Public Meeting

Plainwell Paper Mill Update
September 26, 2019

WELCOME.....



Why are we here tonight?
Public input on.......

* Review of Mill Acquisition
* Development Progress

* Current Opportunities
— Public Hearing: Demolition Grant Application
— Remediation Progress
— Consumers Power PPoles



Review of mill acquisition

»Big....36 Acres in a city of 2.2 sq. miles » Adjacent to U.S. 131 and CBD
»Over 250,000 sq. ft. of building (east side) » “Front door "off expressway
»2,134 feet of state highway (M-89) frontage » 3,370 (.64 miles) feet of river frontage

+ 3x the size of the Central Business District
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Review of mill acquisition

Bankruptcy — November, 2000

Tied to the social fabric of the community

* Loss of economic engine — at one point, mill consisted of 18%
of the City’s total taxable value.

* Negative impact on adjacent property values
Collapse of DDA

Plainwell’s future at risk

City Council: “Goals must be accomplished s

Kalamazoo, Michigan
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without raising taxes”
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alleviats a funding shortfall caused mostly
by the closing lastfall of Plainwell Prper:

2002 genaral fimd veveriues fotaling nearly
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Review of mill acquisition

2000 Scores

JUNE 2003

Flint

Benton Harbor

Ecorse

"Government Finance IXa4E\WY

Kinross Township

GOVERNMENT FINANCE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION

Hamtramck

Exhibit 2: 10-Point Scale of Fiscal Distress

Highland Park

Performance Standard
if the government lost population. then it is penalized one point.

Newaygo
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wm-yearmalgrmvmwfordﬁesmdw&gesandapprmdmateiylsaandarddw#
ations below the township average. The standard used is closer to the city and village
standard deviation because very few townships experienced fiscal distress.
W I 2 city or village scores greater than 0.05, or if a township scores greater than 001,
2 ﬂmmegmwnkpemﬁzedmpdmmisismemlyvmiablebrmid\weuse
asepmatestmdarddepa\dhgmmetypeofgtheddthbecamahalf
standard deviation in the “wrong direction” gives a standard of 0.05 for cities and vil-
- lages and 00! for townships.
This indicator is calculated by subtracting general fund revenues from general fund
expendinmsforaghfenyearmddividngmeresunbygmealﬁndmﬁme
- result is less than —0.01, it is considered a nontrivial operating deficit and the govern-
. ment is penalized one point.
Governments are penalized one point for each year in which they record an operat-
ingdeﬁcit’l’hus.theycanbepenalizedatotalofthreepoimsforopeﬁﬁngdeﬁcits—
| one for a current operating deficit and two for previous operating deficits.

If this ratio is less than 0.13, then the government is penalized one point. Using a half
Fra standard deviation in the “wrong direction” as a benchmark (indicating 2 low fund bal-
= ance). the resutting indicator threshold is about 0.13.

2001 Scores

Flint

Benton Harbor

Ecorse

Munising

Plainwell

Detroit

Kinross Township

" Governments are penalized one point for 2 current or previous year deficit in a major
fund. For a definition of a major fund, see Stephen Gauthier, Govenmental Accounting
Auditing, and Financial Reporting (Chicago: GFOA. 2001). ;
If this ratio is greater than 0.06. then the government is penalized one point. The
governments in our sample averaged 0.025 on this variable. Accordingly. one
standard deviation in the “wrong direction” (high debt level) gives us a performance
standard of about 6 percent
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Review of mill acquisition

General Fund Balance 1999-2018 (Cash and Percent of GF)

POV 4 5842035 Mill
’ 46% Acquisition
“Cash”
7 $719,624
5702 116 1o
$572,715 $572,045
33% 3,
u 27 $534,263 5516{3?%
36% Ny
0
396,523 $485,385
$406,529 20% 50
22% $424 212
$394,011 $382,465 21% 5333%%21
22% 18% Yo
$294 585
16%
Mill Closure
$92,110 _ |
% 556,517 *Auditor recommends at least 15%-20%

2o

YEAR 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018




Review of mill acquisition

Strategic Investment: Asset or Anchor?

Why did the Council pursue the mill?
Controlling our own destiny
— Why wait?
— If not us, who?
— Shining the apple (Mill can be asset)
— No market for vacant mills Allied Paper Mill
— Our terms / our vision Kalamazoo, Michigan




Review of mill acquisition
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* Western Redevelopment eCentral Redevelopment *Mill Redevelopment
* Gateway condition eRiver view corridors * Access and parking

e Prince St. connection e Allegan St. e Mill race crossing

Vision for Tomorrow: Mill Concept Plan



Development Progress
BEFORE - Mill Demolition Phase I

2010 $2 3 Mllhon Grant



Development Progress

AFTER




Development Progress

BEFORE - 2011 Fannie Pell Park Improvements

B . { © Project Total - $710,000
¢ ' $639,000 Grant (MEDC)
$71,000 — City Match

+ Additional downtown parking (25) serving the
public

'« Demolition of obsolete structures
*  Public restroom facility

* +  New ADA pedestrian bridge to central mill
building/improved entrance

'« New kayak livery




Development Progress
BEFORE - 2012 Public Safety Building




Development Progress

Public Safety Building Size: 14,100 sq. ft.
AFTER Construction Contract — BCI:  $1,579,837

1 Construction Cost Per Square Foot: $112

“Likely” Scenario:
14,100 sq. ft. X $175 sq. ft. = $2,467,500
(note: 2008 costs)

Difference in construction cost of new versus
= renovation: $887,663

Debt service interest cost over 40 years:
$840,065

Total Savings Of Renovation vs. New Construction:
$1,727,728



Development Progress

BEFORE - 2013 WWTP Demolition

2013 - $720,720 Grant
Michigan Land Bank
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Development Progress

2013 —City Hall Renovation

- Anchor for rest of development
- Secures access to mill building for

public

- Agreement with DEQ to use scra]iJ_'
all

metal value (from grant) for City
move:

Scrap Value - $597,797
City Hall Renovation - $548,887




Development Progress

» Franchise headquarters
« 30-40+ jobs

» $1,000,000 private investment

 Sale of property revenue went back to development
*  $65,000 USDA Grant for road construction

» Improved access to site regulated with traffic light

2017 Prince Street
Extension




Development Progress

Doing more with less:

$4,322,517 In Outside Funding (2010 - present)
Offset by:
$196,000 City Match

$0 Debt Service «




Development Progress 2018

Mo Y United States
v’ Environmental Protection
\' Agency

Environmental Topics Laws & Regulations About EPA

News Releases

News Releases from Region 05

Indiana, Michigan and Minnesota Sites
Included on EPA’s Superfund Redevelopment
Focus List

01/17/2018

Contact Information:
Francisco Arcaute (arcaute.francisco@epa.gov)
312-886-7613 312-898-2042 Cell

For Immediate Release No. 18-0OPAQ1

CHICAGO (Jan. 17, 2018) --Today, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency announced that Superfund sites in East Chicago, Ind., Benton
Harbor, Mich., Plainwell, Mich., Duluth, Minn., and Hermantown, Minn. are included on the initial list of National Pricrities List (NPL) sites

with the greatest expected redevelopment and commercial potential.



Development Progress

Public Hearing
Plainwell Mill Demolition Grant Application
Community Development Block Grant -CDBG




Current Opportunities
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Previously Demolished Buildings

- Buildings To Stay

Buildings To Be Demolished (CDBG)

20/20A

17 (Loading
Dock

Enclosure) ©

+ water tower

City has applied to the Michigan
Economic Development Corporation
(MEDC) for a Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG) in an amount not
to exceed $5,100,000.

Grant will demolish buildings outlined
in “Green.”

Buildings are not adaptable for re-use or
are a health and safety hazard.

City Match will be 10% of project cost.

Project costs will be determined after
lowest responsible bidder has been
determined.

Specific information relative to
environmental review and/or health and
safety plan are available upon request



Current Opportunities
- Demolition Grant Application

74
- .L -
PlainwelllCity Hall & 7

[ e oo




Current Opportunities

- Demolition Grant Application

Mill is listed on the National Register of
Historic Places

However, not all of the buildings are
considered “contributing” to the
historical integrity of the site. The
majority of the buildings selected for
demolition are considered
“non-contributing.”

Building 9 is identified as contributing
with major non-contributing additions.

Building 1 is considered “contributing”
and the State Historic Preservation
Office is reviewing the City’s application
to demolish.

Building 1 has been identified by the
City’s Building Inspector and a
independent contractor as a hazardous
building.

IMPLEX
ONTRIBUTING BUILDIN

SF |



Current Opportunities
- Demolition Grant Application




Current Opportunities
- Demolition Grant Application

f...
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. * Building 6 is the former boiler room
which contains asbestos

* For health and safety reasons, the
H =T . City considers demolishing Building
=Y { I, 6 (and adjacent buildings) a top
.;;\ T | | ol P ¥ priority.
l i .

i
\ 5] I . et
f R \L%. . | ¥ * The condition and proximity of
Potential | :
' o ‘ Building 1 to Building 6 is a safety
issue as it relates to demolition of the

remaining buildings.



Current Opportunities

- Remediation Progress

A brief summary of the tasks completed to get the project to the remediation
stage follows:

Weyerhaeuser NR Com an(g was identified as the Potential Responsible Party (PRP)
for the 12th Street Landfill (OU 4) and the Former Plainwell Mill/Former Plainwell
Inc. Mill Property (OU 7)

Site investigation was conducted between 2010 and 2012 with the approval of the
Remedial Investigation in February of 2013.

The Feasibility Study was Com]gleted and approved in 2015. The remedy for soil
cleanup was selected by the U.S. EPA at this time. The Record of Decision was issued
in September of 2015.

The Statement of Work (SOW) for the Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA)
was issued in December of 2015.

The Remedial Design Work Plan / Scope was approved in the fall of 2016.

The Pre-Design Investigation to delineate the impacted soil was conducted in 2017
and the work incorporated into the 30% Remedial Design.

The 100% Remedial Design was approved by the U.S. EPA on April 26, 2018



Current Opportunities

- Remediation Progress

2018 Work Completed

* Removed approximately 40,160 tons of impacted soil and debris from
the Site

* Remove approximately 2,070 tons of concrete
* Restored excavated areas with imported granular backfill
* A section in the middle of the Site included topsoil placement and seed

2019 Work Completed

« Removal of approximately 400 tons of impacted soil and debris from
the Site

* Removal of approximately 100 tons of concrete

2020 Work To Be Conducted
« Completion of the soil remediation and restoration
* Roughly another 14,800 tons of impacted material to remove




Current Opportunities
- Remediation Progress
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urrent Opportunities
- Remediation Progress




Current Opportunities
- Remediation Progress
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*not to scale

Current Opportunities

- Consumers Power Poles
: a; @\ ; 3 °

Existing
Alternative Option — North side of M-89 poles would be co-located
EXiSting — MDOT Right—of—Way *GHD would donate parking lot to City




Current Opportunities
- Consumers Power Poles

* Cost to co-locate poles: $350,000
* Funding;:
— Weyerhaeuser $200,000 (coordinated with
remediation)
— Consumers Energy $150,000
— GHD to donate parking lot .
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Current Opportunities

- Consumers Power Poles

¥
Existing View
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Alternative Option would
co-locate poles in MDOT
right-of-way behind tree
line on mill property



Current Opportunities
- Consumers Power Poles




Current Opportunities
- Consumers Power Poles




Current Opportunities
- Consumers Power Poles

Existing View
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Current issues
- Consumers Power Poles

Existing View — Fannie Pell Park

!

_Consumers is reviewing if these 2 poles c;%uld bel 1
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Current Opportunities
- Citizen Advisory Committee




