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changes in landscape, or any system considerations that may otherwise affect ComEd’s ability to 
reliably serve its customers.  Given the densely developed regional area encompassing the 
Wayne Substation and the extent of proposed and platted development in this same regional 
area, the routing study diligently assumed a right-of-way width necessary to accommodate the 
proposed transmission line and potential future circuits.  As such, the availability of viable 
opportunities along existing linear features, where no existing residences would have to be 
displaced to accommodate the Project or potential future circuits, was significantly lacking.  
Compared to the single potential route corridor in the eastern-most portion of the Project study 
area, the limited number of opportunities that were identified would have required excessive 
line length to navigate to the Wayne substation. They would also not make use of existing 
ComEd property rights.   
 
Other existing crossings of the Fox River within approximately three miles north and south of 
the potential route corridor crossing were identified and considered.  Of the three existing 
crossings north of the identified corridor crossing, two are road crossings and one is an existing 
transmission line crossing.  The one existing crossing south of the identified corridor is an 
existing road crossing.  However, again, crossing the Fox River at these alternative locations 
would require excessive line length to navigate to the Wayne Substation due to the density of 
existing land development approaching either side of these crossings, in comparison to the 
identified corridor crossing.  These alternative crossings would therefore not provide for any 
reduced impact or cost savings in comparison to the identified corridor crossing and were 
removed from further consideration. 
 
The potential route corridors were presented to the public during the Phase II stakeholder 
working groups and open houses as study corridors 2,000 to 3,000-feet in width.  In the western 
portion of the study area, the corridors were 3,000-feet in width to allow for multiple 
opportunities within a single corridor to be further analyzed.  For example, a road and the “back 
40” line north or south of the road were encompassed within a single route corridor.  
Approaching the eastern portion of the study area, the potential route corridors were 2,000-feet 
in width.  Figure 8 depicts the potential route corridors.  
 
Figure 8. Potential Route Corridors 
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Selection of the Proposed Routes  
 
Following the Phase II public meetings, the potential route corridors were further studied. This 
included field reconnaissance and reviewing particular routing considerations that had been 
identified. The environmental criteria evaluated were also further refined. For example, rather 
than evaluating the occurrence of land zoned or classified as residential, a field review was 
conducted to assess the occurrence of existing residences along the potential route corridors. 
 
Existing structures assumed to be residences had been previously identified based on aerial 
interpretation.  The locations of these assumed residences were later confirmed during the field 
review of corridors to the extent that they could be viewed from an adjacent or nearby public 
right-of-way without obstruction. 
 
In addition to the continued comparative evaluation of the potential route corridors with 
respect to the environmental siting criteria, cost, constructability, and construction-related 
considerations were also incorporated into the study. For example, potential pole locations in 
some areas and the presence of existing access were evaluated.  
 
Additionally, the Kane County Forest Preserve District   had identified that many forest preserve 
lands that have been deeded or granted to the county are subject to grant, deed or other 
permitting or funding-related restrictions.  As such, the Kane County Forest Preserve District is 
restricted in its ability to allow the construction and operation of the proposed 345kV line across   
many of these forest preserve lands.  Therefore, in some areas, corridors that crossed Kane 
County Forest Preserve lands were removed from consideration and other viable route options 
were identified.   
 
The proposed routes emerged as the optimal locations for the proposed transmission line where 
the potential for environmental impacts could be reduced, while balancing all other 
considerations. These routes are intended to be cost effective while best representing input 
received from those who participated in the public involvement process.  Based on a desktop 
analysis and field reconnaissance of the Proposed Routes, these routes appear to be permittable 
and can be constructed.   
 
 
In some areas, the proposed routes deviated from the potential route corridors previously 
identified.  These deviations were carried forward as they provided for a lower potential for 
impact to the affected land uses and/or surrounding uses.  As an example, in one area the 
alternate route was shifted outside of a potential route corridor to the west to move the route 
further away from an existing private landing strip. 
 
The primary route is shorter than the alternate routes and makes more use of existing ComEd 
property rights which would result in lower cost.  Further, a shorter length will result in less 
ground disturbance and a fewer number of affected landowners.  Additionally, the Primary 
Route makes more use of existing corridors.  Figure 9 depicts the Proposed Routes. 
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Figure 9. Proposed Routes 
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PUBLIC PROCESS  
 
As discussed above, three stakeholder working group meetings were conducted for each phase 
of route selection, and these were conducted either subsequent to or concurrent with the 
public open houses.  A total of nine stakeholder working group meetings were facilitated by 
ComEd.  The stakeholder working group meetings differed from the public open houses in 
format only; there was no difference in the content that was presented.  The format of the 
stakeholder working group meetings included a more formal presentation with the audience 
arranged in classroom style seating.  The format of the public open houses allowed for one-on-
one exchanges of information in a more casual setting.  Informational stations specific to various 
topics (i.e. need and benefits, engineering and construction, routing and environmental 
considerations, regulatory review, ROW acquisition, etc.) were arranged throughout each public 
open house venue. Appendix E includes handouts that were distributed at each phase of public 
open house meetings. Both meeting formats included interactive exercises aimed at soliciting 
input specific to the environmental routing criteria.  More than 1,960 stakeholders and 
members of the public participated in either the stakeholder working group meetings or public 
open houses. Figure 10 depicts the integrated route selection and stakeholder 
engagement/public involvement processes. 
 
Figure 10.  Integrated Route Selection and Stakeholder Engagement/Public Involvement 
Processes 
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Once the Project area was established, potential stakeholders that could be affected by the 
Project were identified. Many of these stakeholders were contacted as part of the preliminary 
data collection effort. Potentially affected stakeholders then made up the list of invitees to 
participate in the stakeholder working group meetings. For counties, this included all county 
board members; county administrative staff; county planning and zoning representatives; 
county transportation or highway department representatives; county forest preserve 
representatives; county farm bureau representatives; county soil, water and conservation 
district representatives; and county water resources division representatives.  For local 
municipalities, mayors, managers, presidents or administrative representatives were invited to 
participate.  For local townships, supervisors, road or highway representatives and 
administrative representatives were invited to participate.  ComEd proactively sought and 
participated in meetings with many of these representatives separate from the stakeholder 
working groups or open houses.  ComEd also met with various stakeholders upon their 
individual requests.  Participation in the stakeholder working group meetings allowed attendees 
to share with ComEd any local concerns or perceptions while also being informed of the Project 
so they could be responsive to their constituents. Appendix B includes a list of the stakeholders 
invited to participate in the stakeholder working group meetings. 
 
Stakeholder Working Group Meetings and Open Houses 
 
The first phase of stakeholder working group meetings (June 25, June 26 and June 27, 2013) 
largely focused on discussing the need and benefits of the Project and the environmental 
criteria that would serve as the basis for route development and selection. Three stakeholder 
working group meetings were conducted throughout the Project study area.  The first phase of 
meetings focused on introducing the Project, namely its benefits, Project study area, the 
environmental siting criteria and the approach to route selection.  Individual invitation letters 
were mailed to stakeholders requesting their participation.  Attendance at the first phase of 
stakeholder working group meetings included 47 individuals.  Direct input from stakeholders 
was encouraged through an interactive criteria prioritization exercise.  A second group exercise 
was aimed at reinforcing the balance of trade-offs associated with route selection.  Additionally, 
focused comment forms were distributed.  Appendix C includes copies of the stakeholder 
working group presentations. 
 
The first phase of open houses, which included three meetings, was conducted on July 9, July 
10, and July 11, 2013.  The open houses were advertised in local newspapers and through 
poster-size flyers posted throughout the communities where meetings were to be held.  The 
meetings were also listed on the Project website and a press release was issued. Direct mail 
invitations were sent to more than 17,800 landowners within the unincorporated portions of 
the Project study area and within some incorporated communities. A copy of this invitation as 
well as the flyer is included in Appendix D.  More than 410 members of the public attended the 
Phase I open houses.  Information shared during the first phase of open houses was similar to 
that described above for the first phase of stakeholder working group meetings.  To solicit public 
input, open house attendees were asked to place three colored sticker dots by the three 
environmental criteria most important to them, as listed on a large display board.  Additionally, 
focused comment forms were distributed.  Open house attendees were also given the 
opportunity to view specific areas within the Project study area and provide comments at 
interactive geographic information system (GIS) stations. 
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