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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
manufacturing—from raw materials, parts and components to engineering, technical, logistics, sales,
marketing and other services-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 total-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
warehousing. I n other situations, especially when
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
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population growth and a low density of closed plagsh hanced a region’s probabi

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 achiesing
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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LESSONKEARNED

Each community’s needs are different, and though

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
-

most vocal opponents to a project when a developer

= e

does show interest. A focused, regidt@am with one South East 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. -
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 recognizgolicychanges as viable options whe

they make broad sense.

HarborPark Development Kenosha, WI

e

UNDERSTANDDCALPOLITICS

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 2
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
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
jeopardizing the regulatory authorities’ obligat.i
enticing to a potential developer by helping to ensure that the develepmt won’'t be del ayed

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
project, “closed” plants refer to all/l pl ants whos

by their current status; cl osed” indicating the site remains unu

repurposed/cl osed, indicating the site has a ne
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, commuigs 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 “Largé facilities are defined as includingassembly, bodies, chassisngine, 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
survey. The 21 sites not surveyed were repurposed
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 1980 91; and 1995 und e rliad&dfiAutomtive uc c e s s o
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
“Facilities” refers to both the buildings of a pl
different plants will be located on a single piece of land bra@a mpus . ” For the purpose

each of the individual buildings on a shared piece of land has its own-efirgvided 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.

M1 Closed*:Ot her than in a bankruptcy proceeding, a
agreed to by the companwnd the union in the labor agreement, regardless of whether
production has halted. Two plants fit this categeryanesville, Wand Spring Hill, TN.

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

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

I TransitoningA site’'s ownership has changed from the

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.

9 Industrial¢ Automotive: This is substoft h e “ | ncdtegsry denotangsites 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 ANBEPURPOSHACILITIES

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
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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

© Center for Automotive Research 16



closings include New York (18/issouri (10), Catifnia (9), and Wisconsin (&jigure Aisplayshe

geographidistribution ofall closedfacilities in the WitedSatesi ncl uded in CAR’'s dat ab

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 inwvlving several ownershipchanges | n r evi ewi ng t homakprl ant s mo s
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 Ui8anufacturing—includirng 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

General
Maotors
B65%

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 percefit h e ¢ o mipsadplantsase 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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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

st Il other situations, especially when a communit

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
transferred to Visteon or ACH at one point
were repurposedas was the NUMMI joint venture assembly plant. Figure 6 displays the array of

repurposed jant sites by automaker.

FIGURB: REPURPOSED PLANTABMOMAKER

General
Motors
59%

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 tbatf vi sual di splays, “Rep

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

t he Southeast region only had 20 sites that cl ose
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
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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 ditad 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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Industrialuse was the most common category, representing the use on 76 of the sites; 22 of those sites
are engaged in automotive industrial activities. Other automotive uses (i.e-mamufacturing uses

such affice buildings, research centers and museums) werenfl on 6 sites. Logistic and

warehousing uses were found on 33 of the sites, commercial uses were found on 31, education uses on
8, research and development uses on 8, recreation uses on 5, government uses on 4 and residential uses
on 4. Only six of th&28 sites were listed as vacant; four due to the fact that they were repurposed to a
new use at one point, but that new operation has since closed. The remaining two vacant sites have

been purchased, but new owners have not yet announced development plans.

BVPLOYMENT AREPURPOSERTE

Survey respondents were askexrestimate the current or proposed employmeiar the new property
usesat each site About 45 percent said the new use either employs or will potentially employ 100 or
more people, 17 percentasd the new use employs or will employ 800 or more people, and 16 percent
said employment on the site is or will be-80 people. Given that over 75 percent of respondents said
the original manufacturing plants employed more than 400 people, new usé @ite generally offer

fewer employment opportunities.

STELOCATIOREATURES

Respondents were asked how near the site is to the city center, in an effort to gauge whether the site
was close to a concentration of businesses or residential areas. -filngtpercent of respondents said

the repurposed site was less than one mile from the nearest city center, and half said it was within five
miles. Additionally, nine respondents indicated the site is located on a waterfront. Other common
featuresof repurposel properties were ossite railroad spurs androximity tomass transit stog(i.e.,

bus, subwg and light rail), major freeways and arterial routes. Some additional features included
proximity to an international border crossing, higher education camimaiistrial park, airports, pas

restaurantsand other amenitiesas well asiccess tandustrial utility capacity.

BUILDINESZE

For repurposed plants, just over half of the original manufacturing buildings iv@iéion square feet
or less, and just ovea quarter were larger than one but smaller thamillion square feet. For the
square footage of the new facilities on sites, 65 percent wiamgllion square feet or smaller, trending

towards smaller, and 20 percent were betwektand2 million square éet.

© Center for Automotive Research 23



As sites were repurposethe new use generally occupied lesguare footageOn average, repurposed
facilities use 89 percent of the square footage of the original plant, including both occupied and vacant
space. Much of the difference is due to tfaet that some buildings were either partially or completely
demolished. While just over half of respondents indicated that no demolition was required, a quarter

said that the entire building was demolished and 22 percent indicated partial demolitiorptaok.

ZONING

In terms of zoning, 68 percent of the repurposed properties remained zoned for industrial use, 11
percent of the properties were red for commercial use and peércent of the properties were zoned
for some type of mixed use (mostly induatrand commercial, but some residential as wéher
respondents indicated that individual properties had been zoned residential, or that a sgseiatch

anddevelopmentzone was created.

BENVIRONMENTAASPECT

Respondents reported that 24 percent eéfpurposed sites were considerbdownfieldsat one point.

Given that most sites remained zoned as industrial, a majority of repurposed facilities had either no
environmental cleanup (30 percent) or the environmental cleanup standard remained industrial (39
percent). Respondents were evenly split between those where the original owner or the new owner

performed the cleanup.

ROLE OGOVERNMENTANTITIES IREPURPOSING

For those properties considered brownfields, several projects received Brownfields Asseasche
Cleanup Grants from the EPA. About half of the survey respondents indicated the redevelopment

received additional incentives beyond the federal brownfigddbgram funding.

Additional federal funding sources included the U.S. Department of Comr(i2@€) Economic
Development Administration, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, and the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD). Some projects received stimulus loans under the ArReccaery

and Reinvestment Act (ARRA)

State incentivesook the form of funding from State brownfields programs, Community Development
Block Grants (CDBG), other grants, loans, tax abatements and tax credits. Local incentives were generally

tax-related— abatements, credits or increment financing. Other Idnakntives included the use of
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Enterprise or Renaissance Zones, partial ownership or stewardship of the property, various local
brownfieldsincentives and local loans. A few redevelopment projects received assistance from local or

regional foundations.

Ina few cases, new state or local legislation was passed or court decisions were made promoting
development of a specific site. One wiefiown case occurred in Detroit/HamtramdW|, where GM

built its Detroit/Hamtramck Assembly plant on the site of a ctbB®dge Assembly plant. General

Motors wanted to expand the original footprint of the Dodge plant, but the area surrounding the plant
was residential and residents were not in favor of the proposed expansion. After years of court battles,
the Michigan Summe Court passed a judgment allowing cities to use eminent domain for private
enterprise development, as opposed to solely for public works projects. This change allowed the City of
Detroit to purchase residential properties surrounding the plant so thdtgduld expand. Also in

Michigan, statdegislation removed a restriction on interstate pharmaceutical distribut@massist with

the redevelopment of the former GM Fisher Body 1 Plant in.RhintVisconsin, changes to Tax

Increment Financingnd enviromental liability laws assistedith redeveloping ahrysler planin

Kenosha

SJUCCESS OF TTREDEVELOPMENT

Survey respondents were asked to rate, on a scale

been in restoring property value, withaseor of f i ve signifying very succ
signi fwatnagl 1 neu cfivemsdntofthe fesponBemts tatgd the new development as

very successfulvhile onlyfive respondents felt theepurposed sites were not at all succkdsthe

majority of responses were positive, with 63 percent selecting a 4 or 5 on the scale. One possible reason

for the positive scores is that while many sites have not been completely redeveloped, community

officials feel that some activity on a sitebetter than none at all.

Using the same 5 point scale as above, respondents were also asked how sutchssful pr opert y’ s
current usehasbeen in restoring the job base of the original plaRespondents were more negative on

this measure; only 19 peeat said the current use had been very successful in restoring the job base,

and 14 percent said that it was not at all successful. The remaining respondents selected intermediate
responses. Rather than trending positive as in the property value resiargtiestion, the job

restoration responses were evenly distributed across the range. Because manufacturing, especially

automotive, is a large generator of jobs, the new property uses rarely reach the employment levels
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provided by former automotive plant3his is especially true of residential, recreational, and logistics

and warehousing uses.

Respondents were asked if there were anything they would do differently with respect to repurposing
the property. Some mentioned that more communication with the coummity during the

redevelopment process would have made the process smoother. Regarding incentives, one respondent
indicated that a comprehensive incentive package would have helped by immediately distinguishing the
property from other available propertie¥.et other respondents mentioned allocating incentive funding
differently to avoid cash flow problems during the redevelopment would have been beneficial. The

majority of respondents said there was nothing they would do differently.

Around 70 percent of pondents indicated that there was a particular leader (or several leaders) active
in bringing the redevelopment abouthese leaders includemayors or other local administrators, city

council members and members of local development agencies.

(QLOSED ANBEPURPOSHRANTITECOMPARISONS

It is important to note the differences between the plants that remain closed and plants that closed but
were then repurposed or are in the process of transitioning. While survey data only pinfodaation
for 74 of these shutdown and then repurposed or transitioning locations, there are notable differences

between the two populations.

TIMETAKEN T&REPURPOSRETES

One way to visualize the amount of time taken to repurpose sites is to compare how long facilities took
to be repurposed based on their year of closure, as showkigare 9 This view reflects changes in the
economy over the years, as well as evolving practices in site selection and reuse. The obvious caveat to
this approach is that when reviewing only repusgad facilities, those that closed most recently must, by
definition, have taken only a few years to be repurposed, otherwise they would not be included in this
analysis. Given the number of plants that closed in the 2000s and remain closed (sheigarail0),

the analysis below is directional, but not indicative of all closed manufacturing plants.
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FIGURE: MEAN AND MEDIAN XES TO REPURPOSIBBEADE
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The trend is that facilities closéd the 1980s took longer to repurpose at the mean and median than did
those closed in the 1990s, and those closed in the 1990s took longer to repurpose than those closed in
the 2000s. Plants that closed in the 1980s had a mean repurpose time of 14 gmdithe median was

15 years. By comparison, plants that closed in the 1990s had a mean repurpose time of 7.8 years, and
the median was 5 years. Plants that closed in the 2000s had a mean repurpose time of 2 years, the
median repurpose time was 1.5 yearsr he three observations of plants closed in 2010 and 2011 that
were repurposed, two were repurposed in the same year, and one took one year. This explains why the
mean is 0.3 years and the median is zero. The analysis suggests that while closingsl droanty

across time, repurposing closed plants has occurred in a relatively smaller range of years, generally
between 2001 and 2009.

PLANTS THAREMAINOLOSED

Of the 135 sites that remain closedxcluding four sites that are scheduled to close in2&id 2014,

Figure 1Gshows a vast majority were closed in the 2000s. Eightyen sites (65 percent) closed in 2000

or later remain closed, compared with just over 24 sites (18 percent) for those closed in the 1980s and
1990s.
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FIGUREO: NUMBER AND PERCEDHPLANTS THAT RENIGILOSED BY DECADBSED
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AGE OPLANTE, REPURPOSED ARNDOSEOMPARISON

The average age of a plaatits closure datevas 54 years. ASgure 11 displayglantsthat were
repurposed tend to be younger when they closed (46 yeamshpared to the age at closure of plants
that remain closed61 years)This difference of 15 years is statistically significant at the 95 percent

interval.

FIGURE1: AVERAGE AGE A PTATLOSED AND CURRENE STATUS
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UNEMPLOYMENT

The unemployment rate is often used to measure the economicheitig of an area. A comparison of

the weighted 2010 annual unemploymerate for counties that contain repurposed and closed
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automotive plants reveals that in counties with facilities that remain closed, unemployment averaged
11.6 percent in 2010, compared to 11.0 percent in counties with repurposed pldftis. 0.6
percentage pointlifference is both statistically significant at the 95 percent interval and economically

significant.

POPULATION

Population change in an area is another measure of economic health. Population growth in counties
that had repurposed plants has outpaced @th in counties with plants that remain closed over the
past two decade§On average, population growth in counties with repurposed or transitioning plants
was approximately 7.5 percent from 1990 to 2010, while it was around 4 percent in those counties

where plants remained closed.

NUMBER OELOSEPLANTS BEOUNTY

The 267 closed facilities are located in 104 different counties in the United States. As sliagurénl?2,
counties with large numbers of plant closures did not repurpose their facilitite@sently as those

with only a few closures. The top five counties for automotive facility closings are Wayne, Ml (37
facilities); Genesee, Ml (24 facilities); Madison, IN (18 facilities); Oakland, Ml (12 facilities); and
Montgomery, OH (10 facilitiesh total, these five counties contain 101 closed automotive facilities,

with just over a third that have been repurposed. In counties with 6 to 9 closed facilities (including
Ingham, Macomb, Washtenaw counties in MI; Saint Louis, MO; and Cuyahoga, C¢tyedd pave

been repurposed; for those counties with 3 to 5 shutdown facilities, 45 percent have been repurposed,

and for counties with only 1 or 2 shutdown facilities, 62 percent have been repurposed.

® Bureau of Labor StatistiesLocal Area Unemployment Statistiaswiw.bls.goy. All countylevel analysis in this
paper includes all plants in the database, even those closed recently which have had littl® firmedpurposed.
Counties with multiple plants were given proportionally more weight by number of facilities in determining
averages.

°U.S. Census Bureawnvfw.census.goy
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FIGURE2: COUNTY PLANCLOSURE DENSITY ANDE OF REPURPOSING
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URBAN VERSBBRALLOCATIONS

Closed facilities were relatively evenly divided between urban andunban areas. Major urban areas,
as defined by the Census, contain 12@hef 267 closed facilities, or 47 percent. Therefore, plants in
urban areas were repurposed slightly less frequently than those in more rural locations. Within urban
areas, 45 percent of facilities were repurposed or transitioning, and 55 percent remagucutside

of urban areas, 50 percent of facilities were repurposed or transitioning and 50 percent remain closed.

DATABASEONCLUSIONS

Key conclusions related to overall trends in closed and repurposed facilities are below.

1 The majority of survey respdents said that the original automotive plant was one of the top
three employers in the community, indicating its economic importance. Not surprisingly, these
plants generally employed many more people than do current uses at the various sites.

1 The majoty of closed automotive manufacturing plants are located in the Midwest region of
the United States, and most were owned by General Motors. Similarly, most repurposed plants
were GMowned, and the majority of repurposed plants are concentrated in the Maiwe

1 Repurposed sites frequently remained zoned industrial, and industrial was the most common
reuse category. As such, most of the repurposed sites did not require environmental
remediation. In general, buildings on repurposed sites occupy less squasagéotbian original
buildings did.

1 Plants on repurposed sites tend to be younger than plants that remain closed, and plants that
closed after2000 are slightly older than those closed in the 1980s and 1990s.
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1 Federal, state, and locabgernment incentives plyed a positiveole in many redevelopments
Additionally, new state or local legislation helped enable property transition in a few instances.
Given the large number of plant closings in the past eleven years, assistance from outside the
community wouldbe particularly helpful.

T The redevel opment’s success varied in the eyes
use was successful in restoring property value, but most also recognized that the new use has
not restored the original job base of therfoer manufacturing facilities.

1 Conditions in a county that enhanced the transition from a vacaetteia repurposed site
include low unemployment, population growth, and a low density of closed plants.
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CASESTUDIES OFORMERAUTOMANUFACTURINEACILTIES

While the database provides a thorough overview of the status and basic characteristics of former
automaker manufacturing facilities, it is limited in the ability to go beyond these basic facts. To get to
the core of an autnecessarynordelveideepet. Sherefdrep CAR performed sesen
case studies to achieve andepth perspective on the processes and challenges communities faced as

they endeavored to transition a site.

Once the preliminary database of closed and repurposeditfasiwas developed, CAR researchers

selected 13 sites that have been repurposed and four sites that remain closed. This initial list
encompassed sites that were diverse on many levels, such as geography, former automaker owner, and
urban versus rural l@tion, as well as sites that appeared to have a unique story in their path to
redevelopment. Of the initial list, the DOL chose seven locations for further investigation, with five that
have been repurposed, and two that remain undevelop€eneral Motorss represented more

because the majority of closed facilities were originally-GMhed.
The selected sites were:

Baltimore, MD: Former GM Assembly

Batavia, OH: Former Ford Transmission
Coopersville, MIFormer Delphi Fuel Injector Plant
Doraville, GA: Farer GM Assembly

Kenosha, WI: Former Chrysler Assembly

Sleepy Hollow, NY: Former GM Assembly

South Gate, CA: Former GM Assembly

= =4 =4 4 4 -4 4

The primary method of collecting case study information was through interviews. CAR researchers
contacted local officials in eadommunity to create a list of appropriate individuals to interview. The
goals were to visit each site, learn about the surrounding community, and speak with people who were
familiar with the actions taken to redevelop the property. In most cases, twor&€#Rarchers visited

each community for two days. This enabled the research team adequate time to meet with community
members who could tell the redevelopment story from multiple perspectives. These people included
current and former mayors, city/townshipilage administrators, city and county economic

development directors, real estate developers, real estate brokers, environmental remediation
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specialists, and current tenants, among others. Most of the interviews were conducted in person,

though some wereompleted over the phone.

In some locations, interviewees were very familiar with the redevelopment process and provided a
wealth of information. In others, it was necessary to supplement the information from interviews with

other sources, such as newdiales, journal pieces, and books.

The information and opinions expressed in the following case studies belong to the interviewees in each

location.

Case study visits were conducted between the end of Maithe middle of Julyn 2011.
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GENERAMOTORASSEMBLYLANT INBALTIMOREMARYLAND

GMBROENINEIGHWAYASSEMBLIPLANT AT &LANCE

FORMEFOWNER FORMERJSE YEAROLOSED QURRENUSES ABTE

GM ASSEMBLIPLANT 2005 INDUSTRIAPARK

-3

thaid ©$acA3s GKFG OdNNBy
Port of Baltimore visible in the background. ¢ abridge over Broening Highway.

One of the buildings at the Chesapeake Commerce Center, witt

BACKGROUND

The General Motors Baltimore Assembly Plant was locateroening Highway in the southeast

section of the city. It is near the intersection €39 and 1895, adjacent to two CSX rail lines, and close to
the Chesapeake Bay just off the waterfront near the Seagirt and Dundalk marine terminals. The facility
wasoriginally a Chevrolet branch plant, and was built between 18335 (Rubenstein, 1992). The

original plant site covered 45.7 acres and the assembly building was nearly 600,000 square feet. Over
the years, the site increased to 185 acres with nearly 3lBomisquare feet of floor spacdt its peak in
1979, the factory employed 7,000 worketsit by the time it closed in May 2005, employment was only
about 1,000.

In November 2004, General Motors announced the plant would close the following year. Some
community members felt the closure was almost a foregone conclusion, as the product produced there
—the Astro van—was not selling well. The community suffered substantial job losses, but under the
terms of the UAWGM National Agreement, some workers wetdeato transfer to the nearby GM plant

in White Marsh, MD.

© Center for Automotive Research 34



GOMMUNITYSTRATEGY

Through the years, much of Baltimore’ s waterfront
commercial and residential. However, community leaders did not want the sameingzimnoccur at

this site. The Port of Baltimore and related businesses and industries have always been the major drivers

of the | ocal economy, and community | eaders were

by maintaining industrial zoning t#te GM property.

Once GM ceased operations in 2005, the Baltimore Development Corporation (BDC) assisted GM with
issuing a request for proposals (RFP) to redevelop the site. Given both the strong economy at the time
and t he s+185atres ofadastia space in a coveted location less than a mile from the Port
of Baltimore—the RFP generated a lot of interest. Seven bids were submittednalahuary 2006

Duke Realty of Indianapolis, IN, was selected. Duke purchased the property foil B27.

DUKEREALT®INTEREST

Duke’'s overall strategy at the time of purchase w
toward industrial property, particularly along th
transportation drives industry, ahgiven the location near highways, rails, and marine terminals, this

property was a trifecta of sorts. The company was interested in building an industrial business park

called the Chesapeake Commerce Center on the site. Duke also had previous exevidarog with

General Motors when they purchased the former GM assembly facility in Linden, NJ. In addition to

Duke’' s prile o¢vagreangnigortake on environmental liability at the siteelped

them win the bid.

GOMMUNITYRELATIONS

Thecorrective action process mandated B Aregulations under the authoritof the Resource
Conservation and Recovery ABRCRA)equired thatDukeandtheir environmental consultants, Hull

and Associates, writa public involvement plarAs part othis plan, Hull held numerous public meetings
and made informatiompubliclyavailable via factsheets and websitessducate andencourage

community involvement.

During the initial public meetings, community residents voiced concerns about increased dust, noise,
truck traffic and vermin that may occur during demolition. As required byREBRA, Hull developed

plan that addressed each of these concerns. This was the first time Duke had engaged with a
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community in this way, but the process worked so well thatthew follow the same procedure with
all large site redevelopments that are located near residential neighborh@edere conducting any

remediation or site workDuke conducted extensive due diligence activities to fully characterize the

property.

ENVIRQIMENTAIASPECT

When the plant closed in 2005, GM was requiredatisfy its state and federal hazardous waste
management obligationg#As plans progressed toward a sales agreemstit Duke GM metwith
representatives fronEPA Region 3 and the Marylandp@ement of Environment (MDE) to confirm that
the companychosen to redevelop the site would take on the environmetighiility for cleaning up the
property. Boththe EPA and MDiEad stringent cleanup requirements that the selected developer had to
meet. Soon after beinghosenas the developer for the sit®uke andheir environmental consultants,
Hull,organized a meeting with representatives from MDE and ER# to streamline thecleanup
process while still being responsitteboth agencies and meigig regulatory compliance (Allison, 2010).
The EPA and MO&rmed an intergovernmental team that met intensivelyring theearly stages othe
revitalization processandalsoworked closely with Dukd his collaborative publiprivate partnership
focusedon both the cleanup goals for the projeets well as the overall commercial reuse scenario
plannedfor the Chesapeake Commerce Cenfiewgether, they developed and executed a Remediation
Action Plan (RAP).

Duke entered into voluntary site remediationggrams with both agenciesthe Facility Lead Program
with the EPA and the Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) witk e Both voluntary programs allow

site owners to conduct investigation and cleanup activities on potentially contaminated sites.
Companie®ither planning to sell property or wishing to satisfy corrective action requirements before
government enforcement mechanisms are implemented frequently use these types of agreements.
These programs also generally offer reduced administrative burdengraater scheduling flexibility.
Participation in these programs can also offer protection from certain environmental litigation, and, in

some cases, eligibility for a number of financial incentive programs.

To assist with the environmental sitemediationand further redevelopment, Duke received grants
from Maryl and’ s Department of Business and Econom
Revitalization Incentive Program (BRIRjese grants includeakarly$300,000 for assessmeand

$500,000 for emediation.The total cost of remediation on the site was approximatelyriion
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(DeBoer, 2010Remediation included tank removals, excavation anesiéf disposal of contaminated
soil, and mass excavation of clean soil from a portion of the sitest®mls clean cover and structural fill

across theacility.

The overalenvironmental cleanup processas desi gned specifically with I
redevelopment of the Chesapeake Commerce Center in nitedvelopment of the sitessimultaneously

satisfied he requirements oORCRACorrective Action Prograaan d MD Eand & aé€sHt, the

former site of the GM Baltimore Assembly Plant was the fe@development projecto proceed through

both regulatory programs concurrently, resulting in the informakti@n of a single cleanup program

based on intefagency cooperation (Allisp2010).

MDE and EPA representatives were open to interagency cooperation as an opportunity to promote
economic development while still meeting their environmental regulatory negments.Often, an
environmental cleanup process can take up to seven years, but this alternative process reduced the time
to 18 months Demolition began in April 2006, angfall 2007, the cleanup was completdy March

2008, the firstnew building wascompleted.

OVERCOMINEIURDLES
While selling the property was not very difficuldt
desirable location, the city and developers still faced redevelopment challenges that had to be

overcome.

State and Feder&overnment Cooperation

One of the biggest challenges in the Baltimore Assembly redevelopment was remediating the property
within a tight timeframe. I f it weren’'t for the
and coordinate, the developnmt would not have happened on schedule. By working together, the two
governmental organizations ensured not only that necessary environmental regulations were met, but

also that they were met in a timely manner that benefited the city, developer and fuenants of the

site.
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Community Engagement

Engaging the community in the early stages of the development process also helped ensure the overall
success of the redevelopment. Residents were able to voice concerns and participate in the process to

determine what would become of the immense property in their neighborhood.

OuTCOME

Duke built two buildings at the site on speculation (without-gigned tenants), and both are now fully
leased. In addition, Duke sold 14 acres on the site to MTC Logisticsgareeéd and frozen food
warehousing and distribution company. MTC developed the parcel within the design guidelines of the
commerce park. Duke also sdld.6 acrego the Port of Baltimore, which plans to use that portion of

the site as storage space igsneeds increase.

As part of the redevelopment, Duke preserved trginal plant water tower and incorporated it into
the final developmentResidents considered the water towaistorical community landmark, and
Duke also learnethe towerwas highethan any billboard was permitted to beTherefore, Duke
decided to use it as aertising for the siteBoth the company and the communitiere pleased with

this outcome.

Duke’ s over al IfornenGMsit ts anticipated &dtal $150 enillionover ten years. This
includes costs for due diligence, planning, remediation, site infrastructure, construction of new buildings

and all other supporting activitig®eBoer, 2010)

HNANCINGJMMARY

Name Amount Notes
Purchase Price Duke Realty $27 Milion
Total Investment | Duke Realty $150 Million Over the course of 10 years.
Total remediation cost was $f
million
State Funding MD Department of Business| $800,000 Around$300,000 for
and Economic Development assessment and $500,000 fo
(DBED), Brownfield remediation
Revitalization Incentive
Program (BRIP)
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FORDTRANSMISSIONPLANT INBATAVIA OHIO

FORDBATAVIATRANSMISSIORLANT AT &SLANCE

FORMEFOWNER FORMERJSE YEARQLOSED QURRENUSES ASTE

FORD TRANSMISSIORLANT 2008 EDUCATIONNDUSTRIAL

v

UC Clermont East occupies the former office space of the pla An example of a classroom inside the remodeled facility.

BACKGROUND

Located approximately®mi | es west of Cuanransmssian plant dirdetty ofiDhic B a
State Highway 32 in Clermont Coun®H.The plant began operations in the late 1970gtjally joining

two other Ford transmission plantscatedin southeastern Ohie—one in Sharonville and another in
Fairfax The Batavia plant replaced Fairfaxhich closed in 1979%nd many of the Fairfax employees
transferred to Batavia once it became operatiarialthe earlyl980s, the community had high hopes

that the facility would develogpinoff supplieemployment although thesgobsnever came to fruition.

In the late 90s, Fordntereda joint venture with Germai#vased supplier ZF to build a new variable

speed transmissiarZF invested heavily in upgrading machingtryhe Batavia planto produce the new
products Some community members sensed friction between the two companies, as ZF appeared to be
more technologically advanced than Ford was at the tidivkile the community hoped the joint venture
would breathe new life into the productive capabilities of the plaotily about half the building was
utilizedduring this periodli 2 005, Ford r epurparfandoncd agdirtook 108 t a k e

percent control othe facility.
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In 2006, Ford announced it was closingthé a n t . At t h evorkforcewas arotuinid 220p | ant ' s
people In anunusualturn of events, the plant actually added employees before it officially closed, given

that the products produced there were still used in many Ford vehiales productiomeeded to

increaseto meet demand.When the wind-down began, some workers witligh seniorityused

provisions in the UAW contract to transfer to the Sharonville plant. They displaced workers with lower

seniority, creating a net job loss for the regidimeBataviaplant officially closed in Septeber 2008.

COMMUNITYSTRATEGY
Cl er mo nt init@loesponsevasshreepronged:

1. Lobby to keep the plant open
2. Provide worker assistance and retraining opportunities

3. Find a user for the facility

Th e ¢ o mmfushreattipntoghe closure announcementa s “ [ For d] Gummonityt do t ha
membersargued thatFord should not close the plant becauseés more modernhan most. But

county and township officials quickly realized they needed to be realistibelcommunitymembers

eyes, it came down tgeography and politicgshey feltt hat Mi chi gan wasn’'t going
from a plant closing, san Ohioplant wouldhaveto close.Community leaders also sensed a lack of

coordination and focus at Ford during this periedich is whyClermont ©unty decided not to expend

many resourcefrying to convince Ford to keep the plant open

The secondesponseanvolved effortsto assist worker#n the transition fom plant employmen The
Gounty, other government offices, the UAW and several educatiimssitutionscoordinated to offer

career days, job and education fairs, and buyout packageeme of which includetlition assistance.

The thirdresponsefinding a new use for the facilitis where much of theepurposingstory lies There
were many jaths the community might have chosen to followhe decisions made by local government
officials and Ford, in addition to other opportunities that presented themselves, are what ultimately

shaped the successful outcome.

HNDING ANEWUSER FOR TRECILIY
Initially, the search for a new user yieldednoreslitis om t he county’' s perspecti v
interested n finding a productive use for the properttyan county officials wereThere was some

discussion that Forohighthand over ownership of th&cility tothe county, but community leaders
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were hesitant to accept because they were unsure what to do thighproperty if they owned it. The
county would also lose the tax revenue that Ford had been paying on the propegsumed public
ownersh p. To the county’s knowledge, the site was noc

necessary prior to a new use at the facility.

Fordengaged commercial realty brok€B Richard EIlI€BRJE0 market the property andinitially
priced it at $10million —a pricehigher than the market would supportordreceivedfour proposals
each offeringsignificantly less thathe askingprice. Ford rejectedall ofthe bids and eventually

dropped the price to $6 million.

Toward the end of 2008, the ecomy had started to declineand the local real estate market was slack.
Industrial Realty Group (IR@) California firmiemained the only interested develop&om the group

of initial bidders. After the price was lowered, |IB@ered into negotiations W Ford, butencountered
difficulty securing financinfrom the private capital markets. At the same timanother interested

buyer surfaced whattemptedt 0 s u p e r s e.dTés nevRb@Eldesvasa@ Birfgle tenant user who
wanted to launch a new busisemanufactuing a specializechutomotive part Given the higher offer,
this deal would havevon, butthis prospective buyer also facéidancinghurdles and the deal fell

through.

By early 2009, Ford was reportedhptivatedtogett h e p r o p ebooks, endiogfit$ taxt h e
obligation for the site. ile company considered demolition, aride scrap value was estimated at $3
million. @unty officialsstronglyopposedthis ideg intheir minds, the buildings on the property were an
asset that could be reusk buta slab would be liability. Worried the county would be left with a
permanent reminder of what hadncebeenon the site officialscontinued efforts tareach a dealith

IRG.

HNANCING

IRG approached county and stafevernment official@bout avalablefinancal assistancehat might
helpthe dealwork. The county initiallypalked, statinghey did not have the kind of moneyecessary for
such a dealTheClermont County economicetteloper then contacted the Ohio Department of
Development (ODODp exploreavailablestate funding optionstnitially, ODOMadno mechanisms in
place to financea developer for land acquisition. There was a loan prograime Ohio Enterprise Bond

Fund (OEBR-but at the time, it was focused only awner-occupied builthg acquisition or machine
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and equipment upgradeds IRG had no signed tenant leases at the time, and was not planning to

occupy the building themselveis did not qualify for OEBF funding.

At the suggestion odin ODODofficial, the county leaders ontacted a representative frorBaird, abond
advisor to ODO. The Baird representative credited withdeveloping a convincing caseddapt the
OEBF tanclude land acquisition by developers. In the end, $6.13 milliddEBmondswere issuedat
Recovey Zone rates$4.49 millionof which weretax exempt (ate varies between 3.28.125 percent;

term between 815 years) and $1.64 million werexable (3 percent rate;-yearterm).

COUNTYHNANCIASUPPORT

With OEBF financing in platepurchase the sitghe county was asketb contribute $2 milliortoward
securing project fundingCounty commissioners were skepticacommittingthat much money,
especiallygiven thepoor economyand their fear osquandering public dollars onbead investmentin

an efort to make the deal more appealing, a draft agreement was developed stat@ghe $2 million
would be used as debt servican case IRGeased makingayments Commissioners were still ho
convinced They told IRG they needed some form of collatesath agleeding land for freéf IRG could

not make paymentdRGultimately agreed to transfer 36.6 acres of land on either side of the building as
a temporary form of collateral, with plans to repurchase the land over a three year period beginning in
2012. The county would then use that money to reinvest elsewhere in the commuAidigitionally, the
parties agreed to grarntlermont County Transportation Improvement District 7.4 acres of land for

future improvementsat the nearby highway access ramp

Knowing it was important to invest in the futur¢he commissioners eventualigreed to thiplan. A
sum of$2 millionwas putin an Operating Deficit Reserve (ODR)ere the money would b escrow
andwould earninterest IRG also agreed to pay$10,00Gannual fee to the county as long as the ODR is

in place.

Once the financing terms were finalized, IRG purchased the property from Ford on April fo2GB06

million.

THEHRSTTENANTUCQO.ERMONLOOKS T&XPAND
In 2008 the University of Cincinna€lermont(UC Clermontyvas in need of temporary space for its
Allied Health programUC Clermonis a regional campus of the University of Cincinnati, aatbs

located in Batavia Townshift offers yeafround courses andhore than50 associate degresnd
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certificate programs to its student$heUniversity estimated that it needed 10,000 square feet, and

began exploringhe regionfor a space that would meet thiequirement.

The Dean at thtime consideredhe former Ford plansite, kut there were two problems The first was
that it was zoned as industrialvhich would not permit educational uses on the sitbe second was
that the available office spaa the facilitywas 80,000 squarkeet — significantly more than what was
needed. However he Danbeganto realizethat more spacenight be useful, especially if the
University needd to expand agaiimn the near future University officialsecognizedhe need to offer a
4-year degree program to compete with other schoolshe region andtherefore startedlooking for
70,00080,000 square feet to house bothy2ar and 4yearAllied Healthprograms The location of the
former Fordplant in the southeastergornerof the statealso appealed tdJniversityofficials. UC
Clermontwanted to eyand its presencen that regionbecausehere were few nearbyppportunities for

higher educational attainmerfor area residents.

Clermont Countyand IRGvorked with the Universityas both were anxious to confirm an anchor
tenant. Aleasingagreement for UC Clemmt to occupy all of the former office space of the original

manufacturing facilityvasfinalized,and the deal was approved once the OEBF bond was issued

SECURINGENANTSN THEMANUFACTURING?ACE
The county and IRG continued to seek tenants for thaufecturing space, and Engineered Mobile

Solutions (EMS) emerged as a prospect in late 2009.

EMSis a company specializing in designing and manufacturing custom trailers, shelters and other mobile
facilities It wasalready located in the area, butasquickly outgrowingts 17,008squae-foot
manufacturing facilittandwaslooking to expandAfter negotiationsfor another property fell through,

EMS waback to square one.

EMShad beerworkingwi t h t he county’ s CoffzialbtieercenouragedeM8me r ¢ e ,

look seriously aspace withirthe former Ford facilityln many ways, isuitedt h e ¢ o mgedsnThe s

pl ant’s extensive ener gy iiteadectrica needs, artche spacealsoo u | d
offered overhead cranes and higteilingsthat would beparticularly helpful irmanufacturing the

c 0 mp alarge tralers

At first, IRG requiregrospectivetenants to lease minimum of 100,000 square feet, but this was

muchspacefor E M Simmediateneeds IRG was flexible on thiront andwrote EMSa 10year lease
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on 60,000 square feet, with an option to negotiate for additional 30,000 square feet. The company

has plans to expand in the near future

EMSoriginallyplanred to move in December 2010, but regulation and permitissues caused a delay
Once these issues were resolved, EMS signed the lease in Apriba@Ihpvednto the property at the

beginning of May 2011.

UC Clermont East’'s occupation of anotBhMS’' part
selecton of the site Another manufacturer, howevemayhave affectedts decision ashe other

companycould either positively ornegai v el y isogeratons. EMS’

OVERCOMINBURDLES
Transitioning industrial property is often comp]@xesenting uniquehalenges thatmust beovercome
asa project moves forwardrhe Ford Batavia plangroject was no different, andome of the larger

hurdles aresummarizedelow.

Public Incentive Dollars for Nd#rofit Entity

Sme community members were concerned about pravgdpublic incentive dollars to@rivate
developerwho was refurbishing a buildirfgr a nonprofit entity like the universityHowever, most
came to the conclusiothat it was better to have something on the property as opposed to an

abandoned buildingso they agreed tohe financing.

Local Political Issues

There were some local politicabstacles taezoning the property to allow farse byan educational
institution. Some believe that Batavia Township trustees didiniially passthe zoning modifiation
because they felt IRG was courting county governnodfitialsmore than the township leaders. In
response, IRG representatives arranged for a special meeting with the trustassuage concerns, and

trusteespassed the rezoning the following month

Policy Flexibility and Customization

When seeking financial support from the state, the county was initially told there was no funding
mechanism to help a developer purchase a property on speculation. It took creativity and flexibility for

the OEBF fund® be used for this purpose.
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Paperwork
The amount of paperwork surrounding the financing also created challenges and frustration for those

involved One communig member noted that at one point, there wefld attorneys involved—
representing the state,aunty, township, developer and UClermont and that there was
brinksmanship on all front§ he Baird representative is credited with working with all the parties

involvedto keep the project moving.

Joint Economic Development District Possibility

Finally,there was some concern over the property becoming a Joint Economic Development District
(JEDD)Ohio bwnships cannokevyan income taxHowever, under a JEDIDwnshipscan enter into an
agreement with another municipalitisuch as a cijyto levythe tax andsplit the proceeds withthe

township From a redevelopment perspective, the fear is that a JEDD would discourage tenants, since
their employees would have to pay an additional income tdoweverthe property ownemwould have

to agree to theproperty becoming a JEDD, which is unlikalthis situationgiventhe potential negative

of discouragingenants

OuTCOME

There was no demolition at the site, and the building still consists of 1.8 million square feet. Of that,
136,000 square feet is officedfeteria space, and the remainder is manufacturing/warehouse. In a
relatively short time after the closure, 211,000 square feet have been utilized and 1.6 million square feet

remain unoccupied.

UC Clermont East is using 81,000 squaredéethat was oncehe office space of the plant, with a
right-of-first-refusal on an additional 55,0G@uare feetTheUniversityalso haan option to purchase
all the office space plus 45 acres of lamdund the buildingThe arrent Dean thinks it may be possible
to move two more departments there: CAD/CAM (computgded manufacturing) and golice
academywith a forensic labThe building houses bothy&ar associates andykar bachelor degree
programsin Allied Health careersind is the first dedicated campus ire@iont Countyto offer a

ba c h e tlegree’ s

EMS a company specializing in designing and manufacturing custom trailers, shelters and other mobile

facilities, isa tenant occupying about05000 square feebf the original manufacturing space
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A second compay, Global Scrap Management, recently signed a l&&s&,000 square feet of the
former manufacturing arealrhis companyprovides aluminum scrap management services and

processing to reduce waste and increase scrap value for customers.

As an interestingnecdote, some former Ford employes® actuallyenrolled atUC Clermont EasDne
said when she left the Ford plant as a worker, she'falte vast at ed, di scarded, and
2011)Now, she’ s aboubacthoe |lgorra dsu sidoeegrnediietthe samerbuilding

where she used to work assembling automobile transmissions

ANANCINGJMMARY

Name Amount Notes
Purchase Price IRG, LLC. $3.5 Million
State Funding Ohio Enterprise Bond | $6.13 Million $4.49 million tax exempt (3524.125%; 8
Fund 15 years); $1.64 million taxable (3%; 5
year)
Local Funding Operating Deficit $2 Million In a trust account; only to be used for de
Reserve service payments if IRG ceases making
payments

REFERENCES
The Clermont Sun.E#¥ Nieleimbnt SuRadgeAd.May 18,2011 C
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DELPHRUELINJECTORLANT INCOOPERSVILLKEIICHIGAN

DELPHCOOPERSVILPEANT AT &8LANCE

FORMEFOWNER FORMERJSE YEARQOLOSED QURRENUSES ASTE
DELPHI PARTSSUPPLIERLANT 2006 INDUSTRIAL
) S

Construction at the old Delphi Coopersville plant as Continental Dairy prepares it for praduction

BACKGROUN

The Delphi Coopersville plant, which produced fuel injectors for enginesaied near-06 in Ottawa

County, approximately 16 miles northwest of Grand Rapids, MI. The original building is 300,000 square

feet and was built on 125 acres. The plant opé in 1980, and until the time it closed in 2006, was

consistently one of the toff0 employers in Ottawa County, and the largest employer in Coopersville. At

its peak, Delphi employed nearly 1,300 ngorkers at
despite many workers leaving through retirement and buyouts, the plant continued to employ 680

workers.

In 2005, Delphi filed for bankruptcy. In December of that year, a group of several Michigan communities

with Delphi plants held a meeting with conate executives in an attempt to convince Delphi not to

close their facilities. Despite the effort to get Delphi executives to reconsider, the company decided to

close the Coopersville plant and many of the others. Community members were surprisedhaiven t

the plant was productive, in good shape and was a
Coopersville plant was based on two factors: there was excess capacity at other plants that could take

on Coopersvill e’ s reaivelknew,i walld e easiardosal thantthe atfeessites.
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The Coopersville Delphi plant closed in October 2006, and under the provisions of its UAW contract,
many of the plant’s former workers eitwrher moved t
Rochester, NY, or took buyouts. By April 2007, Delphi had vacated the building, and by November 2007,

the plant was on the market.

Even though the closure was unexpected, city leaders were aware of the difficulties in the broader

“

automotive industry;oe | eader noted that he reads the same |
environment, the city delayed larger expenditures and investments in order to conserve cash. When the
cl osure was announced, it wasn’t aaiswolldbhavglkeenof a f i

otherwise.

GOMMUNITYSTRATEGY

Early on, the community had difficulty in getting information from Delphi. They sent several letters
requesting details of the company’s plans, but no
information gleaned about the plant and its prospective purchasers came from the Michigan Economic
Devel opment Corporation (MEDC). Despite the compa
motivated to sell the property. Delphi was no longer paying utilitis or taxes on personal property,

and it was fairly inexpensive for them to hold the property.

The MEDC was very involved with marketing the site,iahbught potential buyers to the city. Two
prospects were very promising: a solar panel manufaatuproject, and a powdered milk

manufacturing project.

HNDING ANEWUSER FOR TRECILITY
The first prospective client was a Colordsed solar panel manufacturing company. This project
would have expanded the building on the site to 675,000 squaresie¢ would have created an

estimated 824 jobs.

According to local officials, the solar company had two main concerns: the prospect of unionization and
the high electricity costs. The concern regarding unions was easily addressed because unionization rate
are low in western Michigan and rigtd-work zones have been proposed in the area. The issue of high
electricity costs was addressed by examining the potential for a special tariff with the local utility
company, Consumers Energy. But when Delphi reftis®ffer the solar company an exclusive deal,

they decided not to pursue the purchase further.
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In early 2008, Coopersville officials met with a local realtor who told them there was another interested
party, without providing any details. In Novembertlo&t year, officials learned tharizona Maricopa
Associates LL.@ holding company outf San Marcos, ChAadpurchased the property for a total of $4.4
million. Initially, bcal officials knew very little about the new property owners and their intergibut

the MEDC soon apprised them that another company with business connections to Arizona Maricopa,
Continental Dairy, was interested in purchasing the property and creating a powdered milk processing

facility.

CONTINENTADAIRYSINTEREST

Continentd Dairy (CD) had been considering multiple sites for the construction of its new-plant
including sites in Michigan, Indiana and Ohio. Because of its comprehensive incentive package, Michigan

offered the most attractive proposal.

According toCD three itans werecritical tomake the deal happenl) the condition of the facility, 2)

the price ofthe facility inrelationtocCD’ s v al uat i on iocéntiviedThestatsashd 3) avai l
communityonly had control over theéncentive packagewhichwas criti@l to attract the project

Another important aspect of the deal was that Coopersville was amenaliepiementingnecessary

waste water treatment system upgrades for a powdered milk processing fachigytreatment

upgrades werekey, because food procsimgrequires substantial waste wateapacity Mi ¢ hi gan’ s
i ncenti ve pack amgreaneattodpgrade th@gvaste svatdrsisterawere important
signas to CDthat the community was willing do whatever was reasonablattoact ahealthy and

growing company

Coopersville was also an appealing location due to logistical considerations, as it has access to main
interstate routes and is |l ocated near the geograp
also interested in the site becausef t he city’s willingness to allow
The site is large enough to encompass warehousing, office space, and potential future expansions. CD
considered it for powdered milk manufacturing, as well as for additional nilkgsising operations and

potentially selling parcels of the property to other parties, if needed. Developinga e e mprbpergyl d ”

would have been much more capital intensive, and therefore was not seriously considered by CD for its

operations.
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HNANCINGUMMARY
It is not common for a site to be purchased without joletermined incentives. One local official

believed that because of the low price for the size of and assets on the property, Arizona Maricopa knew

it was a good investment. Once the communite ar ned of CD’'s interest, repr
providing an incentive package for t-peodéeal, wiwlth
keep growing, and fits wel/ in the region given t

CD hireda site consultant to advise the company on appropriate incentive packages, and the two parties
met with local government officials in January 2009 to discuss the deal. State, courtigyand
government agenciesorked togethemwith CD to create an incent packagehat would work for all

parties.

TheUS Depart ment oDARég Devetopnent tumdmg psogréantb8came involved with

the redevelopment project in March 200%his prografh e | ped pay for a necessary
wastewater treatmentsystem Thecity had an opportunity to upgradits water system+—not onlyto

meet t he n edemahdsybatlalsogoeadd additional capadaybetter position he

communityfor future developmenbpportunities.In total, theupgrades wold cost thecommunity $9

million; the MEDC provide $2.5 million, but Coopersville still needeifinancean additional $6.5

million.

As part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (AB&)county in the United States
received an allotmentdfonds.l n | at e 2 0 0 9 ,sha@df $34 milionirChondswasyssusd

to CD.The bonds were a lower cofstrm of capital,and werebacked entirely by the financial
creditworthiness of the company they were issued-+tasimilar to an industrial revare bond The

Ottawa CountyBoard ofCommissioners led the l@at approval process to award th®nds as part of the
public sector financing procesbhere were competing interests for the bonds, ltithe time,the CD
project was the only shovekady progct, andso the company received the fullamount®ft t awa’ s
ARRA bonéinancing.

Continental Dairy, along with city and county officials, worked with the MEDC to gereliatef
incentives that fitwith the project, and therspecific incentivesere negotiated and discussedse of
each incentivas governed byts own statutes withseparatecriteria and application process.The
MEDC identified the value for each incentive basedetailsof the project (jobs created, wages, etc.)

Then the companyeceiveda commitment letter that identifid incentives and the value of ¢h
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proposedincertives, assuming they we approved Oncethe MEDC issued commitment letter toCD
the company was requiretd sign offand then continue withndividualapplicatims foreach of the
incentiveprograms.The commitment letter earmagd the incentives to the developeas long as they

completedthe application.
The incentives used for the project were:

Federal

1 USDA: Rural Development Utilities Program Loan of $6,804t6 Coopersville)

State
1 MEDC: Small Cities Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) of $2,465,000 (to Coopersville)
1 MEDC: Michigan Economic Growth Authority (MEGA) tax credits with an estimated value of $1.5
million over 10 years (to CD)
1 MDOT: EconomiDevelopment FundCategory A Grant of $321,600 (to Coopersville)
1 MiI Department of Treasury: Water Pollution Control Tax Exemption with an estimated value of

$1,136,745 (to CD)

9 City of Coopersville: P.A. 198 Industrial Facilities Tax Abatement watstierated value of
approximately $8.8 million over 12 years (to CD)

1 Ottawa County: Allocation of $31 million in Recovery Zone Bonds (to CD)

Each incentive is not independent. Instead, the incentives were carefully selected and constructed to
work togethe in a consistent and beneficial manner.,@@ instance, would not haveeen approved
for the Michigan Economic Growth Authority (MEG#AnNtif the dty had notprovidedthe P.A. 198

incentive.

In addition to the incentives listed above, Coopersville &pplied for an additional $400,000 from the

Mi chi gan Department of Transportation’s Rural Tas

and CD has applied for $511,500 from Ottawa County Michigan Works for worker training assistance.
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ENVIRONMENNLASPECT

Continental Dairy performed its due diligence and conducted full Phase 1 and 2 environmental
assessments. The most challenging environmental aspect for the company was the unknown history on
the site. While some areas were clean, there were salvareas where the assessments revealed issues
related to different types of contamination. Aside from these environmental issues, the package as a
whole was attractive to CD. As part of the deal, Delphi had full indemnification for environmental

liability. In addition, CD purchased insurance to cover unforeseen environmental problems.

After CD purchased the facility, the company worked with environmental engineers and attorneys to
plan proper remediation measures. The company also worked witiMibhiganDepartment of

Environmental Quality (MDEQhe EPA (MDEQ facilitated work with EPA) and environmental attorneys.

As part of the site remediation plaspme contaminants were found at concentrations below industrial
cleanup levels, and therefore were léftplace and the area was cappéthe contaminants were not
mobile—they were stable and would not enter the water table. CD also worked with an environmental

engineering firm to remove old tanks and fluids, as well as to remediate other environmesias is

OVERCOMINBURDLES
The community surpassed several hurdles to achieve the property transition, and they are listed below.

ReceivindPublic Incentive Dollars

Organizing and applying for incentives is a difficult prodgéash incentivéhasmany stilations and it

is hard to ensure that eompany maintains its eligibilityhen business plans change, even slightly. The
paperwork required for incentive activities is considerable, and annual budget changes make it difficult
to know which programs arevailable to provide funding. As an exampleEGIA grants will soon no

longer be available due to Michigan tax restructuritftjough they were instrumental in this deal. Even
with specialists from the USDA and MEDC, coordinating the incentive processfizak thf all of the

parties involved.

Appropriately Assessing Project Value to a City

The MEDC and Michigan Department of Agriculture wanted the area to be deemed an Agricultural
Renaissance Zone, which would allow for a p&ent tax abatement. Theit¢ of Coopersville,
however, said that it was not willing to give up all tax revenues from the site for the creation of only 70

jobs—especially since the city would still have to provide services to the facility. Coopersville assessed
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the value thatthepr oj ect woul d yield, and realized it was

revenue, despite encouragement to do so from other levels of government.

Lack of Regionalism

Ottawa Cainty is decentralized and does nave aunified marketingeffort, making it difficult to
attract projects to the regionA coordinatedeconomic develpmentapproach and more
communication between the state antle localcommunitieswould have been beneficial in finding

prospects for the site.

Local Political and @amunity Issues

Other major hurdles for the project were dissidence among theity council members and concerns

voiced bycommunity members. Sommuncil members worried that theity wasgiving away too many

incentives without the assurance they would repaid. @y administration leld aclosed doodiscussion
involvingCDand Council membesto make the case that the company would not invest $120 million

only to walk awayOthercommunitymemberswere conceried about traffic issuedn order to serve

the needs ofC D hesv facility, there would be 80 to 90 trucks each day on Randall Street, which could
adversely affect theesidents in thecommunity. Afteraredesignofthd ui | di ng’' s ammthe i t i on
roads surrounding jtas well as securing staterfding to add additional roads, traffic concerns were

largely resolved.

Environmental Remediation

One of the biggest challenges for the company was the risk associated with and the remediation of
environmental contaminationCDunderstood thevalue ofthe facility, the logistics involved, and other
business concernsiowever,dealing with environmental concerns on old industrial sites was a new
experienceandnad ne of t h strengtbsrCphadty mhake sure they lew everything about
the facilityin order tofully comply with regulatory agenciesndso the company largely relied on

assistance from external consultants, engineers and attorneys.

OUTCOME
Arizona Maricopa, LL$dld the propertyto CS Facilities LL@hich is doing business as Continental
Dairy. CS Facilities, LLC and CD are owned by Continental.

For CD's powdered milk project, the north half of

warehousing, storage, and office space. New construction is currently underway for the building that
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will house the actual processing of milk product. The company expects to be operating at full capacity by

March 2012.

HNANCINGUMMARY

Name Amount Notes

Purchase Price Arizona Maricopa $4.4 Million Purchased in 2008
Associates, LLC.

Federal Funding UDA Rural $6.4 Million To be used for work on wastewater
Development Utilities treatment system
Program Loan

State Funding MEDC Small Cities $2.5 Million
CDBG
MEDC Michigan $1.5 Million Tax credit for Continental Dgi with a
Economic Growth value of $1.5 million over ten years

Authority tax credit

MDOT Economic $321,600 To Coopersville for road work
Development Fund

Category A Grant

MI Dept. of Treasury | $1.1 Million A tax exemption to Continental Dairy wit
Water Pollution a\alue of $1.1 million

Control Tax Exemptior

Local Funding P.A. 198 Industrial $8.8 Million A tax abatement from the City (@
Facilities Tax Coopersville to Continental Dairy with
Abatement value of $8.8 million over a 12 year perig
Recovery Zone Bonds| $31 Million Allocation of all $31 million in Recover

Zone Bonds that were allocated to Ottav
County to Continental Dairy
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GENERAMOTORASSEMBLIPLANT INDORAVILLEGEORGIA

GMDORAVILLASSEMBLIPLANT AT &SLANCE

Current Owner Former Use Year Closed Current Uses atite

GM Assembly Plant 2008 Vacant

The Doraville Assembly plant buildings and employee parking | The former UAW hall that is currently for sale.

BACKGROUND

The General Motors Doraville assembly plant is located in Dekalb County, GA, approximately 12 miles
northeast of downtown Atlanta. GM opened the plant in 1947 and employed 1,250 people, which was
morethant hr ee ti mes Doraville’s population at the tin
of Doraville’'s developmeertfedntdoi sheheegfonésweéerlrh
infrastructure. Presently, it is adjacent t@85, as well as the MAR public rail station. The site

includes 165 acres of land, and 3.6 million square feet of manufacturing buildings, parking lots, and

paved areas (CBRE and GM, 2008).

Toward the end of production at the plant, Doraville received close to $1 million dprnidéx revenue
from GM, comprising just |l ess than 10 percent of
GM built there, the plant’s future became uncerta

2005, and plant operations cead in September 2008.

GOMMUNITYSTRATEGY
An asset to Doraville, this property is viewed by many in the region as one of the largest and best

development opportunities in the southeastern United States. When the plant closed, Doraville
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determined thatitvas i n the community’s best interest to | o
property. City officials felt that Doraville is a microcosm of the nation, which they feel is moving away

from manufacturing to an innovatiechased economy. Therefore, tloity engaged researchers at

Georgia Tech to develop a preliminary plan with recommendations for the site that would help achieve

the desired economic transition.

At the same time, General Motors contracted with CBRE to market the property prior to tbialoffi

closure, in the hopes of selling it soon after operations ceased. The property went on the market in the

spring of 2008, and received several bids. The field was narrowed to four bids by Jilyr2@0d

September, the four developers presented @an the GMReal Estatéeam in Detroit AlImost

simultaneously, however, the financial and real estate markets began to collapse. GM attempted to

negotiate with one developer, but the offer price kept slipping, and by early 2009, it was clear the deal
wasnot going to go through. GM' s pending bankrupt c)
for this property.

In July 2009, the new General Motors was formed, and community members learned that the Doraville

plant was one of two closed GM facilitipgrchased by the new GM, and was not left in the liquidation
assets of the old company. GM' s asking price was,
New Broad Street Developers, a developer from Orlando, FL, showed interest and in January 2010

signed a contract with GMith intent to purchase the propertyandbegan working to secureond

financing from the county.

DEKALEDUNTY ANDIEWBROACSTREEDEVELOPERS

To provide financial assistance to struggling communities in the midst of the e@nerassion, the

federal government approved the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). Through ARRA,

Dekalb County received bond funding in the fall of 2009. New Broad Street believed that with this

financing, they could complete adealtopursha and redevel op the property.
to secure $36 million in ARRA funds to help with the purchase price. The Dekalb County CEO was in favor

of the deal, believing it was a good investment since once the property was leveled and rexdeiligat

property value would rise. Under this plan, the county development authority would own about 50

percent of the project, giving the community some equity and control over the site.

Despite the city’s tight bu dgletoconttibbtefunGiogasvey st r on

After intense negotiations, the city agreed to service $3.6 million of the debt, and the County agreed it
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would service the remainder. Some County Commissioners were still not convinced this was a good
deal. Under somerojections, it could take up to 15 years to pay off the debt, and the Commissioners

did not like the idea of subsidizing the asking price. In August 2010, the County learned New Broad
Street had not secured sufficient financing to do more than demdiistsite and remediate the

brownfield. This provided further reason for the Commissioners to vote against the plan, which they did
later that month. The County CEO, however, still felt this plan was a good option because the site would

have been ready fadevelopment, and the proposed plan provided options for local control of the site.

After the Commi ssioners’ vote, Do r Qto develomapmm nduct e
for the site. The LCI program tries to promote and create a vibtathgn core to minimize sprawl and

improve land use patterns (Doraville LCI, 2011). This plan goes beyond what Georgia Tech originally

created, and makes the city eligible for federal transportation dollars for the site. The LCI involves a
transit-oriented development on the former GM site, including corporate office and research facilities,

sidewalk retail, and housing interwoven with public space. The plan is not definitive, but provides

potential developers with an idea of what the community envisiomgtie site.

IMPEDIMENTS TTREDEVELOPMENT

Community members believe the property remains unsold and undeveloped for several reasons.

Understanding Local Politics

One opinion as to why the New Broad Street deal fell through is that the developers did resstaml

the local politics well. Instead of working with the county commissioners, city representatives, and
holding town halitype meetings to share their vision for the site with the community, New Broad Street
worked primarily with the County CEO, arid dot offer a weldefined project plan. These actions

contributed to an overall lack of publonfidence in the development.

CityCounty Relations

Another issue associated with the New Broad Street deal is the perception that the county did not
involwve the city early enough in the proceedings, and sought too much financial support from Doraville.
The city was in a difficult financial situation after the plant closed, while the county budget was not as
tight. Given that the proposed project would haveled the region and not just the city, it might have

been appropriate for Dekalb County to be the sole public funding source.

“The Livable Centers Initiative is a program administered by the Atlanta ReGimmahissiorthat awards funding
to local government and neprofit organizations to create development plans for cities in the region.
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Regional Involvement

The county did not involve other regional economic development organizations in the proposed plan.
This mayhave encouraged commissioners to approve the plan, given the support and encouragement

from other regional players.

Asking Price
Community members view GM' s asking price of $60 m

property. Developers have cgiained that they cannot pay that asking price in addition to the property
taxes on the site. If the price were lower, public funding would not be required to help finance a deal,

and the process might proceed more smoothly. GM maintains that $60 miliafiair asking price.

By comparison, in 1989, CBRE was engaged to sell the Atlantic Steel Company plant that had recently
closed in downtown Atlanta. The company was asking $100 million for 125 acres, but the best offer
received was only $25 million. Atitic Steel decided not to sell, and took the property off the market it

in the mid1990s. By the late 1990s, the economy had improved, and the company relisted the property,
which sold for $76 million in 1997. The site is now Atlantic Station, a miisechodel for sustainability

and urban redevelopment. If Atlantic Steel had sold for the $25 million originally offered, there is little
chance the proceeds would have tripled in four years through investment and interest returns.
Therefore, it was strategior Atlantic Steel to hold onto the property until real estate demand and the

overall economy improved. General Motors appears to be following a similar path with the Doraville

site.
OuTCOME
The community is seeking a déevplapménfothahewtl ty

not want a big box store or strip mall to go on the site. They would prefer a misedransioriented

development with life sciences, biotechnology, other research businesses and a new City Hall as well.

Atpresent GM' s asking price remains $60 million, thou
GM currently pays $1.1 million annually in taxes; $555,000 to the school district, $300,000 to Dekalb

County and $250,000 to Doraville. GM has approached tlgeabibut plans to demolish the buildings,

thus reducing its tax burden. The city would prefer demolition occurs after a buyer has been found,

since demolition without immediate redevelopment will mean even lower tax revenues derived from

the property. On tle other hand, GM could demolish the buildings, sell the scrap and provide the city

with a shovelready site. Environmental Phase 1 and Phase 2 assessments have been completed, and
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scrap value of the site is esti mme¢datdbnastsob e much h

$500,000 to $1 million.

References
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(HRYSLERAKEFRONASSEMBLIPLANT INNENOSHAWISCONSIN

(HRYSLERENOSHAAKEFRNTASSEMBLIMLANT AT A&SLANCE

FORMEFOWNER FORMERJE YEARQLOSED QURRENUSES ASTE
(HRYSLER ASSEMBLIPLANT 1988 RESIDENTIACOMMERCIALMUSEUMAND
PARKSPACE

ent.

The current HarborPark Development

BACKGROUND

The Chrysler Kenosha Lakefront Plant encompassed-atfisebody assmbly plant and stamping plant
that originally had been a Simmons mattress factory dating back to 1870. As the name suggests, the
plant was located on the shore of Lake Michigan in Kenosha County, WI, approximately 32 miles south

of Milwaukee. The site @lso near Wisconsin Highway 32 and is seven miles away-fdm |

For many years, the auto industry was the lifeblood of the community. The Lakefront Plant was one of
two sites that functioned as a single automotive assembly facility; the other site voagkas the

Kenosha Main Plant, located twailesfrom the Lakefront Plant. The Lakefront Plant produced
automobiles for nearly a century, but underwent a series of ownership changes during its life. It first
began automobile production for the Thomas Bfrég Company, which was bought by Charles B. Nash
and became part of Nash Motors. Later, Nash Motors merged with Kelvinator Appliance Company to
become NastKelvinator Corporation, and merged again with Hudson Motor Car Company to form

American Motors Cqoration (AMC). AMC was sold to Chrysler in 1987. Interestingly, the Lakefront
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Plant property was never owned by AMC/Chrysler. Simmons sold the Lakefront site to Kenosha Auto
Transport (KAT) in 1960, and KAT signed atlermg lease with AMCAfter signig the lease for the
Lakefront Plant, AMC began usingpistamp panels anchanufacturevehiclebodiesthat were then

sent two miles down the road to the Main Plant where they were assembled onto chassis.

In 1987, Chrysler bought AMC and gained four assepiants—two in the U.S. and two in Canatfa.

Demand was not sufficient to support all of the newly acquired plants, and because the Canadian plants

had competitive costs of doing business and would be expensive to close, Chrysler chose to close one of

the two U.S. plants the Kenosha plant or the Toledo Jeep plant. The Toledo plant survived because the

uni on agreed to concessions, and the Kenosha pl an
1988, just five months after purchasing AMC,yShar announced the Kenosha plant would close by

December of that year. The Main Plant remained open as an engine plant.

GOMMUNITYSTRATEGY

Despite the Kenosha pl ant’ s drprsea dywededsiamgteckose- t he co
especially sice Chrysler had just purchased the plant one year before. In early G&B&rnor Tommy
Thompson and Congressman Les Aspin, along with other state legigtatsined for retention of the

plant. Once it was obvious that Chrysler could not be persuade@tain the plantlawmakerswvere

active in negotiating a closing packagae UAW and local government officials contended that Chrysler
had made a contractual commitment to keep production in Kenoshéifleyears andwere bacled by
Governor Thompson ithreatening a lawsuit seeking damages for the city, county and state (Braunstein
1988) Some employeewho were adversely affected by the closing filed suifieideral court

attempting to block Chrysler from receivifederal grant money that would besad for other plants

(Ruben 1988) Eventually Chryslerin exchange for an agreement not to be susettled disputes by
offering aplant closing packagealued at $200 millior—one of the largest ever madgHyde, 2009)The
packagencluded funding fodemolition,worker retraining, city and county improvements, and a trust
fund supporting education, housing, and welfare needs of Kenosha workers among other things
(Reuters1988 Cole 1988 Sentine) 1989 and Garzal989) In 1989 Chrysler began dentition, and
donated several buildings and pieces of land from the Kenosha Main Plant to the city, andnty
Gateway Technical College (Telegrif#rald 1989 and Lakeland989) The engine plant at the Main

location continued operations until 2010. Thakkfront Plant, however, was demolished in its entirety.

" The four acquired plants were in Kenosha, WI; Toledo, OH; and Brampton and Bramalea, ONT.
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In 1989, the community created a Tax Increment Financing (TIF) district to assist witrfdont

financing for some preliminary projectsincluding a marina and a housing development. When it came
time to redevelop, there were two problems: the site required environmental remediation, and there
was some communitgppositionto converting neighboring park land to a proposed housing

development. The city had to address these issues before any typel®@felopment could occur.

NEWPOLICIEBROVIDE THEPARK

Between 1989 and 1996, the city tried to determine the best path forward. Jupiter Holdings, which had
previously acquired KAT, held onto the property during this time, hopisgll it. The cityvanted the

site to be redeveloped into residential and public space to best take advantage of the location on the
shore of Lake Michigan. Because the city issued nearly $20 million in debt to finance improvements on
the lakefront, the delays caused by thavironmental cleanup and public opposition meant the

downtown TIF district was not generating sufficient tax revenues to amortize the debt (ULI, 2006). In the
early 1990s, Mayor John Antaramian worked with the Wisconsin state legislature to amend tevespoli

that would benefit redevelopment opportunities. One amendment increased the number of years
required to pay off a TIF from 27 to 42 years; the other stated that for blighted properties, a city can use

increment financing from another TIF that has abhg been paid off.

Additionally, environmental assessments revealed chemical groundwater contamination and heavy
metal contamination in the soflULI, 2006). Some cleanup was done, but more remained. To define
liability rules, the city worked with statefficials in 1994 to pass Act 453, which would absolve a future
owner from existing environmental contamination once they complete a Department of Natural
Resources (DNRpproved cleanup. The process involves performing a baseline environmental
assessmemn and assessing liability for whatever is found to the previous owners. Anything new that is
discovered in subsequent assessments becomes the responsibility of the new owners. DNR and city
officials negotiated what the Act would mean for Kenosha, and enadly, the DNR decided that
Kenosha would fall under Act 453 protection if they (1) installed a cap of clean soil over the site; (2)
cleaned up a remaining storage tank; and (3) performed-teng groundwater monitoring at eight
locations (ULI, 2006). Bhact allowed the city to be comfortable owning the property, and in late 1994,
Jupiter sold the site to the City of Kenosha for $1.
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THEIMPORTANCE @BNSENSUBUILDING

Once in city ownership, Kenosha wanted to ensure the redevelopment of the sitemthe fbest use
possible. City officials hired the Urban Land Institute (ULI) to assess opportunities and develop a
preliminary site plan for the property. One of the largest components of this plan is what many consider
to be a key catalyst of why thisggerty redevelopment occurred community involvement. Soon after

the ULI assessment was complete, the city empldy@R International, a planning consulting firm, to

further develop the plans.

The city worked with these consultants, and assembled a gpbgpmmunity stakeholders to
participate in monthly meetings about redevelopment plans and opportunities. These committee
members were ambassadors from the planning team into their own mdoromunities, and could
promote the ideas on the redevelopment a®ll as provide input from their micrcoommunities on the

plan.

The city also held large public meetings, which were broadcast on public television so that no resident
could claim he or she was unawar e oatatthetfieal ci ty’ s p
council meeting on redevelopment plans, only three people reportedly attended; two in favor and one

in opposition. The person in opposition stated th
appreciated the opportunity to have higice heard. In this manner, the community rallied behind the

city when the allowable redevelopment plans were finalized. These plans included residential units, a

public museum and some commercial sites.

SFLECTINGI2EVELOPER

In the late 1990s, there weriew brownfield sites in Wisconsin. Most developers were unfamiliar with
what redevelopment on such a site might entail. The City of Kenosha was clear that it was serious about
wanting to redevelop the site by investing a total of $24.5 million towardsrenwiental remediation,
infrastructure, and a streetcar installation, plus an additional $7 million for construction of the public

museum (constructed in 2001).

Eventually, New England Builders, a Chicagopihpany purchased the property from the cityhe site
was divided into eight parcels, and the developers were allowed to purchase parcels in succession once
a certain number of units were constructed and sold on previepstghased parcels. Development

began in 2001 and the last parcels were pusdthin 2003. The total price paid waa 585,500
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OVERCOMINBEURDLES

Community members note two items that were imperative to the success of this redevelopment.

Community Engagement

The most commonknentioned catalyst in the redevelopment process wasftimis on community
engagement as the city collectively determined what the site would become. It took Kenosha more time
and effort to go through this process, but many credit the process with why community members have
embraced the HarborPark developmeAiong the same lines, engaging the ULI to develop a preliminary
plan and vision is also considered an important piece of the redevelopment, as a big part of their plan

was strongly encouraging community involvement.

Policy Flexibility and Customization

Another important redevelopment aspect was the ability to change policies to benefit redevelopment
plans. Changes to TIF financing rules allowed Kenosha to extend the payback time and utilize additional
funding to invest in this project. Act 453 then ensutkdt a future developer would not be saddled

with environmental liability from previous activities on the site. Together, these policies encouraged

commercial interest in the site to make the development a reality.

OuTCOME

The HarborPark development ité& a mix of public/private property that includes a boardwalk and ring
road around the perimeter, two public museums, an electric streetcar, a restaurant and residential
condominiums. While residents had high hopes the development would spur downtovtalization,

the impact has not been as strong as originally hoped. Many of the HarborPark residents use their
property as a summer or weekend getaway, and therefore do not provide the concentration of residents
needed to support downtown businesses. Tdfere, while the development itself is viewed as a

success, its broader economic impact on the community has yet to be fully realized. However, to help
with this effort, another policy was changed in 2006 to allow areas within a half mile radius oftadligh
property to be considered part of the TIF district and receive increment financing. This helps ensure that

communities can invest in areas surrounding the TIF as well.

The HarborPark devel opment al so hel plegpaente xpand Ken
community residents were somewhat insular, with one resident noting that places like Racine, only 10

miles to the north, seemed far away, and Chicago was almost another world. But with a Gireago
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developer marketing and selling the property@hicagoans, it helped make Kenosha residents feel part

of the broader community around them.

HNANCINGUMMARY

Name Amount Notes
Corporate Funding | Chrysler $200 Million Plant closing package to the city and
employees
1% Purchase Price City of Kenosha $1 KAT transferred ownership to the city in
1994
Local Funding City of Kenosha $24.5 Million Remediation, infrastructure, electric
streetcar
Local Funding City of Kenosha $7 Million Construction of a public museum
2" Purchase Price New England Buildsr | $2.6 Million Parcel purchases began in 2001
LLC.
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GENERAMOTORASSEMBLIPLANT INSLEEPHOLLOW NEW YORK

GM . EEPHOLLOWASSEMBLIPLANT AT &SLANCE

Current Owner Former Use Year Closed Current Uses at Site

GM Assembly Plant 1996 Demolished

The current site of the former GM Sleepy Hollow Plant along the Huc A large photo of when the plant waperational hangs in the council
River. room at Sleepy Hollow Village Hall.

BACKGROUND

The Vilagef Sl eepy Hol |l ow, known as North Tarrytown

than an hour north of New York City along tk&/!1-287 corridor in Westchester County, NY. It borders
the more affluent community of Tarrytown, NY. The propergdgcent to the Hudson River, and the

Tappan Zee Bridge is visible from the site.

The Sleepy Hollow assembly plant vaagyinallyconstructed in the late 1890s to builde Walker
Steamer automobileThrough a series of ownership changes, the plant wasisedjin 1914 by

Chevroletwhich later became divisionof GM.

THREAT OB.OSUREL9837101985

In 1983 General Motorsannouncedhe cloaure ofthe Sleepy Hollowplant, anda productionshift to
other facilitiesN e w Y tben govemor, Mario Cuomoworked intensely to retain the plant and its
workforce As a result of concerted efforts from state and local governments, the plant was retained

and GM received state and county tax breaks, allowhiegcompanyto continue production in Sleepy
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Hollow. Thetotal package of local, county and state concessions was estimated at $140 (&iligomer,
1993).Theretention incentivepackage meant that GM would be making new investments in the facility

and voters approved a $30 million bond issue to construt\a paint facilityNY Times, 1995)

As part of the retention package offered to GM, the Village agreed to remove the plant from its tax rolls
In order to do this, Sleepy Hollow had GM sell the properth&Mount Pleasant Industrial

Development Authoty (MPIDA)To raise the monegequiredto purchase the plat, the MPIDAused its

legal ability to issue bongw/hich werethen sold to GM The Village issued a Payment in Lieu of Taxes
(PILOT) to GM that covered a-g€ar period (1982015) The PILOT emngement required GM to pay
$140,000per year to theVillage but GM would ot be required to pay any taxes.

OFFICIAC_OSURE

In February 1992, GM announced that it would cldke plantin 1995(Brenner, 1993)The plant cut its

second shift and reducets workforce from 3,450 in Februat®92 to only 2,150 by Augusf that

year.In 1993,General Motorsaannounced that it wouldielaythe closureuntil the summer of 1996

(Brenner, 1993)Byfall of 1996, the plant hat had been GM’ sypadtthallgt runni n

closed

The closure negatively affected bussses on Beekman Avenue, the main retail street in Sleepy Hollow,
resulting inloss of sales andgkducedpropertytax collection. Aavumber ofemployeedook early

retirement and manythers trarsferred to other facilities and moved away.

COMMUNITYSTRATEGY

By the time the plant closed, it was no surprise to local residdhixe were several reasons for the

plant to be vulnerablethe closurethrea i n t he 19 8 Gswry cohstrugibnvdsant ' s t wo
undesiable; its main product, the minivamjasnot selling well; the third shift had previously been cut;

and its congested location and lack of direct freeway access joatim-time manufacturing difficult

Sleepy Hollow could see that the other nearby industrial sites that hadosed few were redeveloped

and many were too expensive to redevelop due to environmemrtalediation.The properties were a

cause of blight in their host communities and a drain on local tax besesing that a siitar fate could

await Sleepy Hollow and its GM assembly plant, in June 1993, the Village Board moved to adopt a new
local law—the Abandoned Industrial Property Reclamation laive law required demolition of

buildings and environmental cleanup on largdustrial siteghat wereselling property or terminating
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operations(Stever, 2003)n November 1993, GM filed a suit in court seeking an injunction against the

law (Brenner, 1993), butltimately, the judge sided with the Village of Sleepy Hollow

Unlikein 1983 whenthere wassupport at the state level, the Village of Sleepy Hollow was on its own
this time. Much of he region had shifted awdyom manufacturing in the meantimd@he Village waited
a few years to see if a new industrial operation wobddnterested inthe site, butwith little interest,

GM demolished the factory between 1998 and 2@B&rger, 2006; Stever 2003)

EARLYREDEVELOPMERFFORTS

General Motordegan work on environmental site assessments soon after closing the plafehasd
Envirommental Site assessment occurnedl996, followed byhe Phase lassessment in 1990ther

environmentalstudieswere completed in the late 1990s and early 20@B&YSDEC, 2011).

In 1997 with cooperation between the zoning, planning, and thealogaterfront revitalization boards,
the Village rezoned the property from industrial to mixade residential and commercigdladad 1997).
Originally zoning was approved for 1,800 residential unitsaddition to retail space analhotel. At the
time, the general consensumong residentsvas thatl,800 wadoo many units and tisdifference of
opinionwould become a major sticking point between locals desiring limited new developrignt

fewer residential unitsand developers striving to keep thegpect economically viable

In July 2001GM announced ihad selectedRoseland Property Corporation as its develof@tever,
2003).In November 2002, GM and Roseland Property Company entered into a Voluntary Cleanup
Agreement(VCAWi t h  Ne w Yneent bf'Esvirobneeptal ConservatigNYDEQ) investigate

and remediate the site property8y March 2005GM and Roseland completed the VCA and transitioned
to the Brownfield Cleanup Program (NYSDEC, 2011).

In the original deal between GM and Sleepy Hujlihe partiesagreed that if there hadat been
significant progress in redevelopitfee site within five yearghe Village would have the right to

purchase the property from GMBy 2002 when the fiveyear period had passetMayor Zegarelli argued
that significant progres®ward redevelopmenhad not been madeandthe Village offeredo buy the

site for $12 millionGeneral Motors balked, suggesting that the value of the property was much higher

—even though $12 million was tHegure used when calcating the property value forPILOT funds

Sleepy Hollow sued GM to force thencpany to either pay taxes or sell the properifter a yeadong
court battle, theGM paid Mlage around $2 million over thregears, in addition to the $14000 PILOT
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(Ruberstein, 2002a and 2002b%leepy Hollow agreeabt to sue GM foradditional taxes owedl he
agreement also stated that the Village would accept whatever environmental mandatésvtbeC

dictated,and would not add additional environmental requirements te ttedevelopment.

As part ofanyredevelopment projectin New Yorkthe State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA)
requires a review that includes studies site contamination and the impact of redevelopment on

traffic, schools and the local communityp compliance with SEQRA, the Village wrote Draft and Final
Environmental Impact Statements (DEIS and ABtiduals were invited to comment on these reports

in publichearings, and the FEIS contaimedponses to all of the questions that surfacedidg the

hearings TheFEIS was completed thie end of December 2006, and by this point, the plan called for
only 1,250 residential unitdhe Village accepted the FEIS, but tHerelopeda Findings Statement

which ended ugurther reducingthe desiredunits to 1,177 The entire SEQRA process téolr years—

from 2003 to 2007.

WHYINITIALIREDEVELOPMERFFORTBAILED

The FEIS and Findings Statement revealed other problems. Neathyr yt own cont ested SI
traffic studies in court, arguinthe studies underestimatedhe regional traffic impacts and wrongfully

put the onus of traffic mitigation measures on Tarrytawihere were also issues between thidlage

Board and the developem.he Board waattemptingto get concessions frorRoselandor local

amenities and improvements, overestimating how keen the developers were to make the deal happen.

In addition, Roselantbok issue with the reduction in approved units, which changed the economics of

the deal.GMhad priced the sit@around $90 millionwhich Roseland said it could afford if it built 1,250

residential units but not if they were restricted to building only177units. Due to these issues, i

December 2007, GM informed Sleepy Hollow that Roseland was no longer interested in the

developmen project.

PASTEXPERIENGHELPSIURRENREDEVELOPMERIFFORTS

In 2008, Village leaders and GM representativies to regroup and attempt t@et the site back on

track for redevelopment. The meeting helped resolve some issues that had come up in theiprevio
development procesd-or instance, rather than having the developer pay for amenities

improvements to thevillageinfrastructure on a piecemeal basis, both the Village and GM decided that a
lump sum for Village redevelopment costs would be apprdpriRecent articles mention that the

amount currently agreed to is slighilyst under$12 million(Roach, 2011).
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In late 2008, thenationaleconomy collapsed and Gidtrenched to focus on its own restructuring. The

Village had little contact witlthe conpany during this period. Once the new General Motors was

formed, the propertywas purchased by new Gd& opposed to remaining withLC Village officials

were pleased that the property went with the new

continued interest in, and commitment to, selling the property.

In 2010, after hearing little from GM fonore thana year, Sleepy Holloapproachedhe Industial

Development Authority in an attempt tget GM to get back on the tax rallGeneral Motorsisked the

Villagefor a delaybecause the company was working fimding a developer. Sleepy Hollow backed off

its request, and GM agr edd@ utitandéOiTGpereentdcéupagte” s desi r

ownership among the residential units

IMPEDIMENT80O REDEVELOPMENT

There are sever al i ssues that affected Sl eepy Hol

Lack of BRgionalism

Some residents feghat the region has lost the ability to wotkgether. Another resident stated that
becauseof a proliferation d attorneysin the region the judicial process has crept into town councils
and has superseded political procesddsinicipalities have jurisdiction within their borders, but in
Westchester County, there areany autonomousnunicipalities While smaller ranicipalities often
work together to share resources or combine systems, often these ties are too weak to encourage

cooperation on a broader scale

Neighboring Community’'s Concerns

Tarrytown’s main voiced concermunytatariedsencr ease i
development in Sleepy Hollow would create. In the most recent development plan, Sleepy Hollow
considered these concerns, and offered routing alternatives to ease the traffic burden on Tarrytown.

Some in Sleepy Hollow feel that Tdarrg wn ' s r eal concerns are an increa
proposed retail, restaurants and a hotel on the site. Again, the issue represents a lack of regional

cooperation.
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“No One Cared”

There was not a big groundswell of support from the communitsetievelop the siteAs the region

moved away from its dependence on manufacturing a
operations with a new manufacturevas not a major priority. fie vacantplantwas preferable to some

people becaus&M still had taake care of it; there was no more pollution created on the site, which

pleased environmentalists; and neighborihgrrytown wagelievedbecause it no longer had to deal

with the traffic. Oneoverall opinion was thathere were more people who were hapmyth a closed

and vacant propertghan were unhappy thathe site remained undeveloped

Bureaucracy and Disjointed Community Involvement

Approval for the redevelopment vgaa complicated proceskat required rezoning, public meetings, and

a long approvalprocess Even though environmental assessments began soon after the plasédin

1996, the SEQRA process was not completed until. 280 the environmental and impact studies had
been completed, there were still negotiations with the developer &wderal Motorsas well as

additional public meetings and permité/hile over 100 public meetings were held, initially the Board

and residents were not on the same page, and some Village officials felt that they did not sell the project
well enough. The fingdermitting process was more successful in disseminating information and

soliciting and including community input.

LargeScope of Project

Any project on the sitevould have a large local impadtie to its sizeand henceedevelopment efforts
received adt of attention. As a result, there has been an emphasis on the importance of getting
redevelopment right Residents of Slpg Hollowand neighboring areasant to make sure that the
project is ofamanageable size and is smoothly integrated intolh@ader community. Village Board
members and other decision makers have asségast decisions relating to the projeetnd have

moved forwardmore cautiouslymaking sure their decisions are well informed.

Encouraging GM to Act

Because the PILOT thaeneralMotors agreed to required annual paymeritsat were much lowethan

whatthe companywo ul d have paid in taxes, it drastically
redevelopmentBy reducing GM' s anmwalucteadx GHW rsiteerr ,g etnitey R lol
property.
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Environmental Lobby

Environmental groupbave a strong voice in Westchester Countyen opposingdevelopments that

are notfor green spacgand frequently suigto stop development projectdn order toaddresshe
environmental groupsconcerns developers can try to meet demands for certain features in
development Howeverthe economic modelvhichaligrs developer and environmentalist interests will
not always materializdn addition, traffic impact studies and SECdpprrovals can tee so long that

projects may be delayed beyond economic feasibiliyich meanso redevelopmentoccurs

HighDemands on th®eveloper

Municipalities often look to developsto fund improvements and amenities in return for approvang
development This ype of bargaining caused Roseland to pull out from the GM redevelopment deal in

2007z The community overestimated Roseland’s intere

OuTCOME
On June 9, 201 Bleepy Hollow hosted a public meeting and passed a special permdutiizied the

new redevelopmenteal Included in the permit were design specifications that included:

1,177 residential units

135,000 square feet of retail space
35,000 square feet of office space
140-room hotel

Potential for the addition of 6,000 squafeet of retail/restaurant space

=A =/ =2 =4 -4 =

Approximately 45 acres for public open space, public interest or public use.

General Motors is working with commercial real estate broker Jones Lang LaSalle, and issued an RFP in
July 2011, with a submission deadline optsenber 2, 2011 .Developer selection is scheduled to be
determined by November 1, 2011, and the GM hopes to close on the property on or before February 29,
2012 (GM, 2011).
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GENERAMOTORASSEMBLIPLANT INSOUTHGATE CALIFORNIA

GMSOUTHGATEASSEMBLIPLANT AT A&SLANCE

Famer Owner Former Use Year Closed Current Uses at Site

GM Assembly Plant 1982 Education, Industrial

South East High SchoolSouth Gate, CA.
Street.

BACKGROUND

The firstGeneral Motordacility west of the Mississippi Rivehe South Gate assembly plargened in

1936. It was situated on 80 acres, about 8 miles south of the City of Los Angeles in Los Angeles County,
CA. The site is located in the middle of South Gate, only one mile nort08f three miles east from |

110, and three miles west of71L0. The Southern Pacific Railroad has tracks that run along the west side
of the plant site. The South Gate plant was created as a branch plant stratelgicalsd in a egionally

populationdense area.

The plant was originallyuit to receive kits fronplants in theMidwest for final assembhgsparts were

much cheaper to ship than finished vehicl&be plant was closed when GM changed production
strategies, and it became too expensive to assemble cars on the west coast, partially due to the
increased skes of imported cars in the West (Cipriano, 1985). The plant closed in 1982, and at that time
employed 4,300 workers.
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GOMMUNITYSTRATEGY

The community was clearly disappointed by news the plant was closing. In addition to this plant, South

Gate had alstost two other major employers in the early 1988sFirestone Tire & Rubber Co., and

Wei ser Lock. A merchant on the city’s main busine
l ooks |i ke any dying small t ®@8nThe ity abefacadintemal [t he]
struggles, as in the late 1970s and early 1980s, city council disagreed on whether or not to accept

federal funding to help spur redevelopment (Klunder, 1983).

Despite these economic conditions, South Gate was notcdamelé y sur pri sed by GM s
years prior to the closure, GM had expressed interest in building a stamping plant to help support the
assembly plant, but city council rejected those plans. According to one former city councilman, that was

thebegnnng of the end to GM s assembly plant in Soutt

Once the closure was announced, General Moteosked with Cushman and Wakefield to market the
property (LA Times, 1986), and set thiial asking price a$32 million The property was promoted as
a manufacturing site, and at one point, even courted Toyota to manufacture vehicles there. Toyota

instead ended up in a joint venture with GM at a plant in Fremont, CA.

One of South Gate’s Council men was alaositonhehe Assi s
had access to GM management, and when the plant closure was announced, he made a trip to Detroit

to discuss the property’s fate. He appealed to, a
the city. GM had been one of the top erapérs in the community since the plant was built. He

requested that GM donate the property to the communiand the company responded that while they

could not donate it, they would be able to offer a bargain salselling the property to a noprofit

entity below the appraised value of the property. The benefit to GM was that it could take an income

tax deduction on the difference between the appraised value and sale price. Several community
members believe that if it tionets@&M, thiwagreedgment woulhnet Co un c

have happened.

In August 1985, as part of the bargain sale, General Matidesed to sell the plant to the city for $15
million, providedSouth Gate could find a buyer by the end of the y&ipriano, 1985)Thecity held
discussions with sipotential developers, two of whicplanred to use the land for a warehous€hese
property reuse optiongained little traction with city officials deeywould createvery fewjobs A

joint-venture developer, Goldrich & Kegté@Sheldon Appel Co. Inc., provided an offer that was more
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appealing: their initial plans included 1.5 million square feet of industrial -trgiriufacturing and retail

distribution facilities, as well as a-B&re shopping center (LA Times, 1986).

HNANONG

At the time of the deal, the site was appraised at $32 million. As mentioned, General Motors initially
offered to sell the property for $15 million, but the city was unable to complete the purchase in the
necessary timeframe. GM and the city then agrézd plan for South Gate to purchase the site for a

total of $12 million, which included $7 million for the property, and $5 million for GM to demolish the
buildings and remediate the property. The plant was sold in January 1986 (Harris, 1987). Inyreforuar
that year, the property was resold to developers Goldrich & Kest Industries and Sheldon Appel Co. Inc.

(LA Times, 1986). Building demolition began the following April.

In 1987, the community applied for and received $5.1 million in federal grantarasfithe Urban

Development Action Grant (UDAG) (Harris, 1987). The UDAG program began in 1977, and was
admini stered under the Department of Housing and
distressed urban communities, specifically with isssigsh as outmigration, declining tax base or a
deteriorating housing stock (Dugan, 1979). Funds were approved to help with construction costs for the

industrial development of the southern half of the site.

HNDING ANEWUSER FOR THECILITY

The southerrhalf of the site was the first part to be developed. Goldrich and Appel created the South
Gate Industrial & Business Park on speculation, and Koos Manufacturing was one of the first tenants on
the property. Koos is a higdnd jeans manufacturer, and endeg purchasing one of the buildings for
operations and leasing another. American Apparel is another tenant on the site, Wiyes and

finishesgarments. Other industrial and warehousing tenants followed.

LOSANGELEBINIFIECECHOODISTRICEELECTS TKHE

In 2000, the northern half of the site was proposed as the location for a new high school and middle

school, to be paid for primarily through school construction bonds (Martin, 2000). At the time, the city

was planning to locate a grocery store anti@tshopping areas on that portion of the property. But

the school di strict has eminent domai n, and coul d
Though there was a need for more schools, officials were disappointed that South Gate wotte: lose

potential for the large number of jobs, as well as the tax revenue associated with manufacturing and

© Center for Automotive Research 77



retail activity. However, community members also recognized that schools provide employment, and

are also a productive use of the site.

In 2002, the deool district purchased close to 33 acres of the north side of the property from Goldrich
for $14 million. Since the property was to be used for schools, as opposed to industrial or commercial
uses, the site underwent an #nsive environmental investigatn, which the school district paid for,

that culminated in a largscale removal action for leadrsenic and PCBs in rE602.The removal

action was certified complete on April 12, 20@#nojosa 2007), and school construction began in
August 2002.

OVEROMINGHURDLES

South Gate had to overcome several barriers to transition the site into productive use again.

Getting the Right Pricend Having the Right Person

One of the biggest hurdles a community faces in transitioning a property is finding a buyéaciTtat
GM allowed this property to be sold under a bargain sale to South Gate was key in this process, and
many agree that the bargain sale would not have h

connection to the UAW and GM.

Waiting for a DesirablReuse

Given South Gate’s | ocati on -pandoontinuésdo beg-alottof of L os
interest in locating product warehousing and distribution facilities in the area. Community leaders

recognize that these types of operations do pobvide large numbers of jobs, and so have resisted

allowing too many of them into the community. Even though it would also be a productive use of a

vacant site, the community chose to hold out for uses that offer more jobs potential. Although the

schooldi strict’'s purchase of the property wasn’t ide;:

significant amount of people in the community and provides a modern facility for students.

OuTCOME
All the land at the former GM South Gate Assembly is idyetive use. The South Gate Industrial &
Business Park occupies the southern half of the site, and several manufacturing and warehousing

companies are located there. These include:

1 Koos Manufacturing, a denim jeans manufacturer, owns one building andslaas¢her It

employsclose to 700 employees.
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1 American Apparel, another apparel manufacturer on site, dyes and finishes garments at this
location.

9 California Transport Enterprises (CTE) offers warehousing and distribution services to major
retailers.

1 Iron Mountain operates a papeshredding facility.

On the northern half of the site, the Los Angeles Unified School District manages three schools: South
East High School, South East International High School and South East Middle School. There are also

sportsfacilities, such as a track and football fidistated on the property.

ANANCINGJMMARY

Name Amount Notes
Purchase Price City of South $12 Million Sold from GM to South Gate, then resolg
Gate/Goldrich to Goldrich & Kest Industries and Sheldg
Appel ©. Inc.
Purchase Price South Gate School $14 Million Sale of 33 acres on north side of site froi
District Goldrich (developer) to school district
Federal Funding HUD Urban $5.1 Million Federal grant
Development Action
Grant (UDAG)
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REPORTCONCLUSIONS

A total of 267 automotive manufacturing facilities have closed in the United States since 1979. Of that
number, 112, or 42 percent, were closed in the seven years between 2004 and 2010. Given that auto
manufaduring plants are often one of the top three employers in a community, a closure negatively
impacts the community in many ways. The large number of recent closures has presented communities
across the U.S. with several challenges as they determine wigiph 1 take to repurpose the property.
Findings from this study provide insight for policy makers and communities to know how to best

organize their resources toward repurposing auto manufacturing facility sites.

Given the high density of plants concentdtin the upper Midwest, it is harder for communities to
repurpose the sites. The majority of closed automotive facilities are located in the region, with 173 of
267 (65 percent) located in Michigan, Indiana and Ohio. In fact, counties with ten or meed glants

had a repurpose rate of 35 percent, compared with 62 percent for counties with only one or two closed
plants. Because of the difficulties involved with repurposing, targeted assistance to regions with a high

density of plant closures is suggeste

High unemployment rates and decreasing population in a county are also conditions that make it
difficult to repurpose a plant. Population change and unemployment levels are metrics often used to
determine the economic vitality of an area. Given that mies with less economic activity have lower
rates of repurposing former auto manufacturing facilities, it is therefore reasonable to focus assistance

efforts to communities in this demographic.

Assistance at all government levels can encourage redevelopr8everal federal programs provided
financial assistance in repurposing efforts from a variety of departments including th&€aR#erce

and HUD. This funding takes a variety of forms, from environmental remediation assistance to economic
development ad taxrelated assistance. When communities receive federal funding, they are often able
to leverage additional resources, such as state and local funding options, to make the redevelopment a

reality.

There is no silver bullet that will always spur redepehent, but there are several actions community
leaders can take to assist in the redevelopment process. The first is to garner support of the broader
region, so that the community is not acting alone. When redeveloping the site is part of a regional effo

chances are more likely that potential buyers will take notice.
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Another helpful action is actively engaging community residents in potential site plans as they are
established. This ensures that residents have a place to voice concerns for aspleetdefelopment,
and developers and community leaders have an opportunity to answer the concerns. While the
community engagement method may take longer initially, it avoids delays and confusion later in the

process.

Because development decisions are ofteade at a local level, understanding local politics is important.

In a few case study examples, the developer did not necessarily connect with all the deasiers,

and some cite this issue as a reason development plans were turned down. When a develope
understands the way planning decisions are made, he or she can communicate with the parties involved

to ensure they are aware of and understand plans for the site.

The ability to customize both local and state policies was helpful in a few instances.api@priate,
policymakers amended policies to aid in the property redevelopment. Clearly, changing policies simply
to encourage development is unwise, especially if there are negative externalities associated with those
changes. But to the extent thatmolicy amendment makes sense, communities can recognize it may be

an option at their disposal.

Investors looking to develop a property often have a tight timeline for when the development must
generate revenue. When possible, reducing the bureaucracy apdrprork associated with

redevelopment efforts, especially site permitting and financial assistance, is important. While it is
imperative that regulatory requirements are met, and that a project is correctly assessed to ensure that
benefits outweigh costgecognizing when it is possible to streamline procedures is highly beneficial to

the new investors and the community.

Finally, vhile there are many potential uses for closed automotive facilities, the highest and best use for
a community is for the fadiy to remain in the automotive industry, which has been shown to support

the highest number of quality jobs in the communiBeyond seeking new automotive investment,
automotive communities have assets in their technological base, educational infrasguand skilled

workforce. Capitalizing on these assets is paramount to moving communities forward.
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APPENDDA:
GLOSSARY OERMS FOREPURPOSEAUTOMOTIVEEACILITIEDATABASE

Facilities:Refers to both the buildings of a plant and land that itugges. Often many distinctly

di fferent plants wild.l be |l ocated on a single piec
each of the individual buildings on a shared piece of land receives its own entry provided that it was

used for a distincmanufacturing purpose. For example, a large assembly campus may include an

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

campus would be represented by four entries, one each for the assembly gestwmping, and

components plants. Engineering or other Amanufacturing buildings on a campus are not included.

LastAutomaker Owner: Denotes the most recent automaker owner of the site. This heading includes
automakers/former automakers (Chryslenrfl, GM, Volkswagen, Volvo, NUMMI, Isuzu, and Avanti
Motorcar) and some suppliers that were spinoffs from automakers (ACH, American Axle, Delphi, Magna,
and Visteon).

Automaker Plant NameDenotes the most recent name of the facility when it still engaiged
automotive manufacturing activities.

City, State Contains known location data for each facility.

Plant Product CategonpPenotes which type of manufacturing activity occurred on the site.
Classifications include Assembly, Bodies, Chassis, Engirse FRaws Processing and Parts Distribution
Centes, Stamping, and Transmission.

1 Facilities classified a#ssemblywere used for the final manufacture of automobiles as their end
product.

9 Facilities classified &odieswere used to assemble the sectiohavehicle infon which
passengers and load are carried.

1 Facilities classified &hassisvere used to assemble the frame, wheelsdamachinery of a
motor vehicle

1 Facilities classified &ngineassembled engines for motor vehicles.

1 Facilities classéd asPartsmanufactured a variety afomponentsfor automobiles including
batteries, electronics, forged components, casted components, glass, molded components,
stamped metal, tool and die components, and other components.

9 Facilities classified &arts Processin@enteror Parts Distribution Centewere storage
facilities for automotive parts, and often manufactured partdhuse.
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9 Facilities classified &ansmissiormanufactured systems of shafts, gears, torque converters,
and other components use transfer force from an engine to the driving wheels of a motor
vehicle.

Year Closed/Scheduled to ClasBenotes the year the facility ceased (or plans to cease) manufacturing
automobiles and/or automotive components.

Current ConditionsClassifies wither a plant has been closed, repurposed, repurposed then vacant, or
is transitioning.

1 Closed-The automaker ceased operations, andiade, there is no new use at the site.

f Closed*~Ot her than in a bankruptcy prcdosedi”ng,nl a
agreed to by the company and the union in the labor agreement, regardless of whether
production has halted. Two plants fit this categeryanesville, Wl and Spring Hill, TN.

1 Repurposed- There is a new use on the site of the former fagiliggardless of whether the
original building was demolished.

1 Repurposed/Closed- There was a new use on the site of the former facility that has since
closed.

9 Transitoning-A site’s ownership has changed from the
for the site are still in development.

Type of Reuséroperty Status: Denotes a broad category of reuse, including whether the site is vacant
or demolished.

1 Automotive (NonManufacturing} Indicates the activity on the site no longer produces
automobiles @ automotive components, but still has some automotredated purpose, such as
automotive technical or testing centers.

1 Commercial Used for conducting business; may contain offices and retail space.
1 Demolished Closed facilities where the original maacturing building has been torn down.
9 Education Includes reuses such agtiee classrooms, schools, andiversity lab space.

1 Government Owned by government, and used for a variety of purposes that do not fit under
other classifications. Examples inclugtevernmentowned maintenance facilities, office space,
and military bases.

9 Industrial: Involved in either primary (raw materials, farming) or secondary (refining,
construction, manufacturing) sector production.
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9 Industrial¢ Automotive: Thisisasubsetf t he “ I ndustri al category
have been sold to a different owner, but are still producing (or have restarted production of)
automobiles or automotive products.

9 Logistics and Warehousingncludes distribution and storage centers.

1 Recreationat Includes a wide variety of reuses, including golf courses, casingeadftourses,
and physical fitness centers.

1 Research & Developmentncludes norautomotive technical centers and laboratories.
1 Residential Describes developments that effprivate living space.

1 Vacant For closed facilities, the category indicates that the site retains an original
manufacturing building that has not been repurposed.

Specific Reugélotes: Contains a short explanation of reuse or other items of note,sscha f aci | i t y’
new name, owner, product, and interested developers.
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APPENDIB:

LIST OF0.OSED ANBEPURPOSEAUTOMOTIVEM ANUFACTURINEACILITIES

Last Automaker Owner Automaker Plant Name City State | Current Conditions

Avanti Motors Avanti South Bendgsembly | South Bend IN Closed
New Avanti Motor
Avanti Motors Youngstown Assembly Youngstown | OH Closed
Chrysler Coleman Products Company| Nogales AZ Closed
Chrysler Newark Assembly Newark DE Transitioning
Chrysler Indianapolis Electrical Indianapolis IN Repurposed
Chrysler Indianapolis Foundry Indianapolis IN Closed
New Castle Machining and
Chrysler Forge Plant New Castle IN Closed
Chrysler Richmond Engine Plant Richmond IN Repurposed
Chrysler Chrysler New Baltimore New Baltimore| Ml Closed
Chrysler Goleman Products Iron River| Iron River Ml Repurposed/Close(
Chrysler Conant Trim Plant Hamtramck MI Repurposed
Chrysler Conner Ave Assembly Detroit MI Closed
Chrysler Detroit Axle Detroit MI Closed
Chrysler Detroit Trim Detroit MI Repurposed
Chrysler Detroit Universal Joint Dearborn MI Repurposed
Chrysler Dodge Main Hamtramck MI Repurposed
Chrysler Introl DivisionAnn Arbor Ann Arbor Ml Repurposed
Chrysler Introl Scio Township Plant | Ann Arbor Ml Repurposed
Chrysler Jefferson Ave. plant Detroit MI Cbsed
Chrysler Lynch Road Assembly Detroit MI Closed
Chrysler Lyons Component Plant Lyons MI Closed
Chrysler McGraw Glass Detroit MI Closed
Clinton

Chrysler Mercury Plastics Company | Township MI Repurposed/Closeq
Chrysler Mound Rd. Engine Detroit MI Cloesed
Chrysler Old Mack Stamping Detroit Ml Repurposed
Chrysler Trenton Chemical Trenton Ml Repurposed
Chrysler Vernor Tool and Die Detroit MI Closed
Chrysler Vernor Trim Plant Detroit MI Closed
Chrysler Warren Tool and Die Warren MlI Repurposed
Chrysér Winfield Foundry Detroit Ml Closed
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Chrysler St. Louis North Fenton MO Closed
Chrysler St. Louis South Fenton MO Closed
New Venture GeaEast
Chrysler Syracuse East Syracuse| NY Closed
Chrysler Chrysler Van Wert Van Wert OH Repurposed
Chrysler Fosobria Foundry Fostoria OH Closed
Chrysler Sandusky Vinyl Products Sandusky OH Repurposed
Chrysler Toledo South (Parkway) Toledo OH Closed
Chrysler Toledo South (Stickney) Toledo OH Closed
Chrysler Twinsburg Stamping Twinsburg OH Transitioning
Chrysler El Paso Automotive Producty El Paso TX Repurposed
Chrysler Coleman Products Coleman Wi Repurposed
Chrysler Kenosha Assembly Kenosha Wi Repurposed
Chrysler Kenosha Engine Plant Kenosha Wi Closed
Chrysler Kenosha Stamping Kenosha Wi Repurposed
Chrysér Milwaukee Stamping Milwaukee Wi Repurposed
Chrysler Huber Foundry Detroit MI Repurposed
Sheffield Aluminum Casting
Ford Plant Sheffield AL Closed
Pico Rivera Plant (Los Angel
Ford Assembly Plant) Pico Rivera CA Repurposed
Ford San Jose Assembly Milpitas CA Repurposed
Colorado
Ford Ford Microelectronics Springs CcO Repurposed
Ford Atlanta Assembly Hapeville GA Transitioning
Ford Auto Alliance Flat Rock Flat Rock MI Repurposed
Ford Dearborn Assembly Plant Dearborn MI Closed
Ford Dearborn GlasBlant Dearborn Ml Repurposed
Mount
Ford Mount Clemens Groesbeck | Clemens MI Repurposed
Mount
Ford Mount Clemens Lafayette Clemens MI Repurposed/Close(
Northville Engine
Ford Components Northville Ml Repurposed
Ford Vulcan Forge Dearborn Ml Repurposed
Ford Wayne Assembly Wayne Ml Closed
Ford Wixom Assembly Wixom Ml Closed
Ford Twin Cities Assembly St. Paul MN Closed
Ford St. Louis Assembly Hazelwood MO | Transitioning
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Ford Edison Assembly Edison NJ Transitioning
Mahwah Assembly (Ford
Ford Fairmoun) Mahwah NJ Repurposed
Ford Green Island Green Island | NY Closed
Ford Batavia Transmission Batavia OH Repurposed
Ford Cleveland Aluminum Brook Park OH Closed
Ford Cleveland Casting Brook Park OH Closed
Ford Cleveland Engine #2 Brook Park OH Closed
Ford Fairfax Transmission Plant | Fairfax OH Repurposed
Ford Lorain Assembly Lorain OH Closed
Ford Norfolk Assembly Norfolk VA Transitioning
Ford (ACH) Indianapolis Steering Indianapolis IN Closed
Ford (ACH) ACH Utica Utica MI Closed
Ford (ACH) Chesterfeld Chesterfield MI Repurposed
Ford (ACH) Milan Milan MI Closed
Ford (ACH) Monroe Components Monroe MI Repurposed
Ford (ACH) YpsilantiSpring St. Ypsilanti MI Repurposed
Ford (Visteon) Chicago VRAP Chicago IL Closed
Ford (Visteon) Bedford Plant Bedfod IN Repurposed
Climate Control Division
Ford (Visteon) Connersville Plant Connersville IN Repurposed
Ford (Visteon) Concordia VRAP Concordia MO Closed
Ford (Visteon) Kansas City VRAP Kansas City MO | Repurposed
Ford (Visteon) St. Louis VRAP/VMAP Eureka MO | Repurposed
Ford (Visteon) Durant Focused Factory Durant MS Closed
Ford (Visteon) Visteon West Seneca Facility West Seneca | NY Repurposed
Ford (Visteon) Springfield VRAP Springfield OH Repurposed
Ford (Visteon) North Penn Electronics Plant| Lansdale PA Closed
Ford (Visteon) Chesapeake VRAP Chesapeake | VA Closed
General Motors Brea Seat Plant Brea CA Repurposed
General Motors Delco Systems Operations | Goleta CA Repurposed
General Motors South Gate Assembly South Gate CA Repurposed
General Motors Van Nuys Plant Van Nuys CA Repurposed
General Motors Doraville Assembly Doraville GA Closed
General Motors Doraville Stamping Doraville GA Closed
General Motors Lakewood Plant Atlanta GA Transitioning
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General Motors Danville Foundry Danville IL Closed
General Motors Willow Springs Stamping Willow Springs| IL Repurposed
General Motors Kokomo Electronics | Kokomo IN Repurposed
General Motors Delco Shreveport Electronics| Shreveport LA Repurposed
General Motors Framingham Assembly Framingham | MA Repurposed
General Motors Baltimore Assembly Baltimore MD Repurposed
General Motors Chevrolet Motor Division Detroit MlI Closed
General Motors Conner Street Stamping Detroit Ml Repurposed
General Motors Detroit-Fort Street Detroit Ml Repurposed
Drayton Plains Parts
General Motors Processing Center #78 Drayton Plains| Ml Closed
General Motors Fisher Body DivisiorPlant 40 | Detroit Ml Repurposed
General Motors Fisher Body DivisieRlant 37 | Detroit MI Repurposed
General Motors Fisher Body Division Tecumseh MI Repurposed
General Motors Fisher Body Plant 1 Flint MI Repurposed
General Motors Fisher Body Plant 21 Detroit MI Closed
Fleetwood Assembly, Plant
General Motors #18 Detroit MI Repurposed
General Motors Flint Plant #1 Flint Ml Closed
General Motors FlintvV8 Engine Plant Flint MI Closed
Grand Rapids Trim and
General Motors Seating Grand Rapids | Ml Repurposed
Hydramatic Division
General Motors Constantine Constantine Ml Repurposed
General Motors Kalamazoo Stamping Kalamazoo Ml Repurposed
General Motors Lansing C Part of Lansing Cq Lansing MI Closed
Lansing M Assembly (Part of
General Motors Lansing Car) Lansing MI Closed
General Motors Livonia Trim Livonia MlI Repurposed
Romulus Transmission and
General Motors Service Parts Operation Romulus Ml Repurmsed
General Motors Van Slyke Metal Fabrication | Flint MI Closed
General Motors Willow Run Assembly Ypsilanti Ml Repurposed
Hazelwood Distribution
General Motors Center Hazelwood MO Repurposed
St. Louis Truck and Bus
General Motors Assembly St. Louis MO Repurposed
General Motors Delco RemyMeridian Meridian MS Repurposed
General Motors Linden Assembly Linden NJ Transitioning
General Motors Delco Products Rochester Rochester NY Repurposed
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General Motors Harrison RadiateBuffalo Buffalo NY Closed
General Motors Tarrytown Assembly Sleepy Hollow | NY Closed
General Motors DaytonKuntz Road Dayton OH Repurposed
General Motors Fairfield Fisher Body Fairfield OH Repurposed/Close(
General Motors Fisher Body Division Stampir| Cleveland OH Repurposed
Geneal Motors Fisher Body Division Euclid | Euclid OH Repurposed
General Motors Fisher Guide Elyria Elyria OH Closed
General Motors Harrison Division Dayton OH Repurposed
General Motors Lordstown Van Plant Lordstown OH Closed
General Motors Norwood Assembyl Norwood OH Repurposed
General Motors GM Oklahoma City Assembly Oklahoma City| OK Repurposed
General Motors Spring Hill Assembly Spring Hill TN Closed*
General Motors Spring Hill Transmission Spring Hill TN Closed
General Motors El Paso Components El Rso TX Repurposed
General Motors Inland Fisher Guide Brownsville TX Repurposed
General Motors Janesville Assembly Plant Janesville Wi Closed*
General Motors Martinsburg SPO Martinsburg WV | Repurposed
General Motors (American
Axle) Detroit Manf. Complex Hamtramck MI Closed
General Motors (American
Axle) Detroit Manf. Complex Hamtramck Ml Closed
General Motors (American
Axle) Buffalo Plant Buffalo NY Repurposed
General Motors (American
Axle) Tonawanda Forge Tonawanda NY Closed
General Motors (American
Axle) Tonawanda Foundry Tonawanda NY Repurposed
General Motors (Delphi) Delphi Athens Athens AL Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Delphi Tuscaloosa Tuscaloosa AL Repurposed
General Motors (Delphi) Anaheim Battery Anaheim CA Repurposed
General Motors (Delp) Bristol Bearings Bristol CT Repurposed
Energy & Engine Mgmt
General Motors (Delphi) Systems Albany GA Repurposed
General Motors (Delphi) Fitzgerald Battery Plant Fitzgerald GA Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Sioux City Components Sioux City IA Repuposed
General Motors (Delphi) Aluminum Foundry Anderson IN Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Anderson Electronics Anderson IN Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Anderson Ignition Plant Anderson IN Closed
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Energy & Engine Mgmt

General Motors (Delphi) Systems Anderson IN Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Muncie Battery Muncie IN Transitioning
General Motors (Delphi) Plant 10, Delphi Anderson Anderson IN Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Plant 15, Delphi Anderson Anderson IN Repurposed
General Motors (Delphi) Plant16, Delphi Anderson Anderson IN Repurposed
General Motors (Delphi) Plant 17, Delphi Anderson Anderson IN Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Plant 18, Delphi Anderson Anderson IN Repurposed
General Motors (Delphi) Plant 2, Delphi Anderson Anderson IN Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Plant 20, Delphi Anderson Anderson IN Repurposed
General Motors (Delphi) Plant 4, Delphi Anderson Anderson IN Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Plant 5, Delphi Anderson Anderson IN Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Plant 6, Delphi Aretson Anderson IN Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Plant 8, Delphi Anderson Anderson IN Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Plant 9, Delphi Anderson Anderson IN Repurposed
General Motors (Delphi) Second Plant 3 Anderson IN Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Olathe Battery Plant Olathe KS Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Interior & Lighting Systems | Monroe LA Transitioning
General Motors (Delphi) Delphi Coopersville Coopersville | Ml Repurposed
General Motors (Delphi) Flint East Flint Ml Closed
General Motors (Del) Flint East Burton MI Repurposed
General Motors (Delphi) Flint West- Plant 10 Flint Ml Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Flint West- Plant 2 Flint Ml Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Flint West- Plant 2A Flint Ml Closed
General Motors (Delphi) FlintWest- Plant 3 Flint MI Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Flint West- Plant 35 Flint MI Repurposed
General Motors (Delphi) Flint West- Plant 4 Flint MI Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Flint West- Plant 5 Flint MI Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Flint Wes - Plant 6 Flint MI Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Flint West- Plant 8 Flint Ml Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Interior & Lighting Systems | Auburn Hills MI Repurposed
General Motors (Delphi) Delphi O'Fallon O'Fallon MO Repurposed
General Motors (Delm) Clinton Clinton MS Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Laurel Laurel MS Repurposed
New
General Motors (Delphi) New Brunswick Brunswick NJ Closed
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General Motors (Delphi) Lockport Lockport NY Repurposed
General Motors (Delphi) Rochesteilee Road Rochesgr NY Repurposed
General Motors (Delphi) Columbus Plant Columbus OH Transitioning
General Motors (Delphi) Cortland Parts Plant Cortland OH Transitioning
General Motors (Delphi) DaytonHome Ave Dayton OH Closed
General Motors (Delphi) DaytonNeedmore Rad Dayton OH Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Delco Moraine W Dayton Dayton OH Repurposed
General Motors (Delphi) Delphi Packard Plant 41 Warren OH Repurposed
General Motors (Delphi) Kettering Plant Kettering OH Closed
General Motors (Delphi) River RoacComplex North Warren OH Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Warren Parts Plant Warren OH Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Spring Hill Parts Plant Columbia TN Closed
General Motors (Delphi) Delphi Wichita Falls Wichita Falls | TX Repurposed
General Motors (Delp) Former Delphi Oak Creek PT| Milwaukee Wi Closed
Milwaukee Electronics &
General Motors (Delphi) Safety Milwaukee Wi Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEIl Wilmington Assembly Wilmington DE Repurposed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Anderson Electronics Andersm IN Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI| Delco Plant #5 Kokomo IN Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACE] Indianapolis Metal Center Indianapolis IN Closed
Manual Transmissions
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Muncie Muncie IN Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACE| Fairfix #1 Kansas City KS Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACE| Shreveport Assembly Shreveport LA Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Shreveport Metal Center Shreveport LA Closed
Buick City Assembly (Buildin
12,4,8,44,16,40,41, 10, 39,
General Motors (MLC/RACEI New Factory 40) Flint MI Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACE| Chassis Livonia Livonia MI Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI| Clark Street Assembly Detroit Ml Repurposed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Clark Street Stamping Detroit Ml Repurposed
General Motos (MLC/RACER Coldwater Plant Flint MI Closed
Flint #1 / Flint North (Building
General Motors (MLC/RACEI 36) Flint Ml Closed
Flint ComponentsFlint North
(Building 20, Factory 10
General Motors (MLC/RACEI (originally numbered 05)) Flint MI Closed
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Flint Converter and
Components (Building 70,

Gereral Motors (MLC/RACER Factory 81) Flint Ml Closed

Flint Engine Factory #31
General Motors (MLC/RACE] (Building 11, Factory 31) Flint Ml Closed

Flint Powertrain North
General Motors (MLC/RACEI (Building 30Factory 03) Flint Ml Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Flint West- Plant 9 Flint Ml Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEl GMPT Saginaw Malleable Irg Saginaw MI Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACE| Grand Rapids Stamping Wyoming Ml Transitioning
General Motes (MLC/RACER Grey Iron Castings Pontiac | Pontiac MI Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACE| Lansing Car AssemiBpdy Lansing MI Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Lansing Craft Center Lansing MI Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Lansing Craft Center Stamgi Lansing MI Closed

Delta
Township

General Motors (MLC/RACEI Lansing Engine (Lansing) Ml Repurposed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Lansing Engine Plant #1 Lansing Ml Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACE| Lansing Metal Center Lansing MI Closed
General Motor{MLC/RACER| Livonia Engine Livonia Ml Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Nodular Iron Plant Saginaw MI Closed

Pontiac Assembly (Fiero plan
General Motors (MLC/RACE] 17) Pontiac MI Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Pontiac Central Assembly Pontiac Ml Repurposed/Close(
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Pontiac East Assembly Pontiac MI Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Pontiac Engine Plant Pontiac MI Closed

Pontiac PreProduction
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Operations Pontiac MI Closed
General Motors (MLC/RZER)| Pontiac Stamping Plant Pontiac MI Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Pontiac West Assembly Pontiac MI Closed

Powertrain Flint GMPT
General Motors (MLC/RACEI (Building 43, Factory 05) Flint MI Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Willow Run Transrasion Ypsilanti Ml Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Pontiac North Operations Pontiac Ml Transitioning
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Leeds Assembly Kansas City MO Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Hyatt Clark Bearings Clark NJ Repurposed
General Motors (MC/RACER| Trenton (Ewing) Ewing NJ Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Inland Fisher Guid8yracuse | Salina NY Repurposed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Massena Powertrain/Casting| Massena NY Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACE| Delphi Harrison Moraine City| Moraine City | OH Closed
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Mansfield Metal Center

General Motors (MLC/RACEI (Ontario) Mansfield OH Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Moraine Assembly Moraine City | OH Transitioning
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Moraine Engine Moraine City | OH Closed
General Motor§MLC/RACER| Moraine Thermal Plant Moraine City | OH Closed
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Parma Components Parma OH Transitioning
General Motors (MLC/RACE] Pittsburgh Metal Center West Mifflin PA Closed
GMPT Fredericksburg
General Motors (MLC/RACEI Compments Fredericksburgl VA Closed
NUMMI (GM and Toyota JV)| NUMMI Assembly Plant Fremont CA Repurposed
NUMMI (GM and Toyota JV) | NUMMI Stamping Plant Fremont CA Repurposed
Volkswagen Westmoreland Assembly New Stanton | PA Repurposed
Volkswagen Fort Worth Mandacturing Fort Worth TX Repurposed
VW South Charleston South
Volkswagen Stamping Charleston wv Repurposed
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