070 03 Konasa City Ford F-Saries 228.744 Ao
Chevrolet Upiander 106.223 14 St Louls Ford Explorer 62,663 07
Pontlac Montane SV6 48,798 08 Lincoin Aviator 8.716 a1
Saturn Relay 15.881 0.2 Mercury Mountainesr 10.037 01
Total Ganeral Motors 08,072 28 Total Ford 508871 74
ILLINOGIS 112,870 1.5 Wenkzville Chevrolet Express 144,546 18
Chicago Ford Freeatyle 89,910 12 GMG Savana 41,838 'H
Yotal Ford 88,910 12 Toisl General Motors 180,381 24
Normal Mitsublshi Endeavor 22,680 03 NEW JERSEY 14,480 0-?
Total Mitsubishi 22,860 03 Lincan Chovriat Blazer B.504 0%
INDIANA 585,220 2.0 GMC Jimmy 5.085 01
H H 443 —_ Total Ganeral Motors 14,480 ol
Mishswaka ummar H1 OHIO 012,367 120
Totel Aiamer H2 - A 94 oledo JoepWrangler 74781 1D
Fort Weyne Chevolel Siivarado 196,747 28 e Not Jesp Wrangler Unimited 21800 o3
QMG Siorm 84,013 28 Totsl Chryster Growy ~ 317.080 42
Totwl Genaral Motars 200,790 34 avon Lake Mercury Mannes 27,081 04
Lalaystte Subaru B9 Troeca 1481 24 Lomin Ford Econolne 203,071 27
LT R SR Bm
4

Pninceton 1'i.:'yall Sequoia 44,848 08 Moraline Buick Rminier znﬁ:g g g
oyola Sqanna 192,701 25 GMC EW‘“" 74888 10
Toyota Tuncdra 127,420 17 Inuzy Ascender 4251 01
Totsl Toyota 069 4.8 Saab 9-7X 5.795 01
KENTUCKY 801,213 78 Total Genersl Motors 1020 39
Kentucky Truck For Excursion 15,267 02 Eepilibery Honda Elsmant 08,118 0s
Ford F-&B;%ny 3830 52 Total Honda 68,118 0.0
Mercury Mountaines: 17,553 92  “OdehomaCity  Crevroiet TrallBiazer EXT 81,149 08
Toial Ford 801,278 7.8 GMC ¥L 3320 04
LOUIBIANA rad 27 GMC Envoy XUV 2,500 -
Shreveport Cheviat Colaradn 119,872 1 Isuzu Ascender EXT 1,985 —
GMC Canyon 326 04 Total General Motors 99,344 13
Hummer H3 83271 07  SOUTH CAROLINA 104,986 14
Iy Hoeries 3,108 = Spartanburg BMWX5 104986 14
Total Genersl Motors 208,042 27 TomiBW 104080 L4
Baltrnore Chevrolet Astro 1‘.”1 02 w Hel Saturn Vue 868,328 12
GMC Satart 4.022 01 Yotal Genersi Motars 83,320 12
Total Genersl Motors 18,82 92 smyma Nissan Frontier 71,514 08
’JW M ﬂﬁ%—-—l Nigsan Pathtinder 94,487 12
roi Jesp Gomm i o7 Nissan Xierra 78,877 10
Dodge Ram Peilp 114,761 15 “atington Cadillac Escalade 28378 o4
Total Ghrysier Grou 8. Chevrolst Tahoe 96,687 13
Desrborn Truck Fora F-Serles 161,568 25 GMC Yukon 26 585 04
L nooin Mark LT 15,710 02 AMC Yukon XL ! —
Detrolt Ford Chassia 8,881 01 Tolal General Motors 1 20
Wayns Ford Expadition 107,564 1 : VIRGINIA 213,004 28
Lincoin hewgitor 31 108 9% Norfok Ford F-Series 213,984 28
Total Ford 213,00 28
GMG Slerrn 4a.722 08 " lanoevile Chevrolet Suburban 22,847 02
FuirtNe 3 Chevrolet Kodlak 15,89C n2 Chevrolet Tehoe 42 472 o8
GMG Topkick 23 608 03 Cheymolet TRmaster 2,011 -
leuzu Truok 1.076 = GMC W4 Forwerd 404 -
FPontlac East Ghﬂl'ulalagv;ldu 1?;.4?; g '} lsuzu NPR 2'“-5 —
o 1 Total Genersl Motora 186,190 21

Total General Motors 451,587 a1
MINNESOTA 126404 17 Other Medium/Heavy 338,967 43
Twin Citles Ford Ranger 118,860 18 TOTAL TRUCKS 7,025,381 100.0

SOURCE Ward's AutoinfoBank
N
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2002

1,792.720 cars
1,125,611 trucks
2.918.331 1otal

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

Michigan Car And Truck Production Numbers

2006 (cars and tiuchs comhined)

2,279,672 total
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F.D:No. 34040 ~ & .
Exhiblt TC5- - :

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 vy, poison sumac, and
any other weeds and grass over one foot high which may create a condition detnmental to the
pubiic health and welfare.

Sec. 74-132. Violations and penalty.
Except as stated otherwise in this article, violations of this article are a municipal civil infracton
for which a person 1s 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 cleser than 50
feet of any public highway, street, sidewalk, adjoining lot or premises

065 ‘



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 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.

G Sy

David H. Coburn
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