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EXECUTIVEBUMMARY

Automotive and parts manufacturing are potent economic forces in regions where assembly, engine,
transmission, stmping, parts and component plants are located. The input demands of automotive
manufacturingt from raw materials, parts and components to engineering, technical, logistics, sales,
marketing and other servicas support jobs at direct suppliers as welllassinesses in the communities
where workers live and spend their inconfdter more than 100 years in the United States, the
automotive manufacturing landscape has changed dramatiddtiyy plantsopenedacross the country

but many alsalosad duringlean economic times.

When an automotive facility closethe impact on the local community is both broad and deep.
Decreased economic output, concentrateth jlossesnd scars to the physical landscapfeéhe
communitycanlead to seriousongterm repercissions Given thesignificantnumber of workers
needed to staff an assembly platite new use of the site rarely emplogs manyworkers as the
original. Redevebping automotive industrial sitesnd replaing even aportion of jobs once supported

can be avery longand complicategrocess

The best outcome for a community is usually to keep automotive facilities operating in the first place. As
a resulf local and state officials should make every effort to keep these facilities open. When that is no
longer an optionthese closed facilities represechallenges andpportunities for communities to

reinvent themselves by findingew, productive uses

Automotive property redevelopments involve a unique set of challenges for multiple stakeholders. This
report provides policymakers with an assessment of trends in claseldepurposed facilities, aralso
provides communities with facts, guidance, and lesgormeodelas they move forward with

redeveloping shuttered auto manufacturing plants in their region

After an exhaustive review of both proprietary and public sources, CAR researchers compiled a database
of all automaker and automakeraptive parts divisiohrmanufacturing facilities that have closed in the

United States since 197% learn more about ta characteristics of the propertyansitions

researchers created a wdtlmsed survey for economic developers in communities with repurposed sites
andconductedseven case studies that explore the key elements involved with transitioning these

properties b productive use.

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

Since 197%47 automaker and automak&aptive plants havbeen in operation across the country.
Nearly 60 percent 267 totalg have closed and only 180 remain in operation at presethe plants
closed since 1979%2 percentof the closuresvere conentrated between 2004 and 2010. Survey
responses indicate that2 percentof closed plants were one of the top three employers in the
community when they closedNearly a third othe former plantsemployed more than 2,000gopleat
the announced time of closure, and over half employed betweenr3@®Dpeople.Many of these
modern facilitiesvere supported by significarublic sector investments in transportation and utility

infrastructure.

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

center, the MidwestNearly 65 percent of all closed facilities are located in Michigan, Ohio and Indiana.
Not surprisinglythe Midwest also has the highest concentratioraafiveplantscompared to other
regions.The vast majority of the facilities were owned by General Motors (GM), Ford, Chrysler or one of

their captive suppliers.

A significanhumberof the plantsremainclosed. Othese139 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 closurescombined withthe concentrationof plant closures since 2008uggest a need for focused
attention to assist in repurposing these sites. Whethhe resources for this type of intervention are

available is a key question.

Of the 267 facilities that closesince 1979128 have been repurposed. Former production facilities, and

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

reuse is for industrial purposes, including sotinat areauto-related, as well as logistics and

g NBK2dzaAy3dd LYy 20KSNJ aAlddz 6A2yaszs SalLISOAlLffe gKSy
manufacturing, the facility mabe demolished to make way for an entirely new afthe site, such as

retail, education or housing.

Rezoning, building demolition, slab removal, environmental remediation and purchasen@gagation
are all significant barriers that must be overcobefore a property can be tsed.Federal funding
programs from various departments assisted with some of the repurposed sites, and often allowed
communities to leverage local programs such as tax abatemBrgynfields Cleanupr@nts and

enterprise zonegchieveredevelopmentLocal conditions, includirigw areaunemployment,strong

© Center for Automotive Research 6



population growth and a low density of closed plalisy KI Yy OSR | NB3IA2y Qa LINBOIF OA

repurposing a site.

The number of transitioned sites is now trendinguged. While very few sites transitioned to a new
owner and a new use before 2000, more than 40 percent of the sites survegmepurchased for a

new use betweer2008and2010 alone

However,even when a site is successfully repurposed, outcomes can lezlmviany survey
respondents reported that while property value was successfully restored, present employment levels

do not match those the former facilities provided.

CASESTUDIES

The research team visited seven communit@gear firsthand from communjtmembersabout efforts

to develop a new vision fagachsite, bring key players to the table and follow a projectrtation. In

the case of Draville and Sleepy Hollgwnuch alsavasgained fromunderstanding théoarriers and
roadblocks thahave stoodn the way of redevelopmentEach location faced the same daunting task of
repurposing a former automotive manufacturing facility, yet each had different ways of ach@eing
attempting to achieve; that goal. Some communities took ownership of the prdp 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 (DorawjlBleepy 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 transferringtprope

ownership to the community, may encourage development in some cases but not in others.
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TABLHA: SEECTED SITES ANDRENRT STATUS

FACILITY LOCATION FORMEFOWNER | FORMERJSE YEAR QURRENUSES AT
Q.OSED STE

Broening Baltimore, | GM Assembly Plant | 2005 Industrial Park

Highway Maryland

Asembly

Plant

Batavia Batavia, Ford Transmission 2008 Education,

Transmissior Ohio Plant Industrial

Plant

Delphi Coopersville, Delphi Parts Supplier 2006 Industrid

Coopersville | Michigan Plant

Plant

Doraville Doraville, GM Assembly Plant | 2008 Vacant

Assembly Georgia

Plant

Kenosha Kenosha, Chrysler Assembly Plant | 1988 Residential,

Lakefront Wisconsin Commercial,

Assembly Museum, and Park

Plant Space

Sleepy Sleepy GM Assembly Plant | 1996 Demolished

Hollow Hollow, Nev

Assembly York

Plant

South Gate | South Gate, | GM Assembly Plant | 1982 Education,

Assembly California Industrial

Plant
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LESSONEEARNED

91 OK O2YYdzyArailieQa ySSRa NP RAFTFSNBYy(HI FyR (K2dzaAK
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 fhe case study research that

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

GENERAESUPPORT FORGROUFEFFORT
Elicitingsupport from neighboring communities,
economic development associations, and statel

local governments can be influentialraising
awareness ofedevelopmentsitesandlining uppublic
funding mechanismdVhen a community acts alone, it

risks generating insufficient interest and alienating

neighboring communitieg who can often becme the [ /34
most vocal opponents to a project when a developer :
does show interest. A focused, regidt@am with one South Ee{st High School in South Gate, CA |
or two voices helpt avoid confusion, attract

redevelopment partners andecurefunding.

ENGAGE THEOMMUNITY

Involving community members iplanningallows
residents to express their own ideas for the sited
voiceconcerns It also allows community leaders and
interested developers to takdiesecomments into
account as plans are developed. While engaging the
community may lengthen the inél process,
communities that dicssowere able to avoid future
public complaints andiminishissues with

redevelopment plans. : R
The Chesapeake Commerce Center in Baltimore, Ml
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QUSTOMIZBOLIGES

Communities frequently run into policy roadblocks
during the edevelopment proces®Vhen Kenosha and
Batava representatives ran into policy impediments
financing and landise, they worked with state officials
to amend policies and allow the redevelopment to
move forward Changinglong-standingpolicies simply
to encourage development is unwidajt communiies
should recognizeolicychanges as viable options wher™

they make broad sense.

UNDERSTANDDCALPOLITICS

i
|

Despite the involvement of state and federal agencies

final development approval decisions are most often

made at a local leveso making surthat developers
know with whom to work at the local level is extremely &
helpful. In somecasesgdevelopers did not have
adequatecontact with decisiormakersat the local

level resulting irrejecteddevelopment plans
Developershouldunderstand the appreal process
within a community ensure that all parties involved are UC Clermont East in Batavia, OH
apprised of the redevelopment plans and know where

they can go for assistance.

STREAMLINBUREAUCRACY AREBPERWORK

!

Straightforward and eastp-follow development
approval processest the local, state, and federévels
can significantly smooth the path to redevelopment
State and federal organizations can enstirat their
incentive and environmental requirements are as s
simple as possible, since several communitiesicite Continenta Dairy Facility in Coopersville, Ml

difficultiesnavigating these processes. One way to
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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 involvedthe redevelopment process. Additionally, streamlining

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

282LI NRATAY3I (GKS NBIdzZA I 02NE | dziK2NRGASAQ 26f A3l GA
enticing to a potential developer by helping to ensure that the develSpmi 62y Qi 6S RSt | & SF

paperwork.

LEVERAGEXPERTISE

Each community is unique, andingoutside experts who have experiencesuccessfullyavigatingother
redevelopments can bring creativity to the process that may help a community repurpose Besiple

with expertise in disciplines such as environmental remediatioownfields urban planning, tax policy,
economic development policy, private sector developers and real estate professionals, along with others,
can be extremely beneficial 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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DATAONCQLOSED ANBEPURPOSEAUTOMANUFACTURINBTES

The information contained in the database is curraatof August 31, 20PICAR researchers

determined that a total o##47 largé 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 thosehiat were repurposed.This database represents 267 automaker and automaker

captive parts division faciliti@shat have closed in the United States since 1979. The database

encompasses all facilities that have ceased operations, noting those that remmséa cthose sites that

have been repurposed and pertinent facts regarding the property transifi6ios.the purposes of this

LINP 2SO0 aOf2a8SRé LI IydGa NBFSNI (G2 ff LIlIyGa 6K2a
by their current statusg Of 2 8SRé AYRAOFGAYy3 GKS &aA0GS NBYlFAya dzyo
G NBLJzZNLI2 8 SRk Of 2aSRXZ¢ AYRAOFGAYy3 G4KS &aArxidsS Kra | yS
but that has since closed. There are a few cases where an automadtex fealility 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, commures 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 mlatabase 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

% slight discrepancies between the data in the paped 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 oLargé facilities are defined as includin@ssembly, bodies, chassiengine, parts, parts processing and
distribution centers, and transmission manufacturing. For further explanation on the categories included, see
Appendix A.

*The Closed and Repurposed Database is lodagee: sttp://acp.cargroup.org/research/repurposireport>
® Captive parts plants are plants owned by an automaker but operated as a separate division.

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

Manufacturers Association (MVMA) annual facilities listingensureinclusion ofall manufacturing

facilities Becaus&1VMA address information wasccasionallyncomplete,researchers also used

documents from the U.S. Bmenmental 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 addressnmdtion 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 eeseat u

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 autonrake

REPURPOSHBCILITIESJRVEY

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 propsy 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 respavere received, representing

nearly a 70 percent response rate. Respondents were not required to answer every question in the
Adz2NDSed ¢KS Hm aAiSa y2i0 adiNBSeéSR 6SNBE NBLIzZNLIRZ AaSR
ownership, or CAR researchatetermined 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 modeiqeelier. For sites

"MVMA listings reviewed include years 1984pbcbMT YR mddp dzy RS Nliarce od Aufdritivel dzOO S & & 2
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.

KEYDATABASE EMENTS

Below are definitions of kegatabase elements; a full glossary of descriptefdecatedn Appendix A.
Facilities

GClLOAfAGASAEd NBFSNE G2 020K (GKS odaAtRAy3Ia 2F | LIX
different plants will be located on a single piece of land ar@l Y LJdza ®¢ C2NJ (G KS LJdzN1J2 a S
each of the individual buildings on a shared piece of land has its own®enirgvided that it was used

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

plant, an eagine 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 Aeranufacturing builthgs on a campus are not included.
Current Status

1 Closed The automakeceased operations, and 4ate, there is no new use at the site.

 Closed*h G KSNJ GKIFYy Ay F oyl NHzZJi 08 LINROSSRAy3IZ |
agreed to by the companwnd the union in the labor agreement, regardless of whether
production has halted. Two plants fit this categqryanesville, Wand Spring Hill, TN.

1 RepurposedThere is a new use on the site of the former facility; the original building may or
may not fave been demolished.

1 Repurposed/ClosedThere was a new use on the site of the former facility, but it has since
closed.

§ Transitioning! &A0SQa 2¢6ySNBKALI KFra OKIFIy3aSR FNRY (KS

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.

1 Automotive (NorManufacturing: Indicates the activity on the siteorlonger produce
automobiles or automotive compamts, but still hasome automotiverelated purpose, such as
automotive technical or testing centers.
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1 Commercialsed for conducting businessay contain offices and retail space.
1 Demolished:Aosed facilitiesvherethe original manufacturing building hagen torn down.
9 Educationincludesreuses such asntire classrooms, schools, and, university lab space.

1 GovernmentOwned by governmentnd used for a variety of purposes that wot fit under
other classifications. Examples include governmm@mahed mantenance facilities, office space,
and military bases.

1 Industrial:Involved in either primary (raw materials, farming) or secondary (refining,
construction, manufacturing) sector production.

f Industrial¢ Automotive: This is substof i K S & L yc&egaryidddotingites thatmay
have been sold to a different owner, baite still produdng (or have restarted production of)
automobiles or automotive products.

9 Logistics and Warehousinigicludes distribution and storage centers.

1 Recreationalincludes a wide variety of reuses, includigolf courses, casinos, affad courses,
andphysical fithessenters.

1 Research & Developmencludes norautomotive technical centers and latatories.
1 ResidentialDescribes developmenthat offer privateliving smce.

9 Vacant:For closed facilitiegshe category indicates thdhe site retains an original
manufacturing buildinghat has not been repurposed.
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TRENDS IKLOSED ANBEPURPOSHRACILITIES

After researching large automaker and automakaptive plants irperation since 1979, CAR

determined that 447 automaker and automakeaptive plants have operated at some point during this
period. Of thatnumber, 267 automotive manufacturing facilities (60 percent) have closed across the
country, meaning that 180 plast(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 repuguéd9 (52

percent) remairclosed.

TIMELINEANALYSIS

Approximately 60 percent of plant closures occurred in the periods between-1989, and 2004£010.
Figure 1displays thdrequency distribution oplant closuresby year Plants that are scheduled tdose

in 2012 and2014are also included in the graph.

FIGURHE: U.S. AUTOMOTIVEANT CLOSURES BY YHAR32015

20
18

Number of Plant Closures
=
o

Year Closed

* = Scheduled to close

Source: Center for Automotive Research

GEOGRAPHKINALYSIS

The greatest concentration @efutomotive plantclosingisin the traditional automotive production

center, theMidwest Concurrently, the Midwest also has the highest concentration of plants compared
to other regionsNearly 65 percent of atlosedfacilitiesare located in Miclgan, Ohio, and Indiana.

With 105closedfacilities, Michigan alonaccounts for 39 percertf all closings since 197®hio and

Indianafollow with 37 and 31 closedfacilities respectively Other stateswith largenumbers ofplant
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closings include New York (18/issouri (10), Catifnia (9), and Wisconsin (&jigure Aisplayshe
geographidiistribution ofall closedfacilities in the Wited SatesA y Of dzZRSR Ay /! wQ& RI {1 0

FIGURR: MAP OF AUTOMOTIVVEANT CLOSINGS INETHS. SINCE 1979

Legend
® Closed Facility

Source: Centdor Automotive Reearch

(QLOSEBPLANTS BAUTOMAKERS

The closed plant sites encompassaral different parentompaniesandreflect a diverse history,
sometimes invlving several ownershipchangés Ly NBJASgAyYy 3 ( Kotakedt | yG14Q Y2a
owners, the vastmajority of facilitiesvere closed byseneral Motorswhichowned 13 (65 percent)of

the facilities in thedatabase Of these GM site§9 were Delphiand Amerian Axle facilities, and

another 53 facilities stayed witklotors Liquidation CompanfMLC)uring the GM bankruptgymany of
which were then transferred to the Revitalizing Auto Communities Environmental Response (RACER)
Trust.Another 44 facitieswere owned by Chryslesind 43 were owned by FordAmong the Ford

facilities, ownership of 4 of the 43 facilities was transferred to supplier spinoffs Visteon and
Automotive Components Holdings (ACH) at some p@ime remaining facilities in the databasere

owned byautomakerswith relatively small investments in Ui8anufacturingt including Volkswagen

and Avanti Motorsas wellas the NUMM|oint venturebetween General Motors and Toyot@igure 3

displays the share of closed facilities by automaker.
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FIGURB: PERCENTAGE OF CLOREILITIES BY AUTOMER

Chrysler
16%

General
Motors
65%

SourceCenter for Automotive Rearch

Historically, oth Ford andGeneral Motors relied on branch assembly plants to serve various markets
across the nationTheseplants were often located in the center of major regional marketsl would
assemble vehicles ugj parts that were primarily manufactured in the MidweBhe comjanies relied

on this strategybecause it watess expensivd ship unassemblegdarts andcomponensthan finished
automobiles and one plant could efficiently produce a few models that waulpply an entireegion
(Rubenstein1992) Butas more models cami® the market andoreigncompetition reduced the
market share othe domestic automakerghe dominantproduction strategy shifted tone wherea
single assembly plant produgall of e particular mode{or models)or the national marketThe
transition from a branch assembdyrategyto more centralized productigras well as the loss of market
share, drove thelecisiondo eliminate excess capacind close plants along the coas@rysleyon

the other hand, never usealbranch assembly plant strategyherefore, the majority of Chrysler plants
are located in the Midwest, and over 90 perceffi K S O 2 YlhasSkdglan@aie centralizedin the

Midwest (Indiana, Michigan, Missoyi®©hio and Wisconsin)

AGE OFPLANTS

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; thos 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: AVERAGE AGE OF RLELOSURE BY DECADE
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Source: Center for Automotivedearch

TRENDS IREPURPOSERACILITATES

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

production facilitiesare valuable to many other entitiesrfa variety of new uses. In some cases, closed

sites are sold to other automakers or automotive parts suppkbeid are repurposed for automotive

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

sAff 20KSNJ AAlGdz2 6A2yas SalISOALtte gKSYy | 02YYdzyAz¢

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

An encouraging sign amotige 267closed automotive plants is that nearly haif 128 siteshave either
been repurposed or are currently transitioning tmew use. Specifically, 18ites have been
repurposed and are currently occupidtve sites were repurposed buhe new operationdave since
ceased (labeled repurposed/closetdthe database)and 16 sites have changed ownership and are
currentlytransitioning into reuseThe remaining sites are still clos&iyure Xdisplays the number of

closedfacilities purchased for redevelopmeby year from 1980 to 2011.
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FIGURE: SITES PURCHASER REPURPOSING BYR/BHAR862011
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REPURPOSHRANTSTES BAUTOMAKERS

Sorting repurposed sitdsy their most recent automaker ownshows that the majority (76 of the 128
repurposedand transitioning sites) were originally owned by Genbtators. These include 2Delphi

and American Axle facilities as wellldgfacilitiesthat stayed withMLC and RACERring the GM

bankruptcy. Another 28&ciities were owned by Chrysler, &5 were owned by For@ of these were

0N YAFSNNBR G2 +xAadaSz2y 2N ! /1 4G 2yS LRAYyG Ay GAY
were repurposedas was the NUMMI joint venture assembly plant. Figure 6 displays the array of

repurposed jant sites by automaker.

FIGURB: REPURPOSED PLANTABMOMAKER
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Source: Center for Automotivedearch
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GEOGRAPHIANALYSIS GREPURPOSHBCILITBTES

Because the automotive industry is highly concentrated in only a fewnegibthe 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 Figure7 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 tBaNfl @A adzZl f RA&LI [ @aX awSL

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

FIGURE: GEOGRAPHICAL COMFBON OF FACILITIERAT REMAIN CLOSBEIDAREPURPOSED SITES

Legend
* Repurposed Site
* Facility that Remains Closed

Source: Center for Automotivedearch

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

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

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

California and Texas had nine and five plants, raspeyg. 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

0KS {2dziKSFad NBIA2Yy 2yfteé KIFIR wn aadasSa GkKLaG Oft2as
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 e 8

showsclosed and repurposefacilities within eachiegion.
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FIGURB: FACILITIES THATMAEN CLOSED AND REPDSED SITES BY REGI

Source: Center for Automotivedearch

REPURPOSRISECATEGORIES

The 128 repurposednd transitioning siteencompass many neuses The usecategories in the

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

Warehousing, Commercial, Education, Research and Development, Automotivenémorfiacturing),

Recreational, Vacant and Government. Many dited multiple uses and therefore received multiple

classificationsTable 1displays the categories and the associated number of repurposed sites.

TABLE: REPURPOSE USE GORIES

Type of Reuse ‘ Number of Sites
Industrial 76
(Automotive Manf.) (22)
Logistics and Warehousing 33
Commercial 31
Education 8
Research and Development 8
Automotive (NonManf.) 6
Vacant 6
Recreational 5
Government 4
Residential 4

Source: Center for Automotivegearch
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