





KENAI HYDRO LLC, GRANT LAKE PROJECT
DRAFT MOOSE PASS PUBLIC MEETING NOTES
NOV. 6, 2014
6:00PM - 9:31PM

Presenters: Mike Salzetti (HEA), John Stevenson (BioAnalysts, Inc.), John Blum (McMillen, LLC), Cory
Warnock (McMillen, LLC), Mike Yarborough (Cultural Resource Consultants), Dwayne Adams
(Earthscape), Mort McMillen (McMillen, LLC)

Attendees: See sign-in sheet (Attachment A)
Attachments

A - Sign-in sheet
B — Public Meeting Presentation

Mike Salzetti (HEA) opened the meeting at 6:07pm by briefly introducing the project and the project
team. He introduced the audience to the project resources (paper copies) made available at the meeting
and gave instructions regarding the single question survey that Kenai Hydro (KHL) would like to have
meeting attendees complete and turn in.

Mike explained that the main purpose of the meeting is to summarize and share the results of the
various resource studies. He emphasized that tonight’s presentation would only be an overview of what
is a body of very detailed information. The detailed study plans and results are available on KHL’s
website.

Mike explained that Kenai Hydro LLC is a wholly-owned subsidiary of HEA.

Mike provided a brief history of the project from work in the 1980’s, to more recent studies, and leading
up to the material to be presented today. Mike explained that following the scoping process in June of
2010, it was evident that Stakeholders desired studies that were more quantitative in nature than those
developed earlier. As such, KHL refine the study plans based on comments, hired appropriate study
consultants and vetted the refined plans with Stakeholders to confirm their adequacy. The studies were
then implemented in 2013/2014. Mike then explained the key project features: a water fall at the outlet
of Grant Lake, steep topography, and proximity to infrastructure (transmission lines, road & rail system).

The project’s operating assumptions were presented to the group. There is no longer a dam associated
with the project. Lake level will fluctuate from 0 to -13ft (Elev. 703-690-ft). There will be a tunnel, a
powerhouse, and a detention pond.

John Stevenson (BioAnalysts) gave his presentation of the Aquatic/Fisheries Studies. John identified
four anadromous salmonid species that are found in Grant Creek, which include pink, Chinook, sockeye,
and coho salmon. Key resident species include rainbow trout and Dolly Varden. Based on visual, redd,
carcass and radio telemetry surveys, John pointed out that Reaches 1 and 3 were most important to all
species of interest, and that only 1.3 percent of all spawning occurred in Reach 5. He explained that this
was a summary of what amounted to an extensive amount of data. Primary methods included but were
not limited to:
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Use of a weir

Radio tagging and tracking
Incline plane traps
Minnow trapping
Spawning surveys
Snorkeling

Floy tagging

Genetic sampling

John reiterated that the entirety of the study report and associated results could be found on the KHL
website. John’s portion of the presentation is incorporated into the attached document.

John Blum (McMillen) presented the instream flow study results. He explained that the purpose of the
study is to answer two questions: 1) Where is the preferred fish habitat and, 2) How does the project
hydrology affect this habitat? Minimum instream flow rates for the bypass reach were presented along
with their influence on the fish habitat of Grant Creek. John explained that the entirety of the report and
associated results can be found on KHL’s website. John’s portion of the presentation is incorporated
into the attached document.

*** A short break was taken from approximately 7:10-7:19pm. ***

Cory Warnock (McMillen) presented the Water Resources and Terrestrial study plans and summaries.
Water quality was found to be consistent with results from previous studies in the 1980’s as well as the
2009 study data. The Terrestrial Study looked at botanical, wetlands, and wildlife resources. The study
findings were summarized by noting the species and counts observed within the study area. Cory noted
that the project intake design and lake levels were altered to avoid impacting botanical resources
identified in the study. Cory explained that the entirety of the report and associated results can be
found on KHL’s website. Cory’s portion of the presentation is incorporated into the attached document.

Mike Yarborough (Cultural Resource Consultants), presented the Cultural Resource study and findings.
The study conducted included a literature review and pedestrian surveys... no native Alaskan sites were
discovered in the surveys. Some of the information has been kept confidential at the request of the
agencies and per the Section 106 process. Fourteen newly identified historic sites were identified and
only one was recommended as eligible for the National Register. Impacts were deemed as minimal and
mostly associated with potential increased access as a result of the project.

Dwayne Adams (Earthscape) presented the Recreational and Visual Resource study findings. The study
looked at both winter and summer uses of the area. Noise levels were also assessed; typically 40dB or
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less with peak levels at 80-90dB from airplane flyovers or snowmachines. Work to address the
commemorative Iditarod National Historic Trail impacts were explained. Dwayne explained that the
entirety of the report and associated results can be found on KHL’s website. Dwayne’s portion of the
presentation is incorporated into the attached document.

Mort McMillen (McMillen) presented an overview of the proposed project design and the elements that
addressed the findings or issues identified by the studies. Construction would be expected to take place
over two summers. Efforts are made to mitigate construction impacts through planning, monitoring, and
Best Management Practices. Mort explained that the entirety of the infrastructural design and
associated operational regime would be described in the DLA. Mort’s portion of the presentation is
incorporated into the attached document.

At 8:19pm, the meeting was opened for questions from the audience.

Q: Mark Luttrell said that he felt that KHL was there to tell the public what we are going to do, not “if”
KHL was going to do the project. He said that he thought the public was against the project and was
“torqued” that HEA does not seem to have heard this input.

A: Mike replied that the public has been informed of the process and has been kept in the loop
regarding the Project status, and that while there are some elements of the public that are opposed to a
Grant Creek Project, there are also proponents, including HEA’s Board of Directors and HEA members.
Furthermore, Stakeholders which include both state and federal entities have been heavily involved
with development of operating conditions.

Q: Mike Cooney asked what the estimated capital construction cost was.
A: Mike Salzetti said it is approx. $58M.

Q: What % of the overall power production will this project represent?
A: Mike Salzetti said this plant would produce about 4% of HEA's energy usage.

Q: What other renewable projects is HEA investigating?
A: Mike Salzetti stated that HEA is looking at tidal and solar energy projects. Mike explained that wind
energy is an intermittent source and can impact our gas contracts and cost.

Q: Mike Cooney asked if the number of sockeye fry counted during the 2013 study in Grant Creek would
allow us to accurately predict the contribution of Grant Creek sockeye to the Kenai system run.

A: John Stevenson said that the study was not able to quantify the number of sockeye fry produced in
Grant Creek, and that Sockeye fry move very quickly out of the Grant Creek drainage and rear in
downstream lakes such as Lower Trail Lake or Kenai Lake.
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Q: Mike Cooney asked again if there is there a way to quantify what the rearing effect of Grant Lake on
Trail Lake and Kenai River fisheries?

A: John said he could not say what Grant Creek contributes relative to other tributaries to the Kenai
River since that was not part of the scope of study. Cory Warnock added that while fish quantities are
difficult to extrapolate (to other areas), the fish habitat pre- and post-project would help to form
opinions of effects on fish productions. Ricky Gease said that Grant Creek has a very small population of
sockeye relative to the entire sockeye return to the Kenai system (in 2013, about 1,150 sockeye
returned to Grant Creek, while approximately 1,000,000 sockeye returned to the Kenai system overall).
Mr. Gease briefly explained correlations to the Cooper Lake hydro relicensing project. The increase of
flows to the creek during the winter months seems to have a net positive effect on rearing capacity for
juvenile fish.

Q: Hal Shepherd asked why the Integrated Licensing Process not used for this project. I'm concerned
that Stakeholders haven’t had the opportunity to weigh-in on the project.

A: Cory Warnock stated that KHL was using the Traditional Licensing Process or “TLP” and that this
process was vetted with Stakeholders and subsequently approved for use by FERC. With the TLP, KHL
was able to go back and use the process to revise its study plans to address concerns that were voiced.
Public agencies and their experts have been collaborating extensively with KHL during the study process.
Many meetings, workshops, conference calls at all phases have been taking place.

Q: How often have the state and Federal agencies been involved and what input have they had?

A: Cory Warnock referred to the slide in the presentation that listed the various consultation meetings.
Agency experts were consulted in Dec 2012 to review the latest study plans. Plans were adjusted to
address their comments. In March 2013-Nov 2013 the data were collected and the remainder of the
year was spent preparing reports. This was followed by 6-8 meetings to present the results, much like
tonight, to the agency Stakeholders. In July, a meeting was conducted to take input on the preliminary
engineering and design. A large instream flow work group was formed to vet the results of the studies.
All of the meeting notes and agency input are documented and this information is available on the KHL
website.

Q: Will there be any provision for flushing flows?

A: Cory Warnock indicated that much of the canyon reach is well armored and it is sediment-starved.

He stated that most of the sediment that was routed from Reach 5 (bypass reach) to the high quality
habitat areas (Reach 1-4) likely occurred during episodic events (slides, quakes, etc.). Cory
acknowledged that some level of sediment comes from Reach 5 and as such, one of the mitigation
efforts that is proposed is to monitor sediment in the creek in an adaptive management approach. Plans
will be made to address mitigation of sediment in the creek. If, during the first couple years of
operation, it is determined that sediment routing is being negatively impacted out of Reach 5, KHL will
meet with Stakeholders and discuss the appropriate option between flushing flows and/or gravel
supplementation to allow for the continued natural level of sediment deposition into Reaches 1-4.

Q: Beside this project, is Bradley Lake the only HEA hydro project?
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A: Mike Salzetti clarified that Bradley Lake is not owned by HEA, but HEA operates it for the project
participants and enjoys a small share of the energy produced by the plant.

Q: What lessons from operating the Bradley Lake have we learned and applied to this project?

A: Mike Salzetti said that we have applied lessons learned from other hydro projects, such as
operationally to optimize flows for energy production and sizing of the project. Mort McMillen added
that when you look at historical hydro projects, they tended to be oversized. The way that powerhouses
are laid out is important and the project design calling for two 2.5MW units is important vs. having a 1-
and a 4-MWuntThe current design allows for sharing spare parts, etc. With respect to the tunnel, we
have learned how to craft the construction specifications and sequence of construction to minimize
costs. Mike Salzetti also said that our level of study has been significantly more rigorous compared to
previous projects.

Q: Why didn’t the negative project sentiment from earlier meetings have a larger affect?
A: Mike Salzetti said that a more quantitative approach needed to be taken and more substantive data
needed to be collected and subsequently analyzed for project impacts. KHL has done that.

Q: Has HEA conducted a survey of its members to see how many support this project?
A: Mike Salzetti explained that our Board of Directors is elected to represent our members. The Board
has been a proponent of the project.

Q: When we are looking at potential mitigation measures, in Reach 1there are 2 large projects in the
area that “reformatted” (glide-riffle-glide?) the lower reaches (to improve habitat). Is there any concept
for Grant Creek to reformat or optimize the “distributary reach”, similar to Dave’s creek or Stetson
Creek?

A: Cory Warnock said that KHL plans to modify the upstream control at the distributary to permit
consistent flows that would allow improved habitat. Monitoring efforts will be in place to ensure that
this habitat is being maintained and utilized.

Q: Ricky Gease stated that he was impressed by the project’s ability to model a 66-year hydrologic
history. He stated that something lacking in Alaska, in general, is water flow data over time. Is there any
way to take the data that we have collected here and work with Stakeholders to develop a
comprehensive Kenai River watershed model? Could this be done?

A: Cory Warnock said that what the project could contribute to such an effort is that the project plans to
leave its gaging station in place to continue to collect flow data and potentially allow for synthesis of
hydrologic data to other basin around the Kenai Peninsula. Mike Salzetti said that overall, the
development of a watershed model is a great idea, but it is not currently a proposed KHL mitigation
measure.

Q: What do you call the trail going to the Case Mine?
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A: Dwayne Adams stated that the trails in that area are called “Grant Lake Trail north” and the portage
trail is called the “Saddle Trail”.

Q: The proposed access road appears to cross State Land. Who would be best to make comments to
regarding the access road?

A: Mike Salzetti indicated that in addition to commenting on the Draft License Application (DLA),
comments should be given to State Lands, State Parks and the US Forest Service.

Q: Are there plans to have a public restrooms on the project?
A: Mike said it depends on the decisions made with respect to access being allowed via project routes. If
public access is allowed, then it may be a mitigation measure.

Q: Mark Luttrell said he thinks that the Recreation Study is not complete. Would HEA commit to doing a
comprehensive usage study including Seward & Cooper Landing?

A: Dwayne Adams asked how this would be relevant to the questions for Grant Lake. One of the
guestions may be latent demand... i.e., if we build it, will they come?

Q: What are the exact questions to be asked that would answer what impact increased access would
have on things, such as the creek banks?

A: Dwayne stated that it is very difficult to design a study to assess latent demand. We expect that the
access would be used and these uses have been quantified in the current study.

Q: Anindividual stated that every year he has come and seen the project presentations, and he has been
impressed. If this project is built, this person thinks that usage will increase. He indicated that he does
not favor the project and is concerned about the potential increased usage. He expressed frustration
that Moose Pass is not being served by HEA, but HEA is benefitting from having a project in Moose Pass.
A: Mike Salzetti drew a comparison to the Bradley Lake Project that serves and benefits all of the
Railbelt, but is located away from the utilities and communities that it serves.

Q: Did you say that if the access is opened or closed will determined by input tonight?

A: Mike Salzetti said no, that is was a more comprehensive process than just this informal survey and
that the agencies will provide input as well. The Forest Service is in the process of updating their Forest
Plan and they will likely address the access and usage to this area.

Q: Who makes the final decision related to access?

A: Mike Salzetti stated FERC does with input from Stakeholders. If you really want your voice heard, you
must comment during the DLA comment period. Tonight is an informal survey.

Q: Were effects of flow on the Lower Trail Lake ice modeled?

A: Cory Warnock stated that this has not been modeled or assessed.

Q: Is the genetic (fish) population in Grant Creek isolated?
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A: John Stevenson stated that the genetic data was collected per the request of ADF&G and they now
have all of the samples. KHL doesn’t have the results from the State’s study, but there is no reason to
think that fish from Grant Creek are genetically isolated.

Q: Where will the intake tower will be located, have we taken into account climate change effects on
this location?

A: Mort McMillen stated that the design of the intake allows for water temperature to be taken into
consideration by moving the elevation of the intake. From a hydrology viewpoint, this is why KHL looked
at the hydrologic history and design the project for flexibility of the intake structure.

Q: What is your timeline for licensing and construction?

A: Cory Warnock stated that the plan is to have the DLA complete and available for comment by early
spring. There is a 90-day public comment period, and then a Final License Application (FLA) will be
prepared to address the comments received which will be filed with FERC. FERC’s review and ruling on
the FLA could take from 9-months to 2-years. Final engineering design then typically takes 1 year and
construction would take approximately 2 years. From final engineering to commissioning of the project
is estimated to take approximately 3 years.

Q: What is the length of the FERC license?
A: 30-50 years.

Q: How long would it take for HEA to realize its return on its investment of $58M?
A: Mike Salzetti stated that gas pricing plays a big role in estimating this payback. The payback period is
expected to be a 30-50-years, but beyond this time it produces very inexpensive power.

Q: Mark Luttrell asked if HEA would commit to 2 more public meetings, one in Seward and one in
Cooper Landing and structure them to take more public comment?
A: Mike Salzetti stated that he would need to think about this.

Q: Asuggestion was made that HEA needs to take more public comment on the study results due to the
fact that he fears that FERC will rubber stamp this project based on the results of our studies.

A: Cory Warnock said that FERC does not rubber stamp projects; it is not a foregone conclusion that
FERC would issue a license. Mike Salzetti added that this meeting is not required by the (licensing)
process and KHL is conducting this meeting tonight as a good-faith effort to inform and involve the
public in advance of their ability to review and comment on the DLA.

Q: Jim Herbert stated that they came tonight to obtain information. HEA is in Moose Pass’s backyard.
The local benefit is perceived to be little and the impact is large. He stated that HEA needed to consider
some sort of local contribution or remediation for the impact that locals feel the project will have on
them and their community.

A: Mike Salzetti stated that KHL would take this into consideration.
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Q: Mike Cooney said that he thinks that there are likely to be large impacts to local residents, but very
little benefit. He thinks that FERC awarding a license is a foregone conclusion. He would like for HEA to
collaborate with the community to develop the project plan. He said that he made this request of HEA in
2009. He asks for a collaborative process.

After a call for any further questions and seeing none, the meeting adjourned at 9:31pm.
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Cultural Resources




Potential Cultural Resource Impacts

« Given infrastructural design and operations, limited impact
expected to existing culturally significant features



Recreation & Visual Resources

v Scope of Work

v/ (1) Winter and (1) :
Summer site visit for data [
collection and
observations

v (1) Sight-seeing flight
v’ Creation of (4) visual
simulations

v’ Evaluation of alternative
route of Iditarod National
Historic Trail (INHT).

70



Recreation & Visual Resources

Observed Winter Uses:
v' Snow machine
v Snowshoeing
v" Cross-country skiing

v Dog-walking

D

Public Access
ocked by ADF&G

il



Recreation & Visual Resources

Observed Summer Uses:
v Fishing & boating
v ATV use
v Hiking
v Driving for pleasure & Sight-seeing

iz



Summer Use Study

e
.....
5 g 8

------ Existing Trails
Highway
Study Area Boundary [
Alignment of INHT 8
Project Location r : J
Winter Motorized Use
Aircraft Route
Camera Locations

R >

State Land
Federal Land
Private Land



Summer Activities

Trail Users

700

500

300

200

100

Trail users near Grant Lake in the Summer of 2014

Break

Hike logging  Owernight  Cycling Fishing Maotorized Campfire Hike/Boat
Trip

Primary Activity

B Grant Lake Campsite
m Saddle Trail
M Grant Lake Trail/RR Trestle

mapt Lake Trail




Recreation & Visual Resources

Noise:

v Recorded levels 40db or less,
background hum from highway

v Peak noises (80-90db) caused
by aircraft take-offs and snow
machine use

G T R e R OET T
- 4]
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Recreation and Visual Resources
« Key View #1: Access Road from Seward Hwy MP 26.9

BEFORE: AFTER:

A . cagel. ot
Wt e e R
-y GEEr %, L

Existing driveway Driveway relocated to new access road
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Recreation and Visual Resources Study

» Key View #2: View of Intake Structure and Lake Shoreline

BEFORE: AFTER:

Existing creek outfall Powerhouse, detention pond, spillover, seasonal
access road, intake structure, drying of creekbed.

T4l



Recreation and Visual Resources Study

« Key View #3: View of Facillities from Seward Hwy

BEEOIR(E: AFTER:

Existing view toward facilities Seasonal access road in distance, most exposed
during winter conditions
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Recreation and Visual Resources
(Iditarod National Historic Trail)

v Currently proposed route; not yet constructed
v' Easement modification all that is needed for re-route

v Collaborative effort to re-route through the Project Area
v Development of options
v' Meetings
v’ Site Visits
v MOA

v’ Effort ongoing
v Public comment opportunity
v MOA and refinement after acquiring FERC License



Potential Rec/Vis Impacts
(Positive and Negative)

v" Given the location of the Project, only minor visual or audible
recognition would occur
v" Turn-off of highway
v’ Lake intake

v INHT will need to be re-routed through the Project Area prior
to it being constructed

v Project road to intake and powerhouse will be constructed
creating possible access corridor
v Preference for access?



Proposed Infrastructure

e An Intake structure in Grant Lake.

e A tunnel extending from the lake intake to just east
of the powerhouse.

e A penstock and surge tank located at the west end
of the tunnel.

e A powerhouse with two Francis turbines providing
an anticipated combined 5-Megawatt output. The
maximum design flow will be approximately 385
cfs.

e Tailrace channel returning powerhouse flow to
Grant Creek.



Proposed Infrastructure - continued

e Tallrace detention pond and return channel.

o Switchyard with disconnect switch and step-up
transformer.

e A transmission line.

e A pole mounted disconnect switch where the
transmission line intersects the main power
distribution line.

e Access road from the Seward Highway to the
powerhouse and extending up to the intake
structure.



Grant Creek Project Layout
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Hydrologic Review — Characteristics

USGS Station No. 15246000

Station Name Grant Lake near Moose Pass, AK
Drainage Area 44.2 square miles

Mean Basin Elevation 2,900 ft

Areas of Lakes and Ponds (storage) 10%

Area of Forest 20%

Mean Annual Precipitation 90 inches

Mean Min. January Temperature 100 F



Hydrologic Review — Flow Duration
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Hydrologic Analysis Review

e 66-year ‘composite’ daily streamflow record
developed for Grant Creek
— Calendar Years 1948-2013
— USGS gage record

— Intermittent streamflow records from engineering
studies

— Record extension based on Kenai River at Cooper
Landing
e Used for Hydraulic, Generation, and Habitat
Analyses

e Summarized in Technical Memo 001: Grant Creek
Hydrologic Analysis



ntake Plan and Section

10°-0"

10° DiA. STEEL PIPE
TUNNEL

/_m

1'-0°
-0

38'-0"
100"
>

i

10-0"

17'-0" -0
248§ 20

INTAKE PLAN AT EL 686.5

SCALE: 1"= &' o 5 a0

INTAKE HOUSE WITH GATE
HOISTS AND CONTROLS

EL 7150

EL 7100

MAX WSEL 703.0 L+d

TRASHRACK

MIN WSEL 690.0 v

SILL EL 686.5

) = 1

10" DiA. STEEL PIPE
/m TUNNEL
EL 6850

INTAKE SECTION

SCALE: 1"= 5"

F.E.R.C. PROJECT NO. 13212
'GRANT LAKE HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
KENAI HYDROLLC

EXHIBIT F4
INTAKE PLAN AND SECTION

SCALE AS SHOWN

DRAFT




Tunnel Plan and Profile
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Powerhouse Plan
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Powerhouse Elevations
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Operating Assumptions

No Dam

Reservoir Operating Range
Approximate Tailwater Elevation
Peak Powerhouse Discharge
Minimum Powerhouse Discharge

O O A W DN P

Turbines

7 Instream Flow Releases in Reach 5 and 6

Natural Storage Only
703-690 feet (13 feet)
518 feet

385 cfs

23 cfs

2 - 2.5 MW Francis Units

10 cfs during Chinook
spawning (Aug-Sept)

7 cfs during Coho
spawning (Sept-Oct)

5 cfs for the remainder of
the year



Operating Assumptions

Grant Creek Flow (cfs)
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Operational/Generation Model

 Developed to estimate energy production under
various operational scenarios

» Utilizes composite streamflow record to calculate
daily power production

* Includes instream flow requirements

* Allows powerhouse size and unit configuration to
be varied as well as tunnel and penstock size
optimization



Generation Model Results

 Energy Production :19,500 MW-Hours Annually
(based on Average Daily Flows)

 Plant Factor: 0.45
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Hydrologic Review — Mean Daily Flow
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Hydrologic Review — Conclusions

e Current analysis results were consistent with
previous analyses

e 959 exceedance flow of 15 cfs
e 59 exceedance flow of 580 cfs
e 20% exceedance flow of 387 cfs

* 100-year flood of 3,310 cfs for powerhouse flood
protection
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Grant Creek Biology, Hydrology,
Operations Table

Biology

Stage

Species

January

February

March

April

May

June

July

August

September

Qctober

November

December

Spawning

Chinook

Coho

Sockeye

Dolly Varden

Rainbow

Incubating

Chinook

Coho

Sockeye

Dolly Varden

Rainbow

Juveniles

Chinook

Coho

Sockeye

Dolly Varden

Rainbow

Fry

Chinook

Coho

Sockeye

Dolly Varden

Rainbow

Adult

Dolly Varden

Rainbow

Hydrology

Composite
Strecamflow
Record
(CY 1948-2013)

Maximum Flow

227

116

160

566

2140

1210

1383

1731

1295

570

20% Exceedance

51

41

47

215

512

373

524

480

151

87

Average Flow

43

33

36

146

409

503

444

367

12

73

Median Flow

(cfs)

36

30

3l

127

398

488

422

313

94

59

80% Exceedance

25

21

22

62

290

419

346

215

115

67

2

Minimum Flow

11

102

210

173

65

28

Operations

Typical Unit
Operafion

1MW Unit (75 cfs)

Off

Running

Running

Running

Off

Rumning

Running

Rumning

Off

Off

Off

MW Unit (310 fs)

Running

Off

Off

Running

Running

Running

Running

Running

Running

Running

Running




Grant Creek Instream Flows under
Natural Conditions

January February March April May July Aungust September October November December
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Mitigating Construction Impacts

 Work Execution is set up to protect natural resources.

» First Step is preparation of detailed environmental management plans;
for example:
— SWPPP
— Erosion and Sediment Control
— Bear Safety Program
— Cofferdam and Dewatering
— Vegetation Plans (Construction and Post-Construction)
— Water Quality Monitoring

« Designate Environmental Compliance

Manger (ECM) who is onsite during
construction.

* Full Time Monitoring of Implemented
Plan Measures and BMPs.




