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STATE OF OHIO 

COUNTY OF HAMILTON 

VERIFICATION 

) 
) 
) 

SS: 

The undersigned, Fred Trammel, Director PGO Project Management, being duly 

sworn, deposes and says that he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the 

foregoing application and that it is true and correct to the best of his knowledge, 

information and belief. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me by Fred Trammel on this 2,03 day of Se,p\tt1W2025 . 

NOTARY PUBLIC 

My Commission Expires: 00\'/ 5, 2D2'1-

EMILIE SUNDERMAN 
Notary Public 
State of Ohio 

My Comm. Expires 
July 8, 2027 



STATE OF OHIO 

COUNTY OF HAMILTON 

VERIFICATION 

) 
) 
) 

SS: 

The undersigned, Betsy Ewoldt, Lead PGO Siting Manager, being duly sworn, 

deposes and says that she has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the foregoing 

application and that the information contained therein is true and correct to the best of her 

knowledge, information, and belief. 

Betsy Ew ,umt 

Subscribed and sworn to before me by Betsy Ewoldt on this ~ day of 

_Se----=----,~~ - YX~ X __ , 2025. 

NOTARY PUBLIC 

My Commission Expires: J v \,/ 5 
1 
20 T-f 

EMILIE SUNDERMAN 
Notary Public 
State of Ohio 

My Comm. Expires 
July 8, 2027 



STATE OF OHIO 

COUNTY OF HAMILTON 

VERIFICATION 

) 
) 
) 

SS: 

The undersigned, John Rogers, Manager PGO Engineering, being duly sworn, 

deposes and says that he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the foregoing 

application and that it is true and correct to the best of his knowledge, information and 

belief. 

John Rogers Affiant 

Subscribed and sworn to before me by John Rogers on this _l day of 5 ~~ \..l>; 2025. 

NOTARY PUBLIC 

My Commission Expires: ) ( ~) 2 02 1 



STATE OF OHIO 

COUNTY OF HAMILTON 

VERIFICATION 

) 
) 
) 

SS: 

The undersigned, John Hurd, Director of Stakeholder Infrastructure Engagement, 

being duly sworn, deposes and says that he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth 

in the foregoing application and that it is true and correct to the best of his knowledge, 

information and belief. 

. 1h 
Subscribed and sworn to before me by John Hurd on this 3;___ day of August, 2025. 

NOTARY PUBLIC 

My Commission Expires: ~u\ 'j <o 1 20Z.-~ 

EMILIE SUNDERMAN 
Notary Public 
State of Ohio 

My Comm. Expires 
July 8, 2027 



STATE OF OHIO 

COUNTY OF HAMILTON 

VERIFICATION 

) 
) 
) 

SS: 

The undersigned, Ken Muth, Government and Community Relations Manager II, 

being duly sworn, deposes and says that he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth 

in the foregoing application and that the information contained therein is true and correct 

to the best of his knowledge, information, and belief. 

2025. 

Ken Muth, Affiant 

Subscribed and sworn to before me by Ken Muth on this I l/-b day of September, 

<2Qo3~ 
NOTARY PUBLIC 

My Commission Expires: Ju\ y i ,'2 c521-

EMILIE SUNDERMAN 
Notary Public 

~ State of Ohio 
My Comm. Expires 

July 8, 2027 
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KRS 278.714 (2)(a): The name, address, and telephone number of the person 

proposing construction of the nonregulated transmission line. 

Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. 
139 East Fourth Street 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 

Tel: 513-287-4320 
 
KRS 278.714 (2)(b)(1): A full description of the proposed route of the electric 

transmission line and its appurtenances. The description shall include a map or maps 

showing:  The location of the proposed line and all proposed structures that will 

support it. 

Pursuant to KRS 278.714 (2)(b)(1), the Company proposes to construct two new 

138 kV transmission lines to connect the future Turfway Substation on Turfway Road to 

Duke Energy Ohio’s existing Circuit 23984 in Florence, Kentucky. Duke Energy Ohio has 

identified the need for a new substation and electric transmission lines in the Florence area 

to help meet the region’s growing demand for electricity. Two transmission lines with 

independent route alignments will connect the future Turfway Substation to the existing 

Circuit 23984, supporting the project need for service reliability by creating a looped circuit 

in and out of future Turfway Substation. Prior to selecting the preferred routes for the 

Project, the Company analyzed several alternative routes. This study is further described 

in Exhibit 2 – Turfway Reliability Project Route Selection Study.  

An approximately 2.3-square-mile study area was defined around the future 

Turfway Substation and Duke Energy Ohio’s Circuit 23984 Transmission Line in Florence, 

Kentucky to evaluate reasonable alternatives for the Project. Based on characteristics of 

the study area, 60 alternative routes were identified and evaluated. To minimize impacts to 

existing study area development and viewshed, paralleling roadways and parcel boundaries 
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was maximized. Evaluation criteria were grouped into three categories: ecological and 

cultural, land use, and engineering. The criteria were used to compare the alternative routes 

quantitatively. In addition to the quantitative evaluation, qualitative factors were 

considered, including public comments, proximity to the Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky 

International (CVG) Airport airspace, road widening and reconfiguration plans, planned 

development parcels, and double circuit options for the evaluated alternative routes. 

Based on a comprehensive evaluation, a western transmission line route (Western 

Route BG) and an eastern transmission line route (Eastern Route EK) were selected as the 

preferred routes for the Project. Exhibit 3 – Preferred Routes Map depicts the proposed 

transmission line routes and preliminary structure locations. The structure types are 

proposed to be steel-supported single structures, described in more detail in Section KRS 

278.714 (2)(c) below. After the Notice of Intent to File was submitted to the Board on June 

30, 2025, a landowner reached out to request an adjustment on their property to avoid 

conflicts with building expansion plans. This route update is reflected in Exhibits 3-6 in 

this Application. The adjusted route does not directly impact any additional landowners. 

Western Route BG is 1.24 miles long between the southern tap location along the 

existing Circuit 23984 Transmission Line (39°00'31.6"N 84°38'18.8"W) between Meijer 

Drive and Interstate 71/75 and the future Turfway Substation (39°01'19.5"N 

84°38'19.3"W) off Turfway Road in Florence, Kentucky. From the southern tap location 

along the existing Circuit 23984 Transmission Line, Western Route BG proceeds northwest 

crossing a parking lot and turns north to cross Meijer Drive. Western Route BG proceeds 

northeast following Meijer Drive. At the intersection of Meijer Drive and Houston Road, 

Western Route BG turns northeast and parallels the southern side of Houston Road. West 
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of Thoroughbred Boulevard, Western Route BG turns northwest, crossing Houston Road, 

and parallels Thoroughbred Boulevard. Western Route BG crosses Spiral Drive, turns west, 

and then parallels the northern side of Spiral Drive. Western Route BG travels northeast 

paralleling parcel boundaries and crosses Turfway Road before reaching the future 

Turfway Substation. 

Eastern Route EK is 1.34 miles long between the northern tap location along the 

existing Circuit 23984 Transmission Line south of Interstate 71/75 (39°01'07.7"N 

84°37'13.2"W) and the future Turfway Substation (39°01'19.5"N 84°38'19.3"W) off 

Turfway Road in Florence, Kentucky. From the northern tap location at the existing Circuit 

23984 Transmission Line, Eastern Route EK proceeds northwest crossing the I-71/75 

corridor, undeveloped and forested parcels, and Houston Road. Eastern Route EK turns 

southwest, paralleling Houston Road, before turning northwest. Eastern Route EK turns 

southwest through forested land and continues through paved areas south of Turfway Park 

Racing & Gaming. Eastern Route EK turns northwest to enter the future Turfway 

Substation. 

KRS 278.714 (2)(b)(2): The proposed right-of-way limits. 

Pursuant to KRS 278.714(2)(b)(2), The Project will require that new right-of-way 

(ROW) be acquired for construction and operation; Duke Energy Ohio’s transmission line 

ROW guidelines for a new 138 kV transmission line specify a 70-foot easement width 

parallel and adjacent to existing road ROW and a 100-foot easement width non-roadside.  

The proposed new ROW is typically 100 feet in width but can be reduced to 70 feet 

wide when the proposed ROW is parallel and adjacent to an existing road ROW. The 

adjacent road ROW provides two main benefits which allow a narrower ROW. First, the 



4 

road ROW provides some protection for the new transmission line because new above 

ground development, such as buildings, is limited or prohibited within road ROW. Second, 

the road ROW provides the ability to access the transmission line ROW for construction, 

operations, and maintenance activities which reduces the ROW width required were an 

access road necessary. Exhibit 4 – Western Route BG ROW Limits and Property 

Ownership Map and Exhibit 5 – Eastern Route EK ROW Limits and Property Ownership 

Map depict the proposed ROW limits for the Turfway Reliability Project.  

ROW limits will be finalized after easement acquisition and final engineering 

design is complete. Discussions with property owners during the easement acquisition 

process could result in the adjustment of the centerline and ROW. Furthermore, the 

presence of underground utilities could require minor centerline shifts during final 

engineering and construction.  

Duke Energy Ohio seeks authority to place the centerline and associated ROW in 

the 150-foot filing corridor as required based on field conditions encountered. The 150-

foot filing corridor would allow for the proposed centerline and associated ROW to move 

slightly on either side of the proposed centerline and ROW to account for adjustments 

required during finalized negotiations with landowners and access needs. The final 

easement width required will not be greater than 100 feet. Duke Energy Ohio will work 

with property owners to minimize impacts and accommodate preferences to the extent 

practical.  
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KRS 278.714 (2)(b)(3): Existing property lines and the names of persons who own the 

property over which the line will cross. 

Pursuant to KRS 278.714(2)(b)(3), landowners crossed by the proposed Project are 

depicted in Exhibit 4 – Western Route BG ROW Limits and Property Ownership Map and 

Exhibit 5 – Eastern Route EK ROW Limits and Property Ownership Map. 

KRS 278.714 (2)(b)(4): The distance of the proposed electric transmission line from 

residential neighborhoods, schools, and public and private parks within one (1) mile 

of the proposed facilities. 

Pursuant to KRS 278.714(2)(b)(4), Exhibit 6 – One-Mile Project Vicinity Map 

depicts residential parcels and residential neighborhoods within a one-mile radius of the 

proposed transmission lines. “Residential neighborhood” is defined by KRS 278.700(6) as 

“a populated area of five (5) or more acres containing at least one (1) residential structure 

per acre.” There are 10 residential neighborhoods within one mile of the proposed routes, 

as shown in Table 1 and on Exhibit 6. The two nearest residential neighborhoods are located 

south of Interstate 71/75, approximately 0.06 miles south of Western Route BG and 

approximately 0.10 miles south of Eastern Route EK.  

Table 1. Residential Neighborhoods Within One Mile of Proposed Transmission Lines 
 

Exhibit 6 Neighborhood 
Identifier 

Distance from Western 
Route BG 

Distance from Eastern Route 
EK 

Neighborhood 1 (N-1) 0.55 miles 0.77 miles 
Neighborhood 2 (N-2) -- 0.55 miles 
Neighborhood 3 (N-3) 0.06 miles 0.83 miles 
Neighborhood 4 (N-4) 0.92 miles -- 
Neighborhood 5 (N-5) 0.59 miles -- 
Neighborhood 6 (N-6) 0.40 miles 0.69 miles 
Neighborhood 7 (N-7) 0.94 miles -- 
Neighborhood 8 (N-8) 0.48 miles 0.10 miles 
Neighborhood 9 (N-9) -- 0.83 miles 

Neighborhood 10 (N-10) -- 0.69 miles 
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  Sixteen schools are within one mile of the proposed routes, as shown in Table 2 and 

Exhibit 6 – One-Mile Project Vicinity Map. The school nearest both Western Route BG 

and Eastern Route EK is Beckfield College-Florence.  

Table 2. Schools within One Mile of Proposed Transmission Line 
 

Exhibit 6 
Identifier 

Schools Distance from Western 
Route BG 

Distance from 
Eastern Route EK 

S-1 Bartlett Educational Center -- 0.72 miles 

S-2 
Beckfield College-Florence 

(College) 
0.04 miles 0.32 miles 

S-3 Boone County High School 0.43 miles 0.96 miles 
S-4 Early Learning Center -- 0.65 miles 

S-5 
Empire Beauty School-

Florence (College) 
0.43 miles 0.77 miles 

S-6 Florence Elementary School 0.71 miles -- 
S-7 Heritage Academy (Private) 0.89 miles -- 
S-8 Lindeman Elementary School -- 0.94 miles 
S-9 Lloyd High School -- 0.64 miles 

S-10 
Mary, Queen of Heaven 

School (Private) 
-- 0.88 miles 

S-11 Miles Elementary School -- 0.65 miles 
S-12 Rise Academy 0.71 miles -- 

S-13 
Ross Medical Education 

Center-Erlanger (College) 
-- 0.65 miles 

S-14 
St Henry District High 

School (Private) 
-- 0.75 miles 

S-15 St Henry School (Private) -- 0.94 miles 
S-16 Tichenor Middle School -- 0.68 miles 

 
There are nine public and private parks within one mile of the proposed routes, as 

shown in Table 3 and Exhibit 6 – One-Mile Project Vicinity Map. The nearest park to 

Eastern Route EK is Erlanger Lion’s Park, where Eastern Route EK connects to Circuit 

23984. The nearest park to Western Route BG is World of Golf, 0.26 miles to the west of 

the route.  
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Table 3. Parks within One Mile of Proposed Transmission Line 
 

Exhibit 6 
Identifier 

Parks Distance from 
Western Route BG 

Distance from 
Eastern Route EK 

P-1 Bell Park 0.79 miles -- 

P-2 Boone-Florence Skate Park 0.57 miles -- 

P-3 Center Street Park -- 0.97 miles 

P-4 Erlanger Lion's Park 0.79 miles 0.00 miles 

P-5 Florence Family Aquatic Center 0.86 miles -- 

P-6 Kentaboo Park 0.90 miles 0.41 miles 

P-7 Niblack Memorial Park 0.98 miles -- 

P-8 Stringtown Park 0.43 miles -- 

P-9 World Of Golf 0.26 miles 0.78 miles 

 
KRS 278.714 (2)(c): With respect to electric transmission lines, a full description of 

the proposed line and appurtenances, including the following: 

1. Initial and design voltages and capacities; 

2. Length of line;  

3. Terminal points; and  

4. Substation connections; 

Pursuant to KRS 278.714(2)(c), a full description of the proposed lines and 

appurtenances is provided. The overall project consists of two new, approximately 2.6 

miles total, 138 kV single-circuit transmission lines that will provide additional 

transmission capacity between Duke Energy Ohio’s future Turfway Substation and Duke 

Energy Ohio’s existing Circuit 23984 in Florence, Kentucky. 

The design voltage of the new transmission lines will be 138 kilovolts (kV). The 

design capacity is 2011 Amperes, 480 MVA Summer; 2179 Amperes, 520 MVA Winter. 

The proposed structures will have one 138 kV transmission circuit supporting a total of 

three phase conductors and one overhead ground/shield wire. The phase conductors will 

utilize 954 kcmil aluminum conductor steel-supported (ACSS) conductor. Structure types 
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and numbers will be determined during final engineering, which includes ground survey 

and geotechnical studies, and will depend upon terrain crossed, spans, turning angles, 

ROW acquisition, and other engineering considerations.  

The transmission line structure heights will vary depending on placement, terrain, 

clearance requirements, and Federal Aviation Administration restrictions. An Airspace 

Analysis was completed for the project and the report is included as Appendix A in the 

Route Selection Study Report (Exhibit 2). The transmission engineering design anticipates 

a transmission pole height above ground between 50 and 105 feet, pending final design. 

Based upon preliminary engineering, the Company anticipates Western Route BG will 

require 16 foundation-based galvanized steel poles and 7 direct embedded galvanized steel 

poles. Preliminary design anticipates that Eastern Route EK will require 12 foundation-

based galvanized steel poles and 12 direct embedded galvanized steel poles. It is 

anticipated that angle and dead-end structures will utilize either guy wires and anchors or 

foundations. The design materials selected for this project are Duke Energy Ohio’s 

standard transmission poles and equipment for a 138 kV transmission line, which are 

similar to industry standards for transmission lines and provided in Confidential Exhibit 7 

- Duke Energy Ohio Midwest 138 kV Transmission Line Standards. Engineering and 

design work are ongoing and will be finalized once surveying and property rights are 

obtained. 
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KRS 278.714 (2)(d): A statement that the proposed electric transmission line and 

appurtenances will be constructed and maintained in accordance with accepted 

engineering practices and the National Electric Safety Code. 

Pursuant to KRS 278.714(2)(d), the Company hereby states that the proposed 

transmission line will be constructed and maintained in accordance with accepted 

engineering practices and the National Electric Safety Code.  

KRS 278.714 (2)(e): With respect to electric transmission lines, evidence that public 

notice has been given by publication in a newspaper of general circulation in the 

general area concerned. Public notice shall include the location of the proposed 

electric transmission line, shall state that the proposed line is subject to approval by 

the board, and shall provide the telephone number and address of the Public Service 

Commission. 

Pursuant to KRS 278.714(2)(e), Exhibit 8 – Proof of Newspaper Notice includes a 

copy of the notice of the intent to construct the proposed transmission line that has been 

published in a newspaper of general circulation in the area in which the construction is 

proposed. Table 4 provides a list of newspapers that have displayed notice for Duke Energy 

Ohio Case No. 2025-00228 and the date of publication. 

Table 4. List of Newspapers and Date of Publication 
 

Newspapers Date of Publication 
Gallatin County News July 9, 2025 
Grant County News July 10, 2025 
Falmouth Outlook July 8, 2025 
Kentucky Enquirer July 8, 2025 

Link nky July 18, 2025* 
*Link nky did not publish an edition the week of July 7th – 11th 

Duke Energy Ohio held an in-person public open house on August 28, 2024, at 

Boone County High School in Florence, Kentucky. Property owners within 500 feet of the 
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alternative routes were notified of the in-person open house by mail. Additionally, a virtual 

open house was available online beginning July 29, 2024, with a public comment period 

from August 28 through September 28, 2024. Both open house formats presented project 

information and solicited comments that were incorporated into the routing process. Project 

information, an interactive map, and a link to the virtual open house were available on the 

Project website (https://www.duke-energy.com/our-company/about-us/electric-

transmission-projects/turfway). The virtual public open house (https://www.dukeenergy-

turfwayvoh.com/) provided another format to gather public feedback. Duke Energy Ohio 

received six comments during the 30-day public comment period. Exhibit 9 – Public 

Engagement Materials includes a copy of the invitation to the open house (Ex. 9(a)) and 

the letters mailed out to property owners announcing the preferred route selection (Ex. 

9(b)). 

Duke Energy Ohio also coordinated additional stakeholder outreach with local 

elected officials and other stakeholders to introduce the Project and gather feedback related 

to upcoming development plans in the study area. Duke Energy Ohio reviewed all 

comments and input from elected officials and local stakeholders and comprehensively 

considered the concerns and recommendations during route selection. A summary of the 

meeting dates and attendees are provided in Exhibit 10 – Stakeholder Engagement 

Schedule. 
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KRS 278.714 (2)(f): Proof of service of a copy of the application upon the chief 

executive officer of each county and municipal corporation in which the proposed 

electric transmission line is to be located, and upon the chief officer of each public 

agency charged with the duty of planning land use in the general area in which the 

line is proposed to be located. 

Pursuant to KRS 278.714(2)(f), Exhibit 11 – Municipal, County, and Planning 

Commission Application Proof of Service, includes proof of service of a copy of the 

application provided to the chief executive officer of the county (Boone County) and 

municipal corporation (City of Florence) in which the proposed line is to be located, and 

the chief officer of each public agency charged with the duty of planning land use (Boone 

County Planning Commission) in the general area in which the line is proposed to be 

located.  

807 KAR 5:100§ 2: Application Fee to be Filed with an Application to Construct a 

Nonregulated Transmission Line. A person seeking board approval of construction of 

a nonregulated transmission line or the carbon dioxide transmission pipeline shall file 

with an application submitted in accordance with 807 KAR 5:110 to the board a fee 

of fifty (50) dollars per kilovolt of rated capacity per mile of length, except that the 

initial application fee shall be in an amount not less than $10,000 and not more than 

$200,000. 

Pursuant to 807 KAR 5:100§ 2, an application fee of $18,078 was previously 

submitted to the Board, in advance of this Application. This total reflects the fee required 

for construction of 2.62 miles of 138 kV transmission line. This length was calculated based 
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on a draft route developed during landowner discussions leading up to the Application 

filing and varies from the total proposed route length (2.57 miles) by 0.05 miles. 
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Executive Summary 

Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. (Duke Energy) proposes to construct two new 138 kilovolt (kV) transmission lines 
to connect the future Turfway Substation on Turfway Road to Duke Energy’s existing Circuit 23984 in 
Florence, Kentucky. Duke Energy has identified the need for a new substation and electric transmission 
lines in the Florence area to help meet the region’s growing demand for electricity. The Turfway Reliability 
Project (Project) will be filed with the Kentucky Electric Generation and Transmission Siting Board as a 
nonregulated electric transmission line.  

An approximately 2.3-square-mile study area was defined around the future Turfway Substation and Duke 
Energy’s Circuit 23984 Transmission Line in Florence, Kentucky to evaluate reasonable alternatives for the 
Project. Based on characteristics of the study area, 60 alternative routes were identified and evaluated. To 
minimize impacts to existing study area development, paralleling roadways and parcel boundaries was 
maximized. 

Evaluation criteria were grouped into three categories: ecological and cultural, land use, and engineering. 
The criteria were used to compare the alternative routes quantitatively. In addition to the quantitative 
evaluation, qualitative factors were considered, including public comments, proximity to the 
Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky International (CVG) Airport airspace, road widening and reconfiguration 
plans, planned development parcels, and double circuit options for the evaluated alternative routes. 

Based on a comprehensive evaluation, Alternative Route BG and Alternative Route EK were selected as the 
preferred routes for the Project. Preferred Route BG is approximately 1.2 miles long and travels west from 
the future Turfway Substation to the western tap location along existing Circuit 23984. Preferred Route EK 
is approximately 1.3 miles long and travels east from the future Turfway Substation to the eastern tap 
location along existing Circuit 23984. 

KyPSC Case No. 2025-00228 
Exhibit 2 
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1. Introduction 

On behalf of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. (Duke Energy), Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. (Jacobs) conducted a 
route selection study for Duke Energy’s proposed Turfway Reliability Project (Project) in Boone and Kenton 
Counties, Kentucky. 

1.1 Purpose and Need 

Duke Energy identified the need to install two new 138 kilovolt (kV) transmission lines to connect the future 
Turfway Substation on Turfway Road to Duke Energy’s existing Circuit 23984 in Florence, Kentucky. Boone 
County is among the top three fastest-growing counties in Kentucky with a 72 percent population increase 
over the past 24 years (United States Census Bureau 2024). The Florence area is developing with 
commercial and industrial businesses. The area is growing with recently built and planned commercial 
distribution centers proposed in the vicinity of the future Turfway Substation.  

The Turfway Substation is needed to help ensure the continued reliability and capacity of the local energy 
system and must be connected by new 138 kV transmission lines to Duke Energy’s existing transmission 
network along Circuit 23984. This Project will help improve Duke Energy’s ability to reroute power during 
planned and unplanned outages, and to restore power following extreme weather events. Figure 1 provides 
an overview of the Project area in Boone and Kenton Counties, Kentucky. 

Figure 1. Project Area Overview 
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1.2 Project Description and Requirements 

The Project will require the construction of two new 138 kV transmission lines between Duke Energy’s Circuit 
23984 and the future Turfway Substation in Florence. The substation requires a 138 kV transmission line to 
provide power from existing Circuit 23984 into the substation and a separate 138 kV transmission line to 
connect the future Turfway Substation back to the existing Circuit 23984 Transmission Line. A unique 
transmission tap location is required for each of the two proposed transmission lines along the existing 
Circuit 23984 to enhance network reliability and reduce the chance of concurrent transmission lines outages 
due to severe weather or other unanticipated outage events. The location of each tap point will be selected 
in this study and will act as the project endpoints that connect the Project to the existing transmission line. 
The existing Circuit 23984 Transmission Line will be retired between the two new endpoints. The future 
Turfway Substation is the other common endpoint for both new transmission lines.  

Structure heights are expected to be between 50 and 105 feet tall with span lengths up to 300 feet, 
following transmission line engineering standards. The Project will require that a new right-of-way (ROW) 
be acquired; Duke Energy transmission line ROW guidelines for a new 138 kV transmission line specify a 70-
foot easement width adjacent to roadways and a 100-foot easement width not along public roadways.  

1.3 Project Timeline and Regulatory Approvals 

After selecting the preferred route for the Project, Duke Energy will announce the preferred route to the 
public. Following the announcement, preconstruction activities will begin, including land and environmental 
surveys, geotechnical surveys, pole location staking, and easement acquisition. The Project may be subject 
to local and state regulations and authorizations, including floodplain permits, environmental permits, 
building permits, fire department approvals, and stormwater permits.  

This Project will be filed with the Kentucky Electric Generation and Transmission Siting Board as a 
nonregulated electric transmission line. Duke Energy will construct the Project after all permits and 
approvals have been received. 

1.4 Goal of Route Selection Study 

The primary goals for the route selection study were to identify a route for the Project that (1) minimizes 
potential impacts on the surrounding area, specifically on the environment and land uses; (2) minimizes 
deviations from Duke Energy’s standard designs, thereby avoiding unreasonable costs; and (3) can be 
constructed and operated safely for its service life while meeting the purpose and need of the Project. 
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2. Route Selection Methodology 

The route selection process follows a common siting methodology that is routinely used to route electric 
transmission lines in Kentucky and other states. A routing team was convened to implement the route 
selection process. The routing team consists of multidisciplinary staff from Duke Energy and Jacobs with 
experience in transmission line routing, substation and line engineering, environmental permitting, public 
engagement, land services, construction and maintenance, vegetation management, project management, 
planning, and operations.  

The route selection process is a multi-step method for the routing team to determine the preferred route 
for the Project. The process used for the Project consisted of the following primary tasks: 

1) Delineating a study area: The first step in the routing process was to delineate a project-specific study 
area that included a large enough area to investigate reasonable routing alternatives for the Project, 
based on project requirements. 

2) Mapping constraint and opportunity data: Once the study area was delineated, desktop data were 
collected, including ecological and cultural, land use, and engineering data to identify constraints and 
opportunities within the study area. Data were collected based on their relevance to the Project and the 
availability and quality of the dataset. Once collected, the study area data were mapped to produce an 
overall constraint and opportunity map. 

3) Developing study corridors: Using information derived from the overall constraint and opportunity 
map, study corridors and tap locations were developed and refined through desktop reviews and field 
reconnaissance where study corridors were publicly accessible. Study corridors were used to present the 
Project to the public and gather feedback on alternative route locations. 

4) Public engagement: Study corridors were presented to the public on a virtual open house website, at 
an in-person public open house, and during direct stakeholder meetings. These public engagement 
opportunities were used to present Project information to elected officials, landowners, and residents 
near the study corridors. Duke Energy also solicited public feedback, which was considered during the 
routing process. 

5) Developing and evaluating alternative routes: Following the open house and public comment period, 
alternative routes were developed from the study corridors. Next, a comprehensive quantitative and 
qualitative evaluation was conducted. Evaluation criteria were established based on opportunities and 
constraints identified within the study area. The alternative routes were scored and ranked based on the 
evaluation criteria. 

6) Selecting preferred routes: Based on a comprehensive evaluation, two preferred routes were selected 
for the Project. 

2.1 Route Selection Considerations 

Throughout the route selection process, Duke Energy’s primary objective is the safe, reliable delivery of 
electric power to its customers. Safety is paramount when selecting a route, a construction technique, or a 
structure type. Potential impacts on the natural environment and cultural resources were considered when 
identifying and evaluating alternative routes and avoided to the greatest extent. Potential impacts on 
existing and future land uses and engineering constraints and opportunities were also considered to support 
the selection of preferred routes for the Project.  Unreasonable costs to the Project related to greater route 
length and sharp turn angles were avoided when practical during preferred route selection. Potential impact 
considerations are described in greater detail in Section 3.
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3. Route Selection Study 

Sections 3.1 through 3.8 describe the route selection process completed for the Project.  

3.1 Study Area Delineation 

The Project study area was delineated based on the Project endpoints, between Duke Energy’s Circuit 23984 
and the future Turfway Substation, and was defined to include a reasonable area where potential routes 
could be identified (Figure 2). The study area’s southern boundary was defined by Duke Energy’s Circuit 
23984 and follows along the southern side of the Interstate (I-) 71/75 corridor between Woodspoint Drive 
in Boone County at the southern end and the cloverleaf interchange at Donaldson Highway and I-71/75 in 
Kenton County at the northern end. The Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky International (CVG) Airport, north of 
Aero Parkway and northwest of Turfway Road, is a land use constraint for routing; therefore, the study area’s 
northwestern boundary was delineated along these roadways to avoid the airport property and limit impacts 
to airport operations. The study area’s northeastern boundary was defined by Donaldson Highway to avoid 
the residential areas to the east. The study area’s southwestern boundary travels west of Ted Bushelman 
Boulevard between Aero Parkway and the I-71/75 corridor.  

The study area encompasses approximately 2.3 square miles in the city of Florence in northeastern Boone 
County, southwest of Cincinnati, Ohio. A small portion (0.07 square mile) of the southeastern corner of the 
study area is in Kenton County, Kentucky. The study area includes high-density commercial and industrial 
land uses along with a large, undeveloped, forested parcel in the eastern portion of the study area, which is 
undergoing mixed-use redevelopment referred to as the Marydale Property. The Turfway Park Racing & 
Gaming facility (Turfway Park) is centrally located in the study area. 

3.2 Constraints and Opportunities 

Desktop data of the study area were collected to characterize the study area and identify constraints and 
opportunities that could affect transmission line routing. Figures 3, 4, and 5 (figures included at the end of 
the report) depict the ecological and cultural, land use, and engineering resources within the study area. 

3.2.1 Ecological and Cultural Resources 

Within the study area, ecological and cultural resources were reviewed using federal, state, and local publicly 
available data so that alternative routes could be developed to avoid or minimize potential impacts on these 
resources (Figure 3). 

Several National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) waterbodies are present throughout the study area and are 
most concentrated in the undeveloped areas to the north. A Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) floodplain and National Wetland Inventory (NWI) wetlands associated with a large NHD waterbody 
on the Marydale Property are in the northern portion of the study area. Another open waterbody is present 
in the middle of Turfway Park racetrack. Several unnamed NHD streams run throughout the study area, 
some of which may no longer exist or were rerouted to underground culverts to allow for commercial 
development. 

There are several forested areas, predominantly in the eastern and northern portions of the study area. Many 
of these forested areas are on parcels proposed for development at the Marydale Property, although 
detailed development plans have not been shared for all parcels. Other forested areas contain streams, 
wetlands, or floodplains, which could limit future commercial development. 

Cultural resources are tangible remains of past human activity and may include, but are not limited to, 
prehistoric sites and historic or prehistoric objects, buildings, and structures. A cultural resources review of 
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the study area was completed using data compiled from Kentucky Heritage Council (State Historic 
Preservation Office [SHPO]) and the Office of State Archaeology (OSA) in March 2024. According to the 
results of the records search, there are 28 historic resources (3 eligible for National Register of Historic 
Places [NRHP] listing, 23 unevaluated for NRHP listing, and 2 demolished resources). Archaeological sites 
were reviewed in the study area but are not included on Figure 3 as this information is sensitive and sharing 
is restricted. Sixteen previously reported cultural resource investigations have been recorded within the 
study area. No NRHP-listed historic properties or districts are in the study area. Two cemeteries are mapped 
within the Marydale Property and associated with the former Archdiocese property ownership. One 
unmapped cemetery was also noted on the Passionist Nuns property south of the intersection of Turfway 
Road and Donaldson Highway. 

3.2.2 Land Use 

Land use and future land use plans in the study area were reviewed to identify areas of constraints and 
opportunities for Project development (Figure 4). Land use constraints include residential, commercial, 
recreational, and institutional uses (such as schools, places of worship, and hospitals).  

Based on a desktop review of publicly available data, existing land use within the study area consists 
primarily of densely developed commercial and industrial developments. A few undeveloped or wooded 
parcels in the southwestern portion of the study area are interspersed throughout the commercial and 
industrial development. These parcels could align with ecological resources, which reduce their ability to be 
developed. Scattered low-density residential areas are mostly in the northern portion of the study area 
along Turfway Road. The St. Elizabeth Florence Hospital campus is southeast of Houston Road in the study 
area. Beckfield College is south of Spiral Drive in the southwestern portion of the study area. Turfway Park 
is central to the study area. The future Turfway Substation will be built along Turfway Road near Turfway 
Park. 

Overall, the area is experiencing an uptick in proposed developments and future growth is expected to 
continue. The Marydale Property, a 272-acre tract of land between Donaldson Highway and Turfway Park, 
is planned for mixed-use development of office buildings, apartments, restaurants, medical facilities, and 
educational institutions (City of Florence 2023). Additional planned developments in the study area along 
Houston Road include an apartment complex southeast of Turfway Park and proposed development 
surrounding the Citi Bank Corporate building. Planned developments along Meijer Drive include two hotels 
and a Freddy’s restaurant.  

The Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) is proposing the I-75/275 Interchange Project to improve and 
modify traffic patterns along Turfway Road, Thoroughbred Boulevard, I-75/71 and the I-275 interchange. 
KYTC also has plans to expand Turfway Road along the northern border of the study area. Figure 4 shows 
the approximate extent of the I-75/275 Interchange Project; the area is assumed to be a Project constraint 
due to the unknown limits of final construction plans.  

3.2.3 Engineering Resources 

Engineering data such as existing linear utility and transportation infrastructure were reviewed within the 
study area (Figure 5). These resources were evaluated for compatibility with the Project.  

The primary roads in the study area, which run southwest-northeast, are I-71/75 and Houston Road. Turfway 
Road runs southwest-northeast along the northwestern boundary of the study area, and northwest-
southeast through the center of the study area. Additional primary roads in the study area that run 
northwest-southeast are Donaldson Highway, Thoroughbred Boulevard, and Ted Bushelman Boulevard. 
Secondary roads, such as Spiral Drive, Woodspoint Drive, and Meijer Drive, serve the commercial businesses, 
primarily in the southern portion of the study area. Opportunities for the Project include paralleling the 
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existing roadway network throughout the study area, which will minimize land use impacts and viewshed 
impacts to residential properties. 

Two air transportation facilities are in or adjacent to the study area and introduce constraints related to 
transmission pole structure height and placement. To evaluate the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
airspace considerations associated with CVG Airport and the helipad on the St. Elizabeth Florence Hospital 
property, preliminary airspace evaluations were conducted for the Project (Appendix A).  

Duke Energy’s existing electric transmission infrastructure in the area includes the Circuit 23984 138 kV 
Transmission Line along the southern boundary of the study area that runs parallel to and crosses the 
I-71/75 corridor. Overhead distribution lines are present throughout the study area, including along 
Houston Road, Donaldson Highway, Turfway Road, and underbuilt on or paralleling Circuit 23984.  

Several underground utilities in the study area were seen as a constraint. Duke Energy has existing 
underground electric distribution lines throughout the study area, including along Aero Parkway, Donaldson 
Highway, and throughout the commercial, industrial, and institutional areas from Ted Bushelman Boulevard 
to Turfway Park. Duke Energy also has an existing natural gas pipeline main along the northern side of 
Turfway Road. An existing Union Light, Heat & Power natural gas pipeline routes through the southeastern 
corner of the study area and provides an opportunity to co-locate the new lines along an existing utility 
corridor. Underground water and sewer infrastructure is present along Turfway Road, Houston Road, and 
Donaldson Road as well as throughout the study area south of Turfway Park. 

3.3 Study Corridor Development 

After the study area was delineated and constraint and opportunity data were mapped, study corridors and 
tap locations along the existing Circuit 23984 were developed for the Project (Figure 6). Preferred routing 
options were along existing road ROW when there was sufficient space available in private easement for the 
required 70-foot easement width, and, where feasible, along parcel boundaries with a proposed easement 
width of 100-feet.  

Structure height and structure placement impacts on the Project area airspace were considered through a 
preliminary airspace analysis (Appendix A). The preliminary airspace analysis indicated the potential for 
restrictions on the location and height of transmission structures in the airspace near CVG Airport and St. 
Elizabeth Hospital Helipad. Consequently, the study corridors avoid Aero Parkway. Options were limited 
along Ted Bushelman Boulevard because of the known flight paths and associated airspace restrictions for 
CVG Airport. As a result of the preliminary airspace analysis, study corridors along Houston Road adjacent 
to St. Elizabeth Hospital were also avoided due to structure height and safety concerns near helicopter flight 
paths. 

Six tap locations were developed for the Project and referred to as Tap A, Tap B, Tap C, Tap D, Tap E, and 
Tap F. Taps A, B, and C are west of Turfway Road and the I-71/75 interchange and do not require a new I-
71/75 crossing to connect to Circuit 23984 since the existing line is north of the interstate. Tap D, E, and F 
in the eastern study area require a new I-71/75 crossing in coordination with KYTC; however, the existing 
transmission line crossing over the interstate would be removed after the new line is built if Taps D, E, or F 
are utilized.  

A field review of the study area, potential tap locations, and study corridors was completed in April 2024. 
The purpose of the field review was to identify additional constraints and opportunities that should be 
considered in the routing process and used to evaluate the study area, tap locations, and study corridors. 
Due to the rapid development of new construction in the area, several structures were noted in the field that 
were not visible on aerial imagery, including a new gas station at the Donaldson Highway and Turfway Road 
intersection, completed construction of the apartment complex on Houston Road south of Turfway Park, 
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and a new Hilton Garden Inn and Freddy’s Restaurant along Meijer Drive. Additionally, road widening was 
underway on Donaldson Highway and construction was occurring on the Marydale Property.  

After the field review, study corridors were added or modified to reflect feasible routing options. A study 
corridor along Woodspoint Drive and Ted Bushelman Boulevard was added to provide an option that crosses 
less commercially developed areas.  

Prior to the public open house, study corridors were removed from consideration where existing constraints, 
such as buildings, limited the space available to construct a transmission line. Study corridor options north 
of Turfway Road were removed because there was insufficient space for a 70-foot easement between Duke 
Energy’s recently constructed underground gas pipeline and habitable buildings. The new gas station at the 
northeastern corner of Turfway Road and Donaldson Highway reduced space available for a new 
transmission line north of Turfway Road. To avoid this gas station and the intersection at Turfway Road and 
Donaldson Road, the study corridor was adjusted to travel south of the Passionist Nuns property away from 
the intersection. A road widening project is underway along Donaldson Highway that could require 
additional coordination with the Marydale Property owner.  

3.4 Public and Stakeholder Engagement 

Duke Energy held an in-person public open house and a virtual open house to present the Project and study 
corridors, and to solicit comments from the public to incorporate into the routing process. Project 
information, an interactive map, and a link to the virtual open house were available on the Project website 
(https://www.duke-energy.com/our-company/about-us/electric-transmission-projects/turfway). The 
virtual public open house (https://www.dukeenergy-turfwayvoh.com/) was designed to mimic the 
experience of an in-person open house and provide another way to gather public feedback by email, online 
comment form, and directly through an interactive map. Property owners within 500 feet of the study 
corridors were notified of the open house by mail. The intent of the public information meeting was to 
provide potentially affected property owners with an opportunity to better understand the Project and for 
the routing team to gather public feedback.  

The virtual open house room was available online beginning July 29, 2024, with comment forms available 
from August 28 through September 28, 2024. Duke Energy encouraged visitors to provide comments and 
feedback by email, online comment form, and directly through the interactive map. The in-person open 
house was held on August 28, 2024, at Boone County High School in Florence. Duke Energy received six 
comments during the 30-day public comment period. Of these comments, one was received via the website 
and five were received from the open house survey. Comments were geographically focused on locations 
near Turfway Road. The feedback collected throughout this process identified concerns about specific study 
corridors, impacts on commercial operations and residences, and property value.  

The Duke Energy public engagement and Routing Team also coordinated with local elected officials to 
introduce the Project and gather feedback related to upcoming development plans in the area. A 
beautification effort is underway along Turfway Road from the I-71/75 interchange and feedback indicated 
that a transmission line in this area would be counter to beautification efforts. Additionally, the I-71/75 
corridor along the southern study area boundary is part of the larger I-71/275 Interchange Improvements 
Project (KYTC 2024). This improvement project includes removing an existing ramp off of I-71/75, adding 
new ramps and flyover bridges to access Turfway Road and Thoroughbred Boulevard and changing Turfway 
Road and Thoroughbred Boulevard to one-way-only traffic patterns. 

The Routing Team reviewed each comment and input from elected officials and local stakeholders, and 
comprehensively considered the concerns and recommendations.  
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3.5 Alternative Route Development 

Following the public comment period, study segments were developed in the study corridors (Figure 7). 
Public comments, development plans, and new information gathered on the location of underground 
utilities were considered in developing alternative routes. 

A total of 60 alternative routes were developed for the Project by combining 44 study segments into 
complete routes between endpoints. An overview of all segments used to create the alternative routes is 
provided on Figure 7. The 60 alternative routes were grouped and labeled based on their tap location 
origination point along Duke Energy’s existing Circuit 23984 Transmission Line. The alternative routes are 
presented by tap groupings, Tap A, B, C, D, E, and F (from west to east), and are shown on Figures 8A to 8F.  

Alternative routes originating from Taps A (Figure 8A) and B (Figure 8B) make up the majority of the western 
routes in the study area. Eleven alternative routes originate from Tap A, the western-most tap point along 
Duke Energy’s existing Circuit 23984, just east of Woodspoint Drive. Eleven alternative routes originate from 
Tap B, which is east of Tap A along Duke Energy’s existing Circuit 23984, crossing a parking lot of a 
commercial building. Alternative Routes originating from Taps A and B traverse commercial development, 
some ecological features, and underground utilities associated with the commercial corridors. Many Tap A 
and Tap B alternative routes are the same alignment with the only difference being the tap origination point. 

Alternative routes originating from Tap C (Figure 8C) are part of the central and western routes in the study 
area. Six alternative routes originate from Tap C. Tap C connects Duke Energy’s existing Circuit 23984 just 
southwest of Turfway Road crossing a paved lot and a parking lot for a hotel. Alternative routes originating 
from Tap C along Turfway Road are the shortest routes and traverse dense commercial development and 
commercial corridors. 

Alternative routes originating from Taps D (Figure 8D) and E (Figure 8E) are part of the central and eastern 
routes in the study area. Ten alternative routes originate from Tap D and 12 alternative routes originate 
from Tap E. Taps D and E connect along Duke Energy’s existing Circuit 23984 on the southern side of the I-
71/75 corridor and require a new transmission line crossing over the interstate corridor. Tap D is 200 feet 
southwest of Tap E. Alternative routes originating from Taps D and E cross commercial development and 
undeveloped forested land. Alternative routes originating from Taps D and E parallel the southern boundary 
of the Marydale Property and approach the future Turfway Substation from the west by routing around 
Turfway Park to the north or south. 

Alternative routes originating from Tap F (Figure 8F) include the eastern-most routes in the study area. Ten 
alternative routes originate from Tap F. Tap F requires crossing the I-71/75 corridor. Alternative routes 
originating from Tap F proceed around the Marydale Property or cut through the northern portion of the 
Marydale parcel near an existing property access road and proceed north or south around Turfway Park. 
Alternative Routes originating from Tap F are some of the longest routes considered in this routing study. 

3.6 Alternative Route Evaluation 

After the alternative routes were established (Figures 8A to 8F), a comprehensive evaluation was conducted 
to select preferred routes that minimize overall impacts in the area. The evaluation consisted of quantitative 
and qualitative considerations. For the quantitative evaluation, criteria were established to compare and 
rank the alternative routes. 

3.6.1 Quantitative Evaluation Criteria 

Based on the publicly available data assembled to identify opportunities and constraints in the study area, 
plus additional opportunities and constraints observed during the field review and gathered during the 
public information meeting, quantitative evaluation criteria were developed to compare the alternative 
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routes. The quantitative evaluation criteria were grouped into three categories: ecological and cultural, land 
use, and engineering. 

The next step in this process was to apply weights to the three established categories. Weighting recognizes 
that under certain circumstances, one evaluation category is more important or relevant than another in 
determining an outcome. The category weighting values were determined based on the specific project area 
setting as well as professional experience routing projects in a similar setting. The quantitative evaluation 
criteria are provided in Table 1.  

Across the three categories, the land use category and the engineering category were weighted the highest 
(40 percent each), followed by the ecological and cultural category (20 percent). The land use category was 
given a high weight because the Project is in a commercialized area that is mostly developed or being 
developed in the future (City of Florence 2023). The engineering category was given an equally high weight 
because of the risk associated with designing and constructing a transmission line in a developed area with 
numerous engineering constraints. The ecological and cultural category was weighted the lowest as there 
are few ecological and cultural resources in the study area that could potentially be impacted and/or require 
additional permitting efforts. 
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Table 1. Evaluation Criteria with Data Sources  

Category Evaluation Criteria Data Source and Access Date 

Ec
ol

og
ic

al
 a

nd
 C

ul
tu

ra
l 

NHD stream crossings (count) NHD (USGS 2024) 

NWI wetlands crossed (acres) NWI (USFWS 2024) 

FEMA floodplain zone crossed by ROW (acres) FEMA (2024) 

Forested lands crossed by ROW (acres) Boone County (2024) 

Historic resources (eligible for NRHP listing) within 500 feet of ROW (count) 
Kentucky Heritage Council 
(SHPO 2024), OSA (2024) 

Known archaeological sites within 500 feet of ROW (acres) 
Kentucky Heritage Council 
(SHPO 2024), OSA (2024) 

La
nd

 U
se

 

Single-family residences within 50 feet of ROW (count) 
Boone County (2024), Kenton 
County (2024) 

Single-family residences 50 to 200 feet from ROW (count) 
Boone County (2024), Kenton 
County (2024) 

Single-family residences 200 to 500 feet from ROW (count) 
Boone County (2024), Kenton 
County (2024) 

Multi-family residences within 50 feet of ROW (count) 
Boone County (2024), Kenton 
County (2024) 

Multi-family residences 50 to 200 feet from ROW (count) 
Boone County (2024), Kenton 
County (2024) 

Multi-family residences 200 to 500 feet from ROW (count) 
Boone County (2024), Kenton 
County (2024) 

Commercial and Office zoning designation crossed by ROW (acres) 
Boone County (2024), Kenton 
County (2024) 

Recreation, Public Facilities, Industrial, and Airport zoning designation 
crossed by ROW (acres) 

Boone County (2024), Kenton 
County (2024) 

Planned development crossed by ROW (acres) 
Boone County (2024), City of 
Florence (2024) 

Unique landowners crossed by ROW (count) 
Boone County (2024), Kenton 
County (2024) 

New ROW easement required (acres) Duke Energy (2024) 

En
gi

ne
er

in
g 

Route length (linear feet) Duke Energy (2024) 

I-71/75 crossings (count) Kentucky DOT (2024) 

Highway or road crossings, not including I-71/75 (count) Kentucky DOT (2024) 

Turn angles between 3 and 30 degrees (count) Duke Energy (2024) 

Turn angles greater than 30 degrees (count) Duke Energy (2024) 

Underground utility (sewer & water) 20-foot buffer within ROW (acres) 
Kentucky Infrastructure 
Authority (2024) 

Underground utility (sewer & water) 20-foot buffer within 20 feet of ROW 
(acres) 

Kentucky Infrastructure 
Authority (2024) 

Percent of route less than the standard ROW width available (percent) Duke Energy (2024) 
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3.6.2 Quantitative Evaluation 

A quantitative evaluation of the 60 alternative routes was completed as provided in Appendix B. To evaluate 
and compare the alternative routes, raw data for each evaluation criterion were collected, quantified, and 
normalized. Normalizing the data into a score allows dissimilar constraints to be compared according to the 
same scale. The normalized score was then multiplied by the criteria weight to get a weighted score. The 
sum of the weighted scores in each category was then multiplied by the category weight to get a weighted 
category score. For both criteria scores and category scores, lower scores indicate more favorable conditions; 
higher scores indicate less favorable conditions.  

Tables 2 and 3 show the relative total scores as well as the category-specific scores for each alternative 
route. Appendix B provides the data sources used in the evaluation and results of the quantitative evaluation, 
including the raw values, normalized score, and weighted score for each quantitative evaluation criteria 
within the three categories. Each route is color-coded based on the tap location grouping of the route.  

Table 2. Alternative Route Quantitative Evaluation Scores – Top 33 Alternative Routes 

Table 3. Alternative Route Quantitative Evaluation Scores – Bottom 27 Alternative Routes 
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The scoring ranged from 21.83 to 59.29. There was generally a smooth curve from the highest to lowest 
ranked routes and no distinct break in the data between alternative routes. Overall there was typically a 
point or less between consecutively ranked routes, except for the top two scoring routes and the bottom 
two scoring routes. Alternative Routes CE and CF were the two top ranked routes because they scored lower 
(more favorable) than the remaining routes. Alternative routes DB and EB were at the bottom of the ranked 
routes because they scored higher (less favorable) than the other routes.  

Alternative routes originating from Taps A and F did not appear in the top 15 routes during quantitative 
scoring. Generally, the top scoring alternative routes originated from Taps B and C. Alternative routes 
originating from Taps B and C are the shortest routes and cross the least acreage of forested land. 
Alternative routes originating from Tap F were the bottom scoring routes. Alternative routes originating 
from Tap F are the longest routes and have greater impacts on commercial and office zoned land crossed. 
They scored less favorably because they are longer and have greater impacts on ecological resources and 
land use, including FEMA floodplain, forested lands, and streams crossed by the ROW.  

In the ecological and cultural category, the scoring was primarily driven by acres of forested lands, NWI 
wetlands, and FEMA floodplain crossed by the ROW. The most favorable routes for the ecological and 
cultural category were Alternative Routes CE, CF, and BC because they require little tree clearing in forested 
lands and do not cross NWI wetlands or FEMA floodplain. The least favorable routes in the ecological and 
cultural category were Alternative Routes FH, DB, and EB because of tree clearing due to more forested 
lands crossed and stream, NWI wetland, and FEMA floodplain crossings. 

In the land use category, the scoring was primarily driven by single-family residences within 50 feet of the 
ROW, the number of unique landowners crossed by the ROW, and new ROW easement required. Another 
criteria within the land use category is planned developments crossed by the ROW. The Marydale Property 
is a 272-acre tract of land in the northeastern portion of the study area that is planned for mixed-use 
development of office buildings, apartments, restaurants, medical facilities, and education institutions. Tap 
Location F contains the only routes that pass through the Marydale Property (Figure 7, Segment 29), which 
may impact future development plans. Some eastern routes originating from Tap E cross land proposed for 
development surrounding the Citi Bank Corporate building. 

The most favorable routes for the land use category were Alternative Routes CE, CF, and CD because there 
are no residences within 500 feet of the ROW and they require less acreage of ROW easement. The least 
favorable routes in the land use category were Alternative Routes FH, FD, FJ, and FI because of a higher 
number of residences between 50 and 500 feet of the ROW, more commercial and office zoning designated 
land crossed by the ROW, and crossing land planned for development.  

In the engineering category, the scoring was primarily driven by the number of I-71/75 crossings, number 
of turn angles greater than 30 degrees, and underground utilities within the ROW. A buffer of 10 feet on 
each side of underground water and sewer lines was included in quantitative evaluations to account for the 
typical unknowns and required buffer offsets required for construction near underground utilities. The most 
favorable routes for the engineering category were Alternative Routes CE, CD, CF, EK, and DE because they 
are some of the shorter routes, have fewer turn angles between 3 and 30 degrees and greater than 30 
degrees, and have fewer underground utilities within and adjacent to the ROW. The least favorable routes in 
the engineering category were Alternative Routes AF, DB, and EB because they are among the longer routes, 
have a greater amount of turn angles between 3 and 30 degrees and greater than 30 degrees, and have 
more underground utilities within and adjacent to the ROW. 

All alternative routes originating from Tap Location F were removed from further consideration and the 
qualitative evaluation as a result of poor scores due to length, engineering, ecological, and land use impacts. 
Additionally, alternative routes from other tap locations that scored less favorably than the best scoring Tap 
F alternative routes were removed from consideration and the qualitative evaluation. After removing 
alternative routes originating from Tap F and the 16 alternative routes that scored poorer than the best-
ranked Tap F route, 33 alternative routes from five tap locations remained and were carried forward to 
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qualitative evaluation (Table 2). Twenty-seven alternative routes were removed from consideration (Table 
3). 

3.6.3 Qualitative Considerations 

In addition to the quantitative evaluation, which measure variables in terms of observable quantities such as 
distance, quantity and percentages, qualitative factors were considered that were not reflected in the 
quantitative evaluation. Qualitative considerations incorporate professional experience and expertise for 
routing variables that may not be measurable. Qualitative factors included public comments, the preliminary 
airspace analysis, double circuit options, and road widening and reconfiguration plans. 

Impacts to the airspace associated with CVG Airport and the St. Elizabeth Hospital Helipad were considered 
in relation to structure height and placement through an airspace analysis (Appendix A) and were 
considered through study corridor development. The airspace analysis identified areas where pole heights 
may require FAA notification or coordination. Generally, alternative routes in the central and eastern 
portions of the study area are farther from the FAA areas with the most restrictive height limitations than 
alternative routes in the western portion. Alternative routes originating from Taps A, B, and C that travel 
near CVG could require shorter spans between structures and the need for more structures due to FAA 
height restrictions. Further coordination with the FAA and CVG will occur after the preferred route is selected 
and preliminary engineering design is completed. 

The Project requires the construction of two new 138 kV transmission lines that originate from two distinct 
tap locations along the Duke Energy Circuit 23984 Transmission Line. Based on the need for the Project, 
there is a preference to avoid double circuiting the transmission lines along the same route for reliability 
and resiliency. A unique transmission tap location is required for each of the two proposed transmission 
lines along the existing Circuit 23984 to enhance network reliability and reduce the chance of concurrent 
transmission lines outages due to severe weather events. Therefore, selecting two routes originating from 
the same tap location was not preferred.  

Through the public engagement process, Duke Energy received comments expressing concerns about 
specific route corridors and impacts to commercial operations and residences. There was an overall 
preference to avoid the central business corridors along Turfway Road and Thoroughbred Boulevard. 
Alternative Routes originating from Tap C were of major concern because they impacted the central business 
corridors in the study area.  

KYTC developed the I-75/I-275 Interchange Project which includes improvements and new traffic patterns 
along Turfway Road, Thoroughbred Boulevard, I-75/71 and the I-275 interchange. Turfway Road and 
Thoroughbred Blvd are proposed to become one-way roads and a new I-75/71 flyover on-ramp is proposed. 
Turfway Road widening and ramp reconfiguration plans may conflict with all routes associated with Tap C. 
Alternative routes originating from Tap C potentially require poles to be relocated in the future for any road 
widening, reconfiguration, or flyover on-ramp construction. 

Due to the risks involved with the I-75/275 Interchange Project, stakeholder feedback which prefers the 
avoidance of the central business corridors, and existing development constraints in the corridors, all 
alternative routes originating from Tap C were removed from further consideration. After removing 
alternative routes originating from Tap C, 30 alternative routes remained due to quantitative and qualitative 
considerations. 

After the quantitative evaluation, stakeholder engagement identified two mixed-use development plans 
along Houston Road in the eastern portion of the study area, CitiBank and Athena Houston Development. 
The outline of the parcels proposed for development are shown in Figure 9. Specific building footprints 
cannot be shared due to confidentiality but were reviewed by the routing team to support route evaluations. 
These developments, which include office, hotel, and commercial buildings, overlap several alternative 
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routes originating from Tap Locations D and E. As a result, Alternative Routes DE, DC, EI, EG, and EE were 
removed from consideration due to conflicts with planned building locations. 

Following the removal of routes from Tap Location C and those impacted by mixed-use developments along 
Houston Road, Routes BC, BG, BD, and BH from Tap Location B emerged as top alternatives (Table 2). A 
detailed comparison of the top two remaining routes, Alternative Routes BC and BG, was conducted to 
evaluate engineering feasibility, particularly in relation to underground utilities in this developed area. 
Further engineering review and field surveys identified significant constraints along Route BC, especially 
near Houston Road. In contrast, Route BG is preferred due to fewer aboveground development conflicts and 
reduced underground utility impacts. 

As discussed in the qualitative considerations section, a second unique tap point is necessary to ensure 
project resiliency and meet the overall project need. The next best-scoring route that does not originate 
from Tap Location B is Alternative Route EK. This route follows a similar alignment to Alternative Route DE 
but avoids the planned development along Houston Road.  

3.7 Preferred Routes Selection 

Based on a comprehensive quantitative and qualitative evaluation, Alternative Routes EK and BG were 
selected as the preferred routes for connecting Duke Energy’s existing Circuit 23984 to the future Turfway 
Substation (Figure 9). Minor adjustments were made to the original alignments of both routes to reduce the 
potential for collocation with underground utilities (Route BG) and proposed development (Route EK). 
Route EK was shifted west so the ROW abuts the property boundary between the two proposed Houston 
Road development parcels. These final alignments for the western Route BG and eastern Route EK are 
illustrated in Figure 9. 

The selection of Alternative Routes EK and BG as the preferred routes was predicated on the following: 

• Scored in the top 10 routes based on quantitative evaluation. 

• Avoid potential impacts on the I-75/275 Interchange Project. 

• Avoid the Turfway Road central business corridor. 

• Reduce impacts to the planned development on the Marydale Property. 

• Minimize impacts on the planned developments identified during ongoing stakeholder 
engagement along Houston Road. 

• Minimize identified conflicts with existing underground utilities. 

• Limit impacts to the study area airspace. 

• Avoid double circuiting transmission lines. 

• Cause minimal ecological impacts and are not expected to require an extensive environmental 
permitting effort. They minimize vegetative clearing and do not cross floodplains or wetlands. 

• Use the standard easement width for a majority of the routes. Limit presence of buildings or road 
ROW within the easement width. 

3.8 Description of Preferred Routes 

The western Preferred Route BG is 1.23 miles long. From the western tap location along the existing Circuit 
23984, Preferred Route BG proceeds northwest crossing a parking lot and angles north to cross Meijer Drive. 
Preferred Route BG proceeds northeast following Meijer Drive. Preferred Route BG crosses Meijer Drive and 
proceeds to follow the north and west side of Meijer Drive before crossing to the north side of the Meijer 
Drive before reaching Houston Road. Preferred Route BG proceeds to Houston Road and parallels the 
southern side of Houston Road. West of Thoroughbred Boulevard, Preferred Route BG turns northwest, 
crossing Houston Road, and parallels the west side of Thoroughbred Boulevard. Preferred Route BG crosses 
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Spiral Drive, turns west, and then parallels the northern side of Spiral Drive. Preferred Route BG turns north 
through grass areas between buildings and travels northeast to cross Turfway Road before reaching the 
future Turfway Substation. 

The eastern Preferred Route EK is 1.34 miles long. From the eastern tap location along the existing Circuit 
23984, Preferred Route EK proceeds northwest crossing I-71/75, forested land, an proceeds along the 
parcel boundary between two parcels proposed for future development before crossing north over Houston 
Road. Preferred Route EK parallels Houston Road southwest, before turning northwest along parcel 
boundaries. Preferred Route EK turns southwest through forested land and continues through paved areas 
associated with commercial businesses and a hotel south of Turfway Park. Preferred Route EK then turns 
northwest before reaching the future Turfway Substation. 
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4. Conclusion 

A route selection study was completed for the Project in Boone County, Kentucky. The primary goal of the 
route selection study was to identify preferred routes that minimize potential impacts on the surrounding 
area and the natural environment, avoid unreasonable costs, and allow for safe construction and operation 
throughout its service life, while meeting the purpose and need of the Project. 

The Project is needed to energize the future Turfway Substation and to expand the local energy system to 
help ensure the continued reliability and capacity of the local energy system. The future Turfway Substation 
must be connected by new 138 kV transmission lines to Duke Energy’s existing transmission network along 
Circuit 23984. The Project will help improve Duke Energy’s ability to reroute power during planned and 
unplanned outages, and to restore power following extreme weather events. 

Following the route selection study (which included data gathering, alternative route development, public 
engagement, and a comprehensive evaluation), Alternative Route BG and Alternative Route EK were 
selected as the preferred routes. The preferred routes cross commercial and developed land uses, which will 
have minimal ecological and residential impacts. The preferred routes avoid constraints within the study 
area, such as the future I-75/275 Interchange Project, the Turfway Road central business corridor, planned 
developments along Houston Road, the Marydale Property, and limits impacts to CVG Airport airspace. 
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Figure 8A
Alternative Routes – A Tap
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Figure 8B
Alternative Routes – B Tap
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Figure 8C
Alternative Routes – C Tap
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Figure 8D
Alternative Routes – D Tap
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Figure 8E
Alternative Routes – E Tap
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Figure 8F
Alternative Routes – F Tap
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Airspace Analysis 

Date: September 4, 2024 Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 

1550 Coraopolis Heights Road 

Suite 400 

Moon Township, PA 15108 

T +1.412.249.6495 

www.jacobs.com 

Project name: Duke Energy Turfway Reliability Project 

Project no: D3793800 

Client: Jacobs 

Prepared by: AP 

Reviewed by: LS 

 

 
Duke Energy is planning the Turfway Reliability Project in the vicinity of Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky 
International Airport (CVG), approximately 8 miles southwest of Cincinnati, Ohio. The project includes the 
construction of two new transmission lines. Due to the proximity of this proposed infrastructure to the 
airport, Jacobs performed a preliminary airspace analysis for the area. During the study, an unlisted heliport 
was identified at the nearby St. Elizabeth Florence Hospital and was included in the airspace analysis. This 
study will provide guidance for locating the transmission line infrastructure to minimize or avoid any impacts 
to the FAA Part 77 navigable airspace. The purpose of this technical memorandum is to document and 
discuss the methods and assumptions used in the airspace analysis given the information available for CVG 
and the St. Elizabeth Florence Hospital heliport. 

Background & Assumptions 

Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky International Airport is an international airport serving Airplane Design Group 
VI (ADG VI) aircraft. Runway dimensions, end point coordinates, and the established airport elevation were 
based on information that can be obtained at Airnav.com, a comprehensive database of aeronautical 
information. The heliport at St. Elizabeth Florence Hospital was unlisted by the FAA and no information was 
available on Airnav.com. The field elevation of the heliport was estimated using topographical information 
available for the area.  The coordinate system was set to the Kentucky North State Plane, North American 
Datum 1983 (NAD83). Elevation data was derived from 1/3 arcsecond digital elevation models (DEMs) 
obtained from the United States Geological Survey (USGS) National Map. 
 
CVG is a public international airport consisting of four precision instrument runways. The Turfway Reliability 
Project is located southeast of CVG in proximity of the Runway 18L-36R airspace and is unlikely to impact 
the airspace of the other three runways at CVG. Runway 18L-36R is a paved concrete runway with precision 
instrument approaches. The documented airport Field Elevation of 896.1’ is located at the Runway 36R 
threshold.  

Table 1: Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky International Airport Runway Coordinates and Elevations 

Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky International Airport (CVG) – Field Elev. 896.1’ 

Runway Northing Easting Elevation 

18L 566,850.0’ 1,527,768.3’ 886.3’ 

36R 556,850.4’ 1,527,689.6’ 896.1’ 

 
The heliport identified at St. Elizabeth Florence Hospital is unlisted by the FAA at the time of this study. The 
heliport consists of a single concrete pad measuring roughly 50’ x 50’. Communication with the hospital 
verified that the heliport is currently active and averages three weekly helicopter operations. 
 

St. Elizabeth Florence Hospital Heliport – Field Elev. 901.0’ 

Heliport Northing Easting Elevation 

- 552,978.9’ 1,532.112.3’ 901.0’ 
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Airspace Analysis Findings 

Figure 1 depicts the FAA Part 77 airspace for CVG and St. Elizabeth-Florence and 50 points-of-interest in 
the project area. The locations of the points-of-interest were identified using preliminary transmission line 
routes. The figures at the end of this memorandum provide the locations, topographical elevations, Part 77 
elevations, and minimum clearance heights available at each point-of-interest. 

Figure 1: CVG and St. Elizabeth-Florence Airspace, and Transmission Line Points-of-Interest 
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Of the fifty points-of-interest identified in Figure 1 and analyzed across the potential transmission line 
routes, only four were identified as possible points-of-concern; two points were indicated as having less than 
100 vertical feet of clearance, and two points were indicated as having approximately 100 feet of clearance. 
The four points-of-concern are listed in Table 2, along with their coordinates, the topographical elevation, 
FAA Part 77 surface of interest, surface elevation, and clearance. 

Table 2: Turfway Reliability Project Transmission Line Airspace Minimum and Maximum Clearance 

Approximate Part 77 Clearances 

Point 

ID 
Northing Easting 

Critical Part 77 

Surface 

Topographical 

Elevation (ft) 

Part 77 Surface 

Elevation (ft) 

Clearance 

Available (ft) 

15 552,260 1,528,784 Approach 879.2 983.7 104.5 

16 552,760 1,528,916 Transitional 892.4 998.9 106.5 

31 556,351 1,528,895 Transitional 922.0 997.0 75.0 

32 557,153 1,529,040 Transitional 917.9 1016.9 99.1 

The clearances provided are for transmission line route selection guidance only and should not serve as a 
basis for structure design. If the intended height of any proposed structure/transmission line tower places 
the top elevation of that structure within 25 vertical feet of the airspace Part 77 surfaces identified within 
this study, it is recommended that a licensed surveyor survey the topographical elevations at the locations 
of interest and at the runway end points at this airport. 

Next Steps 

Any new construction meeting FAA obstruction evaluation criteria may be subject to review by the FAA. 
Existing or proposed structures can be quickly evaluated using the Notice Criteria Tool on the FAA 
Obstruction Evaluation/Airport Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA) website. Data for the structure, including 
coordinates, ground elevation, structure type and height are input into the Notice Criteria Tool, which 
evaluates the data against criteria for notifying the FAA of the structure. 

If notification is required, a Form 7460-1 Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration must be completed 
for each structure meeting/exceeding the notification criteria. The FAA will evaluate each submitted 7460-
1 and provide one of the following determinations, as defined by the FAA: 

1. Determination of No Hazard – structure/alteration does not exceed obstruction standards and 
marking/lighting is not required. 

2. Determination of No Hazard with Conditions – structure/alterations are acceptable, contingent 
upon implementation of mitigating measures, such as marking/lighting of the structure. 

3. Determination of Hazard – structure/alteration exceeds obstruction standards and will be a hazard 
to air navigation.  
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14 CFR Part 77 Overview 

The airspace analysis was performed according the 14 CFR Part 77 – Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of 
the Navigable Airspace. A generic diagram of Part 77 surfaces featuring a precision approach primary 
runway and a visual approach secondary runway is provided in Figure 2. 
 

Figure 2: Precision Approach Runway Part 77 Airspace 

 
 

Source: Arizona Department of Transportation (AZDOT),  
Cochise College Airport Layout Plan (2014) 

 
The definition and dimensions of each surface is described below: 
 

• Horizontal Surface – This surface is a horizontal plane 150’ above established airport field elevation. 
For visual and utility runways, the perimeter is defined by 5,000’ arcs radiating from the center of 
each end of the primary surfaces. This surface applies to the entire airfield and not a specific runway. 
 

• Conical Surface – This surface is a 20:1 slope extending outward and upward from the horizontal 
surface. This surface applies to the entire airfield and not a specific runway. 

 
• Primary Surface – Each runway has its own primary surface. For utility runways with visual 

approaches, a 250’ wide rectangular surface centered on the runway at the runway centerline 
elevation, running the length of the runway. Paved runways increase the length of the primary 
surface by 200’ on either end. 
 

• Approach Surface – Each runway end has its own approach surface. For utility runways with visual 
approaches, a trapezoidal surface extending from each end of the primary surface, as wide as the 
primary surface, for a length of 5,000’ at a 20:1 slope, expanding uniformly to a width of 1,250’. 
 

• Transitional Surface– Each runway has its own transitional surfaces, which extend outward and 
upward from either side of the primary surface at 7:1, meeting the approach surfaces on either end 
of the runway and up to the horizontal surface between the runway ends. 

 
Refer to the attached figure for a depiction of the airspace at Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky International 
Airport. 
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AirNav CVG Airport: https://www.airnav.com/airport/KCVG 

 FAA OE/AAA: https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa/external/portal.jsp 

FAA Form 7460-1: 
https://www.faa.gov/forms/index.cfm/go/document.information/documentid/186273 
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Easting

1529284

1530020

1532052

1535010

1535189

1536306

1529178

1529835

1529851

1529432

1529813

1529276

1528880

1527793

1528784

1528916

1529255

1530585

1530626

1531673

1531222

1531264

1530628

1530951

1529259

1530111

1529584

1529510

1529502

1529494

1528895

1529040

1530951

1532006

1532605

1532463

1534384

1532954

1530425

1531524

1532846

1533061

1533048

1534090

1534891

1533701

1535486

1535609

1535943

1531353

Part 77
Surface

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

APPROACH

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

TRANSITIONAL

APPROACH

APPROACH

 TRANSITIONAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

 TRANSITIONAL

 TRANSITIONAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

Topographical
Elevations

896.0

918.0

891.8

879.1

872.0

836.3

894.3

903.8

902.5

893.9

892.6

876.0

876.7

865.2

879.2

892.4

900.4

904.9

902.1

908.6

903.8

904.0

914.2

898.1

900.0

917.7

916.7

917.5

900.0

905.9

922.0

917.9

893.7

886.6

892.3

910.6

892.1

859.4

893.3

899.9

855.1

894.6

902.8

856.5

842.1

902.0

841.8

822.9

829.1

912.8

Part 77 Surface
Elevation

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1040.5

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

993.5

1002.3

983.7

998.9

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1018.6

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

997.0

1016.9

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

Part 77 Surface
Clearance

150.1

128.1

154.3

167.0

174.1

209.8

146.1

142.3

143.6

152.2

153.5

170.1

116.8

137.2

104.5

106.5

145.7

141.2

144.0

137.5

142.3

114.6

131.9

148.0

146.1

128.4

129.4

128.6

146.1

140.2

75.0

99.1

152.4

159.5

153.8

135.5

154.0

186.7

152.8

146.2

191.0

151.5

143.3

189.6

204.0

144.1

204.3

223.2

217.0

133.3

TURFWAY RELIABILITY PROJECT - FAA PART 77 ELEVATIONS / CLEARANCE

Point ID Northing Easting Part 77
Surface

Topographical
Elevations

Part 77 Surface
Elevation

Part 77 Surface
Clearance

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

 TRANSITIONAL

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

1046.1

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

HORIZONTAL

MAY 2024 SCALE: N/ATURFWAY RELIABILITY PROJECT
FAA PART 77 AIRSPACE CLEARANCE TABLE
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def[XW\]Wgh\]cbW_iV[[ def[_WjV[[kXVl[[dWX
'GKm8FF:;4> '()'())*+(,G-0+*'22<4588F.
n@Jm5;9:;94; n*@J-E+B,G-0:DJ/22<4888F.

,
Uop[_WjV [[q\aho]cb[[kXVl[[dWX[[ro
HA-0+7H ;>9:;242 ;F? 8F. A.n,sttsusttussts

I*+/HG(@@/2;3:5;43 ;?F 8?. B@I,ssssustssutsss
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aFF,-+)*+-)1,(1L),4
/330F/2+-A)*+,)1*-L4L,(J
B),+-2(1,(0A)1(-L(jG(12(I
aA/L+(0L-h2/,(*F04-gg-F0
gggi

fY@k:5-L,/1I/0I-:b]CC
aFF,-+)*+-)1,(1L),4
/330F/2+-A)*+,)1*-L4L,(J
B),+-2(1,(0A)1(-L(jG(12(I
aA/L+(0L-h2/,(*F04-gg-F0
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Appendix B. Quantitative Evaluation
Category and Criteria Weighting
Turfway Reliability Project

Category Unit Criteria Weight Category Weight Influence
Count 15% 3.0%

Acres 17.5% 3.5%

Acres 17.5% 3.5%

Acres 20% 4.0%

Count 15% 3.0%

Acres 15% 3.0%

Single-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) Count 15% 6.0%

Single-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) Count 7.5% 3.0%

Single-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) Count 2.5% 1.0%

Multi-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) Count 12% 4.8%

Multi-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) Count 6% 2.4%

Multi-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) Count 2% 0.8%

Acres 10% 4.0%

Acres 5% 2.0%

Acres 10% 4.0%

Count 15% 6.0%

Acres 15% 6.0%

Linear Feet 15% 6.0%

Number of I-71/75 crossings (weighted 66%) Count 16.5% 6.6%

Number of Highway or Road Crossings, not including I-71/75 (weighted 34%) Count 8.5% 3.4%

Between 3 and 30 degrees (weighted 34%) Count 8.5% 3.4%

Greater than 30 degrees (weighted 66%) Count 16.5% 6.6%

Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within ROW (weighted 66%) Acres 16.5% 6.6%

Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within 20 feet of ROW (weighted 34%) Acres 8.5% 3.4%

Percent of route less than the standard ROW width available Percent 10% 4.0%

En
gi

ne
er

in
g

Route Length

40%

Highway or Road Crossings, 25% 
total criteria weight

Number of Turn Angles, 25% total 
criteria weight

Underground Utilities (sewer, 
water), 25% total criteria weight

La
nd

 U
se

Single-Family Residences, 
25% total criteria weight

40%

Multi-Family Residences, 20% 
total criteria weight

Commercial and Office Zoning designation crossed by ROW

Recreation, Public Facilities, Industrial, and Airport Zoning designation crossed by ROW

Planned Development crossed by ROW

Number of Unique Landowners crossed by ROW

New ROW easement required 

Criteria
Ec

ol
og

ic
al

 a
nd

 
Cu

ltu
ra

l
Number of Stream Crossings (NHD) 

20%

NWI Wetlands Crossed by ROW

FEMA Floodplain Zone, Crossed by ROW

Forested Lands Crossed by ROW

Historic Resources (eligible for NRHP-listing) within 500 feet of ROW

Known Archaeological Sites within 500 feet of ROW
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Appendix B. Quantitative Evaluation
Raw Data Results - A and B Tap Alternative Routes
Turfway Reliability Project

Ecological and Cultural Unit Weight AA AB AC AD AE AF AG AH AI AJ AK BA BB BC BD BE BF BG BH BI BJ BK
Count 15% 3 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 3 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 2
Acres 17.5% 0.03 0.18 0 0 0 0.18 0 0 0 0 0 0.03 0.18 0 0 0 0.18 0 0 0 0 0
Acres 17.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Acres 20% 1.31 0.25 0.25 0.11 0.11 0.25 0.25 0.11 0.11 0.21 0.21 1.26 0.20 0.20 0.06 0.06 0.20 0.20 0.06 0.06 0.16 0.16
Count 15% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Acres 15% 3.19 0.76 1.43 1.64 1.64 1.15 1.82 2.02 2.02 3.53 3.53 3.19 0.76 1.43 1.64 1.64 1.15 1.82 2.02 2.02 3.53 3.53

Category Weighted Score 20%

Land Use
Single-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) Count 15% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) Count 7.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) Count 2.5% 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Multi-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) Count 12% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Multi-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) Count 6% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Multi-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) Count 2% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Commercial and Office Zoning designation crossed by ROW Acres 10% 5.8 7.3 8.5 10.7 9.8 8.9 8.1 10.3 9.5 11.4 10.6 7.2 5.9 7.1 9.3 8.5 7.5 6.8 8.9 8.1 10.0 9.2
Acres 5% 7.3 5.6 4.8 1.9 2.9 5.6 4.8 1.9 2.9 1.9 2.9 7.3 5.6 4.8 1.9 2.9 5.6 4.8 1.9 2.9 1.9 2.9
Acres 10% 3.4 5.3 8.8 8.6 8.6 8.0 11.2 11.0 11.1 12.1 12.2 5.1 5.1 8.6 8.4 8.5 7.8 11.1 10.8 10.9 11.9 12.0
Count 15% 20 17 15 17 17 19 14 16 16 18 18 21 17 15 17 17 19 14 16 16 18 18
Acres 15% 13.2 12.9 13.3 12.6 12.7 14.5 13.0 12.2 12.4 13.3 13.5 14.5 11.6 12.0 11.2 11.4 13.1 11.6 10.8 11.0 11.9 12.1

Category Weighted Score 40%

Engineering
Linear Feet 15% 6,768  7,145  7,405  7,251  7,337  8,111  7,177  7,023  7,108  7,158  7,244  7,637  6,279  6,539  6,385  6,471  7,245  6,311  6,157  6,242  6,292  6,378  

Number of I-71/75 crossings (weighted 66%) Count 16.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Number of Highway or Road Crossings, not including I-71/75 Count 8.5% 5 4 5 7 7 6 5 7 7 9 9 5 4 5 7 7 6 5 7 7 9 9
Between 3 and 30 degrees (weighted 34%) Count 8.5% 6 10 8 5 9 14 11 8 12 7 11 7 8 6 3 7 12 9 6 10 5 9
Greater than 30 degrees (weighted 66%) Count 16.5% 5 11 9 9 8 11 9 9 8 9 8 7 9 7 7 6 9 7 7 6 7 6
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within ROW (weighted 66%) Acres 16.5% 2.18 2.25 1.78 1.82 1.85 2.70 1.65 1.70 1.72 2.00 2.02 2.24 2.09 1.62 1.66 1.69 2.54 1.49 1.54 1.56 1.84 1.86
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within 20 feet of ROW (weighted 34%) Acres 8.5% 3.88 4.25 4.01 4.21 3.99 5.15 3.53 3.72 3.50 4.26 4.05 4.22 3.64 3.41 3.60 3.38 4.54 2.92 3.11 2.89 3.65 3.44

Percent 10% 15% 11% 4% 5% 10% 10% 4% 5% 11% 6% 11% 9% 8% 0% 1% 7% 7% 0% 1% 7% 2% 8%
Category Weighted Score 40%

Alternative Route Raw Data

Single-Family Residences, 
25% total criteria weight

Multi-Family Residences, 20% 
total criteria weight

NWI Wetland Crossed by ROW
FEMA Floodplain Zone, Crossed by ROW
Forested Lands Crossed by ROW
Historic Resources (eligible for NRHP-listing) within 500 feet of ROW
Known Archaeological Sites within 500 feet of ROW

Underground Utilities (sewer, 
water), 25% total criteria 
Percent of route less than the standard ROW width available (not including Road crossings)

Planned Development crossed by ROW
Number of Unique Landowners crossed by ROW
New ROW easement required 

Route Length, Linear Feet
Highway or Road Crossings, 
25% total criteria weight
Number of Turn Angles, 25% 
total criteria weight

Recreation, Public Facilities, Industrial, and Airport Zoning designation crossed by ROW

Number of Streams Crossed by ROW (NHD) 
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Appendix B. Quantitative Evaluation
Raw Data Results - C and D Tap Alternative Routes
Turfway Reliability Project

Ecological and Cultural Unit Weight CA CB CC CD CE CF DA DB DC DD DE DF DG DH DI DJ
Count 15% 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 6 2 5 2 5 3 6 2 5
Acres 17.5% 0.18 0 0.18 0 0 0 0.17 0.17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Acres 17.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Acres 20% 0.39 0.39 0.28 0.28 0.03 0.03 5.20 12.54 4.33 11.67 4.67 12.02 7.85 15.20 8.64 15.99
Count 15% 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Acres 15% 3.72 4.39 3.31 3.25 0.98 0.98 0 1.52 0 1.52 0 1.52 0 1.52 0 1.52

Category Weighted Score 20%

Land Use
Single-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) Count 15% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) Count 7.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2
Single-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) Count 2.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 8 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 4
Multi-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) Count 12% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Multi-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) Count 6% 0 0 0 0 0 0 248 188 176 116 176 116 176 116 176 116
Multi-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) Count 2% 0 0 0 0 0 0 62 62 72 72 72 72 72 72 72 72

Commercial and Office Zoning designation crossed by ROW Acres 10% 8.6 7.9 7.6 5.9 5.5 4.7 9.0 13.4 7.2 11.5 7.2 11.5 8.9 13.3 9.1 13.4
Acres 5% 5.6 4.8 5.6 4.8 1.9 2.9 5.2 9.2 5.2 9.2 5.2 9.2 5.2 9.2 5.2 9.2
Acres 10% 9.0 12.2 7.9 10.2 7.4 7.5 8.4 12.4 6.5 10.5 7.1 11.0 7.1 11.0 8.9 12.8
Count 15% 21 16 21 15 13 13 13 11 10 8 8 6 11 9 9 7
Acres 15% 14.3 12.8 13.2 10.7 7.4 7.6 16.3 23.4 14.4 21.5 14.4 21.6 16.2 23.3 16.3 23.5

Category Weighted Score 40%

Engineering
Linear Feet 15% 7,321  6,387  7,159  5,598  3,872  3,958  7,219  10,764  6,360  9,905  6,385  9,930  7,346  10,891  7,453  10,998  

Number of I-71/75 crossings (weighted 66%) Count 16.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Number of Highway or Road Crossings, not including I-71/75 Count 8.5% 8 7 6 5 7 7 4 3 4 3 3 2 4 3 4 3
Between 3 and 30 degrees (weighted 34%) Count 8.5% 9 6 8 5 2 6 4 5 2 3 2 3 3 4 2 3
Greater than 30 degrees (weighted 66%) Count 16.5% 9 7 7 5 3 2 6 9 4 7 4 7 6 9 6 9
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within ROW (weighted 66%) Acres 16.5% 2.60 1.56 2.17 1.08 1.11 1.13 2.04 2.22 0.62 0.80 0.64 0.82 0.67 0.85 0.68 0.86
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within 20 feet of ROW (weighted 34%) Acres 8.5% 4.60 2.97 4.30 2.33 2.36 2.15 2.59 2.90 0.96 1.27 1.13 1.43 1.07 1.37 1.15 1.46

Percent 10% 15% 10% 17% 13% 19% 29% 6% 8% 5% 8% 0% 4% 5% 7% 0% 4%
Category Weighted Score 40%

Recreation, Public Facilities, Industrial, and Airport Zoning designation crossed by ROW

Number of Streams Crossed by ROW (NHD) 

Underground Utilities (sewer, 
water), 25% total criteria 
Percent of route less than the standard ROW width available (not including Road crossings)

Planned Development crossed by ROW
Number of Unique Landowners crossed by ROW
New ROW easement required 

Route Length, Linear Feet
Highway or Road Crossings, 
25% total criteria weight
Number of Turn Angles, 25% 
total criteria weight

Single-Family Residences, 
25% total criteria weight

Multi-Family Residences, 20% 
total criteria weight

NWI Wetland Crossed by ROW
FEMA Floodplain Zone, Crossed by ROW
Forested Lands Crossed by ROW
Historic Resources (eligible for NRHP-listing) within 500 feet of ROW
Known Archaeological Sites within 500 feet of ROW

Alternative Route Raw Data
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Appendix B. Quantitative Evaluation
Raw Data Results - E and F Tap Alternative Routes
Turfway Reliability Project

Ecological and Cultural Unit Weight EA EB EC ED EE EF EG EH EI EJ EK EL FA FB FC FD FE FF FG FH FI FJ
Count 15% 3 6 2 5 2 5 3 6 3 6 2 5 4 4 3 7 7 6 5 8 10 7
Acres 17.5% 0.17 0.17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Acres 17.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.14 0.14 0.05 0.05
Acres 20% 5.58 12.93 4.69 12.04 5.04 12.38 7.19 14.53 7.53 14.88 7.98 15.33 5.79 6.14 6.57 13.14 13.49 13.92 8.66 16.00 16.93 14.74
Count 15% 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Acres 15% 0 1.52 0 1.52 0 1.52 0 1.52 0 1.52 0 1.52 0 0 0 1.52 1.52 1.52 0 1.52 0 1.52

Category Weighted Score 20%

Land Use
Single-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) Count 15% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) Count 7.5% 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 1 1 1 3 3 3 1 3 1 4
Single-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) Count 2.5% 5 6 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 17 16
Multi-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) Count 12% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Multi-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) Count 6% 248 188 176 116 176 116 176 116 176 116 176 116 176 176 176 116 116 116 176 116 60 0
Multi-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) Count 2% 62 62 72 72 72 72 72 72 72 72 72 72 142 142 142 142 142 142 142 142 258 70

Commercial and Office Zoning designation crossed by ROW Acres 10% 9.6 13.9 7.6 12.0 7.7 12.0 8.4 12.7 8.4 12.8 8.5 12.9 11.7 11.7 11.9 16.1 16.1 16.2 12.6 16.9 23.5 18.3
Acres 5% 5.2 9.2 5.2 9.2 5.2 9.2 5.2 9.2 5.2 9.2 5.2 9.2 5.4 5.4 5.4 9.5 9.5 9.5 5.4 9.5 5.4 9.5
Acres 10% 9.0 12.9 7.0 11.0 7.6 11.5 6.6 10.5 7.1 11.1 8.3 12.3 8.4 9.0 10.2 12.4 13.0 14.1 13.6 17.5 24.5 18.9
Count 15% 14 12 11 9 9 7 11 9 9 7 8 6 14 12 11 12 10 9 10 8 10 8
Acres 15% 16.8 23.9 14.9 22.0 14.9 22.1 15.6 22.8 15.6 22.8 15.8 22.9 19.2 19.2 19.4 26.4 26.4 26.5 20.1 27.2 31.0 28.6

Category Weighted Score 40%

Engineering
Linear Feet 15% 7,445  10,990  6,585  10,130  6,610  10,155  7,103  10,648  7,128  10,673  7,210  10,755  9,255  9,280  9,362  12,800  12,825  12,907  9,778  13,323  13,575  12,966  

Number of I-71/75 crossings (weighted 66%) Count 16.5% 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Number of Highway or Road Crossings, not including I-71/75 Count 8.5% 4 3 4 3 3 2 4 3 3 2 4 3 4 3 4 3 2 3 5 4 4 3
Between 3 and 30 degrees (weighted 34%) Count 8.5% 5 6 2 3 2 3 4 5 3 4 3 4 4 3 3 5 4 4 5 6 5 4
Greater than 30 degrees (weighted 66%) Count 16.5% 6 9 6 9 6 9 4 7 6 9 4 7 5 7 7 8 10 10 5 8 9 12
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within ROW (weighted 66%) Acres 16.5% 2.44 2.62 1.00 1.18 1.02 1.20 0.31 0.49 0.33 0.52 0.32 0.50 0.74 0.76 0.74 0.92 0.94 0.92 0.62 0.80 0.65 0.83
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within 20 feet of ROW (weighted 34%) Acres 8.5% 3.02 3.33 1.38 1.69 1.55 1.86 0.65 0.96 0.82 1.13 0.73 1.04 1.70 1.87 1.78 2.01 2.18 2.09 1.21 1.52 0.97 1.28

Percent 10% 6% 8% 5% 7% 0% 4% 5% 7% 0% 4% 0% 4% 7% 3% 3% 8% 6% 6% 1% 4% 1% 4%
Category Weighted Score 40%

Recreation, Public Facilities, Industrial, and Airport Zoning designation crossed by ROW

Number of Streams Crossed by ROW (NHD) 

Underground Utilities (sewer, 
water), 25% total criteria 
Percent of route less than the standard ROW width available (not including Road crossings)

Planned Development crossed by ROW
Number of Unique Landowners crossed by ROW
New ROW easement required 

Route Length, Linear Feet
Highway or Road Crossings, 
25% total criteria weight
Number of Turn Angles, 25% 
total criteria weight

Single-Family Residences, 
25% total criteria weight

Multi-Family Residences, 20% 
total criteria weight

NWI Wetland Crossed by ROW
FEMA Floodplain Zone, Crossed by ROW
Forested Lands Crossed by ROW
Historic Resources (eligible for NRHP-listing) within 500 feet of ROW
Known Archaeological Sites within 500 feet of ROW

Alternative Route Raw Data
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Appendix B. Quantitative Evaluation
Normalized Data Results - A and B Tap Alternative Routes
Turfway Reliability Project

Ecological and Cultural Weight AA AB AC AD AE AF AG AH AI AJ AK BA BB BC BD BE BF BG BH BI BJ BK
15% 0.30 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.20 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.20 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.20 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.20 0.10 0.20

17.5% 0.17 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.18 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
17.5% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
20% 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01
15% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
15% 0.73 0.17 0.33 0.37 0.37 0.26 0.41 0.46 0.46 0.80 0.80 0.73 0.17 0.33 0.37 0.37 0.26 0.41 0.46 0.46 0.80 0.80

Land Use
Single-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) 15% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Single-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) 7.5% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Single-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) 2.5% 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18
Multi-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) 12% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Multi-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) 6% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Multi-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) 2% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Commercial and Office Zoning designation crossed by ROW 10% 0.25 0.31 0.36 0.46 0.42 0.38 0.35 0.44 0.40 0.49 0.45 0.31 0.25 0.30 0.40 0.36 0.32 0.29 0.38 0.35 0.43 0.39
5% 0.77 0.59 0.51 0.20 0.30 0.59 0.51 0.20 0.30 0.20 0.30 0.77 0.59 0.51 0.20 0.30 0.59 0.51 0.20 0.30 0.20 0.30

10% 0.14 0.21 0.36 0.35 0.35 0.33 0.46 0.45 0.45 0.49 0.50 0.21 0.21 0.35 0.34 0.35 0.32 0.45 0.44 0.44 0.49 0.49
15% 0.95 0.81 0.71 0.81 0.81 0.90 0.67 0.76 0.76 0.86 0.86 1.00 0.81 0.71 0.81 0.81 0.90 0.67 0.76 0.76 0.86 0.86
15% 0.42 0.42 0.43 0.41 0.41 0.47 0.42 0.39 0.40 0.43 0.43 0.47 0.37 0.39 0.36 0.37 0.42 0.37 0.35 0.35 0.39 0.39

Engineering
15% 0.50 0.53 0.55 0.53 0.54 0.60 0.53 0.52 0.52 0.53 0.53 0.56 0.46 0.48 0.47 0.48 0.53 0.46 0.45 0.46 0.46 0.47

Number of I-71/75 crossings (weighted 66%) 16.5% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Number of Highway or Road Crossings, not including I-71/75 8.5% 0.56 0.44 0.56 0.78 0.78 0.67 0.56 0.78 0.78 1.00 1.00 0.56 0.44 0.56 0.78 0.78 0.67 0.56 0.78 0.78 1.00 1.00
Between 3 and 30 degrees (weighted 34%) 8.5% 0.43 0.71 0.57 0.36 0.64 1.00 0.79 0.57 0.86 0.50 0.79 0.50 0.57 0.43 0.21 0.50 0.86 0.64 0.43 0.71 0.36 0.64
Greater than 30 degrees (weighted 66%) 16.5% 0.42 0.92 0.75 0.75 0.67 0.92 0.75 0.75 0.67 0.75 0.67 0.58 0.75 0.58 0.58 0.50 0.75 0.58 0.58 0.50 0.58 0.50
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within ROW (weighted 66%) 16.5% 0.81 0.84 0.66 0.68 0.68 1.00 0.61 0.63 0.64 0.74 0.75 0.83 0.78 0.60 0.62 0.63 0.94 0.55 0.57 0.58 0.68 0.69
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within 20 feet of ROW (weighted 34%) 8.5% 0.75 0.82 0.78 0.82 0.77 1.00 0.68 0.72 0.68 0.83 0.79 0.82 0.71 0.66 0.70 0.66 0.88 0.57 0.60 0.56 0.71 0.67

10% 0.51 0.38 0.14 0.17 0.35 0.34 0.14 0.17 0.36 0.20 0.39 0.32 0.27 0.00 0.03 0.24 0.24 0.00 0.03 0.25 0.07 0.28

Recreation, Public Facilities, Industrial, and Airport Zoning designation crossed by ROW

Number of Streams Crossed by ROW (NHD) 

Underground Utilities (sewer, 
water), 25% total criteria 
Percent of route less than the standard ROW width available (not including Road crossings)

Planned Development crossed by ROW
Number of Unique Landowners crossed by ROW
New ROW easement required 

Route Length, Linear Feet
Highway or Road Crossings, 
25% total criteria weight
Number of Turn Angles, 25% 
total criteria weight

Single-Family Residences, 
25% total criteria weight

Multi-Family Residences, 20% 
total criteria weight

NWI Wetland Crossed by ROW
FEMA Floodplain Zone, Crossed by ROW
Forested Lands Crossed by ROW
Historic Resources (eligible for NRHP-listing) within 500 feet of ROW
Known Archaeological Sites within 500 feet of ROW

Alternative Route Normalized Score
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Appendix B. Quantitative Evaluation
Normalized Data Results - C and D Tap Alternative Routes
Turfway Reliability Project

Ecological and Cultural Weight CA CB CC CD CE CF DA DB DC DD DE DF DG DH DI DJ
15% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.30 0.60 0.20 0.50 0.20 0.50 0.30 0.60 0.20 0.50

17.5% 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.96 0.96 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
17.5% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
20% 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.31 0.74 0.26 0.69 0.28 0.71 0.46 0.90 0.51 0.94
15% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
15% 0.85 1.00 0.75 0.74 0.22 0.22 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.35

Land Use
Single-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) 15% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Single-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) 7.5% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.50
Single-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) 2.5% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.41 0.47 0.18 0.24 0.18 0.24 0.18 0.24 0.18 0.24
Multi-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) 12% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Multi-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) 6% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.76 0.71 0.47 0.71 0.47 0.71 0.47 0.71 0.47
Multi-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) 2% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.24 0.24 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28

Commercial and Office Zoning designation crossed by ROW 10% 0.37 0.34 0.32 0.25 0.24 0.20 0.39 0.57 0.31 0.49 0.31 0.49 0.38 0.57 0.39 0.57
5% 0.59 0.51 0.59 0.51 0.20 0.30 0.55 0.98 0.55 0.98 0.55 0.98 0.55 0.98 0.55 0.98

10% 0.37 0.50 0.32 0.41 0.30 0.30 0.34 0.50 0.27 0.43 0.29 0.45 0.29 0.45 0.36 0.52
15% 1.00 0.76 1.00 0.71 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.52 0.48 0.38 0.38 0.29 0.52 0.43 0.43 0.33
15% 0.46 0.41 0.43 0.35 0.24 0.24 0.53 0.76 0.46 0.70 0.47 0.70 0.52 0.75 0.53 0.76

Engineering
15% 0.54 0.47 0.53 0.41 0.29 0.29 0.53 0.79 0.47 0.73 0.47 0.73 0.54 0.80 0.55 0.81

Number of I-71/75 crossings (weighted 66%) 16.5% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Number of Highway or Road Crossings, not including I-71/75 8.5% 0.89 0.78 0.67 0.56 0.78 0.78 0.44 0.33 0.44 0.33 0.33 0.22 0.44 0.33 0.44 0.33
Between 3 and 30 degrees (weighted 34%) 8.5% 0.64 0.43 0.57 0.36 0.14 0.43 0.29 0.36 0.14 0.21 0.14 0.21 0.21 0.29 0.14 0.21
Greater than 30 degrees (weighted 66%) 16.5% 0.75 0.58 0.58 0.42 0.25 0.17 0.50 0.75 0.33 0.58 0.33 0.58 0.50 0.75 0.50 0.75
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within ROW (weighted 66%) 16.5% 0.96 0.58 0.81 0.40 0.41 0.42 0.76 0.82 0.23 0.30 0.24 0.30 0.25 0.32 0.25 0.32
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within 20 feet of ROW (weighted 34%) 8.5% 0.89 0.58 0.83 0.45 0.46 0.42 0.50 0.56 0.19 0.25 0.22 0.28 0.21 0.27 0.22 0.28

10% 0.53 0.34 0.58 0.43 0.67 1.00 0.22 0.28 0.18 0.26 0.00 0.14 0.17 0.25 0.01 0.14

Recreation, Public Facilities, Industrial, and Airport Zoning designation crossed by ROW

Number of Streams Crossed by ROW (NHD) 

Alternative Route Normalized Score

Underground Utilities (sewer, 
water), 25% total criteria 
Percent of route less than the standard ROW width available (not including Road crossings)

Planned Development crossed by ROW
Number of Unique Landowners crossed by ROW
New ROW easement required 

Route Length, Linear Feet
Highway or Road Crossings, 
25% total criteria weight
Number of Turn Angles, 25% 
total criteria weight

Single-Family Residences, 
25% total criteria weight

Multi-Family Residences, 20% 
total criteria weight

NWI Wetland Crossed by ROW
FEMA Floodplain Zone, Crossed by ROW
Forested Lands Crossed by ROW
Historic Resources (eligible for NRHP-listing) within 500 feet of ROW
Known Archaeological Sites within 500 feet of ROW
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Appendix B. Quantitative Evaluation
Normalized Data Results - E and F Tap Alternative Routes
Turfway Reliability Project

Ecological and Cultural Weight EA EB EC ED EE EF EG EH EI EJ EK EL FA FB FC FD FE FF FG FH FI FJ
15% 0.30 0.60 0.20 0.50 0.20 0.50 0.30 0.60 0.30 0.60 0.20 0.50 0.40 0.40 0.30 0.70 0.70 0.60 0.50 0.80 1.00 0.70

17.5% 0.96 0.96 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
17.5% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.38 1.00 1.00 0.38 0.38
20% 0.33 0.76 0.28 0.71 0.30 0.73 0.42 0.86 0.44 0.88 0.47 0.91 0.34 0.36 0.39 0.78 0.80 0.82 0.51 0.95 1.00 0.87
15% 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
15% 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.35

Land Use
Single-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) 15% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Single-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) 7.5% 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.25 0.75 0.25 1.00
Single-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) 2.5% 0.29 0.35 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.06 1.00 0.94
Multi-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) 12% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Multi-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) 6% 1.00 0.76 0.71 0.47 0.71 0.47 0.71 0.47 0.71 0.47 0.71 0.47 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.47 0.47 0.47 0.71 0.47 0.24 0.00
Multi-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) 2% 0.24 0.24 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 1.00 0.27

Commercial and Office Zoning designation crossed by ROW 10% 0.41 0.59 0.33 0.51 0.33 0.51 0.36 0.54 0.36 0.54 0.36 0.55 0.50 0.50 0.51 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.53 0.72 1.00 0.78
5% 0.55 0.98 0.55 0.98 0.55 0.98 0.55 0.98 0.55 0.98 0.55 0.98 0.57 0.57 0.57 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.57 1.00 0.57 1.00

10% 0.37 0.53 0.29 0.45 0.31 0.47 0.27 0.43 0.29 0.45 0.34 0.50 0.34 0.37 0.42 0.50 0.53 0.58 0.55 0.71 1.00 0.77
15% 0.67 0.57 0.52 0.43 0.43 0.33 0.52 0.43 0.43 0.33 0.38 0.29 0.67 0.57 0.52 0.57 0.48 0.43 0.48 0.38 0.48 0.38
15% 0.54 0.77 0.48 0.71 0.48 0.71 0.50 0.74 0.51 0.74 0.51 0.74 0.62 0.62 0.63 0.85 0.85 0.86 0.65 0.88 1.00 0.92

Engineering
15% 0.55 0.81 0.49 0.75 0.49 0.75 0.52 0.78 0.53 0.79 0.53 0.79 0.68 0.68 0.69 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.72 0.98 1.00 0.96

Number of I-71/75 crossings (weighted 66%) 16.5% 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Number of Highway or Road Crossings, not including I-71/75 8.5% 0.44 0.33 0.44 0.33 0.33 0.22 0.44 0.33 0.33 0.22 0.44 0.33 0.44 0.33 0.44 0.33 0.22 0.33 0.56 0.44 0.44 0.33
Between 3 and 30 degrees (weighted 34%) 8.5% 0.36 0.43 0.14 0.21 0.14 0.21 0.29 0.36 0.21 0.29 0.21 0.29 0.29 0.21 0.21 0.36 0.29 0.29 0.36 0.43 0.36 0.29
Greater than 30 degrees (weighted 66%) 16.5% 0.50 0.75 0.50 0.75 0.50 0.75 0.33 0.58 0.50 0.75 0.33 0.58 0.42 0.58 0.58 0.67 0.83 0.83 0.42 0.67 0.75 1.00
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within ROW (weighted 66%) 16.5% 0.90 0.97 0.37 0.44 0.38 0.44 0.12 0.18 0.12 0.19 0.12 0.18 0.27 0.28 0.28 0.34 0.35 0.34 0.23 0.30 0.24 0.31
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within 20 feet of ROW (weighted 34%) 8.5% 0.59 0.65 0.27 0.33 0.30 0.36 0.13 0.19 0.16 0.22 0.14 0.20 0.33 0.36 0.35 0.39 0.42 0.41 0.23 0.29 0.19 0.25

10% 0.21 0.27 0.18 0.25 0.00 0.14 0.18 0.25 0.01 0.14 0.01 0.14 0.24 0.11 0.11 0.28 0.19 0.19 0.05 0.14 0.03 0.14

Recreation, Public Facilities, Industrial, and Airport Zoning designation crossed by ROW

Number of Streams Crossed by ROW (NHD) 

Alternative Route Normalized Score

Underground Utilities (sewer, 
water), 25% total criteria 
Percent of route less than the standard ROW width available (not including Road crossings)

Planned Development crossed by ROW
Number of Unique Landowners crossed by ROW
New ROW easement required 

Route Length, Linear Feet
Highway or Road Crossings, 
25% total criteria weight
Number of Turn Angles, 25% 
total criteria weight

Single-Family Residences, 
25% total criteria weight

Multi-Family Residences, 20% 
total criteria weight

NWI Wetland Crossed by ROW
FEMA Floodplain Zone, Crossed by ROW
Forested Lands Crossed by ROW
Historic Resources (eligible for NRHP-listing) within 500 feet of ROW
Known Archaeological Sites within 500 feet of ROW
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Appendix B. Quantitative Evaluation
Weighted Score Results - A and B Tap Alternative Routes
Turfway Reliability Project

Ecological and Cultural Unit Weight AA AB AC AD AE AF AG AH AI AJ AK BA BB BC BD BE BF BG BH BI BJ BK
Count 15% 4.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 3.0 1.5 1.5 1.5 3.0 1.5 3.0 4.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 3.0 1.5 1.5 1.5 3.0 1.5 3.0
Acres 17.5% 2.9 17.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 17.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Acres 17.5% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Acres 20% 1.5 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 1.5 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2
Count 15% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Acres 15% 10.9 2.6 4.9 5.6 5.6 3.9 6.2 6.9 6.9 12.1 12.0 10.9 2.6 4.9 5.6 5.6 3.9 6.2 6.9 6.9 12.1 12.0

Ecological and Cultural Cumulative Score 19.9 21.9 6.7 7.2 8.7 23.2 8.0 8.5 10.0 13.8 15.3 20.0 21.8 6.6 7.2 8.7 23.1 7.9 8.5 10.0 13.7 15.2
Ecological and Cultural Category Weighted Score 4.0 4.4 1.3 1.4 1.7 4.6 1.6 1.7 2.0 2.8 3.1 4.0 4.4 1.3 1.4 1.7 4.6 1.6 1.7 2.0 2.7 3.0

Land Use
Single-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) Count 15% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Single-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) Count 7.5% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Single-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) Count 2.5% 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
Multi-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) Count 12% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Multi-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) Count 6% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Multi-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) Count 2% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Commercial and Office Zoning designation crossed by ROW Acres 10% 2.5 3.1 3.6 4.6 4.2 3.8 3.5 4.4 4.0 4.9 4.5 3.1 2.5 3.0 4.0 3.6 3.2 2.9 3.8 3.5 4.3 3.9
Acres 5% 3.9 3.0 2.6 1.0 1.5 3.0 2.6 1.0 1.5 1.0 1.5 3.9 3.0 2.6 1.0 1.5 3.0 2.6 1.0 1.5 1.0 1.5
Acres 10% 1.4 2.1 3.6 3.5 3.5 3.3 4.6 4.5 4.5 4.9 5.0 2.1 2.1 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.2 4.5 4.4 4.4 4.9 4.9
Count 15% 14.3 12.1 10.7 12.1 12.1 13.6 10.0 11.4 11.4 12.9 12.9 15.0 12.1 10.7 12.1 12.1 13.6 10.0 11.4 11.4 12.9 12.9
Acres 15% 6.4 6.3 6.5 6.1 6.2 7.0 6.3 5.9 6.0 6.4 6.5 7.0 5.6 5.8 5.4 5.5 6.3 5.6 5.2 5.3 5.8 5.9

Land Use Cumulative Score 28.8 27.1 27.4 27.7 28.0 31.0 27.3 27.7 27.9 30.6 30.8 31.5 25.8 26.1 26.4 26.7 29.7 26.0 26.4 26.6 29.2 29.5
Land Use Category Weighted Score 11.5 10.8 11.0 11.1 11.2 12.4 10.9 11.1 11.2 12.2 12.3 12.6 10.3 10.4 10.6 10.7 11.9 10.4 10.5 10.6 11.7 11.8

Engineering
Linear Feet 15% 7.5 7.9 8.2 8.0 8.1 9.0 7.9 7.8 7.9 7.9 8.0 8.4 6.9 7.2 7.1 7.2 8.0 7.0 6.8 6.9 7.0 7.0

Number of I-71/75 crossings (weighted 66%) Count 16.5% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Number of Highway or Road Crossings, not including I-71/75 Count 8.5% 4.7 3.8 4.7 6.6 6.6 5.7 4.7 6.6 6.6 8.5 8.5 4.7 3.8 4.7 6.6 6.6 5.7 4.7 6.6 6.6 8.5 8.5
Between 3 and 30 degrees (weighted 34%) Count 8.5% 3.6 6.1 4.9 3.0 5.5 8.5 6.7 4.9 7.3 4.3 6.7 4.3 4.9 3.6 1.8 4.3 7.3 5.5 3.6 6.1 3.0 5.5
Greater than 30 degrees (weighted 66%) Count 16.5% 6.9 15.1 12.4 12.4 11.0 15.1 12.4 12.4 11.0 12.4 11.0 9.6 12.4 9.6 9.6 8.3 12.4 9.6 9.6 8.3 9.6 8.3
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within ROW (weighted 66%) Acres 16.5% 13.4 13.8 10.9 11.2 11.3 16.5 10.1 10.4 10.6 12.2 12.3 13.7 12.8 9.9 10.2 10.3 15.5 9.1 9.4 9.6 11.2 11.4
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within 20 feet of ROW (weighted 34%) Acres 8.5% 6.4 7.0 6.6 6.9 6.6 8.5 5.8 6.1 5.8 7.0 6.7 7.0 6.0 5.6 5.9 5.6 7.5 4.8 5.1 4.8 6.0 5.7

Percent 10% 5.1 3.8 1.4 1.7 3.5 3.4 1.4 1.7 3.6 2.0 3.9 3.2 2.7 0.0 0.3 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.3 2.5 0.7 2.8
Engineering Total Score 47.6 57.5 49.0 49.8 52.6 66.6 49.1 49.9 52.7 54.3 57.1 50.9 49.5 40.7 41.5 44.5 58.7 40.7 41.5 44.6 46.1 49.1

Engineering Category Weighted Score 19.0 23.0 19.6 19.9 21.0 26.7 19.6 19.9 21.1 21.7 22.8 20.4 19.8 16.3 16.6 17.8 23.5 16.3 16.6 17.9 18.4 19.6

Total Quantitative Score by Route
AA AB AC AD AE AF AG AH AI AJ AK BA BB BC BD BE BF BG BH BI BJ BK

Total Score 34.55 38.22 31.90 32.46 33.97 43.71 32.16 32.73 34.26 36.71 38.23 36.95 34.47 28.04 28.60 30.21 40.00 28.29 28.85 30.49 32.87 34.49
Rank 29 32 16 21 25 46 18 22 26 30 33 31 27 5 7 11 39 6 8 13 23 28

Alternative Route Weighted Score Results

Single-Family Residences, 
25% total criteria weight

Multi-Family Residences, 20% 
total criteria weight

NWI Wetland Crossed by ROW
FEMA Floodplain Zone, Crossed by ROW
Forested Lands Crossed by ROW
Historic Resources (eligible for NRHP-listing) within 500 feet of ROW
Known Archaeological Sites within 500 feet of ROW

Underground Utilities (sewer, 
water), 25% total criteria 
Percent of route less than the standard ROW width available (not including Road crossings)

Planned Development crossed by ROW
Number of Unique Landowners crossed by ROW
New ROW easement required 

Route Length, Linear Feet
Highway or Road Crossings, 
25% total criteria weight
Number of Turn Angles, 25% 
total criteria weight

Recreation, Public Facilities, Industrial, and Airport Zoning designation crossed by ROW

Number of Streams Crossed by ROW (NHD) 
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Appendix B. Quantitative Evaluation
Weighted Score Results - C and D Tap Alternative Routes
Turfway Reliability Project

Ecological and Cultural Unit Weight CA CB CC CD CE CF DA DB DC DD DE DF DG DH DI DJ
Count 15% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 4.5 9.0 3.0 7.5 3.0 7.5 4.5 9.0 3.0 7.5
Acres 17.5% 17.5 0.0 17.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Acres 17.5% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Acres 20% 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 6.1 14.8 5.1 13.8 5.5 14.2 9.3 18.0 10.2 18.9
Count 15% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Acres 15% 12.7 15.0 11.3 11.1 3.3 3.3 0.0 5.2 0.0 5.2 0.0 5.2 0.0 5.2 0.0 5.2

Ecological and Cultural Cumulative Score 30.7 15.5 29.2 11.4 3.4 4.9 42.4 60.7 8.1 26.5 8.5 26.9 13.8 32.1 13.2 31.6
Ecological and Cultural Category Weighted Score 6.1 3.1 5.8 2.3 0.7 1.0 8.5 12.1 1.6 5.3 1.7 5.4 2.8 6.4 2.6 6.3

Land Use
Single-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) Count 15% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Single-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) Count 7.5% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.0 3.8 0.0 3.8 0.0 3.8 0.0 3.8
Single-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) Count 2.5% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.2 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.6
Multi-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) Count 12% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Multi-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) Count 6% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 4.5 4.3 2.8 4.3 2.8 4.3 2.8 4.3 2.8
Multi-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) Count 2% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6

Commercial and Office Zoning designation crossed by ROW Acres 10% 3.7 3.4 3.2 2.5 2.4 2.0 3.9 5.7 3.1 4.9 3.1 4.9 3.8 5.7 3.9 5.7
Acres 5% 3.0 2.6 3.0 2.6 1.0 1.5 2.7 4.9 2.7 4.9 2.7 4.9 2.7 4.9 2.7 4.9
Acres 10% 3.7 5.0 3.2 4.1 3.0 3.0 3.4 5.0 2.7 4.3 2.9 4.5 2.9 4.5 3.6 5.2
Count 15% 15.0 11.4 15.0 10.7 9.3 9.3 9.3 7.9 7.1 5.7 5.7 4.3 7.9 6.4 6.4 5.0
Acres 15% 6.9 6.2 6.4 5.2 3.6 3.7 7.9 11.3 7.0 10.4 7.0 10.4 7.8 11.3 7.9 11.4

Land Use Cumulative Score 32.2 28.5 30.8 25.1 19.3 19.5 34.7 44.8 27.8 37.9 26.7 36.7 30.4 40.5 29.8 39.9
Land Use Category Weighted Score 12.9 11.4 12.3 10.0 7.7 7.8 13.9 17.9 11.1 15.2 10.7 14.7 12.2 16.2 11.9 16.0

Engineering
Linear Feet 15% 8.1 7.1 7.9 6.2 4.3 4.4 8.0 11.9 7.0 10.9 7.1 11.0 8.1 12.0 8.2 12.2

Number of I-71/75 crossings (weighted 66%) Count 16.5% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5
Number of Highway or Road Crossings, not including I-71/75 Count 8.5% 7.6 6.6 5.7 4.7 6.6 6.6 3.8 2.8 3.8 2.8 2.8 1.9 3.8 2.8 3.8 2.8
Between 3 and 30 degrees (weighted 34%) Count 8.5% 5.5 3.6 4.9 3.0 1.2 3.6 2.4 3.0 1.2 1.8 1.2 1.8 1.8 2.4 1.2 1.8
Greater than 30 degrees (weighted 66%) Count 16.5% 12.4 9.6 9.6 6.9 4.1 2.8 8.3 12.4 5.5 9.6 5.5 9.6 8.3 12.4 8.3 12.4
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within ROW (weighted 66%) Acres 16.5% 15.9 9.5 13.3 6.6 6.8 6.9 12.5 13.6 3.8 4.9 3.9 5.0 4.1 5.2 4.1 5.2
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within 20 feet of ROW (weighted 34%) Acres 8.5% 7.6 4.9 7.1 3.8 3.9 3.5 4.3 4.8 1.6 2.1 1.9 2.4 1.8 2.3 1.9 2.4

Percent 10% 5.3 3.4 5.8 4.3 6.7 10.0 2.2 2.8 1.8 2.6 0.0 1.4 1.7 2.5 0.1 1.4
Engineering Total Score 62.3 44.7 54.2 35.6 33.6 37.9 57.9 67.8 41.3 51.3 38.9 49.6 46.1 56.1 44.2 54.7

Engineering Category Weighted Score 24.9 17.9 21.7 14.2 13.5 15.1 23.2 27.1 16.5 20.5 15.5 19.8 18.4 22.4 17.7 21.9

Total Quantitative Score by Route
CA CB CC CD CE CF DA DB DC DD DE DF DG DH DI DJ

Total Score 43.92 32.39 39.86 26.56 21.83 23.92 45.53 57.19 29.25 40.98 27.91 39.91 33.35 45.06 32.23 44.15
Rank 48 20 37 3 1 2 51 59 10 40 4 38 24 50 19 49

Alternative Route Weighted Score

Single-Family Residences, 
25% total criteria weight

Multi-Family Residences, 20% 
total criteria weight

NWI Wetland Crossed by ROW
FEMA Floodplain Zone, Crossed by ROW
Forested Lands Crossed by ROW
Historic Resources (eligible for NRHP-listing) within 500 feet of ROW
Known Archaeological Sites within 500 feet of ROW

Underground Utilities (sewer, 
water), 25% total criteria 
Percent of route less than the standard ROW width available (not including Road crossings)

Planned Development crossed by ROW
Number of Unique Landowners crossed by ROW
New ROW easement required 

Route Length, Linear Feet
Highway or Road Crossings, 
25% total criteria weight
Number of Turn Angles, 25% 
total criteria weight

Recreation, Public Facilities, Industrial, and Airport Zoning designation crossed by ROW

Number of Streams Crossed by ROW (NHD) 

KyPSC Case No. 2025-00228 
Exhibit 2 

Page 64 of 65



Appendix B. Quantitative Evaluation
Weighted Score Results - E and F Tap Alternative Routes
Turfway Reliability Project

Ecological and Cultural Unit Weight EA EB EC ED EE EF EG EH EI EJ EK EL FA FB FC FD FE FF FG FH FI FJ
Count 15% 4.5 9.0 3.0 7.5 3.0 7.5 4.5 9.0 4.5 9.0 3.0 7.5 6.0 6.0 4.5 10.5 10.5 9.0 7.5 12.0 15.0 10.5
Acres 17.5% 16.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Acres 17.5% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.6 17.5 17.5 6.6 6.6
Acres 20% 6.6 15.3 5.5 14.2 6.0 14.6 8.5 17.2 8.9 17.6 9.4 18.1 6.8 7.3 7.8 15.5 15.9 16.4 10.2 18.9 20.0 17.4
Count 15% 15.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Acres 15% 0.0 5.2 0.0 5.2 0.0 5.2 0.0 5.2 0.0 5.2 0.0 5.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.2 5.2 5.2 0.0 5.2 0.0 5.2

Ecological and Cultural Cumulative Score 42.8 61.2 8.5 26.9 9.0 27.3 13.0 31.4 13.4 31.8 12.4 30.8 19.4 19.8 18.8 37.8 38.2 37.2 35.2 53.6 41.6 39.7
Ecological and Cultural Category Weighted Score 8.6 12.2 1.7 5.4 1.8 5.5 2.6 6.3 2.7 6.4 2.5 6.2 3.9 4.0 3.8 7.6 7.6 7.4 7.0 10.7 8.3 7.9

Land Use
Single-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) Count 15% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Single-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) Count 7.5% 0.0 3.8 0.0 3.8 0.0 3.8 0.0 3.8 0.0 3.8 0.0 3.8 1.9 1.9 1.9 5.6 5.6 5.6 1.9 5.6 1.9 7.5
Single-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) Count 2.5% 0.7 0.9 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 2.5 2.4
Multi-Family Residences within 50 ft of ROW (weighted 60%) Count 12% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Multi-Family Residences 50 to 200 ft away from ROW (weighted 30%) Count 6% 6.0 4.5 4.3 2.8 4.3 2.8 4.3 2.8 4.3 2.8 4.3 2.8 4.3 4.3 4.3 2.8 2.8 2.8 4.3 2.8 1.5 0.0
Multi-Family Residences 200 to 500 ft away from ROW (weighted 10%) Count 2% 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 2.0 0.5

Commercial and Office Zoning designation crossed by ROW Acres 10% 4.1 5.9 3.3 5.1 3.3 5.1 3.6 5.4 3.6 5.4 3.6 5.5 5.0 5.0 5.1 6.9 6.9 6.9 5.3 7.2 10.0 7.8
Acres 5% 2.8 4.9 2.8 4.9 2.8 4.9 2.8 4.9 2.8 4.9 2.8 4.9 2.9 2.9 2.9 5.0 5.0 5.0 2.9 5.0 2.9 5.0
Acres 10% 3.7 5.3 2.9 4.5 3.1 4.7 2.7 4.3 2.9 4.5 3.4 5.0 3.4 3.7 4.2 5.0 5.3 5.8 5.5 7.1 10.0 7.7
Count 15% 10.0 8.6 7.9 6.4 6.4 5.0 7.9 6.4 6.4 5.0 5.7 4.3 10.0 8.6 7.9 8.6 7.1 6.4 7.1 5.7 7.1 5.7
Acres 15% 8.1 11.6 7.2 10.7 7.2 10.7 7.6 11.0 7.6 11.0 7.6 11.1 9.3 9.3 9.4 12.8 12.8 12.8 9.7 13.2 15.0 13.8

Land Use Cumulative Score 35.8 45.9 28.8 38.8 27.6 37.7 29.3 39.3 28.1 38.2 28.0 38.0 37.9 36.7 36.6 47.9 46.8 46.6 37.8 47.9 52.8 50.5
Land Use Category Weighted Score 14.3 18.4 11.5 15.5 11.0 15.1 11.7 15.7 11.2 15.3 11.2 15.2 15.1 14.7 14.6 19.2 18.7 18.7 15.1 19.2 21.1 20.2

Engineering
Linear Feet 15% 8.2 12.1 7.3 11.2 7.3 11.2 7.8 11.8 7.9 11.8 8.0 11.9 10.2 10.3 10.3 14.1 14.2 14.3 10.8 14.7 15.0 14.3

Number of I-71/75 crossings (weighted 66%) Count 16.5% 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5
Number of Highway or Road Crossings, not including I-71/75 Count 8.5% 3.8 2.8 3.8 2.8 2.8 1.9 3.8 2.8 2.8 1.9 3.8 2.8 3.8 2.8 3.8 2.8 1.9 2.8 4.7 3.8 3.8 2.8
Between 3 and 30 degrees (weighted 34%) Count 8.5% 3.0 3.6 1.2 1.8 1.2 1.8 2.4 3.0 1.8 2.4 1.8 2.4 2.4 1.8 1.8 3.0 2.4 2.4 3.0 3.6 3.0 2.4
Greater than 30 degrees (weighted 66%) Count 16.5% 8.3 12.4 8.3 12.4 8.3 12.4 5.5 9.6 8.3 12.4 5.5 9.6 6.9 9.6 9.6 11.0 13.8 13.8 6.9 11.0 12.4 16.5
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within ROW (weighted 66%) Acres 16.5% 14.9 16.0 6.1 7.2 6.2 7.3 1.9 3.0 2.0 3.2 1.9 3.0 4.5 4.7 4.6 5.6 5.8 5.7 3.8 4.9 4.0 5.1
Underground Utility 20 foot buffer within 20 feet of ROW (weighted 34%) Acres 8.5% 5.0 5.5 2.3 2.8 2.6 3.1 1.1 1.6 1.4 1.9 1.2 1.7 2.8 3.1 2.9 3.3 3.6 3.4 2.0 2.5 1.6 2.1

Percent 10% 2.1 2.7 1.8 2.5 0.0 1.4 1.8 2.5 0.1 1.4 0.1 1.4 2.4 1.1 1.1 2.8 1.9 1.9 0.5 1.4 0.3 1.4
Engineering Total Score 61.8 71.7 47.2 57.3 44.9 55.6 40.8 50.9 40.8 51.4 38.9 49.4 49.6 49.9 50.7 59.3 60.0 60.8 48.2 58.5 56.6 61.2

Engineering Category Weighted Score 24.7 28.7 18.9 22.9 18.0 22.2 16.3 20.4 16.3 20.6 15.5 19.8 19.8 20.0 20.3 23.7 24.0 24.3 19.3 23.4 22.6 24.5

Total Quantitative Score by Route
EA EB EC ED EE EF EG EH EI EJ EK EL FA FB FC FD FE FF FG FH FI FJ

Total Score 47.63 59.29 32.09 43.82 30.78 42.76 30.64 42.35 30.24 42.17 29.22 41.15 38.85 38.60 38.66 50.45 50.34 50.40 41.47 53.27 52.09 52.61
Rank 52 60 17 47 15 45 14 44 12 43 9 41 36 34 35 55 53 54 42 58 56 57

Alternative Route Weighted Score

Single-Family Residences, 
25% total criteria weight

Multi-Family Residences, 20% 
total criteria weight

NWI Wetland Crossed by ROW
FEMA Floodplain Zone, Crossed by ROW
Forested Lands Crossed by ROW
Historic Resources (eligible for NRHP-listing) within 500 feet of ROW
Known Archaeological Sites within 500 feet of ROW

Underground Utilities (sewer, 
water), 25% total criteria 
Percent of route less than the standard ROW width available (not including Road crossings)

Planned Development crossed by ROW
Number of Unique Landowners crossed by ROW
New ROW easement required 

Route Length, Linear Feet
Highway or Road Crossings, 
25% total criteria weight
Number of Turn Angles, 25% 
total criteria weight

Recreation, Public Facilities, Industrial, and Airport Zoning designation crossed by ROW

Number of Streams Crossed by ROW (NHD) 
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STATE OF KENTUCKY 

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN 

NOTARIZED PROOF OF PUBLICATION 

Before me, a Notary Public, in and for said County and State, this,....__~­

f\\➔~,...!~-~-· -I _ __,. 2025, came Holly Willard personally known to me, who being 

ft u 
V 
duly sworn, states as follows: that she is the Bookkeeping Assistant of the 

Kentucky Press Service Inc. and that she has personal knowledge of the contents of this 

affidavit; and that the publications included on the attached list published the Legal Notice for 

Duke Energy. 

Signed 

Notary Public .dL J-: ~ 
My commission expires 'J-Jf"- 2/JU 

/<YNP -IJi- /~/1'7 
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KENTUCKY PRESS SERVICE 

List of newspapers running the notice for Duke Energy 
Attached tearsheets provide proof of publication: 

Covington KY Enquirer-? /8 
Falmouth Outlook-7 /8 
LINK nky-7 /18 
Warsaw Gallatin Co. News-7/9 
Williamstown Grant County News-7 /10 

101 Consumer Lane - Frankfort, KY 40601 
(502) 223-8821 FAX (502) 226-3867 

Holly Willard 
Bookkeeping Assistant 

h willard@kypress.com 
www.kypress.com 
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Public Service Announcement

Dealing with 
Extreme Heat

Gallatin County Emergency 
Management Office

Brandon Terrell, Director

Heat kills by pushing 
the human body beyond 
its limits. In extreme heat 
and high humidity, evapo-
ration is slowed and the 
body must work extra 
hard to maintain a normal 
temperature.

Most heat disorders oc-
cur because the victim has 
been overexposed to heat 
or has over-exercised for 
his or her age and physical 
condition. Older adults, 
young children, and those 
who are sick or over-
weight are more likely to 
succumb to extreme heat.

Conditions that can 
induce heat-related ill-
nesses include stagnant 
atmospheric conditions 
and poor air quality. Con-
sequently, people living 
in urban areas may be at 
greater risk from the ef-
fects of a prolonged heat 
wave than those living in 
rural areas. Also, asphalt 
and concrete store heat 
longer and gradually re-
lease heat at night, which 

can produce higher night-
time temperatures known 
as the “urban heat island 
effect.”

Before Extreme Heat
To prepare for extreme 

heat, you should:
Install window air con-

ditioners snugly; insulate 
if necessary. 

Check air-conditioning 
ducts for proper insula-
tion. 

Install temporary win-
dow reflectors (for use 
between windows and 
drapes), such as aluminum 
foil-covered cardboard, to 
reflect heat back outside. 

Weather-strip doors and 
sills to keep cool air in. 

Cover windows that 
receive morning or af-
ternoon sun with drapes, 
shades, awnings, or lou-
vers. (Outdoor awnings 
or louvers can reduce the 
heat that enters a home by 
up to 80 percent.) 

Keep storm windows 
up all year. 

During a Heat 
Emergency

What you should do if 
the weather is extremely 
hot:

Stay indoors as much 
as possible and limit ex-
posure to the sun. 

Stay on the lowest floor 
out of the sunshine if air 
conditioning is not avail-
able. 

Consider spending the 
warmest part of the day in 
public buildings such as 
libraries, schools, movie 
theaters, shopping malls, 
and other community fa-
cilities.

Circulating air can cool 
the body by increasing the 
perspiration rate of evapo-
ration.

Eat well-balanced, 
light, and regular meals. 
Avoid using salt tablets 
unless directed to do so by 
a physician. 

Drink plenty of water. 
Persons who have epi-
lepsy or heart, kidney, or 
liver disease; are on fluid-
restricted diets; or have a 
problem with fluid reten-
tion should consult a doc-
tor before increasing liq-
uid intake.

Limit intake of alcohol-
ic beverages.

Dress in loose-fitting, 
lightweight, and light-col-
ored clothes that cover as 

much skin as possible. 
Protect face and head by 

wearing a wide-brimmed 
hat. 

Check on family, 
friends, and neighbors 
who do not have air con-
ditioning and who spend 
much of their time alone.

Never leave children 
or pets alone in closed ve-
hicles. 

Avoid strenuous work 
during the warmest part 
of the day. Use a buddy 
system when working in 
extreme heat, and take fre-
quent breaks. 

Prolonged drought, 
poor water supply man-
agement, or contamina-
tion of a surface water 
supply source or aquifer 
can cause an emergency 
water shortage. Drought 
can affect vast territorial 
regions and large popula-
tion numbers. 

Drought also creates 
environmental conditions 
that increase the risk of 
other hazards such as fire, 
flash flood, and possible 
landslides and debris flow. 
Conserving water means 
more water available for 
critical needs for every-
one. 
First Aid for Heat-
Induced Illnesses

Extreme heat brings 
with it the possibility of 
heat-induced illnesses. The 
following table lists these 
illnesses, their symptoms, 
and the first aid treatment.

Sunburn	 Skin red-
ness and pain, possible 
swelling, blisters, fever, 
Headaches

Take a shower using 
soap to remove oils that 
may block pores, prevent-
ing the body from cool-
ing naturally. Apply dry, 
sterile dressings to any 
blisters, and get medical 
attention.

Heat Cramps Painful 
spasms, usually in leg and 
abdominal muscles; heavy 
sweating, Get the victim 
to a cooler location.

Lightly stretch and 
gently massage affected 
muscles to relieve spasms. 
Give sips of up to a half 
glass of cool water every 
15 minutes. (Do not give 
liquids with caffeine or 
alcohol.) Discontinue liq-
uids, if victim is nause-
ated.

Heat Exhaustion 
Heavy sweating but skin 
may be cool, pale, or 
flushed. Weak pulse. Nor-
mal body temperature is 
possible, but temperature 
will likely rise. Fainting or 
dizziness, nausea, vomit-
ing, exhaustion, and head-
aches are possible. 	

Get victim to lie down 
in a cool place. Loosen 
or remove clothing. Ap-
ply cool, wet clothes. Fan 
or move victim to air-
conditioned place. Give 
sips of water if victim is 
conscious. Be sure water 
is consumed slowly. Give 
half glass of cool water 
every 15 minutes. Dis-
continue water if victim 
is nauseated. Seek imme-
diate medical attention if 
vomiting occurs.

Heat Stroke (a severe 
medical emergency)-High 
body temperature (105+); 
hot, red, dry skin; rapid, 
weak pulse; and rapid 
shallow breathing. Victim 
will probably not sweat 
unless victim was sweat-
ing from recent strenuous 
activity.  Possible uncon-
sciousness.	

Call 9-1-1 or emer-
gency medical services, 
or get the victim to a hos-
pital immediately. Delay 
can be fatal. Move victim 
to a cooler environment. 
Removing clothing Try 
a cool bath, sponging, or 
wet sheet to reduce body 
temperature. Watch for 
breathing problems. Use 
extreme caution. Use fans 
and air conditioners.

When A Wound
Won’t Heal.

New Hope for your non-healing wound.
Has a wound kept your life at a standstill? At the Wound Care 

Center at St. Elizabeth Grant our medical experts provide you 
with individualized treatment plans that include 
the most advanced wound care therapies 
available today. And our specialized approach 
offers treatments that radically speed the heal-
ing process. Start living again! 

Ask your physician or call us 
at 859-655-1100. 

We’ll treat you well.
Visit our Wound Care Specialist, 

Eric Wood, PA-C

POST FRAME BUILDINGS
•24x24x8, 1-16x7 garage door, 1-3’ door, Concrete 

floor, $12,900
•30x40x10, 1-16x8 garage door, 1-3’ door, Concrete 

floor, $22,900
•40x80x14, 1-16x10 garage door, 1-3’ door, Concrete 

floor, $46,900
• Built on your lot  • 50 yrs. experience • Large selection of 
colors and sizes. • Material packages available.

Gosman Inc.
Madison, Ind • 812-265-5290•www.gosmaninc.com

Continued from Page 1
cate with students, even 
outside of school.

“It interferes with how 
I can protect my own chil-
dren. With this law, I can’t 
legally text my nephew, 
who I took out of town 
with my family this week 
or answer a call from my 
daughter’s best friend, 
when they’re together and 
her phone dies. There are 
countless other examples 
of how this overreaches its 
intended purpose. It also 
affects students who need 
to reach out to their trust-
ed adult for any number of 
reasons. Many school vol-
unteers are affected and 
don’t even know it.” 

There’s a petition circu-
lating that hopes to draw 
attention to problems with 
Senate Bill 181.

The bill was spon-
sored by Senator Lindsey 
Tichenor, R-Smithfield, 

“SB 181 establishes 
clear guidelines for elec-
tronic communication be-
tween school district em-
ployees, volunteers, and 
students, ensuring paren-
tal oversight and prevent-
ing unauthorized commu-
nication that could pose 
risks to student safety,” 
Tichenor said in a March 
news release. “This legis-
lation is about putting our 
children first and ensuring 
they are protected from 
inappropriate or unauthor-
ized communication.”

There have been sev-
eral cases in Kentucky 
where teachers have had 
illegal sexual contact with 

students. 
Several of those cases 

began when teachers com-
municated with students 
privately, via text or phone 
calls.

One instance involved a 
Central Kentucky teacher 
who was accused of sexu-
ally inappropriate behavior 
toward students in Paris 
Independent School Dis-
trict and Jessamine Coun-
ty schools. The teacher 
texted or called a female 
student 1,753 times over 
a year, Education Profes-
sional Standards Board 
records show. 

In a recent question and 
answer bulletin about the 
new communication re-
strictions, the Kentucky 
School Boards Associa-
tion said: “The spirit of 
the bill is one we can all 
agree on: protecting stu-
dents, encouraging more 
parental involvement and 
safeguarding school com-
munications. “

Certified employees 
who are found to have vio-
lated the new law must be 
reported to the Education 
Professional Standards 
Board, which is separately 
required to “promptly in-
vestigate” the allegations 
and take appropriate disci-
plinary action, the KSBA 
said.

Volunteers, who are 
found to have violated the 
new law, will be prohibit-
ed from future school vol-
unteer opportunities.

There is no exception 
for accidental or innocu-
ous communication.

New law
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NOTICE OF PROPOSED ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINE CONSTRUCTION PROJECT 

Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. (Duke Energy Ohio) proposes to construct the Turfway Reliabil ity Project in Boone County, Kentucky. The 
Turfway Reliability Project involves construction of two new 138 kilovolt (kV) transmission lines which will connect the future Turfway 
Substation on Turfway Road to the existing Duke Energy Circuit 23984 Transmission Line along Interstate 71. 

The western transmission line is 1.2 mi les long and starts at the Circuit 23984 Transmission Line north of Interstate 71 near the 
intersection of Spiral Drive and Meijer Drive. It then proceeds north along Meijer Drive and Thoroughbred Blvd, turns west along Spiral Drive, 
and continues north to the future Turfway Substation. The eastern transmission line is 1.3 miles long, beginning at the Circuit 23984 
Transmission Line south of Interstate 71 at Erlanger Lions Club. It then crosses north over Interstate 71 and Houston Road and crosses 
behind Tapestry Turfway and Turfway Park Racing and Gaming before reaching the future Turfway Substation. The new transmission lines 
will be constructed within a new right-of-way varying in width up to 100 feet. 

The proposed construction of the nonregulated electric transmission lines is subject to approval by the Kentucky State Board on 
Electric Generation and Transmission Siting, which may be contacted through the Kentucky Public Service Commission at 211 Sower 
Boulevard, P 0. Box 615, Frankfort, Kentucky 40602-0615 or by phone at (502) 564-3940. 

Duke Energy Ohio is required to file an application with the Kentucky Electric Generation and Transmission Siting Board seeking 
a certificate of construction authorizing the Turfway Reliability Project. The application and other filings in connection with Duke Energy 
Ohio's application may be accessed at http://psc.ky.gov under Case No. 2025-00228 once filed. Project updates and further information may 
also be found on the Company's website: www.duke-energy.com/Turfway 

A map of the proposed electrical transmission lines is shown below. 
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Nanney/Cummings 
Land Division for 
$145,000

• 6/27 — Ricky 
Prather to Sixgen, 
LLC, Lot 6 Nanney/
Cummings Land 
Division for $145,000

• 6/27 — Utha T. 
Simpson and Utha 
Tebelman Simpson to 
Carol J. Simpson-Spaw 
Trustee, Tina F. 
Simpson-Poole Trustee 
and Simpson Family 
Irrevocable Trust, 
Cynthiana Road and 
Coppertown Creek for 
Fee Simple

• 6/28 — Christian 
Conley and Hannah 
Conley to Sherry G. 
Conley, 11.5781 Acres 
Heekin Clarks Creek 
for love and affection 
between the parties

• 6/28 — Katherine 
A. Schneider and 
Kelsey A. Schneider 
to William Edward 
Freeman, Jr. and Laura 
Selene Morado, Lot 212 
Section 6 of Harvesters 
Subdivision for $270,000

• 6/30 — Nancy 
E. Rice Trustee and 
Stamper Family Trust 
to James R. Perry, Lot 
11 Ridgeview Acres 
Subdivision for $55,000

• 6/30 — James 
R. Perry to Joseph 
Tyler Workman, Lot 
11 Ridgeview Acres 
Subdivision for $215,000

• 6/30 — David C. 
Thomas and Darlene 
Thomas to A & J 
Homes, LLC, Lot 
97Maple Ridge Section 
2 for $50,000

• 6/30 — Traci Lynn 
Swanson, Traci Lynn 
Albert and Christopher 
Swanson to Ashley 
McKee, Lot 70 Section 
1 Ashley Estates for 
$245,000

• 6/30 — Davis 
Pointe, LLC to James 
Sebree, Lot 32 Davis 
Point Subdivision for 
$350,000

• 6/30 — Terry 
Edwin Clifton and 
Sherry Clifton to 
Sagarkumar Patel, Lots 
25-26-27-28-29 Section 1 
Noble Hills for $105,000

• 7/1 — Timothy 
A. Yazell and Emily 
D. Yazell to James 
Montgomery, Lot 111 
Eagle Creek Subdivision 
Section 3 for $275,000

• 7/1 — Marshall A. 
Blackburn to Timothy 
Yazell and Emily Yazell, 
Lot Elliston Mt. Zion 
Road for $325,000

• 7/1 — Braden I. 
Phipps to Steven David 
Preston and Holly L. 
Preston, 1 Acre Thomas 
Lane for $176,000

• 7/1 — Donald 
Raymond McDaniel 
Estate and Donald 

McDaniel Estate 
to Timothy James 
Gunning, Lot 7 
Claiborne Estates 
Section 1 for $234,000

• 7/2 — Vanessa Rose 
to Open Door Baptist 
Church, 0.5334 Acres 

Warsaw Road for $18,000
• 7/2 — Terry 

Jackson, James Alvie 
Jackson, POA (Power 
of Attorney) to Deloris 
Mulberry, 0.395 Acre 
Cynthiana Street for 
$60,000

• 7/2 — Varni, Inc. 
to HBD, LLC, 2 Parcels 
Owenton Road for 
$890,896.91

Grant County 
Marriages

• 6/26 — Kylie Sage 

Michelle Troy to Shane 
Mitchell Schultz

• 6/27 — Madison 
Leigh Heinrich to Like 
Todd Herrington

• 7/1 — Kayala May 
Barnes to Scott Edward 
Regensburger

REPORT
FROM PAGE A5
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NOTICE OF PROPOSED ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINE
CONSTRUCTION PROJECT

Duke Energy Ohio,Inc.(Duke Energy Ohio) proposes to construct the Turfway Reliability Project in Boone County, Kentucky. The Turfway
Reliability Project involves construction of two new 138 kilovolt (kV) transmission lines which will connect the future Turfway Substation on
Turfway Road to the existing Duke Energy Circuit 23984 Transmission Line along Interstate 71.

The western transmission line is 1.2 miles long and starts at the Circuit 23984 Transmission Line north of Interstate 71 near the intersection
of Spiral Drive and Meijer Drive. It then proceeds north along Meijer Drive and Thoroughbred Blvd, turns west along Spiral Drive, and continues
north to the future Turfway Substation. The eastern transmission line is 1.3 miles long, beginning at the Circuit 23984 Transmission Line south of
Interstate 71 at Erlanger Lions Club. It then crosses north over Interstate 71and Houston Road and crosses behind Tapestry Turfway and Turfway
Park Racing and Gaming before reaching the future Turfway Substation. The new transmission lines will be constructed within a new right-of-way
varying in width up to 100 feet.

The proposed construction of the nonregulated electric transmission lines is subject to approval by the Kentucky State Board on Electric
Generation and Transmission Siting, which may be contacted through the Kentucky Public Service Commission at 211 Sower Boulevard, P.O.
Box 615, Frankfort, Kentucky 40602-0615 or by phone at (502) 564-3940.

Duke Energy Ohio is required to file an application with the Kentucky Electric Generation and Transmission Siting Board seeking a certificate
of construction authorizing the Turfway Reliability Project. The application and other filings in connection with Duke Energy Ohio’s application
may be accessed at http://psc.ky.gov under Case No. 2025-00228 once filed. Project updates and further information may also be found on the
Company’s website: www.duke-energy.com/Turfway
A map of the proposed electrical transmission lines is shown below.

NOTICE
Duke Energy Kentucky, Inc. (Duke Energy Kentucky or Company) hereby gives notice that, in an application to be filed no later

than July 1, 2025, Duke Energy Kentucky will be seeking approval by the Public Service Commission, Frankfort, Kentucky, of an adjustment
of its Pipeline Modernization Mechanism (Rider PMM) rates and charges proposed to become effective on and after January 1, 2026. The
Commission has docketed this proceeding as Case No. 2025-00229.

DUKE ENERGY KENTUCKY PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES

The present and proposed rates charged in all territories served by Duke Energy Kentucky are as follows:

Residential Service – Rate RS

Present Rates
Rate RS, Residential Service $0.12/ccf
Proposed Rates
Rate RS, Residential Service $0.24/ccf

General Service – Rate GS

Present Rates
Rate GS, General Service $0.03/ccf
Proposed Rates
Rate GS, General Service $0.06/ccf

Firm Transportation Service – Large Rate FT-L

Present Rates
Rate FT-L, Firm Transportation Service – Large $0.00102/ccf
Proposed Rates
Rate FT-L, Firm Transportation Service – Large $0.00190/ccf

Interruptible Transportation – Rate IT

Present Rates
Rate IT, Interruptible Transportation $0.00115/ccf
Proposed Rates
Rate IT, Interruptible Transportation $0.00224/ccf

IMPACT OF PROPOSED RATES

These rates reflect an increase in gas revenues of approximately $16,755,374 for 2026 to Duke Energy Kentucky. The
allocation of this estimated increase among rate classes is as follows:

Rate RS – Residential Service $14,565,782 86.9%
Rate GS – General Service $ 2,095,427 12.5%

Rate FT-L – Firm Transportation Service (Includes DGS) $ 57,136 0.4%
Rate IT – Interruptible Transportation Service $ 37,029 0.2%

The average monthly bill for each customer class to which the proposed rates will apply will increase(decrease) approxi-
mately as follows:

Rate RS – Residential Service $ 6.00 6.32%
Rate GS – General Service $ 11.70 2.07%
Rate FT-L – Firm Transportation Service (Includes DGS) $ 14.52 0.31%
Rate IT – Interruptible Transportation Service $ 98.74 0.92%

The rates contained in this notice are the rates proposed by Duke Energy Kentucky; however, the Commission may order
rates to be charged that differ from the proposed rates contained in this notice. Such action may result in a rate for consum-
ers other than the rates in this notice.

Any corporation, association, body politic or person with a substantial interest in the matter may, by written request within thirty
(30) days after publication of this notice of the proposed rate changes, request leave to intervene; intervention may be granted beyond the
30-day period for good cause shown. Such motion shall be submitted to the Kentucky Public Service Commission, P.O. Box 615, 211 Sower
Boulevard, Frankfort, Kentucky 40602-0615, and shall set forth the grounds for the request including the status and interest of the party. If
the Commission does not receive a written request for intervention within thirty (30) days of the initial publication, the Commission may take
final action on the application.

Intervenors may obtain copies of the application and other filings made by the Company by requesting same through email at
DEKInquiries@duke-energy.com or by telephone at (513) 287-4366. A copy of the application and other filings made by the Company are
available for public inspection through the Commission’s website at http://psc.ky.gov, at the Commission’s office at 211 Sower Boulevard,
Frankfort, Kentucky, Monday through Friday, 8:00 am. to 4:30 p.m., and at the following Company office: Erlanger Ops Center, 1262 Cox
Road, Erlanger, Kentucky 41018. Comments regarding the application may be submitted to the Public Service Commission through its
website, or by mail at the following Commission address.

For further information contact:
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION DUKE ENERGY KENTUCKY
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 1262 COX ROAD
P.O. BOX 615 ERLANGER, KENTUCKY 41018
211 SOWER BOULEVARD (513) 287-4366
FRANKFORT, KENTUCKY 40602-0615
(502) 564-3940

2000 Clayton 16'x70' mobile
home VIN: CWP007345TN,
Jarrod Stewart, 43 Jillian Dr.,
Dry Ridge, KY 41035; 1996
MidAmerican 16'x76' mobile
home VIN: MAKY1621, Tal-
mage Lord, 53 Jessica Lane,
Dry Ridge, KY 41035; 1999
Oakwood 16'x80' mobi le
home VIN: HOTN12C09057,
Charles Goldston & Anna
Smallwood, 57 Jessica Lane,
Dry Ridge, KY 41035; 1998
Giles 16'x70' mobile home
VIN: GI20001, Amber Dawn
Chadwell, 77 Kayla Dr., Dry
Ridge, KY 41035; 1999 Fleet-
wood 14'x60' mobile home
VIN: TNFLW26A82564ST13,
Brenda Stoneburner 16 Jillian
Dr., Dry Ridge, KY 41035;
2002 Clayton 16'x70' mobile
home, VIN: CWP010757TN,
Eugene E. Hisle and Mary
Hisle, 45 Jillian Dr., Dry Ridge,
KY 41035, will be sold to the
highest bidder on Monday, Ju-
ly 21, 2025, at Noon, at 732
Scott Street, Covington, KY
41011 for rent, reasonable
storage charge, clean-up
costs and util it ies. Seller,
Sherman Mobile Home Park,
LLC, reserves the right to bid.

KyPSC Case No. 2025-00228 
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Capitol Update

FRANKFORT — Leg-
islators on the Kentucky 
Housing Task Force 2025 
held their first meeting last 
week, discussing and learn-
ing ways to spur housing 
development opportunities 
in the commonwealth. 

“We’re hoping this in-
terim to talk about some 
real-world things we can 
do in the state of Kentucky, 
be less ideological and 
more practical on what we 
can do,” said Senate Ma-
jority Caucus Chair Robby 
Mills, R-Henderson, who 
is co-chair of the task force.

Wendy Smith, deputy 
executive director of hous-
ing programs at Kentucky 
Housing Corp., testified 
that homeownership can 
be an extremely challeng-
ing goal. 

“We have folks who 
could get approved for 
a loan at… $170,000 to 
buy a home,” she said. 
“There used to be homes 
in Kentucky to buy at that 
amount, and there just ar-
en’t now.”

Last year, KHC 
commissioned a coun-
ty-by-county supply gap 
analysis, and every county 
needs more housing, Smith 
said. It pointed to a gap of 
206,000 units for 2024, 
split nearly equally be-
tween a demand for rentals 
and homes. 

“For rentals, there is a 
greater need for our mod-

erate and low-income 
households to have rental 
options that are affordable. 
For homeownership, it is 
almost evenly spread across 
all the income bands,” 
Smith said. 

Smith said it’s most im-
portant for the task force 
to set its sights on flexi-
ble resources that “move 
the needle” and accelerate 
housing production. She 
highlighted revolving loan 
funds, economic develop-
ment tools for housing and 
employer-assisted housing. 

“I’m here advocating 
for the building industry 
and the building market-
place in Kentucky. Flexi-
ble resources can move the 
market by incentivizing 
public-private partnerships 
that accelerate housing 
production everywhere in 
the state,” she said.

The flexibility of 
state-level funds over feder-
al dollars can’t be overem-
phasized, Smith said.

She pointed to the Indi-
ana Residential Infrastruc-
ture Fund as an ambitious 
housing goal worthy of rep-
lication. The fund provides 
$75 million for low inter-
est, 20-year loans that sup-
port infrastructure projects 
related to rental or home-
ownership development. 
Local governments apply 
for the funding, which can 
be used for installation, re-
placement, upgrades and 
land purchases.  

Sen. Jared Carpenter, 

R-Berea, said affordable 
housing is different for ev-
ery person, and he asks cli-
ents what price range they 
seek when shopping for 
real estate.

“I’m doing a lot right 
now that are what we call 
affordable housing. I live in 
Berea, a really fast-growing 
community,” he said.

When Carpenter start-
ed building houses in a 
development in 2019, they 
were $189,000. However, 
on the Friday before the 
meeting, one of the houses 
sold for $289,000. 

Carpenter said he made 
the same profit on both 
houses even though one 
cost more money. He said 
the costs of materials to 
build houses have increased 
substantially, along with 
the price of lots and infra-
structure such as roads. 

Task Force Co-Chair 
Rep. Susan Witten, R-Lou-
isville, said there’s collective 
acceptance of the housing 
challenges, and the prob-
lems are not going away. 

“The good news is that 
so many of the potential 
solutions that you all talk-
ed about, we’ve already 
talked about. These are in 
motion. We’ve been look-
ing at other states. Our 
goal for this task force is to 
really tee up some of these 
pieces of legislation, vet 
them so that when session 
starts they can go right to 
committee and we can real-
ly get a lot done,” she said. 

Mills and others spon-
sored legislation last year 
to address infrastructure 
costs for developers, but it 
didn’t gain full approval by 
the end of the 2025 legis-
lative session. “You’ll prob-
ably see that coming back 
around,” he said. 

M. Nolan Gray, a Blue-
grass Institute scholar who 
testified on behalf of the 
Bluegrass Institute for Pub-
lic Policy, said he lives in 
California now and doesn’t 
want to see Kentuckians 
face a similar housing cri-
sis. He urged the task force 
to be open to successful 
initiatives that exist in oth-
er states.

“I’m coming to you 
from the future,” Gray said. 
“Decades of strict rules and 
costly mandates gets you to 
a place where California is 
today, where hundreds of 
thousands of people are 
leaving the state, where 
folks who remain have no 
path to home ownership, 
they’re doubling or tripling 
up in apartments. Folks are 
living in tents and cars.”

Rep. Joshua Watkins, 
D-Louisville, said he has a 
local government housing 
background and he’s a real 
estate agent. He noted that 
the supply gap isn’t just an 
urban problem; it’s wide-
spread across the state. 

“It’s a 120-county wide 
problem. I think it’s the 
biggest existential threat 
that the state is facing,” he 
said.

Team Kentucky

FRANKFORT — 
Overall serious crime rates 
in 2024 dropped by nearly 
8% compared to the prior 
year, Gov Andy Beshear an-
nounced last Tuesday.

The governor said this 
builds on the administra-
tion’s recent announce-
ments of Kentucky securing 
another record-low recidi-
vism rate and the third con-
secutive decrease in over-
dose deaths.

“As we build Our New 
Kentucky Home, we’re en-
suring not only that our 
communities are safer, but 
that our people feel safer 
too,” Beshear said. 

“Today’s announcement 
is a testament to our law 
enforcement officers’ com-
mitment to serve and pro-
tect the commonwealth as 
we make our communities 
stronger, our streets safer.”

The 2024 Crime in Ken-
tucky report shows that 
from 2023 to 2024, of the 
23 categories, 17 saw a de-
crease in crimes reported, 
indicating an overall de-
crease of 7.66% in reports 
of serious, Category A 
crime. 

Some of the notable 
data indicates an 11.55% 
decrease in drug/narcotic 
offenses, a 12.7% decrease 
in homicide offenses and a 
13.78% decrease in sex of-
fenses.

“While the Kentucky 
State Police is charged with 
compiling this report each 
year, we could not fulfill 
our mission without the 
support of local, state and 
federal agencies,” Kentucky 
State Police Commissioner 
Philip Burnett Jr. said. 

“It is because of this 
intense collaboration that 
Kentucky and its commu-
nities are safer, and we are 
grateful for their partner-
ship in this effort.”

In February, it was an-
nounced that nearly 70% 
of those released from state 
custody have not returned. 

Following this an-
nouncement, the governor 
established the Team Ken-
tucky Office of Reentry 
Services, which works to 
coordinate reentry services 
across state government 
to ensure everyone leaving 

prison has access to quality 
second chance resources. 

The administration 
also continues to work 
with employers to provide 
good-paying jobs to in-
mates upon their release, 
further reducing the chanc-
es of re-offending.

For three straight years, 
overdose deaths have de-
creased in Kentucky. In 
2024, the commonwealth 
saw 30.2% fewer overdose 
deaths than the year be-
fore thanks to the increased 
availability of naloxone and 
recovery services across the 
state. 

To continue this work, 
four more counties were 
certified as Recovery Ready 
Communities in May for 
their ability to provide ad-
diction and recovery treat-
ment, job services and 
transportation to these ser-
vices, bringing the number 
of certified counties up to 
25.

In April, the governor 
opened the Jody Cash Mul-
tipurpose Training Facility, 
a 42,794-square-foot facil-
ity with a 50-yard, 30-lane 
firing range designed for of-
ficers to learn intensive and 
specialized training that will 
support training all of Ken-
tucky’s law enforcement 
agencies.

On Feb. 28, the 
Beshear-Coleman adminis-
tration welcomed the first 
basic training academy class 
to Western Kentucky. For 
the first time since basic 
training became mandatory 
in 1998, Kentucky is simul-
taneously offering training 
in two locations. 

The administration has 
also awarded more than 
$12 million in grant fund-
ing to assist state and local 
law enforcement agencies 
with enhancing public and 
officer safety, curbing the 
sale of illegal drugs and 
fighting addiction.

The administration has 
awarded more than $149 
million in grant funding 
to victim service agencies 
across the commonwealth. 

The governor has also 
signed legislation to make 
sexual extortion a felony 
and strengthened statutory 
language to include other 
forms of abuse and sexual 
exploitation of minors.

Crime rates decrease 
in the commonwealth

Task force looks to spur housing

Kentucky taps the brakes on speeding
Team Kentucky

FRANKFORT — As 
travel increases this sum-
mer, Kentuckians are en-
couraged to slow down, 
obey posted speed limits 
and help keep everyone on 
the road safe.

Speed limits are not 
merely suggestions; they 
are in place to protect ev-
eryone on the road. 

Driving over the speed 
limit greatly reduces a driv-
er’s ability to react to unex-
pected situations, such as 
stopped traffic, road debris 
or encountering vulnerable 
road users such as highway 
workers, pedestrians, bicy-
clists and motorcyclists.

Speeding and aggressive 
driving are major contrib-
utors to roadway fatalities. 
In fact, approximately one-
third of all traffic fatali-
ties in Kentucky involve a 
speeding or aggressive driv-
er. 

In response, the Ken-
tucky Transportation Cab-
inet’s Office of Highway 
Safety is partnering with 
law enforcement agencies 
statewide to implement the 
“Not So Fast, Kentucky” 
speed awareness campaign 
through July 31.

“We want families to 
have a great time explor-
ing all the beautiful things 
Kentucky has to offer this 
summer,” said Gov. Andy 

Beshear. 
“But to keep everyone 

safe on the road, I’m ask-
ing all Kentuckians to slow 
down, stay focused and be 
patient with each other on 
the road. Together, we can 
prevent crashes and make 
sure everyone gets home 
safely.” 

Funds for the cam-
paign are provided by the 
National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration and 
distributed by KOHS to 
law enforcement agencies 
that applied and were ap-
proved for full-year grants.   

“With the summer con-
struction season under-
way, we’re asking drivers 
to be especially vigilant in 

work zones,” Transporta-
tion Cabinet Secretary Jim 
Gray said. 

Legislation passed last 
year – Senate Bill 107 – in-
creased fines for speeding 
and aggressive driving in 
work zones. 

In addition to fines of 
$500 or more, drivers may 
even have their license re-
voked, depending on the 
violation. These tougher 
consequences are in place 
for a reason. 

Work zones are active 
job sites where workers are 
often feet from traffic. Re-
duced speeds and attentive 
driving help prevent crash-
es and protect everyone on 
the road.

Pump
prices
decrease

GasBuddy

Average gasoline pric-
es in Kentucky have fallen 
9.3 cents per gallon in the 
last week, averaging $2.81 a 
gallon on Monday, accord-
ing to GasBuddy’s survey of 
2,623 stations in Kentucky. 

Prices in Kentucky are 
2.1 cents per gallon higher 
than a month ago and stand 
51.7 cents per gallon lower 
than a year ago. 

The national average 
price of diesel has decreased 
3.2 cents in the last week 
and stands at $3.644 per 
gallon.

According to GasBuddy 
price reports, the cheapest 
station in Kentucky was 
priced at $2.47 a gallon on 
Sunday, while the most ex-
pensive was $3.29 a gallon.

The national average 
price of gasoline has fallen 
5.3 cents per gallon in the 
last week, averaging $3.09. 

The national average 
is down 1.1 cents per gal-
lon from a month ago and 
stands 37.4 cents per gallon 
lower than a year ago, ac-
cording to GasBuddy data.

“Nearly every state saw 
average gas prices decline 
for the second straight week, 
even as the nation celebrat-
ed July 4 with the lowest 
national average for Inde-
pendence Day since 2020,” 
said Patrick De Haan, head 
of petroleum analysis at 
GasBuddy. 
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NOTICE OF PROPOSED ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINE CONSTRUCTION PROJECT 

Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. (Duke Energy Ohio) proposes to construct the Turfway Reliability Project in Boone County, Kentucky. The 
Turfway Reliability Project involves construction of two new 138 kilovolt (kV) transmission lines which will connect the future Turfway 
Substation on Turfway Road to the existing Duke Energy Circuit 23984 Transmission Line along Interstate 71. 

The western transmission line is 1.2 miles long and starts at the Circuit 23984 Transmission Line north of Interstate 71 near the 
intersection of Spiral Drive and Meijer Drive. It then proceeds north along Meijer Drive and Thoroughbred Blvd, turns west along Spiral Drive, 
and continues north to the future Turfway Substation. The eastern transmission line is 1.3 miles long , beginning at the Circuit 23984 
Transmission Line south of Interstate 71 at Erlanger Lions Club. It then crosses north over Interstate 71 and Houston Road and crosses 
behind Tapestry Turfway and Turfway Park Racing and Gaming before reaching the future Turfway Substation . The new transmission lines 
will be constructed within a new right-of-way varying in width up to 100 feet. 

The proposed construction of the nonregulated electric transmission lines is subject to approval by the Kentucky State Board on 
Electric Generation and Transmission Siting , which may be contacted through the Kentucky Public Service Commission at 211 Sower 
Boulevard, P.O . Box 615, Frankfort, Kentucky 40602-0615 or by phone at (502) 564-3940. 

Duke Energy Ohio is required to file an application with the Kentucky Electric Generation and Transmission Siting Board seeking 
a certificate of construction authorizing the Turfway Reliability Project. The application and other filings in connection with Duke Energy 
Ohio's application may be accessed at http://psc.ky.gov under Case No. 2025-00228 once filed . Project updates and further information may 
also be found on the Company's website : www.duke-energy.com/Turfway 

A map of the proposed electrical transmission lines is shown below. 
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NOTICE OF PROPOSED ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINE
CONSTRUCTION PROJECT

Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. (Duke Energy Ohio) proposes to construct the Turfway Reliability
Project in Boone County, Kentucky. The Turfway Reliability Project involves construction of two new
138 kilovolt (kV) transmission lines which will connect the future Turfway Substation on Turfway Road
to the existing Duke Energy Circuit 23984 Transmission Line along Interstate 71.

The western transmission line is 1.2 miles long and starts at the Circuit 23984 Transmission
Line north of Interstate 71 near the intersection of Spiral Drive and Meijer Drive. It then proceeds north
along Meijer Drive and Thoroughbred Blvd, turns west along Spiral Drive, and continues north to the
future Turfway Substation. The eastern transmission line is 1.3 miles long, beginning at the Circuit
23984 Transmission Line south of Interstate 71 at Erlanger Lions Club. It then crosses north over
Interstate 71 and Houston Road and crosses behind Tapestry Turfway and Turfway Park Racing and
Gaming before reaching the future Turfway Substation. The new transmission lines will be constructed
within a new right-of-way varying in width up to 100 feet.

The proposed construction of the nonregulated electric transmission lines is subject to
approval by the Kentucky State Board on Electric Generation and Transmission Siting, which may be
contacted through the Kentucky Public Service Commission at 211 Sower Boulevard, P.O. Box 615,
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602-0615 or by phone at (502) 564-3940.

Duke Energy Ohio is required to file an application with the Kentucky Electric Generation
and Transmission Siting Board seeking a certificate of construction authorizing the Turfway Reliability
Project. The application and other filings in connection with Duke Energy Ohio’s application may be
accessed at http://psc.ky.gov under Case No. 2025-00228 once filed. Project updates and further
information may also be found on the Company’s website: www.duke-energy.com/Turfway

A map of the proposed electrical transmission lines is shown below.

Get 15% off plus up to an additional 25% based on project size and service area. Discount is applied to the regular price of select styles of carpet and
flooring, basic installation, standard padding, and materials. Excludes upgrades, stairs, take-up of permanently affixed flooring, non-standard furniture
moving, other miscellaneous charges, and prior purchases. Product may not be sold separately from installation. Residential installations only. Ends
8/11/2025. Subject to change.
With approved credit. Details at EmpireToday.com/financing.
Installation provided by independent contractors. Licensure at EmpireToday.com. CSLB 1047108 © 2025 Empire Today, LLC
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CAIRO - Israel struck Houthi targets
at threeYemeniports andapowerplant,
the military said early July 7, in its fi�rst
attack on Yemen in nearly a month.

The strikes hit the ports ofHodeidah,
Ras Isa andSalif, aswell as theRasQan-
tibpowerplant on the coast, in response
to repeatedHouthi attacks on Israel, the
military said.

Hours later, Israel said two missiles
were launched from Yemen. Attempts
were made to intercept them, though
the results were still under review. The
Iran-aligned Houthi forces said they
had fi�red missiles and drones at multi-
ple targets in Israel in retaliation for the
strikes on Yemen.

The Israeli ambulance service said it
had not received any calls regarding
missile impacts or casualties following
the launches from Yemen.

Since the start of the war in Gaza in
October 2023, the Houthis have fi�red at
Israel and at shipping in the Red Sea,
disrupting global trade, in what the
group says are acts of solidaritywith the
Palestinians.

Most of the dozens of missiles and
drones fi�red toward Israel have been in-
tercepted or fallen short. Israel has car-
ried out a series of retaliatory strikes.

Israel said its attacks on July 7 also
targeted a ship, the Galaxy Leader,
which was seized by the Houthis in late
2023 and held in Ras Isa port.

“The Houthi terrorist regime’s forces
installed a radar systemon the ship, and
are using it to track vessels in interna-
tional maritime space in order to pro-
mote theHouthi terrorist regime’sactiv-
ities,” the military said.

The Houthi military spokesperson
said the group’s air defenses had re-
sponded to the Israeli attack with “a
large number of domestically produced
surface-to-air missiles.”

Israel’s military told residents to
evacuate the three ports before it
launched its attacks. Residents of Ho-
deidah told Reuters that the strikes on

the power station had knocked out elec-
tricity. There was no immediate infor-
mation on casualties.

The Israeli assault comes hours after
a shipwas attacked off� of Hodeidah and
the ship’s crew abandoned it as it took
on water. No one immediately claimed
responsibility for the attack, but securi-
ty fi�rm Ambrey said the vessel fi�t the
typical profi�le of a Houthi target.

The Houthis, who control northern
Yemen including the capital Sanaa, are
one of the last pro-Iran armed groups
still standing in theMiddle East after Is-
rael severely hurt other allies of Tehran:
Lebanon’s Hezbollah, the Palestinian
militant group Hamas, and Iran itself in
a 12-day air war last month.

Under the direction of leader Abdul
Malik al-Houthi, the group has grown
into an army of tens of thousands of
fi�ghters and acquired armed drones and
ballistic missiles. Saudi Arabia and the
West say the arms come from Iran,
though Tehran denies this.

2 crew injured, 2 missing on vessel

Two crew were injured and two oth-
ers missing on a Liberia-fl�agged bulk

in the Red Sea, one of the world’s busi-
est shipping routes, where Houthi at-
tacks from the end of 2023 through late
2024 had disrupted shipping between
Europe and Asia through the Suez Ca-
nal.

The Houthis launchedmore than 100
attacks on ships in the Red Sea, the Gulf
of Aden and the Bab al-Mandab Strait
that links them, in what they described
as solidarity with the Palestinians after
war erupted in Gaza in 2023. But those
attacks had halted this year, with the
last known to have taken place in De-
cember.

Houthi military spokesperson Yahya
Saree said in a televised statement that
the vessel was targeted on July 6 after
naval forces issued warnings and calls
that were ignored by the ship’s crew. He
said it was struck using two unmanned
boats, fi�ve missiles and three drones.

According to advisories from the
UnitedKingdomMaritimeTradeOpera-
tions and Ambrey, which both monitor
security incidents in the area, the vessel
was fi�rst approached by eight small
boats that opened fi�re and launched
self-propelled grenades. Armed guards
returned fi�re.

It was later struck by four remote-
controlled boats, or Unmanned Surface
Vehicles, and targeted with missiles,
Ambrey said.

“Two of the USVs impacted the port
side of the vessel, damaging the vessel’s
cargo,” it said. UKMTO said the strikes
triggered a fi�re onboard.

Plans for phased hostage release

The U.S.-backed proposal for a 60-
day ceasefi�re between Israel andHamas
envisages a phased release of hostages,
Israeli troop withdrawals from parts of
Gaza and discussions on ending the
confl�ict, an offi�cial familiar with the ne-
gotiations has said.

The plan is subject to approval by
both parties involved in the confl�ict.
U.S., Qatari and Egyptian mediators
havebeenworking to secure agreement.

Ten hostages will be returned along
with the bodies of 18 others held hos-
tage, according to the offi�cial, who
spoke on condition of anonymity.

carrier thatwas attackedwith skiff�s and
drones 49 nautical miles southwest of
Yemen’s Red Sea port of Hodeidah, Brit-
ish maritime security fi�rm Ambrey said
July 7.

Ambrey said the vessel’s engines had
been disabled and it had started to drift.
It did not identify the ship.

A maritime security source had told
Reuters a vessel near Hodeidahwas un-
der drone attack and had issued a may-
day call.

Earlier in the day, Yemen's Iran-
aligned Houthis said that the Magic
Seas, a cargo ship they attacked with
gunfi�re, rockets and explosive-laden re-
mote-controlled boats, had sunk in the
Red Sea, after their fi�rst known attack
on the high seas this year.

All crew were rescued by a passing
merchant vessel and were expected to
arrive in Djibouti later July 7, the ship’s
operator Stem Shipping told Reuters.

The Magic Seas was taking on water
after the attack and remained at risk of
sinking, the company’s representative,
Michael Bodouroglou, said. The ship
had been carrying iron and fertilizer
from China to Turkey.

The attack ended half a year of calm

Houthis retaliate with
missile, drone attacks
REUTERS

People inspect the damage after a reported Israeli strike on a clinic-turned-
shelter on July 7 in the Al-Rimal neighborhood of Gaza City, Gaza Strip.
OMAR AL-QATTAA/AFP VIA GETTY IMAGES

Israel strikes targets in Yemen
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kenton county briefs

Covington mayor 
talks IRS job cuts,

lost revenue for city

Amid a budget crunch after hundreds of 
federal jobs were eliminated in Covington, 
LINK’s media partner, WCPO, sat down 
with Mayor Ron Washington to see where 
his priorities lie for the city’s spending.

LINK nky previously reported (see sto-

ry, page 7) that the city’s budget took a hit 
with the late-June revelation that its sec-
ond-largest employer, the Internal Reve-
nue Service, had cut 750 employees. The 
job cuts are projected to cut the city’s pay-
roll tax revenues by $1.5 million.

Before addressing the impact on the city, 
Washington acknowledged the impact on 
the IRS workers who no longer worked in-
side the Gateway Center. “When you lose 
your job and your ability to provide for your 
family, it’s going to hurt,” he said. “My heart 
goes out to them.”

The $1.5 million lost with the IRS jobs 
comes on top of approximately $4 million 
in payroll taxes the city already is losing out 
on from work-from-home policies. “Work 
from home has hurt the city of Covington 
like many states in the state of Kentucky, 
the way our taxes are structured,” Wash-
ington said.

WCPO asked if the city was trying to do 
anything to entice workers to come back 
and work in person. “Well, we’ve met with 
some employers, and we’ve encouraged 
them and explained to them how this hurts 

the city,” Washington said.

In addition to encouraging existing busi-
nesses to bring workers back in person, 
Washington said the city’s economic devel-
opment team is working to creating addi-
tional jobs to replace lost payroll tax reve-
nue. “We’re putting them on steroids and 
sending them out and shaking every tree 
possible,” he said.

An internal email from the city shared with 
WCPO indicates the city may have to use its 
remaining federal American Rescue Plan 
dollars to fill shortfalls in the 2026 budget 
year. That money will not be available in 
2027.

WCPO asked what would be prioritized if 
cuts to public services were necessary.

“Well, always public safety,” Washington 
said. “That’s what cities are here for, is to 
make sure [of] public safety.”

The mayor said he didn’t expect service 
cuts at this point, but “belt tightening” 
would be necessary.

Covington Mayor Ron Washington said the city 
is looking to encourage job creation. Provided | 
WCPO

The building currently on the land where the 
cultivator hopes to set up shop. Provided | Henke 
Industrial LLC.

 

NOTICE OF PROPOSED ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINE CONSTRUCTION PROJECT 
 

Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. (Duke Energy Ohio) proposes to construct the Turfway Reliability Project in Boone County, Kentucky. The 
Turfway Reliability Project involves construction of two new 138 kilovolt (kV) transmission lines which will connect the future Turfway 
Substation on Turfway Road to the existing Duke Energy Circuit 23984 Transmission Line along Interstate 71.  

The western transmission line is 1.2 miles long and starts at the Circuit 23984 Transmission Line north of Interstate 71 near the 
intersection of Spiral Drive and Meijer Drive. It then proceeds north along Meijer Drive and Thoroughbred Blvd, turns west along Spiral Drive, 
and continues north to the future Turfway Substation. The eastern transmission line is 1.3 miles long, beginning at the Circuit 23984 
Transmission Line south of Interstate 71 at Erlanger Lions Club. It then crosses north over Interstate 71 and Houston Road and crosses 
behind Tapestry Turfway and Turfway Park Racing and Gaming before reaching the future Turfway Substation. The new transmission lines 
will be constructed within a new right-of-way varying in width up to 100 feet. 

The proposed construction of the nonregulated electric transmission lines is subject to approval by the Kentucky State Board on 
Electric Generation and Transmission Siting, which may be contacted through the Kentucky Public Service Commission at 211 Sower 
Boulevard, P.O. Box 615, Frankfort, Kentucky 40602-0615 or by phone at (502) 564-3940.  

Duke Energy Ohio is required to file an application with the Kentucky Electric Generation and Transmission Siting Board seeking 
a certificate of construction authorizing the Turfway Reliability Project. The application and other filings in connection with Duke Energy 
Ohio’s application may be accessed at http://psc.ky.gov under Case No. 2025-00228 once filed. Project updates and further information may 
also be found on the Company’s website: www.duke-energy.com/Turfway  
 
A map of the proposed electrical transmission lines is shown below. 
 

 
 

 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

 
The Public Service Commission of Kentucky issued an order on 
March 13, 2025, scheduling a hearing to be held on August 4, 2025, at 
9 a.m., Eastern Daylight Time, in the Richard Raff Hearing Room at 
the offices of the Public Service Commission located at 211 Sower 
Boulevard in Frankfort, Kentucky, for Case No. 2025-00045.  This is 
an examination of the Electronic Application of Kentucky Utilities 
Company and Louisville Gas and Electric Company for Certificates of 
Public Convenience and Necessity and Site Compatibility Certificates. 
 
This hearing will be streamed live and may be viewed on the PSC 
website, psc.ky.gov.  
 
Public comments may be made at the beginning of the hearing.  
Those wishing to make oral public comments may do so by following 
the instructions listed on the PSC website, psc.ky.gov. 

County recommends
Erlanger zoning change
for cannabis cultivator

The Kenton County Planning Commission 
recommended approving a zoning change 
for a medical cannabis cultivation facility 
off Dixie Highway in Erlanger, sending final 
zoning approval to the city.

The vote came July 8 during a special meet-
ing of the planning commission. The meet-
ing had been rescheduled due to the Inde-
pendence Day holiday.

The property in question covers about 1.26 
acres off Dixie Highway. Access is via a pri-
vate road called Burley Drive just south of 
the railroad; the building itself is behind a 
Speedway.

The property is owned by Jerome Henke, 
founder and president of Henke Industrial. 
The building is still listed as Henke Indus-
trial’s rigging and dispatch center on the 
company’s website, although documents 
presented during the meeting indicate this 
is no longer its primary use.

The building occupies just over 19,000 
square feet and contains two loading docks 
and a mezzanine on a single floor. Site 
plans submitted to county planners prior to 
the meeting indicate plans for 34 off-street 
parking spaces and a new fence, likely to 
remain in compliance with Kentucky law, 
which restricts access to cultivation facili-
ties to workers employed there.

The cultivator is listed as Flower Power 
5390 LLC. The business got its license after 
another medical cannabis business, Blue-
grass LLC, transferred its license to Flower 
Power in May, according to the Kentucky 
Office of Medical Cannabis. The building’s 
size puts it in the state’s Tier 1 cultivator 
category, the smallest category.

Daniel Woodward, representing the cul-
tivator, told the planning commission the 
company had not started doing business 
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< Month Date, Year> 

< Name> 

< Mail Address> 

< Mail City>, < Mail State> < Mail Zip> 

Re: Public comment invited for a project to improve electric service in your area. 

Dear Neighbor, 

Transmission-Public Engagement 
EX552 I 315 Main Street 

Cincinnati, OH 45202 

duke-energy.com 

Meeting ou r customers' energy needs with a reliable, resilient and secure energy grid is a responsibility that we 
take seriously - today and into the future. We're committed to being responsive to customers' needs, providing 

accurate information , and communicating frequently and transparently with the community. 

We have identified a need to upgrade the electric system in Boone County to help improve the reliability of your 

electric service. This Turfway Reliability Project involves the installation of a new substation on Duke Energy 
property at 7650 Turfway Road in Florence, Ky. The new substation will be served from two new 138-kilovolt (kV) 

transmission lines to be built in and out of the new substation , and six lower-voltage distribution lines that will 
serve homes, schools, hospitals and businesses. 

The preferred routing of the transmission lines will undergo easement acquisition, and public comment is invited 
as part of this study to determine the locations of the transmission lines and related equipment. Our goal is to 
minimize impacts to personal property, homes, businesses, the environment and cultural resources. 

You are receiving this letter because you are listed as a property owner within 500 feet of the centerline of one of 

the potential routes under consideration for the Turfway Reliability Project. We invite you to learn more about this 
project at a drop-in, public open house: 

BUILDING A SMARTER ENERGY FUTURE@ 

Turfway Reliability Project In-Person Open House 

Wednesday, Aug. 28 

6-8 p.m. 

Boone County High School Cafeteria 

Commons Area Entrance 

7056 Burlington Pike, Florence, KY 41042 
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You're invited to stop by the open house around your personal or work schedule. Instead of a presentation, you'll 
be able to visit various workstations and speak with subject matter experts to ask questions, as well as provide 
your input to the project. The open house will: 

• Provide information about how a routing study is conducted 

• Provide a review and discussion about the potential routes under consideration 

• Allow your input to become part of the official data collection record 

Comments can be submitted for this study from Aug. 28-Sept. 28, 2024. The public input process provides vital 
feedback for us to use as part of the comprehensive study to identify the future route for these new transmission 
lines. Your input will be considered during the selection of the preferred route for the transmission lines. 

You may want to review the interactive map and visit the virtual open house on our website prior to the in-person 
event at Boone County High School. If you are not able to attend the in-person open house, the website will also 
have materials and the comment form available to landowners in the study area . 

Website: duke-energy.com/Turfway 

Email: MWOhioTransmission@duke-energy.com 

Call: 888.827.5116 

We are committed to communicating with you throughout this process. We appreciate your patience and 
cooperation as we complete this important project to meet the growing energy needs of your community. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Clayton 
Duke Energy Project Manager 

Enclosures 

State Parcel ID: 

000 • 00-00-000 • 00 I 

000. 00-00-000. 00, 

000.00-00-000.00, 

000 • 00-00-000 • 00 I 

000.00-00-000.00, 

000. 00-00-000, 00 I 

000.00-00-000.00, 

000.00-00-000.00, 

BUILDING A SMARTER ENERGY FUTURE ® 

000. 00-00-000. 00, 

000. 00-00-000. 00 , 

000 , 00-00-000 • 00 I 

000.00-00-000.00, 

000, 00-00-000, 00 I 

000. 00-00-000. 00 , 

000, 00-00-000. 00 I 

000. 00-00-000. 00 
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Stakeholder Engagement Schedule 
Date Activity 
June 28, 2024 Duke Energy (DE) Meeting with City of Florence and Boone County 
July 1, 2024 DE Meeting with Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (KYTC) 
July 2, 2024 DE Meeting with Northern KY (NKY) Chamber and BeNKY 
July 3, 2024 DE meeting with State Senator John Schickel, chair of NKY Legislative 

Caucus 
July 3, 2024 DE email to Amazon 
July 3, 2024 DE email to Cincinnati-Northern Kentucky Airport (CVG) 
July 3, 2024 DE email to DHL 
July 3, 2024 DE outreach to St. Elizabeth Hospital 
July 12, 2024 DE meeting with Turfway Park / Churchill Downs 
July 15, 2024 DE meeting with NKY Realtors Association 
July 16, 2024 DE Meeting with Mary Queen of Heaven, Passionist Nuns and St Henry 
July 19, 2024 DE Meeting with NKY Area Development District 
July 25, 2024 DE meeting with City of Florence 
July 26, 2024 DE outreach to State Senator-elect Steve Rawlings 
July 28, 2024 Letters announcing project and invitation to public open house mailed 
Aug 5, 2024 DE meeting with Marydale property owner (Vinings Trace LLC) 
Aug. 14, 2024 Postcard reminders for public open house mailed 
Aug. 28, 2024 In-person public open house at Boone County High School. 30-day 

comment period opens. 
Sept. 6, 2024 DE meeting with CVG 
Sept. 28, 2024 End of public comment period 
Jan. 14, 2025 DE follow up meeting with Marydale property owner (Vinings Trace LLC) 
Jan. 17, 2025 DE follow up meeting with Boone County 
Jan. 17, 2025 DE follow up meeting with City of Florence 
Jan. 23, 2025 DE follow up email to Mary Queen of Heaven, Passionist Nuns and St. 

Henry 
Jan. 24, 2025 DE follow up meeting with Turfway Park / Churchill Downs 
Feb. 11, 2025 DE follow up meeting with NKY Chamber of Commerce and BeNKY 
Feb. 13, 2025 DE follow up meeting with NKY Assoc of Realtors 
Feb. 14, 2025 DE follow up meeting with City of Florence 
Feb. 24, 2025 Property notification letter for surveying mailed to select property owners 
May 15, 2025 DE meeting with property developer for Misc Land LLC 
June 2, 2025 DE follow up meeting with City of Florence 
June 3, 2025 DE follow up meeting with Marydale property owner (Vinings Trace LLC) 
June 24, 2025 DE emailed a copy of route notification letters to Boone County 
June 24, 2025 DE emailed a copy of route notification letter to City of Florence 
June 23, 2025 Preferred route public announcement letters mailed 
July 17, 2025 DE meeting with Applied Industrial Technologies, Inc. (AIT) 
August 13, 2025 DE follow up meeting with AIT 
August 18, 2025 DE follow up meeting with property developer for Misc Land LLC 
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Muth, Ken 

From: Muth, Ken 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Tuesday, September 16, 2025 10:31 AM 

Judge Moore; Matthew Webster 

Turfway Reliability Project 

Attachments: DEO_APP _091625.zip 

Judge Moore and Matthew, we will be filing our PSC application for the Turfway Reliability Project this 
afternoon. 

Pursuant to KRS 278. 714(2)(f), proof of service of a copy of the application upon the chief executive office of each 

county and municipality corporation in which the proposed electric transmission line is to be located, and upon 

the chief officer of each public agency charged with the duty of planning land use in the general area in which the 

line is to be located. 

Duke Energy Ohio has identified you as one of the parties listed above and therefore is providing you with a copy of 

the application for the Turfway Reliability Project. 

Thank you. 

Ken Muth 
Government & Community Relations Manager 
Duke Energy Kentucky 
139 East Fourth Street, 1414, Cincinnati, OH 45202 
c: 859.760.0292 
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Building Trust, Shaping Tomorrow, and Powering Growth 
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Muth, Ken 

From: Muth, Ken 
Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Tuesday, September 16, 2025 10:33 AM 
Dr. Julie Aubuchon; Joshua Hunt 
Turfway Reliability Project

Attachments: DEO_APP _091625.zip 

Mayor Aubuchon and Josh, we will be filing our PSC application for the Turfway Reliability Project this 
afternoon. 

Pursuant to KRS 278. 714(2)(f), proof of service of a copy of the application upon the chief executive office of each 

county and municipality corporation in which the proposed electric transmission line is to be located, and upon 

the chief officer of each public agency charged with the duty of planning land use in the general area in which the 

line is to be located. 

Duke Energy Ohio has identified you as one of the parties listed above and therefore is providing you with a copy of 

the application for the Turfway Reliability Project. 

Thank you. 

Ken Muth 
Government & Community Relations Manager 
Duke Energy Kentucky 
139 East Fourth Street, 1414, Cincinnati, OH 45202 
c: 859.760.0292 
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Muth, Ken 

Tuesday, September 16, 2025 10:35 AM 

Kevin Costello 

Muth, Ken 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Turfway Reliability Project 

DEO_APP _091625.zip 

Kevin, we will be filing our PSC application for the Turfway Reliability Project this afternoon. 

Pursuant to KR$ 278. 714(2)(f), proof of service of a copy of the application upon the chief executive office of each 

county and municipality corporation in which the proposed electric transmission line is to be located, and upon 

the chief officer of each public agency charged with the duty of planning land use in the general area in which the 

line is to be located. 

Duke Energy Ohio has identified you as one of the parties listed above and therefore is providing you with a copy of 

the application for the Turfway Reliability Project. 

Thank you. 

Ken Muth 
Government & Community Relations Manager 
Duke Energy Kentucky 
139 East Fourth Street, 1414, Cincinnati, OH 45202 
c: 859.760.0292 
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