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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Automotive and parts manufacturing are potent economic forces in regions where assembly, engine, 

transmission, stamping, parts and component plants are located. The input demands of automotive 

manufacturing τ from raw materials, parts and components to engineering, technical, logistics, sales, 

marketing and other services τ support jobs at direct suppliers as well as businesses in the communities 

where workers live and spend their income. After more than 100 years in the United States, the 

automotive manufacturing landscape has changed dramatically. Many plants opened across the country, 

but many also closed during lean economic times.  

When an automotive facility closes, the impact on the local community is both broad and deep.  

Decreased economic output, concentrated job losses and scars to the physical landscape of the 

community can lead to serious long-term repercussions. Given the significant number of workers 

needed to staff an assembly plant, the new use of the site rarely employs as many workers as the 

original. Redeveloping automotive industrial sites and replacing even a portion of jobs once supported 

can be a very long and complicated process.  

The best outcome for a community is usually to keep automotive facilities operating in the first place. As 

a result, local and state officials should make every effort to keep these facilities open. When that is no 

longer an option, these closed facilities represent challenges and opportunities for communities to 

reinvent themselves by finding new, productive uses.  

Automotive property redevelopments involve a unique set of challenges for multiple stakeholders. This 

report provides policymakers with an assessment of trends in closed and repurposed facilities, and also 

provides communities with facts, guidance, and lessons to model as they move forward with 

redeveloping shuttered auto manufacturing plants in their regions. 

After an exhaustive review of both proprietary and public sources, CAR researchers compiled a database 

of all automaker and automaker-captive parts division1 manufacturing facilities that have closed in the 

United States since 1979. To learn more about the characteristics of the property transitions, 

researchers created a web-based survey for economic developers in communities with repurposed sites 

and conducted seven case studies that explore the key elements involved with transitioning these 

properties to productive use. 

                                                           
1 Captive parts plants are plants owned by an automaker but operated as a separate division. 
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KEY FINDINGS 

Since 1979, 447 automaker and automaker-captive plants have been in operation across the country.  

Nearly 60 percent ς 267 total ς have closed and only 180 remain in operation at present. Of the plants 

closed since 1979, 42 percent of the closures were concentrated between 2004 and 2010. Survey 

responses indicate that 72 percent of closed plants were one of the top three employers in the 

community when they closed. Nearly a third of the former plants employed more than 2,000 people at 

the announced time of closure, and over half employed between 400-999 people.  Many of these 

modern facilities were supported by significant public sector investments in transportation and utility 

infrastructure.  

The greatest concentration of automotive plant closings is in the traditional automotive production 

center, the Midwest. Nearly 65 percent of all closed facilities are located in Michigan, Ohio and Indiana. 

Not surprisingly, the Midwest also has the highest concentration of active plants compared to other 

regions. The vast majority of the facilities were owned by General Motors (GM), Ford, Chrysler or one of 

their captive suppliers. 

A significant number of the plants remain closed. Of these 139 plants, 36 percent closed in the 1980s or 

1990s, indicating they have been closed for eleven or more years without being repurposed. These long-

term closures, combined with the concentration of plant closures since 2000, suggest a need for focused 

attention to assist in repurposing these sites. Whether the resources for this type of intervention are 

available is a key question.  

Of the 267 facilities that closed since 1979, 128 have been repurposed. Former production facilities, and 

the properties on which they are situated, are valuable for a variety of new uses. The most common site 

reuse is for industrial purposes, including some that are auto-related, as well as logistics and 

ǿŀǊŜƘƻǳǎƛƴƎΦ Lƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǿƘŜƴ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ Ƙŀǎ ǎƘƛŦǘŜŘ ŀǿŀȅ ŦǊƻƳ 

manufacturing, the facility may be demolished to make way for an entirely new use of the site, such as 

retail, education or housing.  

Rezoning, building demolition, slab removal, environmental remediation and purchase price negotiation 

are all significant barriers that must be overcome before a property can be reused. Federal funding 

programs from various departments assisted with some of the repurposed sites, and often allowed 

communities to leverage local programs such as tax abatements, Brownfields Cleanup Grants and 

enterprise zones achieve redevelopment. Local conditions, including low area unemployment, strong 
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population growth and a low density of closed plants, ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜŘ ŀ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇǊƻōŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭƭȅ 

repurposing a site.  

The number of transitioned sites is now trending upward. While very few sites transitioned to a new 

owner and a new use before 2000, more than 40 percent of the sites surveyed were purchased for a 

new use between 2008 and 2010 alone. 

However, even when a site is successfully repurposed, outcomes can be mixed. Many survey 

respondents reported that while property value was successfully restored, present employment levels 

do not match those the former facilities provided.  

CASE STUDIES 

The research team visited seven communities to hear firsthand from community members about efforts 

to develop a new vision for each site, bring key players to the table and follow a project to fruition. In 

the case of Doraville and Sleepy Hollow, much also was gained from understanding the barriers and 

roadblocks that have stood in the way of redevelopment.  Each location faced the same daunting task of 

repurposing a former automotive manufacturing facility, yet each had different ways of achieving ς or 

attempting to achieve ς that goal. Some communities took ownership of the property and then sold to 

developers (South Gate and Kenosha), others had little to no role in the actual sale of the property 

(Coopersville and Baltimore). Some communities had a desire to move away from industrial and 

manufacturing uses at the site (Doraville, Sleepy Hollow, and Kenosha), while others felt it was 

economically advantageous to maintain industrial zoning (Baltimore, Batavia, Coopersville and South 

Gate). Other actions, such as building demolition prior to developer purchase or transferring property 

ownership to the community, may encourage development in some cases but not in others.  



© Center for Automotive Research   8 
 

TABLE 1: SELECTED SITES AND CURRENT STATUS 

 

FACILITY LOCATION FORMER OWNER FORMER USE YEAR 

CLOSED 

CURRENT USES AT 

SITE 

Broening 

Highway 

Assembly 

Plant 

Baltimore, 

Maryland 

GM Assembly Plant 2005 Industrial Park 

Batavia 

Transmission 

Plant 

Batavia, 

Ohio 

Ford Transmission 

Plant 

2008 Education, 

Industrial 

Delphi 

Coopersville 

Plant 

Coopersville, 

Michigan 

Delphi Parts Supplier 

Plant 

2006 Industrial 

Doraville 

Assembly 

Plant 

Doraville, 

Georgia 

GM Assembly Plant 2008 Vacant 

Kenosha 

Lakefront 

Assembly 

Plant 

Kenosha, 

Wisconsin 

Chrysler  Assembly Plant 1988 Residential, 

Commercial,  

Museum, and Park 

Space 

Sleepy 

Hollow 

Assembly 

Plant 

Sleepy 

Hollow, New 

York 

GM Assembly Plant 1996 Demolished 

South Gate 

Assembly 

Plant 

South Gate, 

California 

GM  Assembly Plant 1982 Education, 

Industrial 
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LESSONS LEARNED 

9ŀŎƘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀǊŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƻƴŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ Ƴŀȅ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ ƛǘ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ 

necessarily work in another. Blanket statements about which actions are necessary for a successful 

redevelopment need to be weighed against local conditions and the will of the community to resolve 

the issue of a vacant site. However, some themes emerged from the case study research that 

community leaders (and others) can bear in mind when attempting to repurpose a facility site.  

GENERATE SUPPORT FOR A GROUP EFFORT 

Eliciting support from neighboring communities, 

economic development associations, and state and 

local governments can be influential in raising 

awareness of redevelopment sites and lining up public 

funding mechanisms. When a community acts alone, it 

risks generating insufficient interest and alienating 

neighboring communities ς who can often become the 

most vocal opponents to a project when a developer 

does show interest. A focused, regional team with one 

or two voices helps to avoid confusion, attract 

redevelopment partners and secure funding.  

ENGAGE THE COMMUNITY 

Involving community members in planning allows 

residents to express their own ideas for the site and 

voice concerns. It also allows community leaders and 

interested developers to take these comments into 

account as plans are developed. While engaging the 

community may lengthen the initial process, 

communities that did so were able to avoid future 

public complaints and diminish issues with 

redevelopment plans. 

 

The Chesapeake Commerce Center in Baltimore, MD 

South East High School in South Gate, CA 
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CUSTOMIZE POLICIES  

Communities frequently run into policy roadblocks 

during the redevelopment process. When Kenosha and 

Batavia representatives ran into policy impediments to 

financing and land use, they worked with state officials 

to amend policies and allow the redevelopment to 

move forward. Changing long-standing policies simply 

to encourage development is unwise, but communities 

should recognize policy changes as viable options when 

they make broad sense.  

UNDERSTAND LOCAL POLITICS 

Despite the involvement of state and federal agencies, 

final development approval decisions are most often 

made at a local level, so making sure that developers 

know with whom to work at the local level is extremely 

helpful. In some cases, developers did not have 

adequate contact with decision-makers at the local 

level, resulting in rejected development plans. 

Developers should understand the approval process 

within a community, ensure that all parties involved are 

apprised of the redevelopment plans and know where 

they can go for assistance.  

STREAMLINE BUREAUCRACY AND PAPERWORK  

Straightforward and easy-to-follow development 

approval processes at the local, state, and federal levels 

can significantly smooth the path to redevelopment. 

State and federal organizations can ensure that their 

incentive and environmental requirements are as 

simple as possible, since several communities cited 

difficulties navigating these processes. One way to 

HarborPark Development in Kenosha, WI 

Continental Dairy Facility in Coopersville, MI 

UC Clermont East in Batavia, OH 
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navigate the bureaucracy within these broader governmental entities is to offer a point person who has a 

thorough understanding of the steps involved in the redevelopment process. Additionally, streamlining 

state and federal environmental or other procedures is also helpful when it can be done without 

ƧŜƻǇŀǊŘƛȊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΩ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŀƪŜǎ ŀ ǊŜŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ƳƻǊŜ 

enticing to a potential developer by helping to ensure that the developmŜƴǘ ǿƻƴΩǘ ōŜ ŘŜƭŀȅŜŘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ 

paperwork.  

LEVERAGE EXPERTISE 

Each community is unique, and using outside experts who have experience in successfully navigating other 

redevelopments can bring creativity to the process that may help a community repurpose a site. People 

with expertise in disciplines such as environmental remediation, brownfields, urban planning, tax policy, 

economic development policy, private sector developers and real estate professionals, along with others, 

can be extremely beneficial in providing targeted knowledge to a community. In addition, they bring an 

impartial perspective to the process unencumbered by local issues and biases.  
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DATA ON CLOSED AND REPURPOSED AUTO MANUFACTURING SITES 

The information contained in the database is current as of August 31, 2011.2 CAR researchers 

determined that a total of 447 large3 automaker manufacturing facilities were in operation at some 

point between 1979 and today. Researchers then created a database of those that closed and remain 

closed and those that were repurposed.4 This database represents 267 automaker and automaker 

captive parts division facilities5 that have closed in the United States since 1979. The database 

encompasses all facilities that have ceased operations, noting those that remain closed, those sites that 

have been repurposed and pertinent facts regarding the property transitions.6 For the purposes of this 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ άŎƭƻǎŜŘέ Ǉƭŀƴǘǎ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ Ǉƭŀƴǘǎ ǿƘƻǎŜ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŎŜŀǎŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ Ǉƭŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜƴ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛȊŜŘ 

by their current status, άŎƭƻǎŜŘέ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ǳƴǳǎŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ άǊŜǇǳǊǇƻǎŜŘΣέ άǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴƛƴƎέ ƻǊ 

άǊŜǇǳǊǇƻǎŜŘκŎƭƻǎŜŘΣέ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ƴŜǿ ǳǎŜΣ ƛǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀ ƴŜǿ ǳǎŜ ƻǊ ƘŀŘ ŀ ƴŜǿ ǳǎŜ 

but that has since closed. There are a few cases where an automaker sold a facility to another company 

that seamlessly continued manufacturing essentially the same products on the site. Those examples are 

not included in the database since operations did not cease, and the site was not technically 

repurposed. However, communities are often involved with recruiting a new buyer to continue the 

same operations, and though this effort is not commonly successful, it is often the ideal outcome for the 

community. 

METHODOLOGY 

CAR researchers developed the closed and repurposed plants database with the objective of capturing 

basic information for all closed facilities such as location, year closed and the like. The work was aided 

by previous CAR research that produced a preliminary list of closed facilities starting in 1979, a year 

where auto industry employment was near its peak. This preliminary list contained information about 

the closed plants, such as the parent company, product information, and city and state. Researchers 

                                                           
2
 Slight discrepancies between the data in the paper and the database are due to information received after 

analysis for the paper was performed. The discrepancies are minimal, and do not change the overall conclusions of 
the analysis. 
3
 άLargeέ facilities are defined as including assembly, bodies, chassis, engine, parts, parts processing and 

distribution centers, and transmission manufacturing. For further explanation on the categories included, see 
Appendix A. 

4
 The Closed and Repurposed Database is located here: <http://acp.cargroup.org/research/repurposing-report> 

5
 Captive parts plants are plants owned by an automaker but operated as a separate division. 

6
 See Appendix B for a full list of closed and repurposed sites. 
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then supplemented this information by systematically reviewing data from the Motor Vehicle 

Manufacturers Association (MVMA) annual facilities listings7 to ensure inclusion of all manufacturing 

facilities. Because MVMA address information was occasionally incomplete, researchers also used 

documents from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and other government agencies to 

help assign plant addresses. Once the address information was complete, the database was merged with 

a current list of all automaker plants that CAR created in 2000 and maintains today. 

With an expansive core database on closed automotive manufacturing facilities in place, researchers 

determined the history of each plant, including year constructed, year closed, and the current use of the 

property. For use status, CAR relied on address information to determine activity on a site. If a new 

business was linked to the address, researchers called to confirm that the business was still operating at 

the site. If no business was listed, researchers looked to news articles for announcements of new uses at 

the sites. In this manner, a preliminary list of repurposed facilities was developed.  

CAR sought input on this preliminary list from Chrysler, Ford, and General Motors (GM) to validate the 

information on facilities previously owned by each automaker.  

REPURPOSED FACILITIES SURVEY  

To learn more about the repurposed plants in the most efficient way possible, researchers identified a 

local contact in each community with a repurposed plant and received their approval to send a web-

based survey on property characteristics and the transition process. CAR drafted the survey with input 

from representatives of the DOL, community economic development, and a commercial real estate 

brokerage.  

Surveys were sent for 107 of the 128 repurposed sites, and 74 responses were received, representing 

nearly a 70 percent response rate. Respondents were not required to answer every question in the 

ǎǳǊǾŜȅΦ ¢ƘŜ нм ǎƛǘŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊǾŜȅŜŘ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜǇǳǊǇƻǎŜŘΣ ōǳǘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ŀǳǘƻƳŀƪŜǊΩǎ 

ownership, or CAR researchers determined the site had been repurposed after the survey collection 

period had closed. An example of the first reason a survey was not sent is the former Ford glass plant in 

Dearborn, MI, which remained in Ford ownership and is now a Ford new model quality center. For sites 

                                                           
7
 MVMA listings reviewed include years 1984-мффмΤ ŀƴŘ мффр ǳƴŘŜǊ a±a!Ωǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎƻǊΣ ǘƘŜ !lliance of Automotive 

Manufacturers (AAM). 
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where a survey was sent but not completed, CAR researchers contacted leaders in those communities to 

confirm, at a minimum, whether the repurposed outcome in the database was correct. 

KEY DATABASE ELEMENTS 

Below are definitions of key database elements; a full glossary of descriptors is located in Appendix A.  

Facilities  

άCŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎέ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ŀ Ǉƭŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƻŎŎǳǇƛŜǎΦ hŦǘŜƴΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƭȅ 

different plants will be located on a single piece of land or a άŎŀƳǇǳǎΦέ CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ 

each of the individual buildings on a shared piece of land has its own entry τ provided that it was used 

for a separate manufacturing purpose. For example, a large assembly campus may include an assembly 

plant, an engine plant, a stamping plant, and a parts or components plant. In that case, the single 

campus would be represented by four entries, one each for the assembly, engine, stampings, and parts 

manufacturing plants. Engineering or other non-manufacturing buildings on a campus are not included. 

Current Status 

¶ Closed:  The automaker ceased operations, and to-date, there is no new use at the site. 

¶ Closed*: hǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƛƴ ŀ ōŀƴƪǊǳǇǘŎȅ ǇǊƻŎŜŜŘƛƴƎΣ ŀ Ǉƭŀƴǘ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭƭȅ άŎƭƻǎŜŘέ ǳƴƭŜǎǎ 

agreed to by the company and the union in the labor agreement, regardless of whether 

production has halted. Two plants fit this category ς Janesville, WI, and Spring Hill, TN. 

¶ Repurposed: There is a new use on the site of the former facility; the original building may or 

may not have been demolished. 

¶ Repurposed/Closed:  There was a new use on the site of the former facility, but it has since 

closed. 

¶ Transitioning: ! ǎƛǘŜΩǎ ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ Ƙŀǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƻƳŀƪŜǊ ǘƻ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŜƴǘƛǘȅΣ ōǳǘ Ǉƭŀƴǎ 

for the site are still in development. 

Type of Reuse/Property Status 

This database element denotes a broad category of use, including whether the site is vacant or 

demolished. 

¶ Automotive (Non-Manufacturing): Indicates the activity on the site no longer produces 

automobiles or automotive components, but still has some automotive-related purpose, such as 

automotive technical or testing centers. 
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¶ Commercial: Used for conducting business; may contain offices and retail space. 

¶ Demolished:  Closed facilities where the original manufacturing building has been torn down. 

¶ Education: Includes reuses such as entire classrooms, schools, and, university lab space. 

¶ Government: Owned by government, and used for a variety of purposes that do not fit under 

other classifications. Examples include government-owned maintenance facilities, office space, 

and military bases. 

¶ Industrial: Involved in either primary (raw materials, farming) or secondary (refining, 

construction, manufacturing) sector production.  

¶ Industrial ς Automotive:  This is a subset of ǘƘŜ άLƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭέ category denoting sites that may 

have been sold to a different owner, but are still producing (or have restarted production of) 

automobiles or automotive products. 

¶ Logistics and Warehousing: Includes distribution and storage centers. 

¶ Recreational: Includes a wide variety of reuses, including golf courses, casinos, off-road courses, 

and physical fitness centers. 

¶ Research & Development: Includes non-automotive technical centers and laboratories. 

¶ Residential: Describes developments that offer private living space. 

¶ Vacant: For closed facilities, the category indicates that the site retains an original 

manufacturing building that has not been repurposed. 
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TRENDS IN CLOSED AND REPURPOSED FACILITIES 

After researching large automaker and automaker-captive plants in operation since 1979, CAR 

determined that 447 automaker and automaker-captive plants have operated at some point during this 

period. Of that number, 267 automotive manufacturing facilities (60 percent) have closed across the 

country, meaning that 180 plants (40 percent) remain in operation at present. CAR developed a 

database of plants that closed between 1979 and 2011, as well as some plants slated for closure within 

the next few years. Of the 267 closed plants, 128 sites (48 percent) have been repurposed, and 139 (52 

percent) remain closed. 

TIMELINE ANALYSIS 

Approximately 60 percent of plant closures occurred in the periods between 1987-1989, and 2004-2010. 

Figure 1 displays the frequency distribution of plant closures by year. Plants that are scheduled to close 

in 2012 and 2014 are also included in the graph. 

FIGURE 1: U.S. AUTOMOTIVE PLANT CLOSURES BY YEAR, 1979-2015 

 

Source: Center for Automotive Research 

GEOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS 

The greatest concentration of automotive plant closings is in the traditional automotive production 

center, the Midwest. Concurrently, the Midwest also has the highest concentration of plants compared 

to other regions. Nearly 65 percent of all closed facilities are located in Michigan, Ohio, and Indiana. 

With 105 closed facilities, Michigan alone accounts for 39 percent of all closings since 1979. Ohio and 

Indiana follow with 37 and 31 closed facilities, respectively. Other states with large numbers of plant 
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closings include New York (13), Missouri (10), California (9), and Wisconsin (8). Figure 2 displays the 

geographic distribution of all closed facilities in the United States ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ /!wΩǎ ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜΦ 

FIGURE 2: MAP OF AUTOMOTIVE PLANT CLOSINGS IN THE U.S. SINCE 1979 

 

Source: Center for Automotive Research 

 

CLOSED PLANTS BY AUTOMAKERS 

The closed plant sites encompass several different parent companies and reflect a diverse history, 

sometimes involving several ownership changesΦ Lƴ ǊŜǾƛŜǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴǘǎΩ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ŀǳtomaker 

owners, the vast majority of facilities were closed by General Motors, which owned 173 (65 percent) of 

the facilities in the database. Of these GM sites, 69 were Delphi and American Axle facilities, and 

another 53 facilities stayed with Motors Liquidation Company (MLC) during the GM bankruptcy, many of 

which were then transferred to the Revitalizing Auto Communities Environmental Response (RACER) 

Trust. Another 44 facilities were owned by Chrysler and 43 were owned by Ford. Among the Ford 

facilities, ownership of 17 of the 43 facilities was transferred to supplier spinoffs Visteon and 

Automotive Components Holdings (ACH) at some point. The remaining facilities in the database were 

owned by automakers with relatively small investments in U.S. manufacturing τ including Volkswagen 

and Avanti Motors, as well as the NUMMI joint venture between General Motors and Toyota. Figure 3 

displays the share of closed facilities by automaker. 
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FIGURE 3: PERCENTAGE OF CLOSED FACILITIES BY AUTOMAKER 

 

Source: Center for Automotive Research 

 

Historically, both Ford and General Motors relied on branch assembly plants to serve various markets 

across the nation. These plants were often located in the center of major regional markets, and would 

assemble vehicles using parts that were primarily manufactured in the Midwest. The companies relied 

on this strategy because it was less expensive to ship unassembled parts and components than finished 

automobiles, and one plant could efficiently produce a few models that would supply an entire region 

(Rubenstein, 1992). But as more models came to the market and foreign competition reduced the 

market share of the domestic automakers, the dominant production strategy shifted to one where a 

single assembly plant produced all of one particular model (or models) for the national market. The 

transition from a branch assembly strategy to more centralized production, as well as the loss of market 

share, drove the decisions to eliminate excess capacity and close plants along the coasts. Chrysler, on 

the other hand, never used a branch assembly plant strategy. Therefore, the majority of Chrysler plants 

are located in the Midwest, and over 90 percent of ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ closed plants are centralized in the 

Midwest (Indiana, Michigan, Missouri, Ohio and Wisconsin). 

AGE OF PLANTS 

As Figure 4 depicts, plants closed in 2000 or later tend to be older than plants closed in the 1980s and 

1990s. Those closed in the 1980s were, on average, 45 years old; those closed in the 1990s were 53 

years old; those closed in the 2000s were 58 years old; and those closed in the 2010s were 57 years old.  
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This indicates plants that closed more recently were older than their counterparts closed in earlier 

decades. 

FIGURE 4: AVERAGE AGE OF PLANT CLOSURE BY DECADE 

 
Source: Center for Automotive Research 

TRENDS IN REPURPOSED FACILITY SITES 

Of these closed facilities, a substantial amount of the sites have transitioned to new uses. Former 

production facilities are valuable to many other entities for a variety of new uses. In some cases, closed 

sites are sold to other automakers or automotive parts suppliers and are repurposed for automotive-

related production. In other cases, the facility might be reused for other types of industrial purposes. In 

stƛƭƭ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǿƘŜƴ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ Ƙŀǎ ǎƘƛŦǘŜŘ ŀǿŀȅ ŦǊƻƳ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ 

facility may be demolished to make way for an entirely new use on the site.  

An encouraging sign among the 267 closed automotive plants is that nearly half, or 128 sites, have either 

been repurposed or are currently transitioning to a new use. Specifically, 107 sites have been 

repurposed and are currently occupied; five sites were repurposed but the new operations have since 

ceased (labeled repurposed/closed in the database); and 16 sites have changed ownership and are 

currently transitioning into reuse. The remaining sites are still closed. Figure 5 displays the number of 

closed facilities purchased for redevelopment by year from 1980 to 2011. 
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FIGURE 5: SITES PURCHASED FOR REPURPOSING BY YEAR, 1980-2011 

 

Source: Center for Automotive Research 

REPURPOSED PLANT SITES BY AUTOMAKERS 

Sorting repurposed sites by their most recent automaker owner shows that the majority (76 of the 128 

repurposed and transitioning sites) were originally owned by General Motors. These include 27 Delphi 

and American Axle facilities as well as 11 facilities that stayed with MLC and RACER during the GM 

bankruptcy. Another 23 facilities were owned by Chrysler, and 25 were owned by Ford (9 of these were 

ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ±ƛǎǘŜƻƴ ƻǊ !/I ŀǘ ƻƴŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜύΦ !ƭƭ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƻŦ ±ƻƭƪǎǿŀƎŜƴΩǎ ŎƭƻǎŜŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ 

were repurposed, as was the NUMMI joint venture assembly plant. Figure 6 displays the array of 

repurposed plant sites by automaker. 

FIGURE 6: REPURPOSED PLANTS BY AUTOMAKER 

 

 Source: Center for Automotive Research 
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GEOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS OF REPURPOSED FACILITY SITES 

Because the automotive industry is highly concentrated in only a few regions of the country, both closed 

and repurposed sites are generally located in the same areas. Analyzing the repurposed facilities by 

geographic location, sites in coastal states were more frequently redeveloped, as were sites located in 

the South. Figure 7 displays the locations of closed sites that remain closed as well as sites that have 

been repurposed or are transitioning to a new use. Note that fƻǊ Ǿƛǎǳŀƭ ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅǎΣ άwŜǇǳǊǇƻǎŜŘέ 

encompasses plants that are repurposed, repurposed/closed and transitioning. 

FIGURE 7: GEOGRAPHICAL COMPARISON OF FACILITIES THAT REMAIN CLOSED AND REPURPOSED SITES 

 

Source: Center for Automotive Research 

Closed facilities in the Southwest and Northeast regions have higher rates of repurposing. All closed 

facilities in California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Iowa, Maryland, Massachusetts, Oklahoma, 

Texas and West Virginia have been repurposed, although eight of these states had two or fewer plants. 

California and Texas had nine and five plants, respectively. The Midwest and Southeast trail the other 

regions, with only around 40 percent of sites repurposed within the two regions. It is worth noting that 

ǘƘŜ {ƻǳǘƘŜŀǎǘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ƻƴƭȅ ƘŀŘ нл ǎƛǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƭƻǎŜŘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ aƛŘǿŜǎǘΩǎ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ нлл ǎƛǘŜǎΣ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ 

the magnitude of sites yet to be repurposed in the Midwest much greater. As for the other regions, the 

rate is over 60 percent for Northeastern states and over 90 percent for Southwestern states. Figure 8 

shows closed and repurposed facilities within each region. 
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FIGURE 8: FACILITIES THAT REMAIN CLOSED AND REPURPOSED SITES BY REGION 

 

 Source: Center for Automotive Research 

REPURPOSED USE CATEGORIES 

The 128 repurposed and transitioning sites encompass many new uses. The use categories in the 

database were defined as Industrial (including Automotive Industrial as a subset), Logistics and 

Warehousing, Commercial, Education, Research and Development, Automotive (non-manufacturing), 

Recreational, Vacant and Government. Many sites had multiple uses and therefore received multiple 

classifications. Table 1 displays the categories and the associated number of repurposed sites.  

TABLE 2: REPURPOSE USE CATEGORIES 

Type of Reuse Number of Sites 

Industrial 76 

(Automotive Manf.) (22) 

  Logistics and Warehousing 33 

  Commercial 31 

  Education 8 

  Research and Development 8 

  Automotive (Non-Manf.) 6 

  Vacant 6 

Recreational  5 

  Government 4 

  Residential 4 
 Source: Center for Automotive Research 


































































































































