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4.5.2 Development of Study Corridors 

Once the Routing Team identified the major river crossing locations that best met the Routing Criteria, 
Study Corridors connecting these crossings were identified. The Study Corridors encompassed areas 
where Opportunities were present and where there were relatively low concentrations of Sensitivities.  

A key process in developing Study Corridors is the removal of areas with relatively high concentrations 
of Sensitivities from further consideration. Municipalities have a high concentration of homes and 
residences, and were often removed from consideration early in the process. Areas between adjacent 
municipalities were also often removed if corridor development between them would either 
unnecessarily increase the length of the Study Corridor or result in notable indirect impacts on the 
adjacent municipalities. Figure 10 depicts the locations of municipalities across the Illinois Project Area.  
An example of where the area between adjacent municipalities was removed within the Illinois Project 
Area is between the villages of Erie, Prophetstown, Tampico, and Deer Grove. They are slightly offset 
from each other north to south across Whiteside County, limiting the identification of a direct route 
through this area. Utilizing the areas between these communities would have resulted in a less direct 
and longer route, and would have a higher potential for impacts to Sensitivities. Therefore, these areas 
were removed from the Study Corridors. 

The section of the Project Area south of the Illinois River was not included in the Study Corridors due 
to the high concentration of Sensitivities in that area. These Sensitivities include those associated with 
cities, Illinois Nature Preserve Commission lands, state parks, state trails, state natural areas, state fish 
and wildlife areas, and Audubon Important Bird Areas (IBAs). In addition, the topography along the river 
and the width of the river make it difficult to cross the Illinois River in Bureau, Putnam, and La Salle 
counties (Figure 10). In Bureau and Putnam counties, where the river is oriented north-south, the river 
is as wide as two miles. Where the river is oriented east-west, there are numerous cities and rural 
residential developments along the river and steep ravines. Due to high concentration of Sensitivities 
and because of the location of the preferred Mississippi River crossing locations, the southern portion of 
the Project Area in Rock Island, Mercer, Henry, and Bureau counties was excluded from the Study 
Corridors. 

Another example of an area with a relatively high concentration of Sensitivities excluded from the Study 
Corridors was the area within and surrounding the Green River Conservation Area in Lee County 
(Figure 10).  The conservation area is owned and managed by the DNR and has a high number of 
environmental Sensitivities, including forest, wetlands, Illinois Natural Areas Inventory (INAI) sites, and 
threatened and endangered species. Crossing this land and associated Sensitivities would have presented 
additional regulatory restrictions or permitting requirements. 
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Figure 10. Study Corridor Development 
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The Routing Team removed other areas from consideration for the Study Corridors based on certain 
regulatory or engineering considerations. For example, transmission line construction is limited near 
public airports due to Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) height restrictions, which prohibit 
structures above a certain height depending on the distance from the specific airport. Figure 11 depicts 
the Morris Municipal Airport, a public airport north of the City of Morris.  Height restrictions imposed 
by the aviation regulations would require the Project to be set back from the airport some distance.  
[Note that the Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77 Approach Surfaces depicted in Figure 11 would limit 
the height of structures, not prohibit them, within the purple area shown.  The transmission structures 
would only be prohibited if the height allowed by the regulations was not feasible.] This setback, along 
with the relatively high concentration of Sensitivities (i.e., homes and commercial properties) along 
Interstate 80 within the City of Morris, also influenced the development of the Study Corridors in this 
area. 

Figure 11. Morris Area Sensitivities 

 
The former Rock Island Railroad was not included in the Study Corridors. Initially, this Opportunity was 
identified based on its potential ability to serve as a continuous linear feature across the Project Area 
and potentially reduce impacts to Sensitivities along a large portion of the railroad’s length. However, 
after further review, the Routing Team found that the railroad crosses through a high number of cities 
(approximately one every 5-10 miles), reflecting the historical development of cities along railroads. This 
Opportunity was first reviewed in the field in March 2010 during a hi-rail reconnaissance of the old Rock 
Island Railroad corridor from Walnut, Iowa, to North Utica, Illinois. The hi-rail reconnaissance was 
performed using a vehicle that could drive down the railroad tracks, which allowed for complete access 
to the railroad corridor that could not have been obtained from public roads. During the 
reconnaissance, it was found that where the railroad crosses through these cities, agriculture related 
structures (e.g., grain elevators and bins) were frequently adjacent and often above the tracks of the 
railroad. Other commercial structures and homes in close proximity to the railroad were also common. 
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The Routing Team concluded that if the Project were directly adjacent to the railroad, many of these 
structures would be impacted. If a route were to bypass these areas to avoid impacts to these 
Sensitivities, it would have increased the length of the routes which would have impacted other 
Sensitivities as well and increased the cost of the Project.  

Another specific Opportunity not included within the Study Corridors was Interstate 80 (I-80), which 
runs east to west through the Project Area. Although I-80 is existing linear infrastructure with an 
associated ROW, it presents many routing challenges. Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) 
regulations restrict utility structures from being placed within interstate ROW. Due to this restriction 
and the relatively high concentration of Sensitivities along I-80, feasible options to share or even parallel 
ROW are extremely limited. The land immediately surrounding the I-80 corridor is dominated by land 
uses and development patterns that hinder the collocation of a transmission line.  Such a placement 
would have too high of an impact on Sensitivities and would not satisfy the Routing Criteria. Like the old 
Rock Island Railroad, I-80 traverses many municipalities such as Atkinson, Annawan, Mineral, Geneseo, 
Princeton, Spring Valley, Ladd, Peru, LaSalle, Ottawa, and Morris (Figure 10). If the Project were to be 
adjacent to I-80, it would be necessary to displace numerous residential and commercial structures, 
particularly at interchanges. The inset map depicted on Figure 10 illustrates one example, where I-80 
passes through the City of Peru. At this location there is residential and commercial development 
directly adjacent to both sides of the interstate ROW. The Illinois Valley Regional Airport, a public 
airport, is also directly south of the interstate, and includes a runway oriented perpendicular to the 
interstate. If the Project were to be located along I-80 in this area, it would require displacing numerous 
residential and commercial structures and could not comply with federal and state aviation regulations. 
Similar limitations are encountered in many other areas along I-80. 

At the second round of public open house meetings in December 2011, the Routing Team received 
several comments from attendees expressing desire for the Project to follow I-80. Based on this 
feedback, the Routing Team performed further review of an alignment that would follow I-80. This 
discussion is included in Section 4.6.5. 

After removing from consideration the types of sensitive areas described above, the Routing Team 
reviewed the remaining Illinois Project Area to establish Study Corridors. The Study Corridors 
contained several Opportunities oriented in the direction of the project (east-west), had a relatively low 
concentration of Sensitivities, and had a potential for shorter overall route length. Corridor boundaries 
were approximately 3-10 miles wide and allowed for identification and review of many routes within 
each Study Corridor. 
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4.5.3 Study Corridor Refinement 

The Study Corridors were presented for review and comment to NGOs, county officials, and agencies. 
Sections 2.2, 3.2, and 3.3, respectively, discuss feedback received.  Using this feedback, the Routing Team 
refined the Study Corridors in two areas.  

The first area was along the Rock River near the Village of Hillsdale. Rock Island County officials 
suggested this area for potential river crossings during county corridor review meetings (Section 3.3).  
The Routing Team reviewed the area north of Hillsdale and confirmed additional feasible Rock River 
crossings did exist in that area. The Routing Team expanded the Study Corridors in this area to 
accommodate considering the additional crossing locations that could provide an opportunity to further 
minimize impacts to Sensitivities. Rock Island County officials had commented that the areas in the 
southern portions of the Study Corridors were more populated and more likely to be within the 
expansion area for the City of East Moline versus the area north of the Village of Hillsdale that they 
identified. 

The second area of the Study Corridors refined was near the City of Morris. The refinements were 
made due to the Morris Municipal Airport’s runway expansion plans and plans to upgrade to a precision 
instrument approach in 2011. Based on the plans provided by the airport, the Routing Team determined 
routes north of the airport would need to be farther north than originally anticipated. An area along the 
southern border of Kendall County was added to the Study Corridors, and the southern edge of the 
Study Corridor was removed through eastern LaSalle County and Grundy County.  

Figure 12 depicts the Study Corridors. 
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Figure 12. Study Corridors 
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4.6  Alternative Route Corridor Identif ication 
The next step of route development was to develop Alternative Route Corridors within the Study 
Corridors. Alternative Route Corridors are narrowed corridors, typically approximately 3,000 feet in 
width, where routes that adhere to the Routing Criteria would be located. 

4.6.1 Route Segment Network Development 

The Routing Team began the Alternative Route Corridor development by creating an extensive Route 
Segment Network by which numerous potential routes could be compared and evaluated.  

This process involved identifying roads, transmission lines, railroads, section lines, half-section lines, and 
quarter-section lines within the Study Corridors. If certain Opportunities were oriented in a direction 
that conflicted with the Project direction (i.e., southwest – northeast) or if they were in a municipality, 
then they were often not included in the Route Segment Network. Municipalities were often not 
included as these areas typically have a high concentration of Sensitivities. In some instances 
unconnected Opportunities were connected with a route that did not follow an Opportunity. Where 
routes intersect each other a node was established. The portion of a route in between each node is 
called a “Route Segment.” Figure 13 depicts an example of Route Segments within an area of the Study 
Corridors.  

Figure 13. Route Segment Network Example 

 
The next step was to identify all homes within 1,000 feet and structures (e.g., barns, garages, sheds, grain 
bins, etc.) within 200 feet of the identified Route Segments. These two Sensitivities were included during 
this stage of route development as they are highly distributed (spread out and common) throughout the 
Project Area. Homes and structures were identified through field reviews, aerial image interpretation, 
and public comments.  
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After all homes and structures were identified, the distance to the closest home and structure for each 
Route Segment was calculated and the Route Segment was then categorized into distance intervals. 
Figure 14 shows an area of the Route Segment Network with the segments categorized by home and 
structure distance intervals. 

Figure 14. Categorized Route Segment Network Example 

 

Using this process, the Routing Team was able to identify contiguous Route Segments that would 
maximize the distance from homes and other structures, while seeking to minimize the length and 
number of angle structures. 

Figure 15 provides an example of contiguous Route Segments where a straight-line distance could be 
maximized. 
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Figure 15. Long Contiguous Route Segment Example 

 

In some circumstances a route that runs parallel to a pipeline can provide an opportunity to minimize 
impacts to Sensitivities. This situation is most common when crossing forested land, where paralleling a 
pipeline can provide an opportunity to reduce further forest fragmentation. Another example is when 
the pipeline creates a meaningful border, such as when adjacent to a quarry. However, in other cases 
such as more open agricultural areas, routing adjacent to a pipeline provides little such opportunity. 

The Routing Team also prioritized half-section lines over quarter-section lines as they more frequently 
coincide with property lines and field lines. Siting the Project along property lines or field lines helps 
minimize impacts to the existing land use. 

The Routing Team continued this process of identifying contiguous segments until a Route Segment 
Network was identified that provided routing possibilities across the Study Corridors. Figure 16 shows 
the Route Segment Network that was identified using the process described above. The Route Segment 
Network contained over 1,100 Route Segments. The Route Segment Network was carried forward for 
further detailed analysis using all of the Routing Criteria. 
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Figure 16. Route Segment Network for Detailed Analysis 
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4.6.2 Route Segment Comparison 

Once the Route Segment Network was identified, the Routing Team then performed an analysis of the 
potential impacts associated with the Route Segments. Measures were used to comparatively assess the 
potential impacts of each of the Route Segments. The first step at this stage was to compare groups of 
smaller routes (contiguous Route Segments typically 3-10 miles in overall length) that had common start 
and end points. Figure 17 provides an example of two Route Segments traversing from Point A to Point 
B that were comparatively analyzed. 

Figure 17. Routes for Comparison 

 

The routes that best minimized potential impacts to Sensitivities and best met the Routing Criteria in 
these comparisons were carried forward and the other(s) were removed from further consideration. 
When all other factors were relatively equal, the Routing Team generally gave preference to the route 
that maximized the distance from the greatest number of homes and was the shortest. This comparative 
evaluation of Routes continued until the Route Segment Network was reduced to the best routes 
remaining across the Study Corridors. 

4.6.3 Alternative Route Corridor Identification 

The Routing Team developed Alternative Route Corridors from the routes identified through the 
process described in Section 4.6.2. The Alternative Route Corridors were approximately one to two 
miles wide and centered on these routes. Areas wider than one mile were created to allow for 
additional flexibility when a route passed through an existing or planned wind energy development site 
(which could potentially conflict with Technical Guidelines depending on the alignment of the Project 
route) or other areas with potential development or land use Sensitivities.  

In two instances, the Routing Team identified Alternative Route Corridors that were outside of the 
Study Corridors. One of these areas was in eastern Rock Island County and western Whiteside County. 
The other area was in LaSalle County east of Mendota. In each instance, after further analysis of the 
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Sensitivities in the area and feedback from stakeholders, the Routing Team added these new areas to 
provide an opportunity to better satisfy the Routing Criteria. 

4.6.4 Alternative Route Corridor Refinement 

After conducting a field review of the Alternative Route Corridors and receiving comments from 
stakeholders, the Routing Team refined the Alternative Route Corridors from one to two miles wide to 
generally 3,000 foot wide route corridors centered on the routes. Alternative Route Corridors are 
depicted on Figure 18. 
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Figure 18. Alternative Route Corridors 
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4.6.5 Further Interstate 80 Review 

During and after the second round of public open house meetings conducted in December 2011 (see 
Section 2.3.2), several attendees and others via public comment expressed their desire for the Project 
to follow Interstate 80 (I-80). Based on this feedback, the Routing Team performed further review of I-
80 as an Opportunity. 

4.6.5.1 I-80 Route Identification 

The purpose of the review was to identify and study a potential route that would follow I-80 to the 
extent feasible. The first step in the route identification process was to determine the lateral distance 
from the I-80 ROW that a route alignment could be located. As discussed in Section 4.5.2, IDOT 
regulations (92 Ill. Adm. Code 530) dictate the policies and procedures for accommodating utilities 
within the ROW of the Illinois State Highway System, including interstates (IDOT, 2012). Section 
530.450.b.1A states, “[l]ongitudinal pole lines will not be permitted within the access-control lines of 
fully access-controlled highways except existing installations that can be serviced without access from 
the through traffic roadway or ramps.” There are instances of transmission lines being sited 
longitudinally along interstates in Illinois (including within the Project Area); however, the structures for 
these transmission lines are located outside of the interstate ROW on private land. IDOT regulations 
also state, “[overhead] crossings of interchanges that would require poles, towers, guy wires, or brace 
posts within the interchange will normally not be permitted except in cases of extreme need” (Section 
530.450.b.2.C). For the purposes of this review, the Routing Team assumed that the route would not 
cross interchanges. 

Although regulations seem to only prohibit the placement of structures in interstate ROW, the Routing 
Team is uncertain whether an alignment that is placed on private property next to the I-80 ROW would 
be permitted by IDOT if it would involve physical overhang of Project infrastructure over I-80 ROW. 
Due to this uncertainty, the Routing Team identified two different alignment options for the I-80 route 
review. The first alignment option would site transmission line structures approximately five feet from 
the I-80 ROW and would require one of the arms for each Project structure to hang approximately 40 
feet over I-80 ROW. The second alignment identified would involve siting Project transmission line 
structures approximately 45 feet from the I-80 ROW. At this distance from the I-80 ROW, there would 
be no physical overhang of the I-80 ROW by the Project structures.  
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In some instances, however, as depicted in Figure 19, the two alignments may be identical. In this 
example, they are coincident on the eastern section of this map because there is a frontage road on the 
south side of I-80 (there is not sufficient space between the frontage road and  I-80 to place 
transmission structures). Therefore, transmission line structures would be located approximately 45 feet 
from the frontage road along both alignment options, such that transmission line structure arms would 
not overhang the road.  

Figure 19. I-80 Route Alignment Options Example 

 

Using these assumptions, the Routing team identified a route that would follow I-80 to the extent 
feasible. Figure 20 depicts the route that was identified.  
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Figure 20. I-80 Route 
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The identified route starts at the Princeton crossing of the Mississippi River, and continues to follow the 
southern Alternative Route Corridor through Rock Island County and Whiteside County. Starting at 
the Whiteside County and Henry County border, the alignment would deviate from the Alternative 
Route Corridor and continue south to I-80, approximately four miles east of the City of Geneseo. The 
Routing Team identified this alignment from the Princeton crossing of the Mississippi to I-80 as it best 
balances reaching I-80 in the shortest distance from the Princeton crossing while also attempting to best 
adhere to the other Routing Criteria.  

From that point, the alignment generally follows I-80 until the Village of Dalzell. At this point the route 
would deviate from I-80 and is generally located a mile north of I-80 where the municipalities of Peru, 
LaSalle, and North Utica are less developed. Figure 21depicts the route alignment options identified in 
this area and indicates the Sensitivities that require the alignment options to deviate from following I-80. 
Those Sensitivities include the Illinois Valley Regional Airport, residences, and numerous commercial 
structures. Structures are especially concentrated and very near the I-80 ROW near the County Road 
13 and IL Route 251 interchanges with I-80. 

Near the Village of Utica the route resumes following I-80 and continues east until approximately two 
miles east of the City of Ottawa. Along this stretch of route, the two alignments identified would be 
located further away from I-80 due to the location of an existing 138 kV transmission line on the south 
side of I-80. Alignment options on the north side were not considered due to the location of several 
residences. The route would then deviate away from I-80 to the north to avoid the displacement of 
numerous commercial and residential structures near I-80 (Figure 22). The route then resumes 
following I-80 approximately one mile west of the Fox River. The route then continues along I-80 until 
near the City of Morris. At this location the route again would deviate from I-80 to the north where the 
city is less developed and impacts to residences and non-residential structures can be minimized. The 
route then continues to the eastern converter station location.  

The route identified is approximately 128 miles long, of which approximately 66 miles would parallel I-
80. Where the route parallels I-80, sections of the route wouldn’t be directly adjacent to the I-80 ROW 
due to the location of frontage roads and existing transmission lines as mentioned above. The route 
identified also encounters seven interchanges, where the alignments go around the interchanges. 
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Figure 21. I-80 Route Peru – LaSalle Area 
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Figure 22. I-80 Route Ottawa Area 
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4.6.5.2 Comparison of I-80 Route to Routing Team’s Preferred Route 

The Routing Team identified a route along I-80 that would deviate from I-80 in certain locations since a 
route that would follow I-80 the entire length across the Illinois Project Area would require an 
unacceptable amount of impacts to Sensitivities, especially residential and commercial structures. The 
Routing Team determined that the route identified would provide the most appropriate review of I-80 
as an Opportunity and a basis for comparison against routes that the Routing Team identified during its 
route development process. Table 2 provides a comparison of the two I-80 route alignments and the 
DC Section of the Preferred Route that was ultimately identified by the Routing Team (see Section 4.7 
for a discussion of this identification and determination process for the DC Section of the Preferred 
Route).  

Table 2. Summary Comparison of I-80 Route Alignment Options versus the Routing 
Team’s Preferred Route 

Routing Criterion Measure 
(unit) 

Preferred Route 

I-80 Route 
(5’ Offset 

Alignment 
Option) 

I-80 Route 
(45’ Offset 
Alignment 

Option) 

Length Miles 117.2 127.9 127.9 

Residences1 
(distance interval from 

route centerline) 

0-100' 

(count) 

0 1 1 

101-200' 0 10 10 

201-500’ 11 52 46 

501-1,000’ 66 186 188 

0-500’ 11 63 57 

0-1,000’ 77 249 245 

Non-Residential Structures1 0-100' (count) 1 36 38 

Angle StructuresA 

Light (<30 deg.) 

(count) 

34 182 150 

Heavy (>30 deg.) 28 58 58 

Total 62 240 208 

Data Sources: 

1- Residences and non-residential structures were identified from field reviews from public roads and interpretation of U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) National Aerial 
Imagery Program (NAIP) 2010 and 2011 aerial imagery. 

Assumptions: 

A - Angle structures are transmission structures required where there is a turn or bend in a study route. Angle structures often increase the total number of structures required, 
thus increasing impacts. Turns in the line near each other can also increase the visibility of the Project. Angle structures are also more costly than tangent structures which are 
used where there is no turn or bend. “Light” and “Heavy” angle structure classifications were identified to provide some additional information for comparison purposes between 
Study Routes. Exact angles and number of angle structures will be determined during final engineering. 
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As shown in Table 2, both of the I-80 route alignment options identified are approximately 10 miles 
longer than the Preferred Route and would have significantly higher impacts to homes and non-
residential structures. The two I-80 route alignment options have four to ten times the number of 
homes at all distance intervals than the Preferred Route. The two I-80 route alignment options would 
also displace as many as 38 non-residential structures. These non-residential structures include sheds, 
barns, grain silos, garages, billboards, and interstate light poles. The two I-80 route alignment options 
would require three to four times as many angle structures as the Preferred Route. The significantly 
higher number of angle structures is required due to the curvilinear sections of I-80 that the route 
follows. The routes are also required to go around the I-80 interchanges, overpasses, and rest areas. 
The significantly higher number of angle structures would also require a higher total number of overall 
structures, which along with the larger footprint of angle structures, would disturb and permanently 
convert a greater area of land. 

Although I-80 is an existing linear infrastructure corridor, IDOT regulations will not allow the Project 
transmission line structures to be placed in the I-80 ROW. Siting of transmission line structures outside 
of the I-80 ROW minimizes the advantage of paralleling the interstate. The primary land use along I-80 
in the Illinois Project Area is agriculture, except near existing cities. Siting of transmission structures 
outside of the interstate ROW will have the same impact to agriculture as if they were sited along any 
other road. Access to the structures for construction and maintenance will not be allowed from the I-80 
ROW, requiring access to be from down the Project ROW through private land. In general, siting of 
transmission structures outside of the I-80 ROW will also have the same impact to agriculture as if sited 
along other Opportunities such transmission lines, pipelines, field lines, and property lines.  

Based on analysis provided in Table 2 and because an I-80 route provides no advantage to minimizing 
impacts to primary existing Project Area land use (because structures would need to be outside the I-80 
ROW), the Routing Team again determined that an I-80 route does not adhere to the Routing Criteria 
as well as the Preferred and Proposed Alternative Routes.  


