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LIFO UPDATE

If you had called me personally to ask “What's
happening lately with LIFO that | need to know
about?”... Here’s what I'd say:

#1. IRS REVISES FORM 3115 FOR LIFO (AND
D CHANGES.

The IRS has revised Form 3115 and the new Form
shows a revision date of December 2003. Other than

some general face-lifting, the changes are not signifi-

cant, and you should be using the new version for.

filings with the IRS after April 1.

Before you get all choked up aboutthe new Form,
you mightwanttoread some of the IRS’ own disclaim-
ers about its authorship on forms and instructions.
These areincluded inthe article beginning onpage 5.

In the next issue of the Lookout, we will discuss
the changes to Form 3115 in some detail and include
a few Practice Guides covering some common LIFO
changes.

#2. IRS RESISTS USE OF DUAL INDEXES FOR

IPIC LIFO CALCULATIONS ... & TEACHES A

N WELL. In last
year's Letter Ruling 200328001, the IRS again ex-
pressed its negative attitude toward the use of the
dual-index method. This Letter Ruling involved a
distributor who was using the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics/IPIC method, and it provides a refresher on the
differences between the earliest acquisition method
and a dual index method. They are not the same
thing!

Equally significant are other lessons coming out
of this LTR for LIFO practitioners who might not be
paying as much attention as they should be to the
form and content of what they are including on Forms
3115 filed with the IRS. For more, see page 5.

#3. ANY QUESTIONS? THEY’RE ALWAYS
WELCOME. We receive and respond to many
questions throughout the year raised by our readers.
It's always good to hear from you and meet for the first
time by phone or to getreacquainted with some of you
longer-term subscribers. As you can see, this is our
14" year of publication, and many of you have been
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with us since the first issue many, many years ago
when | was young and energetic.

Your calls or e-mails are always welcome, and
they help me to be more aware of areas and issues
where you are seeking guidance and/or clarification.
Often, your questions result in an article or Update
discussion in the next issue of the Lookout.

In some instances, readers are kind enough to
pass along some information they think we might be
interested in. We appreciate all of your calls and e-
mails and are glad to respond to them. Please keep
them coming.

#4. YEAR-END LETTER Re: CHANGES IN
ACCOUNTING METHODS FOR TRADE
DISCOUNTS AND ADVERTISING FEES
& EXPENSES. Onpages2-3, you'llsee the letter

that we sent out to CPA firms with auto dealer clients
reminding them that time was getting short if they
wanted to make both changes in method effective for
calendaryear2003. If theydid, aForm 3115filing with
the IRS was due before December 31 for the change
in method for advertising fees and expenses.

see LIFO UPDATE, page 4
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K Willard J. De Filipps, CPA, P.C.

317 WEST PROSPECT AVENUE ~ MT. PROSPECT, ILLINOIS 60056
PHONE (847) 577-3977  FAX (847) 577-1073

http://www.defilipps.com
cpawjd@aol.com
December 1, 2003
Mr. John Smith, CPA
ABC CPA Firm
100 Main Street

City, State Zip

Re: LIFO Inventories ... Year-End Planning
Destrability and Benefits from Changing Accounting Methods

For Treatment of Trade Discounts and Advertising Fees & Expenses

Dear John:

It appears that your client, the XYZ Dealership Group, would benefit greatly by changing its
methods of accounting for trade discounts (floorplan assistance payments) and for advertising fees and
expenses. The schedule enclosed, reflecting December 31, 2002 new vehicle inventory information,
estimates that the one-time, 100% fully-deductible-in-the-year-of-change, Section 481(a) adjustment
for the dealerships if this change were made for 2003 would be in the range of $160,000 to $180,000.

You can obtain a better estimate of this potential Section 481(a) adjustment/deduction for 2003 by
going to www.greenoutsourcing.com. It takes only a few moments to enter the basic data, and you
will immediately have a more accurate projection ... at no cost. Alternatively, you can call me at the
- number above or Todd Boren at Green Financial Outsourcing Solutions at (214) 350-8197.

At the AICPA Conference in San Antonio in October, I devoted a portion of my presentation on
LIFO discussing the fact that many dealers are not properly recording trade discounts in accordance
with the Regulations and Revenue Ruling 84-41. This holds true regardless of whether or not the
dealership is using LIFO to value its new vehicle inventories. '

We have been actively involved with many dealerships and CPAs during the year assisting them
in making the appropriate changes in accounting method.” For dealers on LIFO, the most beneficial
aspect of making these changes is the fact that they receive a significant income tax deduction in the
year of change as a result of making these changes.

I have written extensively on these changes in accounting method in the September 2003 issue of
the LIFO Lookout. If you are not thoroughly familiar with the tax requirements and ramifications of
this matter, you should find out more about it before December 31, 2003. You can see the information
from the first page of the September 2003 LIFO Lookout on our web site at www.defilipps.com.

(Continued)
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Mr. John Smith, CPA December 1, 2003 |
ABC CPA Firm Page 2 of 2

Below are three related client management issues for your consideration.

1. Have the ramifications and benefits of the change in accounting method been explained to the
dealer/client?

e If possible changes in accounting method have been discussed, but the dealer has
decided not to make the changes, is there a memorandum in the file documenting this
discussion with the client and the rationale for not making these changes at this time?

2. Regardless of how the client/dealer feels about the accounting for trade discounts, what is the
Firm’s position, liability and/or responsibility for not changing to the correct
method/treatment for trade discounts?

e It is clear that it is incorrect to include trade discounts as inventory costs. (Where do
you stand ... and why?) ’

3. If the dealer resists making this change ... despite the (significant) tax benefit from doing so,
you or your CPA firm may be signing an income tax return that reflects inventory values that
‘have not been reduced for trade discounts in accordance with the Regulations.

e In this case, technically, the dealership’s income tax return should include a special
form, Form 8275-R, to indicate that the tax return you are filing reflects a method of
accounting that is not authorized by the income tax regulations

If your schedule permits, we should talk about this fairly soon since all of this requires action, and
in some cases, certain filings with the IRS before December 31.

Sincerely,

Willard J. De Filipps, CPA

HE U.
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LIFQ Update

You mightwantto consider this letter foryourown
purposes in connection with any fiscal year clients or
for other use later this year.

Here’s a summary of the responses we received
to the letters we sent out. It was roughly ... 1/3-1/3
- 1/3. One-third of the CPAs did not even bother to
respond. One-third responded, and Forms 3115
were filed to make the changes for 2003. The last
third said that they appreciated the notification, but
that their “tax planning was already in place for 2003
and (their client) didn’t need the deduction.” Most of
them added, however, that they definitely will want to
make the changes for 2004.

So there's more work ahead for us on this and
you'll hear more about this subject in subsequent
- issues of the LIFO Lookout.

#5. COMPARISON OF IRS & SurerLIFO

“ AL” NEWITEM DETERMIN .
Over the years, we have compared our SuperLIFO
new item determinations with those made by the
office of the IRS Motor Vehicle Technical Advisor.

Many CPAs and/or dealers are using service
bureaus for their LIFO calculations. Other firms still
do their own new vehicle LIFO calculations and must
be making these new item determinations each year
for themselves.

Thelast comparison, involving model years 2002-

2003 appeared in the June 2003 L/FO Lookout. We
have made a similar detailed comparison for the
model year 2004 new items based on the lists the IRS
released in March, 2004. Our overview begins on
page 12, and the detailed side-by-side comparisons
for autos and light-duty trucks follow on pages 16
through 31.

In general, this year, there were no major situa-
tions where we treated a vehicle as anewitemandthe
IRS treated it as continuing. However, there were
some major situations where the IRS concluded that
a vehicle was a new item and we disagreed ...
Specifically, the Ford F-150 Heritage trucks and the
Mercury Mountaineer.

Here’s the story behind the F-150s ... Ford F-150
Heritage - 20 items - these vehicles were named F-

150for 2003 and previous years. Forthe 2004 model

year, Ford redesignedits line of half-ton trucks (F-150
for 2004), but with the popularity of the previous
model still strong, it decided to sell the carryover

Pt:otoeopylng or Reprinting Without Permission Is Prohibited

(Continued from page 1)

Heritage model (F-150 for 2003) for at least another
year. There were 40 F-150 models in 2003; for the

"2004 models, Ford reduced the number to 20 and

renamed them F-150 Heritage. Both models will be
sold side-by-side for about 12 months. There were no
changes made to this vehicle, nor were the Manufac-
turers Codes changed. We show them as continu-
ing models, whereas the IRS shows them as new
items on its list.

The Mercury Mountaineer reflects a different
situation. First, some background: In compiling the
previous years’ comparative lists, both SuperlLIFO
and the IRS showed the Mercury Mountaineer as a
new item. So, those vehicles have already been
treated as new items once ... the year before last.

When the Factory intro price list for '04 models
came out in May 2003, the Manufacturers Codes
were identical to those it used in the prior year. In
other words, there was no change in the Manufactur-
ers Codes. When the Factory issued a subsequent
price change list for these vehicles in November
2003, the price list showed 10 models with a different
Manufacturers Code. Actualinvoices reflecting these
November 2003 price changes give no indication that
there is a new Manufacturers Code. Accordingly, we
have treated these models as continuing items,
whereas the IRS shows them as newitems on its list.

Itappears to us thatin compiling its new items list,
the Service has made some significant errors this
time around. The transmittal letter for the IRS New
ltems List includes the following ... “Since the list is
not an ‘Official List,’ it does not reflect “Service
Position” and examiners are not required to fol-
fow it.” We would caution you to not necessarily
accept the Service’s conclusions if you are chal-
lenged on some of these items by the IRS.

#6. ESCAPING FULL REPAYMENT OF TAX ON

LIFO RESERVES. The recapture of tax on LIFO
reserves in liquidation is usually thought to be as
certain as death and taxes. But, is it?

In a number of situations, auto dealers and other
taxpayers using LIFO have been able to significantly
minimize the taximpact of the inevitable LIFO reserve
recapture upon liquidation.

They've been able to do this by planning ahead
and using strategies offered by Midcoast Invest-
ments, Inc. We are considering providing more
details on this in an upcoming article. Would this be
of interest to you?

A Quarterly Update of LIFO - News, Views and Ideas
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IRS DISALLOWS USE OF DUAL INDEX METHOD
FOR IPIC LIFO CALCULATIONS
... AND TEACHES A FEW OTHER LESSONS, AS WELL

INTRODUCTION

Dual indexes. Over the years, we've written a
number of articles on the so-called “dual index” LIFO
method and the advantages it affords taxpayers who
are willing to sacrifice some element of accuracy in
their financial statements as a trade-off for having
larger LIFO reserves. See “Why Taxpayers Prefer to
Use Dual Indexes for Valuing LIFO Reserves."”(LIFO
Lookout, September 2002, page 20).

It's no secret that the IRS does notlook favorably
on the use of the dual index method. See “IRS
Publishes Appeals Settlement Guidelines for LIFO
Cases Involving Dual Index Methods.” (LIFO Look-
out, September 2002, page 18). A recent Letter
Ruling/TAM 200328001 just adds to that conclusion.

BLS-IPIC method. For taxpayers who don't
want to compute their own (internal) LIFO price infla-
tion indexes, the IPIC method offers the alternative of
using inflation indexes computed by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics. These are generally referred to as
“external” indexes to indicate that the inflation mea-
surement has not been determined based on the
taxpayer’s own experience. Underthe surface, there’s

a lot of technicality, but that's the real essence (some"

say the beauty) of the IPIC method.

One thing that attracts practitioners to the IPIC
method is that the IRS is more inclined to accept the
Bureau of Labor Statistics inflation calculations than
it is to accept inflation calculations that are the “cre-
ations of the taxpayer.” (Think Frankenstein here.)
" From a LIFO practitioner's standpoint, when con-
fronted with a LIFO methodology that may be difficult
(or even impossible) to defend, a change to the IPIC
method often is the best “last train out.”

In other words, by changing from a less defen-
sible, more aggressive, LIFO method to a more
passive and less beneficial IPIC method, taxpayers
basically will obtain a huge benefit: audit protection
for their prior year LIFO calculations.

FACTS IN LTR 200328001

In a recent Letter Ruling, the National Office was
asked to address a situation involving the combina-
tion of the use of a dual index methodology and the
use of the IPIC method. The application situation was
somewhat unusual because it involved years before
and during the replacement of the Temporary IPIC
Regulations by the Finalized IPIC Regulations. (See

“Highlights of the Final IPIC Regulations,” LIFO Look-
out, December 2002, page 8). As a result, the
availability of relief under Section 7805(b) for the
taxpayer also was an issue.

The taxpayer involved in this ruling is a national
distributor of certain products who used the First-In,
First-Out (FIFO) basis before changingto LIFO. Then
it changed to using a dollar-value, link-chain LIFO
method and determined the current-year cost of its
inventory using the most recent purchases method.
Under this method, the taxpayer determined the total
current-year cost of items making up its inventory
pool by reference to the actual cost of goods most
recently purchased or produced.

Subsequently, the taxpayer filed a Form 3115,
Application for Change in Accounting Method, and
requested the Commissioner’s consent to change its
LIFO method of accounting from the dollar-value,
link-chain method to the IPIC method. In that Form
3115, the taxpayeralso requested the Commissioner's
consent to change its method of determining current-
year cost from the most recent purchases method to
the earliest acquisition method. In connection with
this proposed change, the taxpayer selected the first
month of its fiscal year as an appropriate representa-
tive month for selecting indexes. The taxpayer's
Form 3115 did not indicate that it was requesting any
other change in method for its LIFO inventory.

After reviewing the Form 3115 submitted by the
taxpayer, the National Office issued a Letter Ruling
that granted the taxpayer's proposed change in
method for its LIFO inventory. In doing so, the Letter
Ruling specifically provided that the taxpayer would
use the first month as the appropriate representative
month for selecting indexes to be used in determining
the current-year cost of the inventory pool.

The ruling letter also contained the usual cave-
ats, including the provision that “Whether the selec-
tion of the Producer Price Indexes to be used to
compute an inventory price index is appropriate and
the computations incidental to the use of such in-
dexes are proper, will be determined in connection
with the examination of [taxpayer's] ... Federal in-
come tax return.”

As itturned out, the taxpayer did not keep track of
the actual cost of its purchases in the order of acqui-
sition as required by Reg. Sec. 1.472-8(e)(ii)(b).

see IRS DISALLOWS USE OF DUAL INDEX METHOD, page 6
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What the taxpayer did instead was to use a dual
index LIFO methodology. Underits dualindex method,
the taxpayer determined the current-year cost of its
ending inventory by reference to the actual cost of its
most recent purchases. The taxpayer then used an
end-of-the-year index (the current-year deflator in-
dex) that it computed from the Producer Price Index
Detailed Report to measure the inflation that had
occurred during the current year.

Next, the taxpayer used this current-year deflator
index to compute a current-year cumulative deflator
index by multiplying the current-year deflatorindex by
the cumulative deflator index from the prioryear. The
taxpayer then applied this computed cumulative de-
flator index to deflate its ending inventory stated at
current-year costs to base-year costs in order to

" determine whetheran incrementin its inventory quan-
tity had occurred. An increment in the inventory
occurred if the ending inventory stated at base-year
cost was greater than its beginning inventory stated
at base-year cost.

When the calculation showed that the taxpayer
had experienced an increment in its inventory, it
computed the LIFO value of the increment by multi-
plying the increment stated at base-year cost by an
“inflator index” which was different fromthe index that
it had used to deflate its ending inventory.

Upon audit of the taxpayer, the IRS determined-

that

¢ Thetaxpayerhadfailed toimplementthe change
in method of accounting that it was granted in
the National Office’s Letter Ruling, and

¢ Theselection of the first month in the taxpayer's
fiscal year as the representative month for IPIC
purposes was not appropriate.

The taxpayer disagreed, and the result was a request
to the National Office for Technical Advice.

USE OF DUAL INDEX METHOD

The basic issue in LTR 200328001 was what to
do with the taxpayer's LIFO calculations where the
taxpayerhad previously received the Commissioner’s
consent to use the “earliest acquisition” method but
failed to do so, using instead a “dual index” method
which was not in accordance with a previous consent
granted by the National Tax Office (NTO).

The issue was set up as follows ... Can the IRS
agent change the taxpayer's method of determining
the current-year cost of items making up its inventory
pool when the taxpayer received the Commissioner’s
consent to use the “earliest acquisition” method but
instead used a “dualindex” method? The answerwas
that the agent could make the change.

(Continued from page 5)

The previous NTO Letter Ruling granted the
taxpayer permission to use the earliest acquisition
method to determine the current-year cost of the
items making up its inventory pool. However, the
taxpayer did not use the earliest acquisition method,
but instead used a dual index method. According to
the IRS, the taxpayer’s change in method was unau-
thorized, and the examining agent was empowered to
change the taxpayer backto the original method it had
used for determining current-year cost ... and that
original method was the most recent purchases
method. .

The resolution of this issue hinges on having the
correct understanding of what is meant by the term
earliest acquisition method.

The IRS said that, contrary to the taxpayer's
arguments, a dual index method is not per se the
same as the earliest acquisition method described in
the Regulations. Reg. Sec. 1.472-8(e)(2)(ii)(b) pro-
vides that a taxpayer may determine the total current-
year cost of items making up a pool by reference to
the actual cost of the goods purchased or produced
during the taxable year in the order of acquisition.

In contrast, under the dual index method used by
the taxpayer, the taxpayer continued to use the most
recent purchases method to determine the current-
year cost of the items making up its inventory for
purposes of determining whether a quantitative change
(i.e. an increment) had occurred in its inventory.
Then, when its inventory experienced an increment,
the taxpayer determined the current-year cost or
value of the increment using a price index that was
intended to approximate the results that may be
derived fromthe use of the earliest acquisition method.

In other words, the taxpayer’s dual index method
did not determine the current-year cost of the items
making up its pool by reference to the actual cost of
the goods purchased during the year in order of
acquisition. Therefore, it was not (consistent with) the
earliest acquisition method described in the Regula-
tion.

In overriding the taxpayer's arguments in de-
fense of its use of the dual index method, the IRS
distinguished four previous TAMs on the subject ...
9853003, 9444002, 8749005, and 8437004. The
National Office said that the taxpayer's reliance on
these memoranda for the proposition that a dual
index method is not per se prohibited, was misplaced.

Here’s what the IRS said about these rulings.

1. First, they all clearly state thatthey should not
be used or cited as precedent. [Section 6110(k)(3)]

see IRS DISALLOWS USE OF DUAL INDEX METHOD, page 8
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WS THIED FORM 3115 CLEAR & UNAMBIGUOUS?

WHO SHOULD 1 1VE KNODN WiHar?

Taxpayer’s (Unsuccessful) Arguments ...

It should have been evident from both the precise language of its Form 3115 and the Letter Ruling issued by the
National Office that the taxpayer had received the Commissioner’s consent to use a dual index method.

Although neither the Letter Ruling nor the Form 3115 explicitly disclosed that the taxpayer was intending to use a
dual index methodology, “persons familiar with the dollar-value LIFO method would have understood this.”

The National Office must have been aware that the taxpayer was proposing to use “dual indexes” because under
both the IPIC method and the link-chain method, price indexes are used for two separate and distinct purposes. The
first purpose is to determine whether the inventory has expenenced a quantitative change (i.e., whether an
increment or decrement has resulted). The second purpose is to inflate any resulting increment stated at base-year
dollar cost equivalents to its corresponding current-year dollar cost equivalents.

The Form 3115 the taxpayer submitted to the IRS fully disclosed that the taxpayer was going to continue to use an
end-of-the-year (i.c., a most recent purchases) method and index in order to determine whether its inventory had
experienced a quantitative change. This was evident from the fact that the Form 3115 only indicated that the
taxpayer was going to change its “method used to figure the cost of goods in the closing inventory over those in the
opening inventory” (i.c., the method used to determine the current-year cost of an increment).

Previously issued Technical Advice Memoranda supported its position that a dual index method is not per se
prohibited. ... PLR 9853003, PLR 9444002, PLR 8749005, and PLR 8437004.

If the Form 3115 the taxpayer had submitted was ambiguous, then it was the responsibility of the National
Office to request additional information.

O LOOKOU
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2. Second, although the memoranda do seem
to indicate that a dual index method may be proper if
its use results in a clear reflection of income, this sort
of statement without further explanation is self evi-
dent. As a general rule, a method of accounting is
properifit clearly reflects ataxpayer’s income. There-
fore, the propriety of a dual index method generally
was not the issue in any of these memoranda. In-
stead, these memoranda really addressed whether a
specific taxpayer’s dual-index method clearly reflected
that taxpayer's income. Any statement in those
memoranda concerning the propriety of a dual-index
method generally was merely dicta. Moreover, in
each case, the Service decided that the taxpayer’s
dual index method did not clearly reflect income.

3. None of the memoranda provide any guid-
ance as to when and under what circumstances a
dual index method would clearly reflect a taxpayer's
income.

4. Lastly, none of the cited memoranda indi-
cates that a dual index method is the earliest acquisi-
tion method that is provided by the Regulations.
Note: This is the key technical point and it requires
an understanding of the difference in the underlying
computational mechanics. This is where an inexpe-
rienced LIFO practitioner often will assume that if two
indexes are being used, that automatically or per se

constitutes an earliest acquisition approach. And,

that is not the case.

According to the National Office, the taxpayer
had only received consent to use the earliest acqui-
sition method. It had not received consent to use
some other proper method. Therefore, the National
Office treated all of the taxpayer's arguments about
the propriety of a dualindex method as irrelevant. For
more on the taxpayer's contentions and the IRS’
rebuttals, see pages 7 and 9.

WAS THE FORM 3115 DISCLOSURE
AMBIGUOUS AND/OR INCOMPLETE?

The following discussion is one to which many
LIFO practitioners can relate. In essence, the issue
was What was said? ... or What should have been
said? ... in order to provide “full disclosure” to the
National Office in its consideration of the requested
change in accounting method.

The National Office said, “Although Taxpayer
may have attempted to fully and honestly provide all
the information requested on the Form 3115, the form
stilllacked certain information.” According to the IRS,
“...The Form 3115 did not clearly disclose that
Taxpayerwas going to use dualindexes.” (Emphasis
added.)

(Continued from page 6)

The discussion continued, “...The National Of-
fice did not understand from Taxpayer's Form 3115
that it was only requesting to change its method of
determining current-year cost for purposes of deter-
mining the value of a resulting increment and not for
purposes of determining whether a quantitative change
occurred.” (Emphasis added.)

The Service said that the taxpayer's Form 3115
was unclear regarding the change(s) it was request-
ing. It added that if an ambiguity existed with regard
to the taxpayer's proposed change, it was the tax-
payer ... and not the National Office ... who had the
duty to rectify the ambiguity. The taxpayer has to bear
the burden of completing a Form 3115 so as to
accurately notify the National Office of a requested
change in method of accounting.

SELECTION OF APPROPRIATE
REPRESENTATIVE MONTH

This second issue hadtwo parts ... (1) Should the
National Office revoke its previous Letter Ruling in
whichithad granted the taxpayer permission to select
the first month of its fiscal year as the representative
month for purposes of the IPIC method, and (2) if so,
what month would be most appropriate for determin-
ing current-year cost?

A taxpayer using the IPIC method that does not
use the retail inventory method must select indexes
as of the month or months most appropriate to the
taxpayers method of determining the current-year
costofthe inventory pool. [Reg. Sec. 1.472-8(e)(2)(ii)]
Alternatively, an IPIC taxpayer may make a one-time
binding election of an appropriate representatlve

month dunng the taxable year.

* For this purpose, an appropriate rep-
resentative month must be a month that has a nexus,
or a relationship, to the taxpayer's method of deter-
mining current-year cost and its historical experience
of inventory purchases during the year.

Since the taxpayer did not implement the method
for which consent was granted in the previous Letter
Ruling, the IRS could change the taxpayer back to its
old method (i.e., the most recent purchases method).
When a taxpayer uses the most recent purchases
method to determine its current-year cost, an appro-
priate representative month is almost invariably a
month that is near the end of the year (assuming
uniform purchases during the year). Under these
circumstances, the Service simply won't allow tax-
payers to use a month near the beginning of the year.

The Ruling added that when the taxpayer was
granted consent to use a month eatlier in its fiscal
year as an appropriate representative month, the

see IRS DISALLOWS USE OF DUAL INDEX METHOD, page 10
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WS THE FORM 5115 CLEAR & UNAMBIGUOUS?

DO SHOULD HAVE KNOWN JIWHAT?

IRS’ Overriding Rebuttals
¢ Taxpayer’s Form 3115 indicated that it was going to use the earliest acquisition method, but made no reference to
its use of dual indexes.

e Taxpayer’s Form 3115 did not clearly indicate that it was going to continue to use a most recent purchases method
to determine quantitative changes in its inventory.

¢ Taxpayer’s dual index method did not determine the current-year cost of the items making up its pool by reference
to the actual cost of the goods purchased during the year in order of acquisition. Therefore, Taxpayer’s dual index
method was not the earliest acquisition method that is described in Reg. Sec. 1.472-8(e)(2)(ii)(b). (The IRS cites
here Mountain State Ford v. Commissioner, 112 T.C. 58 [1999]).

o . Since Taxpayer’s dual index method is not the earliest acquisition method contemplated by the regulations, the
National Office would not have “understood” that the taxpayer had requested permission to use a dual index

method.

o Taxpayer’s argumerit concerning the precise language of the Form 3115 is unpersuasive in that Forms and
Instructions are not authoritative. Taxpayer is not entitled to distill the tax law from the language of the Form
3115. Generally, Forms and Instructions do not bind the Service and are not intended to replace the law or change
its meaning. The sources of authoritative law in the tax field are the statutes and Regulations, and not the informal |
publications and Tax Forms that are published by the Internal Revenue Service. ... (citations omitted) ..
“Therefore, taxpayers who rely on IRS Forms and Instructions are at risk.”

o The risk to which taxpayers (inadvertently) expose themselves is evidenced by the following. A careful reading of
the Regulation Section that provides the methods to determine current-year cost when a taxpayer uses the dollar-
value LIFO inventory method reveals that the language of the Form 3115 is not fully consistent with the
language contained in Reg. Sec. 1.472-8.

¢  The language contained on the Form 3115 tracks the language contained in Reg. Sec. 1.472-2(d). This
applies to a taxpayer that values its LIFO inventory using a unit method. In contrast, Reg. Sec. 1.472-8(¢)(2)
is the relevant Regulation Section when a taxpayer values its LIFO inventory using the dollar-value method.
The language of this Regulation is slightly different than that provided by Reg. Sec. 1.472-2(d) and provides
that a taxpayer may determine the total current-year cost of items making up a pool by using one of several
methods: either (1) the most recent purchases method, (2) the earliest acquisition method, (3) an average unit
cost method, or (4) any other proper method.

e When the National Office issued its letter ruling, it was aware of the different language contained in each
Regulation Section. Therefore, the National Office likely would have assumed that, since the taxpayer was using
the dollar-value LIFO method, it was requesting to change its method of determining current-year cost for the items
making up its pool and not only its method for purposes of valuing an increment.

e When a taxpayer files a Form 3115 requesting the Commissioner’s consent to a change in method of accounting,
the taxpayer has “a duty to reveal all material factors pertinent to its request for an accounting method change.”
Taxpayers cannot shift this burden to the National Office. The taxpayer’s argument concerning the National
Office’s duty to seek additional information i is not conslstent with precedent. See Cochran Hatchery, Inc. v.
Commissioner, T. C. Memo. 1979-390.
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National Office must have assumed that the taxpayer
would use the earliest acquisition method in order to
determine the current-year cost for purposes of de-
termining not only the value of an increment, but also
whether a quantitative change had occurred in its
inventory pool.

Since this assumption by the National Office was
in error, the Letter Ruling could be revoked, but only
to the extent thatit provided the taxpayer with consent
to use (1) the earliest acquisition method and (2) that
earliermonth as an appropriate representative month.
Because the Examination Division (i.e. the IRS audi-
tor) said it would change the taxpayer's method from
a dual index method to the most recent purchases
method, the month or months most appropriate is
_ invariably a month towards the end of the taxpayer’s
taxable year.

SECTION 7805(b) RELIEF

Athird issue in the Letter Ruling followed from the
Service's decision to revoke its previous Letter Rul-
ing. That issue was whether the taxpayer should be
granted relief under Section 7805(b). Ordinarily,
when the Service revokes a Letter Ruling that it has
previously issued, that revocation applies to all years
open under the statute of limitations unless the Ser-
vice exercises its discretionary authority to limit the
retroactive effect of the revocation.

Each request for relief is considered on its own
individual merits, and the National Office concluded
thatthere was “sufficient question regarding the mean-
ing of the information that the taxpayer provided the
National Office in its Form 3115.”

In this case, the National Office granted Section
7805(b) relief to the taxpayer. As a result, the effect
of the revocation of the previous Letter Ruling was not
applied to tax years beginning before the date that the
taxpayer received notification of the revocation. At
least this didn't turn out badly for the taxpayer.

CLARIFICATION: IPIC METHODS NOW
CANNOT EMPLOY DUAL INDEXES

Letter Ruling 200328001 involves the question of
whether a taxpayer is permitted to use a dual index
method to determine the current-year cost of items
making up its inventory pool when it uses the IPIC
method. This question arose because of the years
involved in the underlying fact pattern.

Practitioners should be aware that now the final
Regulations do not allow taxpayers using the IPIC
method to use dual indexes with two appropriate
months for selecting such indexes. The Regulations
state that “using one IPI (inventory price index) to

l"hotooopylng or Reprinting Without Permission Is Prohibited

(Continued from page 5)

compute the base-year cost of a dollar-value pool for
the current taxable year and using a different IPl to
compute the LIFO inventory value of the current
taxable year's layer is not permitted under the IPIC
method.”

IPIC taxpayers who were previously using a dual
index method, were granted automatic consent to
change to a method permitted by the new Regula-
tions in either their first or second year ending on or
after December 31, 2001 [Reg. Sec. 1.472-
8(e)(3)(v)(B)]. '
SIGNIFICANCE OF LTR 200328001

This Letter Ruling updates our understanding of
the IRS attitude towards taxpayers who attempt to
use dualindex LIFO methodologies. Equally interest-
ing are its discussions related to some everyday
issues LIFO practitioners run into.

1. Whenthere is less than (whatthe IRS consid-
ers to be) “full disclosure” on oraccompanying a Form
3115, what can or should the taxpayer be entitied
presumethat the National Office will know or assume
about what is going on?

In other words, should you “dare” to fully disclose
or take your chances on offering less than full disclo-
sure?

2. Just how much can a taxpayer rely on Form
3115 and the instructions? This applies to either
making a change in accounting method where per-
mission to make the change is automatically granted
or in requesting permission to change in situations
that are not automatic.

You may be surprised at how severely the IRS
disparages the Form which it usually holds up as the
Holy Grail for accounting changes (when it is to its
advantage to do so.)

3. Ifyouare currently using a dualindex method
for your LIFQ calculations, you may want to study
closely how the Service distances itself from prior
Letter Rulings and TAMs which involve the use of
dualindex methods. These are, according to the IRS,
situations all revolving around “clear reflection of
income” determinations.

The IRS' comments may not come as a surprise
to you. But they may be enough to move you to
reconsider what you are doing in some instances and
possibly even convince you to buy a ticket on the “last
train out,” whose destination is the IPIC safe harbor.

Further thoughts on these discussions and their
application to everyday LIFO practice are on the
facing page.
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Duty to
Disclose All
Material Facts
&

Reveal All
Material Factors

FORM 3115 DISCLOSURES ... PRACTICE COMMENTS '

One interpretation of this Letter Ruling is simply that the taxpayer will lose whenever it tries

to rely on its own vague or sketchy attempts to fill out a Form 3115.

When a taxpayer files a Form 3115 requesting the Commissioner’s consent to a change in

method of accounting, the taxpayer has “a duty to reveal all material factors pertinent to its

request for an accounting method change.”

It is not the responsibility of the National Tax Office to try to ferret out all of the pertinent

information. And, the taxpayer cannot shift this burden to the National Office.

In Cochran Hatchery, Inc. v. Commissioner, (T.C. Memo 1979-390), the taxpayer was granted

permission to change from an accrual method of accounting to the cash receipts and

disbursements method of accounting (cash method). In requesting the change, the taxpayer

fully and honestly provided all of the information requested on the Form 3115, but.it failed to

disclose that most of the its sales were to a related party.

¢ In part, the Service granted the requested change based on the taxpayer’s representation that
there was a long delay between the time of the sale and the receipt of payments on accounts
receivable.

+ Subsequently, the Service discovered that most of the taxpayer’s sales were to a related
party, and it retroactively revoked the Letter Ruling.

¢ The Tax Court held that the revocation was justified, and it was not an abuse of discretion
by the IRS. The Court said, “It would be exceedingly difficult, if not impossible, for [the
Commissioner] to design specific questions covering every conceivable circumstance
relating to an accounting method change.”

When in Doubt,
Better to Err
on the Side of
Fuller Disclosure

This Letter Ruling reinforces a position about which we have always felt very strongly.

¢ In connection with Form 970 and Form 3115 filings, it has been our practice to always, every

time, without exception, include a schedule showing the computation format that will be
followed in the LIFO methodology that is either being elected or to which the taxpayer is |-
requesting permission to change.

¢ For example, see our proforma computation packages.
o Some practitioners have said that they felt it was unnecessary to include an extra page or

schedule which might simply draw more IRS attention to what was being done.

¢ Our opinion has consistently been that adding a schedule showing the computation format
should avoid any possible controversy in the future over how the IRS might interpret the
changes we were electing or making. :

¢ This disclosure practice is especially crucial in situations where a dual index method is
being used.

With Form 3115,
the Service Says
“Heads-We-Win,
Tails-You-Lose”

Note the “heads-we-win, tails-you-lose” attitude the IRS expressed concerning the content of

its own Forms and Instructions ... especially in its reference to Form 3115.

In the Ruling, the Service brushed off all of the taxpayer’s arguments involving its reliance on

or understanding of Form 3115.

¢ ... “Generally, forms and instructions do not bind the Service and are not intended to replace
the law or change its meaning. The sources of authoritative law in the tax field are the
statutes and regulations and not the informal publications and tax forms that are published
by the Service .. (c1tatxons omltted) Therefore, taxpayers who rely solely on IRS forms
and mstructwns are at ris

One would think or hope that the IRS would be more careful in drafting Forms and

Instructions and be more willing to stand behind them.

Form 3115 Is
Inconsistent with
the Regulations ...
and the IRS Is
Aware of It

In connection with filing Forms 3115 for certain LIFO changes, taxpayers should be aware that
the language of the Form 3115 is not fully consistent with the language in Reg. Sec. 1.472-8
which provides for methods to determine current-year cost when a taxpayer uses the dollar-
value LIFO inventory method. ' '
¢ This is truly a “gotcha” ... and the IRS pulls no punches in making that peril apparent to the

taxpayer. ...How about at least a warning somewhere in the dozens of pages of instructions?
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COMPARISON OF SUPERLIFO & IRS
NEW ITEM DETERMINATIONS FOR NEW VEHICLES
IN YEAR-END 2003 INVENTORIES

We are pleased to present our SuperLIFO 2004
New ltems Lists in a Report comparing our determi-
nations of new items with those recently made avail-
able by the office of the IRS Motor Vehicle Technical
Advisor in Grand Rapids, Michigan.

The IRS lists can be found in IRS Publication
1947 (Rev. 03-04), Catalog Number 24599W. These
were distributed with a cover letter dated March 9,
2004, whichincludes the following statement ... “This
list is similar to the guidance | provide to examin-
- ers who audit automobile dealers’ Tax returns
and is the resultof research by my staff of the best
information available to us. Since the listis notan
‘Official List,’ it does not reflect “Service Posi-
tion” and examiners are not required to follow it.”

The IRS used the following sources to compile its
New ltems Lists... Edmunds.com, Kelley Blue Book
New Car Price Manual (Fourth Edition, 2003 through
Second Edition, 2004), Automobile Magazine, Auto-
motive News, and when available, productbrochures,
manufacturers’ price lists and vehicle order guides.

HOW TO INTERPRET OUR SurerLIFO -
IRS COMPARATIVE REPORT

Our Comparative New Item Report covers 16
pages. New automobiles are on pages 1 through 7;
new light-duty trucks (including sport utility vehicles,
minivans and off-roads) are on pages 8 through 16.
The Report shows complete make, model, body
style, model code and item category information.

The left-hand side of each Report page shows
our SuperLIFO New ltems List.

- The right-hand side of the Report (including the
“Yes” column) shows the IRS’ Motor Vehicle Industry
Specialist’s new item listing.

To make it easier to identify the differences in our
respective new items listings, where a new item on
ourListalso appears onthe IRS’ list, that detailed item
category has not been listed again on the right-hand
side.

The “Yes/No” columns should be read as follows:
If an “X” appears in the “Yes” column, that item
category has been determined by the IRS to be a new
item category. Thus, every item category listedonthe

left-hand side of the page with a corresponding “X” in

the. “Yes” column indicates an item category where
we are in agreement with the IRS.

Photocopying or Reprinting Without Permission Is Prohibited

Where there are blank spaces on the left-hand
side of the page, but item category entries on the
corresponding right-hand side of the page, you can
clearly see those item categories (with model num-
bers) which the IRS concluded were new items, but
which we concluded were not. For example, note
the treatment of twenty (20) Ford F-150 Heritage
trucks by the IRS as new items, which treatment,
in our opinion, is incorrect.

If an “X” appears in the “No” column, that item
category is listed on the left-hand (i.e., SureaLIFO)
side, and that “X” indicates an item category that we
treated as new, but which the IRS did not.

We carefully reviewed our new item determina-
tions and compared them with the IRS lists. The IRS
also used a calendar year cut-off, rather than a model
year cut-off, in compilingits list. This eliminated many
items that otherwise might have been differences
resulting from overlapping time periods. Butin some
instances, varying introduction dates created differ-
ences in our respective determinations.

In summary: Everything listed on the left-hand
(our) side with an “X” in the “Yes” column is an item
category where we agree with the IRS that it is a new
item. Everything with an “X” in the “Yes” columnis on
the IRS’ new item list. Everything listed on the right-
hand (IRS) side of the page is an item category that
the IRS considers to be new...and we do not. Finally,
everything withan “X” inthe “No” columnis something
that we conclude should be a new item category, but
the IRS does not.

With respect to the December 31, 2003 year-end
vehicles, we identified 580 new item categories (222
autos and 358 light-duty trucks) whereas the IRS
identified 550 (221 autos and 329 light-duty trucks). We
both reached the same conclusion on 434 new items.

We identified 66 item categories as new, but the
IRS determined them to be continuing. The IRS
identified 65 items as new, but we concluded they
should be treated as continuing items.

A table summarizing the details of these differ-
ences in treatment appears on page 14.

In general, this year, there were no major
situations where we treated a vehicle as a new
item and the IRS treated it as continuing. How-
ever, there were a few major situations where the
IRS concluded that a vehicle was a new item and

-
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C . { SUPERLIFO & IRS New ltem Determination

we disagreed ... Specifically, the Ford F-150 Heri-
tage trucks and the Mercury Mountaineer. (See
discussion in Update Item #5 on page 4.)

In some instances, we understand why we dis-
agree with the IRS; in other situations, we’re not quite
sure why we don’t agree—other than possibly be-
cause of conflicting information or timing differences
in our respective resources.

The legend on the cover page of the Report
explains the abbreviations in the “comment code”
column. Inthe Comments column, the terms “Admin
Code Change” refers to an IRS-specific designation
inits listings which reads “Administrative Model Code
Change” explaining why the IRS treated that item as
a continuing item rather than as a new item. Inthese
instances (i.e., where “Admin Code Change” ap-
pears), there exists a real difference in interpretation
 between SuperLIFO and the IRS. One example of
this is the Chrysler Sebring.

In contrast, where our SuperLIFO analysis has
treated a vehicle as a continuing item even though
there was a change in the model code, we have
referred to it in the Comments column as either (1) a
“digit change” listing which digit changed or (2) as a
“model code change.” This year, there are 28 such

vehicles where one or two digits in the Manufac-

turers Code were changed, but there was no
significant change in the vehicle. We treated
these as continuing items; the IRS treated them
as new items.

In prior years’ comparative lists, because of the
format limitations involved in this side-by-side pre-
sentation, some of the new item vs. continuing item
differences described as “due to timing” are not
purely due to timing differences. Because we (i.e.,
SuperLIFO) received the information sooner or more
directly, some item categories were treated as newon
an earlier compilation of new items ... and the IRS
was simply catching up with treating them as new
items on its “later” compilation. In some other in-
stances, there were some “new” items where the IRS
received some information on the vehicles earlier
than we did, so the reverse was true.

In this year's comparative lists, information avail-
able to us for determining vehicle status was always
(dated) earlier than the information the IRS was using
for its determinations. This is clearly evident.in the
note at the bottom of page 14.

There are other instances involving models/ve-
hicles that did not exist in the prior year where (1) we
received information that the IRS did not, (2) we
determined the item to be a new item, (3) the IRS did

A Quarterly Update of LIFO - News, Views and Ideas

(Continued from page 2)

not even list that item (because the IRS did not have
any information on it) and (4) that item appears in the
“No” column and is “x’d” in the “No” column. The
reason that these are not considered as timing differ-
ences between our respective lists is that the IRS had
no information to evaluate. Therefore, that item will
not result in a timing difference until, at some later
date, the IRS receives information on the vehicle and
then makes its determination as to its status.

DEFINITION OF A “NEW” ITEM

A new item category is defined as an item cat-
egory not considered to be in existence in the prior
taxable year. Under Section 4.02(5) of Rev. Proc. 97-
36, a new item category results from any one of the
following:

¢ Anynew orreassigned manufacturer's model
code that was caused by a change in an existing
vehicle,

* A manufacturer's model code created or re-
assigned because the classified vehicle did not pre-
viously exist, or

¢ [f there is no change in a manufacturer's
model code, but there has been a change to the
platform (i.e., the piece of metal at the bottom of the
chassis that determines the length and width of the
vehicle and the structural set-up of the vehicle) that
results in a change in track width or wheel base,
whether or not the same model name was previously
used by the manufacturer, a new item category is
created.

NEWITEM: WHAT DIFFERENCE DOES IT MAKE?

New item categories are required to be included
at a 1.000 factor in the annual computation of the
index of inflation or deflation. This is accomplished by
using the same dollar amount for the end-of-the-year
base cost as for the beginning-of-the-year base cost.

Since any number divided by itself equals 1.000,
this new item treatment will contribute no inflation (or
deflation) for that item to the annual index.

However, if there is overall inflation for the year,
the inclusion of the same dollar amount for that new
itemin both the numeratorand the denominator of the
fraction will reduce the overall weighted index result
(i.e., it will depress the index computed).

The opposite result occurs in an overall deflation-
ary year. New item treatment (at 1.000) will increase
the overall weighted index result if there would other-
wise be overall deflation for the year. X
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~ COMPARISON OF "UNOFFICIAL" NEW ITEM CATEGORY LISTS

SUPERLIFO™ AND IRS / MOTOR VEHICLE TECHNICAL ADVISOR PROGRAM

NEW AUTOMOBILES AND LIGHT-DUTY TRUCKS

FOR CALENDAR YEAR DEALERS - DECEMBER 31, 2003

RIGHT-HAND
COLUMN
LEFT-HAND
COLUMN IRS SAID
SUPERLIFO NEW,
SUPERLIFO IRS _ SAID NEW, SUPERLIFO
SAID SAID EREAE AL} 4 IRS SAID SAID
NEW NEW L BOBL 5 . CONTINUING  CONTINUING
(A) (B) (A-C) (8-D) ©) (D)
AUTOS ,
Page 1 . 36 27 21 21 14 6
Page 2 34 30 24 24 10 6
Page 3 ) 37 30 20 - 20 17 10
Page 4 40 36 31 31 9 5
Page 5 37 27 26 26 1 1
Page 6 26 49 26 25 1 24
Page 7 13 22 9 9 4 13
TOTAL AUTOS 222 221 66 65
TRUCKS
Page 8 ) ' 49 45 45 45 4 0
Page 9 54 - 34 34 34 20 0
Page 10 28 45 21 21 7 24
Page 11 53 52 52 52 1 0
Page 12 53 45 43 43 10 2
Page 13 43 33 25 25 18 8
Page 14 30 36 25 26 5 11
Page 15 43 35 29 29 14 6
Page 16 5 4 4 4 1 0
TOTAL TRUCKS 358 329 80 51
TOTAL AUTOS & TRUCKS 680 550 146 116
Out of the differences in Columns C & D, 28 cars and 41 truck differences were not “interpretive® differences. Rather, these 64 differences
were solely due to timing in the sense that S/L and the IRS obtained the vehicle data in different time periods and therefore the vehicles did
(or did not) appear on one list, but not on the other. In other wards, these 64 “timing® differences would not exist if the comparison of lists were
made over a 2 year period. .
TIMING DIFFERENCES - _ S
IRS RECEIVED INFO EARLIER OR LATER SUPERLIFO RECEIVED INFO EARLIER OR LATER
CARS - EARLIER 0 TRUCKS - EARLIER © CARS - EARLIER 23 TRUCKS - EARLIER 41
CARS - LATER 23 TRUCKS - LATER 41 CARS - LATER 0 TRUCKS-LATER 0
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COMPARISON OF "UNOFFICIAL* NEW ITEM CATEGORY LISTS
SUPERLIFO™ AND IRS MOTOR VEHICLE TECHNICAL ADVISOR PROGRAM

NEW AUTOMOBILES AND LIGHT-DUTY TRUCKS
INVOLVING MANUFACTURER MODEL YEARS 2003-2004

SUPERLIFO™ - NEW ITEMS LIST
FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 DEALERS &
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REGION =

TIMING =

.

DIFSC =

LEGEND / COMMENT CODE

DIFFERENCE IN ENGINE / MOST DETAILED DESCRIPTION

OPTION PACKAGES / MOST DETAILED DESCRIPTION

DIFFERENT PRODUCT REQUIREMENTS OR OPTION PACKAGES
WHICH VARY DEPENDING ON REGIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

TIMING DIFFERENCE: |RS RECEIVED INFO EARLIER OR LATER

DIFFERENT INFORMATION SOURCES AVAILABLE TO
IRS AND / OR TO SUPERLIFO™

‘PLEASE NOTE: Al articles and the entire contents of this publication are subject 1o copyright and are the proprietary intellectual property of the author and publisher, Willard J. De Filipps.
No article, nor any portion of this publication, is to be reproduced or distributed without the express written authorization of Willard J. De Filipps. Any prior permission to reproduce and/or
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IRS MOTOR VEHICLE TECHNICAL ADVISOR PROGRAM

(DECEMBER, 2003 CALENDAR YEAR)

NUMBER OF NEW ITEMS

SUPERLIFO™
CATEGORY
AUTOMOBILES 222
LIGHT-DUTY TRUCKS 358
TOTAL NEW ITEM CATEGORIES 680

IRS
CATEGORY

221
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COMPARISON OF "UNOFFICIAL" NEW ITEM CATEGORY LISTS

SUPERLIFO™ AND IRS MOTOR VEHICLE TECHNICAL ADVISOR PROGRAM

NEW AUTOMOBILES AND LIGHT-DUTY TRUCKS
FOR CALENDAR YEAR DEALERS - DECEMBER 31, 2003

SUPERLIFO™ - NEW ITEMS LIST
FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 DEALERS

RS MOTOR VEHICLE INDUSTRY
(DECEMBER, 2003 CALENDAR YEAR)
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MODEL
BODY STYLE CODE
NEW AUTOMOBILES

NA1263

NA2163
4:DR SEDAN 6-SP W/HP TIRES UAB56
4-DR SEDAN 6-SP UABS5S
4-DR SEDAN 6-SP W/NAV UAB55 NAV
4-DR SEDAN 6-SP W/NAV/HP TIRES UA656 NAV
4-DR SEDAN AUTO UAB62
4-DR SEDAN AUTO W/NAV A662 NAV
4-DR SEDAN 6-SP CL958
4-DR SEDAN 6-SP W/NAV CLeS9
4-DR SEDAN AUTO CL968
4-DR SEDAN AUTO W/NAV CL969
2-DR CABRIOLET 1.8T AUTO 8H752H
2-DR CABRIOLET 3.0 QUATTRO AWD AUTO 8H75FZ .
4-DR SEDAN 1.8T 5SP W/PB 8E2524 PB
4-DR SEDAN 1.8T AUTO W/PB ‘M 8E252H PB
4-DR SEDAN 1.8T QUATTRO 6-SP W/PB 8E2529 PB
4-DR SEDAN 1.8T QUATTRO AUTO W/PB 8E252Z PB
4-DR SEDAN 3.0 AUTO W/PB » 8425FH PB
4-DR SEDAN 3.0 QUATTRO 6-SP W/PB 8E25F9 PB
4-DR SEDAN 3.0 TIP QUATTRO AUTO W/PB 8E25FZ PB

4-DR WGN AVANT QUATTRO 6-SP W/PB 8ES5F9 PB
4-DR WGN AVANT QUATTRO AUTO W/PB 8ES5FZ PB
4-DR SEDAN 2.7T QUATTRO S-LINE AUTO TIP
4-DR SEDAN L QUATTRO AWD

4-DRWGN 4.2 QUATTRO AWD AUTO

4-DR SEDAN QUATTRO AWD AUTO

4-DR SEDAN 4.2 QUATTRO AWD 6-SP

4-DR SEDAN 4.2 QUATTRO AWD TIP

4-DR WGN AVANT 4.2 QUATTRO AWD 6-SP
4-DR WGN AVANT 4.2 QUATTRO AWD TIP
2-DR COUPE 3.2 QUATTRO AWD AUTO

2-DR ROADSTER QUATTRO AWD AUTO

525i 4-DR SEDAN 56
530i 4-DR SEDAN 50

XX**XXXXX

XX XXX X XXX XXX

x

XX X X XXX XXXXX

NEW AUTOMOBILES

I8 2-DR COUPE OPEN TOP V6 AUTO
[ 2-DR COUPE OPEN TOP V6 6-SP

382 3251 4-DR SEDAN 2.5 RWD

PH 325/T 4-DR SPORT WAGON 2.5 RWD
%8 325x 4-DR SEDAN 2.5 AWD

53 325X T 4-DR SPORT WAGON 2.5 AWD

TIMING
TIMING

DIFSC
DIFSC
DIFSC
DIFSC
DIFSC

PAGE 1 OF 16

03 MODEL 12/3/02 INTRO
03 MODEL 12/3/02 INTRO

03 MODEL 1/1/03 INTRO
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SUPERLIFO™ - NEW ITEMS LIST
FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 DEALERS

IRS MOTOR VEHICLE INDUSTRY
DECEMBER, 2003 CALENDAR YEAR)

MAKE

BMW

CADILLAC

CHEVROLET

CHRYSLER

|[FORD

i THUNDERBIRD

545} 4-DR SEDAN 6-SP
545IA 4-DR SEDAN AUTO
760Li 4-DR SEDAN

2-DR ROADSTER ALPINA

4-DR SEDAN V
2-DR HARDTOP CONVERTIBLE

4-DR SEDAN BASE W/1SB

4-DR SEDAN LS W/1SC

4-DR SEDAN SPECIAL VALUE W/1SA
5-DR SEDAN BASE W/1SB

5-DR SEDAN LS W/1SC

5-DR SEDAN SPECIAL VALUE W/1SA
2-DR COUPE W/1SV

5-DR HATCHBACK (FLEET)

S5-DR HATCHBACK LS

5-DR HATCHBACK LT

2-DR COUPE SUPERCHARGED SS

2-DR COUPE

2-DR CONVERTIBLE TOURING 2.7
2-DRCOUPE LTD 3.0

4-DR SEDANLTD 2.7

4-DR SEDAN TOURING 2.7

4-DR SEDAN SRT HO TURBO

4-DR SEDAN POLICE INTERCEPTOR 730
4-DR SEDAN POLICE INTERCEPTOR 770
4-DR WAGON ZTW W/ZTEC 500

2-DR COUPE 10TH ANNIV 325

2-DR PACIFIC COAST ROADSTER

PAGE 2 OF 16

X X X X X X

4-DR SEDAN (FLEET ONLY)

X X X X X

x X X

B8 2-0R CONVERTIBLE 2.4
% 4-DR SEDAN 2.4

B 2-0R COUPE SXT
§ 2-DR COUPE RIT

£ LIMITED EDITION V8 3.9 007
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SUPERLIFO™ - NEW ITEMS LIST

FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 DEALERS

IRS MOTOR VEHICLE INDUSTRY
(DECEMBER, 2003 CALENDAR YEAR)

B 2-DR COUPE 2.4 AUTO WICRS

2-DR COUPE 2.4 EX 5-SP W/CRS

4-DR SEDAN 2.4 EX 5-SP W/CRS

4-DR SEDAN 2.4 EX AUTO W/CRS

jl 4-DR SEDAN 2.4 EX AUTO W/CRS/PZEV

4-DR SEDAN VP AUTO W/SRS

3-DR HATCHBACK 5-SP W/SRS
3-DR HATCHBACK GL 5-SP W/SRS
3-DR HATCHBACK AUTO W/SRS
3-DR HATCHBACK GT 5-SP
3-DR HATCHBACK GT AUTO
4-DR SEDAN GL 5-SP W/SRS
4-DR SEDAN GL AUTO W/SRS

HYUNDA!

4-DR SEDAN GT SULEV AUTO

INFINITI
4-DR SEDAN 6-SP WLTHR
4-DR SEDAN AWD AUTO WALTHR

XJ 4-DR SEDAN VANDEN PLAS
XJ8 4-DR SEDAN
XJR 4-DR SEDAN

JAGUAR K XJ SERIES

4-DR SEDAN 3.5 V6 AUTO
4-DR SEDAN BASE 5-SP
4-DR SEDAN BASE AUTO
4-DR SEDAN LS 5-SP

4-DR SEDAN LS AUTO-
l5-DR HATCHBACK GS 5-5P

5 DR HATCHBACK GS AUTO
5-DR HATCHBACK GSX 6-SP
5-DR HATCHBACK GSX AUTO

53 X X X X X X X X XX X X X X XX

XXX XXX XXX

%) 4-DR SEDAN AUTO
4-DR SEDAN L AUTO

KKl 4-DR SEDAN SPORT 6-SP W/LTHR AVAIL OP

4-DR SEDAN LUXURY AUTO
il 4-DR SEDAN PREMIUM AUTO

i 03 MODEL INTRO 11/4/02

PAGE 3 OF 16

03 MODEL INTRO 11/15/02
03 MODEL INTRO 11/15/02

04 MODEL 12/14/03 INTRO
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SUPERLIFO™ - NEW ITEMS LIST
FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 DEALERS
I

IRS MOTOR VEHICLE INDUSTRY
(DECEMBER, 2003 CALENDAR YEAR)

MODEL

BODY STYLE

MERCEDES

MITSUBISHI

|NISSAN

4-DR SEDAN V6 AUTO 115
4-DR SEDAN 2.0 | 5-SP

2-DR CONVERTIBLE CLUB SPORT
2-DR CONVERTIBLE SHINSEN
4-DR COUPE SPORT 6-SP

4-DR COUPE SPORT AUTO

€320 2-DR SPORT COUPE

E500 4-DR SEDAN 4M

SLK320 2-DR COUPE SPEC ED LK320 SE

4-DR SEDAN DE AUTO

4-DR SEDAN EVOLUTION

4-DR SEDAN RALLIART 5-SP
4-DR SEDAN RALLIART AUTO LN41-T AUTO
4-DR SEDAN SPORTBACK RALLIART AUTO
4-DR SEDAN SPORTBACK RALLIART LS AUTO LN45-B AUTO

2-DR ROADSTER ENTHUSIAST 6-SP
2-DR ROADSTER ENTHUSIAST AUTO
2-DR ROADSTER TOURING 5-SP
2-DR ROADSTER TOURING AUTO
4-DR SEDAN 2.5 5-SP CA

4-DR SEDAN 2.5 AUTO CA

4-DR SEDAN 2.5 S 5-SP CA

4-DR SEDAN 2.5 S AUTO CA

YES NO BODY STYLE

4-DR SEDAN AUTO

X X X X X X X

€230 4-DR SPORT SEDAN SUPERCHARGED
C240 4-DR SEDAN 5/MATIC AWD

C240 4-DR WAGON 4/MATIC AWD

C320 4-DR WAGON4/MATIC AWD

X X X X X

XX XX

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

PAGE 4 OF 16
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SUPERLIFO™ - NEW ITEMS LIST

IRS MOTOR VEHICLE INDUSTRY

FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 DEALERS

(DECEMBER, 2003 CALENDAR YEAR)

MAKE §BODY STYLE

PAGE 5 OF 16

NISSAN 4-DR SEDAN 2.5 SL AUTO CA
4-DR SEDAN 3.5 SE 5-SP
4-DR SEDAN 3.5 SE AUTO
4-DR SEDAN 3.5 SL AUTO
4-DR SEDAN SE-R AUTO CA

4-DR SEDAN 2.5S8 AUTO CA

PONTIAC

2-DR COUPE W/1SV

CARR 2-DR CABRIOLET C4S
CARR 2-DR CABRIOLET TURBO

PORSCHE

ROLLS ROYCE PHANTOM 4-DR SEDAN

2-DR CONVERTIBLE 2.0 AERO
2-DR CONVERTIBLE 2.0 ARC

|SAAB

X X X X X

5-DR WAGON 2.3 ARC

SATURN 2-DR QUAD COUPE 5-SP

XXX X XXX XXX

SCION 5-DR HATCHBACK 5-SP
5-DR HATCHBACK AUTO
5-DR WAGON 5-SP

5-DR WAGON AUTO

SUBARU 4-DR SEDAN WRX AWD W/PREM PKG

4-DR SEDAN WRX STi W/GOLD WHEELS
4-DR SEDAN WRX STi W/SILVER WHEELS

5-DR WAGON OUTBACK HS6 3.0 AWD

COMMENTS __
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MAKE

SUPERLIFO™ - NEW ITEMS LIST
FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 DEALERS

IRS MOTOR VEHICLE INDUSTRY
(DECEMBER, 2003 CALENDAR YEAR)

BODY STYLE

Suzuki

TOYOTA

VOLKSWAGEN

4-DR SEDAN EXAUTO

4-DR SEDAN S AUTO

2-DR COUPE L4 SE 5-SP

2-DR COUPE SPORT V8 AUTO

2-DR LIFTBACK GT 5-SP W/ACT PKG
2-DR LIFTBACK GT AUTO W/ACT PKG
2-DR LIFTBACK GTS 6-SP W/ACT PKG
2-DR LIFTBACK GTS AUTO W/ACT PKG
4-DR SEDAN AUTO

4-DR SEDAN GL 2.0 5-SP PZEV CA/NE
4-DR SEDAN GL 2.0 AUTO PZEV CA/NE
4-DR SEDAN GLS 2.0 5-SP PZEV CA/NE
4-DR SEDAN GLS 2.0 AUTO PZEV CA/NE

3¢ 3 3 X X X X X X X X X

MXXXXKXXXIXXNXXXXXXXX

B +-DR SEDAN S FWD AUTO

-DR WAGON SX AWD AUTO

x X

MM XX XXXKMNXXXNXNXXXXX

4-DR HATCHBACK GL TDI 5-SP

-DR SEDAN WOLFBURG ED 5-SP

5TH DIGIT CHANGE

03 MODEL 12/1/02 INTRO
03 MODEL 12/1/02 INTRO
03 MODEL 12/1/02 INTRO
04 MODEL

4TH/STH DIGIT CHANGE

STH/6TH DIGIT CHANGE
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SUPERLIFO™ - NEW ITEMS LIST

TRS MOTOR VEHICLE INDUSTRY
FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 DEALERS

DECEMBER, 2003 CALENDAR YEAR)
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BODY STYLE

MAKE
VOLKSWAGEN

4-DR SEDAN V8 5 PASS AUTO
4-DR SEDAN VB 4 PASS AUTO
4-DR SEDAN W12 4 PASS AUTO
4-DR SEDAN W12 5§ PASS AUTO

VOLVO S$40 4-DR SEDAN LSE SR AUTO

V40 4-DR SEDAN LSE SR AUTO
S60 4-DR SEDAN 2.5T AUTO

$60 4-DR SEDAN R 5-SP

V70 5-DR WAGON 2.5T AUTO
V70 5-DR WAGON R 5-SP

$80 4-DR SEDAN 2.5T

$80 4-DR SEDAN 2.5T AWD AUTO
$80 4-DR SEDAN T6 PREMIER

B soDYsTVLE

i 4-DR SEDAN WOLFSBURG ED AUTO
2-DR CONVERTIBLE GL 5-SP

2-DR CONVERTIBLE GL TIP

2-DR CONVERTIBLE GLS 5-SP

2-DR CONVERTIBLE GLS TIP

8 3-DR HATCHBACK GLS TDI AUTO
i 4-DR SEDAN W8 4MOTION 6-SP
38 5-OR WAGON W8 4MOTION 6-SP

M X XK KX KX XXX XXXNXXXX




SUPERLIFO™ - NEW ITEMS LIST IRS MOTOR VEHICLE INDUSTRY
FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 DEALERS (DECEMBER, 2003 CALENDAR YEAR)

PAGE 8 OF 16

NEW LIGHT DUTY TRUCKS

BMW 4-DR SUV 3.01 04 MODEL 11/1/03 INTRO
BUICK 2WD SPORT UTILITY CXL
: 2WD SPORT UTILITY CXL PLUS
AWD SPORT UTILITY CXL
AWD SPORT UTILITY CXL PLUS
AWD SPORT UTILITY ULTRA
2WD SPORT UTILITY CXL
AWD SPORT UTILITY CXL

04 MODEL 10/27/03 INTRO
04 MODEL 10/27/03 INTRO

seep| ‘pua SMEIA ‘SMeN - 041 §0 elepdn Alewend v

CADILLAC 4-DR SPORT UTILITY V6
4-DR SPORT UTILITY v8

LON‘PL IOA  LNOMOOT 0411 ,sddiid eq

CHEVROLET 2WD CREW CAB LS Z71 W/1SE
2WD CREW CAB LS Z71 W/1SF

| 2WD CREW CAB LS 285 W/1SB

| 2WD CREW CAB LS ZQ8 W/1SH

2WD CREW CAB LS ZQ8 W/1SJ

2WD CREW CAB LS Z85 W/1SC

2WD EXT CAB LS Z71

2WD EXT CAB LS 285

2WD EXT CAB LS ZQ8

2WD EXT CAB Z71

2WD EXT CAB Z85
2WD EXT CAB 285 FLEET

—

peuqQIYOId S| uoISSIULB InoyiM Buguudey Jo Buiddooojoyd

XXX XXAXK XXMM ANXXKXIMNNNXXXNXNXNXNXNXNXNXXNXXXNXNXNXNX

€2 00g Yoren
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CHEVROLET

CHRYSLER

§4-DR PASS LT ENTERTAINER 1SG

i 5-DR SPORT WAGON AWD

i 5-DR SPORT WAGON FWD

{8 5-DR WAGON 2WD

i 5-DR WAGON 2WD

B 5-DR WAGON TOURING AWD
I 5-DR WAGON TOURING FWD

BODY STYLE

4WD EXT CAB 271

SUPERLIFO™ - NEW ITEMS LIST
FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 DEALERS

IRS MOTOR VEHICLE INDUSTRY
[DECEMBER, 2003 CALENDAR YEAR)

MODEL
CODE

CK15753 271
CK15953 Z71
CK15703 WT
CK15903 WT

| CK15703 Z71
CK15903 271
CC25743 LDLS
CC25743LT
CC25903 LD

i CK25743 LDLS

CK25743 LT

j CK25753 LD

CC25743 HD
CC25943 HD

i CC25753 HD

CC25953 HD
CC25903 HD

B CK25743 HD

CK25943 HD
CK257583 HD
CK25953 HD
CK25903 HD!
CC35943 WT

N CC35953 WT

CK35903 WT

B CK36403 WT
B cs1s703

C$15806 LS
CT15806 LS

8 1UT16 LTE

B cscs74
jcsys74

RSYLS3

B RSYHS52

RSCP53

3§ RSYPS3

MM XXX XKINXIKXXXKXXXXNXXXXNXXNXXX

PAGE 9 OF 16

YES NO B BODY STVLE

X X %

X
X
X
X

MK XX XXX XXXX
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SUPERLIFO™ - NEW ITEMS LIST
FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 DEALERS

RS MOTOR VEHICLE INDUSTRY
(DECEMBER, 2003 CALENDAR YEAR)

PAGE 10 OF 16

BODY STYLE

FORD E-SERIES

F150 HERITAGE

2500 HC WAGON TURBO 140
2500 SUPER HC CARGP VAN TURBO 118
2500 SUPER HC CARGO VAN TURBO 140

3500 SUPER HC CARGO VAN TURBO 158

E150 3-DR WAGON CHATEAU
E350 SUPER DUTY WAGON CHATEAU

4-DR 2WD XLS 4.6 100
4-DR 2WD XLS 4.6 200
4X2 WGN SPORT TRAC ADRENALIN 140
4X4 WGN SPORT TRAC ADRENALIN 240

XX X X X X X X XX X X X XXX XXX

XXX XHMMNXXNXXXXXXNXNXNXNXX

B BODY STYLE

i CARAVAN 4-DR CARGO VAN V6
{§ GRAND CARAVAN 4-DR CARGO VAN V6

88 2WD 5-OR SPORT UTILITY LIMO XLT
% 2WD 5-DR SPORT UTILITY LIMITED

B 2-DR 2WD REG CAB S/S XL SWB
-DR 2WD REG CAB F/S XL SWB

B 4-DR 4WD SUPER CAB S/S XLT LWB

B 03 MODEL INTRO 10/14/02
i 03 MODEL INTRO 10/14/02

% 04 MODEL 10/1/03 INTRO

§% 04 MODEL 10/1/03 INTRO

i RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
5% RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
B RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
B8 RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
i RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
By RENAMED WAS F450 PU FOR 03
B RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
B% RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
8 RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
B8 RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
i RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
88 RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
[ RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
o RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
$8 RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
55 RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
F§ RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
B RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
3 RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
¢4 RENAMED WAS F150 PU FOR 03
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SUPERLIFO™ - NEW ITEMS LIST
FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 DEALERS

RS MOTOR VEHICLE INDUSTRY

DECEMBER, 2003 CALENDAR YEAR)

MODEL

MODEL BODY STYLE CODE YES NO Bl BODY STYLE
FORD F150 PICKUP 2WD REG CAB F/S STX 126WB B F02 STXSWB X
2WD REG CAB F/S XLT 126WB 8 FO2 XLTSWB X
B3 2WD REG CAB STX 126WB F12 STXSWB X
® 2WD REG CAB XL 126WB F12 XLSWB X
81 2WD REG CAB XL 145WB F12 XLLWB X
¥ 2WD REG CAB XLT 126WB HF12 XLTSWB X
% 2WD REG CAB XLT 145WB F12 XLT X
B 2WD SUPERCAB F/S STX 145WB X02 STX X
i 2WD SUPERCAB F/S XLT 145WB X02 XLT X
i3 2WD SUPERCAB LARIAT 133WB X12 LARSWB X
i 2WD SUPERCAB LARIAT 145WB B X12 LARLWB X
2WD SUPERCAB STX 133WB X12 STXSWB X
B 2WD SUPERCAB STX 145WB X12 STXLWB X
8 2WD SUPERCAB XL 145W8B X12 XLSWB X.
I 2WD SUPERCAB XL 163WB X12 XLLWB X
[ 2WD SUPERCAB XLT 133WB X12 XLTSWB X
3% 2WD SUPERCAB XLT 145WB X12 XLTLWB X
2WD SUPERCAB XLT 163WB X12 XLT163 X
4 2WD SUPERCREW LARIAT 139WB Bw121LAR - X
&8 2WD SUPERCREW XLT 139WB gw12 T X
B 4WD REG CAB F/S FX4 126WB FO4 FX4 X
# 4WD REG CAB F/S STX 126WB FO4 STXSWB X
i 4WD REG CAB F/S XLT 126WB FO4 XLT X
B8 4WD REG CAB FX4 126WB F14 FX4 X
B AWD REG CAB STX 126WB g F14 STXSWB X
B 4WD REG CAB XL 126WB B F14 XLSWB X
B 4WD REG CAB XL 145WB F14 XLLWB X
R 4WD REG CAB XLT 126WB M F14 XLTSWB X
4WD REG CAB XLT 145WB F14 XLTLWB X
4WD SUPERCASB F/S FX4 145WB X04 FX4 X
4WD SUPERCAB F/S STX 145WB X04 STX X
4WD SUPERCAB F/S XLT 145WB X04 XLT X
4WD SUPERCAB FX4 133WB f X14 FX4SWB X
4WD SUPERCAB FX4 145WB X14 FX4LWB X
4WD SUPERCAB LARIAT 133WB X14 LARSWB X
4WD SUPERCAB LARIAT 145WB X14 LARLWB X
4WD SUPERCAB STX 133WB X14 STXSWB X
4WD SUPERCAB STX 145WB X14 STXLWB X
4WD SUPERCAB XL 145WB X14 XLSWB X
4WD SUPERCAB XL 163WB X14 XLLWB X
4WD SUPERCAB XLT 133WB X14 XLT133 X
4WD SUPERCAB XLT 145WB X14 XLT145 X
4WD SUPERCAB XLT 163WB X14 XLT163 X
4WD-SUPERCREW FX4 139WB W14 FX4 X
4WD SUPERCREW LARIAT 139WB W14 LAR X
4WD SUPERCREW XLT 139WB BW14 XLT X
FREESTAR 4-DR CARGO VAN 200 AS4 X
‘ 4-DR WAGON LT 300 AS8 X
4-DRWAGONS 110 R A50 X
4-DR WAGON SE 120 g AS1 X
4-DR WAGON SEL 120 A52 X
8 4-DR WAGON SES 130 AS7? X
RANGER %3 4-DR 4WD SUPERCAB TREMOR 459 R45 T459

PAGE 11 OF 16
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SUPERLIFO™ - NEW ITEMS LIST

FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 DEALERS

IRS MOTOR VEHICLE INDUSTRY
(DECEMBER, 2003 CALENDAR YEAR)

f2WD CREW CAB SLE Z85 W/1SC
% 2WD EXT CAB BASE 271

B 4WD 3500 EXT CAB CHASSIS WT PKG LWB

8 2WD 2500 CREW CAB WT PKG HID

AWD 4-DR 2500 EXTCAB WT PKG SWB HD
B 2WD 1500 EXT CAB WT PKG LWB
E 2WD 1500 REG CAB WT PKG SWB
& 2WD 2500 CREW CAB SLE

2WD 2500 CREW CAB SLT SW8B

g 2WD 3500 CREW CAB WT PKG
£3 2WD 3500 EXT CAB WT

BODY STYLE

2WD CREW CAB SLE 271 W/ISE
2WD CREW CAB SLE Z71 W/1SF
2WD CREW CAB SLE 285 W/1SB

2WD 3500 EXT CAB CHASSIS WT PKG SWB
2WD 3500 REG CAB CHASSIS WT PKG LWB
2WD 3500 REG CAB CHASSIS WT PKG SWB

XX 5 3 3 XX X X X X X X X X X

XX XX XXX XXX XIKNXXXXXNXNNXNXNXNXNXNXXNXX

X X X X XXX XXX

BODY STYLE

PAGE 12 OF 16

4WD 4-DR 2500 REG CAB

4WD 4-DR 2500 REG CAB SLE
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SUPERLIFO™ - NEW ITEMS LIST IRS MOTOR VEHICLE INDUSTRY
FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 DEALERS DECEMBER, 2003 CALENDAR YEAR PAGE 13 OF 16
MODEL @ COMMENT
|MAKE CODE BODY STYLE CODE COMMENTS
GMC 2WD 3500 EXT CAB WT PKG LWB TK35853 WT X :
4WD 1500 EXT CAB WT PKG LWB TK15953 WT b
4WD 1500 EXT CAB WT PKG SWB TK15753 WT X
4WD 1500 REG CAB WT PKG SWB TK15703 WT X
4WD 2500 CREW CAB SLT TK25743 SLT X
4WD 2500 CREW CAB SLE SWB l TK25743 SLE X
4WD 2500-EXT CAB WT PKG SWB TK25753 WT X
4WD 3500 CREW CAB SRW X DIFSC
R 4WD 3500 CREW.CAB SRW SLE X DIFSC
H 4WD 3500 CREW CAB SRW SLT X BDIFSC
§ 4WD 3500 CREW CAB WT PKG LWB
B 4WD 3500 EXT CAB SRW X DIFSC
4WD 3500 EXT CAB SRW SLE X
% 4WD 3500 EXT CAB SRW SLT X
B3 4WD 3500 EXT CAB SRW WT PKG X
£ 4WD 3500 EXT CAB SRW WT PKG X
#8 4WD 3500 REG CAB SRW X
i AWD 3500 REG CAB SRW SLE X
E 4WD 3500 REG CAB SRW WT PKG b4
§ 4WD 3500 REG CAB WT PKG LWB X ;
HONDA x X 3 2WD 4-DR SPORT UTILITY DX 5-SP 03 MODEL 12/8/02 INTRO
X B 2WD 4-DR SPORT UTILITY DX AUTO 03 MODEL 12/9/02 INTRO
X 28 4WD 4-DR SPORT UTILITY DX AUTO 03 MODEL 12/9/02 INTRO
X 8 2WD 4-DR SPORT UTILITY EX 5-SP 03 MODEL 12/9/02 INTRO
X 1 2WD 4-DR SPORT UTILITY EX AUTO 803 MODEL 12/9/02 INTRO
X 4WD 4-DR SPORT UTILITY EX AUTO 03 MODEL 12/9/02 INTRO
2WD 5-DR EX 5-SP W/SRS X
2WD 5-DR EX AUTO W/SRS X
2WD 5-DR LX 5-SP 04 MODEL 12/9/03 INTRO
2WD 5-DR LX AUTO i 04 MODEL 12/9/03 INTRO
4WD 5-DR DX 5-SP X
4WD 5-DR EX 5-SP X
4WD 5-DR EX 5-SP W/SRS X
4WD 5-DR EX AUTO W/SRS X
4WD 5-DR LX 5-SP § YH273 X TIMING 04 MODEL 12/9/03 INTRO
4WD 5-DR LX AUTO YH283 X TIMING 04 MODEL 12/9/03 INTRO
HYUNDAI 4-DR 2WD SUV GLS V6 3.5 AUTO 60472 X
4-DR 2WD SUV LX V6 3.5 AUTO Bl 60482 X
4-DR 4WD SUV GLS V6 3.5 AUTO 60572 X
ll 4-DR 4WD SUV LX V6 3.5 AUTO 60582 X
INFINITI 2 4-DR 2WD SUV 7721 X
8 4-DR 2WD SUV W/AVAIL OP 8721 X oP
4-DR AWD SUV- 741 X
4-DR AWD SUV W/AVAIL OP 8741 X op
4-DR SUV AWD 7781
B 4-DR AWD SUV W/AVAIL OP : X oP
suzu M Hae X 4-DR 2WD SPORT UTILITY S AUTO TIMING 03 MODEL 12/3/02 INTRO
M Nd6 X 4-DR 4WD SPORT UTILITY S AUTO TIMING 03 MODEL 12/3/02 INTRO
% 4-DR 2WD S V8 3.2 5-SP 8 R4S X
f3 4-DR2WD S V6 3.5 5-SP ¥ Gas4 X
B9 4-DR 4WD S V6 3.5 AUTO Q44 X
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LAND ROVER FREELANDER

?lle
puli I
slle
|
=l
I H
| =
3|13
2 =
2l
s
Ak
=12
‘.'ﬁ&
gll®

I 3-DR SPORT UTILITY SE3 AWD 03 MODEL 11/11/02 INTRO
LEXUS 4.DR2WD SPORT UTILITY
4-DR 4WD SPORT UTILITY
LINCOLN AVIATOR 4-DRAWD 310
MAZDA 4-DR MINIVAN LX §-V MP2 LSSV
MERCURY MONTEREY 4-DR WAGON CONVENIENCE 100 X
4-DR WAGON LUXURY 120 X
4-DR WAGON PREMIER 130 X
MOUNTAINEER 'FAD/ 10A X 4-DR 2WD LUXURY SPORT UTILITY 4.0
FAK/310A X
FAH/120A X
FAOI320A X
FACHMO5A X 4-DR 2WD CONVENIENCE SPORT UTILITY 4.6
FAJI305A X 4-DR AWD CONVENIENCE SPORT UTILITY 4.6
FAG/115A X
FAN/315A X
FAV125A X y
3 FAP/325A X §4-DR AWD PREMIER SPORT UTILITY 4.6
g; MITSUBISHI ENDEAVOR 4-DR 2WD LIMITED
e 4-DR2WDLS
b 4-DR2WD XLS
2 4-DR AWD LIMITED
5 4-DRAWD LS
3 4-DRAWD XLS
E
g NISSAN PATHFINDER 4-DR 2WD LE AUTO X
§ > ARMADA 4-DR 2WD SE AUTO X
all 2 4-DR 2WD OFF-ROAD AUTO X
=dl B 4-DR 4WD LE AUTO X
N g 4-DR 4WD SE AUTO X
3l z 4-DR 4WD SE OFF-ROAD AUTO X
3 QUEST WAGON 3.5 S AUTO X
4 WAGON 3.5 SE AUTO X
| WAGON 3.5 SL AUTO X
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BODY STYLE

F

NISSAN

PORSCHE

|SATURN

SUBARU

SUZUKI

TOYOTA

4-DR 4WD KING CAB XE V8 AUTO

4-DR 2WD SPORT UTILITY AUTO

4-DR SPORT UTILITY AWD 5-SP

4-DR SPORT UTILITY AWD AUTO

4-DR SPORT UTILITY TURBO AWD 5-SP
4-DR SPORT UTILITY TURBO AWD AUTO
4-DR SPORT UTILITY TURBO W/LTH AUTO
4-DR XT 5-SP

4-DR XT AUTO

4-DR XT W/PREM PKG AUTO

4-DR 4WD V8 LX AUTO W/AW

4-DR 2WD V8 LTD W/3RD ROW
4-DR 2WD V6 W/3RD ROW
4-DR 2WD W/3RD ROW

4-DR 4WD V6 LTD W/3RD ROW
4-DR 4WD V6 W/3RD ROW
2WD 4-DR 5-SP

2WD 4-DR AUTO

4WD 4-DR 5-SP

4WD 4-DR AUTO

SUPERLIFO™ - NEW ITEMS LIST
FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 DEALERS

Bl e P
CODE BODYSTYLE

2191
2171
2151
1191
B 1171
1151

ZLU26
o ZLN26

4428

XXX X XX XK XX X XK

XK X XK X

XX XXX XX XX XXX

XX X XXX

IRS MOTOR VEHICLE INDUSTRY
DECEMBER, 2003 CALENDAR YEAR)
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¥ 4-DR AWD SPORT UTILITY S V8
4-DR AWD SPORT UTILITY TURBO V8

S5l 4-DR AWD SPORT UTILITY AUTO

'; §4-DR 2WD SPORT UTILITY V6
A 4-DR 4WD SPORT UTILITY V6

4-DR 2WD SPORT UTILITY AUTO

{04 MODEL 12/1/03 INTRO
= 04 MODEL 12/1/03 INTRO
804 MODEL 12/1/03 INTRO
404 MODEL 12/1/03 INTRO
#04 MODEL 12/1/03 INTRO
% 04 MODEL 12/1/03 INTRO
§804 MODEL 12/1/03 INTRO

51 03 MODEL 8/5/02 INTRO
3 03 MODEL 8/5/02 INTRO

3% 03 MODEL 1/3/03 INTRO

{3 04 MODEL 11/4/03 INTRO
8 04 MODEL 11/4/03 INTRO
8 04 MODEL 11/4/03 INTRO

B 03 MODEL 11/1/02 INTRO
03 MODEL 11/1/02 INTRO
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|TOYOTA SIENNA 7 PASS VAN CE FWD AUTO

SUPERLIFO™ - NEW ITEMS LIST
FOR CALENDAR YEAR 2003 DEALERS

IRS MOTOR VEHICLE INDUSTRY
DECEMBER, 2003 CALENDAR YEAR)

MAKE MODEL BODY STYLE

TUNDRA 2WD DOUBLE CAB AUTO

VOLKSWAGEN TOUAREG 4-DR UTILITY V6 32 AUTO TIP
' 4-DR UTILITY V6 4.2 AUTO TIP
4-DR UTILITY V8 42 AUTO TIP

4-DR UTILITY V10 TDI 5.0 AUTO TIP

VOLVO 90 SERIES

XC90 2.5T FWD AUTO

COMMENT
CODE

DIFSC
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COMMENTS
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