Draft Application Review & Feedback Form
Reviewer: _____Jessi Finstad__________________________   Review date: _9/22/2026___________
Applicant : ______Big Horn County Electric Cooperative______________________________________
Project title: ____Soap Creek Substation Asset Replacement Project___________
Project location / county: _____Big Horn 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 narrative describes annual transformer oil testing, a ten-year pole-testing rotation, vegetation control, manual outage response, and specific concerns identified through transformer testing. It reports two transformers with “okay” saturation test grades and an elevated C1 power factor on one H1 bushing.
· Provide or identify the relevant third=party test reports, dates, manufacturer/utility thresholds, and recommendations supporting the characterization that the three transformers and three regulators have reached end of life or failed required testing. The narrative describes transformer results in detail but provides less equipment-condition evidence for the regulators.
· Provide available baseline reliability or asset-failure information for the Soap Creek service area (for example, outages, customer interruptions/minutes, restoration times, equipment failures, or maintenance costs), and distinguish observed historical data from potential failure scenarios.
· Clarify the expected measurable change in outage frequency, duration, restoration capability, or equipment-related risk following replacement. Claims such as eliminating unplanned downtime, catastrophic failure risk, or all service interruptions should be qualified to reflect the specific failure modes addressed by this project.
· Explain the basis for the statement that neighboring substations can carry the transferred load for a maximum of two weeks, including relevant seasonal loading or capacity 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:
The narrative identifies 193 meters; 120 residential, 35 small commercial, 32 large commercial, and six irrigation.
· Clarify whether all 193 meters are expected to benefit directly from the equipment replacement and provide available supporting customer-class or feeder records for the reported counts.
· Explain the expected service benefit using an appropriate baseline or operational comparison, distinguishing reduced risk of a particular substation failure from a quantified reduction in overall customer outages.
· The narrative state that preventing emergency repair costs will avoid sudden rate increases. Clarify whether this is an anticipated indirect benefit or is supported by a cost/rate analysis.
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:
The narrative identifies 31 oil-field-related meters among the 193 served and describes the importance of pump jacks and wastewater treatment systems.
· Clarify the number and types of distinct critical or essential facilities represented by the 31 meters, their connection to the Soap Creek Substation, and the basis for designating them as critical/essential under the application scoring criteria.
· Explain the consequences of an outage for the identified wastewater systems, including whether alternative power, storage, or contingency measure exist, and qualify statements that the project guarantees uninterrupted operations.
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 identifies the Soap Creek Substation in Big Horn County within the Crow Indian Reservation and describes 193 meters serves, but the submitted materials do not identify a FEMA RAPT assessment or provide corresponding community vulnerability data.
· Provide the FEMA RAPT assessment or applicable RAPT data used to evaluate community vulnerability and resilience, including the geographic area and indicators considered.
· Explain how the identified community vulnerability and resilience characteristics relate to the customers served by Soap Creek Substation and the anticipated benefits of the proposed equipment replacement. 
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:
The narrative states that internal utility lineman will perform removal, installation, and commissioning, avoiding outside engineering and contractor costs. The budget workbook (Attachment B) budgets 280 lineman hours at $47.81/hr, totaling approximately 13,387 in personnel.
· Clarify whether “Lineman (7)” and 280 hours mean 280 combined project hours for seven existing employees or another labor assumption; identify any planned training, apprenticeships, new jobs, or state if none are anticipated.
· Reminder: Davis-Bacon Act is a requirement under this grant. 
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 proposed work consists of replacing existing transformers and step-type voltage regulators at an established substation, plus a spare transformer and selected spare components. The narrative does not identify a new monitoring, automation, communications, or advanced grid technology.
· Explain whether the replacement regulators or transformer configurations provide any new operating, monitoring, protection, or resilience capabilities beyond like-for-like replacement; if not, clearly describe the project as targeted equipment replacement.
· Identify how the proposed equipment specifically addresses the identified failure mechanisms and any resilience-related functions, without implying that standard equipment replacement necessarily qualifies as advanced grid technology.
· Clarify the intended operational role and storage/location of the fourth transformer and separate spare components, including whether they are intended as inventory for future emergency restoration.
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:
The budget workbook (Attachment B2) reports $736,318 in total project costs, comprising $494,593 in federal share and $241,725 in match.
· The letter commits to the required match percentages but does not state the specific $241,725 committed amount. Confirm the dollar amount and sources of match, and ensure the letter and workbook agree. The workbook identifies an existing line of credit as the cash match source; clarify the availability and planned use of those funds.
· The equipment budget includes four transformers at $153,571 each ($614,284), three regulators totaling $83,296.53, and four spare-parts lines totaling $12,900. These reconcile to approximately $710,481. Clarify the program-eligible purpose and cost allocation of the fourth transformer and separately purchased spares; the narrative’s installation scope describes replacement of three transformers.
· 
H. Project Immediacy
Review schedule detail and milestone dates, anticipated completion timing relative to contract execution (within five years), and review information from Attachment C- Environmental Questionnaire (EQ), including whether less extensive review may be needed.
Reviewer notes: 
The narrative outlines regulator receipt in spring/summer 2027, an approximately 24-month monitored maintenance period, and a 10-day replacement/commissioning sequence within a two-week load-switch window.
· The EQ describes replacement within an existing fenced substation footprint and no anticipated ground disturbance. Clarify whether anchoring, equipment removal, handling of insulating oil, staging, and any other work involve excavation, pad modification, soil disturbance, or changes to existing infrastructure.
· The EQ identifies Big Horn Canal approximately 225 feet west and describes oil containment, storage, and recycling arrangements. Clarify how removal, temporary storage, transport, spill response, and final disposition of old oil-filled equipment will be documented.
· The EQ marks “significant impacts” in its impacts section while stating there are no adverse impacts. Clarify the intended response and distinguish beneficial project effects from potential environmental impacts. Confirm whether any tribal, landowner, cultural resource, or other reviews/coordination are applicable given the state reservation location.
· The location on reservation land is material to environmental and project coordination. Clarify the cooperative’s site access/land rights and any applicable tribal coordination or approvals, without assuming that additional consultation is automatically required.
2. Summary feedback for applicant
Strengths of the application
The application presents a clearly defined project to replace aging transformers and voltage regulators at the Soap Creek Substation. The narrative describes specific equipment testing concerns, limitations associated with transferring load to neighboring substations, and potential impacts on the customers served by the substation. The supporting equipment quotations, cost-match commitment, environmental questionnaire, and facility information provide a foundation for reviewing the proposed work.
Areas where additional detail, justification, or documentation would strengthen the application
Additional clarification and supporting documentation would help establish how the proposed replacement will improve resilience and reliability and how those benefits relate to the community served. In particular, the application would benefit from measurable baseline and anticipated outcomes, clarification of the essential facilities identified, and the applicable FEMA RAPT community vulnerability assessment or supporting data, which was not located in the submitted materials. 


