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1  Execut ive  Summary 
The Rock Island Clean Line Project (the Project), is an approximately ±600 kilovolt (kV) direct current 
(DC) transmission line, and an associated alternating current (AC) segment, designed to deliver over 15 
million megawatt-hours (MWh) per year of wind energy from northwest Iowa to the Collins substation 
near Morris, Illinois. 

HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) and Rock Island Clean Line LLC (Rock Island), with assistance also 
provided by POWER Engineers, Inc., and Kiewit Corporation, have prepared this Routing Study of the 
Project. The representatives from these four entities who worked on the routing of the Project 
compose the “Routing Team.”  The Routing Team has prepared this Routing Study to document the 
process used to identify the Preferred Routes and the Proposed Alternative Routes. The Routing Team 
included environmental professionals, public involvement specialists, and engineers. Appendix A includes 
a complete list of the Routing Team members. 

Appendix B contains a Glossary of Terms that defines frequently used terms included in this Routing 
Study. These terms are capitalized in this Routing Study. 

Starting in March 2010, the Routing Team began the route development and public involvement process 
for the Project. A strategic communication and outreach plan developed in early 2010, created a 
foundation for the Routing Team to pursue an open public involvement effort providing numerous 
opportunities for landowners, community stakeholders, agencies, and non-governmental organizations 
to be involved in the routing process.  

The integrated route development and public involvement process was an iterative process with 
successive stages of routing analysis and outreach that began with a very large geographic area and 
broad stakeholder involvement. As route development progressed, the affected geography and 
stakeholders were continually refined, and with each refinement, the level of analysis became more 
detailed.  At each stage, the Routing Team evaluated the data collected with the Routing Criteria, which 
are defined and provided in Section 4.2, in order to further refine routing options for continued study. 
Figure 1 illustrates how the routing and public involvement processes were conducted and integrated, 
from the start of the Project to the identification of the Preferred Routes and Proposed Alternative 
Routes for the Project.  

The stages of the route development process included:  1) Project Area Identification, 2) Study Corridor 
Identification, 3) Alternative Route Corridor Identification, and 4) Route Identification and Selection. 

1) Project Area Identification – Identified the Project endpoints, evaluated the best locations for 
the Mississippi River crossing, identified major opportunity features, and refined the Project 
endpoints and Project Area. 

2) Study Corridor Identification – Determined the best crossing locations for major river 
crossings, identified areas with relatively low concentrations of Sensitivities, and identified 
existing Opportunities that the Project could parallel, while minimizing impacts to Sensitivities 
within the Project Area. Study Corridors, generally 3-10 miles wide, were identified by the 
Routing Team and were presented to local officials, agencies, and non-governmental 
organizations (NGOs) to solicit their feedback. Based on this feedback, the Study Corridors 
were further refined and then presented to the public at open house meetings. Comments 
received at these open house meetings were incorporated into the next stage of route 
development. 
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3) Alternative Route Corridor Identification – Route segments identified within the Study 
Corridors were comparatively evaluated according to the Routing Criteria in order to identify 
more advantageous segments. Alternative Route Corridors, generally one to two miles wide, 
were identified from the remaining route segments. Feedback on the Alternative Route 
Corridors was solicited from local officials, agencies, and NGOs. Using this feedback, the 
Alternative Route Corridors were then refined to generally 3,000 feet wide. Feedback on the 
Alternative Route Corridors was then solicited from the public at a second round of public 
open house meetings. This feedback was incorporated into the next stage of route 
development. 

4) Route Identification and Selection – The Preferred Routes and the Proposed Alternative Routes 
were selected after developing and comparatively analyzing the Study Routes (actual route 
widths based on a centerline) within the Alternative Route Corridors. The standard estimated 
right-of-way (ROW) width is approximately 200 feet for the DC Section Preferred Route and 
Proposed Alternative Route and approximately 270 feet for the AC Section Preferred Route 
and Proposed Alternative Route. 

The Preferred Routes are the routes that the Routing Team believes optimally meet the Routing 
Criteria by best minimizing potential impacts to Sensitivities, taking advantage of Opportunities, and 
adhering to the Technical Guidelines. The Proposed Alternative Routes are routes that the Routing 
Team considers as reasonable alternatives to the Preferred Routes, and although not as advantageous as 
the Preferred Routes, would be acceptable to Rock Island if approved by the Illinois Commerce 
Commission. The Project crosses the state of Iowa and the state of Illinois; however, this study is only 
intended to detail how the Mississippi River crossing and the Preferred Routes and Proposed Alternative 
Routes located in Illinois were identified. The beginning point of the Project in Illinois at the Mississippi 
River, which serves as the border between the two states, was focused to a narrow area at the 
Mississippi River based on a review of the best potential crossings. The review of the best potential 
crossings is discussed in Section 4.4.3. 

The Illinois route is broken into two sections, the DC Section and the AC Section. The Routing Team 
developed a Preferred Route and a Proposed Alternative Route for the section of the Project from the 
Mississippi River to the eastern converter station, referenced as the “DC Section,” and a Preferred 
Route and Proposed Alternative Route for the section of the Project from the eastern converter station 
to the eastern terminus (the existing Collins substation), referenced as the “AC Section.” 

The DC Section will be a ±600 kV DC transmission line. Study Route A is the Preferred Route for this 
section because it is the shortest and has the lowest overall impact to Sensitivities, including residences, 
non-residential structures, parcels, landowners, existing land cover, prime farmland, center pivot 
irrigators, and high probability archaeological areas. Study Route A is also comparable to the other Study 
Routes analyzed in terms of impacts to airports, licensed daycares, hospitals, religious facilities, 
cemeteries, schools, contaminated sites, future land use and development, Illinois Agricultural Areas, 
Illinois Department of Natural Resources lands, Illinois Nature Preserve Commission lands, designated 
critical habitat, special status species, Audubon Important Bird Areas, Illinois Natural History Survey 
Biologically Significant Streams, and water bodies. Of the remaining Study Routes considered, Study 
Route B is a reasonable alternative and would be acceptable to Rock Island if approved by the Illinois 
Commerce Commission to be the best route. Thus Study Route B is the Proposed Alternative Route 
for the DC Section of the Project.  

The AC Section will be a single-circuit 345 kV AC transmission line and a double-circuit 345 kV AC 
transmission line from the converter station to the Collins substation. The ROWs for each of the AC 
transmission lines will be adjacent to each other. Study Route F is the Preferred Route for the AC 
Section because it is the shortest Study Route for the AC Section and has the lowest overall impact to 
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Sensitivities. The Routing Team is also proposing Study Route G as a Proposed Alternative Route for 
the AC Section of the Project. 

The public involvement process mentioned above is discussed in more detail in Section 2 of this Routing 
Study, and the agency coordination is discussed in more detail in Section 3. The route development 
process is discussed in detail in Section 4. 

Figure 2 depicts the Preferred Route and Proposed Alternative Route for the DC Section of the Project, 
and Figure 3 depicts the Preferred Route and Proposed Alternative Route for the AC Section of the 
Project. 

 
  



 4 

Figure 1. Integrated Route Development and Public Involvement Process 
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Figure 2. DC Section Preferred Route and Proposed Alternative Route 
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Figure 3. AC Section Preferred Route and Proposed Alternative Route 
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2  Publ ic  Invo lvement  

2.1  Overview of Public Involvement Process 
Starting in early 2010 Rock Island developed a strategic communication and outreach plan to engage and 
collaborate with project stakeholders throughout the entire routing process. General categories of 
stakeholders include: landowners, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), local officials / agencies, 
state agencies, and federal agencies. Section 2 describes the outreach process for landowners and 
NGOs. A discussion of outreach and coordination with local, state, and federal agencies is included in 
Section 3. 

2.2  Non-Governmental  Organizations 
Outreach to NGOs occurred throughout the route development process. A discussion of the outreach 
to NGOs is provided below. 

 Project Area Stage - Rock Island held roundtable meetings from December 2010-February 
2011 at 19 locations across the Project Area, including six in Illinois, to solicit comments from 
various local, county and state-level governmental and non-governmental entities.  

Non-governmental organizations, local government officials, economic development groups, 
other community leaders, state agency, and federal agency officials were invited to participate in 
the roundtable meetings. During these meetings, Rock Island described the Project and 
answered questions. Rock Island also presented the attendees with large aerial maps of the 
Project Area. Attendees identified resources and labeled areas of concern within the Project 
Area by providing comments and feedback on the maps and via comment forms. Comments 
were incorporated into the Project GIS database and were considered during the route 
development process.  

 Study Corridors Stage - The Routing Team identified NGOs that may be interested in or 
affected by the Project. The Routing Team sent letters to identified NGOs informing them of 
the Project, provided maps of the Study Corridors, and requested feedback. NGOs that were 
contacted included: Illinois Audubon Society, the Environmental Law & Policy Center of the 
Midwest, Friends of the Fox River, Friends of the Rock River, Illinois Environmental Council, 
Illinois Rails to Trails Conservancy, Natural Lands Institute, Natural Resources Defense Council, 
Openlands, Sierra Club Illinois Chapter, The Conservation Foundation, and The Nature 
Conservancy Illinois Chapter. Feedback was also solicited from Debra Carey, a well-known Lee 
County conservationist, as recommended by officials from Lee County. The Routing Team also 
met with the Illinois Farm Bureau throughout the route development process to inform them of 
the Project. 

 Alternative Route Corridors Stage - The Routing Team invited the NGOs expressing an 
interest in conservation issues to attend an environmental review meeting for the Project in 
September 2011. Those invited were The Conservation Foundation, Environmental Law and 
Policy Center of the Midwest, Sierra Club, Natural Resource Defense Council, Citizen’s Utility 
Board, Friends of the Fox, and The Nature Conservancy Illinois Chapter. This meeting included 
a review of all information provided at that point by the NGOs.  
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2.3  Public Open House Meetings 
Two rounds of public open house meetings were held during the route development process to inform 
the public about the Project and request their assistance in providing useful data related to developing a 
route for the Project. 

2.3.1 Round 1 - Study Corridors Stage 

The first round of public open house meetings took place in 26 locations across the Project Area, 
including seven in Illinois in early June 2011. Over 6,600 landowners and stakeholders were invited to 
the meetings in Illinois. Rock Island presented various forms of information on the Project, including the 
Study Corridors, to a total of 446 attendees at seven Illinois Meetings.  

Study Corridors were presented during the public open house meetings on a large array of 3-foot by 4-
foot, high-resolution aerial maps and digitally via computerized Geographic Information Systems (GIS) 
stations for more detailed information than was available from the printed maps. Attendees were 
encouraged to review the Study Corridor maps and provide comments on areas or features as they 
related to route development for the Project. 

The Routing Team used the comments provided during the open house meetings to help inform the 
route development process. The comments were collected verbally (generally via comment markers 
placed directly on the maps) and added to the written comments received either at the open house 
meetings or subsequently via the U.S. Postal Service or web interface/electronic mail. The comments 
were digitized, assembled in a GIS database, and reviewed by the Routing Team. Approximately 210 
mapping related comments were received. Some comments confirmed data already collected and others 
provided additional information not already present in the Project databases. 

2.3.2 Round 2 – Alternative Route Corridors Stage 

The second round of public open house meetings was held across the Illinois Project Area from 
December 5-8, 2011. Over 6,150 landowners and stakeholders were invited to these six meetings. Rock 
Island presented similar information to that which was shown at the first round of Open Houses, as well 
as new information on the proposed landowner compensation package, agricultural impact mitigation, 
visual simulations and structure diagrams, and maps of the Alternative Route Corridors, to a total of 654 
attendees. 

The Alternative Route Corridors were presented during the meetings on large aerial background paper 
maps and digitally at a GIS station, similar to previous public meetings. Attendees were encouraged to 
review the maps and provide comments on areas or features as they related to route refinement for the 
Project. Approximately 180 mapping comments were received. Many comments received during the 
Open House Meetings confirmed the locations of previously identified points on the maps (homes, 
cemeteries, churches, schools, utilities, etc). Additional comments provided the Routing Team with 
information pertaining to areas that were currently inaccurate and/or not previously identified on the 
maps. 
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3  Agency Coordinat ion 

3.1  Overview of Agency Coordination Process 
The Routing Team had numerous meetings with federal, state, and local agencies beginning in July 2010. 
Agencies provided data and information regarding resources they manage or regulate. This information 
was incorporated into the route development process. Processes for requesting potential permits from 
the agencies for the Project were also discussed. The agencies that the Routing Team met with during 
each stage of route development are discussed below. 

3.2  Federal  and State Agency Coordination 
Outreach to federal and state agencies and officials began in July 2010 and continued throughout the 
route development process. 

 Project Introduction - The Routing Team informed federal and state agencies (in both Iowa 
and Illinois) about the Project by letter in July 2010. The letter informed the agencies that a 
follow-up call would occur and a meeting date would be set. The purpose of these meetings was 
to explain the Project and gather feedback. The meetings were to be the start of ongoing 
communication and coordination throughout the Project planning process.  

Initial agency coordination occurred between the Routing Team and the following federal and 
State of Illinois agencies:  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE), Illinois Commerce Commission (ICC), Illinois Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR), Illinois Department of Agriculture (DOA), Illinois Department of Transportation 
(DOT), and Illinois Historic Preservation Agency (IHPA). 

 Study Corridors Stage - The Routing Team met with the USACE, USFWS, DNR, DOA, 
DOT, and IHPA, during March 2011 to provide updates on the Project and to solicit feedback 
on the Study Corridors.  

 Alternative Route Corridors Stage - In September and October 2011, the Routing Team 
met with several agencies to provide updates on the Project and solicit feedback on the 
Alternative Route Corridors. The Routing Team met with the DNR, IHPA, and DOT (Districts 
2 and 3). 

3.3  Local  Agency Coordination 
Outreach to local governments and officials began in December 2010 and continued throughout the 
route development process. This outreach involved local government officials (both elected officials and 
staff) and other community leaders.  

 Project Area Stage – Rock Island held roundtable meetings from December 2010-February 
2011 at 19 locations across the Project Area, including six in Illinois, to solicit comments from 
various local, county and state-level governmental and non-governmental entities. These are the 
same roundtable meetings discussed in Section 2.2. 

Local government officials, economic development groups, other community leaders, state 
agency officials, and federal agency officials were invited to participate in the roundtable 
meetings. During these meetings, Rock Island described the Project and answered questions. 
Rock Island also presented the attendees with large aerial maps of the Project Area. Attendees 
identified resources and labeled areas of concern within the Project Area by providing 
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comments and feedback on the maps and via comment forms. Comments were incorporated 
into the Project GIS database and were considered during the route development process.  

 Study Corridors Stage – County corridor review meetings were held in each county crossed 
by the Study Corridors from February-April 2011. Attendees included, but were not limited to, 
county engineers, county planning and zoning officials, county supervisors, conservation district 
directors, and local economic development directors, as well as some NGOs such as local Farm 
Bureau managers. Attendees reviewed large aerial maps showing the Study Corridors and 
provided local information and concerns relating to their areas of the Study Corridors.  
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4  Route Development  

4.1  Route Development Process 
The stages of the route development process detailed in this study are: 1) Project Area Identification, 2) 
Study Corridor Identification, 3) Alternative Route Corridor Identification, and 4) Route Identification 
and Selection. 

1) Project Area Identification – Identified the Project endpoints, evaluated the best locations for 
the Mississippi River crossing, identified major opportunity features, and refined the Project 
endpoints and Project Area. 

2) Study Corridor Identification – Determined the best crossing locations for major river 
crossings, identified areas with relatively low concentrations of Sensitivities, and identified 
existing Opportunities that the Project could parallel, while minimizing impacts to Sensitivities 
within the Project Area. Study Corridors, generally 3-10 miles wide, were identified by the 
Routing Team and were presented to local officials, agencies, and NGOs to solicit their 
feedback. Based on this feedback, the Study Corridors were further refined and then presented 
to the public at open house meetings. Comments received at these open house meetings were 
incorporated into the next stage of route development. 

3) Alternative Route Corridor Identification – Route segments identified within the Study 
Corridors were comparatively evaluated to identify more advantageous segments. Alternative 
Route Corridors, generally one to two miles wide, were identified from the remaining route 
segments. Feedback on the Alternative Route Corridors was solicited from local officials, 
agencies, and NGOs. Using this feedback, the Alternative Route Corridors were then refined. 
The refined Alternative Route Corridors were generally 3,000 feet wide. Feedback on the 
Alternative Route Corridors was then solicited from the public at a second round of public 
open house meetings. This feedback was incorporated into the next stage of route 
development. 

4) Route Identification and Selection – The Preferred Routes and the Proposed Alternative Routes 
were selected after developing and comparatively analyzing the Study Routes (actual route 
widths based on a centerline) within the Alternative Route Corridors. The standard estimated 
right-of-way (ROW) width is approximately 200 feet for the DC Section Preferred Route and 
Proposed Alternative Route and approximately 270 feet for the AC Section Preferred Route 
and Proposed Alternative Route. 

4.2  Routing Criteria 
The Routing Team developed the Routing Criteria for the Project based on transmission line siting 
experience, federal and state regulations, and stakeholder feedback. The Routing Criteria guided the 
route development process.  The following are definitions of key terms related to the Routing Criteria: 

 Sensitivities:   Resources or conditions that can potentially limit transmission line development 
and may include areas restricted by regulations, or where impacts to these resources would be 
very difficult or impractical to mitigate. Not all Sensitivities are affected by the development in 
the same manner. Sensitivities include, for example: land use constraints such as homes, 
agriculture, religious facilities, and schools; federal, state, and local environmental areas; other 
environmental areas such as sensitive habitats or areas identified by private conservation 
organizations; cultural resources such as national landmarks and archaeological sites; public 
infrastructure such as airports, and aeronautical and commercial telecom structures.  
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 Opportunities:  Pre-existing linear infrastructure or features (e.g., existing linear corridors such 
as roads or transmission lines, and public land survey system [“PLSS”] divisions of land) along 
which transmission line development is potentially compatible and where impacts to Sensitivities 
may be reduced by following these features. 

 Technical Guidelines:  The specific engineering requirements and objectives associated with the 
construction of the Project. For example, an engineering requirement of the Technical 
Guidelines includes maintaining at least 200 feet of separation between centerlines when 
paralleling other electric transmission lines of 345 kV or above. An example of an engineering 
objective of the Technical Guidelines would be to minimize the overall length of the line. 
Technical Guidelines may apply to the entire Project or may be specific to a particular segment 
of the Project.   

 Measures:  The metrics used to assess impacts to individual Sensitivities, utilization of specific 
Opportunities, and assessments of impacts relevant to the Technical Guidelines. A Sensitivity, 
Opportunity, or Technical Guideline may have only one or a range of Measures. 

 Routing Criterion: An objective that helps to minimize impacts to a Sensitivity, maximize the use 
of an Opportunity, or adhere to a Technical Guideline. A Routing Criterion is generally 
evaluated through the use of one or a range of Measures. For example, for the DC Section of 
the Project, a Routing Criterion with the goal of minimizing impacts to homes (a Sensitivity) has 
Measures of the number of homes within 100 feet, 200 feet, 500 feet and 1,000 feet of the 
potential centerline. 

 Routing Criteria: The total body of all of the individual Routing Criterion (goals and Measures as 
related to the Sensitivities, Opportunities and Technical Guidelines) contemplated together and 
used for judgment in determining a preference for any route. Although the Measures of each 
Routing Criterion are quantitative, the evaluation of (potentially competing) criteria against each 
other is generally qualitative and is inherently specific to a particular project area. 

The Routing Team developed the lists of Sensitivities, Opportunities, Technical Guidelines, and 
Measures that together comprise the Routing Criteria for the Project, provided as Table 1. 

Not all Sensitivities listed in Table 1 are present in the Project Area.  Listing a feature as a Sensitivity 
does not imply that it must be avoided, but that minimizing impacts to a Sensitivity is a goal of the 
routing process and thus a Routing Criterion.  The total list of Routing Criteria was not static 
throughout the process; rather, the Routing Team considered additional Sensitivities throughout the 
process as identified by stakeholders. 

Opportunities were reviewed for the Project and considered in conjunction with potential Sensitivities. 
In some areas, existing linear infrastructure offered corridors along which a transmission line might be 
located with less disruption to the natural and human environment. In other areas, opportunities to 
parallel existing right-of-way (ROW) did not offer pathways in the direction desired, were too narrow 
or irregular in width and direction, or were surrounded by relatively high concentrations of other 
Sensitivities. For example, high concentrations of Sensitivities are typically found in urban areas. 

Technical Guidelines are also specific to each project and provided the Routing Team with technical 
limitations related to the design, ROW requirements, or reliability concerns.  The Technical Guidelines 
for the Project listed in Table 1 were identified through 1) technical expertise of engineers and other 
industry professionals responsible for the reliable and economic construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the Project, and other electric system facilities, 2) applicable codes and standards 
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including the National Electrical Safety Code, 3) North American Electric Reliability Corporation 
(NERC) reliability standards, and 4) industry best practices. 

Table 1. Routing Criteria  

Sensitivity Routing Criterion and Measure(s) 

General Land Use and Land Cover 

Homes Seek to minimize impacts to existing homes, buildings, and structures. 
Measures for the DC Section of the Project are the number of these 
within 100, 200, 500, and 1,000 feet of a route. Measures for the AC 
Section of the Project are the number of homes within 67.5, 200, 500, 
and 1,000 feet of a route. The difference in Measures between the two 
sections is due to the difference in ROW width between the DC 
Section (200 feet) and the AC Section (135 feet for each 345 kV AC 
transmission line, 270 feet total). The first distance interval equates to 
one-half the distance of the ROW, within which no homes or other 
buildings would be allowed to remain. 

Non-Residential Buildings and 
Structures 

Parcels and Landowners Seek to minimize impacts to parcels of land and associated landowners. 
Measures are the number of parcels and landowners crossed by a 
route. 

Public Airports / Heliports Avoid crossing public airports or heliports. Seek to otherwise avoid 
impacts to public airports or heliports by identifying the number of 
these features within five miles of a route and then assessing potential 
impacts to these features on an airport and route specific basis to 
ensure adherence to federal and state regulations. 

Private Airports / Airstrips Seek to avoid crossing private airports/airstrips. Seek to otherwise 
minimize impacts to private airports/airstrips by first identifying the 
number of such facilities within one mile of a route and then analyze 
potential impacts on an airport by airport and route by route basis. 

VOR (Aeronautic Navigation 
Equipment - Clear Zone) 

Avoid impacting VOR structures by identifying the number of such 
VOR structures within two miles and then assessing potential impacts 
to these structures on a route specific basis to ensure adherence to 
federal regulations.  

Daycares / Schools / Hospitals Avoid crossing daycares, schools, hospitals, and religious facilities. Seek 
to otherwise minimize impacts to daycares, schools, hospitals, religious 
facilities, and cemeteries. Measure is the number of such facilities 
within 1,000 feet of a route. 

Religious Facilities 

Cemeteries 

Mines / Quarries Avoid crossing mines or quarries. Seek to otherwise minimize potential 
impacts to mines or quarries. Measure is the number of such facilities 
within 1,000 feet of a route.  

Telecom (communication 
towers, antenna structures, 
etc.) 

Avoid crossing any commercial telecom structures. Seek to otherwise 
minimize potential impacts to commercial telecom structures. 
Measurement is the number of such structures within 1,000 feet of a 
route.  

Contaminated Areas Seek to avoid disturbing contaminated areas. Measure is the number of 
such areas within 1,000 feet of a route. 

Safety Regulations (fireworks 
manufacturers, gas stations, 
natural gas valves, other 
electrically sensitive areas, etc.) 

Avoid crossing these facilities, maximize distance from these facilities, 
and ensure compliance with applicable regulations. 

Grassland Seek to minimize impacts to grassland. Measure is the length of such 
areas crossed by a route. 
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Native Prairie Seek to minimize impacts to native prairie. Measure is the length of 
such areas crossed by a route. 

Forest Seek to minimize impacts to forested lands. Measure is the length of 
such areas crossed by a route. 

Agricultural Land Seek to minimize impacts to agricultural lands. Measure is the length of 
such land crossed by a route. 

Planned Development (city / 
county plans) 

Seek to minimize impacts to planned development. Evaluate 
compatibility of the Project qualitatively with the planned development. 

Commercial / Industrial 
Development 

Seek to minimize impacts to commercial and industrial development. 
Qualitatively evaluate compatibility of the Project with the planned 
development. 

USDA Classified Farmland Seek to minimize impacts to USDA classified farmland. Measure is the 
length of such farmland crossed by a route. 

Irrigation Systems (center pivot 
& lateral) 

Seek to minimize impacts to irrigation systems. Measures are the 
number of such systems crossed by a route and the number potentially 
permanently impacted by a route. 

Illinois Agricultural 
Preservation Areas 

Seek to minimize crossing of Illinois Agricultural Preservation Areas. 
Measure is the number of such areas crossed by a route. 

Century / Sesquicentennial 
Farms 

Seek to minimize impacts to century/sesquicentennial farms. Measure is 
the number of such farms crossed by a route. 

Aerial Fertilizer and Herbicide 
Application Ability 

Seek to minimize impacting aerial fertilizer and herbicide application. 
Measure is the length of a route that is oriented diagonally. 

Sensitive Crops (e.g., organic 
farms, orchards, honey bees, 
etc.) 

Seek to minimize impacts to sensitive crops. Measure is the length of 
such land crossed by a route. 

Trails (local, snowmobile, bike, 
horse) 

Seek to minimize impacts to trails. Measure is the number of such 
areas crossed by a route. 

Recreation Areas (parks, golf 
courses, etc) 

Seek to minimize impacts to recreation areas. Measures are the 
number of such areas crossed by a route and the number of such areas 
within one half mile of a route. 

Federal / State / County Lands and Resources 

National Wildlife (and 
Fisheries) Refuges 

Avoid crossing National Wildlife (and Fisheries) Refuges.  

Illinois DNR Lands Seek to minimize impacts to Illinois DNR lands. Measures are the 
number of such lands crossed by a route and the number within one 
half mile of a route. 

Illinois Natural Areas Inventory 
(INAI) Sites 

Seek to minimize impacts to INAI sites. Measures are the number of 
sites crossed by a route and the number within one half mile of a 
route. 
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Illinois Nature Preserve 
Commission Lands 

 
Avoid crossing Illinois Nature Preserve Commission Lands, National 
Wild & Scenic Rivers, and military lands and operations. Seek to 
otherwise minimize impacts to such lands. Measure is the number of 
such lands within one half mile of a route. 

National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers 

Military Lands and Operations 

Prairie Restoration Areas Seek to minimize impacts on prairie restoration areas and forest 
preserves. Measures are the number of such resources crossed by a 
route and the number within one half mile of a route. 

Forest Preserves 

Non-Governmental Organization (NGO) Lands and Conservation Areas 

Conservation Areas (e.g., The 
Nature Conservancy, Sierra 
Club, local conservation 
organizations) 

Seek to minimize impacts on NGO lands and conservation areas. 
Measures are the number and area of such lands and conservation 
areas crossed by a route, the area within a route’s ROW, and the 
number within one half mile of a route. NGO Resource Easement 

Lands 

Important Bird Areas (The 
Audubon Society) 

Seek to minimize impacts on Important Bird Areas. Measure is the 
number of Important Bird Areas within one mile of a route. 

Critical Habitat and Special Status Species 

Threatened, Endangered & 
Special Status Species (known 
occurrence areas and habitat) 

Seek to minimize impacts to threatened, endangered, and special status 
species. Measures are the number of known occurrences of federal and 
state-listed species within a route and the number within one mile of a 
route. 

Designated Critical Habitat Seek to minimize impacts to designated critical habitat areas. Measures 
are the number of designated areas crossed by a route and the number 
within one mile of a route. 

Eagle Nesting Locations Seek to minimize impacts to eagle nesting locations. Measures are the 
number of nests within a route, within 660 feet of a route, and within 
two miles of a route. 

Water Resources 

Rivers / Streams (impaired or 
otherwise) 

Seek to minimize impacts to rivers and streams by first identifying these 
features crossed by a route and then as measured by whether any 
structures would be placed in these features. 

INHS Biologically Significant 
Streams (INHS BSS) 

Seek to minimize impacts to INHS BSSs by first identifying these 
features crossed by a route and then as measured by whether any 
structures would be placed in these features. 

Water Bodies (Lakes / Ponds / 
Reservoirs) 

Seek to minimize impacts to water bodies by first identifying these 
features crossed by a route and then as measured by whether any 
transmission structures would be placed in these features. 
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Wetlands Seek to minimize impacts to wetlands. Measures are the acreage, 
number of non-forested and forested wetlands crossed, and the 
number of structures placed in wetlands. 

Cultural Resources 

National Register of Historic 
Places (listed) 

Seek to minimize impacts to National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) sites. Measures are the number of such places crossed by a 
route, within one half mile of a route, and within two miles of a route. 

Known Archaeological Sites 
Seek to minimize impacts to known archaeological sites. Measures are 
the number and area of such resources within the ROW of a route. 

Historic Sites, Buildings, and 
Structures 

Seek to minimize impacts to historic and cultural resources. Measures 
are the number of such resources within the ROW of a route and the 
number within two miles of a route. 

Historic Landscapes / Trails Seek to minimize impacts to historic landscapes/trails. Measure is the 
number of such lands within two miles of a route. 

National Natural or Historic 
Landmarks 

Seek to minimize impacts to National Natural or Historic Landmarks. 
Measures are the number of such places crossed by a route, within one 
half mile, and within two miles of a route. 

Traditional Cultural Properties Seek to minimize impacts to Traditional Cultural Properties. Measure is 
the number of such properties within two miles of a route. 

Burial Areas (prehistoric or 
historic) 

Avoid crossing any burial areas. 

Visual Resources 

Scenic Highways, Overlooks, 
or Corridors 

Seek to minimize impacts to scenic highways, overlooks, or corridors. 
Measures are the number of these features crossed or within one half 
mile of a route. 

Opportunity Criterion and Measure(s) 

Transmission Lines 

Maximize advantage of utilizing existing Opportunities. Measure is the 
length of a route paralleling each Opportunity type. 

Roads 

Railroads 

Pipelines 

Property Lines 

Field Lines 

Public Land Survey System 
(section lines, half and quarter 
section lines, etc.) 
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Technical Guidelines 

Minimize route length. 

Minimize non-standard designs. 

Minimize impractical construction requirements. 

Minimize the crossing of 345 kV and 765 kV transmission lines. 

Minimize paralleling corridors with more than one existing 345 kV or 765 kV circuit. 

Maintain 200 feet of centerline-to-centerline separation when paralleling existing transmission lines of 345 
kV or above. 

Maintain 150 feet of centerline-to-centerline separation when paralleling 138 kV or lower voltage 
transmission lines. 

Minimize underbuild or double circuit arrangements with existing Alternating Current (AC) 
infrastructure. 

Minimize angles greater than 65 degrees. 

Minimize crossing soils sloping more than 30 degrees (20 degrees at angle points). 

Comply with horizontal and vertical clearance requirements. 

Ensure adequate access for construction and maintenance activities. 

Maintain required or sufficient setbacks from roads and highways. 

4.3  Data Col lection 
To identify Sensitivities and Opportunities, and to better understand the Project Area, the Routing 
Team started collecting data in March 2010. Data collection was an ongoing effort throughout the route 
development process. Sources included online data repositories, federal, state, and local agencies, aerial 
photo interpretation, field reconnaissance, and stakeholder comment.  Field reconnaissance was 
conducted from public roads, a hi-rail tour, and helicopter, throughout the route development process. 
Appendix E includes a list of data collected for the Project and their sources. 

4.4  Project Area Identif ication 
The Project Area was generally delineated to include the Project endpoints (resource area and delivery 
area), the range of potential suitable locations for crossing the Mississippi River, and major Opportunity 
features found between the endpoints and the Mississippi River crossings (Figure 4).  The following 
sections describe each of these features and their effect on the delineation of the Project Area. 
Feedback from agencies was also solicited during the identification of the Project Area. Information 
regarding agency coordination was discussed in Section 3.  
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Figure 4. Project Area 
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4.4.1 Resource Area 

Development of the Project Area included the identification of the targeted wind resource area where 
the western converter station would be located (resource area). The resource area considered for the 
western converter station included eastern South Dakota, southwestern Minnesota, northeastern 
Nebraska, and northwestern Iowa. This area was identified as it has some of the best wind resources in 
the country. After 1) determining the Opportunities and Sensitivities, 2) analyzing the locations from a 
wind resources, transmission planning, and interconnection perspective, and 3) weighing information 
from wind developers, meteorologists, regulatory agencies, permitting bodies, and market participants, 
Rock Island narrowed the resource area to northwest Iowa as the best place to site the western 
converter station (Figure 4). 

4.4.2 Delivery Location 

Rock Island identified the Collins substation, which is in unincorporated Grundy County, southeast of 
the City of Morris and south of the Village of Channahon, as the best location to deliver up to 3500 MW 
of power into the existing transmission system. This area also provides the best opportunity to minimize 
impacts to the natural and human environment (Figure 5).  

Within the delivery location area, the Project will require construction of a converter station (eastern 
converter station) to convert the electricity to AC and also an AC link to interconnect with the existing 
transmission system. Connecting at this location will allow the Project to interconnect with the PJM 
Interconnection, L.L.C. extra-high voltage transmission system (765 kV). This 765 kV transmission line 
system extends from the Collins substation north through Grundy County and into Kendall County to 
the Plano substation, and from the Collins substation east into Indiana. Once the general delivery area 
was identified, Rock Island continued to study the delivery area, including portions of both Kendall and 
Grundy counties, for the best location to interconnect from a transmission system perspective. 

Concurrent with the process of developing alternative route corridors (Section 4.6), Rock Island 
evaluated potential parcels of land for the eastern converter station.  Rock Island sought to site the 
eastern converter station near the Collins substation and the 765 kV transmission line. Rock Island 
selected a converter station parcel that lies within the Village of Channahon (Figure 5). This area was 
already zoned heavy industrial and lies directly adjacent to the existing 765 kV transmission line. 
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Figure 5. Eastern Converter Station Location 

 

4.4.3 Mississippi River Crossings 

A detailed analysis of potential Mississippi River crossings was also performed to help identify the 
Project Area. Major river crossings can be a critical component in siting major transmission lines due to 
the natural resource, regulatory, and engineering considerations in their identification and evaluation. 
The area adjacent to the river contains a diverse and relatively high concentration of Sensitivities (e.g., 
federal and state lands, Sensitivities associated with large urban areas, rural residential development, and 
protected species) and a limited number of crossing Opportunities; therefore, it was important for the 
Routing Team to identify early on where impacts to these Sensitivities could be minimized.  

This detailed analysis not only identified which areas would be best from an environmental perspective 
(both human and natural), but also from an engineering and construction perspective (i.e., the Technical 
Guidelines). The results aided in the identification of Study Corridors discussed in Section 4.5. 

Although the Routing Team considered potential crossing points along the entire length of the 
Mississippi River where it bordered both Iowa and Illinois, the area where potential crossings of the 
Mississippi River were considered was constrained to the north by the USFWS Upper Mississippi River 
National Wildlife and Fish Refuge (NWFR) and to the south by a series of USFWS National Wildlife 
Refuges (NWRs) that comprise the Mark Twain Refuge Complex. The USFWS Upper Mississippi River 
NWFR extends along the entire Iowa-Illinois border from the Wisconsin-Illinois border south to 
Cordova, IL. The USFWS Mark Twain Refuge Complex consists of refuges scattered along the Iowa-
Illinois and Illinois-Missouri borders, extending from the Port Louisa NWR near Wapello, IA, to south of 
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St. Louis, MO. These areas were excluded from consideration since the USFWS considers a 
transmission line crossing to be a non-compatible use in this area, particularly in light of the other viable 
alternatives that would not cross USFWS land.  

In addition to the USFWS Mark Twain Refuge Complex, there are numerous other state lands between 
the NWRs that contributed to the potential crossing review area being constrained south of Fruitland, 
IA. These include wildlife management areas, state refuges, and state preserves. In addition, the 
Mississippi River is much wider south of Fruitland, IA and would require crossing lengths of 6,000-
10,000’ in most areas. Due to the Fruitland crossing being south of the eastern terminus and the high 
concentration of Sensitivities along the Illinois River in Bureau and LaSalle counties in Illinois, a 
Mississippi River crossing at Fruitland would likely add at least an additional 15-20 miles to the overall 
Project length, resulting in a higher potential for impact to Sensitivities and added Project cost.  

The area reviewed for potential crossing locations defined the northern and southern limits of the 
Project Area at the Mississippi River.  This area extended from Cordova, IL, to approximately four miles 
south of Fruitland, IA. The Routing Team selected potential crossings to study within this area by 
identifying existing Opportunities such as overhead or underground crossings of the river, which 
includes transmission lines, road bridges, railroad bridges, dams, and pipelines. Figure 6 depicts the 11 
potential crossings that were examined. 
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Figure 6. Mississippi River Crossings Analyzed 
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The Routing Team compared 11 crossings using Routing Criteria listed in Section 4.2. A detailed 
crossing summary table can be found in Appendix C. After comparing the crossings and the approaches 
to the crossings, the Routing Team removed all but two crossings from consideration, Port Byron and 
Princeton.  

The Port Byron crossing follows an existing underground pipeline corridor north of Port Byron, IL. The 
Princeton crossing, in Princeton, IA, follows an existing aboveground 69 kV transmission line owned by 
MidAmerican Energy Company. Both of these crossings are in areas that are less developed than the 
other crossings considered and/or had fewer environmental Sensitivities.  

Ultimately, the Princeton crossing was carried forward and the Port Byron crossing was removed from 
consideration. This occurred during the identification of Study Routes discussed in Section 4.7. The 
Princeton crossing was carried forward since it is an existing overhead crossing and provides an 
opportunity to keep similar infrastructure adjacent to each other, which would minimize land use 
impacts, visual impacts, and environmental impacts (particularly avian species). 

4.4.4 Major Opportunity Features 

The Project Area was delineated to encompass all reasonable Opportunities between the endpoints; 
however, there were several major Opportunities that were especially important. These major 
Opportunities can sometimes minimize impacts to Sensitivities by allowing the transmission line route to 
follow a ROW that has already been disturbed. 

Major Opportunities included major roads that traverse the Illinois Project Area and might allow for 
reasonable parallel alignments such as Interstate 80, Interstate 39, U.S. Highway 52, and Illinois Route 
92. In addition, a number of existing electric transmission lines, pipelines, and railroads were also 
considered major Opportunities that guided the delineation of the Project Area.  

During early Project development, the Routing Team identified the old Rock Island Railroad (operated 
now by Iowa Interstate and CSX railroads) as a contiguous corridor Opportunity spanning the east-west 
distance between endpoints. The benefit of this corridor is that it contains existing linear infrastructure 
oriented in the direction of the Project, has one contiguous landowner with a 100 foot ROW from 
whom Rock Island would have required an easement (in addition to other neighboring easements), and 
is made up of land already impacted to some degree. 

The northern boundary of the Illinois Project Area at the western end was constrained by the northern 
most Mississippi River crossing location. The western half of the Project Area was limited to including 
the existing 345 kV transmission line that runs east-west through Rock Island, Whiteside, and Lee 
counties. The eastern half of the Illinois Project Area was also generally constrained to the north by 
numerous cities in northeastern LaSalle County, southern DeKalb and northern Kendall County. These 
cities are generally contiguous and contain a very high concentration of Sensitivities (e.g., homes and 
businesses). 

The southern boundary of the Illinois Project Area was constrained by the potential crossing locations 
for the Mississippi River (see Section 4.4.3), but allowed for enough area south of the east-west section 
of the Illinois River for the consideration of a reasonable number of Opportunities. 
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4.5  Study Corridor Identif ication 
After the Project Area was developed, analyzed, and reviewed, the next step in route development was 
to identify Study Corridors, generally 3-10 miles wide. These served to narrow the focus of the Project 
Area. Study Corridors are areas with several Opportunities and a relatively low concentration of 
Sensitivities. At the same time, a key driver guiding the delineation of Study Corridors was the 
identification of suitable river crossings for the Rock, Fox, and Illinois Rivers.  These rivers along with 
the Mississippi River are the largest rivers crossed by the Project. Crossing them is regulated by the 
USACE through Section 10 of the River and Harbors Act.  Public and agency input was also included 
throughout the identification of Study Corridors and is discussed in Sections 2 and 3.  

4.5.1 River Crossing Analyses 

The first step of Study Corridor identification was to perform crossing analyses for the three major 
rivers (Rock, Fox, and Illinois) in the Illinois Project Area. The analyses were performed for these rivers 
because they present several potential challenges, including high concentrations of Sensitivities along the 
rivers, additional permitting implications, and additional engineering considerations. By identifying the 
best potential crossings of these rivers, the Routing Team was able to use these analyses to guide and 
focus the Study Corridor identification across the Illinois Project Area. Similar to the study process at 
the Mississippi River, the Routing Team first examined all the existing crossings of the rivers (e.g., 
bridges, overhead utilities, and underwater utilities) and then considered new crossings if there was a 
lack of sufficient existing crossings for review. In summary, the Routing Team considered the following: 

 Ten (10) crossing locations along the Rock River between an existing 345 kV transmission line 
to the north in Whiteside County and the I-80 crossing to the south (Figure 7).  

 Fifteen (15) crossing locations along the Fox River between the Village of Sheridan to the north 
and the railroad crossing of the Fox River in the City of Ottawa, just north of the confluence of 
the Fox River and the Illinois River (Figure 8).  Crossings north of the Village of Sheridan were 
not considered because of higher rural residential density and higher overall potential impacts to 
Sensitivities.  

 Two (2) crossings along the Illinois River near the Collins substation (Figure 9).  The crossing 
area was limited due to the river’s proximity to the potential delivery area locations (i.e., the 
765 kV AC transmission line and the Collins substation). The Routing Team also did a cursory 
review of other potential Illinois River crossings farther west when the former Rock Island 
Railroad corridor and other Opportunities in the southern portion of the Illinois Project Area 
were being considered. A discussion of why these Opportunities were removed from further 
consideration is included in Section 4.5.2. 

After performing the analysis of the potential crossings for each river, the Routing Team identified up to 
four crossing areas for each river for further consideration during the Study Corridor development and 
Alternative Route Corridor development phases.  

 The crossing areas identified for the Rock River included the Ellsworth, Canoe South, and IL 
Route 92 crossings (Figure 7).  These crossing areas would have the least impact on residences 
and Sensitivities associated with urban areas. A fourth crossing area of the Rock River, the East 
Hillsdale crossing, was identified later during a Study Corridor review meeting with Rock Island 
County (Section 4.5.3.) 

 The crossing areas identified for the Fox River included the Sheridan South and Mission 
crossings areas (Figure 8).  They were identified because they would have the least impact on 
residences, Sensitivities associated with urban areas, environmental resources, mining 
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operations, and a public airport (skydiving facility) compared to the other crossing areas 
considered. 

 The crossing area identified for the Illinois River was the West 765 kV crossing area (Figure 9).  
This was selected over the East 765 kV crossing because it would not require crossing Heidecke 
Lake, which would present major engineering and construction obstacles.  The West 765 kV 
crossing area would also better minimize impact to environmental Sensitivities. 

Comparison tables of the potential crossing locations studied for each crossing are included in Appendix 
C. 
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Figure 7. Rock River Crossings Analyzed 
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Figure 8. Fox River Crossings Analyzed 
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Figure 9. Illinois River Crossings Analyzed 

   


