Draft Application Review & Feedback Form
Reviewer: _____Jessi Finstad__________________________   Review date: _9/22/2026___________
Applicant : ______Beartooth Electric Cooperative___________________________________________ 
Project title: ____Beartooth Highway Wildfire Resilience & Advanced Monitoring Project___________
Project location / county: ______Carbon County___________________________________________
1. Applicant feedback
Use the notes fields to identify what is supported by the application, what is unclear or insufficiently documented, and what additional explanation or evidence would strengthen the application.
A. Resilience & Reliability Benefits
Review current system measurements and performance related to anticipating, withstanding, adapting to, and recovering from major events; electrical service; asset damage; response/restoration; monetary impacts; and estimated improvements from the project. Note supporting documentation, especially for DOE reporting metrics.
Reviewer notes:
The application provides strong description of the risk context and a useful historical baseline. It reports 101 unplanned sustained outage events from 2022 through 2026 YTD, approximately 2,755 customer interruptions, and more than 414,130 customer-minutes interrupted; it attributes 91 events and approximately 96.44% of customers-minutes interrupted to overhead facilities. It also identifies before/after measures such as SAIFI, SAIDI, CAIDI, faults, CMI, restoration time, and sensor data.
· Clarify period covered by “2022 through 2026 YTD,” including the cutoff date for 2026 YTD, and ensure the same period is used consistently in tables and narratives.
· Explain how the projected reduction from approximately 47 annual faults to 29 was calculated and which circuits/segments and fault types are included. Distinguish the effect expected from undergrounding from the effect expected from sensors across all three circuits.
· Narrative says historical SAIFI/SAIDI values use estimated service counts and approximately 2.75% annual growth rate. Consider explaining why estimated counts were necessary, identifying the affected years, and noting how the estimates affect comparisons.
· Where possible, separate measured baseline conditions from modeled or anticipated benefits and identify the source for the wildfire model and any key assumptions.
B. Customer Benefits
Review the number of customers expected to directly benefit, by customer class, and the explanation of expected improvements such as reduced outage frequency or duration and improved reliability.
Reviewer notes:
Application identifies 1,090 metered services across three circuits: 1,068 residential and 22 non-residential, with a circuit-by-customer-class breakdown. It describes expected reliability benefits and broader wildfire-risk reduction.
· Clarify that the 1,090 services are expected to benefit from monitoring deployed across the three circuits, while the 5.2-mile undergrounding segment is a more geographically targeted intervention. 
· If available, identify how many of the 1,090 are served directly by the segment being undergrounded versus benefitting from circuit-wide monitoring or broader reduction in wildfire exposure.
· Tie the expected reduction in outage frequency/duration to the baseline metrics and explain which benefits are quantified versus qualitative.
C. Critical & Essential Facility Benefits
Review the number and types of critical/essential facilities that benefit and the explanation of expected improvements in outage frequency, outage duration, reliability, or resilience.
Reviewer notes:
Application identifies the Red Lodge Substation, communications infrastructure, NorthWestern Energy transmission facilities, and irrigation facilities, and explains potential consequences if these assets are affected by wildfire or outages.
· Provide clearer inventory and county of the critical/essential facilities expected to benefit, with facility names or types and the basis for identifying them as critical/essential.
· Distinguish facilities directly served by the affected distribution circuits from facilities that may benefit indirectly through reduced wildfire ignition risk. The narrative notes that some nearby facilities are not necessarily served by the undergrounded segment.
· Where known, explain the dependency or benefit pathway (for example, whether a facility is electrically served by Beartooth Electric, is merely adjacent to the corridor, or could be exposed to a wildfire originating from utility infrastructure). Avoid describing indirect risk reduction as a guaranteed service reliability improvement.
D. Community Vulnerability & Resilience
Confirm the project location information needed for DEQ's RAPT review. Record applicable NRI Community Resilience and Social Vulnerability ratings and note how the application explains risk mitigation and resilience benefits.
Reviewer notes:
The application provides FEMA RAPT related Community Resilience and Social Vulnerability values and identifies census tract 30009000200 in Carbon County. It also explains rural outage consequences and the importance of the corridor to residents, visitors, and emergency response.
· Confirm the reported ratings, their labels, source/tool, and census-tract geography against the current RAPT output, and attach or cite the relevant output if available.
· Explain briefly how the cited vulnerability measures connect to the project area and the proposed intervention.
E. Workforce & Economic Development Benefits
Review the number of people receiving project-related training/apprenticeships; Montana-based employees; construction jobs; permanent operations and maintenance jobs; job quality/safety; and indirect community economic impacts.
Reviewer notes:
Application describes approximately 9,700 hours of in-house labor, at least 21 Montana-based personnel/contractors, two apprentice positions, and training on the proposed monitoring technology. It also describes likely local spending on labor, equipment, materials, and specialized services.
· Clarify whether “at least 21 Montana-based” refers to unique individuals, positions,, or anticipated workers, and distinguished existing employees from new hires, contractors, and apprentices.
· Explain the apprenticeship and training commitments more concretely where possible (number of participants, approximate training hours, topics, and whether training is vendor provided)
· Narrative mentions public outreach as an ongoing cooperative practice. Clarify which, if any, outreach activities are specifically planned, funded, or attributable to this project so that project benefits are distinct from existing activities.
· If available, identify the basis for the estimate of 9,700 labor hours and reconcile it to the role-by-role labor table.
F. Advanced Grid Technology
Review investments that reduce wildfire ignition potential, use distribution assets for backup power/reduced transmission requirements (such as microgrids), or explain how the project is innovative if it does not deploy the listed advanced grid technologies.
Reviewer notes:
The application describes 49 Sentient Energy intelligent monitoring devices, associated communications/software for five years, analytics, and employee training. It explains how the devices are expected to improve fault detection, location, system visibility, and response across the Red Lodge circuits.
· Clarify the deployment scope and allocation of the 49 devices across the three circuits and identify which devices will monitor overhead versus underground assets.
· Explain how the devices will integrate with Beartooth Electric’s existing systems and how staff will use alerts/analytics in operating and maintenance decisions.
· Separate benefits of undergrounding (reduced exposure to certain weather, vegetation, and ignition hazards) from benefits of the monitoring technology (improved detection, diagnostics, and response). This will make the project’s expected outcomes easier to follow.
· Confirm that the technology description, device count, five-year software/communications package, and cost shown in the narrative are consistent with the budget and any vendor documentation.
G. Budget & Cost
Review completeness of Attachment B2, the budget narrative and final allocation, and supporting bids, estimates, quotes, engineering reports, and other cost documentation.
Reviewer notes:
Narrative identifies a total project cost of $2,001,059, a requested subaward of $1,342,992, and total match of $658,067. The narrative also provides role-based labor estimates and itemized materials/equipment and services.
· The listed match components are $443,280 for Part A and $214,787 for Part B. These add to $658,067, but the stated labels “33.3%” and “15.5% of subaward” do not appear to match those amounts when applied to the stated $1,342,992 request. Please verify the calculation basis, rates, and amounts and make the narrative, Attachment B2, and commitment letter consistent.
· The line-truck and bucket-truck entries list quantities of 1,000 and 1,000 at $284 and $139, respectively; the light-truck entry lists 800 at $3. Clarify what each quantity represents (for example, hours, mileage, rental units, or another unit), and confirm the unit and rate are shown correctly.
· The excavator line lists a quantity of six at $20,000 each. Clarify whether these are purchases, rentals, or another cost basis, and how the six units relate to the project scope.
· The narrative refers to 27,472 feet of underground cable at $9 per foot, but the displayed extended amount is $258,237. Please verify the quantity, unit price, and extended total; 27,472 multiplied by $9 is $247,248.
· The narrative says specialized services and materials will be supported by competitive bids, quotes, or estimates “as appropriate.” Where estimates or vendor quotes are available, include or identify them and explain any material assumptions for the larger cost items.
· Clarify the basis for the $50,000 landscaping line and $30,000 archaeological survey line, including scope/estimate basis, where those costs are budgeted, and how they relate to environmental review and restoration activities.
H. Project Immediacy
Review schedule detail and milestone dates, anticipated completion timing relative to contract execution (within five years), and environmental review information from Attachment C, including whether less extensive review may be needed.
Reviewer notes: 
Application provides a 21-month anticipated duration and a detailed tentative schedule covering environmental review, archeological/cultural survey, design, ROW/easements, permits, procurement, construction, commissioning, restoration, and closeout. It approximately states that ground disturbing work will not begin until required environmental approvals are complete.
· Confirm that all work on or adjacent to federal/agency managed land, the Beartooth Highway, and Rock Creek is reflected in the site map and schedule, including ROW/easement approvals, permits, archaeological survey, SHPO/tribal consultation as applicable, and other agency coordination.
· The Environmental Questionnaire contains inconsistencies that should be corrected before the final application: it states “no construction would be anticipated” but then describes trenching and directional boring; some “no land areas would be affected” responses are followed by descriptions of temporary ground disturbance and revegetation; and the questionnaire describes designated Canada lynx critical habitat while the checkbox/response formatting may not clearly convey the intended answer. Please review each checkbox and narrative response for consistency.
· The questionnaire states the project is adjacent to Rock Creek and proposes directional boring beneath the creek/floodplain but marks that floodplain/wetland impacts are not expected. Clarify the basis for that response and ensure the environmental review will evaluate the crossing and any associated work areas.
· The Environmental Questionnaire project title uses “Advocacy Monitoring,” while the application narrative uses “Advanced Monitoring.” Please make the project title consistent across all forms and attachments.
2. Summary feedback for applicant
Strengths of the application
The draft presents a clear project concept that combines targeted undergrounding of a high-risk distribution segment with advanced monitoring across the Red Lodge circuits. It includes substantial historical outage information, identifies 1,090 metered services and their customer classes, describes the wildfire and severe weather context, and identifies potential benefits to nearby utility and communications infrastructure. The application also provides a detailed list of performance measures, a role-based labor estimate, itemized project costs, workforce-development elements, and a tentative schedule that recognizes environmental review and agency coordination as prerequisites to ground-disturbing work.
Areas where additional detail, justification, or documentation would strengthen the application
The most important revisions are to (1) reconcile the match calculations and verify budget cost units; (2) correct inconsistencies across the Environmental Questionnaire and application narrative; (3) clarify the relationship between the undergrounding segment and benefits claimed for all 1,090 services and nearby critical facilities; and (4) explain the basis for the projected fault reduction and historical reliability calculations. Please also ensure all documentation remains consistent and complete across the application package.	


