Draft Application Review & Feedback Form
Reviewer: _____Jessi Finstad__________________________   Review date: _9/26/2026___________
Applicant : ______Flathead Electric Cooperative______________________________________
Project title: ____System-Wide Wildfire Vegetation Risk Assessment and Targeted Mitigation Project____
Project location / county: _____Flathead 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 documents wildfire exposure (811 high/very-high-hazard miles), fragmented existing vegetation datasets, a ten-year vegetation cycle and a proposed 1,500-mile LiDAR/imagery assessment. These provide a useful description of the operational need. The narrative states that the final application will include five-year outage history, vegetation-related outage causes, major-event restoration information, post-event costs and customer interruptions. Provide these available baseline measures and explain how the proposed assessment and mitigation are expected to change outage frequency, duration, restoration readiness, wildfire ignition exposure or other relevant performance measures.
· Clarify the hazard-tree figures: approximately 15,308 identified, 2,737 mitigated and 2,571 remaining do not reconcile without explaining other categories, dates, or the total population represented. 
· Explain the basis and timing of the 811-mile wildfire exposure classification and how risk ranking, validation, and mitigation outcomes will be measured separately from the collection of new data.
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 application reports more than 54,000 meters and approximately 67% located in the wildland urban interface and proposes system-wide assessment coverage.
· Provide the anticipated number of customers directly benefiting by customer class and identify the source/date of the counts. 
· Clarify how customers served by assessed corridors will benefit from specific targeted mitigation and operation changes, distinguishing broad potential system-wide benefits from direct benefits.
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 refers to consequence-based risk prioritization and protection of critical loads but does not clearly identify or count the critical and essential facilities expected to benefit.
· Identify the facility types and number served by relevant corridors or feeders, their relationship to planned treatment areas, and how proposed risk reduction would affect service continuity for those facilities. Where locations are not yet selected, describe the method and information that will be used to document these benefits.
D. Community Vulnerability & Resilience
Confirm the project location information needed for DEQ's RAPT review. 
Reviewer notes:
The narrative describes rural, mountainous, forested and wildland urban interface communities across FEC’s service territory and explains how vegetation and wildfire exposure can affect resilience.
· Attachment A specifies that DEQ reviewers will evaluate FEMA RAPT community resilience and social vulnerability using applicant provided project locations during final phase; it does not require the applicant to perform their own RAPT assessment.
· Provide the final project map/GIS boundaries and counties, including the planned mitigation locations or a clearly defined process for identifying them, so DEQ can evaluate the appropriate project geography. Explain how the proposed activities mitigate risk for the communities served, particularly where assessment coverage and physical mitigation differ.
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 performance measures identify a target of at least 20 FEC employees and applicable contractors trained.
· Clarify the training topics, participant groups, expected number of trainees (distinguishing FEC employees from contractors), and how completion will be documented.
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 project proposes drone LiDAR, high-resolution imagery, updated Cloudfire wildfire-risk data, a reproducible segment-level risk model, and integration with existing GIS, NISC, Pyrecast and dashboard workflows.
· Describe the specific new capabilities delivered by each funded technology component versus existing WARN-funded Pyrecast access and other current systems, including deliverables, data refresh/update requirements, and integration interfaces.
· Explain how analysis outputs will translate into actionable monitoring, readiness decisions and vegetation work orders, and identify how technology performance and operational adoption will be verified.
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) is organized by cost category and aligns with the described project activities. Attachment B2 identifies a $1,500,000 federal request and $500,000 applicant project match, totaling $2,000,000. The signed cost-match letter is consistent with these amounts. 
· The budget notes the additional 15.5% state cost-match requirement, but the corresponding $232,500 is not incorporated into the budget calculations. Please clarify how this contribution will be reflected and accounted for in the applicable budget documentation, separate from the $500,000 applicant project match.
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).
Reviewer notes: 
The narrative provides a 24-month milestone schedule, with procurement and baseline work in months 0–3, data collection in months 3–12, integration in months 8–15, mitigation in months 12–23 and closeout in months 23–24.
· The EQ is labeled “PLANNING DRAFT – VERIFY GIS LOCATIONS, PERMITS, AND SIGNATURES,” and states that final maps and treatment packages will be attached before environmental approval. Provide the required site mapping and location-specific screening information as work areas are defined, and confirm final execution/signature of the questionnaire.
· Clarify how vegetation treatment on or near federal, state, tribal, sensitive habitat, wetland or floodplain areas will be identified, screened and authorized before physical work, including any access or seasonal restrictions. Distinguish aerial assessment work from vegetation removal for environmental review and scheduling purposes. 
2. Summary feedback for applicant
Flathead Electric Cooperative presents a defined system-wide vegetation assessment and targeted mitigation concept supported by descriptions of wildfire exposure, current information gaps, proposed LiDAR and risk-analysis methods, and an integrated operational workflow. The application provides a phased two-year implementation schedule and a budget whose principal federal and project-match totals reconcile. The proposed connection between corridor assessment, risk prioritization, work management, and physical mitigation is described in useful detail.
Several elements remain preliminary or are expressly reserved for the final application, including project GIS boundaries and treatment locations, historical outage and customer-benefit data, critical-facility information, measurable mitigation outcomes, and final environmental screening. The budget generally aligns with the proposed scope; however, the additional 15.5% state cost-match contribution is noted but not included in the budget calculations and should be clarified. Providing the outstanding information will allow the project’s stated benefits, geography, implementation plan, and required contributions to be evaluated consistently against the application criteria.



