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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Spokane River License Implementation 

ER No: ER Name: 
6107  Spokane River Implementation (PM&E) 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $17,1341 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

Implementation of Protection, Mitigation and Enhancement (PM&E) programs related to the FERC License 
for Project 2545.  Includes  items enforceable by FERC, mandatory  conditioning agencies, and  through 
settlement agreements.                    

 

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 1,007 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84

2017 17,764 168 168 168 168 168 168 168 168 168 168 168 15,914

2018 763 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64
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127 FERC ¶ 61,265 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Before Commissioners:  Jon Wellinghoff, Chairman; 
            Suedeen G. Kelly, Marc Spitzer, 

              and Philip D. Moeller.

Avista Corporation Project Nos. 2545-091
12606-000

ORDER ISSUING NEW LICENSE AND APPROVING ANNUAL CHARGES
FOR USE OF RESERVATION LANDS 

(Issued June 18, 2009) 

INTRODUCTION

1. On July 28, 2005, Avista Corporation (Avista) filed applications for new licenses, 
pursuant to sections 4(e) and 15 of the Federal Power Act (FPA),1 for the continued 
operation and maintenance of five developments comprising the 137.67-megawatt (MW) 
Spokane River Hydroelectric Project (Spokane River Project).  The project is located on 
the Spokane River in Spokane, Lincoln, and Stevens Counties, Washington, and in 
Kootenai and Benewah Counties, Idaho.2  The Spokane River Project occupies about 
6,460 acres of federal and tribal lands, including about 5,996 acres that are part of the 
Coeur d’Alene Reservation.3  On January 29, 2009, after a contested relicensing 

                                             

(continued…)

1 16 U.S.C. §§ 797(e) and 808 (2006). 

2 The five developments comprising the Spokane River Project are operated in a 
coordinated manner as a single unit of development.  Under FPA section 23(b)(1),
16 U.S.C. § 817(1) (2006), the Spokane River Project is required to be licensed because 
of its location on federal lands. 

3 These reservation lands are owned by the United States and held in trust for the 
Coeur d’Alene Indian Tribe.  The Coeur d’Alene Reservation includes the submerged 
lands of the Coeur d’Alene Lake that lie within the present-day boundaries of the 
reservation. See Idaho v. United States, 533 U.S. 262 (2001).  In addition to the Coeur 
d’Alene Reservation lands, which are administered by the U.S. Department of the 
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Project Nos. 2545-091 and 12606-000  - 17 - 

SUMMARY OF LICENSE REQUIREMENTS 

56. As summarized below, this license requires numerous measures to protect and 
enhance fish, wildlife, water quality, recreation, cultural, and aesthetic resources at the 
project.

A.  Minimum Flows

57. To enhance aquatic habitat for the wild rainbow trout population downstream of 
Post Falls dam, the license requires Avista to maintain a minimum discharge of 600 cfs 
from the Post Falls dam from June 7 until the Tuesday following Labor Day each year, 
and reduce the minimum discharge to 500 cfs if the lake level falls below 2,127.75 feet 
during the summer full-pool period.  The contingency for a 500-cfs minimum flow 
release will help ensure that sufficient water is stored in Coeur d’Alene Lake to maintain 
lake elevations for summer recreation, and provide for protection of aquatic habitat for 
rainbow trout in the Spokane River during low-water years. 

58. Avista is required to release 46 cfs from the Post Falls development North 
Channel dam on weekends between the hours of 12:00 noon and 6 p.m. (daily) from 
Memorial Day weekend through Labor Day to enhance the aesthetic quality of the North 
Channel bypassed reach.39

59. The license requires Avista to implement a down-ramping rate of no more than 
four inches per hour downstream of Post Falls dam, and prepare a ramping rate report 
that documents the effects of a four-inch-per-hour down-ramping rate on rainbow trout, 
and the anticipated benefits and costs of implementing a more-restrictive ramping rate. 

60. The license requires Avista to operate the Monroe Street and Upper Falls dams to 
provide minimum flows of 850 cfs from June 16 to September 30 and 1,100 cfs from 
October 1 to March 31 each year.  These minimum flow releases will enhance aquatic 
habitat for rainbow trout and mountain whitefish in the Spokane River.  Avista also must 
conduct an analysis of spawning habitat, spawning success, and rainbow trout population 
response to flow alterations in the Spokane River below Monroe Street and Upper Falls 
dams.  The analysis will assist in the development of rainbow trout spawning flow 
releases at Monroe Street dam from April 1 to June 15. 

                                             
39 The 46-cfs aesthetic flow does not constitute an increase in total releases from 

Post Falls dam, because compliance monitoring for the 600/500-cfs minimum flow would 
occur at a gage located downstream of the confluence of powerhouse (i.e., Middle 
Channel) and North Channel releases. 
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Project Nos. 2545-091 and 12606-000  - 18 - 

61. Avista is required to release a year-round minimum aesthetic flow over the 
Monroe Street dam of 200 cfs between 10:00 a.m. and one-half hour after sunset,  and 
100 cfs between one-half hour after sunset and 10:00 a.m.40

62. Avista is required to release a year-round minimum aesthetic flow through the 
Upper Falls development’s bypassed reach of approximately 500 cfs between 6:00 a.m. 
and one-half hour after sunset and 100 cfs between one-half hour after sunset and 6:00 
a.m.  In addition, Avista is required to develop and implement an Upper Falls aesthetics 
spill plan to evaluate the aesthetic flow release and determine whether modifying the 
North Channel and South Channel at the Upper Falls development will be necessary. 

B.  Water Quality 

63. The license requires Avista to monitor total dissolved gases (TDG) and implement 
control and attainment measures at Post Falls and Long Lake dams.  The license also 
includes a requirement for Avista to develop and implement a TDG attainment plan for 
Nine Mile dam if monitoring indicates that TDG exceeds 110 percent saturation at this 
dam.  Reductions in TDG will improve water quality for aquatic organisms, specifically 
fish species, inhabiting the project area. 

64. The license requires Avista to develop and implement a water temperature 
attainment plan for Lake Spokane.  The plan will include a detailed strategy for 
maintaining water quality for the protection of aquatic resources in Lake Spokane. 

65. The license requires Avista to develop and implement a plan to improve dissolved 
oxygen conditions at Long Lake dam.  Any increases in oxygen levels that are achieved 
through implementation of this plan will improve conditions for aquatic organisms 
inhabiting the lake and areas downstream of the dam. 

66. The license requires Avista to develop and implement a plan for annually 
monitoring water quality of Coeur d’Alene Lake within the Coeur d’Alene Indian 
Reservation.  This monitoring will add to existing water quality data and give the Tribe 
the ability to track water quality parameters over the license term. 

C.  Aquatic Weeds, Erosion, and Sediment Control 

67. Avista is required to develop and implement sediment management plans for 
Monroe Street dam, Nine Mile reservoir, and Lake Spokane.  Implementation of the plans 
will reduce sedimentation and enhance fish and wildlife habitat in project waters. 

                                             
40 Aesthetic flow releases at Monroe Street dam would contribute to the 

850/1,100-cfs minimum flow requirement. 
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Project Nos. 2545-091 and 12606-000  - 19 - 

68. Avista must develop and implement a Lake Spokane aquatic weed management 
program.  The program will include monitoring for noxious aquatic weeds, implementing 
weed treatment actions, and implementing periodic lake drawdown during the winter to 
control the proliferation of aquatic weeds in Lake Spokane.  Avista must also monitor 
Nine Mile reservoir for the presence of aquatic weeds.  If aquatic weeds are detected 
within Nine Mile reservoir, Avista will develop monitoring and control actions within 
one year of aquatic weed detection. 

69. Avista is required to implement aquatic weed management programs at Coeur 
d’Alene Lake, both within and outside of the boundary of the Coeur d’Alene Indian 
Reservation.  The programs will provide for education, monitoring, and control of 
noxious aquatic weeds in project-affected waters of Coeur d’Alene Lake. 

70. The license requires Avista to control erosion on sites within the St. Joe River or 
Coeur d’Alene Lake equivalent to 50 percent of the total linear feet of all erosion sites on 
the St. Joe River within the Coeur d’Alene Indian Reservation.  The license also requires 
Avista to develop a water quality improvement and erosion control plan that identifies 
and prioritizes actions to protect and improve water quality and beneficial uses associated 
with the waters of the Post Falls development. 

D.  Fisheries and Recreation 

71. The license requires Avista to enhance recreational fishing opportunities by 
annually stocking rainbow trout in Upper Falls reservoir, Nine Mile reservoir, and Lake 
Spokane.  The Upper Falls and Nine Mile reservoir stocking programs will be a 
continuation of successful programs implemented under the previous license.  The Lake 
Spokane stocking program will be a new requirement of this license.  To ensure the 
effectiveness of the new stocking program at Lake Spokane, Avista will be required to 
develop and implement a fishery enhancement and creel survey plan.  The creel surveys 
will determine whether the new stocking program at Lake Spokane is successful at 
creating a viable put-and-take recreational fishery for rainbow trout. 

72. Avista is required to develop and implement a fisheries public education and 
outreach program at the Upper Falls, Monroe Street, Nine Mile, and Long Lake 
developments.  The program will focus on educating the public about fisheries protection 
and enhancement measures implemented at the developments, and actions that can be 
taken by the public to minimize their impacts on native fish and sensitive aquatic 
habitats.

73. The license requires Avista to protect recreation resources at Coeur d’Alene Lake 
by maintaining the lake level at summer full-pool elevation of 2,128 feet from as early as 
practicable each year until the Tuesday after Labor Day, and release spring flows to 
protect spawning and emerging rainbow trout downstream of Post Falls dam. 
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Project Nos. 2545-091 and 12606-000  - 20 - 

74. To ensure protection of federally listed bull trout and its designated critical habitat, 
Avista is required to implement its proposed non-native predator fish removal program.  
The program will consist of a three-year study of bull trout predation by non-native fish 
in Coeur d’Alene Lake and the lower St. Joe River, and, if predation is documented, 
implement measures to reduce the potential for non-native fish predation on bull trout. 

75. The license requires Avista to develop and implement a fishery protection and 
enhancement plan for native Westslope cutthroat trout and bull trout.  The plan will 
include provisions for conducting fish population assessment and monitoring activities, 
and implementing enhancement actions and a fisheries public education and outreach 
program specific to Westslope cutthroat trout and bull trout in the Coeur d’Alene Lake 
basin.

76. The license requires Avista to conduct a three-year assessment of fish populations 
in an almost five-mile-long stretch of the Spokane River between Upper Falls dam and 
the City of Spokane’s Upriver dam.41  The assessment will improve management of 
recreational fishing and provide information on the effects to the Spokane River fishery 
from operational changes under the new license. 

77. Avista is required to develop and implement a recreation plan for the Spokane 
River developments that would enhance existing, and develop new, project recreation 
facilities.

78. Avista is required to develop and implement a recreation plan for the Post Falls 
development that would enhance existing, and develop new, project recreation facilities.
The license also requires Avista as part of the recreation plan to conduct an assessment at 
the proposed Trailer Park Wave Access Site, located immediately downstream from Post 
Falls dam, to determine the feasibility of developing the site for public access; and, if the 
site is not feasible, identify an alternative public access site.  Additionally, to the extent 
that flow releases do not cause the licensee to violate Condition No. I (Lake Levels and 
Discharge Flows) of the Idaho water quality certification, Avista is required to release 
flows for whitewater boating ranging from a minimum flow of 3,300 cubic feet per 
second (cfs) to a maximum flow of 5,500 cfs from Post Falls dam into the Spokane 
River.42  Because the recreation plan requires lands at Q’emiln Park and the Trailer Park 
Wave Access Site to be added to the project boundary, Avista is required to revise and 
refile its Exhibit G drawings, as discussed later in this order. 

                                             
41 See n. 13, supra.

42 The timing of the flows will be determined by the Trailer Park Wave Access 
Site assessment required under Article 416. 
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E.  Other Measures

79. To protect bald eagles at the project, the license requires Avista to prepare and 
implement a bald eagle management plan.  The plan will include measures for surveying, 
monitoring, and protecting bald eagles.  In addition, Avista must develop and implement 
a plan for the Spokane River Project that would provide for an education and interpretive 
program for bald eagles. 

80. Avista will be required to develop and implement a transmission line management 
plan.  The plan will help minimize raptor injuries and mortality, and will include 
provisions for non-chemical vegetation management in the transmission line corridor. 

81. The license requires Avista to develop and implement a Coeur d’Alene Indian 
Reservation wetland and riparian habitat plan and to restore or replace at least 1,368 acres 
of wetlands within or adjacent to the Coeur d’Alene Indian Reservation.  The license also 
requires Avista to acquire, restore, and/or enhance a minimum of about 43 acres of 
wetlands in the Spokane River downstream of Nine Mile dam. 

82. The license also requires Avista to develop and implement a land use management 
plan for the Spokane River Project to protect the scenic quality of the Spokane River and 
Coeur d’Alene Lake and reflect modifications to the project boundary. 

83. Through this license, and pursuant to the programmatic agreements executed by 
the Commission, Washington State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Idaho SHPO, 
and the Coeur d’Alene Tribe, Avista will file for Commission approval separate historic 
properties management plans for the Spokane River (Upper Falls, Monroe Street, Nine 
Mile, and Long Lake) and Post Falls developments, respectively.  In addition, Avista will 
file for Commission approval an Initial Cultural Resources Response Program and a 
Cultural Resources Management Plan pertaining to lands within the Coeur d’Alene 
Indian Reservation.   

WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION 

84. Under section 401(a)(1) of the Clean Water Act (CWA),43 the Commission may 
not issue a license for a hydroelectric project that authorizes any activity that may result 
in a discharge from the project unless the state certifying agency has either issued water 
quality certification for the project or has waived certification by failing to act on a 
request for certification within a reasonable period of time, not to exceed one year.  

                                             
43 33 U.S.C. § 1341(a)(1) (2006). 
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Kettle Falls Stator Rewind 

ER No: ER Name: 
4172 Kettle Falls Stator Rewind 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $7,9301 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

The Kettle Falls generator is 32 years old and is at the end of its expected life.  The stator can be rewound 
on  its scheduled basis during the spring outage of 2016  instead of running  it until  it fails.   This project 
consists of monitoring  the existing machine, developing  rewind  contract, manufacturing  replacement 
coils, disassembly, coil removal, new coil installation, reassembly, startup, testing and commissioning.  The 
consequences of a stator failure include an unscheduled outage with lost generation, loss of renewable 
energy credits, long term interruption of fuel supply, collateral damage to the core and hydrogen cooling 
with resulting safety hazards.         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2017 7,930 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7,930 0 0 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Peaking Generation 

ER No: ER Name: 
4150 Peaking Generation 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $1,5001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

This program covers the capital maintenance expenditures required to keep the natural gas‐fired peaking 
units operating at or above their current performance levels.  The program will focus on maximizing the 
ability of these units to start and run when demanded (starting reliability).  These plants include Boulder 
Park, Rathdrum CT, and the Northeast CT.             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 500 0 0 0 0 0 0 500 0 0 0 0 0

2017 500 0 0 0 0 0 0 500 0 0 0 0 0

2018 500 0 0 0 0 0 0 500 0 0 0 0 0
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Location Project Name 2016 2017 2018

Rathdrum CT

Install Station 

Service Isolation 

Disconnects

$0.00  $0.00  $236,000.00 Eliminated from project list

Boulder Park 

GS

Gas Regulating 

Unit Upgrade 

(All Units)

$0.00  $70,000.00  $150,000.00 

The gas regulating units have been causing issues with start reliability and availability for years.  Replacement of the GRU’s 

would increase start reliability.  Many attempts have been made to calibrate the control loop to correct the issues but have 

not been successful.   If nothing is done, start reliability will continue to decrease causing Avista to miss out on generated 

MWh’s and wear and tear on the machines.  Customer related benefits would relate to the reliability of equipment.  

Northeast CT

Install new 

fence for 

substation area

$0.00  $0.00  $69,293.00 

It is common practice to have the substation fenced off separate from the generating site to designate an increase in hazards 

and overall security.  When Northeast CT when it was built, this was not done, potentially due to the condensed layout of 

the site.  This is still a hazardous location and the plan is to install this fence to correct this deficiency and increase security.  

There are no other alternatives.  If there were not done, the hazards would continue to be in an elevated state.  In addition, 

there is increasing activity through the plant site by personnel not familiar with the generation equipment. 

Rathdrum CT

Install New fast 

start software ‐ 

Unit #2

$0.00  $230,000.00  $0.00 

(This project is currently being evaluated to be executed as a standalone project and not part of ER 4150)  The current control 

system allows for fast start capability but requires one unit to be started at a time for emission compliance which effectively 

only gives us one unit for reserves.  Upgrading the fast start system would provide us with both units for reserve 

calculations.  Alternative vendors have been investigated.  If nothing was done, we would continue to operate with only one 

unit in fast start mode.   Having additional reserves means that when the market conditions require it, we have more 

available which means we can either sell additional power or not have to buy additional power.  The limitation on fast start 

capability in the current control system is for emission compliant reasons.  This improvement will keep us emission 

compliant through startup.  

Rathdrum CT
Replace Plant 

PLC ‐ Unit #1
$0.00  $100,000.00  $0.00 

The existing PLCs are over 20 years old and have been obsolete.  Replacing these PLCs will improve the communication and 

monitoring capabilities and will maintain the effectiveness of the plant PLC system.  No alternatives available.  If nothing 

were to be done, we would continue to have communication and monitoring limitations and the equipment would continue 

to get more and more obsolete.  Troubleshooting and component replacement would become impossible.  Customer related 

benefits would be reliable generation assets.  

Rathdrum CT
Replace plant 

PLC ‐ Unit #2
$0.00  $100,000.00  $0.00 Same as Unit 1 above.  

Rathdrum CT

Install New Fast‐

start software ‐ 

Unit #1

$365,000.00  $0.00  $0.00 Same as Unit 2 above. 

Boulder Park 

GS

Emission PLC 

upgrade
$95,000.00  $0.00  $0.00 

With the current emissions PLC’s, the plants has no control of urea flow.  What that means is that all adjustments are manual 

leading to wasted usage.  If urea flow were to be automated, the usage rate would be optimized.  Also, we currently have no 

plc visibility for troubleshooting because the equipment manufacturer locked it down and did not allow access.  PLCs are also 

getting older and becoming obsolete.  Due to lack of network communication, manual logs are required which means we 

have no automated digital recording taking place.  This leads to emissions compliance being dependent on manual logs 

which is not ideal.  No alternatives available.  If nothing were to be done, we would continue to have no communication 

ability and the Urea flow adjustments would continue to be manual.  

Boulder Park 

GS

Oil Mist 

Separator 

Replacement

$50,000.00  $0.00  $0.00 

The equipment originally installed with the plant has been ineffectively scrubbing oil out of the crankcase vent line.  This 

causes small amounts of oil vapor and residue to be emitted to the surrounding environment.  This project changes the 

filtration from static filtration to powered filtration that is much more effective and will essentially eliminate the oil residue 

being emitted.  Multiple equipment manufacturers were considered.  Doing nothing would leave the filtration as is and the 

emission of oil residue would continue.
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Colstrip Thermal Capital 

ER No: ER Name: 
4116 Colstrip Capital Additions 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $29,7591 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

This program is for ongoing capital expenditures associated with normal outage activities on Units 3 & 4 
at Colstrip.  Every 2 out of 3 years we have outages at Colstrip with higher capital program activities.  For 
non‐outage years, the program activities are reduced.  Avista votes its 15% share of Unit's 3 & 4 and its 
approximate 10% share of common facilities to approve or disapprove of the budget proposed by PPLM 
on behalf of all the owners.  Individual projects are reviewed for appropriate rates of return and necessity.  
                   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 12,292 1,024 1,024 1,024 1,024 1,024 1,024 1,024 1,024 1,024 1,024 1,024 1,024

2017 12,432 1,036 1,036 1,036 1,036 1,036 1,036 1,036 1,036 1,036 1,036 1,036 1,036

2018 5,035 420 420 420 420 420 420 420 420 420 420 420 420
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Cabinet Gorge Automation Replacement 

ER No: ER Name: 
4163 CG HED Automation Replacement 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $2,3421 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

This project is to replace the unit and station service control equipment with a system compatible with 
our  current  standards.    The  Bailey  Net  90  equipment  that  is  installed  currently  is  obsolete  in  that 
replacement of the system can only be done through secondary and salvage markets.   In addition, the 
current system does not provide enough inputs and outputs that allow us to implement our standard unit 
control and monitoring schemes.  This work will replace the existing panel and control systems with a new 
system.  The scope of work has been expanded to include replacement governors, voltage regulators, and 
protective relays.         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2017 2,342 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,342

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Cabinet Gorge Unit 1 Refurbishment 

ER No: ER Name: 
4161 CG HED U#1 Refurbishment 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $01 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

This is the Capital portion of a major overhaul project planned for Cabinet Gorge Unit 1.  The runner hub 
has  significant  issues, and will need  to be upgraded  to allow  for  frequent  cycling with  integration of 
intermittent resources.  The present AVR is relatively slow response due to its hybrid design.  It also has 
no limiters for generator protection.  A new system will improve both of these.  The machine monitoring 
is to allow for better analysis of machine condition for this critical unit. New protective relays are to be 
installed and new controls will be integrated with the project to replace the failing Bailey NET90 system.  
Rehab of this unit will also allow flexibility around minimum flow for fish habitat.       
   

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 14,702 0 0 14,702 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Impact	Assessment	–		
Replacement	of	Cabinet	Gorge	Unit	1	
Turbine,	Generator	and	Controls	
 
Participants:	Tim	Carlberg	&	Steve	Wenke	
Due	Date:	10/19/12	
 
Risk	Score 	5	out 	of	5 	with	5	being	high	(Financial 	Impacts	of	loss	of	Unit)	
 
Compliment	Impact	–	This	project	will	redirect	labor	from	expense	to	
capital. 		There	will	be 	labor	scheduling	issues	as	this	corresponds	with	work	
going 	on	at	Little	Falls	as	well.	
 
Turbine Issues 

1. We currently have significant operating problems with the Kaplan operator on Unit 1.   
2. The problem is the blades stick in a flat position when the unit is at minimum flow.  When we call 

to increase the turbine output, the wicket gates open to allow more water into the turbine, but the 
blades to not increase in steepness.  This creates forces on the blades that damage the runner 
due to increased forces on the blade trunion (the part where the blade attaches to the hub).  

3. We need to manually position the runner blades with a detailed operating procedure.  This should 
be automatic.  This operation occurs at least twice a day for 10 months of the year. 

4. This is the company’s only Blackstart resource and is considered a critical asset under NERC 
criteria.  In part, this is selected as the Blackstart resource because of the Kaplan operation 
benefits during an isolated system condition. 

5. Cabinet Unit 1 is the only unit that can adequately pass the minimum flow through the project 
without creating water quality concerns (TDG). 

6. Even without the sticking problem on the blades described above, the runner that was procured 
nearly 20 years ago was not specifically designed for this type of operation.  If repaired, we would 
not likely see a sustained trouble free performance due to the design of the current runner.  A 
new runner is necessary.  

7. We have been dealing with this problem for more than 15 years and have attempted multiple 
fixes to address this operating issue but none have worked. 

8. We have increased governor operating pressure, replaced the governor, refurbished the oil head, 
and maintained the hydraulic systems, changed timing on the hydraulic system, and others to 
address the operating problem. 

9. With the changes in the energy supply system due to the addition of intermittent resources 
(primarily wind), Avista relies more on its own resources to follow the load.  Because of the 
problems on Cabinet Unit 1, we are unable to utilize the plant for this purpose.  This requires we 
use Coyote Springs which is a much more expensive option.  The operation necessary for this 
requires the Kaplan runner to operate smoothly over its entire range of output.  This is from flows 
form 3000 cfs to 9000 cfs. 

10. The financial impact of this “regulating” operation has been performed by the Power Supply group 
and shows the benefits derived. [I don’t have those results as I write this assessment, but will 
provide the results and supplement this document – SEW]  
 

  

Section 1
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 32



 
Generator Issues: 

1. The generator was rewound with “hard coils” as part of the overhaul completed in 1994.    
2. To maintain the generator, a periodic “re-wedge” is necessary to assure the coil remain tight in 

the stator slots so they are not damaged by normal operation. 
3. The generator is seven years overdue for this maintenance. 
4. Generator inspections have identified a number of loose wedges that need to be replaced. 
5. The generator is exhibiting signs of excessive electrical discharge activity (electrical sparking 

within the insulation layers). 
6. Ozone levels (due to the discharge activity of the sparks breaking down air resulting in ozone) 

have risen to where they are detectable in the plant at times.  This can be an air quality issue for 
the station operators. 

7. A 2011 study is attached here. 
8. When the overhaul was done in 1994, the field poles on the generator were not upgraded as a 

cost savings.  This has resulted in these operating at a higher than desired level for the past 20 
years.  They need to be re-insulated to assure long term reliability. 

 
Other Issues: 

1. The turbine discharge ring area has exhibited excessive wear and cavitation and needs to be 
repaired or replaced.  This will be replaced as part of the work to replace the turbine runner. 

2. We also have problems with the current unit control system.  The technology is 28 years old and 
no longer supported (Bailey Net 90 system).  The limitations of this system do not allow us to 
monitor Cabinet as we have capabilities on other stations.  We have plans to replace this system 
and this project would be the first phase of that effort.  (Cabinet control replacement project) 

3. The existing generator Voltage Regulator is partially functional in that it has no upper limitation to 
prevent generator damage (we must rely on relay operation to trip the unit). 

4. The commutator or the rotating exciter has had major problems with arcing and has resulted in a 
lot of maintenance expense to fixe and try to correct this problem.  We continue to see striping on 
this component of the generator.   

5. The present system is a “hybrid” system which retains the rotating exciter which does not perform 
as expected in the current NERC regulatory environment. 

6. We have invested in generator monitoring systems for vibration and discharge activity which are 
no longer functioning and need replaced. 

7. The protective relays need to be upgraded to current practices and to accommodate Blackstart 
operations. 
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Date:  August 5, 2011 
 
To:  File 
 
From:  Steve Wenke 
 
Subject: Cabinet Gorge HED 

Unit 1 Re-Wedge Considerations 
  
Recommendation:   
 
Based on the information and data collected, we can reasonably defer a re-wedge of Cabinet Unit 1 for 
another year or two.  This is based on assessing the number of loose wedges that are presently an issue 
on the generator as well as consideration of a number of other factors.  While the data shows we are not 
in a critical point in the life of the generator, failure to re-wedge the generator in a year or two will have a 
more adverse impact on the service life of the unit. 
 
Background: 
 
Due to budget constraints, we are again facing a decision to delay the re-wedge of Unit 1.  The purpose 
of this discussion is to provide some context of the consequences in delaying a generator re-wedge.  This 
document summarizes various reports and studies to ascertain the status of the generator and the 
urgency to rewind the generator or not. 
 
Unit Operation: 
 
Cabinet Unit 1 is a Kaplan turbine runner and this unit is runs much of the calendar year in order for 
Avista to comply with the minimum flows required from the plant.  Operating other units at these low flows 
causes runner performance and maintenance issues.  Consequently the generator on Unit 1 has an 
availability of 97.36% since 1997.  (1997 is the limit of my data). The unit is cycled frequently to allow for 
this minimum flow operation and consequently, the generator on Unit 1 sees frequent temperature 
cycling, which experience has shown is harder duty than a unit that is run at base load. 
 
Generator Winding System and Vulnerability 
A generator winding consists to two primary elements.  These are the generator winding and the wedge 
system.  Both of these systems are engineered to work together to achieve a generator performance and 
reliability. 
 
 The winding insulation system is designed to achieve the maximum generator capability (maximize the 
amount of copper) within a given slot area.  Consequently, the winding system is a highly engineered 
system that relies on precision application of high quality materials   
 
The generator wedge system is required for two primary purposes.  One is provide enough restraint to the 
generator winding to hold it within the generator slot in the event of a severe fault.  The second is to 
secure the winding in place during normal operation to prevent the winding from moving or vibrating, and 
compromising the winding insulation system. 
 
Properly installed wedges secure the generator winding so that it is held tight against the laminations that 
make up the stator core.  A loose winding will vibrate against the laminations during operation.  This has 
the effect of “sanding” the winding insulation layer, removing a finite amount of insulation material. 
 
Specifically, in the case of the Cabinet Gorge windings, the insulation thickness is only: 

0.145 in thick for the 13.8 kV /√3 = 7,964 Volts. 
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The insulation design stress is 55.1 V/mil1.  Given this data, you can calculate that the insulation is rated 
at: 

 
0.145 in X 1000 mil/in X 55.1 V/mil = 7,989 Volts. 

 
You can see that the margin of the design against the machine rating is 7,989 / 7,964 = 3.1%.  There is 
very little design margin in the winding. 
 
To contrast this, if vibration due to loose wedges caused just 1/2 mil (0.0005 in) of loss in winding 
insulation material, the voltage rating of the winding would be decreased to: 

0.1445 in X 1000 mil/in X 55.1 V/mil = 7,962 Volts. 
This is below the 7964 rating of the winding.  Because it is only at the end of the generator winding that 
you actually see the full voltage, the location of where any insulation material is being lost is crucial to if a 
winding fails or not. 
 
Wedge Tightness Field Investigation 2010 
 
Specifically for Cabinet Gorge, wedge looseness was investigated during an outage in 2010.  The results 
of this testing clearly demonstrated that the wedging system has gotten loose over the past 17 to 18 
years2.  The chart below shows the relative results. 
 

 
Figure 1 

Cabinet Gorge Unit 1 Wedge Tightness Comparison 
 
It is clear from this chart that the wedges have been consistently loosening over the course of time.  The 
horizontal scale is in mils of tightness as measured through pin-holes on the wedging system.  While the 
gap continues to grow, we are not at a critical stage yet.  It is estimated that 6% of the wedges are 
beyond manufacturer’s tolerance levels.  The manufacturers recommendations are that a re-wedge 
should be performed with 25% of the wedges are beyond manufacturer tolerance. 

                                                      
1 Source – Cabinet Gorge Rewind Proposal from Siemens-Westinghouse.  Rewind Evaluation Sheet.  
Q:\G&P Files\Capital Projects\#Cabinet Gorge HED\Cabinet Gorge Unit 3\Rewind Documents\Rewind 
Evaluation.xls 
2 Cabinet Gorge Unit 1 was placed in service in spring of 1994.  The winding was manufactured and 
installed in 1993.   
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Risk Assessment 
 
Based on the discussion above, I asked the Asset Management group to run analysis on the Cabinet 
Generator winding to help understand the consequences of the loose wedge condition. 
 
Using Avista’s experience data, the asset management model projects that we would be facing a 
generator rewind (and core replacement) at age 28 years, or in 2022.   Due to the vibration we are 
experiencing, we made an assumption that the loose wedges have increased the risk of failure by 10%.  
With this slight change in risk of failure, the model shows that we should rewind the generator in 26 years.  
Two years earlier than we would otherwise do.  We can assume an $8,000,000 cost to rewind the 
generator, based on the recent Noxon rewinds.  If we you determine the present value of an $8M 
expenditure in eight years, and subtract it from the present value of $8M in 10 years, the actual risk cost 
we are facing is about $400,000 in direct costs3.  Of more consequence would be any type of lost 
opportunity costs due to an unplanned outage and the replacement power required. 
 
The $257,000 estimate to rewedge the unit is clearly warranted when based on a simple two year life 
extension possibility.  When an economic optimization is done, this type of study suggests that a re-
wedge on a unit like Cabinet Unit 1 should be performed anytime after the winding is six years old. 
 
Partial Discharge Analysis 
 
Finally, an assessment was made using the Partial Discharge couplers installed on the Cabinet Unit 1 
generator.  Typically, when wedges become loose, the partial discharge activity on a generator winding 
tends to increase.  Based on the amount of increase, estimates can be made as to the extent of the 
looseness of the stator winding within the slot.  (The actual looseness can be attributed to several 
mechanisms - the most common is loose wedges.) 
Avista contracted with IRIS to perform this test.  IRIS connected their PD-IV test equipment on the 
couplers installed on Unit 1.  Unfortunately, the A phase and B phase couplers were not working so we 
were only able to get data from the C phase.  IRIS completed their report on using the data that was 
captured and concluded that there was no abnormal data to indicate any particular winding issue that 
needed attention. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Without question, the life of a generator that is used as much as Cabinet Unit 1 would be maximized by 
properly maintaining the machine in terms of frequent visual and mechanical inspections, keeping the 
generator clean from oils and other debris, and making sure all of the wedges are installed and working 
properly. 
While the field testing data is clear that the wedges have become loose over the course 
of time, the other information presented here indicates that we have not reached a 
critical juncture yet.  It needs to be kept in mind that the other information used here is 
based on analytical tools and limited field data. 
 
Based on the information collected and the analysis above, we should be able to defer a 
generator re-wedge for another year or two with a minimal risk of winding failure.  That 
being said, it is clear that our overall interests are clearly best served by investing the 
relatively modest amount of maintenance funds to re-wedge the unit. 
 
Attachments: 

                                                      
3 Assumes a present value of $8,000,000 for the rewind, discounted at 4% for 8 years = $5.84M against 
$8,000,000 for the rewind discounted at 4% for 10 years = $5.40M = $440,000.  The 4% is the assumed 
escalation we might see due to copper commodity prices and general escalation. 
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1. IRIS Partial Discharge Test Report 
2. IRIS Interpretation of PD Results 
3. Cabinet Gorge HED – Unit 1 Stator Tapping Results  October 4, 2010 
4. Cabinet Gorge Rewind Proposal from Siemens-Westinghouse.  Rewind Evaluation Sheet 
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Post Fall South Channel Replacement 

ER No: ER Name: 
4162 PF S Channel Gate Replacement 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $01 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

Avista had planned to maintain the south channel gates to comply with FERC Dam Safety directives.  When 
a  pre‐construction  underwater  investigation was  done,  it was  discovered  that  the  condition  of  the 
concrete structure was very poor and would not handle the planned work.  This has resulted in an effort 
to evaluate options.  This item includes an engineering investigation into options and project estimates.  
It  is anticipated that much of the existing concrete structure will be removed and replaced with a new 
concrete structure, new gates and hoist systems to automate the operation.         

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 14,092 0 13,313 0 779 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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1

1.0   Introduction 

1.1 Purpose of Report 

In November 2012, Avista Corporation (Avista) entered into a contract with AECOM Technical 
Services, Inc. (AECOM) to evaluate alternatives and proceed with final design for the replacement of 
the spillway gates and actuators and the repair of the concrete dam at the South Channel of the Post 
Falls Hydroelectric Development (HED) (Federal Energy Regulatory Commission [FERC] Project No. 
2545-05). 

The purpose of this report is to present the operational and permitting requirements that have been 
established through analysis and discussion with Avista operations and engineering staff and to 
present the evaluation of gate and actuator alternatives and concrete repair alternatives to provide a 
basis for selecting a final alternative to proceed with final design. 

1.2 Historical Background 

The Post Falls HED is located on the Spokane River approximately nine miles downstream of Lake 
Coeur d’Alene in Post Falls, Idaho. Construction of the project was originally completed in 1906. The 
dams in all three channels and the hydroelectric plant were originally developed by Frederick Post 
between 1904 and 1906. The Washington Water Power Company, now Avista, acquired the 
development in 1906. 

When originally completed, the Post Falls HED included the existing three dams across the river 
channels and a powerhouse integrated into the Middle Channel Dam. The original powerhouse 
contained three 2.25-megawatt (MW) Francis turbines for a total installed capacity of 6.75 MW. A 
fourth unit was installed in 1906 and a fifth in 1908; increasing the capacity another 4.5 MW. In 1942, 
modifications were made to the development that allowed for a 1.5-foot increase in the forebay water 
surface elevation. In 1980, the Washington Water Power Company added a sixth unit of 3.5 MW to 
Post Falls HED, bringing the total installed capacity to the current 14.75 MW (FERC Application, 
2005). 

1.3 Project Description 

The North Channel Dam includes a 431-foot-long gated spillway with a crest elevation of 2114 feet 
and a capacity of 34,740 cubic feet per second (cfs) at water surface elevation 2128 feet. The spillway 
gates consist of a motor-operated 100-foot-wide by 14-foot-high rolling sector gate and eight motor-
operated 12-foot-high tainter gates, seven of which are 21 feet wide and one of which is 12 feet wide. 

The Middle Channel Dam is a 215-foot-long, 64-foot-high concrete gravity dam. The powerhouse is 
integrated into the dam. The dam crest elevation is at 2133 feet. The Middle Channel Dam includes 
six 56-foot-long, 11.25-foot-diameter riveted steel penstocks and an integral 6-unit powerhouse. The 
total hydraulic capacity of the powerhouse is 5,400 cfs. There are six double horizontal Francis 
turbine-generator units in the powerhouse numbered 1 through 6 from river-right to left. Unit Nos. 1 
through 5 have a hydraulic capacity of 850 cfs and produce 2.25 MW each. Unit No. 6 was installed in 
1980 with a higher capacity of 1150 cfs and produces 3.5 MW. 

Section 1
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 49



AECOM 

Post Falls South Channel – Basis of Design Report April 2013

2

The Post Falls Powerhouse intake system originally consisted of six timber vertical gates with steel 
frame support racks that were lifted by means of rack and pinions. The original gate timbers were 
replaced around 1969. The timber gates and steel frame support racks were replaced in 2012 and 
2013 with vertical fixed-wheel gates. These gates are now actuated by individual electric wire-rope 
hoists. Substantial completion of the installation of the new gates occurred in January 2013. 

The South Channel Dam, which is the focus of this project, is a 130-foot-long, 37-foot-high concrete 
gravity dam. The top of the dam is approximately at elevation 2135 feet. The dam includes a 76-foot-
long gated spillway section as well as a 40-foot-long overflow section with a crest elevation of 
approximately 2128.5 feet and a stated capacity of 3,030 cfs (additional discussion on the spillway 
capacity of the South Channel is provided in Section 2.1 of this report). Additionally, there is a 
concrete gravity section on the north side of the dam that is 14 feet long and has a crest elevation of 
approximately 2135 feet. The mule house building is located on this section.  

The spillway gates consist of six locally operated 8-foot-wide by 15-foot-high steel vertical sluice 
gates. The gates are operated by a rack and pinion system similar to the old gates at the Middle 
Channel. The rack and pinion are operated by a single mule that is housed in a small building on the 
north side of the dam and travels on two rails to enter into position to operate each gate. Drawings of 
the South Channel Dam are provided in Appendix A of this report. 

The Post Falls HED impounds the uppermost nine miles of the Spokane River between the Lake 
Coeur d’Alene outlet and the dams, and it influences the water levels in the 23-mile-long Lake Coeur 
d’Alene and portions of the St. Joe, St. Maries, and Coeur d’Alene rivers. The summer normal full-pool
elevation is 2128 feet. The impoundment has a surface area of 40,402 acres, a maximum depth of 
209 feet, and a usable storage volume of 223,100 acre-feet, based on an operating range of 9 feet at 
the dams and 7.5 feet in the lake (FERC Application, 2005). 

1.4 Project Objectives 

The objective of the Post Falls South Channel project is to evaluate alternatives for replacement of the 
gates, actuators, and concrete repair. Once an alternative is selected, the spillway gate assembly, 
actuator, control system, and concrete repairs will be designed and put out to bid in two separate 
packages; one for manufacture of the gates, guiding and embedded parts, and actuators; and the 
other for construction and installation of the gate assembly and concrete repairs. The installation of 
the new gate system and repairs to the concrete are estimated to be completed by the end of 2014. 

1.5 Field Observations 

On Wednesday, November 7, 2012, AECOM staff (Patrick Willis, Rick Dulin, and Mark Graeser) 
visited the project site as part of the kick-off meeting for the project. The following is a brief summary 
of observations made during the site visit. Additional discussion on these items is provided throughout 
the remainder of the report. 

Parking Area

The parking area at the entrance to the path to the South Channel was identified as a potential 
contractor staging and laydown area. This would need to be coordinated with the staff at Q’emiln Park 
and the City of Post Falls. 
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Replace Cabinet Gorge Gantry Crane 

ER No: ER Name: 
4178 CG HED – Gantry Crane Replacement 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $3,5001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

The gantry crane at Cabinet Gorge  is original equipment and  is now more than 70 years old.   This  is a 
critical  asset  needed  to  function  without  problems  in  order  to  service  the  powerhouse.   We  have 
experienced problems with this unit, as recently as last year during the Cabinet Gorge Unit 1 project.  The 
controls are antiquated and have had problems.  The integrity of the condition of the crane, the state of 
the controls, and the inability to directly pick the Unit 1 rotor, the GSU's and to manage the tailgates make 
replacing the crane with a modern and fully functioning crane a needed item.       
       

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2017 3,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,500 0 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Kettle Falls CT Control Upgrade 

ER No: ER Name: 
4177  KF CT Control Upgrade 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $6671 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

This project will replace the Solar Combustion Turbine HMI software and hardware, upgrade PLC controls 
platform, and Fire Protection system at Avista's Kettle Falls Generating Station.  The current controls are 
outmoded, with spare parts and software support no longer available.           

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2017 667 0 0 0 0 0 0 667 0 0 0 0 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Facility 

Name
Project Name

Budget 

Year
Cost Project Description  Drivers Alternatives Risks Benefits

Continue to operate on 

the current system and 

do not upgrade.

Increased down time on the Combustion Turbine 

if the systems are not upgraded.  Risk of the fire 

system not responding in case of an emergency.  

The last annual maintenance in 2015 from Solar 

the technicians had extreme difficulty 

performing work and interfacing with our 

outdated controls.   

Reliability
Kettle 

Falls CT

CT Controls 

Upgrade 
2017  $       715,000 

Upgrade the Solar Taurus 70 

Turbine TT4000 HMI software 

and hardware.  Upgrade the 

controls to the newest offered 

turbine controls PLC platform 

which Includes PLC processor 

and compatible IO modules.  

Replace the fire protection 

System.   

The HMI is currently running on a Windows 2000 software 

which is not supported.  We do not have access to Windows 

2000 machines through ET.  The Allen Bradley PLC5 

ControlNet1.25 is no longer supported by Solar.  The fire 

protection system is no longer supported and has cause a 

number of forced outages over recent years due to device 

failures.
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Kettle Falls Reverse Osmosis  

ER No: ER Name: 
4175  KFGS Reverse Osmosis System 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $4,7501 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

Kettle Falls GS needs a long term solution to achieve environmental permit compliance, improve the well 
water  supply  chemistry  and  replace  an  aging  demineralization  system.  Currently,  several  short  term 
solutions have been employed with increasing and unsustainable operation costs. This project will design 
and install a new water treatment system at Kettle Falls.            
   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
.  

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 4,750 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,750 0 0 0

2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Nine Mile Rehab Program 

ER No: ER Name: 
4140  Nine Mile Redevelopment 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $25,7591 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

This program is to rehabilitate and modernize the 4 unit Nine Mile HED.  This program includes projects 
to replace Units 1 and 2 which are more than 100 years old and are past their useful life.  In addition, a 
new  warehouse  will  be  constructed,  new  tail  race  gate  system  will  be  added,  new  grounding  and 
communications will be added, a barge  landing will be added, a cottage will be removed and another 
remodeled,  a  new  panel  room will  be  added, Units  3 &  4 will  be  overhauled  and modernized,  the 
powerhouse will be restored, a new access gates and controls will be added and other improvements will 
be made.             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 73,193 249 249 249 249 249 249 62,842 1,014 659 6,483 361 338

2017 3,814 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,814

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Acronym List 

FERC Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
HED Hydroelectric Development
HMI Hydro Modernization Initiative
IRP Integrated Resource Plan
MW Megawatt
REC Renewable Energy Credit
RPS Renewable Portfolio Standard
SRA Spokane River Assessment
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Executive Summary 

In 2011, plans to address ongoing maintenance and operational issues at the Nine Mile Hydroelectric 
Development (HED) by replacing the Units 1 and 2 turbines were complicated by unexpected failures of 
the newer vintage turbine in Unit 4.  This prompted Avista to initiate a review of the Nine Mile HED to 
determine the best course of action. Encouraged by initial economic findings at Nine Mile, Avista staff 
also decided it was prudent to conduct a broader assessment of the entire Spokane River Project1  to 
determine if upgrading Nine Mile was the best Spokane River investment or if other Spokane River 
upgrades could provide comparable or better value to Avista’s stakeholders.  This broader evaluation 
led to the Spokane River Assessment (SRA).  The SRA evaluated current conditions of the Spokane 
River Project and potential improvements.

The SRA was performed in three phases by a cross functional Project Team.  A phased approach was 
selected, which provide multiple opportunities to assess and report on project progress and direction to 
a cross functional Policy Team.  The Project Team relied upon smaller specialized groups, called Task 
Groups, to provide more detailed evaluations (i.e. financial, operation and maintenance, safety, and 
regulatory/permitting considerations). 

In Phase I, the team developed a SRA framework, which included establishing the cross-functional
Project Team, identifying goals and criteria, identifying the upgrade alternatives for the Spokane River 
plants, and developing the tools necessary to research, quantify, and evaluate the various upgrade 
alternatives.  

In Phase II, the team developed reconnaissance level engineering evaluations to determine estimates 
of potential power generation and associated construction costs.  The information from these studies 
was evaluated by the Financial Task Group to determine if a supportive business case could be made 
for any of the upgrade alternatives.  During the development of the engineering evaluations, three 
factors changed which led the Financial Task Group and the Project Team to determine not to continue 
to evaluate any upgrade alternatives with the exception of Nine Mile.  These factors were: 

1. Significant declines in natural gas prices, 
2. A stalled federal carbon cap and trade program (carbon tax), and
3. Passage of a Washington State biomass bill that qualifies Avista's Kettle Falls Project for

renewable energy credit (REC) and satisfies Avista’s foreseeable need for additional RECs to 
meet its Washington State renewable portfolio standard (RPS) requirements.

These factors should be periodically monitored and, if significant changes are noted, the potential 
upgrade alternatives that were "mothballed" should be reassessed.  Avista renews its integrated 
resource plan (IRP) every two years.  These factors are considered in that process.  In between IRP 
cycles, should any of these factors significantly change; a simple algorithm relying upon these four 
factors can be used to determine whether an update of the SRA is warranted.

Following the evaluation of potential alternatives, the SRA Project Team determined the only plant that 
warranted further evaluation was the Nine Mile HED due to its chronic maintenance and operational 
issues. These issues are primarily a result of aging equipment, reservoir sedimentation, and damage to 
submerged equipment from the sediment. The team further concluded that long-term regulatory and 

1 Includes Post Falls, Upper Falls, Monroe Street, Nine Mile, and Long Lake Hydroelectric Developments. 
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license concerns could result from continued operation without addressing the existing equipment, 
technology, and sediment management challenges.
In Phase III, the Project Team evaluated five alternatives at Nine Mile HED. Four of the alternatives 
would replace the existing powerhouse with a new, higher capacity powerhouse. The fifth alternative 
would consist of both an upgrade and a rehabilitation of the existing plant.

The Project Team conducted a structured evaluation process to evaluate the alternatives at Nine Mile.  
One tool employed by the team was an evaluation matrix which considered specific criteria tailored to 
the Nine Mile site.  The matrix provides a common set of key metrics to evaluate the financial, operation 
and maintenance, environmental and permitting, and safety aspects of each alternative.

As a result of the evaluation, the Project Team determined the highest ranked option was Alternative 5, 
which was the previously planned upgrade of Units 1 and 2 coupled with rehabilitation of Units 3 and 4.

The Project Team also strongly recommends that Alternative 5 include modeling the project's sediment 
bypass system to identify modifications to improve the system's reliability and efficiency. These 
considerations are necessary because the system has not performed up to its potential and because 
hydraulic conditions in the forebay will be changed by adding higher capacity turbines in Units 1 and 2.  

The financial value of Alternative 5 was $68M better than the highest-ranked and lowest-cost New 
Powerhouse Alternative (Alternative 4).

Based on the evaluation matrix, the Project Team agreed that Alternative 4 (built in the footprint of the 
existing powerhouse structure) ranked the highest of the new powerhouse alternatives.
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Generation DC Supplied System Update 

ER No: ER Name: 
4174  Gen DC Supplied System Upgrade 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $4,0191 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

This  project  will  update  existing  DC  systems  to meet  Avista's  current  Generation  Plant  DC  System 
Standard.   Change DC  System  configurations  to more  easily  comply with  the NERC  requirements  for 
inspection and testing. Address battery room environmental conditions to optimize battery life.  Replace 
any legacy UPS systems with an inverter system.  Address auxiliary equipment based on life cycle.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 700 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 350 0 350

2017 1,033 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,033 0 0

2018 1,220 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,220 0 0
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Activity	Summary	

General	Information	

Project: Generation DC Supplied System Update    
Plant Manager: Hydro: Mike Gonnella, Thermal: Thomas Dempsey Date: 4/24/15 
Plant Name: System Wide Proposal Revision 

Date: 
5/15/15 

ER#:  Priority 
Category: 

Primary 

Problem	Identification	

Problem 
Category: 

Equipment Replacement/Upgrade 

Problem 
Description: 

Currently the Generation Battery Replacement Program addresses battery bank replacements and 
chargers. At the 14 plants there are currently 44 different battery banks. This program will not 
replace the need for the current Battery Replacement Program.  With updates to the DC System 
Standards, changes in NERC requirements for inspection and testing, addressing HVAC 
conditions of existing battery rooms, and auxiliary equipment supporting the DC systems the 
current program needs to be updated. The new Program will be referred to as the Generation DC 
Supplied System Update.   This includes replacing any legacy Uninterruptable Power Supplies 
(UPS) systems with an inverter with appropriate static bypass switches and manual bypass 
systems. 
 

Proposed	Activity	Information	

Activity Objectives:  
The objectives of this activity are to complete a design and implementation plan to meet the following: 

1. Update existing DC systems to meet our current Generation Plant DC System Standard. 
2. Change DC System configurations to more easily comply with the NERC requirements for inspection and 

testing. 
3. Address battery room environmental conditions to optimize battery life. 
4. Replace any legacy UPS systems with an inverter system. 
5. Address auxiliary equipment based on life cycle. 

 
General Activity Requirements:  
1. Generation Plant DC System Standard: 

1.1 Current Load List, Inverters, Battery Chargers, Bypass switches, Battery Racks, Batteries, Redundant 
battery banks. 

1.2 Hydrogen Sensing and Fire Alarming, Eyewash Station, Lighting. 
1.3 Wall separation of Batteries and Auxiliary equipment, 
1.4 PLC monitoring, Operating Screen Updates. 
1.5 DC Panels, Disconnect Switches, Voltage Conversion Devices for communication equipment that operate 

at different voltages. 
1.6 Drawings, Construction Documents, I/O list, Plans, Schedules, Manuals, As-Builts. 

 
2. Replace UPS System: 

2.1. Install inverter in place of UPS and size it to meet critical loads. 
2.2. Provide a static bypass system to allow for bumpless transfer. 
2.3. Provide a manual means to service the inverter system – from an independent AC source as bypass. 

 
3. Battery Room Conditions: 

3.1. Most of the battery rooms are over 30 years old and need to be evaluated to meet the above HVAC 
requirements. Temperature has the largest effect on the battery life. 15 degrees above rated temperature 
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can reduce battery life by 50%. 
3.2. Floor coatings, containment walls, door seals and lighting in the rooms need to be updated. 
3.3. There is a need to have two areas, one for the batteries and one for the supporting axially equipment. 
 

 
 

4. Auxiliary Equipment evaluation: 
This auxiliary equipment is currently replaced based on failure, breakdown, and repairs. It is not all done at the 
same time so we have several cases where charges might be only ten years old but the monitoring of the system 
is nonexistent or no more capability to bring in monitoring points. We only get the system back to a working 
state. The following items will be evaluated: 
4.1. Chargers, Switches, Disconnects, Panels, Circuits, PLC I/O, Instruments, Motors, Louvers & Ducting. 

 
Schedule Constraints:  

1. In order to meet a Plant scheduled outage time frame the design and ordering of equipment must be done 
well in advance of doing the work. 

2. There are long-lead times for batteries 12 weeks minimum. 
3. Crew availability (electric shop) is limited each year. 
4. Coordination of plant de-energizing times during the work. 
5. Physical space to construct new battery rooms to meet current practices. 
6. Requested budget would execute this program at one station each year. 

 
Estimated Cost: $700,000 per year  
Cost Basis: Professional Judgment, Previous Experience, Little Falls DC 

Supplied System reconfigure and update. 
 

Impact of Inaction: If no action is taken, we would continue our current practice of replacing only the battery banks 
and the loss of life expectancy due to temperature and other environmental conditions will continue. Reliability of the 
DC System will be reduced. NERC required testing and inspection will take more time to plan, coordinate and 
implement. The serviceability of the existing system will be affected. As problems arise there will need to be a focus 
on buying a variety of spares and other devices to bring the system back to normal. 

 

	

Planning	Decision	(To	Be	Completed	by	GPSS	Planning	Manager)

Proceed with 
Planning? 

 X           X  

 Yes  No  O&M Program Specific 
Activity

Date of 
Decision:  

 Proposed Funding 
Mechanism 

Notes:  

In support of this project, comprehensive investigations were conducted at each plant. The example to 
follow is based on the Little Falls DC Battery System. It was finished at the beginning of 2015 and it 
meets all of the requirements above.  This project would identify potential issues with the DC and AC-
UPS panels and circuits, but would not address them. 
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Generation	DC	Supplied	System	Update	
Project	Plan	

 

1. Introduction	
In the current budgeted Generation Battery Replacement Program was set up to replace generating station 
batteries and chargers if necessary based on an interval basis.  As battery testing has been implemented, 
some of these replacement projects have focused on condition based problems and have deferred the 
plans of the battery program.  In the current program there is no provisions to meet the NERC 
requirements, Avista DC system standards or life cycle of the auxiliary equipment to support and monitor 
the battery banks.  The only time we have addressed these issues are during a set of major upgrade 
projects like Little Falls & Nine Mile. Little Falls is the best example to follow for all of the plants. 

2. Objectives	
The objectives of this activity are to create a more reliable DC System that continues to protect the plant 
and generating equipment by implementing the new DC System Design Standard. Additionally, this effort 
will provide remote operation and monitoring capabilities, incorporate previous service expansions, 
support future system expansion, improve operator safety at the plant, and ensure regulatory compliance. 

3. Performance	Measures	
To ensure the successful completion of this project can be demonstrated, the following performance 
measures have been developed. Once this project is completed: 

3.1 Reliability will be improved as there will be no forced DC outages due battery bank failure or 
auxiliary equipment failure. 

3.2 Remote operation and monitoring capabilities will be realized. 
3.3 The room separation will allow better temperature control and serviceability of the DC 

system. 
3.4 NERC requirements for inspection and testing will be easier to perform and will not 

compromise the plant operation. 
3.5 The plant DC Systems at each plant will be the same for operations to monitor. 

4. Requirements	
Any alternative developed to meet the project objectives must:  

4.1 Use current standards for DC systems. 
4.2 Allow for NERC requirements for inspection and testing. 
4.3 Address the battery room conditions for containment, reduced life and action plan based on 

testing results. 
4.4 Have a plan for auxiliary equipment breakdown and failures. 

5. Alternative	Analysis	Summary	
four alternatives were identified to address the problem. The alternatives included 1) no action, 2) address 
the DC system standards as we are doing other system or unit upgrades. 3) Replace parts as they fail with 
the goal of making it like our standard over time. 4) Establish an independent DC system replacement 
program to bring plants to a standard as quickly as possible. 
 
All of the alternatives described above were considered. 
 
The “no action” alternative (Alternative 1) allows for the scope of any maintenance work to balloon into a 
large project as if a problem arises there is not defined plan to address the problem. This can extends 
outages and leaves the plant exposed for extended time frames for repairs and/or replacement parts. At 
that time of the failure we would temporarily restore the system back to working condition with the 
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knowledge that we have to address it later. 
 
Alternative 1, No Action is not tenable.  This alternative places plant equipment at risk if a key element of 
the DC system were to fail, particularly the battery system. It also does not provide an easier means to 
perform required NERC testing and does not provide a means to plan for replacements costing more 
money.  Also, critical AC loads served from the UPS have increased to the point where we can no longer 
get a UPS that is of necessary size.  We either have to install more UPS system, creating more 
maintenance work and increasing the NERC testing requirements.  It also does not address any other 
issues that our design standard is intending to address. 
 
For alternative two, when we address the DC system as part of another capital project then the scope of 
the DC system upgrade project is often a lower level effort and is subordinated to the primary project.  
The desired plans are skewed and we may not get the final system installed to our standard. 
 
Alternative 2 (replace in conjunction with larger plant upgrades) was evaluated.  The table below shows 
the current upgrade plans.  While planning and scoping management can address the concerns about 
making sure the DC Supplied Systems can be fully addressed, we do not have plans to work through all 
of the plants.  This would leave the program incomplete. 
 

Year Plant Comments Cost 
2014 Little Falls Example to follow $700k 
2015 Nine Mile Being addressed by Units 1&2 project $650k 
2015 GCC Just battery bank replacement. $250k 
2016 Monroe Street Doing design in 2015. Basis of design done. Install 2016 $700k 
2017 Cabinet Gorge Start Design in 2016 install in 2017. Existing problems. $700k 
2018 Long Lake Do design in conjunction with Unit Upgrades. $700k 
2019 Post Falls Do design with plant rebuild. $700k 
2020 Kettle Falls Steam Turbine & Gas Turbine DC System. $700k 

? Upper Falls No upgrade plans $800k 
? Coyote Springs II No upgrade plans $800k 
? Boulder Park No upgrade plans $800k 
? Northeast No upgrade plans $800k 
? Noxon Rapids No upgrade plans $800k 
? Rathdrum No upgrade plans $800k 

 
 
The third alternative of replacing parts as they fail doesn’t address any of the requirements for Standards, 
NERC inspection and testing, or the room itself. The parts fail at different time and we are subject to 
more outages.  Clearly replacing failed parts and components is a more costly item than performing 
planned work. 
 
Alternative 3 of replacing as components fail and gradually build out to our standard has the benefit of 
minimizing the costs of this program.  However, it would be unpredictable and if we waited to failure it 
would require a “drop in” type of response for a major Balance of Plant system.  This would make labor 
planning impossible and would place the plant at a higher likelihood of forced outages and equipment 
damages if we wait for failure.  While NERC required testing and other condition monitoring by 
operators would significantly reduce this likelihood, it would not change the unplanned nature of pursuing 
this alternative. 
 
The fourth alternative (Construct new systems as part of programmatic effort) would allow for a 
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programmatic approach to upgrading the station DC systems.  While it may be more cost initially, it will 
save time and expense over the life cycle of the station with the flexibility it provides to address future 
maintenance and the ability to perform NERC required testing.  It also has the benefit allowing a schedule  
to be established for both the engineering and the installation.  Both of these resources are constrained and 
it would allow options of contracting or in-house consideration. 
 
The overall plan for the Generation DC System Update will address the following plants for the years 
specified. The first year will consist of the Initiation, Planning and Design phase. The second year will 
consist of the Construction, Monitoring & Control and Closeout phase of the project: 
 

Year Plant Comments Cost 
2014 Little Falls Example to follow $700k 
2015 Nine Mile Being addressed by Units 1&2 project $650k 
2015 GCC Just battery bank replacement. $250k 
2016 Monroe Street Doing design in 2015. Basis of design done. Install 2016 $700k 
2017 Cabinet Gorge Start Design in 2016 install in 2017. Existing problems. $700k 
2018 Long Lake Do design in conjunction with Unit Upgrades. $700k 
2019 Post Falls Do design with plant rebuild. $700k 
2020 Kettle Falls Steam Turbine & Gas Turbine DC System. $700k 
2021 Upper Falls Increase adjustment, 20 year life for DC system. $800k 
2022 Coyote Springs II 20 year life for DC system. $800k 
2023 Boulder Park 20 year life for DC system. $800k 
2024 Northeast 20 year life for DC system. $800k 
2025 Noxon Rapids 20 year life for DC system. $800k 
2026 Rathdrum 20 year life for DC system. $800k 

 
Using Little Falls as an example we have standardized on a number of things for reasons of quality, life 
cycles, breakdowns and constructability. There are 34 drawings that show the electrical, mechanical, 
protection, control, monitoring, calculations, details and arrangement of equipment for the new 
Generation DC System. 
 
Below is Little Falls Layout of the Battery Room, auxiliary equipment in the Battery Equip Room and 
some on the outside wall. Also is the overall one-line for the Little Falls DC System: 
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6. Preferred	Alternative	Description		
An evaluation matrix was developed and scored.  The system is based on a “Boxing Style 10 Point Must 
System” which means the best alternative to address the criteria is ranked at a 10.  All other rankings are 
based relative to that alternative being a “10”. From this effort it was determined the preferred alternative 
is to proceed with alternative 4, creating a new program. 
 

 
 
The other plants that are on schedule for battery bank replacements have also been looked at and the 
overriding theme is the system as a whole should be addressed which resulted in the above schedule. 
 

7. Acquisition	Strategy	&	Key	Assumptions	
The overall DC systems are the same for each plant. The only thing that is different is the ampacity of the 
battery banks. This is a small cost difference compared to the overall project cost. Based on the number of 
Units and auxiliary systems involved the ampacity of the banks will be in three different sizes. 
 
Key assumptions in the development of the resource loaded schedule include: 

7.1 Design will be performed using Avista resources as the Project Manager. Coffman 
Engineering will be used to create the design. The previous design will be used as a guiding 
template for requirements, calculations, drawings, lists, specifications and schedules. 

7.2 There will be one major procurement package that will have staged deliveries (Battery banks, 
racks, panels, switches, disconnects, chargers, invertors, mechanical, lighting, tray, piping, 
controller, instruments and wire) followed by implementation.  Multiple Factory Acceptance 
Testing will be part of this procurement. 

7.3 Equipment vendors will be able to support the planned procurement and implementation 
schedule. 

7.4 Material costs include Avista overhead and sales tax. 
7.5 Avista resources include applicable overhead rates. 
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7.6 Equipment and material costs will be subject to stores and purchasing overheads (12.2%). 
7.7 Travel time for crew will be overtime (to maintain a 40-hour work week); assume 12 hours 

per week for travel time. 
7.8 Travel time for the relay tech during closeout phase will be overtime; assume 8 hours per 

week for travel time and bunkhouse charges. 
7.9 Two vehicles are required per week for crew transportation. 
7.10 The cost of using the bunkhouse at Noxon Rapids or Cabinet Gorge to house the crew is 

$1,200 per week (plus overheads). 
7.11 Engineering travel costs are estimated at $150 per week (one trip per week). 
7.12 Construction management will span the duration of the activity. Engineering labor will be 

assigned a total of one month per construction management activity. 
7.13 An X08 Relay Tech resource will be assigned for the duration of construction. 
7.14 Checkout, testing and commissioning, and as-builts will be required at project closeout. 

Major interfaces for the project include: 
7.15 A consulting engineering firm with the ability to engage in mechanical, civil and electrical, 

control systems and protection engineering. 
7.16 Planned outages must be submitted to the generation dispatch schedulers for approval. 
7.17 Any major permitting must be coordinated through Avista’s Environmental Group in 

consultation with appropriate regulatory agencies. 

8. Schedule	Constraints	
8.1 Implementing a solution will require the DC system be de-energized and can only occur 

during low water or annual outage. We will need to have battery trailer available to cover 
some load. 

8.2 There are long-lead times for some of the equipment; the longest is approximately 4 months 
based on previous experience. 

8.3 Crew availability (electric shop) is limited. 

9. Resource	Loaded	Schedule	
It is estimated that each project will have duration of approximately 18 months and a total budgeted cost 
of $700, 000.
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                    7 

Time Line for Monroe Street Project: 
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                    8 

Time Line for First Five Generation Plant Projects: 
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Coyote Springs LTSA 

ER No: ER Name: 
4142  CS2 LTSA Capital Add 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $2,1801 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

This program covers the capital accruals required to execute the LTSA with GE for Coyote Springs Unit 2.  
This is the same as the current LTSA item.  This program will fluctuate to account for the variable operating 
hours and operating conditions that feed into the LTSA formula.        

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 730 0 0 183 0 0 183 0 0 183 0 0 183

2017 730 0 0 183 0 0 183 0 0 183 0 0 183

2018 720 0 0 180 0 0 180 0 0 180 0 0 180
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LTSA Renegotiation Project- Final Valuation Summary
LTSA Payment Savings 30% discount plus escalation holiday to a maximum independent benefit of $3,000,000

Discounted NPV Actual 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027

Old Contract 24,520,000                  33,764,613   1,752,508     3,027,574     3,110,832     3,196,380     3,284,281     3,374,598     3,467,400     3,562,753     3,660,729     3,761,399     1,566,159     -                -                -                -                -                

New Contract 15,554,000                  21,143,511   1,226,756     2,108,836     2,108,836     2,108,836     2,108,836     2,108,836     2,108,836     2,108,836     2,108,836     2,108,836     937,230        -                -                -                -                -                

LTSA Payment Savings 8,966,000                    12,621,101   525,752        918,738        1,001,996     1,087,544     1,175,444     1,265,762     1,358,564     1,453,917     1,551,893     1,652,563     628,929        -                -                -                -                -                

Enhancement Package & Services

Discounted NPV Actual 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027

15 Y NPV Cold Day Optimization 2,202,000                    3,835,682     -                112,247        179,505        195,185        202,650        207,253        228,505        218,415        228,005        238,024        332,207        336,779        345,255        383,756        421,401        206,494        

15 Y NPV Cooling Optimization 4,138,000                    7,273,595     -                239,118        321,234        338,257        352,244        367,635        391,862        404,853        425,037        446,325        645,541        655,795        674,566        757,034        838,033        416,061        

Routine Maintenance Spares 334,000                       461,760        20,207          41,254          42,400          43,578          44,789          46,033          47,312          48,627          49,978          51,367          26,216          -                -                -                -                -                

CDM Ownership 264,000                       500,000        -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                500,000        -                -                -                -                -                

RCT Part Refurbishment and FSE 471,000                       500,000        -                425,000        75,000          -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                

EX2100DFE Upgrade 203,000                       284,802        -                26,609          27,348          28,108          28,889          29,691          30,516          31,364          32,236          33,131          16,909          -                -                -                -                -                

Mark VIe for CS2 650,000                       914,015        -                85,395          87,768          90,206          92,713          95,289          97,936          100,658        103,454        106,329        54,267          -                -                -                -                -                

Mark VIe for RCT 188,000                       200,000        -                200,000        -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                

Model Based Control 508,000                       714,764        -                66,779          68,635          70,542          72,502          74,516          76,587          78,715          80,902          83,150          42,437          -                -                -                -                -                Model Based Control 508,000                       714,764        -                66,779          68,635          70,542          72,502          74,516          76,587          78,715          80,902          83,150          42,437          -                -                -                -                -                

Firm Capital Part Replacement 521,000                       986,469        -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                986,469        -                -                -                -                -                

0.03 Compressor Upgrade 515,000                       515,000        515,000        -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                

Enhancement & Svc Benefits 9,994,000                    16,186,089   535,207        1,196,402     801,889        765,876        793,786        820,418        872,719        882,632        919,612        958,325        2,604,048     992,575        1,019,821     1,140,790     1,259,434     622,555        

Total Project Benefit Summary

Discounted NPV Actual 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027

Totals Annual Project Benefits 18,960,000$        28,807,190   1,060,959     2,115,140     1,803,885     1,853,420     1,969,230     2,086,180     2,231,283     2,336,549     2,471,505     2,610,888     3,232,977     992,575        1,019,821     1,140,790     1,259,434     622,555        

Capital Investment (3,771,000)$        (4,000,000)    

15,189,000$        24,807,190   

Items Descriptions
Capital Investment -  This is the cost for the capital components of the enhancement pkg.  We estimate an approximate 50% discount compared with list pricing

15 Y NPV Cold Day Optimization -  This is a software package that optimizes the control of the gas turbine at low ambient temperatures to increase output and improve efficiency
15 Y NPV Cooling Optimization -  This is a package of mechanical modifications that optimizes use of cooling air throughout the gas turbine during operations for increased output and improved efficiency

Routine Maintenance Spares -  Spares necessary for routine maintenance during normal operation.  These were not covered in the original contract.
CDM Ownership -  We take ownership of the combustion dynamics monitoring system.  This unit would cost about $700,000 at the end of the contract to replace.  Necessary for reliability

RCT Part Refurbishment and FSE -  GE has agreed to repair all parts removed from the machine at Rathdrum for use in the next Hot Gas Path inspection
EX2100DFE Upgrade -  Updates the existing gas turbine exciter control system.  It will now match the other three generators on site.EX2100DFE Upgrade -  Updates the existing gas turbine exciter control system.  It will now match the other three generators on site.

Mark VIe for CS2/Discount for RCT -  Replaces obsolete control systems at Rathdrum and Coyote Springs 2.  Needed for Cold Day and Cooling Optimization
Model Based Control -  Includes enhanced transient stability and autotune- this eliminates our need for periodic paid tuning. Also needed for Cold Day Optimization

Firm Capital Part Replacement -  Certain big capital parts now have firm replacement schedules and may not be left installed under a Condition Base Maintenance program- unless we mutually agree on compensation back.
0.03 Compressor Upgrade -  We were able to reduce the cost of a compressor upgrade project as part of this negotiation effort.
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Noxon Station Service 

ER No: ER Name: 
4171  Noxon Station Service 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $2,7671 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

An engineering study has shown that the station service equipment at Noxon is over‐rated and may not 
interrupt a close in fault should one occur.  In addition, as the plant load has shifted, we would no longer 
be able to operate all five units  if one of the station service transformers failed.   This project replaces 
station service equipment and cables. The replacements include Station Service transformers A&B, 2000A 
Bus Ducts from Station Service transformers to Power Centers, replace Power Centers and Tie Bus, Motor 
Control Centers 1  through 4, 1,000  kVA Emergency Generator, Motor Control Center 4 PLC,  and  the 
Emergency Load Center.         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 1,477 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,477 0

2017 1,172 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,159 13

2018 118 0 0 0 118 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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GENERATION & PRODUCTION ENGINEERING GROUP MEMO 
 

To:  File 

From:  Jon Harms 

Subject:  Noxon Rapids HED – 480V Station Service – Basis of Design Report – REV 1 

Filename:  File: G:\Generation\' Hydro Plants\Noxon Rapids HED\Plant Electrical\AC Station Service\SS ‐ 
DESIGN\DSN‐NEW‐2013‐15\NOX SS ‐ BOD\Noxon HED – 480V Station Service BOD.doc 

Date:  December 5, 2013 

CC:  Steve Wenke, Alan Lackner, Glen Farmer, Mike Gonnella, Lyle Wiltse 

 
Feb. 4, 2015 – FINAL TRANSMITTAL   
 
The previous memo had mentioned options A and B. Option A was decided upon which includes built in capacity for 
major equipment so that nearly all the 480V load could be handled by a single AC source (SS A or SS B) should the 
other one fail.  Option B is deleted from this final transmittal.  
 
 
Feedback Needed : It is requested of the Noxon plant personnel that they provide feedback on this memo by Friday 
January 30th. Input is needed so that any concerns regarding functionality or operation of the new Power Centers A & 
B and/or the Emergency Load Center, etc. can be incorporated in the design up front. Thank you in advance! 
 
A final memo will be sent out after feedback has been received and reviewed.  
 
1. Scope: 
 

A. Define the Purpose and Scope:   A majority of the components of the Noxon 480V Station Service (SS) need 
to be replaced due to electrical capacity and rating issues, including having been in service for up to 50 years. 
These components include: 
  Station service (SS) Transformers (Xfmrs) A & B 
  Power Centers (PC) A & B 
  PC A to SS Xfmr A Bus Duct 
  PC B to SS Xfmr B Bus Duct 
  PC A to PC B Bus Duct 
  Motor Control Center (MCC) 4  

Emergency Load Center (ELC) including its feeders  (in service since mid‐90’s) 
Minor work also needs to be completed on other areas of the SS including completion of a couple of projects 
started several years ago. 
 

B. Employees Involved in this Proposal:  Steve Wenke, John Hamill, Alan Lackner, Lyle Wiltse, and Jon Harms 
have been involved in recent discussions for this project.  

 
2. Discussion 
 

A. Further Definition of the Project Scope:  
 
Two options exist for the upgrade of the station service based on ampacity of equipment. Each option calls 
for equipment to be replaced with new equipment that has adequate fault duty bracing.  
 

Section 1
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 96



2 
 

Option A – Two each 2.6/3 MVA OA/FA SS Xfmrs, Power Centers, & Bus Ducts with larger ampacity 
This option would allow one xfmr to be out of service with station load carried by the remaining xfmr / 
equipment  
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Since the late 1990’s several Noxon 480V station service (SS) projects have been undertaken. A few of them 
were not finished. The following memo pulls together all electronic information that could be found on these 
projects:  G:\Generation\' Hydro Plants\Noxon Rapids HED\Plant Electrical\AC Station Service\SS ‐ 
DESIGN\DSN‐NEW‐2013‐15\NOX SS ‐ A DESIGN MEMO'S\Nox HED ‐ Stn Svc ‐ Review of Past Work ‐ July 
2013.doc 
 
In the last few months an overcurrent coordination study and a load flow study were completed for the 
Noxon 480V Station Service. As a result of these two studies and several discussions with Avista Operations 
and Engineering personnel, the following station service equipment at Noxon should be replaced/upgraded:  

 
FINAL DESIGN – Items underlined are final work direction/decision 
 

1 ‐ Station Service 14.4kV/480V, 1500/1725kVA Transformers A & B   

 Undersized, will be rated 2500kVA (with ONAN cooling) to allow for onsite in‐service spare 

 Low PCB content (8 & 11PPM), xfmrs should be replaced per Environmental Dept. 

 No spare 

 In service over 50 years 
2 ‐ 2000A Bus Ducts from SS Xfmrs to Power Centers A&B 

 Undersized for a full load case when a SS xfmr out of service, new ones will be 3200A to match breaker 
ampacity.  

 Due to plant water leaks in the ceiling – all new bus ducts will be NEMA 3R rated.  

 Inadequate 25kAIC fault duty bracing (best they had in the late 1950’s), should be at least 65kAIC.  

 Existing 35 feet of 2000A bus duct from SS Xfmrs to PC Main Breaker is unprotected. Xfmr lo‐side CT is 
on the downstream side of the PC Main Breaker instead of being a lo‐side bushing CT.    

3 ‐ Power Centers A & B 

 2000A bus has inadequate ampacity and 25kAIC bracing, will be 3200A / 65kAIC.    

 2000A main breakers are undersized should other xfmr be out of service,  will be rated 3200A 

 PC‐A 800AF breakers have failing KAIC rating should Emerg. Gen. be synched to the 14.4kV system 

 PC‐A 800AF breakers have marginal KAIC rating under normal operating conditions 

 PC‐B 800AF breakers have marginal KAIC rating should Em. Gen. be synched to the 14.4kV system 

 PC‐B Tie Breaker B3J undersized at 1200A, will be rated 2000A 

 No spare 1600AF or 2000AF breakers 
4 ‐ Power Centers A & B Tie Bus 

 Has inadequate fault duty bracing (25kAIC), should be at least 65kAIC.      

 1200A rating is undersized should one SS transformer be out of service,  will be 2000A 
5 ‐ Motor Control Centers 1 and 2  

 Replaced in their entirety about 10 years ago, have appropriate KAIC rating 

 Main breakers are appropriately rated, Status of spare parts unknown 
6 ‐ Motor Control Center 3 

 Replaced in its entirety about 10 years ago, has appropriate KAIC rating 

 600A transfer switch TS1 not operating properly – will be fixed/replaced 

 Status of spare parts unknown 
7 ‐ Motor Control Center 4 

 Has inadequate fault duty bracing  

 In service 50+ years 

 will be replaced in its entirety 
8 ‐ 1000 kVA Emergency Generator (EG)  

 Installed in 2007 

 Integration into SS system never completed – PLC job needs to be completed 
9 ‐ Emergency Load Center (ELC) 
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 Undersized, not able to carry full output of Emergency Generator, 

 Should be replaced with a 1600A Load Center with adequate sized breakers (Load Flow Study showed 
E1M, E2M, E1F are adequately sized at 800A, E2F will be sized at 1200A),   

 Only the Power Center A feeder (for E2F) needs to be reconductored as a result of the Load Flow Study 
to allow for larger ampacity. 

 
B. Control of Breakers   It is suggested that Power Center A, Power Center B, and the Emergency Load Center 

each have a two‐position, maintained contact, LOCAL / REMOTE selector switch. Operation of either of the 
three switches would be identical: 

LOCAL – all breaker control (TRIP / CLOSE) done solely at the breaker itself. PLC control disabled.  
REMOTE – TRIP/CLOSE control able to be done remotely via the PLC / Wonderware screen. Local 
trip/close functions still work.  
 
Breakers to be controlled via each of the Local/Remote switches to be as follows 
Power Center A: AIM – Main incoming breaker (SS Xfmr A low‐side bkr) 
    A3J – MCC‐4 
    A3M – MCC‐1 
Power Center B: B1M – Main incoming breaker (SS Xfmr B low‐side bkr) 

B2K – MCC‐3 
    B3M – MCC‐2 
    B3J – Tie breaker to Power Center A 
Emergency Load Center: 
    Each of the four breakers 

 
C. Possible Project Constraints (Needed Outages, Environmental, Permitting, etc.):  During construction, 

portions of the station service will be de‐energized. Ideally the applicable station service outage would 
coincide with possible upcoming work in the 230kV switchyard when GSU’s A or B are out of service. As 
mentioned above, the Environmental department requests that the existing SS xfmrs be retired so that the 
trace amounts of PCB’s in them be removed from service.  

 
A structural engineer has verified that the additional weight of a heavier station service transformer is able to 
be supported by the GSU xfmr deck with no concern. The existing transformers weigh about 15100 lbs each. 
The engineer analyzed the structure for the weight of a 3MVA xfmr (about 20,264 lbs per one manf). We will 
be installing ones slightly lighter than the 3MVA weight.   

 
D. Construction Scheduling: In discussion with Mike Gonnella, the 2014 construction year has a heavy work 

load for the electric shop. The Noxon station service job will need to be completed by a 5 man crew that 
could include two Avista journeymen and 3 journeymen out of the union hall with industrial electrician 
experience. REVISION 1 ‐ The project got approved with construction starting October 2016 to early 2018 with 
a break during March – July 2017.  
 
With the project needing parts of the station service de‐energized, Per Patrick Maher, Noxon has 3‐unit (or 
less) water from late July through the end of March. Outages to the station service would need to occur 
during these 8 months. We could run unit 5 and two other units (1&2, or 3&4) so that the other GSU/Station 
Service could be taken out of service.  
 
Howard Johnson and Jon Harms visited Noxon during November 20, 2013 to estimate the amount of 
electrical crew time that would be needed for this project. The following was determined as we looked at 
each area of work: 

1. 14.4kV/480 Xfmr A – 3 weeks 

2. Xfmr A to Power Center A 480V Buswork – 4 weeks 
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3. Power Center A – 4 weeks 

4. Station Service A PLC Installation (no removal – new install) – 2 weeks 

5. 14.4kV/480 Xfmr B – 3 weeks 

6. Xfmr B to Power Center B 480V Buswork – 4 weeks 

7. Power Center B – 3 weeks 

8. Station Service B PLC Installation (no removal – new install) – 2 weeks 

9. Power Centers A to B 480V Buswork – 3 weeks 

10. MCC 4 – 3 weeks 

11. Power Center A to MCC 4 Feeder – 1 week 

12. MCC 4 Branch Circuits – install cable tray /  conduit runs – 2 weeks 

13. MCC 4 mounted Panel SP‐1 conduit runs – 1 week 

14. Emergency Load Center – 3 weeks 

15. Emergency Generator Loose Ends – 1 week 
TOTAL estimated electric crew time is 39 weeks, or close to 10 months 

 

It is proposed to do the project over two years, with all the equipment being purchased the first year and 
then the tasks being split into two 5 month segments.  

 
3. Alternatives 

 
Do Nothing 
Doing nothing is not an option due to the existing Noxon 480V station service equipment having too low a fault 
interrupting (kAIC) rating. U.S. manufacturers in the late 1950’s offered a maximum of 25kAIC bracing on low 
voltage switchgear. The fault duty at Noxon  Power Centers A & B is between 33‐40kA which exceeds the existing 
equipment rating by up to 60%. Whereas some of the breakers in the PC A & B have sufficient kAIC ratings, 
should a fault occur and a breaker properly clear it, the buswork may cause the switchgear to be inoperable due 
to mechanical damage from short circuit forces.  
 
Option A 
Preferred Alternative.  
 
Option B 
Equipment pricing should be close to a wash (compared to Option A) given that we would purchase a 3rd SS xfmr 
but save some on other equipment. Avista does not have another 14.4kV bus in its system so we do not stock 
another xfmr that could be used temporarily until a replacement would be ordered and received.  For a worst 
case loading scenario, ampacities would be exceeded and strict load reduction would be required that could 
impair normal operations of plant equipment. Jon Harms sees no merit to option B.  
 
 
 

4. Recommendation 
Budgetary estimates were received from vendors for each area of major equipment to be ordered – Option A 
prices shown.  
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The Option A CPR was completed including electric shop labor estimates discussed with Howard Johnson. Prices 
were as follows: 

   
 
REVISION 1 ‐  The Project was approved by Andy Vickers and Jason Thackston in 2014 for $3,110,118.  
 
A copy of the CPR is located at G:\Generation\' Hydro Plants\Noxon Rapids HED\Plant Electrical\AC Station 
Service\SS ‐ DESIGN\DSN‐NEW‐2013‐15\NOX SS ‐ BUDGET ‐ CPR\NOXON SS Project Data Entry Form.xls   
 
The longest lead time items are the low voltage switchgear. A bid package is being worked on at the present 
(January, 2015) time and will be sent out as soon as possible. Lead time for the recently purchased Little Falls low 
voltage switchgear ran 10 ½ months.  
 
The lead times for the 3MVA transformers are slightly shorter than low voltage switchgear. The transformers sit 
outside of the powerplant and would need to be the first item worked on during late summer while the weather 
is still agreeable.  

 
5. Other Data to be Included 

All other research data regarding this project may be found in the following two documents: 
 
Noxon Rapids HED – 480V Station Service Short Circuit and Overcurrent Coordination Study 

G:\Generation\' Hydro Plants\Noxon Rapids HED\Plant Electrical\AC Station Service\Pwr Center ‐ MCC 
Overcurrent Coordination ‐ 2013\Nox HED‐Stn Svc‐PC‐MCC's Coordination Review.doc   
 

Noxon Rapids HED – 480V Station Service Load Flow and Voltage Drop Study 
G:\Generation\' Hydro Plants\Noxon Rapids HED\Plant Electrical\AC Station Service\SS ‐ Load Studies‐Motor 
Starting\Load Study ‐ 2013\Noxon SKM Load Flow Study.doc 
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Little Falls Plant Upgrade 

ER No: ER Name: 
4152  Little Falls Powerhouse Redevelopment 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $21,4001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

The existing Little Falls equipment ranges in age from 60 to more than 100 years old.  We have experienced 
an increase in forced outages at Little Falls over the past six years, increasing from about 20 hours in 2004 
to several hundred hours in the past several years, due to equipment failures on a number of different 
pieces of equipment.  This project will replace nearly all of the older and less reliable equipment with new 
equipment.  This includes replacing two of the turbines, all four generators, all generator breakers, three 
of the four governors, all of the AVR's, removing all four generator exciters, replacing the unit controls, 
changing  the  switchyard  configuration,  replacing  the  unit  protection  system,  and  replacing  and 
modernizing the station service.        

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 22,892 0 13,060 900 1,552 0 0 7,140 240 0 0 0 0

2017 11,470 0 0 6,920 0 0 0 320 0 0 0 260 3,970

2018 4,780 0 0 0 4,780 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Planning Phase Approval 

Little Falls Modernization Program Charter    Page 1 of 8 

 

Project Name:  Little Falls Modernization Program  
Project ID: ER‐4152 

1 Key	Roles	
 Executive Steering Committee:   

o Andy Vickers, General Production Sub Support Director 
o Bruce Howard, Director Environmental Affairs 
o Scott Kinney, Director Power Supply 

 Project Sponsor:  Andy Vickers 

 Program Manager:  Brian Vandenburg  

 Project Manager:  Brian Vandenburg 

 Project Management Team Stakeholders:  
o Jacob Reidt, Construction Contractors and Project Management Manager 
o Steve Wenke, Chief Engineer 
o Glen Farmer, Electrical Engineering Manager 
o Kristina Newhouse, Controls Engineering Manager 
o PJ Henscheid, Mechanical Engineering Manager 
o Mike Gonnella, Hydro Operations and Maintenance Manager  
o Jerry Cox, Spokane River Plant Operations Manager 
o Bob Wiesbeck, Project Delivery Manager 
o Randy Pierce, General Foremen, Mechanic Shop 
o Brad McNamara, General Foremen, Electric Shop 
o Jeff Vogel, Lead Relay Tech 
o Michele Drake, Hydro Compliance Services  
o Speed Fitzhugh, Spokane River License Manager  

2 Statement	of	Mission	Need		

2.1 Business	Need/Project	Objectives	
 
Little Falls Program State:  Prior to the upgrade projects beginning in 2012, much of the plant equipment was the 
original installed equipment from 1912. Two of the four turbine runners were the original, and two were replaced 
in 1999 and 2001. The generator exciters are the original DC generators with an amplidyne control system installed 
in the 1940’s replace a manual control system. The generators were last rewound between 1956 and 1968. Three 
of the four generator governors use a customized Distributed Control System (DCS) and limitorque’s to drive the 
wicket gates installed around 1989. 

From 2006 to 2010, the number and duration of forced outages at Little Falls has  increased due to equipment 
failure.   A decision has been made  to modernize  the Little Falls Plant  to  increase operational reliability which 
equates to Decision Gate‐0 (DG‐0)1 representing approved mission need in the project management lifecycle and 
documented via the approved business case.  The Little Falls Plant Modernization Program will replace equipment 
at  the  end  of  useful  life  associated  with  the  generating  units  to  reduce  equipment  failure  forced 

                                                            
1 Decision Gates are used in Project Management practices to represent key project milestones that identify the exit point from one phase of the project, 
and entry into the succeeding phase, only upon approval by appropriate authority. Each decision marks an increase in commitment of resources and is 
based on a successful and complete preceding phase. 
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outages.    Replacement of  the equipment  responsible  for  the majority of  the outages will be prioritized  first, 
followed by plant preparation for the large generation unit upgrades.  Yearly projects to replace the majority of 
the generator’s components will then conclude the modernization of Little Falls by the 2018 timeframe with a 
total modernization program budget estimated at ~$59M (refer also to Section 6.0 for estimate accuracy based 
on phase of project).     The  total program,  inclusive of all subprojects,  is  roughly estimated as outlined  in  the 
following  table.    Refined  estimates will  be  developed  for  each  project  as  project  planning  progresses  and  a 
performance baseline is developed. 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Primary LFMP objectives include: 

 Replace equipment at the end of useful  life associated with the generating units to reduce equipment 

failure  forced outages and  loss generation  through a series of  logically sequenced projects conducted 

annually through 2018.   

Secondary LFMP objectives include: 

 Provide early integrated planning across all key stakeholders during development of the baseline to 

anticipate risks and allow for more reliable cost and schedule estimation during the planning stages 

thereby increasing reliability of the performance baseline. 

 Provide a framework for a documented and systematic way to collect and analyze data for future projects, 

identify and control risks, control variances identified in the data analysis, and report results during the 

project execution phase. 

Little Falls Management Program  

Project 
Description 

Estimated 
 $ 

Estimated Construction 
Window 

Exciter and Switchgear Upgrade  $3.5M  COMPLETE 

Plant Prep Work    
Bridge Crane Refurbishment  $876K  COMPLETE 

Long Lake Warehouse  $1.4M  COMPLETE 
Station Service Infrastructure  $3.0M  COMPLETE 

Compressed Air System  $100k  COMPLETE 
DC System  $800K  COMPLETE 

Unit 3 Overhaul  $14.8M  CONSTRUCTION UNDERWAY 

Plant Work     
Lighting  $500k  COMPLETE 

New Control Room  $600k  DESIGN UNDERWAY 
Est. Construction Start: April 2016 – June 2016 

Backup Generator  $600k  DESIGN UNDERWAY 
Est. Construction Start: July 2016 – September 2016 

Unit 1 Overhaul   $9M  DESIGN UNDERWAY 
Est. Construction Start: February 2016 – January 2017 

Plant Work     
Sump  $400k  April 2016 – May 2016 

Plant Security System  $200k  June 2016 – July 2016 
HVAC  $400k  June 2016 – July 2016 

Downstream Warning System  $400k  June 2016 – August 2016 

Unit 2 Overhaul  $9M  January 2017 – December 2017 

Plant Work     
Head Gate Refurbishment  $4M  July 2017 – December 2017 

Unit 4 Overhaul  $9M  January 2018 – December 2018 
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 Provide for the ability for each modernization project to be managed in a standalone fashion, as well as 

within an overall program work breakdown structure thereby providing the ability to be integrated into 

the overall Little Falls Modernization Project for the comprehensive programmatic/management view.  

 Evaluate and rank projects using integrated stakeholder input from the project planning activities against 

matrix planning categories (e.g. Personnel and Public Safety, Potential Environmental Issue; Regulatory 

Mandate, On‐going Maintenance  issue,  Decrease  Future Operating  Costs  (Time, Materials),  Increase 

Efficiency (Revenues – Power Usage), Obsolete parts and equipment, and Risk of Imminent Equipment 

Failure) to support development of annual work plans used for Capital Planning. 

 Improve understanding of impacts to decisions (e.g. resources/time).  

 Collect lessons learned to be applied to future projects for continuous improvement. 

2.2 Regulatory	Drivers	
Tribal Employment Rights Ordinance (TERO) requires that all employers who are engaged in operating a 

business on reservations give preference to qualified Indians in all aspects of employment, contracting, and 

other business activities.  

Little Falls is listed on the National Register of Historic Places as having significance to the history of their 

community state, or the nation.   

2.3 Metrics	Demonstrating	Need	
 

A summary of GPSS unit failure percentages at Little Falls from 2000 to 2014 to document current unit condition 

is as follows: 

 

 

 

 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Unit 1 99.4% 99.5% 98.8% 99.3% 95.9% 95.4% 96.9% 98.4% 70.3% 89.1% 97.3% 

Unit 2 99.1% 99.4% 98.3% 99.1% 97.4% 97.3% 98.8% 96.5% 70.8% 97.1% 99.1% 

Unit 3 99.4% 99.5% 99.3% 99.1% 99.1% 99.0% 93.5% 96.9% 99.5% 77.4% 51.3% 

Unit 4 98.9% 89.8% 96.3% 99.4% 97.7% 98.8% 98.2% 99.3% 99.6% 77.5% 98.7% 
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2.4 Measures	to	Determine	Project	Success	
Primary objectives will be met when plant operation and reliability metrics for each unit are improved then 

maintained over time thereby benefitting customers, and project completion is on time and within budget to 

the approved performance baseline while maintaining compliance with all environmental requirements.   

If the secondary objectives are met, it will improve accuracy of cost and schedule estimation, which in turn 

improves resource planning for engineering, functional area support, and crafts.   By including each project as 

part of a programmatic work breakdown structure (WBS), it will provide a management roll‐up capability for 

greater portfolio management of resources. 

2.5 	Impact	if	Not	Approved	
This program replaces aging, failing equipment.  If not approved, the following outcomes could be seen:   

 If a generator fails prior to replacement, it is estimated that the outage would result in a two year 

unplanned down‐time of lost generation.   

 Personnel safety is at increased risk for unit failure if not undertaken since recent unit failures resulted 

in catastrophic failures.  

 A savings in Operations and Maintenance (O&M) costs is expected and can be realized sooner if 

undertaken. 

3 Assumptions,	Risks,	and	Considerations		

3.1 Assumptions:	(Expected	Conditions)	
 Little Falls HED is excluded from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Spokane River 

Project licensing.  

 Infrastructure requirements (i.e. plant prep work listed in the table in Section 2.1) at the site will be 

completed prior to undertaking the unit work. 

 An approach of buying new parts vs. rehabilitation of old parts will be used since expected conditions 

based on the age and complexity of the units cannot be effectively predicted. 

 Construction will be completed by 2018.  

 A steering committee will be established for executive management check in’s and approval of decision 
gates throughout the project lifecycle.  The executive steering committee decision gates include the 
following: 

o DG‐0  Approved Mission Need (completed with approval of the capital planning request (CPR)) 
o DG‐1  Approve Alternatives Evaluation & Selection 
o DG‐2  Approve Project Execution Plan (PEP) 
o DG‐3  Approve Performance Management Baseline 
o DG‐4  Approve Start of Construction 

o DG‐5     Approve Start of Operations 

3.2 Risks:	(Potential	Deviations)	
 Runoff and annual maintenance requirements are not aligned with the execution schedule for the unit 

overhaul.   
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 Drawings are inaccurate and/or institutional knowledge is not well aggregated and documented that 

resolves differences in existing drawings. 

 Equipment is not delivered on time or is delivered with non‐conformance to plan specifications. 

 Crews are unable to perform the work as planned. 

 Accuracy of resource allocation for baseline estimation is limited since only a total breakdown of man 

hours by month was collected during Unit 3.    

3.3 Considerations	
 Mid‐management project team stakeholder input will be sought at a minimum to (1) identify resources 

upon approval of the charter, (2) ensure functional requirements are comprehensively defined by the 

project team at the onset of the project, (3) ensure adequate criteria and options are evaluated prior to 

selection of alternatives based on the complexity of the project, and (4) review the final design 

documents to ensure requirements were successfully met.  This will allow for transfer of institutional 

knowledge within Avista to the project team.   

4 Applicable	Interfaces	
Stakeholder interfaces requiring assigned resources in order to achieve the project objectives are as follows 
(check all that apply).  The specific roles and responsibilities, frequency/ type of communication, and agreed 
upon engagement points will be documented in a communication plan: 
 

☒ General Engineering  

☒ Electrical Engineering 

☒ Controls Engineering 

☒ Mechanical Engineering 

☐ Civil Engineering 

☒ Design Engineering 

☐ Substation Engineering 

☐ Distribution Engineering 

☐ Transmission Engineering 

☒ Operations Engineering 

☒ Operations (Electric/Gas/Hydro) 

☐ Gas Engineering 

☒ Protection Engineering 

☐ SCADA Engineering 

☒ Facilities 

☒ Asset Management 

☒ Construction Manager 

☒ Master Scheduler 

☒ Crews 

☒ Environmental 

☒ Cultural/SHPO Resources 

☐ Hydro/FERC Licensing 

☒ Network Communication (IT/ET) 

☒ Supply Chain – Contracts (Bid) 

☒ Supply Chain – Materials/Equipment 

☐ Real Estate 

☒ Legal 

☒ Corporate Communications 

☐ Corporate Marketing 

☐ Fleet 

☒ Rates and Regulatory 

☒ Project Accounting
    

5 Resource	Requirements	and	Schedule	

5.1 High	Level	Project	Deliverables	
To meet the primary project objective, a final project execution plan which includes the following, will be 

completed for all projects. 
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PROJECT PHASE  DELIVERABLE  DELIVERABLE DESCRIPTION 

Initiation Phase 

  Charter  Document that briefly outlines the project identification 
number, key management resources, project profile of 
business need and project objectives, high level deliverables, 
project artifacts, assumptions/constraints, key integrated 
planning resources needed across functional areas, and a 
planning cost estimate used to establish the authority of the 
Project Manager and provide parameters for the project 
resources and negotiation of support with functional 
managers for execution of the project phases. 

  Stakeholder Assigned 
Resources List 

Document identifying the list of key stakeholders by name 
and role that will serve as the technical, managerial, or 
advisory support to the project. 

Planning Phase 

  Planning Kick‐Off Meeting 
Minutes 

Meeting minutes documenting the project team kick‐off 
following approval of the charter and assignment of resources 
to the integrated project team to discuss the charter business 
need and project objectives, high level deliverables, project 
artifacts, and assumptions/constraints in preparation for 
defining the functional requirements. 

Project Execution Plan 
 
Document consolidating 
all planning elements 
into a single document 
used to guide 
both project 
execution and project 
control, document 
planning assumptions 
and decisions, facilitate 
communication 
among stakeholders, 
and document 
approved scope, cost, 
and schedule baselines. 

Functional Requirements 
Matrix 

Clear definition of the project, the problem or opportunity 
being solved, and what success looks like, from both the 
current state and desired end state, and project constraints 
any solution must meet as defined by the integrated project 
team.   

Work Breakdown Structure 
(WBS) – Conceptual and Final 

Conceptual document outline of the WBS that will allow the 
project manager to identify functional responsibilities and be 
used to facilitate detailed stakeholder development of the 
project schedule with dependencies and budget estimates. 
Final provided upon completion of the detailed project 
schedule development at the appropriate level required to 
manage the project.  Seven (7) project phase areas common 
to all projects should be included in the WBS structure, then 
specific project details defined below for Avista consistency: 

 Project Management 

 Investigation 

 Design 

 Procure/Contract 

 Permitting 

 Construction 

 Verify/Startup/Checkout 

Project Team 
Roles/Responsibilities 

Document identifying the list of key stakeholders by name 
and role that will serve as the technical, managerial, or 
advisory support to the planning phase of the project. 

Communication Plan  Document describing type of communication frequency with 
stakeholders to achieve the project measurement baseline.  
The plan elaborates on identification of roles and 
responsibilities by identifying the lead and support functions 
for each key document to be produced during the project 
(a.k.a. circle/dot matrix) and types/frequency of 
communication. 

Risk Plan  Document identifying the broad risks, likelihood of occurring, 
and consequence determination of whether there is 
opportunity or loss potential associated with it.  This risk plan 
is considered the conceptual phase in order to assist in 
defining the appropriate technical solution to be illustrated in 
the planning documents and project schedule.    

Governance Process  Document integrating a framework for resolving issues and 
managing problems to the Performance Measurement 

Section 1
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 111



Project	Initiation	Charter	
Planning Phase Approval 

Little Falls Modernization Program Charter    Page 7 of 8 

 

PROJECT PHASE  DELIVERABLE  DELIVERABLE DESCRIPTION 

Baseline as they arise during the life cycle for project planning 
and execution.  This includes changes to the project’s scope, 
schedule, charter, or budget which are documented and 
provided to a decision‐making body. 

Document/Data Management 
Plan 

Definition of the file structure and minimum documents to be 
maintained in the electronic project file.  Files typically 
address: why the project was initiated, the scope of the 
project, expenditures on the project, official communication 
records associated with the project, final commissioning of 
the project, and project personnel. 

Project Schedule  Integrated project schedule containing defined task and 
subtasks, durations, dependencies, and functional 
responsibilities that will support network analysis.  The tool 
(e.g. MS Project, Primavera) will be selected by the Avista 
Project Manager. 

Budget Estimates by project  Integrated project schedule containing resource loading of 
hours and cost of individuals assigned to complete the work 
identified in the project schedule. 

Engineering Design 
Packages 

Phase 0   Alternatives Analysis/Feasibility Study (5%‐10%) 

Phase 1  Conceptual Design (30% ‐ 50%) 

Phase 2  Preliminary Engineering (50% ‐ 75%) 

Phase 3  Design Execution (90%) 

Phase 4  Completed Construction Drawings and Specifications (100%) 

  Statement of Work  Document combined with the plans and specifications that is 
submitted to Supply Chain with a contract request to 
assemble a construction bid package. 

Bid Package  Package developed using a team consisting of Supply Chain, 
the Construction Contracts Administrator, and the 
engineer/project manager used to solicit bids from 
contractors to execute the work.   

Construction Transmittal  Package that includes the design drawings, specifications, 
accounting information (what project numbers the crews are 
to charge their time to), vendor data sheets, and any special 
instructions for executing the work. 

Executing Phase 

  Pre‐Construction Meeting 
Minutes 

Meeting to go over any final instructions, roles, clarify any 
questions regarding work scope and schedule, environmental 
requirements, and discuss safety requirements. 

Commission Testing and 
Acceptance Plan 

Document that ensures the new equipment is going to 
function as it was designed and works properly.  Instrument 
and control settings and functions must be confirmed and 
documented.  The engineer prepares a commissioning plan 
and works with the relay shop general foreman and plant 
operations to coordinate this step. 

Closing Phase 

  Operation & 
Maintenance/Instruction 
Manual 

Compilation of equipment literature and manuals provided by 
the vendor, along with engineer prepared list of minimum 
maintenance requirements and frequency for maintenance.  
Equipment manuals, O&M manuals, and other O&M 
procedures will be provided to the Maintenance Engineer to 
be entered into Maximo to generate future work orders to 
perform the recommended periodic maintenance. 

Lessons Learned Document  A document capturing lessons learned from stakeholders on 
all phases of the project. 

Final Project Summary Report  Report summarize design steps along the way, important 
design considerations, comparison of the planned vs. the 
actual project schedule, the budgeted costs vs. actual costs, 
summary of change orders and scope changes that affected 
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PROJECT PHASE  DELIVERABLE  DELIVERABLE DESCRIPTION 

the schedule and costs, list of applicable project drawings 
(both reference and new drawings), files/records created, key 
project stakeholders that participated, contractors/vendors 
involved, and associated contract costs.   

5.2 What	will	NOT	be	delivered?	
No other plant systems other than what is outlined in this document will be delivered as part of the Little Falls 

program.  Of special note is the Little Falls spillgate overhaul will specifically be excluded from this program. 

6 Planning	Cost	Estimate	
As  identified  in Section 2.1, the anticipated cost of the Little Falls Program  is $58M.   Refined estimates will be 
developed as project planning progresses and a performance baseline is developed. 
 
Cost estimates are by definition prepared with less than complete information and have inherent levels of risk 
and uncertainties.   The basis for the planning cost estimate as follows: 

 The initial estimate of $58M the program was prepared based on judgement estimation at the 1‐2% 
project design which equates to a Class 5 estimate with an accuracy range of ‐20 to +100% (see 
Association for the Advancement of Cost Engineering (AACE) International matrix below). The matrix 
presents the level of project definition, typical end use, methodology, expected accuracy, and 
preparation effort associated with the cost estimate.2   
 

 
 

                                                            
2 The Association for the Advancement of Cost Engineering (AACE) International is an international non-profit professional educational association that 
provides services related to cost estimating, cost/schedule control, and project management to a wide range of professions and industries. AACE defines 
five levels of cost estimates for a project (reference AACE International Recommended Practice No. 18R‐97). 
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Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Base Load Hydro 

ER No: ER Name: 
4147  Base Load Hydro 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $3,4471 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This program covers the capital maintenance expenditures required to keep the Upper Spokane 
River Plants operating within 90% of their current performance (this assumes some degradation 
of performance over time).  The program will focus on ways to maintain compliance and reduce 
overall O&M expenses while maintaining a reasonable unit availability.  The Upper Spokane River 
Plants include Post Falls, Upper Falls, Monroe Street, and Nine Mile. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 1,149 0 0 57 0 0 191 0 0 86 0 451 364

2017 1,149 0 0 57 0 0 191 0 0 86 0 451 364

2018 1,149 0 0 57 0 0 191 0 0 86 0 451 364

Section 1
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 114



Section 1
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 115



Section 1
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 116



Section 1
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 117



 
     

AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Regulating Hydro 

ER No: ER Name: 
4148  Regulating Hydro 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $10,5991 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

This  program  covers  the  capital  maintenance  expenditures  required  to  keep  these  plants 
operating at their current performance.  The program will work to improve the reliability of these 
plants so that their value can be maximized  in both the energy and ancillary markets.   Plants 
included are Long Lake, Little Falls, Noxon Rapids, and Cabinet Gorge.         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 5,786 500 500 677 0 35 707 305 0 1,060 205 100 1,698

2017 3,533 0 0 177 0 0 707 0 0 1,060 0 0 1,590

2018 3,533 0 0 177 0 0 707 0 0 1,060 0 0 1,590
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Base Load Thermal Plant 

ER No: ER Name: 
4149  Base Load Thermal 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $6,6001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

This program is necessary to sustain or improve the existing operating costs the major Base Load 
generating stations.  This program is specifically for Coyote Springs 2, Colstrip, Kettle Falls, and 
Lancaster.  Work includes replacement of items identified through asset management decisions 
and programs necessary to maintain reliable and  low operating costs of these plants.   As this 
program proceeds, it is expected that forced outage rates and forced derates of these facilities 
will decrease to a level one standard deviation less than the current average resulting in more 
economic benefits for the project.             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
.  

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 2,200 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,810 0 0 0 0 390

2017 2,200 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,810 0 0 0 0 390

2018 2,200 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,810 0 0 0 0 390
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Facility 

Name
Project Name

Budget 

Year
Cost Project Description  Drivers Alternatives Risks Benefits

Coyote 

Springs 2

Hot Reheat 

Attemperator 

Replacement

2016  $       150,000 

Upgrade the Hot Reheat 

Attemperator from a single 

spray nozzle to multiple spray 

nozzle configuration, and to 

install an Inconel (metal alloy) 

liner

The current attemporator has experienced frequent warping 

and cracking on the liner due to poor atomization from the 

spray nozzle, and erosion of the spray nozzle resulting in 

excessive maintenance expenses and risk of the liner 

migrating down the steam line.

Only replace the liner, 

which was completed in 

2012.  This has proven to 

be only a temporary 

repair.

If nothing is done, there is risk of the liner 

liberating from the steam pipe, potentially 

causing steam turbine or steam valve damage

By upgrading to a multi‐nozzle 

configuration, that allows for a 

more uniform ‐ better atomized 

spray ‐ and Inconel liner, the 

concern of the liner warping and 

cracking, and spray nozzle 

deterioration, is drastically 

reduced.

Kettle 

Falls GS

Ash MCC 

Replacement
2016  $       330,000 

Replace the Ash Motor 

Control Centers with new 

Allen Bradley Intellicenter 

MCC’s.

We are no longer able to source replacement parts of the 

Gould MCC’s which are no longer manufactured.  (We 

recently purchased a spare breaker from a junk yard to get 

the parts needed to repair a current breaker)

Continue to operate on 

the current system and 

do not upgrade.

Increased down time on the main unit.  With 

REC’s and the need for Renewable power from 

Kettle availability is critical.  Failure of the ash 

system would limit the unit to only natural gas 

firing at half the output and eliminate 50MW’s of 

renewable REC’s

Reliability

Kettle 

Falls GS

Demineralizer 

Building MCC 

Replacement

2017  $       757,000 

Replace the Demineralizer 

Building MCC with new Allen 

Bradley Intellicenter MCC’s. 

This project will also include 

replacing the existing cooling 

tower fan motor controllers 

with VFD’s and reversing 

gearboxes.

We are no longer able to source replacement parts of the 

Gould MCC’s which are no longer manufactured.  We ran for 

a few months in 2014 limited on cooling ability due to not 

having spare parts for the cooling tower fans.  We were able 

to get parts from the boiler MCC project that was completed 

in 2014 to get the cooling tower fans operating in fast mode 

again.

Continue to operate on 

the current system and 

do not upgrade.

Increased down time on the main unit.  With 

REC’s and the need for Renewable power from 

Kettle availability is critical.  The plant would not 

be able to operate if the demineralizer MCC’s 

failed. 

Reliability

Increased down time on the main unit.  With 

REC’s and the need for Renewable power from 

Kettle availability is critical.  The PLC #5 

continues to have “glitches” and failures.  These 

failures trip off critical equipment and limits 

operations of the plant.

There have been control failures in PLC #5 that 

have caused the ash system to trip which caused 

plugging in the hoppers and put employees at 

risk to clear the hot ash.

Continue to operate on 

the current system and 

do not upgrade.

There are no repairs 

available to our 

transformers and 

replacement is most cost 

effective.

Kettle 

Falls GS

PLC #5 

Migration
2016  $       100,000 

Migrate the Balance of Plant 

PLC #5 areas include fuel yard, 

water treatment and ash 

handling.

The PLC #5 has become legacy system in the lifespan of 

controllers.  It is becoming more costly to maintain and 

adding new functionality to the Plant using the PLC #5 is 

limited and cost more than just migrating to ControlLogix. We 

have an existing ControlLogix PLC.  We would also see an 

overall performance enhancement of being able to add 

functionality for plant operation in many areas.

Continue to operate on 

the current system and 

do not upgrade.

Reliability, Safety

Kettle 

Falls GS

Replace 13.8kV 

– 480V 

Transformers

2016  $       550,000 

Replace the original station 

service transformers (4) this is 

a two year project replacing 

two each year starting in 

2016.

The transformers are at end of life and are currently being 

operated in an abnormal configuration to keep the standby 

transformer isolated instead of energized due to the sever 

breakdown of insulation.

In 2014 GPSS Central Maintenance Electrical 

crews identified serious breakdown of the 

transformer insulation.  A change to the SOP was 

implemented to mitigate the risk of a 

transformer breaker.  Transformer failure 

creates a safety concern and could affect plant 

output for an extended outage as replacements 

many not be easily procured.

Safety, Reliability
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Facility 

Name
Project Name

Budget 

Year
Cost Project Description  Drivers Alternatives Risks Benefits

Environmental,

Avoided Costs

Environmental,

Avoided Costs

Kettle 

Falls GS

Fuel Yard MCC 

Replacement
2018  $       345,000 

Replace the Fuel Yard Motor 

Control Centers with new 

Allen Bradley Intellicenter 

MCC’s.

We are no longer able to source replacement parts of the 

Gould MCC’s which are no longer manufactured.

Continue to operate on 

the current system and 

do not upgrade.

Increased down time on the main unit.  With 

REC’s and the need for Renewable power from 

Kettle availability is critical.  Failure to the Fuel 

Yard MCC’s could have a serious impact on wood 

sourcing into the plant.  If the system was unable 

to operate for an extended amount of time 

source mills would be forced to take hog fuel to 

another facility which could have a negative 

impact on Kettle for many years.  The $6+ million 

fuel contract depend on Kettle being able to 

offload trucks and fuel the plant. 

Reliability

Kettle 

Falls GS

Install 

Production Well 

#2 

2018  $       215,000 

Install new full capacity 

production well and 

associated piping.

This is the final phase of Avista building an independent 

water supply system to meet KF needs.  Currently there is 

only one full capacity production well in service.  This will 

allow the plant to keep water to the facility if there were to 

be a pump failure.  At this time the plant is still connected to 

the City water system as an emergency backup.  This second 

pump will allow the plant to meet the required minimum 

pumping capacity of 2000 gpm for fire protection as required 

by insurance.

Continue to operate on 

the current system and 

do not upgrade.

The plant will need to continue to rely on the 

City of Kettle Falls for system back up and fire 

protection at a new “industrial” water rate 

imposed by the City for Avista.  

Avoided Costs

Kettle 

Falls GS

Hammer Hog 

Replacement
2018  $       200,000 

Replace the original hammer 

hog.

Remove the existing hammer hog and replace with new 

system.  This project will include options for installing VFD to 

reduce energy consumption.  The entire fuel handling system 

is at end of life and due for major repairs/replacement.  The 

hammer hog would through put would be increase to allow 

quicker truck turn time of our contractors.

Continue to operate on 

the current system and 

do not upgrade.

The system has the ability to by‐pass oversized 

wood fuel.  This would allow large pieces of 

wood to enter into the fuel feed system of the 

boiler.  Large pieces of wood cause reduced 

output of the main unit due to bridging and 

plugging of the wood feeders.  Its critical to 

maintain wood fuel at the boiler designed 

specification of less than 4” 

Reliability

Continue current 

maintenance plan of 

grading and oiling the 

access roadway.

Potential environmental lawsuit(s) from 

neighboring property owners due to fugitive 

dust.  Potential fines from the Department of 

Ecology.

Kettle 

Falls GS

Asphalt Plant 

Roadways
2017  $         77,000 

Asphalt the heavy traffic areas 

including around the plant 

stack from the ash house to 

the rock box and around the 

administration building to the 

demineralizer building. 

Paving around the facility will reduce fugitive dust around the 

plant which helps for the air operating permit with the 

Department of Ecology.  This will also eliminate the continues 

cost of oil and grading the back haul road at the plant site.  

Continue current 

maintenance plan of 

grading and oiling the 

roadways.

Potential environmental lawsuit(s) from 

neighboring property owners due to fugitive 

dust.  Potential fines from the Department of 

Ecology.

Kettle 

Falls GS

Asphalt Landfill 

Access Road
2017  $       220,000 

Asphalt the landfill access 

road from HWY 395 to the 

landfill access gate 

approximately 1.2 miles of 

roadway.

Paving the landfill road will reduce fugitive dust from blowing 

onto neighboring properties and homes.  The 1.2 mile gravel 

roadway is a yearly maintenance issue with road grading and 

dust control.  The wash boarded road causes excessive 

maintenance on the ash truck due to the vibrations and 

shaking.
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Clark Fork Settlement Agreement 

ER No: ER Name: 
6100  Clark Fork License/Compliance 
6103  Clark Fork Implement PME Agreement 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $33,3921 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

Implementation of Protection, Mitigation and Enhancement (PM&E) programs.  License is issued 
to Avista Corporation for a period of 45 years, effective March 1, 2001, to operate and maintain 
the Clark Fork Project No. 2058. The License  includes hundreds of specific  legal requirements, 
many  of  which  are  reflected  in  License  Articles  404‐430.    These  Articles  derived  from  a 
comprehensive settlement agreement between Avista and over 20 other parties, including the 
States  of  Idaho  and  Montana,  various  federal  agencies,  five  Native  American  tribes,  and 
numerous Non‐Governmental Organizations.  We are required to develop, in consultation with 
the Management Committee, a yearly work plan and report, addressing all PM&E measures of 
the  License.  In  addition,  implementation  of  these measures  is  intended  to  address  ongoing 
compliance with Montana and Idaho Clean Water Act requirements, the Endangered Species Act 
(fish passage), and state, federal and tribal water quality standards as applicable.  License articles 
also describe our operational requirements for items such as minimum flows, ramping rates and 
reservoir levels, as well as dam safety and public safety requirements.         

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 6,094 0 2,120 25 0 0 25 0 0 25 0 0 3,899

2017 4,226 0 0 581 0 0 581 0 0 581 0 0 2,481

2018 32,545 0 0 613 0 0 613 0 0 613 0 0 30,705
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Generation / Production 

Business Case Name: Hydro Safety Minor Blanket 

ER No: ER Name: 
6001  Hydro Generation Minor Blanket 
 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $2401 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

This project funds periodic capital purchases and projects to ensure public safety at hydro facilities, on 
and off water, in context of FERC regulatory and license requirements.         
     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 75 0 0 19 0 0 19 0 0 19 0 0 19

2017 80 0 0 20 0 0 20 0 0 20 0 0 20

2018 85 0 0 21 0 0 21 0 0 21 0 0 21
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HED Year Description Est Cost Status

Upper Falls 2016

New Hydro Public Safety sign at 

Division St Bridge for boater take‐

out

$15,000  Underway

Long Lake 2016
New boater safety floats, cable, and 

grabline
$10,000 

on hold… 

waiting for 

crew

Noxon Rapids 2016 New Fence $50,000 
waiting for 

contractor

Nine Mile 2016 New grabline $10,000 

on hold… 

waiting for 

crew

Nine Mile 2016
New gate, fence, signage, and 

access at 7‐Mile Bridge boat launch
$20,000 

waiting for 

county

Noxon Rapids 2016 New boater safety cable  $250,000 
determining 

who will pay

Cabinet Gorge 2016 New (adjustable) Grabline $10,000 
Should be done 

by Jan 2016

Post Falls 2016
New electronic sign on Spokane St 

Bridge
$15,000  no movement

Spokane River  2017
Hydro public safety and security 

CCTV refresh
$70,000 

Working w 

security group

Spokane River  2017
Storage facility for hydro safety 

materials and equipment
$10,000  no movement

Clark Fork 2018
Hydro public safety and security 

CCTV refresh
$70,000 

Working w 

security group

Clark Fork 2018
Storage facility for hydro safety 

materials and equipment
$10,000 

Maybe near Nat 

resource office

Nine Mile 2019 New boater safety cable  $200,000  no movement

Post Falls 2019 New boater safety cable  $200,000  no movement

Upper Falls 2019
New boater safety cables and 

(adjustable) grabline(s)
$150,000  no movement

All 2020
Gates, buoys, fencing, and signage 

refresh
$55,000  no movement

Cabinet Gorge 2020 New boater safety cable $150,000  no movement
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  General 

Business Case Name: Long term Campus Re‐Structuring Plan             

ER No: ER Name: 
7126  Long term Campus Re‐Structuring Plan 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $7,4501 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

Construct  a  new  warehouse  in  2012  and  remodel  the  old  warehouse  in  the  Service  Building  to 
accommodate 110 work stations  in 2013.   Also add 125 parking  spaces.   New warehouse  shall utilize 
current material handling  technologies  to  increase employee efficiencies, and  its height will allow  for 
more material to be stored per SF, thus using our  limited SF here at the COF more efficiently.   Provide 
IS/IT  infrastructure  and  networking  in  north  half  of  the  COF  where  it  is  currently  non‐existent,  in 
anticipation of future projects.  This project will also allow the HVAC renovation of the north building wing 
to be accomplished in one year rather than a staged process. 

O&M Offsets are gained due to line trucks and employees not having to travel and off‐load waste maters 
that  are  recyclable  or  hazardous.   Offsets  are  anticipated  to  be  approximately  $43,000  in  2016  and 
$60,000 in 2017 for a total of $103,000 on a system level.  Washington’s allocated portion of these offsets 
are $81,000 Electric and $22,000 Natural Gas. 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 9,550 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,700 0 2,850

2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  General 

Business Case Name: New Airport Hangar 

ER No: ER Name: 
7136 New Airport Hangar 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $1,5001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

In 2017 Avista will lose the lease on the existing airport hangar. The owner is losing their lease and the 
hangar will be demolished. Avista will have to lease a new space or buy land and build a hangar. There is 
one more option, we could lease the property and build a hangar on the leased property in exchange for 
a 30 to 50‐year lease.                         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2017 1,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,500

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  General 

Business Case Name: Clark Fork Engineering Building 

ER No: ER Name: 
7142 Clark Fork Engineering Building 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $1,0891 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

Construct Engineering/Operations office at Cabinet Gorge HED for use by Plant Engineers, Plant Manager, 
and visiting Staff.   The existing building has been converted from a former guest house, and  is  in poor 
condition, and inadequate for current needs.  This building serves as our headquarters in this area, and 
presents a very poor image to the public.               

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2017 1,089 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,089

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  General 

Business Case Name: New Downtown Network Building         

ER No: ER Name: 
7139  Netwk Bldg Purchase and Renovation 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $6,3001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

Purchase a 2.32 acre lot located at 1717 W. 4th St., with two existing 22,000 SF and a 6,700 SF office bldgs. 
Provide a new service center for the Downtown Network electric crews, GPSS Out Oper/Utilitymen, and 
downtown gas service. Renovate the 6,700 SF building, build a new 17,000 SF warehouse, 10,000 SF of 
new vehicle canopies, and approximately 20,000 SF of new storage/parking lots. This will consolidate the 
downtown crews and equip onto one site rather than several sites that are scattered around downtown, 
as well as new equipment such as overhead cranes and welding bays. In addition, renovate the existing 
22,000 square foot building for office space for Project Atlas, AMI, and Steamplant IS/IT, instead of leasing 
space for the expected 4‐5 years of those projects. This building can house further special office needs 
past the 4‐5 years mark.                

O&M Offsets occur  in this business case as the Company reduces expenses related to  leased property 
throughout  the  Spokane  area.    Offsets  are  expected  to  be  $229,000  annually  beginning  in  2016.  
Washington’s portion of these offsets are $122,000 Electric and $34,000 Natural Gas. 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 9,600 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9,600 0

2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  General 

Business Case Name: Apprentice/Craft Training       

ER No: ER Name: 
7200 Appren Craft Train 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $1801 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

This program  is  for on‐going  capital  improvements  to  support  the essential  skills needed  for  journey 
workers, apprentices and pre‐apprentices now and for the future.  It is important to provide the types of 
training scenarios that employees face in the field.  The program is for capital infrastructure needed to 
create an effective set‐up for training craft employees.   Capital expenditures under this program could 
include  items  such  as  building  new  facilities  or  expanding  existing  facilities,  purchase  of  equipment 
needed, or build out of realistic utility field  infrastructure used to train employees.   Examples  include:  
new or expanded shops,  truck canopy, classrooms, backhoes and other equipment, build out of “Safe 
City”‐ commercial and residential building replicas, and distribution, transmission, smart grid, metering, 
gas and substation infrastructure. 

       

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 60 0 0 15 0 0 15 0 0 15 0 0 15

2017 60 0 0 15 0 0 15 0 0 15 0 0 15

2018 60 0 0 15 0 0 15 0 0 15 0 0 15
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  General 

Business Case Name: Structures and Improvements and Furniture           

ER No: ER Name: 
7001  Structures & Improvements 
7003  Office Furniture 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $10,8001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

This program would be responsible for the Capital Maintenance, Improvements, and Furniture budgets at 
50 plus Avista Offices and Service Centers (over 700,000 sf total). Many of the included Service Centers 
were built in the 50's and 60's and are starting to show signs of severe aging. The program would include 
Capital projects in all construction disciplines (Roofing, Asphalt, Electrical, Plumbing, HVAC, Expansions, 
Remodels, Energy efficiency projects etc. This program would be driven mainly  from  the results of an 
objective building survey completed at each Service Center. The survey assigns a rating to each building 
category based on condition. This will help us create capital project lists for each Service Center and make 
decisions on continued maintenance vs future replacement.         

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 3,600 297 299 309 299 300 298 298 297 308 299 299 298

2017 3,600 297 299 309 299 300 298 298 297 308 299 299 298

2018 3,600 297 299 309 299 300 298 298 297 308 299 299 298
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Structures and Improvements / Furniture 
Facilities Program ER-7001 / 7003 

 
1. Purpose of the Program 
 
Avista owns and leases facilities in eastern Washington, the Idaho panhandle, and 
southern Oregon that support utility operations. In all, there are over 80 buildings in 42 
locations, totaling over 700,000 square feet. 
 
The current plant value (original acquisition and improvements) of facilities (exclusive of 
land) is over $50 million and the estimated annual depreciation is approximately 
$900,000. These amounts represent the dollar values in the year of investment with no 
consideration to inflation or replacement cost. 
 
Providing a detailed and accurate capital plan takes into account age, condition, and 
utility of the structures and systems of all company facilities (roof, exterior shell, 
electrical, lighting, HVAC, plumbing, appearance, etc.) It also takes into account multiple 
requests and projects that help increase efficiency or meet regulatory needs in all areas 
of utility operations, including both electric and gas, as well as warehouse, security, and 
environmental operations. 
 
2. Capital Budget Estimation Values 
 
The estimated average replacement cost for company facilities generally fall in the 
range of $100 - $250 per square foot. (Replacement costs vary by building type and use 
breakdown – warehouse, garage, office, etc.) Based on these costs, total replacement 
costs for 700,000 square feet would be over $100,000,000 at $150 per square foot. 
Based on an average 35 year useful life of any company facility, the annual depreciation 
amount would be about $2,800,000 per year (without inflation). This would be the 
approximate annual capital requirement for maintenance due to the depreciation. In 
fact, annual maintenance requirements will vary from year to year and will not be linear. 
 
Furniture assets (Avista book value) total approximately $5,000,000 with estimated 
annual depreciation of approximately $36,000. The depreciable life for furniture is 10 
years. Replacement value for furniture is estimated at $5,000 per workstation. For 1,400 
employees, replacement cost is approximately $7,000,000. Capital requirements based 
on 10 year replacement would be $700,000 per year (without inflation). If we were to 
extend past the depreciable life and calculate at a 15 year replacement, the capital 
requirement would be approximately $460,000 yearly. 
 
Thus, estimated total capital requirements for maintenance and furniture replacement 
only, AT A MINIMUM, are as follows: 
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 Company Facilities Yearly  $2,800,000 
 Furniture Yearly   $460,000 
 TOTAL    $3,260,000 

 
3. Project Itemization within the Program 
 
Over the past two years (2014 and 2015), individual projects within the program that 
exceeded a dollar value of $50,000 are as follows: 
 
2015 

 Beacon Yard – GPSS Bldg – replace electrical systems – CNC table support 
 CDA – Remodel CDA Fleet Maintenance Shop 
 CDA – Replace HVAC system in Service Center 
 Kellogg – Asphalt, Sidewalk, and Entry replacements 
 Medford – Build Canopy on side of Bldg, fill ramp 
 Mission COF – 4th Floor Distribution Dispatch Reorganization 
 Mission COF – Replace Emergency Generator 
 Mission COF – Construct new parking spots and safety sidewalk 
 Mission COF – Install Mass Notification System for 70’s Addition 
 Mission COF – Remodel 70’s Addition Restrooms 
 Miscellaneous Sites – Purchase Furniture 

 
2014 

 Mission COF – Remodel Restrooms 1st Floor / Basement 
 Mission COF – Centralized UPS and ATS for Corp/SCADA 
 Mission COF – Replace Boilers in Main Plant 
 Mission COF – Purchase several Ross Court Properties 
 CDA – New Pole Yard 
 Deer Park – New Asphalt Yard and Environmental Clean Up 
 Dollar Road – Gas Pressure Controlmen Crane Safety Modification 
 La Grande – Asphalt in front of Office and back area 
 Miscellaneous Sites – Purchase Furniture 

 
4. Alternatives Considered and Associated Consequences 
 
At this time, the only available alternative is to stop all capital funding sources, or reduce 
funding sources. Alternatives such as renting facilities built by others could also be 
explored, but it would be at a great increase in cost to our O&M budget. 
 
The associated consequences with not fully funding a capital budget are as follows: 

 Regular necessary replacement of maintenance items of company facilities and 
their systems would be deferred. Failure could occur frequently. 

 Cost increases in O&M due to Facilties crews time in implementing services to 
extending life of company facilties and their systems. Also cost increases due to 
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purchasing replacement parts and materials to extend said systems. Currently 
our Facilities crews process about 3500 – 4000 work orders yearly. That number 
can be expected to rise if proper replacement is not done. 

 Cost increases in O&M due to Operations and Avista employee time due to 
inefficient use of space due to lacking facilities and systems. For example, no 
heat/AC to office personnel. Electrical systems that cannot handle new 
equipment loads. No time savings for snow melt systems. 

 
5. Customer-Related Benefits 
 
The Structures and Improvements Program provides customer related benefits in the 
following categories: 
 

 Reliability 
o Projects under this program allow for quicker response times from 

operations personnel. This includes but is not limited to: snow melt 
systems for trucks, efficient warehouse storage and picking, streamlining 
vehicle traffic patterns and turnarounds, providing proper adjacencies for 
tools and materials, protecting investments in fleet vehicles and equipment 
from the elements. 

 Safety 
o Projects under this program allow for increased safety. This includes but is 

not limited to: bringing electrical, HVAC, and plumbing systems up to 
current building codes and standards, providing new fire alarm and 
security alarm systems, increasing lighting and new layouts for increased 
visibility, effectively separating administrative personnel from field crews 
and vehicles. 

 Cost Savings 
o Projects under this program allow for cost savings. This is mainly due to 

the replacement of depreciated or near end of life items that would require 
increased funding in the O&M budget to extend the lives of these items 
past their useful dates, when a capital investment can cancel out the 
increased O&M funding. See “Consequences” section 4 for more 
information. 
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  General 

Business Case Name: Capital Tools and Stores Equipment           

ER No: ER Name: 
7005  Stores Equip 
7006  Tools Lab & Shop Equipment 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $7,2001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

The  Capital  Tool  Program  provides  proper  tooling  &  equipment  necessary  to  perform  required 
companywide  work  safely  &  efficiently,  as  well  as  helping  to  ensure  Avista  meets  all  compliance 
requirements.    This  program  also  provides  material  handling  &  storage  equipment  to  company 
storerooms (forklift, storage bins, racking, etc.) which helps increase warehouse response and efficiency 
to crews.       

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 2,400 344 344 344 56 56 56 56 56 56 344 344 344

2017 2,400 344 344 344 56 56 56 56 56 56 344 344 344

2018 2,400 344 344 344 56 56 56 56 56 56 344 344 344
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  General 

Business Case Name: COF Long‐Term Restructuring Plan Phase 2         

   

ER No: ER Name: 
7131  COF Long Term Restructuring Plan Phase 2 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $26,0001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

COF Long Term Restructuring Plan, Phase 2. Increase Mission campus size by purchasing and developing 
adjacent  lots,  reroute Crescent Ave.  to make one contiguous  lot, construct new Fleet / Service Shops 
Building, convert all of 1950's Service building to Office Space, and increase parking lot size and build 2‐
story parking structure. Our parking lots will be beyond max capacity. The Fleet Garage is over 50 years 
old and is constrained by its dims from our ever enlarging vehicles and line trucks. New garage will allow 
for maintenance of CNG vehicles, current building does not allow this. Once Fleet  is moved, a distinct 
separation b/n Operations / Service vehicles and Administrative Employees and vehicles. Separation will 
increase safety by eliminating intermingling of pedestrians in work areas. Office building & parking garage 
is projected to allow Call Center and any leased facilities to come back to Mission campus. Increasing the 
COF lot size will allow for efficient space and multiple uses on campus.         

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 2,991 0 0 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,956

2017 8,979 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,979 0 0 6,000

2018 12,040 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12,040
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Natural Gas Distribution 

Business Case Name: Aldyl A Replacement 

ER No: ER Name: 
3008 Aldyl ‐A Pipe Replacement 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $58,8481 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 
 

Business Case Description: 

This program covers  the  replacement of 730 miles of pre‐1987 Aldyl A mains and  the  remediation of 
16,000 bending stress sites on services tapped from steel main.  Due to the tendency for this material to 
suffer brittle‐like cracking  leak  failures, Aldyl A will eventually  reach a  level of unreliability  that  is not 
acceptable.  There is a potential harm to the public through damage to life and property. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 18,885 990 1,010 1,256 1,343 1,681 1,669 1,498 1,828 1,918 1,846 1,347 2,498

2017 19,263 1,009 1,029 1,279 1,369 1,715 1,703 1,528 1,866 1,956 1,884 1,374 2,551

2018 20,700 1,081 1,101 1,365 1,470 1,845 1,833 1,643 2,009 2,100 2,027 1,474 2,752
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Natural Gas Distribution 

Business Case Name: Overbuilt Pipe Replacement 

ER No: ER Name: 
3006 Overbuilt Pipe Replacement Blanket 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $2,7001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

 
This program will replace sections of existing gas piping that have experienced encroachment or have 
been overbuilt by customer constructed improvements (i.e. decks, driveways, etc.) that restricts the 
Company’s access to pipe.  It will address the replacement of sections of gas main and services that no 
longer can be operated safely. The replacements will be completed to enhance public safety.  All types 
of overbuilds will be addressed with the primary focus of the project being overbuilds in 
manufactured/mobile home developments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 900 72 74 82 74 75 73 73 73 82 75 74 73

2017 100 7 8 11 8 8 8 7 8 11 8 8 8

2018 100 7 8 11 8 8 8 8 8 11 9 8 8
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Natural Gas Distribution 

Business Case Name: Regulator Station Reliability Replacement 

ER No: ER Name: 
3002 Regulator Reliable ‐ Blanket 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $2,4001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This annual program will  replace or upgrade existing  regulator  stations and meter  stations  to current 
Avista  standards.  This  program  will  address  enhancements  that  will  improve  system  operating 
performance, safety, replacement of inadequate or antiquated equipment that is no longer supported, 
and ensure the reliable operation of metering and regulating equipment.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 800 38 39 58 58 64 88 88 81 89 70 64 63

2017 800 38 39 58 58 64 88 88 81 89 70 64 63

2018 800 38 39 58 58 64 88 88 81 89 70 64 63
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Natural Gas Distribution 

Business Case Name: Replace Deteriorating Steel Gas Systems 

ER No: ER Name: 
3001 Replace Deteriorating Gas System 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $3,0001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

This annual program will replace sections of existing steel gas piping that are suspect for failure or are 
showing  signs of deterioration within  the gas  system.   This program will address  the  replacement of 
sections of gas main with corrosion related issues that no longer operate reliably and/or safely.  Sections 
of the gas system require replacement due  to many  factors  including material  failures, environmental 
impact, increased leak frequency, or coating problems.  This program will identify and replace sections of 
steel pipe to improve public safety and system reliability; its primary focus is to address corrosion related 
pipe issues. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 1,000 51 51 62 70 90 89 80 99 100 99 70 138

2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Natural Gas Distribution 

Business Case Name: Gas Telemetry Deployment 

ER No: ER Name: 
3117 Gas Telemetry Deployment 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $1,2001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This program will continue  the  installations of gas  telemetry  throughout Avista's gas service  territory.  
Further  enhancing  the  telemetry  sites will  increase  the  visibility  of  the  gas  system  to  help  analyze 
operational  concerns  and  cold  weather  performance.  This  program  will  also  replace  the  current 
mechanical pressure recording charts with electronic pressure recording devices. These types of projects 
also enhance our Disaster Recovery efforts by updating existing  telemetry and adding new  sites. Gas 
Scheduling benefits from this data also by having independent measurement points to check the pipelines 
values and to receive more timely information from the field. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

. 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 400 25 28 39 31 34 32 30 33 44 35 31 39

2017 400 25 28 39 31 34 32 30 33 44 35 31 39

2018 400 25 28 39 31 34 32 30 33 44 35 31 39
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Natural Gas Distribution 

Business Case Name: Gas Planned Meter Change‐out (“PMC”) Program ‐ Capital Replacements 

ER No: ER Name: 
3055 Gas Meter Replacement Non‐Revenue 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $3,2791 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This annual program will provide for replacement of gas meters and associated measurement equipment 
that are completed  in association with  the Gas Planned Meter Change out  (PMC) program.   Avista  is 
required by commission rules and an approved Tariff in WA, ID, and OR to test meters for accuracy and 
ensure proper metering performance.   Execution of  this program on  an  annual basis will ensure  the 
continuation  of  reliable  gas measurement.    This  program will  include  the  labor  and minor materials 
associated with the PMC program. Major materials (meters, regulators, and ERTs) will be charged to the 
appropriate growth ERs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 3,728 284 289 317 302 310 319 316 316 339 315 306 317

2017 2,790 204 209 238 223 232 242 238 239 261 237 227 239

2018 1,713 239 239 239 239 239 239 50 47 58 44 42 40
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Natural Gas Distribution 

Business Case Name: NSC Greene St HP Gas Main  

ER No: ER Name: 
3304 NSC Greene St HP Gas Main  

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $1,5001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
Due  to  the North‐South Corridor Project, a  relocate of  the 20" HP gas main on N. Greene  St will be 
required.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2017 1,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,500

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Natural Gas Distribution 

Business Case Name: Reinforcement, Hwy 2 (Kaiser), Spokane WA 

ER No: ER Name: 
3237  US2 N Spo Gas HP Reinforce (Kaiser Prop)  

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $2,0001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This project will reinforce the area north of the Kaiser property along Hwy 2. The distribution system in 
this area  is not able to reliably serve customers on a design day. Additionally, Avista serves the  Inland 
Asphalt plant located north of this location that is not able to be reliability served in the spring and fall.  
Completion of this reinforcement will improve pressures in the US2 Kaiser area.  Approximately 8,000’ of 
6” HP steel will be installed. Engineering to start in 2014, construction planned for 2015. This project is 
the top reinforcement priority for the Spokane area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2017 2,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,000

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Natural Gas Distribution 

Business Case Name: Gas Replacement Street & Highway 

ER No: ER Name: 
3003 Gas Replace‐St&Hwy 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $13,5001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This annual program will replace sections of existing gas piping that require replacement due to relocation 
or improvement of streets or highways in areas where gas piping is installed.  Avista installs many of its 
facilities  in public  right‐of‐way under established  franchise agreements.   Avista  is  required under  the 
franchise  agreements,  in most  cases,  to  relocate  its  facilities when  they  are  in  conflict with  road  or 
highway improvements.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 4,500 221 226 296 319 388 438 410 450 469 428 333 521

2017 1,185 53 54 81 85 95 135 134 124 131 105 95 94

2018 1,185 53 54 81 85 95 135 134 124 131 105 95 94
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Natural Gas Distribution 

Business Case Name: Isolated Steel Replacement 

ER No: ER Name: 
3007 Isolated Steel Replacement 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $9,6201 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This annual program will replace sections of cathodically  isolated steel pipe.    Isolated portions of pipe 
including risers, service pipe and main will be replaced as required to meet the requirements of 49 CFR 
192.455 & 157 and in accordance with WAC Docket PG‐100049.  This program will be conducted in Idaho 
and Oregon also to assure cathodically isolated steel is identified and replaced as needed. Inspections will 
increase in 2015 for three years, resulting in higher budgets for 2015‐2017. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 3,550 202 213 280 260 310 303 277 322 371 332 262 418

2017 2,301 139 149 203 172 197 191 177 198 246 208 174 246

2018 1,906 119 130 179 144 162 156 146 159 206 168 147 191
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Natural Gas Distribution 

Business Case Name: Cathodic Protection 

ER No: ER Name: 
3004 Cathodic Protection‐Minor Blanket 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $3,0001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This  annual  program  will  replace  existing  and  install  new  cathodic  protection  systems  to  ensure 
compliance with 49 CFR 192, Subpart I ‐ "Requirements for Corrosion Control" that requires pipelines be 
protected against external corrosion by means of a cathodic protection system.   This program will ensure 
appropriate cathodic protection  levels are maintained,  reduce corrosion  related  failures, help prevent 
leaks within steel pipeline systems and enhance public safety.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 1,000 52 54 76 73 83 99 96 96 108 90 78 95

2017 375 18 19 27 27 30 41 41 38 42 33 30 29

2018 375 18 19 27 27 30 41 41 38 42 33 30 29
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Natural Gas Distribution 

Business Case Name: Gas Non‐Revenue Program 

ER No: ER Name: 
3005 Gas Distribution Non‐Revenue Blanket 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $18,0001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This annual program will replace sections of existing gas piping that require replacement to improve the 
operation  of  the  gas  system  but  are  not  directly  linked  to  new  revenue.    The  program  includes 
replacement of pipe and  facilities  that  are at  the end of  their useful  life or have  failed.      It  includes 
improvements  in  equipment  and/or  technology  to  enhance  system  operation  and/or maintenance, 
replacement of obsolete facilities, replacement of main to improve cathodic performance, and projects 
to  improve public safety and/or  improve system reliability. Starting  in 2014, costs associated with  the 
labor and minor materials to complete the PMC program will no longer be captured in this Business Case, 
they will be on the "Gas PMC Program."  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 6,000 366 381 475 451 514 526 495 543 607 545 459 639

2017 2,560 188 199 245 206 211 214 212 208 254 212 210 202

2018 2,560 188 199 245 206 211 214 212 208 254 212 210 202
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Natural Gas Distribution 

Business Case Name: Gas Reinforcement 

ER No: ER Name: 
3000 Gas Reinforce‐Minor Blanket 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $3,6001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This annual program will identify and provide for necessary capacity reinforcements of the existing natural 
gas distribution  system  in WA,  ID, and OR.   Avista has an obligation  to provide adequate  service  for 
customers with firm gas service rates on design day conditions.  Periodic reinforcement of the system is 
required  to  reliably  serve due  to  increased demand at existing  service  locations and new  customers.  
Execution of this program on an annual basis will ensure the continuation of reliable gas service that is of 
adequate pressure and capacity. Specific ER's may be added to this Business Case as they are defined as 
Reinforcement Projects. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 1,200 57 59 82 86 100 125 121 122 129 110 93 116

2017 545 23 24 35 39 44 63 63 58 60 49 44 43

2018 545 23 24 35 39 44 63 63 58 60 49 44 43
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Gas Underground Storage 

Business Case Name: Jackson Prairie Storage 

ER No: ER Name: 
7201 Jackson Prairie Storage 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $3,5021 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
 
Jackson Prairie  (JP) Underground Storage Facility stores natural gas.   Avista owns  this  facility as a 1/3 
partner with Puget Sound Energy and Williams' Northwest Pipeline.  Puget Sound Energy is the managing 

partner for the facility, which is located in Chehalis, WA.  The requested capital represents Avista's 1/3 

share of the capital needed to maintain the existing facility and maintain equal ownership status.   The 
purpose of the facility is to allow Avista to serve customers on a peak day, and to purchase natural gas at 
potentially lower costs during off‐peak periods and store that gas for use during high cost periods. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 1,175 17 60 62 112 223 210 208 170 103 3 3 3

2017 1,117 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93

2018 1,210 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Transportation 

Business Case Name: Fleet Budget 

ER No: ER Name: 
7000 Transportation Equip 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $21,0601 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

Fleet utilizes a Vehicle Replacement Model analysis program to determine which vehicles are replaced for 
the next budget cycle.   This program utilizes our  internal data  regarding equipment utilization,  repair 
costs, purchase costs, disposal costs, and business needs across all classes of equipment.  This provides a 
consistent  and  level  spend  to  cover  all  departments  effectively.    This  contributes  to  the  operational 
readiness for all departments and our Company as a whole. The 5‐year projection includes analysis of 19 
classes of vehicles in total and the replacement of over 600 assets. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 5,660 471 471 474 471 471 471 471 471 474 471 471 471

2017 7,700 641 641 645 641 642 641 641 641 644 641 641 641

2018 7,700 641 641 645 641 642 641 641 641 644 641 641 641

Section 5
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 1



Section 5
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 2



Section 5
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 3



Section 5
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 4



1 

 

 

Avista  
2014 Vehicle  

Replacement Summary 

Utilimarc 
Your Total Fleet Solution 

 

Section 5
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 5



Section 5
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 6



Section 5
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 7



Section 5
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 8



Section 5
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 9



 
     

AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Enterprise Technology 

Business Case Name: Mobility in the Field 

ER No: ER Name: 
5144 Mobility in the Field 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $1,5001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This program is to increase the Company’s mobility in the field using mobile devices.  A Mobile Road Map 
Team has documented 30 opportunities where mobile technology could be used  in the field.   The top 
opportunities, with the highest benefit and savings, are  included over the five‐year program.   The first 
phase is the project called “Visibility in the Field”, which will assist in Leak Survey and Gas Service Dispatch 
by providing spatial maps in the field using a mobile device.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2017 650 100 0 0 100 0 0 150 0 0 150 0 150

2018 850 0 0 200 0 0 200 0 0 200 0 0 250
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Enterprise Technology 

Business Case Name: Next Generation Radio Refresh 

ER No: ER Name: 
5106 Next Generation Radio System 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $5181 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This project is refreshing Avista’s 20 year old Land Mobile Radio (LMR) system that is used for critical crew 
communications  during  outage  restoration  and  daily  operations  of maintaining  the  electric  and  gas 
distribution and transmission systems.  Avista continues to maintain a private Land Mobile Radio system 
because the offerings available from public providers cannot provide communication throughout our rural 
service territory and as a portion of our nation’s critical infrastructure it is imperative that Avista have a 
communication system that will operate in the event of a disaster to help safeguard the general public. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 6,000 0 6,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2017 375 375 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Enterprise Technology 

Business Case Name: Enterprise Security 

ER No: ER Name: 
5014 Security Systems 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $9,6001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This program is to maintain and improve all security aspects to protect people, assets, information & 
operations through projects, activities and polices. It will also manage the number of security incidents 
at level that aligns with our corporate risk expectations. Additionally it will increase the culture of 
security through education and training. 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 1,360 0 124 0 579 0 0 0 0 279 0 0 378

2017 2,500 100 50 250 500 50 250 50 500 150 50 500 50

2018 4,400 0 0 1,100 0 0 1,100 0 0 1,100 0 0 1,100
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Enterprise Technology 

Business Case Name: Customer Facing Technology 

ER No: ER Name: 
5151 Customer Facing Technology 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $11,4501 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
To enhance customer engagement across digital channels making Avista easy to do business with and 
providing our customers with tools and resources to effectively manage their energy use and bill 
payment and management. Provide access to new products and services such as online service/job 
request tracking and appointment scheduling, and mobile energy management in the home. 
Additionally includes a customer relationship management system (CRM) to provide better 
personalization and tracking of customer interactions to allow us to grow our business. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 286 0 0 0 91 0 104 91 0 0 0 0 0

2017 4,000 0 0 1,000 0 0 1,000 0 0 1,000 0 0 1,000

2018 4,000 500 250 250 250 250 500 250 250 500 250 500 250
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What’s included in Customer Facing capital to date?
2015-2016 capital

Web & Mobile

•New customer‐
focused user 
experience

•New visual identity 
fully implemented

•Enhanced self‐serve 
customer transactions

•Responsive web 
design for seamless 
web and mobile 
experience

•Native mobile app for 
iOS and Android 
featuring storm 
viewing and reporting, 
payments, and energy 
management

Enhanced
Storm Center

•Enhanced outage 
viewing and reporting 
tool across responsive 
web, and native app

Customer 
Preferences

•Customer preference 
collection and storage 
engine

•Increased functionality 
for business to create 
customer lists without 
ET dependence

•Allows collection of 
TCPA permissions

•Allows multiple emails 
and phone numbers 
for customers across 
notification channels

•Provides management 
portal to monitor and 
report on all activity

IVR/EVP

•IVR refresh

•Enterprise wide 
communications 
engine

•RFP and selection of 
new EVP solution

Notifications

•Outbound text and 
email notifications 
across storm, planned 
outage, billing and 
payments 

•Inbound text for 
reporting outage, pay 
bill

•Ability to set and 
receive usage alerts via 
email or text (AMI 
customers)
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Enterprise Technology 

Business Case Name: High Voltage Protection for Substations 

ER No: ER Name: 
5142 High Voltage Protection Upgrade 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $4151 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
High Voltage Protection to personnel and Telco equipment by fiber integration, demark relocation, & 
equipment remediation at suburban and rural substations. 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 887 0 0 114 194 68 148 199 57 70 36 0 0

2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Enterprise Technology 

Business Case Name: Project Atlas 

ER No: ER Name: 
5147 AFM COTS Migration 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $35,9951 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

The project is to migrate AFM to a COTS application which aligns to our AFM Roadmap and strategic 
goals for Agile Technology Platforms.  The project will include the replacement of Gas and Electric CDT, 
EDIT, and OMT/ADMS applications.  The selection of the COTS solution will occur after business 
requirements are gathered and an RFI/RFP process is completed.   The O&M estimates are related to the 
RFI/RFP process, licensing maintenance fees and when parts of the system go live during the course of 
the project.         
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 3,800 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,800 0 0 0

2017 11,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11,500 0 0 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Executive Summary 

The purpose of this business case is to describe, qualitatively, the business value of Project Atlas 
technology investments and the rationale for replacing legacy systems with commercial 
solutions. This business case describes the risks of not replacing certain technologies, business 
drivers that justify replacement, industry solutions, a cost description, a benefits analysis, and 
replacement planning. 

Background

Avista Facility Management (AFM) is the legacy system that Project Atlas intends to upgrade. 
AFM is comprised of a suite of applications designed over the Esri GIS. The foundational GIS 
will continue to be ArcGIS in the future state. AFM applications that will eventually be replaced 
include electric design, gas design, gas and electric edit, the Outage Management Tool and gas 
outage management. 

What AFM Tools Do 

The following is a brief discussion of AFM tools. 

GIS: The Geographic Information System (GIS) serves as the foundational data structure 
on which AFM applications are built or rely upon. The AFM GIS is the system of record 
for spatial electric and gas facility data and provides the connectivity model to support 
AFM applications. 
Engineering Analysis: A commercial tool, Synergi, is used for engineering analysis. 
Synergi relies on the GIS network model for analysis. Synergi will continue to be the 
engineering analysis tool and there are no plans for its replacement. 
Outage Management Tool (OMT): An in-house developed application that supports 
outage analysis and management. OMT has technological limitations and is a tool that is 
planned to be replaced. 
Electric Design Tool (EDT): An application for the design of electric facilities. EDT is an 
AFM application candidate for replacement. 
Gas Design Tool (CDT): The gas design tool, designated CDT (Construction Design 
Tool), is the application for the design of gas facilities. CDT is also an AFM application 
candidate for replacement. 
Electric and Gas Edit: Editors use edit tools inherent in the GIS for data edits prior to 
committing final data changes and additions to the GIS. The current edit tools will be 
replaced during a later project phase. 
Gas Outage Management: The current process uses GIS trace and analysis tools to 
identify isolations valves and customers impacted for gas outage management. There is 
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need for a commercial solution that is designed for gas outage management for tracing 
and generation of the isolation plan.  
Distribution Management System (DMS). A commercial application used to monitor and 
control the distribution grid. DMS relies on the GIS data model as the as-operated 
model. Current plans are to not replace DMS. 

Justification for System Replacement 

AFM in-house developed and maintained applications like EDT, CDT and OMT have reached 
the limits of their technological age. There are technical and business risks associated with these 
tools that must be addressed by newer commercial solutions. The need for change includes the 
following reasons: 

Avista can take advantage of commercial tools that provide improved application 
functions and capabilities and reliability that are currently lacking in AFM tools 
The costs to extend the life of legacy technologies are better invested in newer solutions 
Internal resources used to support these tools are better utilized in supporting other 
systems and applications 
Support and maintenance of tools can be shifted to the solution vendor 
A decision has been made that OMT will not be interfaced with new system like the 
Advanced Metering Infrastructure’s (AMI) meter data management system 
Customer service can be enhanced with better tools 
Utility worker productivity can be improved with better tools 
Asset data integrity can be improved with better tools and methods 
The increasingly complex distribution grid requires improved IT systems to manage 
effectively. 

EDT and CDT will be replaced by a commercial design tool. OMT will be replaced by a 
commercial Outage Management System (OMS), or by an Advanced Distribution Management 
System (ADMS). This decision is still under study, as well as the selection of a gas and electric 
edit tool and gas outage management. 

System Enhancements 

In addition to the above mentioned AFM system changes, certain commercial tools can extend 
value to the design tool and the OMS. These additional capabilities are considered under Project 
Atlas. Two tools in particular include mobile design tool and mobile tool. 

The mobile design tool is an extension of the electric and gas construction design tool for use in 
the field. It enables functionality for a designer to perform designs at a job site, and is 
compatible with the office design tool. 
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The mobile tool provides field personnel with capabilities such as electronic receipt of 
construction work orders; viewing GIS data in the field; capturing as-built configuration and 
materials used electronically; and capture asset and compliance data electronically, It takes 
advantage of a variety of data sources including keying of data, bar code scanner, and GPS 
positional data. 

Customer Benefits 

Improvement of customer experience is at the core of AFM system replacement and 
enhancements. These new tools will enable Avista workers, office and field, to respond to 
customer requests faster, provide information to customers that are more accurate, timely and 
complete, and improve customer experience when they interact with Avista. 

Utility Benefits 

Avista benefits of upgrading AFM tools include improved worker productivity, improved asset 
data integrity, and the opportunity to reengineer work processes and methods, supporting a 
continual improvement program. New commercial solutions also provide Avista with the ability 
to meet changing demands of customers, enable effective operation of an increasingly complex 
and dynamic distribution grid, and provide the opportunity to create new service offerings to 
customers. 
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Enterprise Technology 

Business Case Name: AvistaUtilities.com Redesign 

ER No: ER Name: 
5143 AU.com & AVANet Redevelopment 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $1,0001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

Refresh of the AvistaUtilities.com website to improve navigation, updating the look and feel of the 
overall site, creating a new homepage layout, and improving self‐service and search functionality for 
customers. Since 2008, web usage on the AvistaUtilities.com site has increased by more than 55% and 
usability standards have since then changed to incorporate the emergence of mobile app technologies.  
The refresh includes improved functionality to allow for more customer self‐serve use on our website. 
   
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 5,536 0 0 0 5,536 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Enterprise Technology 

Business Case Name: Enterprise Business Continuity Plan 

ER No: ER Name: 
5010 Enterprise Business Continuity 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $1,3501 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
Avista has developed an Enterprise Business Continuity Program (EBCP) to facilitate emergency 
response and business continuity activities in fulfillment of our mission. The program supports the 
Enterprise Business Continuity objectives by providing an all‐hazards framework for emergency 
response, technology recovery, alternate facilities and business continuity activities. The program 
provides communications, escalation and operational procedures necessary for efficient response to 
events.   
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 664 0 0 234 0 0 0 0 0 0 430 0 0

2017 450 0 0 0 0 225 0 0 0 0 225 0 0

2018 450 0 0 225 0 0 0 0 0 0 225 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Enterprise Technology 

Business Case Name: Technology Expansion to Enable Business Process 

ER No: ER Name: 
5006 Information Technology Expansion Program 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $38,5461 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This program facilities the technology growth throughout the company.  This includes technology 
expansion for the entire workforce, business process automation and increases in technology to support 
efficient business processes. 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 2,742 104 237 137 182 144 161 549 175 141 140 585 187

2017 13,700 1,225 475 1,425 1,725 325 1,125 2,125 275 1,125 1,725 575 1,575

2018 14,100 175 175 3,075 300 175 3,075 200 275 3,075 200 175 3,200
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TECHNOLOGY EXPANSION 
 

Q:  If the work undertaken in the business case is not itemized at a project/program milestone level of 
disaggregation, please itemize significant components of work. If a blanket, please discuss the type(s) of 
work completed under blanket. 
 
A:  The Technology Expansion business case contains a collection of project work that focuses on supporting 
operation, customer-facing and back office systems, including adherence to application license requirements, 
increase in system storage, and network resiliency.  Below are the top 2016 projects (by spend) in this business 
case. 

 
 
Q:  What is driving the need for this project/program/blanket?  
 
A:  Technology Expansion projects are driven by customer and business needs.  This can include expansion of 
equipment or systems to accommodate staff growth, automate a business process, or enhance customer 
experience. 
 
 
Q:  What alternatives have been considered in lieu of completion of this project/program/blanket? 
 
A:  Technology expansion projects are governed by formal steering committees that help direct priority of project 
work based on impact to customers, customer/employee safety, and critical back office systems.  Additionally, 
projects follow standardized procurement guidelines set forth by the Supply Chain and Purchasing department 
that incorporate Requests for Information (RFI) and Requests for Proposal (RFP) documentation.   
 
 
Q:  What are the consequences associated with not completing work under this project/program/blanket? 
 
A:  Not completing this work would limit Avista’s ability to improve business processes and reduce risk around 
support and maintenance of Avista’s electric and gas infrastructure.    
 
 
Q:  What are the customer-related benefits associated with this project?  
 
A:  Some benefits include (but are not limited to): 

 Technology expansion helps promote safety for our Operations crews by facilitating reliable and 
timely communication channels 

 Technology expansion helps promote service quality by providing mobile employees access to 
information in the field that allows them to better service and inform customers 

Project Name 
Estimate at Complete 
(EAC) 

West of Spokane Ring (WSR) - Phase 2 of 8   $      560,800.00  

Virtual Hold/Call-back Assist - Call Center  $      532,595.00  
Wireless Expansion to Warehouse Yards (WA Sites)  $      305,510.00  
2016 DS Expansion - Citrix/Nutanix   $      296,600.00  
IT for Mission Facilities (blanket)  $      247,283.00  
West of Spokane Ring (WSR) - Phase 1 of 8 GDN to H&W   $      236,382.00  

Wireless Expansion to Warehouse Yards (ID Sites)   $      216,976.00  
Enterprise Mobility Management (EMM)  $      216,080.00  
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TECHNOLOGY EXPANSION 
 Technology expansion allows for closer monitoring of our substation health and performance 
 Technology expansion allows Avista’s Gas infrastructure inspectors access to computing technology 

to more efficiently  capture and report gas leaks, which increases safety 
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Enterprise Technology 

Business Case Name: Technology Refresh to Sustain Business Process 

ER No: ER Name: 
5005 Information Technology Refresh Program 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $49,8951 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This program is in place to provide for technology refresh in alignment with the roadmaps for 
application and technology lifecycles. The continuation of technology refresh programs provides benefit 
to Avista by providing a stable and reliable application and computing platform to allow for the safe and 
reliable operation of our electric and gas infrastructures. 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 18,001 1,140 1,841 1,784 584 896 2,042 2,671 960 2,237 497 1,541 1,808

2017 17,250 1,266 1,266 2,016 1,266 1,266 2,066 1,266 1,266 1,416 1,366 1,316 1,474

2018 17,900 500 500 3,650 500 500 3,950 500 500 3,150 500 500 3,150
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TECHNOLOGY REFRESH 
 
Q:  If the work undertaken in the business case is not itemized at a project/program milestone level of 
disaggregation, please itemize significant components of work. If a blanket, please discuss the type(s) of 
work completed under blanket. 
 
A: The Technology Refresh business case contains a collection of project work that focuses on replacing aging 
technology to maintain reliability that supports business processes and operations.  Below are the top 2016 
projects (by spend) in this business case. 

 

Project Name 
Estimate at Complete 
(EAC) 

Rugged Laptop Refresh - Phase II  $  3,025,859.00  
Citrix Xen Refresh  $  1,983,944.00  
Endpoint Configuration Management System (HP CAE Refresh)  $  1,468,834.00  
Power Plan Upgrade   $  1,348,965.00  
Office Communicator & Voicemail Refresh  $  1,136,516.00  
Avaya Call Center Refresh  $  1,003,088.00  
Dry Creek to Lolo Fiber Refresh  $      920,005.00  
Enterprise Voice Portal (EVP) - Refresh  $      861,877.00  
Spokane Grid Automation Backhaul Refresh  $      790,576.00  

 

Q: What is driving the need for this project/program/blanket? 
 
A:  Aging technology is the driving factor behind this collection of project work.  As technology ages, it presents 
risk to Avista in the form of increased failure rate, inefficient work practice, and employee/public safety incident 
due to system failures. 
 
 
Q:  What alternatives have been considered in lieu of completion of this project/program/blanket? 
 
A:  Technology refresh projects are governed by formal steering committees that help direct priority of project 
work based on impact to customers, safety (customer and employee), and critical back office systems.   
 
 
Q:  What are the consequences associated with not completing work under this project/program/blanket? 
 
A: Not replacing aging technology increases Avista’s risk in the form of failure rate, inefficient work practices, 
and public/employee safety. 
 
 
Q:  What are the customer-related benefits associated with this project?  
 
A: Benefits include (but are not limited to): 

o Replacing aging technology improves reliability by ensuring that systems are supported and secure.  
(ex: upgrading server Operating Systems (OS) from unsupported 2003 to 2008/2012) 

o Replacing aging communication technology improves safety to both our customers and employees by 
facilitating timely and reliable communication and information sharing   
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TECHNOLOGY REFRESH 
o Replacing aging computing devices improves service quality of our operations teams by ensuring 

technology is available when needed most (ex: outage or emergency response).   
o Replacing aging technology can reduce the risk of costs associated with supporting and maintaining 

legacy equipment and applications 
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Enterprise Technology 

Business Case Name: Microwave Refresh 

ER No: ER Name: 
5121 Microwave Replacement with Fiber 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $10,1291 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
The purpose of this project is to refresh the aging microwave technology with current technology to 
provide for the high speed data communications.  These communication systems support relay and 
protection schemes of the electrical transmission system. 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 

 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 4,543 0 0 0 1,610 0 0 0 0 0 0 965 1,967

2017 4,000 0 0 0 1,500 0 0 0 500 0 0 0 2,000

2018 2,500 0 0 750 0 0 750 0 0 750 0 0 250
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Meter Minor Blanket 

ER No: ER Name: 
2073 Meter Minor Blanket 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $9001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

Meter Minor Blanket is used for replacement of failed, damaged or improper meters at service locations 
where a meter has previously been installed. There are several events that could lead to a meter needing 
replacement including: meter check orders where the meter is found to be damaged or stopped, meter 
tests where the meter is found to be out of accuracy tolerance, or inspection orders where the service is 
altered requiring a different meter type. Meters are replaced  in order to ensure that each customer  is 
properly billed for their electric usage, which means maintaining properly working meters at each service 
point. The risk of not maintaining the meters is inaccurate billing, estimated bills, and re‐bill work by the 
Customer Service department.         

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 347 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29

2017 347 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29

2018 347 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Electric Replacement/Relocation 

ER No: ER Name: 
2056 Distribution Line Relocations 
2061  WSDOT Franchise Requirements Construction 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $8,0501 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This  annual  program will  replace  sections  of  existing  infrastructure  that  require  replacement  due  to 
relocation  or  improvement  of  streets  or  highways.    Requirements  may  come  from  our  franchise 
agreements,  permits,  or WA  DOT.    Avista  installs many  of  its  facilities  in  public  right‐of‐way  under 
established franchise agreements.  Avista is required under the franchise agreements, in most cases, to 
relocate its facilities when they are in conflict with road or highway improvements.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 2,750 175 189 248 598 192 183 180 178 244 191 192 180

2017 1,670 93 103 142 103 105 99 97 95 527 104 105 97

2018 1,652 124 134 172 134 136 130 128 126 170 135 136 128
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Distribution Minor Rebuild 

ER No: ER Name: 
2055 Electric Distribution Minor Blanket 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $26,6101 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This  program  is  for  distribution minor  rebuild  as  requested  by  the  customer  or  initiated  by  Avista.  
Examples of construction work  includes replacing meters, services, transformers, primary overhead or 
underground lines, or devices.  This also includes addressing trouble related jobs (i.e. replacing burnt or 
damaged poles). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 8,609 628 693 949 690 706 667 652 641 931 698 704 651

2017 6,375 463 512 709 511 522 492 481 473 695 517 521 480

2018 6,466 469 520 718 518 530 500 488 479 704 524 528 487
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Storm Related Electric Transmission and Distribution Capital Project 

ER No: ER Name: 
2051 Electric Transmission Plant‐Storm 

2059  Failed Electric Dist Plant‐Storm 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $9,5511 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This program will replace crossarms, poles and structures as required due to storms, fires on distribution 
and transmission lines.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 3,090 230 250 327 249 254 242 238 234 322 252 253 237

2017 2,645 199 214 277 214 218 208 204 202 273 216 217 204

2018 2,689 206 222 287 221 225 215 204 201 271 215 217 204
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Primary Underground Residential Distribution (“URD”) Cable Replacement 

ER No: ER Name: 
2054 Electric Underground Replacement 

 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $1,7001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 
 

 
 

Business Case Description: 

Complete the replacement of the un‐jacketed first generation of Primary URD cable. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 200 9 9 14 14 16 22 22 21 22 18 16 16

2017 231 10 10 15 16 18 27 27 25 25 21 18 18

2018 460 19 19 29 32 37 55 55 50 51 41 37 37
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Transmission ‐ NERC Low Priority Mitigation 

ER No: ER Name: 
2579 Low Priority Ratings Mitigation 

 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $6,5001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 
 

Business Case Description: 

This program reconfigures insulator attachments, and/or rebuilds existing transmission line structures, or 
removes earth beneath transmission lines in order to mitigate ratings/sag discrepancies found between 
"design" and "field" conditions as determined by LiDAR survey data.   This program was undertaken  in 
response to the October 7, 2012 North American Electric Reliability Corporations (NERC) "NERC Alert" ‐ 
Recommendation  to  Industry,  "Consideration  of  Actual  Field  Conditions  in  Determination  of  Facility 
Ratings".   This Capital Program  (ER25xx)  covers mitigation work on Avista's  "Low Priority" 230kV and 
115kV transmission  lines.   Mitigation brings  lines  in compliance with the National Electric Safety Code 
(NESC)  minimum  clearances  values.    These  code  minimums  have  been  adopted  into  the  State  of 
Washington's Administrative Code (WAC). 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 1,675 0 0 0 0 425 0 0 0 30 50 1,170 0

2017 3,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,000 0

2018 1,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,500 0
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Priority Circuit Name 

Date Discrepancy 

found resulting in 

derate

# of 

Discrepancies Rated kV

Explanation 

of OTHER:  kV 

Total # of 

Miles in 

Circuit

Line De‐

rated ? Yes, 

Insert date of 

de‐rate

If Line was not de‐rated, 

explain why Discrepancy Category

High Benewah‐Pine Creek 20.00 230 Not Required 42.77 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

High Cabinet‐Noxon 13.00 230 Not Required 18.51 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

High Cabinet‐Rathdrum w/ Lakeview Tap 10.00 230 Not Required 52.31 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

High Hatwai‐North Lewiston 2.00 230 Not Required 6.99 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

High Lolo‐Oxbow 27.00 230 Not Required 63.41 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

High Noxon‐Pine Creek 24.00 230 Not Required 43.51 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Medium Beacon‐Bell #4 1.00 230 Not Required 6.30 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Medium Beacon‐Bell #5 1.00 230 Not Required 6.04 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Medium Beacon‐Boulder #2 w/ IEP Tap 1.00 115 Not Required 14.00 Presently Evaluating Clearance to Underbuild

Medium Beacon‐F & C w/ Bell Tap 1.00 115 Not Required 12.17 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Medium Benewah‐Boulder 6.00 230 Not Required 26.15 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Medium Benewah‐Moscow230 14.00 230 Not Required 44.28 Presently Evaluating

Conductor ‐Conductor 

Clearance

Medium Devils Gap‐Stratford w/ Davenport Tap 66.00 115 Not Required 86.36 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Medium Dry Creek‐Lolo 2.00 230 Not Required 11.23 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Medium Dry Creek‐North Lewiston 2.00 230 Not Required 8.06 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Medium Dry Creek‐Talbot 14.00 230 Not Required 28.27 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Medium Hatwai‐Lolo 13.00 230 Not Required 8.27 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Medium Hatwai‐Moscow 3.00 230 Not Required 18.05 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Medium Hot Springs‐Noxon #2 34.00 230 Not Required 70.05 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Medium Lind‐Warden 1.00 115 Not Required 21.71 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Medium Ninth & Central‐Otis w/ Valleyway Tap 1.00 115 Not Required 16.76 Presently Evaluating Clearance to Underbuild

Medium Ninth & Central‐Sunset 11.00 115 Not Required 8.63 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Medium North Lewiston‐Shawnee 2.00 230 Not Required 34.28 Presently Evaluating

Other (explain in detail 

field)

Avista Report Spreadsheet Low Priority Lines 12‐17‐2015/Discrepancy Lines 1 of 9
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Priority Circuit Name 

Date Discrepancy 

found resulting in 

derate

# of 

Discrepancies Rated kV

Explanation 

of OTHER:  kV 

Total # of 

Miles in 

Circuit

Line De‐

rated ? Yes, 

Insert date of 

de‐rate

If Line was not de‐rated, 

explain why Discrepancy Category

Medium Northwest‐West Side 1.00 115 Not Required 1.95 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Medium Walla Walla‐Wanapum 19.00 230 Not Required 77.78 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Addy‐Devils Gap 29.00 115 Not Required 43.31 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Addy‐Gifford 1.00 115 Not Required 20.68 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Addy‐Kettle Falls 12.00 115 Not Required 27.11 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Benewah‐Pine Creek 15.00 115 Not Required 45.02 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Benewah‐Pine Creek: St. Maries Tap 2.00 115 Not Required 7.06 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Benton‐Othello 11.00 115 Not Required 26.07 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low CDA‐Pine Creek 36.00 115 Not Required 29.75 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Chelan‐Stratford w/ Headworks Tap 10.00 115 Not Required 49.44 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Clearwater‐Lolo #1 2.00 115 Not Required 8.63 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Clearwater‐Lolo #2 1.00 115 Not Required 8.56 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Clearwater‐North Lewiston 1.00 115 Not Required 3.21 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Devils Gap‐Lind 14.00 115 Not Required 73.74 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Devils Gap‐Nine Mile 3.00 115 Not Required 18.78 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low

Eighth & Fancher‐Latah Jct w/ Rockford 

Tap 7.00 115 Not Required 26.27 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Grangeville‐Nez Perce #1 w/ Wickes Tap 1.00 115 Not Required 27.04 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low

Grangeville‐Nez Perce #2 w/ East 

Grangeville Tap 1.00 115 Not Required 37.80 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Latah Jct‐Moscow w/ Palouse Tap 7.00 115 Not Required 51.51 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Lind‐Shawnee 58.00 115 Not Required 75.81 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Lolo‐Pound Lane 8.00 115 Not Required 10.25 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Moscow‐Orofino 12.00 115 Not Required 41.59 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Moscow‐Orofino: Deary Tap 7.00 115 Not Required 21.33 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Avista Report Spreadsheet Low Priority Lines 12‐17‐2015/Discrepancy Lines 2 of 9
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Priority Circuit Name 

Date Discrepancy 

found resulting in 

derate

# of 

Discrepancies Rated kV

Explanation 

of OTHER:  kV 

Total # of 

Miles in 

Circuit

Line De‐

rated ? Yes, 

Insert date of 

de‐rate

If Line was not de‐rated, 

explain why Discrepancy Category

Low Moscow‐Terra View 1.00 115 Not Required 11.94 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Nez Pierce‐Orofino 1.00 115 Not Required 17.27 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Othello SS‐Warden #1 1.00 115 Not Required 8.28 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Othello SS‐Warden #2 2.00 115 Not Required 16.56 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Otis‐Post Falls w/ East Farms Tap 1.00 115 Not Required 7.62 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low

Pine Street‐Rathdrum w/ Oldtown and 

Spirit Lake Taps 1.00 115 Not Required 34.82 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Shawnee‐South Pullman 1.00 115 Not Required 12.70 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Shawnee‐Sunset 7.00 115 Not Required 61.51 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Shawnee‐Sunset: Chambers Tap 1.00 115 Not Required 7.12 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance

Low Shawnee‐Terra View 4.00 115 Not Required 10.05 Presently Evaluating

Ground /Structure  

Clearance
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Priority Circuit Name 

High Benewah‐Pine Creek

High Cabinet‐Noxon

High Cabinet‐Rathdrum w/ Lakeview Tap

High Hatwai‐North Lewiston

High Lolo‐Oxbow

High Noxon‐Pine Creek

Medium Beacon‐Bell #4

Medium Beacon‐Bell #5

Medium Beacon‐Boulder #2 w/ IEP Tap

Medium Beacon‐F & C w/ Bell Tap

Medium Benewah‐Boulder

Medium Benewah‐Moscow230

Medium Devils Gap‐Stratford w/ Davenport Tap

Medium Dry Creek‐Lolo

Medium Dry Creek‐North Lewiston

Medium Dry Creek‐Talbot

Medium Hatwai‐Lolo

Medium Hatwai‐Moscow

Medium Hot Springs‐Noxon #2

Medium Lind‐Warden

Medium Ninth & Central‐Otis w/ Valleyway Tap

Medium Ninth & Central‐Sunset

Medium North Lewiston‐Shawnee

Explanation of OTHER: Discrepancy Details Remediation Status  Remediation Category

Explanation of OTHER:  Remediation work 

performed to correct discrepancy

Not Required Complete

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required Complete

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required Complete

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required Complete Grading Not Required

Not Required Complete

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required Complete

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required Complete

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required Complete

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required Complete Other (explain in detail field) Resurveyed 6‐12‐2014; No Discrepancy

Not Required Complete

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required Complete

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required Complete

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required Complete

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required Complete

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required Complete

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required Complete

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required Complete Underbuild Lowered Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Conductor to Down‐Guy Complete Other (explain in detail field) Resurveyed 3‐26‐2014; Down Guys Insulated

Avista Report Spreadsheet Low Priority Lines 12‐17‐2015/Discrepancy Lines 4 of 9

Section 7
Exhibit No.__(KKS-5) 

Page 28



Priority Circuit Name 

Medium Northwest‐West Side

Medium Walla Walla‐Wanapum

Low Addy‐Devils Gap

Low Addy‐Gifford

Low Addy‐Kettle Falls

Low Benewah‐Pine Creek

Low Benewah‐Pine Creek: St. Maries Tap

Low Benton‐Othello

Low CDA‐Pine Creek

Low Chelan‐Stratford w/ Headworks Tap

Low Clearwater‐Lolo #1

Low Clearwater‐Lolo #2

Low Clearwater‐North Lewiston

Low Devils Gap‐Lind

Low Devils Gap‐Nine Mile

Low

Eighth & Fancher‐Latah Jct w/ Rockford 

Tap

Low Grangeville‐Nez Perce #1 w/ Wickes Tap

Low

Grangeville‐Nez Perce #2 w/ East 

Grangeville Tap

Low Latah Jct‐Moscow w/ Palouse Tap

Low Lind‐Shawnee

Low Lolo‐Pound Lane

Low Moscow‐Orofino

Low Moscow‐Orofino: Deary Tap

Explanation of OTHER: Discrepancy Details Remediation Status  Remediation Category

Explanation of OTHER:  Remediation work 

performed to correct discrepancy

Not Required Complete

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required Complete

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required
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Priority Circuit Name 

Low Moscow‐Terra View

Low Nez Pierce‐Orofino

Low Othello SS‐Warden #1

Low Othello SS‐Warden #2

Low Otis‐Post Falls w/ East Farms Tap

Low

Pine Street‐Rathdrum w/ Oldtown and 

Spirit Lake Taps

Low Shawnee‐South Pullman

Low Shawnee‐Sunset

Low Shawnee‐Sunset: Chambers Tap

Low Shawnee‐Terra View

Explanation of OTHER: Discrepancy Details Remediation Status  Remediation Category

Explanation of OTHER:  Remediation work 

performed to correct discrepancy

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required

Not Required In Progress

Raised Transmission 

Structure Not Required
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Priority Circuit Name 

High Benewah‐Pine Creek

High Cabinet‐Noxon

High Cabinet‐Rathdrum w/ Lakeview Tap

High Hatwai‐North Lewiston

High Lolo‐Oxbow

High Noxon‐Pine Creek

Medium Beacon‐Bell #4

Medium Beacon‐Bell #5

Medium Beacon‐Boulder #2 w/ IEP Tap

Medium Beacon‐F & C w/ Bell Tap

Medium Benewah‐Boulder

Medium Benewah‐Moscow230

Medium Devils Gap‐Stratford w/ Davenport Tap

Medium Dry Creek‐Lolo

Medium Dry Creek‐North Lewiston

Medium Dry Creek‐Talbot

Medium Hatwai‐Lolo

Medium Hatwai‐Moscow

Medium Hot Springs‐Noxon #2

Medium Lind‐Warden

Medium Ninth & Central‐Otis w/ Valleyway Tap

Medium Ninth & Central‐Sunset

Medium North Lewiston‐Shawnee

Remediation 

Work

Completed Date Overall Record Comment

12/1/2014

9/14/2012

10/4/2013

4/26/2013

11/26/2012

10/18/2013

8/29/2014

9/15/2014

6/12/2014

8/22/2014

10/24/2013

Phase 1 complete. Phase 2 of 3 to start 8/8/2016

Phase 1 complete. Phase 2 of 3 to start 8/29/2016

10/18/2013

11/21/2013

8/29/2014

10/31/2013

9/20/2013

Phase 1 complete. Phase 2 of 3 to start 7/25/2016

2016 Design. Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

8/20/2014

On schedule to complete in 2016

3/26/2014
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Priority Circuit Name 

Medium Northwest‐West Side

Medium Walla Walla‐Wanapum

Low Addy‐Devils Gap

Low Addy‐Gifford

Low Addy‐Kettle Falls

Low Benewah‐Pine Creek

Low Benewah‐Pine Creek: St. Maries Tap

Low Benton‐Othello

Low CDA‐Pine Creek

Low Chelan‐Stratford w/ Headworks Tap

Low Clearwater‐Lolo #1

Low Clearwater‐Lolo #2

Low Clearwater‐North Lewiston

Low Devils Gap‐Lind

Low Devils Gap‐Nine Mile

Low

Eighth & Fancher‐Latah Jct w/ Rockford 

Tap

Low Grangeville‐Nez Perce #1 w/ Wickes Tap

Low

Grangeville‐Nez Perce #2 w/ East 

Grangeville Tap

Low Latah Jct‐Moscow w/ Palouse Tap

Low Lind‐Shawnee

Low Lolo‐Pound Lane

Low Moscow‐Orofino

Low Moscow‐Orofino: Deary Tap

Remediation 

Work

Completed Date Overall Record Comment

10/6/2014

10/21/2014

2016 Design. Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

2016 Design. Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

2016 Design. Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

On schedule to complete in 2016

On schedule to complete in 2016

Phase 2 of 3 delayed to 2016. Fed permitting

2016 Design. Scheduled for 2017/2018/2019

Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

Phase 2 complete. Phase 3 of 3 to start 3/16/2017

On schedule to complete in 2016

Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

2016 Design. Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

Phase 1 Complete. Phase 2 in 2016

Scheduled for 2017
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Priority Circuit Name 

Low Moscow‐Terra View

Low Nez Pierce‐Orofino

Low Othello SS‐Warden #1

Low Othello SS‐Warden #2

Low Otis‐Post Falls w/ East Farms Tap

Low

Pine Street‐Rathdrum w/ Oldtown and 

Spirit Lake Taps

Low Shawnee‐South Pullman

Low Shawnee‐Sunset

Low Shawnee‐Sunset: Chambers Tap

Low Shawnee‐Terra View

Remediation 

Work

Completed Date Overall Record Comment

Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

On schedule to complete in 2016

On schedule to complete in 2016

Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018

Scheduled for 2016/2017/2018
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Transmission ‐ NERC Medium Priority Mitigation 

ER No: ER Name: 
2581 Medium Priority Ratings Mitigation 

 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $3,2511 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This program reconfigures insulator attachments, and/or rebuilds existing transmission line structures, or 
removes earth beneath transmission lines in order to mitigate ratings/sag discrepancies found between 
"design" and "field" conditions as determined by LiDAR survey data.   This program was undertaken  in 
response to the October 7, 2012 North American Electric Reliability Corporations (NERC) "NERC Alert" ‐ 
Recommendation  to  Industry,  "Consideration  of  Actual  Field  Conditions  in  Determination  of  Facility 
Ratings".  This Capital Program (ER25xx) covers mitigation work on Avista's "Medium Priority" 230kV and 
115kV transmission lines, including  North Lewiston‐Shawnee 230kV, Beacon‐Bell #4 230kV, Beacon‐Bell 
#5 230kV, Noxon‐Hot Springs #2 230kV, Beacon‐Boulder #2 115kV, Beacon‐Francis & Cedar 115kV, 9th & 
Central‐Otis 115kV, Northwest‐Westside 115kV, Dry Creek‐Talbot 230kV, Walla Walla‐Wanapum 230kV, 
Benewah‐Moscow 230kV, Devils Gap‐Stratford 115kV.   Mitigation brings  lines  in  compliance with  the 
National  Electric  Safety  Code  (NESC) minimum  clearances  values.    These  code minimums  have  been 
adopted into the State of Washington's Administrative Code (WAC). 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 2,576 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,350 1,226

2017 1,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,000 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Proposal 

To 

The North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) 

For 

Mitigating LiDAR Delineated Discrepancies 

On 

Avista’s “Medium Priority” Transmission Lines 

 

 
June 14, 2013 

Final, Rev. 1 

Ken Sweigart 

Transmission Line Design 

Avista Project Account 09805382-568000 
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1  Executive Summary 
 

Avista’s  Transmission  Line  Design  (TLD)  Group,  along  with  assistance  from  its  contracted 

Owner’s  Engineer  completed  field  condition  surveys  for  “Medium” priority  transmission  lines  to 

confirm existing line ratings.  Avista’s transmission system includes about 458 miles of 230kV lines 

(as part of 20 transmission lines), and another 305 miles of 115kV lines (as part of 32 transmission 

lines)  that  are  considered  “Medium”  priority with  respect  to  NERC’s  request  (described  in  the 

following section). 

Survey  results  show 102 discrepancies on  the  “Medium” priority 230kV  transmission  lines, 

with an estimated mitigation cost of $2,666,000.   A  total of 70 discrepancies were  found on  the 

“Medium” priority 115kV transmission lines, with an estimated mitigation cost of $1,870,000.  The 

total cost of mitigating all “Medium” priority transmission  lines  is approximately $4,600,000.    It  is 

expected that the mitigation construction work can be accomplished in a 2‐3 year time frame. 

 
2  Introduction 
 

On  October  7,  2010  the  North  American  Electric  Reliability  Corporation  (NERC)  issued  a 

Recommendation  to  Industry –  received as a  “NERC Alert” – addressing Consideration of Actual 

Field Conditions in Determination of Facility Ratings. 

NERC  and  the  Regional  Entities  are  concerned  that  Transmission Owners  and 

Generator  Owners  have,  in  some  instances,  not  considered  existing  field 

conditions when establishing  facility ratings  for transmission  facilities,  including 

transmission  conductors.    Transmission  Owners  should  strive  to  achieve  a 

heightened  awareness  of  the  actual  operating  conditions  of  their  respective 

transmission conductors and take prompt corrective action as necessary. 

The basis of this recommendation was developed from a vegetation contact conductor-to-

ground fault.  The affected Transmission Owner subsequently discovered significant 

discrepancies between actual topography and the values used for design.  Using a Light 

Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) technology, the Transmission Owner identified over one 

hundred (100) previously undetected conductor-to-ground issues. 

The NERC Recommendation to Industry is as follows: 

Transmission Owners and Generation Owners of transmission  facilities that are 

considered  part  of  the  Bulk  Electric  System  should  review  the  current  Facility 

Ratings Methodology  for  their  solely  and  jointly  owned  transmission  lines  to 
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verify that the methodology used to determine facility ratings is based on actual 

field  conditions.  Line  ratings  depend  on  many  limiting  factors,  including 

transmission  facility  placement,  tower  height,  topographical  profiles,  and 

maintaining  adequate  conductor  clearances  (i.e.,  conductor‐to‐ground, 

conductor‐to‐conductor) under a variety of ambient and loading conditions. 

 Transmission  Owners  and  Generation  Owners  should  determine  if  their 
Facility  Ratings Methodology will  produce  appropriate  ratings,  even when 
considering differences between design and actual field conditions. 

 Transmission  Owners  and  Generation  Owners  should  review  their 
transmission  facility  ratings  to  confirm  that  any  differences  observed 
between design and actual field conditions are within the design tolerances 
as defined by the Registered Entity’s Facility Ratings Methodology. 

If Transmission Owners and Generation Owners have not previously verified that 

the facility design,  installation, and field conditions are within design tolerances 

when  the  facilities  are  loaded  at  their  rating,  the  Transmission  Owners  and 

Generation Owners  should describe  its plans  to complete an assessment of  its 

facilities  to  verify whether  the  actual  field  conditions  conform  to  the  entity’s 

design  tolerances  in  accordance  with  its  Facility  Ratings  Methodology. 

Assessments  should be  structured  such  that,  at  a minimum,  facilities with  the 

highest  impact to bulk power system reliability be performed  in 2011,  facilities 

with medium  impact to reliability be assessed  in 2012, and those facilities with 

the  lowest  impact  in  2013.  The  description  of  the  plan  for  how  and when  all 

transmission  lines will be assessed should be submitted to NERC by January 18, 

2011. NERC recommends that the Transmission Owners and Generation Owners 

perform assessments using methods or technologies with adequate precision to 

show whether the actual field conditions support the entity’s facility ratings. The 

Transmission  Owners  and  Generation  Owners  should  also  explain  how  these 

measurements and assessments will be accomplished and the estimated  length 

of time to complete the activity for all applicable facilities. Transmission Owners 

and  Generation  Owners  requiring  an  extension  beyond  the  three‐year 

assessment timeframe should submit their  justification  in the  January 18, 2011 

report. 

During conduct of  the assessment,  if  the Transmission Owners and Generation 

Owners  determine  that  the  actual  conductor  clearances  are  not  within  the 

entity’s  design  tolerances  under  existing  or  design  conditions  and  as  a  result, 

facility  ratings  are  in  error,  the  Transmission Owners  and Generation Owners 

should  coordinate  their  findings  of  the  assessment  with  their  respective 

Reliability  Coordinator,  Transmission Operator,  and Generator Operators.  This 
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coordination should  include establishing  interim mitigation plans to address the 

assessment  findings and any actions  required  to maintain bulk electric  system 

stability  and  reliability.  Although  such  plans may  include  derating  of  facilities 

consistent  with  actual  field  conditions,  consideration  should  be  given  to 

optimizing the overall robustness and reliability of the bulk power system during 

the  remediation period.  The entity  should  also notify  its  Transmission Planner 

and Planning Authority of any limitation in the facility ratings due to the interim 

mitigation plan and update all operating  instructions, procedures, SOLs,  IROLs, 

study models and databases used  to assess  the system during  the remediation 

period. 

Additionally,	 Transmission	 Owners	 and	 Generator	 Owners	 must	 provide	 a	
report	 to	 the	 Regional	 Entity	 summarizing	 the	 assessment	 findings	 by	
December	 31,	 2011	 for	 high	 priority	 facilities,	 by	 December	 31,	 2012	 for	
medium	 priority	 facilities,	 and	 by	 December	 31,	 2013	 for	 lowest	 priority	
facilities.	 This	 report	 should	 identify	 facilities	 for	which	 facility	 ratings	 are	
determined	to	be	in	error	or	inconsistent	with	actual	in‐field	conditions,	and	
an	expected	timeline	for	remediation	to	correct	the	conditions	or	modify	the	
facility	 ratings.	 If	 remediation	 is	 expected	 to	 require	 a	 timeframe	 greater	
than	one	year	from	identification	of	the	issue,	the	Transmission	Owners	and	
Generator	Owners	should	submit	a	plan	to	remediate	to	the	Regional	Entity	
for	approval.	In	the	situations	described,	NERC	considers	actions	to	maintain	
the	 reliability	 and	 integrity	 of	 the	 bulk	 power	 system	 to	 be	 of	 paramount	
importance.	NERC	recognizes	that	assessment	of	existing	conditions	and	any	
necessary	 remedial	 actions	 require	 careful	 planning,	 coordination,	 and	
sequencing	 to	 avoid	 introducing	 unintended	 new	 risks.	 Therefore,	 in	
summary,	 Transmission	 Owners	 and	 Generation	 Owners	 with	 solely	 or	
jointly	 owned	 transmission	 facilities	 (including	 generator	 tie	 lines,	 radial	
lines	 and	 interconnection	 facilities	 that	 are	 included	 in	 the	 scope	 of	 the	
current	 NERC‐approved	 definition	 of	 Bulk	 Electric	 System)	 are	 to	 take	 the	
following	actions:	

1. Transmission  Owners  and  Generation  Owners  must  provide  a  report  by 
January18,  2011 with  a  plan  to  conduct  an  assessment  using  a  staggered 
schedule as follows: 

a. High priority facilities by December 31, 2011 

b. Medium priority facilities by December 31, 2012 

c. Lowest priority facilities by December 31, 2013 

2. For all transmission facilities (including generator tie lines, radial lines, and 
interconnection facilities) meeting the following conditions: 
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a. The existing or as‐built conditions are different from the design conditions 

for the facilities; and 

b. Those differences between actual and design conditions result in incorrect 

ratings for the facilities 

Transmission Owners  and Generator Owners  should  coordinate with  each 

applicable  Reliability  Coordinator,  Transmission  Operator,  Generator 

Operator,  Planning  Authority,  and  Transmission  Planner  regarding  interim 

mitigation strategies. 

3. Transmission Owners  and Generation Owners must provide  a  report  to  its 
Regional  Entity  summarizing  their  assessment  findings  by  December  31, 
2011,  2012,  and  2013  for  high,  medium,  and  lowest  priority  facilities, 
respectively,  identifying facilities for which facility ratings are determined to 
be  in error or  inconsistent with actual  in‐field conditions. This report should 
also  include an expected  timeline  for remediation  to correct  the conditions 
or modify the facility ratings. 

4. If Transmission Owners and Generation Owners require longer than one year 
from the date the issue is identified to remediate an issue, the entity should 
submit its remediation plan to the Regional Entity for approval. 

On May 19, 2011 Branden Sudduth of the Western Electricity Coordinating Council 

(WECC) responded to Avista’s Transmission Line Ratings Plan January 18, 2001. 

Branden’s response was as follows: 

“In  your  response  you  indicated  that  your  assessment  plan  will  require  an 

extended timeline.  While time extensions can be accepted, NERC has indicated 

that  this  should  happen  only  on  a  limited  basis  and  under  extenuating 

circumstances.    In discussing  requests  such  as  yours with NERC  and  the other 

Regional Entities, it is agreed that entities should strive to keep on schedule with 

the  timeline  proposed  by  NERC.    It  is  important  that  these  assessments  be 

performed  in a  timely manner  to ensure  the  reliability of  the  interconnection.  

However,  in  looking  at  your  assessment  plan,  it  appears  that  many  of  the 

facilities  that  you  consider  high  priority may  be  re‐prioritized  to  the medium 

priority  category  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  in  the  attached 

“criteria”  document.    We  have  found  that  in  many  instances,  re‐evaluating 

assessment plans against the attached “criteria” document and proposing a new 

prioritization methodology  can  help  in  keeping with  the  schedule.   We would 

encourage you to review the criteria document and propose an updated timeline 

and/or assessment plan.” 
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The attached “criteria” document was a May 11, 2011 NERC Facility Design, Connections, 

and Maintenance (FAC) Assessment Plan Review Criteria communication. 

In the communication, NERC states the following: 

For Transmission Owners, recommendations for assessing BES transmission lines 

are as follows: 

High (to be completed by end of 2011) 

 Transmission  Facilities  that  are  components  of  an  identified  IROL  or  key 
transfer paths 

 Transmission Facilities identified by the Owner as critical to reliability 

 Heavily  loaded  Transmission  lines  and/or  500kV  and  above  Eastern  and 
Western Interconnections 

 Within NPCC, transmission lines defined as Bulk Power Supply (BPS) elements 
in  accordance  with  NPCC  Document  A‐10,  “Classification  of  Bulk  Power 
System Elements” 

 Transmission lines of 345kV in the ERCOT Region 

Medium (to be completed by end of 2012) 

 Transmission  lines  230kV  –  499kV  in  the  Eastern  and  Western 
Interconnections 

 Within NPCC, transmission  lines 230kV and higher which are not defined as 
BPS elements 

 For  the  ERCOT  Region,  transmission  lines  138kV  originating  from  stations 
containing 345/138kV auto transformers or generation facilities with a name 
plate rating exceeding 450MW 

Low (to be completed by end of 2013) 

 Transmission lines below 230kV in the Eastern and Western Interconnections 

 Within NPCC, transmission  lines 115kV and higher which are not defined as 
BPS elements 

 For  the  ERCOT Region,  transmission  lines  138kV or  lower not meeting  the 
“medium” criteria listed above 

 
3  Scope of Work 
 

Using the guidelines set forth in the May 11, 2011 NERC Facility Design, Connections, 

and Maintenance (FAC) Assessment Plan Review Criteria communication; and, in conjunction 

with Avista Transmission Operation’s 2011 Summer Operating Studies Report (Rich Hydzik), 

the following Transmission Lines have been designated as Medium Priority: 

 Beacon-Bell #4 230kV Transmission Line (6.30 miles) 
 Beacon-Bell #5 230kV Transmission Line (6.04 miles) 
 Beacon-Boulder 230kV Transmission Line (11.95 miles) 
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Noxon Switchyard Rebuild 

ER No: ER Name: 
2532 Noxon 230 kV Substation ‐ Rebuild 

 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $13,4001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
The  existing  Noxon  Rapids  230  kV  Switchyard  requires  reconstruction  due  to  the  present  age  and 
condition of the equipment in the station.  The existing bus is constructed as strain bus (which has suffered 
a number of recent failures) and is configured as a single bus with a tie breaker separating the East and 
West buses.  The station is the interconnection point of the Noxon Rapids Hydro Electric Dam as well as a 
principal interconnection point between Avista and BPA, and as such is a significant asset in the reliable 
operation of the Western Montana Hydro Complex.  Equipment outages within the Station (planned or 
unplanned) can cause significant curtailments of the local generation output.  Due to the significance of 
the station, a complete rebuild will require coordination with Avista’s Energy Resources Department and 
neighboring utilities, primarily BPA.  The Noxon Switchyard Rebuild Project is proposed to be a greenfield 
Double Bus Double Breaker 230 kV switching station to replace the existing Noxon Switchyard.   

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 11,500 0 0 10,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,000 500 0

2017 6,700 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,000 1,700 0

2018 1,700 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,700 0
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Noxon Rapids Switchyard Rebuild 

Project 
C O EU R D ’ A L EN E A REA  

1 Executive Summary 
Noxon Rapids 230 kV Switchyard has been identified by Substation Engineering Department to be in 

need of being reconstructed because of the present age and condition of the equipment in the switchyard. 

A high voltage problem has also been identified in the Noxon Switchyard area.  

System Planning has completed an assessment to address the following items: 

  Bus Arrangement Options, 

  Voltage Control Options. 

A comprehensive contingency analysis was performed on the bus arrangements which included steady 

state analysis as well as transient stability analysis. A steady state contingency analysis was performed 

on the voltage control options. 

Bus Configuration: 

No Standards violations were observed during the steady state contingency analysis for the present bus 

arrangement or the two bus reconstruction arrangements that were evaluated. The transient stability 

simulations were conducted to determine if the bus arrangements would impact the dynamic 

performance of the system. Acceptable performance was observed for all proposed bus arrangement 

options based on the applicable Standards.  

The current Noxon Switchyard arrangement does not violate the Standards and therefore there is no 

requirement for a rebuild to meet Planning Standards. If the Noxon Switchyard needs to be 

reconstructed due to the current condition of the equipment, System Planning recommends the station be 

constructed as a Double Breaker Double Bus arrangement for the following reasons: 

 From a System standpoint, Double Breaker Double Bus (DBDB) is inherently more reliable and 

provides for more operational flexibility than Breaker and a Half (B&1/2). 

 DBDB exceeds all of System Operations' documented requirements for Noxon. 
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 If we deviate from the existing 230 kV DBDB Standard based on simply meeting ―minimum 

operational requirements‖, different requirements may allow for a different 230 kV bus design at 

each new station (thus Avista has no 230 kV Bus Design Standard). 

 All three remaining non DBDB Avista 230 kV stations are expected to be rebuilt as DBDB (due 

to topological constraints at the various stations) which would make B&1/2 at Noxon a ―one off‖ 

for our 230 kV system.   

 The additional cost ($2.3M for Greenfield) of DBDB is a low cost ―insurance policy‖ against 

regulatory risk and future uncertainty at the station. 

Voltage Issues: 

The steady state contingency analysis performed on the present switchyard with respect to the voltage at 

Noxon Switchyard confirms findings from the Operations group that there are voltage violations at the 

station under various operating conditions. Based on the simulations performed, the bus reactor option 

exhibits superior performance of the options considered and is the recommended voltage control option. 

Whether or not reconstruction is found to be necessary, it is recommended that bus reactors be installed 

in the Noxon Rapids 230 kV Switchyard.
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Street Light Management 

ER No: ER Name: 
2584 Street Light Conversion to LED Fixtures 

 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $6,9601 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
Street Light Maintenance Program.   This program  is a five‐year planned replacement of bulbs and ten‐
year planned replacement of photocells.  This alternative has the starterboards running to failure.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 1,500 240 180 120 90 60 60 60 60 90 120 180 240

2017 2,353 196 196 196 196 196 196 196 196 196 196 196 196

2018 2,377 198 198 198 198 198 198 198 198 198 198 198 198
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Substation ‐ Capital Spares 

ER No: ER Name: 
2000  Substation – Capital Spares 

 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $13,8301 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This program maintains our fleet of Power Transformers and High Voltage Circuit Breakers.  This fleet of 
critical  apparatus  is  capitalized  upon  receipt  and  placed  in  service  for  both  planned  and  emergency 
installations  as  required.    The  annual  program  expenditures may  vary  significantly  in  years when  an 
Autotransformer (230/115 kV) is purchased.  In years without an Autotransformer purchase, only minor 
variations will occur based on planned projects as well as replenishing apparatus fleet levels required for 
adequate capital spares.  These are long lead time items so apparatus levels need to be managed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 5,200 0 0 0 0 650 0 0 900 3,250 400 0 0

2017 4,565 0 250 0 350 650 0 0 500 2,415 400 0 0

2018 5,065 0 250 565 0 700 0 0 400 2,750 400 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: SCADA ‐ System Operations & Backup Control Center 

ER No: ER Name: 
2277 SCADA Upgrade 

 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $2,9961 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This program replaces and/or upgrades existing electric and gas control center telecommunications and 
computing  systems  as  they  reach  the  end of  their useful  lives,  require  increased  capacity, or  cannot 
accommodate  necessary  equipment  upgrades  due  to  existing  constraints.    Included  are  hardware, 
software, and operating system upgrades, as well as deployment of capabilities to meet new operational 
standards and requirements.  Some system upgrades may be initiated by other requirements, including 
NERC reliability standards, growth, and external projects (e.g. Smart Grid).  Examples of upgrades to be 
completed under this program are Critical Infrastructure Protection version 5 (NERC requirement), Gas 
Control Room Management  (PHMSA  requirement), WECC RC Advanced Applications, and Technology 
Refresh (network and storage). 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 1,002 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84

2017 1,044 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87 87

2018 920 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Substation ‐ Asset Mgmt. Capital Maintenance 

ER No: ER Name: 
2215  System ‐ Replace High Voltage Breakers 
2252  System ‐ Replace/Install Relays 
2253  System ‐ Upgrade Meters 
2275  System ‐ Rock/Fence Restore 
2278  System‐Replace Obsolete Reclosers 
2280  System ‐ Replace Obsolete Circuit Switchers 
2283  Millwood Sub ‐ Rebuild 
2293  SCADA ‐ Install/Replace 
2294  System ‐ Batteries 
2336  System ‐ Replace Dist Power Xfmrs 
2425  System ‐ High Voltage Fuse Upgrades 
2449  System ‐ Replace Substation Air Switches 
2481  System‐Replace/Install Capacitor Banks 
2492  System‐Install Autotransformer Diagnostic Monitor 
2493  System‐Replace/Upgrade Voltage Regulators

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $12,3001 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This program  installs,  replaces, or upgrades  substation  apparatus  via Asset Management planning or 
emergency replacements.  All obsolete, end‐of‐life, or failed apparatus are covered under this program.  
Apparatus  includes  panel  houses  and  associated  equipment,  HV  breakers,  relays,  metering,  surge 
arresters, rock and fence, LV breakers/reclosers, circuit switchers, SCADA systems, batteries and chargers, 
power transformers, HV fuses, air switches, capacitor banks, autotransformer diagnostic equipment, step 
voltage regulators, and instrument transformers. 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 4,118 297 27 447 89 705 114 297 27 487 239 1,350 39

2017 4,151 300 29 450 92 708 117 300 29 490 242 1,353 42

2018 4,192 304 33 454 95 711 120 304 33 494 245 1,356 45
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Substation ‐ Distribution Substation Rebuilds 

ER No: ER Name: 
2204  System Wood Substation Rebuilds 
2285  Sunset Sub ‐ Rebuild 
2317  Lyons & Standard 115 Sub‐Increase Capacity 
2341  Ninth & Central Sub ‐ Increase Capacity &  
2502  N. Moscow ‐ Increase Capacity 
2522  10th & Stewart Dx Int 
2546  Blue Creek 115 kV ‐ Rebuild   
2562  Grangeville 115 kV Sub ‐ Rebuild 
2563  Stratford 115kV ‐ Upgrade Bus 
2566  Northwest 115 kV ‐ Rebuild Substation   

2567  Chester 115 kV ‐ Rebuild Substation 
2568  Metro 115 kV ‐ Rebuild Substation 
2569  Gifford 115 kV ‐ Rebuild Substation 
2889  Mobile Substn–Purchase New Mobile Subs 
2590  Deer Park 115 kV Sub – Minor Rebuild 
2395  SE 115 Bus‐Upgrd Xfmr and add 12F6 
2572  Noxon Construction Sub ‐ Minor Rebuild 
2573  Little Fall 115 kV Sub – Rebuild 
2889  Mobile Substn–Purchase New Mobile Subs 

 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $22,5101 

Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This program  replaces and/or  rebuilds existing substations as  they  reach  the end of  their useful  lives, 
require  increased  capacity,  or  cannot  accommodate  necessary  equipment  upgrades  due  to  existing 
physical constraints.  Included are Wood Sub rebuilds as well as upgrading stations to current design and 
construction  standards.    Some  station  rebuilds  may  be  initiated  by  other  requirements,  including 
obligation to serve, growth, and external projects (e.g. Smart Grid).  Examples of substation rebuilds to be 
completed under this program in the next 5 years are Big Creek & Kamiah (Wood Subs), Millwood (Life 
Cycle), Turner (SGIG), Blue Creek (Productivity), Lucky Friday (Growth), and Pine Creek Distribution (Life 
Cycle). 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 4,260 0 0 0 0 200 0 610 0 1,050 0 1,900 500

2017 5,640 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,100 0 0 0 1,590 1,950

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Worst Feeders 

ER No: ER Name: 
2414  Sys‐Dist Reliability‐Improve Worst Feeders 
 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $6,0001 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
Initiating in 2009, ER 2414‐ "Worst Feeders" was proposed by Asset Management to improve the service 
reliability  of  the  Company's  worst‐performing  electric  distribution  circuits.    Many  rural  feeders 
significantly exceed the Company SAIFI target of 2.1.  This program is coordinated through divisional Area 
Engineers to  identify treatment of these feeders.   Work plans may  include, reconstruction, hardening, 
vegetation management, conversion from OH to UG, enhanced protection, and relocation.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

. 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
  

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 1,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 1,400

2017 2,499 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,499

2018 2,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,000
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Transmission ‐ Asset Management 

ER No: ER Name: 
2057  Transmission Minor Rebuild 
2254  System 115kV Air Switch Upgrade 
 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $5,3961 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
The  Transmission  Asset  Management  Business  Case  covers  the  follow‐up  work  to  the  Wood  Pole 
Inspection in ER 2057, and Air Switch Replacements in ER 2254. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 1,772 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148 148

2017 1,000 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83

2018 630 86 86 86 86 86 86 19 19 19 19 19 19
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Distribution Transformer Change‐Out Program (“TCOP”) 

ER No: ER Name: 
2535  TCOP Related Distribution Rebuilds 
 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $5,8001 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 
 

 

Business Case Description: 
The Distribution Transformer Change‐Out Program has three main drivers.  First, the pre‐1981 distribution 
transformers that are targeted for replacement average 42 years of age and are a minimum of 30 years 
old.    Their  replacement  will  increase  the  reliability  and  availability  of  the  system.  Secondly,  the 
transformers  to be  replaced are  inefficient compared  to current  standards and  their  replacement will 
result  in energy savings.   Thirdly, pre‐1981 transformers have the potential to have pcb containing oil.  
The transformers to be removed early in the program are those that are most likely to have pcb containing 
oil and their replacement will reduce the risk of pcb containing oil spills which are a safety, environmental, 
and a public relations concern.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 7,654 806 718 630 586 542 542 542 542 586 630 718 806

2017 7,354 758 682 606 568 530 530 530 530 568 606 682 758

2018 3,453 564 496 428 394 360 360 68 68 102 136 204 272
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Tribal Permits and Settlements 

ER No: ER Name: 
2301  Tribal Permits and Settlements 
 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $8651 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
Avista  has  hydro,  transmission/distribution  and  substation  facilities  on  the  Coeur  d'Alene,  Colville, 
Flathead  (Salish/Kootenai), Nez  Perce  and  Spokane  Tribe  Reservations.    These  facilities  are  essential 
components of our energy resource and delivery systems.  Avista is required to obtain permits from the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) for its facilities on land held in trust by the federal government for Tribes 
and/or individual tribal members.  Through some of its tribal settlements, Avista obtained the necessary 
tribal  consent and BIA permits  for  its  facilities on  tribal  trust  land.   However, Avista needs  to  renew 
approximately 700  rights of way permits  for other  facilities on Trust Land.   The original permits were 
obtained 50+ years ago and the renewal process can be time‐consuming (multiple years) and costly.  Some 
of the permits may be in a trespass situation.  Avista is actively working with the BIA and the Tribes to file 
renewal applications and complete the renewal process. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 314 19 20 41 20 21 36 20 20 41 20 21 36

2017 281 19 20 33 20 21 28 20 19 33 20 20 28

2018 250 19 20 26 20 21 20 19 19 25 20 21 19
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Westside Rebuild Phase One 

ER No: ER Name: 
2531  Purchase Westside Property 
 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $2,5001 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
Phase I:  Extend the existing Westside Substation 115 kV and 230 kV buses to allow for a new 250 MVA 
Autotransformer 3  installation  to eliminate overloads  for credible bus outages and  tie breaker  failure 
contingencies in the Spokane area.  Phase II:  Replace Autotransformer 1 with a new 250 MVA unit and 
remove Autotransformer 2 when the new unit is installed.  Phase III:  Continue extension of the 230 kV 
yard  to  double‐breaker,  double‐bus  configuration  and  review  design  alternatives  for  the  115  kV 
configuration to either breaker‐and‐a‐half or double‐breaker, double‐bus.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 2,525 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,525

2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Distribution Wood Pole Management (“WPM”) 

ER No: ER Name: 
2060  Wood Pole Mgmt 
 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $35,5401 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
Distribution Wood Pole Management Program inspects all Electric Distribution Feeders on a 20 year cycle 
and repairs or replaces wood poles, crossarms, missing lightning arresters, missing grounds, bad cutouts, 
bad  insulating pins, bad  insulators,  leaking transformers, replaces guy wires not meeting current code 
requirements on poles replaced by WPM, and replaces pre‐1981 transformers. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

. 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 7,840 967 976 1,010 975 877 872 870 869 131 100 100 93

2017 12,000 848 958 1,392 954 980 914 889 870 1,362 968 977 887

2018 15,700 1,110 1,254 1,822 1,248 1,283 1,196 1,163 1,138 1,782 1,266 1,278 1,160
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Substation ‐ New Distribution Substations 

ER No: ER Name: 
2274  Tamarack 115Kv Sub‐Construction 
2322  Downtown West Sub ‐ Property 
2443  Greenacres 115‐13kV Sub ‐ New Construct 
2583  Lewiston Mill Road‐ Dx Line Integration 
2587  Irvin 115‐13 kV Sub ‐ Add Distribution Station 
 
 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $5,3751 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This program adds new distribution substations to the system in order to serve new and growing load as 
well as for increased system reliability and operational flexibility.   New substations under this program 
will  require  planning  and  operational  studies,  justifications,  and  approved  Project Diagrams  prior  to 
funding.  This documentation will be included with this business case.  Planned new substation projects 
include Tamarack  (NE Moscow), Greenacres and  Irvin  (Spokane Valley), Hillyard and Downtown West 
(Spokane).  Out years include construction for these and design and construction for 1 new substation per 
year on average depending on need and justifications. 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 2,794 2,394 400 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2017 275 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 275 0

2018 3,400 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,000 0 0 0 0 1,400
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: South Region Voltage Control 

ER No: ER Name: 
2580  South Region Voltage Control 
 
 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $5,0001 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
Avista's south  region 230 kV, primarily around Lewiston‐Clarkston, experiences excessive high voltage 
during  light  load  periods.    Voltages  exceed  equipment  ratings  over  35%  of  the  time.   Operation  of 
equipment outside of equipment ratings imposes potential legal and regulatory risks to the Company on 
top  of  increasing  large  scale  outage  possibilities.    The  ability  to  control  MVAR  flow  at  our  BPA 
interconnection will also reduce power  factor penalty charges.   The expected  IRR,  including effects,  is 
6.38%. With automatic control, existing over‐voltages can be reduced,  if not eliminated, on the 230kV 
buses at Dry Creek, Lolo, and N. Lewiston, as well as Moscow and Shawnee.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,000

2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Washington AMI 

ER No: ER Name: 
2586  Washington AMI 
 
 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $119,8551 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 
 

Business Case Description: 

Avista is committed to offering its customers information and choices that help them manage their energy 
costs, and it views advanced metering infrastructure as an enabling technology key to this mission. The 
Washington AMI Project will  install  an  advanced metering  system  to  include meters,  communication 
network, back office systems, and data repository. The project  is slated for the years 2015 ‐ 2020. The 
range  of  customer  benefits  associated  with  advanced metering  includes  near  real‐time  energy  use 
information, energy alerts, more accurate billing, greater privacy, improved energy efficiency and remote 
service  reconnect.   These  systems also  serve  to  reduce operating  costs  for  the benefit of  customers, 
including  reduced  field  services,  theft  loss prevention,  energy  efficiency, outage management, utility 
planning,  and  employee  safety.  In  addition  to  these  benefits,  advanced metering  enables  customer 
engagement tools that will Avista to connect with customers in ways they prefer.  A parallel business case 
for "Network Expansion" will be submitted to support the AMI project and its use cases as well as other 
Avista use cases outside of AMI.  The "Network Expansion" project will provide a private network solution 
for meter data transport, reducing the need for public carrier cellular backhaul, thus must be constructed 
in conjunction with the AMI project to support meter data transport. 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2017 79,663 0 0 79,663 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2018 42,758 0 0 26,158 0 0 0 0 0 16,600 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Harrington Voltage Conversion from 4 kV to 13 kV 

ER No: ER Name: 
2289  Harrington Conversion to 13 kV 

 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $1,5501 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
Harrington Voltage Conversion.  Harrington is the last area Avista serves at the legacy 4 kV voltage.  This 
voltage is obsolete for serving utility distribution systems and we have very limited spare equipment to 
continue service at this voltage.  The substation is very old and the transformer will be difficult and time 
consuming to replace  if  it fails.   We do not have 4 kV on our mobile substations, so all the customers 
served by Harrington feeders will be out of service until the transformer is replaced.  This could easily be 
up to 48 hours.  There is no reason to delay this needed upgrade to our standard distribution class voltage 
and equipment.  Minor system efficiencies also result. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 2,150 0 0 0 0 1,100 50 0 0 0 0 0 1,000

2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Downtown Spokane Electric Network 

ER No: ER Name: 
2058  Spokane Electric Network Increase Capacity 
2237  Metro FDR Upgrade 
2251  Post St PILC 
 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $6,9001 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
Avista owns and maintains an underground electric network  that  serves  the  core business district of 
downtown  Spokane.    Topology  in  the Network  is  unique  to  Avista  electric  distribution  and  requires 
specialized  material,  equipment,  tooling,  and  training  to  perform  maintenance  repair,  planned 
replacement, and  capacity growth projects.   The  scope of annual  capital  replacements and additions 
includes:  7,500 feet of secondary cable, 7,500 feet of primary cable, 10 refurbished manholes & vaults, 
10 transformer replacements, and 20 street light replacements.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 2,300 115 115 144 144 144 144 288 288 288 288 173 173

2017 2,300 115 115 144 144 144 144 288 288 288 288 173 172

2018 2,300 115 115 144 144 144 144 288 288 288 288 173 172
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: SCADA Completion 

ER No: ER Name: 
2600  SCADA Completion 
 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $8,5001 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This project will complete the  installations of SCADA and EMS/DMS capability to all Avista substations.  
This will provide System Operations with clear visibility, indication, and control at every sub.  In addition, 
Grid Modernization will have the necessary communications infrastructure for complete installation and 
operation on all feeders.  System Planning, Asset Management, Operations, and Engineering will have real 
time and historical data to support efficient, flexible, and safe operation and design of the system for the 
future. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2017 1,000 0 0 0 0 0 500 0 0 0 500 0 0

2018 4,000 0 500 0 0 1,500 0 0 500 0 0 1,500 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Transmission ‐ Reconductors and Rebuilds 

ER No: ER Name: 
2310  West Plains Transmission Reinforce 
2423  System Transmission: Rebuild Condition 
2457  Benton‐Othello 115 Recond 
2550  Burke‐Thompson A&B 115kV Transmission Rebuild Project 
2556  CDA‐Pine Creek 115kV Transmission Line: Rebuild 
2557  9CE‐Sunset 115kV Transmission Line: Rebuild 
2564  Devils Gap‐Lind 115kV Transmission Rebuild Project 
2574  Chelan‐Stratford 115kV ‐ Rebuild Columbia River Xing 
2575  Garden Springs‐Silver Lake 115kV – Rebuild H&W –SLK 
2576  Addy‐Devils Gap 115kV ‐ Rec/Rbld 266 & 397 Cond 
2577  Benewah‐Moscow 230kV ‐ Structure Replacement 
2582  Beacon‐Bell‐Francis & Cdr‐Waikiki 115kV – Reconfigure 
 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $61,8891 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
This program reconductors and/or rebuilds existing transmission lines as they reach the end of their useful 
lives, require  increased capacity, or present a risk management  issue. Projects  include: ER 2310 ‐ West 
Plains Transmission Reinforcement,  ER 2550 ‐ Pine Creek‐Burke‐Thompson, ER 2557 9CE‐Sunset Rebuild, 
ER 2423 ‐ System Condition Rebuild, ER 2457 Benton‐Othello Rebuild, ER2556 CDA‐Pine Creek Rebuild, ER 
2564 Devils Gap‐Lind Major Rebuild, ER 2574 ‐ Chelan‐Stratford River Crossing Rebuild, ER 2576a Addy‐
Devils  Gap  Reconductor,  ER  2575  Garden  Springs‐Silver  Lake  Rebuild,  ER  2582  BEA‐BEL‐F&C‐WAI 
Reconfiguration, ER 2577 BEN‐M23 Rebuild, ER 25xa ‐ Out‐Year Transmission Rebuild. 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 21,159 0 0 0 6,600 0 0 0 0 3,600 0 2,275 8,684

2017 22,330 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22,330 0

2018 14,550 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14,550 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Spokane Valley Transmission Reinforcement 

ER No: ER Name: 
2446  Irvin Sub ‐ New Construction 
2474  Beacon‐Boulder #2 115:  Capacity Upgrade 
2552  Opportunity 115 kV Switching Station 
 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $7,5651 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
The Spokane Valley Transmission Reinforcement Project  includes  rebuilding 4.4 miles of  the Beacon  ‐ 
Boulder #2 115 kV Transmission Line, constructing the new Irvin Switching Station, rebuilding 1.75 miles 
of  the  Irvin  ‐  Opportunity  115  kV  Tap,  installing  circuit  breakers  at  Opportunity  Substation,  and 
constructing a new 2.2 mile 115 kV transmission line from Irvin to Millwood/IEP.  The completion of these 
projects are required to mitigate existing and future performance and reliability issues of the Transmission 
System in the Spokane Valley. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 1,340 0 0 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,040 50

2017 7,200 0 0 0 0 0 5,450 0 0 0 0 1,750 0

2018 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Colstrip Transmission Capital Additions 

ER No: ER Name: 
2214  Colstrip Transmission‐PNACI Capital Additions 

 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $1,3891 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

For  capital  upgrades  and  replacement  and  for O&M  expenses  for  the  jointly  owned  500  kV  Colstrip 
Transmission  System.    Program  funding  is  used  as  transmission  assets  reach  end‐of‐life,  requiring 
replacement  or  upgrade.    Under    the  Colstrip  Project  Transmission  Agreement  (among  Avista, 
NorthWestern Energy, PacifiCorp, Portland General Electric and Puget Sound Energy), Avista is obligated 
to fund capital and O&M expenses commensurate with Avista's ownership share in these facilities.  Such 
facilities include hardware, software, and operating system upgrades to meet new operating standards 
and requirements.  Some upgrades may be initiated by NERC reliability standards, growth, and third‐party 
projects (e.g. transmission or generation interconnections required by FERC policy).  Examples of upgrades 
under  this program  include:   500 kV breaker  replacements, dual communication path construction  to 
meet NERC standards, 500 kV relay upgrades and 500 kV tower erosion mitigation.  One of the Broadview 
600 MVA 500/230 kV autotransformers failed in in the Fall of 2013.  The Replacement for the Broadview 
transformer was budgeted to be funded in 2015 (Avista share estimated to be approximately $125,000 
with estimated $91,000  insurance credit  in 2015).   Planned purchase of a spare 600 MVA 500/230 kV 
autotransformer in 2015 ‐ Avista share estimated to be approximately $450,000.  

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 568 23 23 34 40 45 68 68 62 62 51 45 45

2017 398 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33

2018 432 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 36 36
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Distribution Grid Modernization 

ER No: ER Name: 
2470  Dist Grid Modernization 
2599  Grid Mod Automation 
 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $35,0001 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
The Distribution Grid Modernization Program provides value to customers and shareholders by improving 
Grid Reliability, Energy Savings and Operational Ability through a systematic and managed upgrade of our 
aging distribution  system.  This program  seeks  cost  effective opportunities  to  increase  service quality 
performance and system availability through the identification of locations that would benefit from the 
addition of switched capacitor banks, regulators and smart grid devices. The long‐term plan represented 
by the IRR of 6.4% aims to upgrade 6 feeders per year to cover the whole distribution system in a 60 year 
cycle.   This coordinates well with Wood Pole Management's 20 year cycle. The average cost to rebuild 
each feeder is estimated to be $3.5M. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 6,359 244 451 703 710 824 734 536 494 548 457 367 291

2017 10,393 867 866 866 866 866 866 866 866 866 866 866 866

2018 11,450 954 954 954 954 954 954 954 954 954 954 954 954
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Segment Reconductor and FDR Tie Program 

ER No: ER Name: 
2514  Distribution ‐ Spokane North & West 
2515  Distribution ‐ CdA East & North 
2516  Distribution ‐ Pullman & Lewis Clark 
 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $11,8851 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 

 
The  Company's Distribution Grid  system  includes  18,000  circuit miles  of  overhead  and  underground 
primary  conductors.    As  load  and  generation  patterns  shift,  certain  areas  (segments)  of  the  system 
become  thermally  overloaded.    These  constrained  portions  of  the  system  are  identified  through 
systematic planning studies or from operational studyworks conducted by Area Engineers.  In addition, 
FDR 'Tie' switches are installed to allow load shifts between FDR circuits to balance loads and in response 
to either maintenance or forced outages.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 2,856 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 150 2,656

2017 3,175 59 59 73 73 73 73 147 147 147 147 88 2,088

2018 652 45 45 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Distribution Line Protection 

ER No: ER Name: 
2276  Distribution Line Protection 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $3751 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
Avista's Electric Distribution  system  is configured  into a  trunk and  lateral  system.   Lateral circuits are 

protected via fuse‐links and operate under fault conditions to isolate the lateral in order to minimize the 

number of affected customers  in an outage.   Engineering  recommends  treatment of  the  removal and 

replacement of Chance Cutouts, the removal and replacement of Durabute cutouts and the installation 

of cut‐outs on un‐fused lateral circuits.  This is a targeted program to ensure adequate protection of lateral 

circuits and to replace known defective equipment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 125 1 1 4 4 18 18 18 20 20 20 3 0

2017 125 1 1 4 4 18 18 18 20 20 20 3 0

2018 125 1 1 4 4 18 18 18 20 20 20 3 0
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Environmental Compliance 

ER No: ER Name: 
6000  PCB Identification & Disposal 
6101  Forest Service Requirements 
 
Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $1,1501 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
Implementation of  Forest  Service  Special Use Permits  (SUP), Waste Oil Disposal,  including PCBs,  and 
Environmental Compliance requirements related to storm water management, water quality protection, 
property cleanup and related issues, etc. 

 

     

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 400 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 79

2017 400 31 31 32 33 33 35 35 35 35 34 33 33

2018 350 27 27 28 29 29 31 31 31 31 30 29 29
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AVISTA UTILITIES 
2016‐2018 CAPITAL PROJECTS 

 

Functional Group:  Electric Transmission / Distribution 

Business Case Name: Franchising for Washington State Department of Transportation (“WSDOT”) 

ER No: ER Name: 
7108 WSDOT Highway Franchise Consolidation 

Approved Business Case Spend Amount 2016‐2018 ($000s ‐ System):    $5061 

 
Transfer to Plant Amounts ($000s ‐ System): 

 

Business Case Description: 
Obtain franchise renewals for existing facilities on WSDOT rights of way.  We have hundreds of miles of 
Transmission and Distribution facilities within WSDOT rights of ways.  Maintaining our right to be there 
allows for the continued operation of those facilities without additional negative impact to our ratepayers 
or the Company. 

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            

1 The business case amount reflects approved capital expenditures for the years indicated and not transfers to plant. 
 

Year Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

2016 494 38 40 51 40 41 39 39 38 49 40 41 39

2017 9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

2018 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Avista’s System Planning Department has completed its annual assessment of the Avista 
Transmission System as well as select portions of our neighboring transmission systems.  The 
purpose of the Planning Assessment is to determine where the System may have the inability 
to meet performance requirements as defined in the NERC Reliability Standards and to 
develop Corrective Action Plans addressing how the performance requirements will be met. 
Key findings from the assessment include: 

Big Bend Area: The Big Bend area transmission system performance will significantly 
improve upon completion of the Benton – Othello SS 115 kV Transmission Line Rebuild 
project. Further improvements are made through additional reconductor projects, the Saddle 
Mountains integration, and the addition of communication aided protection schemes.  

Coeur d’Alene Area: Completion of the Coeur d’Alene – Pine Creek 115 kV Transmission 
Line Rebuild project and Cabinet – Bronx – Sand Creek 115 kV Transmission Line Rebuild 
project will provide significant transmission system performance in the near and long term 
planning horizon. The Sandpoint Reinforcement Project and installation of capacitor banks at 
St. Maries Substation is part of the long range plan for the area. 

Lewiston/Clarkson Area: The transmission system in the Lewiston/Clarkson area exhibits 
relatively good performance. Issues are limited primarily to N-1-1 outages on the 230 kV 
system and voltage exceeding facility ratings during light loading conditions.  Installation of 
shunt reactors is recommended to mitigate these issues. 

Palouse Area: Completion of the Moscow 230 Station Rebuild project in 2014 has mitigated 
several performance issues. The remaining issue is an outage of both the Moscow and 
Shawnee 230/115 kV transformers. An operational and strategic long term plan is under 
development to best address the double transformer outage. 

Spokane Area: Several performance issues exist with the present state of the transmission 
system in the Spokane area and worsen with additional load growth. The staged construction 
of new 230 kV facilities in particular the Garden Springs 230 kV and Ninth and Central 230 kV 
Substations to reinforce the area will be required. Dependency on Beacon Station presently 
leaves the system susceptible to performance issues for outages related to the station.  

A list of corrective actions plans, developed to mitigate performance issues observed during 
the assessment, is provided in the following table. The plans are categorized as complete, 
planned (included in five year budget), needs further analysis (has been discussed but 
actionable plans are under development), conceptual (has been discussed and justification is 
pending) and new proposal (has not been presented in previous assessments).  
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Year Issue 
Starts 

Construction 
Start 

Construction 
End 

 
Priority 

 Cost 
Estimate 

Big Bend 2033 2017 2018 77.25 $82,125,000 

1-Completed 
     Chelan - Stratford 115 kV Transmission Line River Crossing 
   

0.01 
 Stratford 115 kV Station Rebuild 

   
0.01 

 2-Planned 
     Addy - Devils Gap 115 kV Transmission Line Reconductor Present 2017 2018 4.16 $2,025,000 

Benton - Othello SS 115 kV Transmission Line Rebuild Present 2015 2016 77.25 $7,100,000 

3-Needs Further Analysis 
     Addy - Kettle Falls Protection Scheme Present 

  
45.00 $1,000,000 

Chelan - Stratford 115 kV Transmission Line Rebuild Present 
  

2.48 $13,000,000 

Lind – Warden 115 kV Transmission Line Rebuild  2033 
  

0.14 $9,000,000 

Saddle Mountain Integration Present 
  

23.18 $16,400,000 

4-Conceptual 
     Devils Gap - Stratford 115 kV Transmission Line Rebuild 2019 

  
1.40 $30,100,000 

Devils Gap Station Reconfiguration Present 
  

16.00 $3,000,000 

Kettle Falls Capacitor Bank 2024 
  

0.02 $500,000 

Coeur d'Alene 2034 2016 2018 90.30 $46,300,000 

1-Completed 
     Lancaster Interconnection 
   

0.01 
 2-Planned 

     Cabinet – Bronx – Sand Creek 115 kV Transmission Line Rebuild Present 2015 2017 76.88 $7,500,000 

Coeur d’Alene – Pine Creek 115 kV Transmission Line Rebuild Present 2016 2018 90.30 $12,750,000 

Pine Creek Transformer Replacement 2034 
  

0.01 $500,000 

3-Needs Further Analysis 
     St. Maries Cap Bank Present 

  
3.13 $500,000 

4-Conceptual 
     Cabinet 230/115 kV Transformer Automatic LTC 2019 

  
0.21 $50,000 

Rathdrum 115 kV Bus Reconfiguration 2034 
  

1.29 $5,000,000 

Sandpoint Reinforcement Present 
  

16.31 $20,000,000 

Lewiston/Clarkston 2030 2017 2019 150.00 $15,325,000 

2-Planned 
     Lolo Transformer Replacement Present 

  
0.13 $1,000,000 

North Lewiston Reactors Present 2015 2016 150.00 $4,900,000 

4-Conceptual 
     Hatwai - Lolo #2 230 KV Transmission Line Present 2017 2019 7.97 $8,025,000 

South Lewiston Station Rebuild 2030 2015 2016 0.06 $1,400,000 

Palouse Present 
  

107.25 $2,500,000 

1-Completed 
     Moscow 230 Station Rebuild 
   

0.01 
 4-Conceptual 

     Shawnee #2 230/115 kV Transformer Present 
  

107.25 $2,500,000 

Spokane 2034 2017 2019 157.50 $147,715,000 

2-Planned 
     Garden Springs 115 kV Station Integration Present 2017 2019 12.50 $8,200,000 

Ninth & Central - Sunset 115 kV Transmission Line Rebuild 2023 2015 2016 0.05 $925,000 

Spokane Valley Transmission Reinforcement Present 2015 2016 157.50 $8,890,000 

Westside Transformer Replacement Present 2015 2016 1.38 $2,500,000 

3-Needs Further Analysis 
     Bell - Beacon Protection Scheme Present 

  
128.25 $0 

Garden Springs 230 kV Station Integration 2032 
  

0.14 $15,000,000 

Nine Mile - Westside Protection Upgrade Present 
  

26.00 $200,000 

4-Conceptual 
     Beacon - Francis & Cedar 115 kV Transmission Line Reconductor 2032 

  
0.01 $1,500,000 

Beacon 230 kV Capacitor Present 
  

25.00 $1,500,000 

Garden Springs - Ninth & Central 230 kV Transmission Line 2034 
  

1.25 $30,000,000 

Garden Springs - Thornton 230 kV Transmission Line Present 
  

5.63 $30,000,000 

Ninth & Central 230 kV Integration Present 
  

56.25 $15,000,000 

Rathdrum - Westside 230 kV Transmission Line 2034 
  

0.09 $30,000,000 

Silver Lake Switching Station 2032 
  

0.01 $4,000,000 
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Year Issue 
Starts 

Construction 
Start 

Construction 
End 

 
Priority 

 Cost 
Estimate 

System Present 
  

600.00 $220,000 

3-Needs Further Analysis 
     230 kV Capacitor Automatic Switching Present 

  
25.00 $20,000 

RAS Update Present 
  

600.00 $200,000 

Grand Total 
   

 $294,185,000 

 

Additional projects not categorized as corrective action plans are listed in the following table: 

 
Construction Start Construction End  Cost Estimate 

Big Bend 2019 2019 $18,747,700 

1-Completed 
   Odessa Cap Bank 
   2-Planned 
   Devils Gap - Lind 115 kV Transmission Line Rebuild 2015 2016 $7,997,700 

Ford Station Rebuild 2018 2019 $1,275,000 

Gifford Station Rebuild 2015 2015 $1,200,000 

Harrington Station Rebuild 2015 2016 $3,000,000 

Little Falls Station Rebuild 2015 2017 $4,275,000 

Valley Station Rebuild 2019 2019 $1,000,000 

3-Needs Further Analysis 
   49 Degrees Station 
   Bruce Siding Station 
   Lee and Reynolds Transformation 
   Coeur d'Alene 2019 2019 $44,625,000 

1-Completed 
   Blue Creek Station Rebuild 
   Julia Street 
   Noxon Construction Station 
   2-Planned 
   Beck Road Station 2015 2014 

 Benewah - Pine Creek 230 kV Transmission Line Rebuild 2018 2019 $15,000,000 

Big Creek Station Rebuild 2016 2017 $1,300,000 

Burke - Pine Creek #3 & #4 115 kV Transmission Line Rebuild 2015 2015 $3,500,000 

Cabinet - Noxon 230 kV Transmission Line Rebuild 2017 2018 $1,500,000 

Noxon Rapids 230 kV Switchyard Rebuild 2015 2019 $21,075,000 

Priest River Station 
   Sandpoint, Sagle, and Oden Grid Modernization 
   St. Maries SCADA Upgrade/Add Feeder 2018 2018 $750,000 

3-Needs Further Analysis 
   Bronx Station 2019 2019 $1,500,000 

Cabinet Gorge Switching Station 
   Carlin Bay Station 
   Noxon - Pine Creek #2 230 kV Transmission Line 
   Lewiston/Clarkston 2018 2019 $5,625,000 

1-Completed 
   10th & Stewart Station Rebuild 
   Lewiston Mill Road Station 
   North Lewiston Distribution Station Relocation 
   2-Planned 
   Clearwater Station Upgrade 2015 2016 $1,000,000 

Grangeville Station Rebuild 2018 2019 $2,025,000 

Kamiah Wood Station Rebuild 2017 2018 $1,300,000 

Kooskia Transformer Replacement 
   Pound Land Station Rebuild 2017 2018 $1,300,000 

3-Needs Further Analysis 
   Wheatland Station 
  

$0 

Palouse 2018 2019 $29,053,800 
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Construction Start Construction End  Cost Estimate 

2-Planned 
   Benewah - Moscow 230 kV Transmission Line Rebuild 2015 2017 $24,178,800 

Diamond Station Minor Rebuild 
   Moscow City 115 SCADA/Minor Rebuild 
   North Moscow Transformation 2018 2019 $1,800,000 

Potlatch Transformer Replacement 
   Tekoa SCADA Upgrade/Minor Rebuild 
   3-Needs Further Analysis 
   Deary - Potlatch 115 kV Transmission Line 
   Tamarack Station 2018 2019 $3,075,000 

Spokane 2017 2019 $39,785,000 

2-Planned 
   Chester Station Rebuild 2017 2018 $1,460,000 

Deer Park Partial Rebuild 2015 2015 $750,000 

Downtown West Station 2016 2018 $2,275,000 

Greenacres/Otis Orchards Stations 2015 2015 $1,375,000 

Hallett & White - Silver Lake 115 kV Transmission Line Rebuild 2017 2018 $2,025,000 

Irvin Distribution 2016 2017 $1,875,000 

Metro Station Rebuild 2016 2019 $13,150,000 

Ninth & Central Station Upgrade 2015 2017 $2,950,000 

Northwest Station Rebuild 2016 2017 $1,675,000 

Ross Park Station Rebuild 2015 2017 $6,000,000 

Southeast Capacity Increase 2016 2016 $450,000 

Sunset Station Rebuild 2017 2019 $3,775,000 

3-Needs Further Analysis 
   Beacon - Bell - Francis & Cedar - Waikiki Reconfiguration 2016 2017 $2,025,000 

Beacon Station Rebuild 
   College and Walnut Consolidation/Rebuild 
   Downtown East Station 
   Hallett & White Capacitor Bank 
   Hawthorne Station 
   Hillyard Station 
   Westside Station Rebuild 
   System 2015 2017 $9,794,000 

2-Planned 
   Line Ratings Mitigation 2015 2017 $8,794,000 

Spokane - Coeur d'Alene 115 kV Relay Upgrades 2015 2015 $1,000,000 

Grand Total 
  

$147,630,500 

 

Executing the Corrective Action Plans will ensure the System is able to meet performance 
requirements as defined in the NERC Reliability Standards. A majority of the Corrective Action 
Plans are required to mitigate performance issues observed in the operating horizon (0-1 
years). 
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II  INTRODUCTION 
Avista’s 2015 Local Planning Report is the end product of both the Local Transmission 
Planning Process and the annual Planning Assessment. The Local Transmission Planning 
Process (Process) is outlined in Attachment K to Avista Corporation’s (Avista) Open Access 
Transmission Tariff (OATT) FERC Electric Volume No. 8. The purpose of the Process is to 
identify Single System Projects needed to mitigate future reliability and load-service 
requirements for the Avista Transmission System. The Planning Assessment is outlined in the 
NERC Reliability Standard TPL-001-4. The purpose of the Planning Assessment is to 
determine where the System may have the inability to meet performance requirements as 
defined in the NERC Reliability Standards and to develop Corrective Action Plans addressing 
how the performance requirements will be met. The Planning Assessment of the Transmission 
System included performing steady state contingency analysis, analysis of potential voltage 
collapse, and transient technical studies. Development of the Local Planning Report supports 
compliance with applicable NERC Reliability Standards as well as satisfying necessary steps 
in the Local Transmission Planning Process. 

The Local Planning Report, and associated collection of Corrective Action Plans and Single 
System Projects, provides a ten year Transmission System expansion plan by including all 
Transmission System Facility improvements. 

1 REPORT ORGANIZATION 
The Local Planning Report is organized by providing information about Avista’s Transmission 
System in Section II.2 followed by a summary of the Local Planning Process in Section II.3. 
The Planning Assessment is covered in Section III beginning with an overview and project 
prioritization description. The remaining sections of the Local Planning Report are divided into 
the five geographical areas representing sections of Avista’s Transmission System. The 
complete Planning Assessment includes all five area assessments. Sensitivity Analysis studies 
are presented in Section III.8. 
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