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April 28, 2026   

WestConnect  
Attn: Daniel Skees and Erin McClelland  
Order1920@westconnect.com  
 
RE: PIO WestConnect Order 1920 Compliance Recommendations  

 

I.  Introduction  

The undersigned Public Interest Organizations (PIOs) appreciate the opportunity to submit 

these comments and appreciate WestConnect’s efforts to develop a tariff that complies with FERC 

Order No. 1920 and to engage stakeholders throughout this process. 

FERC Order No. 1920 is intended to support a more reliable and resilient electric grid by 

establishing a clearer framework for regional transmission planning and cost allocation. Among 

other things, Order No. 1920 seeks to improve transparency of local transmission planning 

processes and strengthen coordination between regional and local transmission planning 

processes.1 The rule also requires transmission providers to satisfy additional transparency and 

information-sharing requirements in interregional transmission coordination processes.2  

In our comments, PIOs recommend that WestConnect revise its draft tariff framework to 

provide transmission planners with sufficient flexibility to evaluate the full range of economic and 

reliability benefits associated with regional transmission expansion, consistent with the principles 

of Order No. 890. As discussed below, the draft tariff should be revised to better accommodate 

coordination with neighboring regional planning cycles, consider a broader set of benefits, 

evaluate benefits over an appropriately long time horizon, and analyze transmission solutions on 

a portfolio basis where appropriate. Without those changes, the current draft risks unnecessarily 

constraining planners’ ability to identify and assess the full value of regional transmission 

investments. 

II. Discussion  

 
1 Building for the Future Through Electric Regional Transmission Planning and Cost Allocation and Generator 
Interconnection, Order No. 1920, 187 F.E.R.C. ¶ 61,068, at i (2024) (hereinafter “Order 1920”).   
2 FERC Order 1920 at 14. 
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A. WestConnect should revise its tariff to better account for the structural 

differences between WestConnect and organized RTO/ISO regions. 

Under FERC Order No. 890, FERC amended the pro forma OATT to require a coordinated, 

open, and transparent transmission planning process at the local and regional levels to ensure 

transmission providers meet with all customers and neighbors, open their meetings to all affected 

parties, and publicly disclose all underlying assumptions and data. 3  In addition to these 

requirements, Order No. 890 requires transmission providers’ planning processes to satisfy the full 

set of nine planning principles: coordination, openness, transparency, information exchange, 

comparability, dispute resolution, regional participation, economic planning studies, and cost 

allocation for new projects. FERC adopted these principles to address opportunities for undue 

discrimination in transmission expansion and to ensure that transmission systems are planned on 

a comparable and non-discriminatory basis for transmission providers and transmission customers 

alike. 

Those principles are particularly important here because WestConnect is not an organized 

RTO or ISO, but rather a regional planning structure made up of transmission providers with 

relatively limited formal state involvement. That structural reality makes it especially important 

that the tariff preserve flexibility and use adaptable language that promotes meaningful 

coordination, transparency, and broad participation rather than locking in overly rigid rules that 

may narrow the planning process.  

As drafted, however, the tariff moves in the opposite direction. Because WestConnect is 

comprised primarily of transmission providers and lacks robust state involvement, any reduction 

in openness, coordination, or transparency is particularly consequential. The current process will 

provide inefficient decision-making. For example, the first year to two years will consist of base 

case development and data collection.4 Accordingly, year two is the earliest that WestConnect will 

hold the first consultation with the Relevant State Entities (RSE). Starting the scoping of scenarios 

with RSE involvement in year two is too late, since under Order No. 1920, WestConnect must 

select Long-Term Regional Transmission Facilities no later than three years.5 Under the current 

proposal, the evaluation and selection of regional facilities, including the identification of benefits 

 
3 FERC Order 890 at 58.  
4 Draft Tariff Language for Order No. 1920 Long-Term Regional Planning Compliance at 73 (Feb. 27, 2026). 
5 See Section B below. 
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and beneficiaries, will not occur until year four of the planning cycle.6 To comply with Order No. 

1920, this would only leave one year to study the remaining scenarios, identify the long-term 

regional transmission needs, and solicit the facilities to address those needs. Traditionally, these 

processes take multiple years and should occur during the majority of the three-year process. 

The proposed language risks further concentrating control over regional planning in the 

hands of transmission providers while limiting the ability of states and other stakeholders to 

participate meaningfully. In a region with this governance structure, the tariff should expand 

opportunities for engagement and accountability for stakeholders, not narrow them. 

In particular, the attachment portion of the tariff is silent about whether this compliance 

process will create a forum for planning management, like the Planning Management Committee 

under the Order 1000 process, which provides a stakeholder structure with sector participation and 

voting rights. That feature is especially important in WestConnect, where the transmission 

providers themselves are the primary decisionmakers rather than an independent RTO or ISO. In 

that context, provisions that give the Transmission Provider substantial discretion, including with 

respect to revisions to developer proposals, may benefit from additional process, clarity, and 

opportunities for stakeholder input or review. Preserving a more balanced governance structure 

and clearer procedural safeguards would help strengthen the tariff’s consistency with Order No. 

890’s planning principles. Overall, the transmission providers alone comprise WestConnect with 

minimal state input. This lack of coordination, openness, and transparency will only be made worse 

by the tariff language as is.   

B. WestConnect should amend its compliance timeline to comply with Order No. 

1920. 

Order No. 1920 requires a five-year minimum compliance cycle and requires transmission 

providers to “complete the Long-Term Regional Transmission Planning cycle and determine 

whether to select Long-Term Regional Transmission Facilities no later than three years,” from 

the start date of the Long-Term Regional Transmission Planning cycle.7 FERC has clarified that 

transmission providers “...should not need the full five-year period to reach the point in Long-

 
6 Draft Tariff Language for Order No. 1920 Long-Term Regional Planning Compliance at 78 (Feb. 27, 2026). 
7 FERC Order 1920 at 294 (emphasis added). 



   
 

 4  
 

Term Regional Transmission Planning at which they decide whether to select Long-Term Regional 

Transmission Facilities that they have evaluated.”8  

WestConnect’s current proposal does not comply with Order No. 1920 as it will exceed 

the three-year requirement established by the Commission for planning and facilities selection.9 

Practically, noncompliance will mean WestConnect will be out of sync with surrounding regions 

to address interregional needs and align reliability and economic benefits. This means inputs, like 

load forecasts and generation mixes, may differ across regions, causing some proposed facilities 

to appear beneficial to one region but not others. This will likely lead to unnecessary restudying 

of projects, driving costs up and resulting in redundant modeling and stakeholder processes.  

WestConnect’s experience under Order No. 1000 illustrates the risks of an uncoordinated 

regional process. Despite a multi-state planning framework, that process did not result in the 

selection of new regional transmission upgrades. 10  WestConnect should avoid repeating that 

outcome here. A planning cycle that does not comply with Order No. 1920’s required timeline 

risks leaving WestConnect out of step with neighboring regions and undermining the coordinated 

regional and interregional planning that Order No. 1920 is intended to promote. 

C. WestConnect should expand the scope of the required benefits to comply with 

 Order No. 1920. 

WestConnect should revise its proposal to ensure that it does not unduly narrow the range 

of benefits considered in long-term regional transmission planning. In Order No. 1920, FERC 

identified a central deficiency in existing regional planning and cost allocation processes: 

transmission providers often fail to consider the broader set of benefits provided by regional 

transmission facilities. The Commission explained that current processes frequently consider only 

a narrow subset of transmission benefits or fail altogether to account for important cost savings 

associated with transmission development.11 Order No. 1920 was intended to correct that problem 

 
8 Id.  
9 Draft Tariff Language for Order No. 1920 Long-Term Regional Planning Compliance at 73-78 (Feb. 27, 2026). 
10 Energy Strategies, Gridworks, and Gridlab, Connected West, at 10 (Sept. 2024) (“Outside of the California 
Independent System Operator (CAISO), FERC Order 1000 has not led to the construction of any new regional 
transmission upgrades.”), https://gridworks.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/Connected-West-Final-Report-
240918.pdf.  
11 Order 1920-A at 67. 

https://gridworks.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/Connected-West-Final-Report-240918.pdf
https://gridworks.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/Connected-West-Final-Report-240918.pdf
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by requiring transmission providers to evaluate a broader range of benefits when identifying, 

evaluating, and selecting Long-Term Regional Transmission Facilities.12 

WestConnect’s proposed tariff appears to move in the opposite direction by imposing 

overly restrictive limitations on the consideration of production cost savings and congestion-relief 

benefits. Most notably, the proposal limits production cost modeling to circumstances where 

modeling shows “persistent congestion (prolonged congestion that is independent of isolated 

events or outages)”13 and appears to focus only on situations where lower-cost resources become 

accessible “through firm transmission service rights and/or capacity ownership.” 14  These 

restrictions are too narrow. Production cost savings and congestion-relief benefits can arise even 

where congestion is not persistent, even where the relevant low-cost resources do not have firm 

transmission rights, and even where the most significant value occurs during short-duration but 

high-cost events such as extreme weather, outage conditions, or other system stress events. By 

limiting the analysis to prolonged congestion, WestConnect risks excluding some of the most 

important economic benefits that transmission can provide. 

That concern is particularly significant because transmission’s economic value is often 

concentrated in a relatively small number of hours. As recent research has shown, a 

disproportionately large share of congestion-related transmission value can occur during a very 

limited set of high-cost periods.15 In other words, isolated events may not be frequent, but they can 

be extremely expensive, and transmission can produce enormous customer value precisely during 

those moments. A methodology that screens out those periods because they are not “persistent” 

will systematically undercount the value of transmission. The better focus is not the duration of 

congestion, but the magnitude of the economic benefit that congestion relief can provide whenever 

and however it occurs.  

WestConnect should therefore revise its tariff to allow a broader and more realistic 

consideration of production cost savings and other quantifiable benefits. At a minimum, Section 

G(1)(a) should be revised to make clear that the analysis may include “any other benefits that can 

 
12 Order No. 1920 at 1026. 
13 Draft Tariff Language for Order No. 1920 Long-Term Regional Planning Compliance at 88 (Feb. 27, 2026). 
14 Id. at 87. 
15 Dev Millstein et. al., Empirical Estimates of Transmission Value using Locational Marginal Prices, Lawrence 
Berkeley Nat’l Lab. (2022), https://emp.lbl.gov/publications/empirical-estimates-
transmission#:~:text=Abstract,periods%20are%20not%20adequately%20considered. 

https://emp.lbl.gov/publications/empirical-estimates-transmission#:%7E:text=Abstract,periods%20are%20not%20adequately%20considered
https://emp.lbl.gov/publications/empirical-estimates-transmission#:%7E:text=Abstract,periods%20are%20not%20adequately%20considered
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be quantified.”16 That change would better align the tariff with Order No. 1920’s requirement that 

transmission providers consider a broad set of benefits, and it would avoid locking WestConnect 

into an artificially constrained methodology that understates the value of regional transmission 

investment. 

WestConnect should also revise its proposed tariff to ensure that production cost modeling 

results are used as a required and meaningful input into transmission planning and facility selection. 

Order No. 1920 requires transmission providers to measure and use, at a minimum, the 

Commission’s identified economic and reliability benefits, including adjusted production cost 

savings, when evaluating and selecting long-term regional transmission facilities.17 The proposed 

tariff appears to give transmission providers unlimited discretion to disregard production cost 

modeling results or to make undefined adjustments to the benefits identified through that 

modeling,18 which is difficult to reconcile with Order No. 1920’s requirement that those benefits 

be measured and used in the evaluation and selection process. The proposal is also overly 

restrictive to the extent it appears to require that benefits be deliverable through firm transmission 

rights, 19 because production cost savings can exist even where they are not reflected in firm 

transmission rights.20 WestConnect should make clear that production cost modeling results will 

meaningfully inform planning outcomes and may not be discounted or set aside through vague or 

open-ended exceptions. 

D. WestConnect should ensure that the required benefits are evaluated based on 

whether they accrue to both the transmission provider and transmission customers, 

consistent with Order No. 1920. 

WestConnect should revise its proposal to make clear that the required benefits analysis is 

not limited to benefits realized by the transmission provider alone. Order No. 1920 and Order No. 

1920-A make clear that long-term regional transmission planning is intended to identify facilities 

that provide reliability and economic benefits to transmission customers, not just to the 

 
16 See Draft Tariff Language for Order No. 1920 Long-Term Regional Planning Compliance at 85-89 (Feb. 27, 
2026). 
17 FERC Order No. 1920 at 727–29, 762–73. 
18 Draft Tariff Language for Order No. 1920 Long-Term Regional Planning Compliance at 89 (Feb. 27, 2026). 
19 Draft Tariff Language for Order No. 1920 Long-Term Regional Planning Compliance at 87 (Feb. 27, 2026). 
20 See The Benefits of Electric Transmission: Identifying and Analyzing the Value of Investments, The Brattle Group 
at 34-35 (July 2013), https://www.brattle.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/The-Benefits-of-Electric-Transmission-
Identifying-and-Analyzing-the-Value-of-Investments.pdf. 
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transmission provider. As FERC explained, the evaluation of potential Long-Term Regional 

Transmission Facilities must include assessing “whether these facilities would yield reliability and 

economic benefits to transmission customers and, if so, identifying those benefits.”21 FERC further 

emphasized that the minimum requirements adopted in the rule are designed, among other things, 

to “produce greater benefits for transmission customers.”22 WestConnect’s tariff should reflect that 

standard. 

As currently drafted, however, the proposal appears to focus too narrowly on benefits to 

the transmission provider. For example, the tariff states that “[t]he following benefits will be 

determined for each project proposed as a Long-Term Regional Transmission Facility that would 

address an identified Long-Term Regional Transmission Need, and the degree to which the 

Transmission Provider would realize each type of benefit will be quantified in dollars.”23 That 

formulation is incomplete because it overlooks that many transmission benefits may accrue 

directly to transmission customers, and in some cases to other transmission providers or other users 

of the system, rather than solely to the transmission provider sponsoring or evaluating the project. 

A tariff that recognizes only benefits “to the Transmission Provider” risks understating the value 

of regional transmission facilities and excluding benefits that Order No. 1920 requires transmission 

planners to consider. 

The production-cost language illustrates this problem particularly clearly. The proposal 

provides that production cost model studies must demonstrate “tangible” benefits “to the 

Transmission Provider” by showing that alleviating congestion would allow lower-cost resources 

to become accessible to the Transmission Provider through firm transmission service rights or 

capacity ownership. 24  That framing is too restrictive. Congestion relief, access to lower-cost 

resources, improved transfer capability, and other economic benefits can accrue more broadly 

across the system, including to transmission customers who ultimately bear costs and receive 

service under the regional grid. The tariff should therefore not be drafted in a way that excludes or 

discounts benefits merely because they do not flow directly and exclusively to the transmission 

provider itself. 

 
21 Order No. 1920-A at 8. 
22 Id. at 10. 
23 Draft Tariff Language for Order No. 1920 Long-Term Regional Planning Compliance at 86 (Feb. 27, 2026). 
24 Draft Tariff Language for Order No. 1920 Long-Term Regional Planning Compliance at 87 (Feb. 27, 2026). 
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To address this issue, WestConnect should revise the tariff to expressly provide that 

benefits will be evaluated and quantified based on the degree to which they are realized by both 

the transmission provider and transmission customers. For example, we suggest the following 

language: “The following benefits will be determined for each project proposed as a Long-Term 

Regional Transmission Facility that would address an identified Long-Term Regional 

Transmission Need, and the degree to which the Transmission Provider and transmission 

customers would realize each type of benefit will be quantified in dollars.” This revision would 

better align the tariff with Order No. 1920, ensure that the required benefits analysis captures the 

full range of relevant system benefits, and avoid improperly narrowing the evaluation to benefits 

accruing only to the transmission provider. 

E. WestConnect should preserve flexibility to evaluate benefits beyond the  

 minimum 20-year period. 

Order No. 1920 requires transmission providers in each region to evaluate the benefits of 

Long-Term Regional Transmission Facilities over a period of at least 20 years, starting from the 

facilities’ expected in-service date. 25  Importantly, however, the Commission established a 

minimum evaluation period for purposes of facility evaluation and selection; it did not require 

transmission providers to stop their analysis at year 20 or to use that same minimum period for 

cost allocation.26 

Limiting benefit quantification to only 20 years fails to reflect the reality that transmission 

facilities often remain in service for 40 years or more. Estimating benefits beyond year 20 requires 

careful assumptions and input from experts, regulators, and stakeholders. But that practical 

challenge does not justify tariff language that forecloses consideration of benefits that are likely to 

continue well beyond the twentieth year. Generally, a longer evaluation period will produce a more 

accurate estimate of a project’s value because transmission benefits often continue or grow over 

time even as revenue requirements decline with depreciation. 

For example, a conservative benefit-cost comparison can be constructed by assuming that 

year 20 benefits grow only with inflation, while revenue requirements continue to decline. 

Allowing that kind of longer-term analysis would better reflect the full useful life of transmission 

 
25 FERC Order 1920 at 624. 
26 Id. 
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infrastructure, produce a more realistic estimate of net benefits, and give planners the adaptability 

needed to evaluate projects in a manner that is consistent with Order No. 1920’s long-term 

planning objectives. 

F. WestConnect should revise its draft tariff to allow planners to evaluate 

transmission solutions as integrated portfolios. 

PIOs request that WestConnect address the absence of tariff provisions allowing for the 

analysis of portfolios of transmission projects. As drafted, WestConnect’s proposal states that 

“benefits will be determined for each project,”27 which suggests an individualized, project-by-

project approach. That approach is too narrow. Transmission systems operate as highly 

interdependent networks, where one project can unlock the value of another and complementary 

upgrades can together produce benefits that would not be apparent if each facility were studied in 

isolation. A framework limited to isolated project review risks overlooking system-wide 

efficiencies and understating the full value of long-term transmission investment. 

Order No. 1920 explicitly permits the use of either a facility-by-facility approach, a 

portfolio-based approach, or both within the same planning cycle.28 That flexibility is important 

because portfolio analysis offers several major advantages. It can identify complementary 

investments and capture system benefits that only emerge when projects are evaluated together. It 

can also create economies of scale in the analytical process and, just as importantly, help produce 

a broader and more even distribution of benefits across the region or a sub-region. That broader 

benefit distribution can, in turn, simplify cost allocation because a portfolio of projects is often 

more likely than a single project to spread benefits across a larger set of customers. 

For those reasons, WestConnect should revise its tariff to allow for portfolio-based analysis. 

Ideally, portfolio analysis should be the default approach, with individual project benefits still 

quantified as needed. At a minimum, however, the tariff should preserve the option for 

WestConnect to study groups of projects as integrated portfolios whenever that approach is 

appropriate. There is little downside to retaining that flexibility, and doing so would better position 

WestConnect to identify efficient transmission solutions, capture a fuller range of benefits, and 

respond to long-term load growth and system needs in a more coordinated manner. 

 
27 Draft Tariff Language for Order No. 1920 Long-Term Regional Planning Compliance at 86 (Feb. 27, 2026). 
28 See Order No. 1920 at 890. 
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G. WestConnect should clarify that interconnection customers receiving voluntary 

 funding should also receive capacity rights.  

Under Order No. 1920, the Commission found transmission providers must provide 

Relevant State Entities the opportunity to fund the entire or part of the cost of a portfolio or 

individual Long-Term Regional Transmission Facilities that otherwise would not meet the 

transmission providers’ selection criteria.29 The driver of this portion of the rule is to create a 

voluntary funding process that will allow the development of Long-Term Regional Transmission 

Facilities that Relevant State Entities or interconnection customers believe are beneficial and 

otherwise may not be selected.30 

The current proposal states that voluntary funding does not entitle the funder to ownership 

or capacity rights on the Long-Term Regional Transmission Facility.31 Interconnection customers 

paying for the transmission should receive capacity rights. Capacity rights are the incentive for 

interconnection customers to seek voluntary funding, as they entitle delivery of the generation 

capacity resource in exchange for paying for the transmission.  

III.  Conclusion  

Order No. 1920 presents an important opportunity to strengthen regional transmission 

planning across the western United States. A robust planning framework can help the region 

address future load growth, improve reliability, and reduce electricity costs through more strategic 

transmission expansion. 

WestConnect should revise the proposed tariff provisions to ensure that planners have the 

flexibility to evaluate the full range of transmission benefits and solutions. A framework that 

allows longer evaluation horizons, broader benefit accounting, and portfolio-based analysis where 

appropriate will produce more accurate results and better support comprehensive regional 

transmission planning consistent with Order No. 1920. 

PIOs appreciate WestConnect’s continued engagement with stakeholders and look forward 

to further collaboration as the region develops its Order No. 1920 compliance framework. 

 

 
29 FERC Order 1920 at 720.  
30 Id. at 722.  
31 Draft Tariff Language for Order No. 1920 Long-Term Regional Planning Compliance at 91 (Feb. 27, 2026). 
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