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Facts
General Motors Inc., the defendant in the case of Ypsilanti Twp. v. Gen. Motors Corp, ran two companies in the town of Ypsilanti in Michigan State for a number of years. The defendant negotiated for tax relief from the plaintiff, Ypsilanti, in order to advance the operations of one of its ventures, Willow Run Company. Ypsilanti heeded to the call of General Motors and issued two tax abatements in the years 1984 and 1988 (LexRoll, 2019). The primary motive why the plaintiff granted General Motors the tax relief was to advocate for the provision of more employment opportunities in the State of Michigan for enhanced economic development. During one of the public hearing sessions, Williams, the manager of Willow Run alluded that once the company was completed, it would enhance production and create regular employment opportunities for the locals. However, in the year 1991, General Motors Inc. revealed that it was going to shut down the operations of one of its subsidiary companies in Michigan State and relocate the company to Texas. General Motors cited a reduction in the price of its products and ultimate business losses as the primary arguments for the relocation. Ypsilanti, the plaintiff, filed a lawsuit in the Circuit Court of Michigan accusing General Motors Inc. of breaching the contract (LexRoll, 2019). Washtenaw, the plaintiff's county, enjoined the case as a voluntary party. In its ruling, the lower court held that the fact that General Motors had promised to proceed with production operations in Ypsilanti did not result in a binding contract between the two parties. However, the lower court ruled that General Motors, on the basis of estoppel and misrepresentation, was obliged to retain operations in the plaintiff's territory. General Motors appealed the decision of the lower court.  
Issue
1. Did the estoppel principle oblige General Motors to proceed with production operations in Ypsilanti even after receiving the tax inducement?
Holding
1. No. The estoppel principle did not oblige General Motors to proceed with production operations in the plaintiff's backyard even after receiving the tax relief inducement. 
Reasons
1. [bookmark: _GoBack]In its ruling, the Circuit Court of Michigan upheld the decision of the lower court that by the fact that General Motors promised to continue with production in the plaintiff's territory did not form a binding agreement. Therefore, this did not form the basis of a breach of contract. According to the ruling of the Circuit Court, the fact that a business enterprise woos tax reliefs from municipalities with the assurance of the creation of enormous employment opportunities does not form evidence that can form a promise. Ideally, tax relief is given to business organizations to induce them to establish business enterprises in a certain location. The fact that a business organization uses exaggeration in either price or other product promotion activities does not necessarily guarantee a promise (Alden, 2017).
2. In the case of Marine Transport Lines, Inc. v Int'l Organization of Masters, Mates, Pilots, the court ruled that when business corporations make statements like "we anticipate working together" and " we will be partners," such statements do not lead to a promise that would constitute estoppel (JUSTIA US Law, 2020). In addition, for a promise to constitute promissory estoppel, it must be precise, actual and explicit. In the given case scenario, there was no precise, actual and explicit promise that would constitute promissory estoppel. The Circuit Court also revealed that the arguments that the plaintiff termed as a promise from the defendant were mere statements or expressions. Naturally, the acts of job creation were the normal acts that any business organization would state in the quest for tax relief, and this does not constitute a promise. Besides, the revelation that by the manager of Willow Run Company that it would increase production to streamline job creation was a mere statement and not a promise.  
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