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1 INTRODUCTION 

1. ENMAX Power Corporation (“EPC”) files this reply evidence (“Reply Evidence”) in accordance with 
the timetable established by the Alberta Utilities Commission (“AUC” or “Commission”) in its 
Notice of Hearing dated January 2, 20251 and updated in its Ruling issued on March 12, 2025.2 
Capitalized terms have the same meanings as set out in EPC’s application dated October 31, 
2024.3 

2. EPC provides this Reply Evidence in response to the written evidence submitted by, or on behalf 
of, Winston Heights-Mountview Community Association (“WHMCA”) (filed on behalf of 
individuals granted standing in AUC Proceeding 29583 (“Proceeding”)),4 Royop (North Hill) GP 
Inc. (“Royop”)5 and Jennifer Koppe6 (collectively, the “Interveners”). 

3. Many of the matters raised by the Interveners have been addressed by EPC in the Application 
and in the other evidence it has filed in the Proceeding.7 EPC relies on its prior submissions and 
provides additional clarification and context below. EPC has prepared this reply evidence in 
accordance with the guidance provided in the AUC’s practice note on written rebuttal evidence.8 
In accordance with the AUC’s practice note, EPC has endeavored to not “repeat, confirm, 
reinforce or re-present evidence already given”. 

 
1 Exhibit 29583-X0040, AUC Notice of Hearing, January 2, 2025, EPC Central Calgary Transmission Line Replacement 
Project. 
2 Exhibit 29583-X0150, AUC Ruling on request to amend process schedule and standing for late statements of 
intent to participate. 
3 Exhibit 29583-X0002, EPC Central Calgary Transmission Line Replacement Project Facility Application, October 31, 
2024 (“Application”). 
4 Exhibits 29583-X0175 to 29583-X0185 and Exhibit 29583-X0192 (collectively, “WHMCA Evidence”). 
5 Exhibits 29583-X0167 to 29583-X0174, Exhibit 29583-X0186, Exhibit 29583-X0193 and Exhibit 29583-X0194 
(collectively, “Royop Evidence”). 
6 Exhibit 29583-X0165 (“Koppe Evidence”). 
7 EPC Responses dated February 12, 2025 to AUC Information Requests (Exhibits 29583-X0108 and -X0109); EPC 
Responses dated March 13, 2025 to Information Requests from Jennifer Koppe (Exhibit 29583-X0152-X0154) 
(“Responses to Koppe IRs”), WHMCA (Exhibit 29583-X0155-X0158), (“Response to WHMCA IRs”)Royop IRs 001-005 
(Exhibit 29583-X0159) (“Response to Royop IRs”). 
8 Issued March 26, 2025 at https://media.auc.ab.ca/prd-wp-
uploads/regulatory_documents/Reference/PracticeNote-WrittenRebuttalEvidence.pdf 

https://media.auc.ab.ca/prd-wp-uploads/regulatory_documents/Reference/PracticeNote-WrittenRebuttalEvidence.pdf
https://media.auc.ab.ca/prd-wp-uploads/regulatory_documents/Reference/PracticeNote-WrittenRebuttalEvidence.pdf
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4. EPC has endeavoured to respond to substantive concerns raised by the Interveners, however, 
the fact that EPC has not responded to any specific concern should not be taken as EPC’s 
acceptance of that position.  

5. EPC submits that the evidence on the record of the Proceeding, including this Reply Evidence, 
demonstrates that the Project is required and consistent with criteria the Commission has 
historically considered to reflect the public interest. No party has challenged the need for the 
Project, and the Interveners have instead generally raised concerns about potential impacts 
associated with the Primarily Overhead Route for the 2.83L Extension and expressed a preference 
for the Primarily Underground Route.9 EPC is prepared to construct either alternative presented 
for the 2.83L Extension, in accordance with the AUC’s decision on the Application. 

  

 
9 No Intervener has raised concerns with any aspects of the Project other than the 2.83L Extension. Submissions in 
this Reply Evidence are, therefore, limited to the 2.83L Extension. 
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2 EPC REPLY EVIDENCE 

6. This Reply Evidence is organized to respond to submissions by the Interveners10 regarding the 
following: 

• Response to submissions on asserted visual impacts raised by the Interveners. 

• Response to submissions on asserted development impacts raised by Jennifer 
Koppe and WHMCA. 

• Response to submissions on asserted property value impacts raised by Royop and 
WHMCA. 

• Response to submissions on asserted impacts to Royop commercial interests 
raised by Royop. 

• Response to submissions on Project design and routing raised by WHMCA. 

• Response to submissions on safety raised by WHMCA and Royop. 

• Response to submissions on stakeholder engagement raised by Jennifer Koppe, 
WHMCA and Royop. 

• Response to submissions on social and environmental considerations raised by 
Jennifer Koppe and WHMCA.  

• Response to other submissions raised by Jennifer Koppe and WHMCA. 

2.1 Response to Submissions on Asserted Visual Impacts 

7. The Interveners have raised concerns about potential visual impacts associated with the Primarily 
Overhead Route, including as related to the scope and scale of the transmission structures in the 
residential context. 

8. EPC understands that the change in viewscape associated with the Primarily Overhead Route is 
an issue of concern for stakeholders. It is also EPC’s understanding that concerns about potential 
visual impacts underpin many of the other concerns raised by the Interveners, including potential 
property value impacts and concerns associated with area development. Potential visual impacts 
are one of several factors the AUC may consider and balance in its public interest determination. 

 
10 EPC has collectively addressed issues of overlapping concern raised by the Interveners where appropriate. 
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Stakeholder feedback on visual impacts (and other matters) informed EPC’s decision to include 
the Primarily Underground Route in its Application as an alternative for approval. 

9. In considering the visual impacts of a project, EPC understands that it is important to place the 
changed viewscape in context. EPC recognizes that the Primarily Overhead Route has a higher 
potential for visual impact;11 however, the 2.83L Extension (both the Primarily Overhead and 
Primarily Underground Routes) is located in a densely populated urban setting (which includes 
Highway 1, multi-story construction, distribution lines, street lights, etc.) where changes to the 
viewscape are common. 

10. In the evidence filed by David Capper of Urban Systems Ltd. (“Urban Systems”) on behalf of 
WHMCA, it provided the existing land use designations for the properties along the south side of 
17 Avenue NE along the Primarily Overhead Route.12 The land use designations range in 
allowable maximum height from 16.0 meters or 4 storeys (M-C2) to no height limit (S-CI). As 
noted in the Intervener evidence,13 the community is experiencing development with several 
multi-story development permits in place. Based on this context, EPC is of the view that the 
proposed structure heights, of approximately 22 to 28 meters, are not out of proportion with 
existing and potential future development in the area.  

11. Further, EPC has designed the Primarily Overhead Route with the mitigation of potential visual 
impacts in mind. The use of steel monopole structures ensures that the structure footprint (base) 
and dimensions are minimized. EPC designed the Primarily Overhead Route to maximize span 
lengths (i.e., distance between structures) in order to minimize the number of structures 
required. EPC’s design used as few structures as possible along 17 Avenue NE while balancing 
technical and operational limitations and other stakeholder concerns (including setbacks from 
properties). 

12. EPC understands that certain Interveners have raised concerns about the size and scale of the 
riser structure (N1), which will be located at the southwest corner of Munro Park.14 In both the 

 
11 See Exhibit 29583-X0016 Appendix G-2 – Siting Technical Report, Section 6.5.2.4. 
12 Exhibit 29583-X0185 (“Urban Systems Report”), Appendix C. 
13 See for example Exhibit 29583-X0165 Koppe Evidence PDF 18, Exhibit 29583-X0176; Alex Reed Statement PDF 3-
7; 29583-X0180, DJ Kelly Statement, PDF 3. 
14 See for example, Exhibit 29583-X0165 Koppe Evidence; Exhibit 29583-X0176, Alex Reed Statement. 
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March and August 2024 Project newsletters distributed to stakeholders15, EPC included photos 
of examples of typical structures, including a riser structure. At Attachment A of this Reply 
Evidence, EPC has provided an example of a riser structure that more accurately represents the 
proposed structure for N1, which is smaller in size and scale than shown in the image included in 
the newsletter materials.  

2.2 Response to Submissions on Asserted Development Impacts 

13. The Interveners have raised concerns about potential development impacts associated with the 
Primarily Overhead Route, including: 

• Future development potential16 

• Adherence with municipal planning documents17  

2.2.1 Future Development Potential 

14. The Interveners have raised concerns that the Primarily Overhead Route would impact future 
development potential by affecting inner-city densification, deterring high-quality residential 
development and reducing the attractiveness of the area for future investments.18 In its 
evidence, Urban Systems has made a number of unsupported statements that it says show that 
“the proposed facility will likely present impacts to future development” of some properties.19 
For example, Urban Systems has purported that a setback associated with overhead transmission 
infrastructure will conflict with development and limit density.  

15. Royop (Phase 1) is an existing “in-development” project adjacent to the route that is compatible 
with the Primarily Overhead Route. This demonstrates that multi-story development can be 
compatible with the Primarily Overhead Route.  

 
15 Exhibit 29583-X0017, Appendix H-1 – Stakeholder Newsletter and Project Information Packages #1 and #2.  
16 For example, Exhibit 29583-X0165, Koppe Evidence, PDF 18-19; Exhibit 29583-X0176, Alex Reed Statement. 
17 Exhibit 29583-X0185, Urban Systems Report. 
18 For example, Exhibit 29583-X0165, Koppe Evidence, PDF 18-19, Alex Reed Statement, Exhibit 29583-X0185, 
Urban Systems Report. 
19 Exhibit 29583-X0185, Urban Systems Report, PDF 25. 
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16. EPC has considered all developments that are underway (i.e., that have been granted a 
development permit by the City of Calgary [“City”]) in the design of the Primarily Overhead Route 
and has not identified any conflicts. As discussed in its response to Jennifer Koppe’s Information 
Request,20 EPC reviews proposed development plans as part of the City of Calgary’s development 
permit application process and determines if the proposed development meets the transmission 
line clearance requirements. If the clearance requirements are not met, EPC is willing to work 
with the landowner to try to find a design solution that will meet the clearance requirements.  

17. It is EPC’s understanding that it is the past practice of the Commission to not account for 
developments that are in the conceptual stage or which are speculative in nature, and that the 
Commission instead considers what is approved, or is in the process of obtaining approval, at the 
time of a facility application. That said, where EPC is made aware of conceptual development 
plans, it will make reasonable efforts to work with the developer to understand the potential 
development and find a solution if any conflict is apparent. Both Royop Phase 3 and the 
Ambassador developments are in the conceptual stage (i.e., they do not have development 
permits). EPC worked with the landowner of the Ambassador property to accommodate 
potential conflicts with conceptual designs. EPC notes that while the Royop evidence states that 
Phase 3 is planned as a mixed use building with 90 residential units,21 the documents filed by 
Royop do not appear to reflect this.22 Urban Systems’ evidence states that there are a number of 
parcels that could accommodate development at a ‘zero lot line’ and implies that the Primarily 
Overhead Route would prevent this development.23 EPC believes that this evidence is referring 
to the six parcels between 5 Street NE and 6 Street NE along 17 Avenue NE and notes that none 
of the parcels referred to in Urban Systems’ evidence have development permits or zero lot line 
approvals from the City of Calgary, which ultimately determines development setbacks, 
therefore any loss of development potential is speculative.  

18. In its response to the Commission’s information requests, Urban Systems, on behalf of WHMCA, 
stated that “within this URW area Enmax prohibits buildings, changing the grade of a lot, building 
retaining walls, or planting trees”.24 For the Primarily Overhead Route, EPC will only require a 

 
20 Exhibit 29583-X0152-X0154, Responses to Koppe IRs, PDF 8. 
21 Exhibit 29853-X0167, Royop Evidence, PDF 5, para.17. 
22 Exhibit 29583-X0169, Royop Evidence Attachment 2, PDF 3, 6. 
23 Exhibit 29583-X0185, Urban Systems Report, PDF 23. 
24 Exhibit 29583-X0192, Response to WHMCA-AUC-2025MAY09-002 c). 
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Utility Right of Way (“URW”) through Munro Park (to be obtained from the City of Calgary).25 The 
right of way located on residential property for the Primarily Overhead Route is not a URW. As 
EPC previously provided in its response to EPC-Koppe-2025FEB27-007,26 proposed developments 
in a right of way must comply with the vertical and horizontal clearance requirements to 
powerline conductors specified under the Alberta Electric Utility Code (“AEUC”), but this does 
not necessarily preclude development, including changes of grade, retaining walls or vegetation. 

2.2.2 Municipal Planning Documents 

19. Interveners filed evidence in which they raised concerns that the Primarily Overhead Route 
conflicts with policy directions that are contained within the Municipal Development Plan 
(“MDP”) and the Local Area Plan (“LAP”).27  

20. EPC does not agree with the conclusions in the Urban Systems Report, which are speculative in 
nature and were, in any event, reached without regard to the applicable transmission line 
context, including the need for the Commission to weigh potential impacts to Albertans28. EPC 
understands that municipal planning documents, including the MDP, the LAP, and the Land Use 
Bylaw apply within the Project area; however, the Planning Exemption Regulation, AR 223/2000, 
exempts a transmission facility from the planning and development requirements set out at Part 
17 of the Municipal Government Act.29 Despite the fact that EPC is exempt from the requirements 
of municipal planning and development policies, EPC considers municipal planning policies, and 
their objectives, in its transmission projects and has not identified instances where either of the 
proposed routes conflict with the planning documents referenced. In its consultation with the 
City, EPC received feedback related to planning, including identifying ongoing developments, but 
did not receive any concerns related to the referenced municipal plans. 

21. Maskwa has considered the conclusions in the Urban Systems Report and has prepared a rebuttal 
report which is attached as Attachment B.  

 
25 See Exhibit 29583-X0108, Response to EPC-AUC-2025JAN29-001. 
26 Exhibit 29583-X0152, Responses to Koppe IRs. 
27 Exhibit 29583-X0185, Urban Systems Report. 
28 This would include cost to Alberta ratepayers, improved system performance, reliability, and access.  
29 The MDP, the LAP, and the Land Use Bylaw are all enacted under Part 17 of the MGA. 
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2.3 Response to Submissions on Asserted Property Value Impacts 

22. Evidence regarding asserted property value impacts was prepared by: 

• Avison Young on behalf of Royop30 (“Avison Young Report”), which asserts a 
potential 5% to 10% (or greater) diminution in property values as a result of the 
Primarily Overhead Route (citing to three reports which attempt to quantify the 
impact of high voltage transmission lines on property values of various property 
types31);32and  

• Parry Lagler on behalf of WHMCA33 (“RE/MAX Report”), which asserts that 
purchasers would experience “a savings of approximately 10% on the property 
that is directly advance to the major above ground transmission line.”34  

23. EPC notes that the Commission has long held that potential impacts to property values are 
difficult to quantify and will depend on a number of contextual factors.35 EPC understands that 
the contextual analysis requires that any concern about property value impacts be informed not 
only by specialized expertise but also by evidence that is specific to a proposed project and a 
particular property, rather than general in nature.36 

24. The past approach of the Commission is consistent with the Cited Property Value Reports, which 
confirm that various factors can influence property values. For example, the article entitled 
“Power Lines and Property Values Revisited” notes that “[t]here are a number of intervening 

 
30 Exhibit 29583-X0174, 540 16 Ave NE - Value Impact (‘Avison Young Report’). 
31 Copies of the cited reports can be found at Exhibit 29583-X0194, Royop Answers to All Information Requests 
(collectively, the “Cited Property Value Reports”). 
32 Exhibit 29583-X0174, Avison Young Report, PDF 4. 
33 Exhibit 29583-X0184, WHMCA Evidence, Attachment 9 - Expert Report of Parry Lagler, RE/MAX iRealty 
Innovations (“RE/MAX Report”). 
34 Ibid, PDF 3 . 
35 See for example: Decision 23981-D01-2019: ENMAX Power Corporation – Home Road Transmission Lines 69-
15.62L/21.61L Replacement Project, Proceeding 23981, Applications 23981-A001 and 23981-A002, October 16, 
2019, PDF page 26, page 22, paragraph 122 (“Decision 23981-D01-2019”). See also, Decision 27474-D01-2023: 
ENMAX Power Corporation – Northwest Calgary Transmission Line Relocation Project, Proceeding 27474, 
Application 27474-A001, January 25, 2023, PDF page 10, page 8, paragraph 12 (Decision 27474-D01-2023). 
36 See for example: Decision 23981-D01-2019 at PDF page 24, page 20, paragraph 104; and Decision 27474-D01-
2023 at PDF page 10, page 8, paragraph 34. 
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factors that make generalizations about such influences [i.e., transmission line influences on 
property values] difficult.”37  

25. The Cited Property Value Reports themselves refer to a number of other studies/reports relating 
to potential value impacts of high voltage transmission lines on a variety of property types 
(involving various structure types, powerline capacities and neighbourhood types). EPC notes 
that those studies/reports reach mixed conclusions, with certain of them finding no effect (or 
even a positive effect) on property values associated with high voltage transmission lines. 
Further, regarding the only “apartment” example referenced in the Cited Property Value Reports 
(seemingly the most analogous property to the Munro Development), the cited information 
“indicates that no price discount or diminution in value is attributable to the presence of the high 
voltage transmission lines.”38  

26. The Avison Young conclusion that “High Voltage Transmission lines have a direct impact on 
residential property values when adjacent to residential properties”39 in the range of 5% to 10% 
is not supported by the conclusions reached in the Cited Property Value Reports and is, in fact, 
counter to the findings of many of the referenced studies/reports (which find no resulting 
impacts on property values). There is similarly no support for the conclusions reached in the 
RE/MAX report, which is entirely anecdotal in nature.  

27. The evidence filed by Royop and WHMCA relating to property values is high-level and not the 
result of a detailed site or Project-specific analysis, including real estate appraisal evidence40 or 
a paired sales analysis. EPC is not aware of any site-specific analysis that would support the 
conclusion that there has been, or would be, a material change to property values as a result of 
the Primarily Overhead Route. 

 
37 Exhibit 29583-X0194, Royop Answers to All Information Requests, PDF 4. 
38 The Effects of High Voltage Electric Transmission Lines on Commercial and Industrial Properties, Thomas O. 
Jackson, Jennifer Pitts, Stephanie Norwood (2012), Exhibit 29583-X0194, Royop Answers to All Information 
Requests PDF 25-26.  
39 Exhibit 29583-X0174, Avison Young Report, PDF 4. 
40 While Avison Young provides a “value” for the subject property (see table in Avison Young Report entitled 
“Estimated Impact on Value”, PDF 5), this value appears to reflect of the adoption of the 4.40% “Capitalization 
Rate” noted in the Royop Evidence. EPC does not, therefore, understand the Avison Young Report to constitute a 
property appraisal. 



 

ENMAX Power Corporation 
Proceeding 29583 Central Calgary Transmission Line 

Replacement Project 
Reply Evidence 

 

Page 12 of 29 

2.4 Response to Submissions on Asserted Impacts to Royop Commercial Interests 

28. The Royop Evidence states that as a result of the Primarily Overhead Route, it will be forced to 
reduce assumed “proforma rent” for units facing the transmission line in order to limit time on 
the rental market and facilitate a sale to the REIT.41 EPC understands that Royop has calculated 
the purported reduction in rental rates in two parts,42 which are addressed below. 

29. Royop’s market analysis starts with an assumed reduction in rental rates based on Avison Young’s 
opinion that there will be a 5-10% reduction in property value as result of the transmission line. 
The flaws that are apparent on the face of the Avison Young Report (discussed above) necessarily 
call into question Royop’s reliance on that report in support of its market analysis.  

30. Beyond a reduction in rents that accords with the Avison Young Report, Royop adds a further 
assumed decrease to the assumed proforma rent (resulting in the cited “bottom market rents”43) 
that it says will be required to reach 95% occupancy in a timely manner. Royop’s calculations are 
premised on its market analysis set out in response to AUC IR 1(a) (“Royop Market Analysis”). 
EPC has identified the following gaps in the Royop Market Analysis. 

31. EPC first notes that Royop did not offer any evidence to demonstrate that proforma rents (which 
underpin its value conclusion of “$80,104,000, with a net annual income of $3,524,000”44) are, 
in fact, reflective of the rental rates that could be expected at Phase 1 of the Munro 
Development. While EPC cannot comment on the accuracy of the data, it notes that the monthly 
proforma rent rates noted in Table 2 of the Royop Evidence45 are greater than the market 
average rents reported in a recent Avison Young market publication entitled “Greater Calgary 
Multi-Family Overview” published in Spring 2025.46 Conversely, Royop’s response to AUC IR 1(a) 
suggests that market rents for other properties Royop considers comparable to its Phase 1 
development are largely in line with average rents as determined by the Avison Young Spring 
2025 publication. (EPC notes that these rental rates do not always appear comparable given that 

 
41 See, for example, Exhibit 29583-X0167, Royop Evidence, para. 34. 
42 Exhibit 29583-X0193, Royop Response to AUC IR 1(b). 
43 Exhibit 29583-X0167, Royop Evidence, para. 34. 
44 Ibid, para. 29 
45 Ibid, PDF 8 
46 PDF 3. A copy of this report is attached at Attachment C and can be found at: 
https://www.avisonyoung.ca/documents/d/calgary/spring-2025-calgary-multifamily-overview-final  

https://www.avisonyoung.ca/documents/d/calgary/spring-2025-calgary-multifamily-overview-final
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the cost of utilities are included in some, but not all, of the examples. It is not clear to EPC whether 
the proforma rent for Phase 1 is inclusive of utility costs).  

32. Aside from the lack of evidence to support the starting point proforma rent, the methodology 
used by Royop to arrive at the “bottom market rents”47 also lacks support. This is illustrated by 
the following variation on Table 3 of the Royop Evidence entitled “Affected Units Bottom Market 
Rent” (EPC has added the “% Decrease” column) 48: 

Table 1: Affected Units Bottom Market Rent (Revised) 

 

33. Applying the Royop methodology would result in decreases in proforma rent that range from 
17% to 33%, depending on the unit (with decreases in one-bedroom units ranging from 21% to 
33% and decreases in two bedroom units ranging from 17% to 22%). No evidence or analysis has 
been offered by Royop to explain why one unit would be subject to a greater or lesser rental 
adjustment than another.  

34. In addition to the issues noted above regarding assumed rental rates, EPC notes that Royop 
assumes that any occupancy rate below the 95% threshold for the sale to the REIT will be owing 
exclusively to the presence of the transmission line if the Primarily Overhead Route is approved. 
No site or Project-specific assessment is provided to demonstrate that the transmission line 
would have this effect and any other potential influencing factors on vacancy rates (unrelated to 
the transmission line) are not discussed. Such factors might include, for example:  

• Market conditions: Public information from the Canada Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation (“CMHC”) speaks to current and expected market conditions in 

 
47 Exhibit 29583-X0167, Royop Evidence, para. 34. 
48 % decrease = (proforma rent – affected rent) ÷ (proforma rent) 
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Calgary, including vacancy rates for “newer, typically higher-priced” purpose-built 
rental units (constructed in 2015 or later) of 7.1% in 2024.49 City of Calgary 
Housing Trends information indicates that Calgary rental market vacancy rates are 
forecasted to rise in 2025 and are not expected to drop below 5% until 2027.50 
The CMHC Report further notes that “landlords are prioritizing tenant retention 
due to increased rental supply” and that “[i]ncentives like rent-free months, 
signing bonuses and gift cards for longer leases have come back.”51  

While EPC cannot comment on the accuracy of the above data and information, 
these or other market conditions that could impact vacancy rates (which are 
unrelated to the presence of the transmission line) are missing from the Royop 
Market Analysis. 

Related to the above, EPC notes that the “Vacancy Allowance” of 3% set out in the 
table entitled “Estimated Impact on Value” in the Avison Young Report does not 
align with the vacancy rates reported in its own “Greater Calgary multifamily 
overview” report and is less than half the vacancy rate for “newer, typically higher-
priced” purpose-built rental units (constructed in 2015 or later) reported in the 
CMHC Report. 

• Site-specific conditions: The Royop Market Analysis does not consider site-specific 
conditions (separate and apart from the transmission line) that could impact its 
ability to reach 95% occupancy at the proforma rent. For example, it is possible 
that the phased nature of the Munro Development itself could impact demand 
and rental rates for Phase 1 while demolition and construction associated with the 
other phases is ongoing (e.g., to account for construction impacts such as noise 
and dust). 

 
49 CMHC, Housing Market Information, Market Rental Report, Fall 2024, PDF 23 and 24 (“CMHC Report”). A copy of 
the CMHC Report is attached at Attachment D and can be found online at: https://assets.cmhc-
schl.gc.ca/sites/cmhc/professional/housing-markets-data-and-research/market-reports/rental-market-report/fall-
2024/rental-market-report-fall-2024-en.pdf  
50 Retrieved May 14, 2025 at: https://www.calgary.ca/communities/housing-in-calgary/housing-research/housing-
trends.html  
51 Attachment D, CMHC Report, PDF 24. 

https://assets.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/sites/cmhc/professional/housing-markets-data-and-research/market-reports/rental-market-report/fall-2024/rental-market-report-fall-2024-en.pdf
https://assets.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/sites/cmhc/professional/housing-markets-data-and-research/market-reports/rental-market-report/fall-2024/rental-market-report-fall-2024-en.pdf
https://assets.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/sites/cmhc/professional/housing-markets-data-and-research/market-reports/rental-market-report/fall-2024/rental-market-report-fall-2024-en.pdf
https://www.calgary.ca/communities/housing-in-calgary/housing-research/housing-trends.html
https://www.calgary.ca/communities/housing-in-calgary/housing-research/housing-trends.html
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2.5 Response to Submissions on Project Design and Routing 

35. Interveners have made submissions pertaining to Project design and routing and siting, in relation 
to the following concerns:  

• Location of overhead transmission lines in a residential community 

• Underground portion of the Primarily Overhead Route (west of Edmonton Trail) 

• Royop proximate utility considerations 

• WHMCA request for fully underground configuration 

• Asserted impacts to Munro Park 

2.5.1 Location of Overhead Transmission Lines in Residential Community 

36. The Interveners have raised concerns with the location of the Primarily Overhead Route in a 
residential area.52  

37. For example, Alex Reed states that there is no precedent for a project with a transmission line in 
a residential area comparable to that of 17 Avenue NE 53 and Jennifer Koppe states that the 
Project conflicts with the statement on EPC’s website which says that the transmission system is 
comprised of “high-voltage cable and structures along the edge of a city or throughways such as 
highways”.54 As a general principle, EPC attempts to route its transmission poles along other 
major linear disturbances (i.e., busy roads, transportation utility corridor etc.); however, where 
it cannot, EPC does locate its transmission lines in the compatible areas of other land uses, 
including residential neighbourhoods. This is consistent with the approach outlined in the 
Maskwa Urban Siting Methodology.55  

38. While each transmission line and community is unique, some examples of EPC transmission lines 
of a similar scope and scale to that contemplated for the Primarily Overhead Route that are 
located in residential neighbourhoods are: 

 
52 For example, Exhibit 29583-X0185, Urban Systems Report; Exhibit 29583-X0176, Alex Reed Statement; Exhibit 
29583-X0180, DJ Kelly Statement. 
53 Exhibit 29583-X0176, Alex Reed Statement, PDF 4. 
54 Exhibit 29583-X0165, Koppe Evidence, PDF 11. 
55 Exhibit 29583-X0016, Appendix G-1 – Urban Siting Methodology, Section 2. 
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• Transmission line 3.84L located in Tuxedo Park.  

• Transmission line 2.83L located in Inglewood. 

• Transmission lines 15.60/21.61L located in Montgomery. 

• Transmission line 15.62/16.63L located in Varsity. 

• Transmission line 14.83L located in Ranchlands, Scenic Acres, and Tuscany. 

• Transmission line 11.82L located in Hawkwood, Edgemont, and Huntington Hills. 

39. Jennifer Koppe states that “It is my understanding that EPC is required to bury transmission lines 
in new communities built at the edge of the city.”56 This is not accurate, and EPC conducts the 
same routing and siting process for its transmission lines regardless of the location of the line.  

2.5.2 Underground Portion of the Primarily Overhead Route (West of Edmonton Trail) 

40. The Interveners have raised concerns about perceived inequal treatment by EPC of the 
communities impacted by the Primarily Overhead Route, where EPC is proposing an underground 
alignment west of Edmonton Trail.57  

41. Although the configuration outcomes of the routing and siting assessment differed in the two 
sections of the route (i.e., from ENMAX No. 3 Substation to Edmonton Trail and from Edmonton 
Trail to Moncton Road), EPC applied the same approach to routing criteria across the 2.83L 
Extension.  

42. Contrary to the suggestion in the Urban Systems Report58, the proposal to route the 2.83L 
Extension underground from ENMAX No. 3 Substation to Edmonton Trail is unrelated to “density 
and intensity of land uses”. The decision was instead driven by technical considerations, resulting 

 
56 Exhibit 29583-X0165, Koppe Evidence, PDF 11. 
57 See for example, Exhibit 29583-X0185 Urban Systems Report; witness statements by Alex Reed (Exhibit 29583-
X0176), Kris Dietrich (Exhibit 29583-X0177), Annmarie Erik (Exhibit 29583-X0178), Peter Izzo (Exhibit 29583-X0179), 
DJ Kelly (Exhibit 29583-X0180), Lenard Perozni (Exhibit 29583-X018), Kaol Porter (Exhibit 29583-X0182), King Yip 
(Exhibit 29583-X0183). 
58 Exhibit 29583-X0185, Urban Systems Report, PDF 16. 

• Transmission line 16.61L located in Dalhousie. 

• Transmission line 32.83L located in Deer Run.  

• Transmission line 1.80/20.82L located in Wildwood.  
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from the determination that it was necessary to enter ENMAX No. 3 Substation in an 
underground configuration.  

43. An overhead termination at ENMAX No. 3 Substation would require a substation reconfiguration, 
involving replacement of the existing underground 3.82L termination bay with an overhead 
equivalent. This reconfiguration would be more technically complex and would involve more risk 
to system reliability than an underground termination. The existing overhead lines and/or 
services would need to be re-routed, requiring a complex sequence of outages to facilitate the 
substation modifications and transmission line construction, during which time ENMAX No. 3 
Substation would be radially fed, creating reliability risk. 

44. Having regard to the need to maintain an underground configuration at the substation, it was 
then necessary to consider where a riser structure could be located to transition the line to an 
overhead configuration. The space required to transition the underground cables from the 
concrete duct bank to the riser pole and the physical size of the riser pole was a significant 
physical constraint as there is limited space for this transition within the road right of way without 
encroaching onto the road surface. Other physical constraints in the area (e.g., existing 
development, distribution lines and transmission lines) also informed this consideration. The 
southwest corner of Munro Park was determined to be the first reasonably feasible location for 
the riser structure that would accommodate the size of the structure and transition space 
required. 

2.5.3 Royop Proximate Utility Considerations 

45. Despite the heading “Conflicts with Royop’s Utilities” 59, EPC understands that proximate EPC 
distribution infrastructure60 is a concern to Royop given its assertion that it has taken steps to 
bury other utility infrastructure in the area61; and that Royop perceives unfair treatment whereby 
Royop was required to bury infrastructure on the same right of way on which EPC is permitted 
to site an overhead transmission line.62 

 
59 Exhibit 29583-X0167, Royop Evidence, PDF 10. 
60 Although Royop refers to a transmission line in para. 37 of its Evidence, EPC understands Royop is in fact 
referring to an EPC distribution line. 
61 Exhibit 29583-X0167, Royop Evidence, Para. 38. 
62 Ibid, Para 40. 
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46. On investigation, EPC can confirm that Royop did not pay to put place an existing overhead 
distribution line underground. The cost paid by Royop was the cost to service provide the service 
connection required to meet the needs of the Munro development (service that can provide for 
the Co-Op grocery store, other retail space and 189 residential units).  

47. EPC considered the location of existing utilities (including ENMAX distribution) during routing and 
siting and confirms that there are no structures proposed for the 2.83L Extension (either Primarily 
Overhead Route or Primarily Underground Route) to be placed within the existing right of way 
for the buried distribution utilities that feed the Munro Development.  

2.5.4 WHMCA Request for Fully Underground Configuration 

48. Alex Reed stated that “the WHMCA respectfully requests that the Alberta Utilities Commission 
force ENMAX to redesign and bury the section along 16th Avenue NE from Moncton Road to the 
Power Line 2.83 connection.”63 

49. EPC does not consider an underground configuration from Moncton Road to the 2.83L t-tap 
connection to be a comparable routing alternative. An underground configuration in this area 
would add approximately $15 million to the total project costs (on an order of magnitude basis) 
and there were no considerations (including, for example, technical or environmental 
considerations) that would otherwise suggest that an underground configuration was required 
or appropriate in light of the incremental cost. The Midfield development is the only 
development that EPC is aware of along this segment of the route, and EPC was able to 
accommodate all of their concerns with the overhead configuration. In the context of the 
available space and resolved stakeholder concerns, and because of the cost difference between 
underground and overhead configurations, EPC did not consider an underground configuration 
to be a comparable alternative to overhead in this segment of the route. 

 
63 Exhibit 29583-X0176, Alex Reed Statement, PDF 6. 
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2.5.5 Asserted Impacts to Munro Park 

50. Interveners state that the overhead transmission line, supported by large steel monopoles, 
would be a physical barrier, negatively impacting the aesthetic appeal and usability of Munro 
Park.64 

51. The Primarily Overhead Route will not be a physical barrier to Munro Park. As discussed in the 
Siting Technical Report,65 EPC consulted with City of Calgary Parks and Open Spaces to identify 
alignments to minimize impact to the conceptual development plans and future developability 
of the park. The routes for both the Primarily Overhead and Primarily Underground Routes were 
modified based on this engagement. EPC confirms that the structures in the vicinity of the park 
(N2, N3 and N4) will all be located along the southern most park boundary (on the outside of the 
walking path and adjacent to the neighbouring alley) and that the riser structure (N1) will be 
located in the far southwest corner of the park on the outside of the walking path, directly 
adjacent to the alley and Edmonton Trail. Images of structures N2, N3, and N4 and of riser 
structure N1 (adapted from Exhibit 29583-X0013) are attached as Attachment E for ease of 
reference. 

2.6 Response to Submissions on Safety 

52. Interveners have raised concerns about asserted safety impacts, including: 

• Asserted safety concerns 

• Maintenance and emergency services access 

2.6.1 Asserted Safety Concerns 

53. King Yip raised safety concerns around the proximity of transmission lines to residential buildings 
posing safety risks, especially during severe weather conditions and the proximity of the 
transmission lines to Munro Park posing safety risks for sports and activities, especially during 
lightning storms.66 

 
64 Ibid, PDF 2. 
65 Exhibit 29583-X0016, Appendix G – Route Selection, Section 5.1.2.1.4. 
66 Exhibit 29583-X0183, King Yip Statement, PDF 3. 
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54. The Primarily Overhead Route, as designed, will not pose a safety risk, including in adverse 
weather conditions. The design, construction, and operation of these transmission lines will 
comply with all provincial and federal enactments, standards, guidelines, codes, mandatory 
requirements, and regulations including:  

• Alberta Electrical Utility Code;  

• Alberta Health and Safety Code;  

• Canadian Standards Association (CSA) 22.3 – Overhead Systems; and  

• ISO Rule 503.22 - Bulk Transmission Line Technical Requirements, which mandates 
the use of extreme value analysis of historical weather data in the design of the 
line. 

55. These guidelines account for adverse weather conditions that could be experienced in Calgary. 

56. The transmission line will not pose a safety risk to the users of Munro Park. As noted above, EPC 
does not consider the transmission line to be a physical barrier to Munro Park and has modified 
the proposed alignments for both route options based on feedback received from the City to 
minimize the impact to the current and future plans for the park. The proposed alignment along 
the south edge of the park is the result of those conversations. Safety was not a concern raised 
by City of Calgary Parks and Open Spaces during engagement.  

2.6.2 Maintenance and Emergency Services Access 

57. Royop raised concerns about the Primarily Overhead Route impeding maintenance access and 
emergency services access and therefore potentially posing safety risks.67 

58. EPC reviewed Royop’s evidence that the north side of the Munro Development is a “sheer face 
(no step backs)”68, however, is unable to reconcile this with current photographs69 of the 
development, and Royop’s previously filed evidence70, which appear to show a “step back” at 
floors 2 through 6.  

 
67 Exhibit 29853-X0167, Royop Evidence, PDF 10-11. 
68 Exhibit 29583-X0194, Royop Answers to All Information Requests. 
69 Photos taken May 10, 2025. 
70 Exhibit 29583-X0169 Attachment 2, PDF 3. 
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Figures 1 and 2: May 10, 2025 Photographs of Munro Development 

 

59. Sufficient clearance exists between the Munro development and the Primarily Overhead Route 
regardless of building design. There is a horizontal distance of 3.4 meters between the conductors 
and the property line and a distance of 3.0 meters from the property line to the development at 
ground level for a total distance of 6.4 meters. Based on the evidence provided by Royop and the 
photos of the current Munro Development above, EPC expects that distance to be over 8 meters 
at the vertical height of the conductor. The safe limit of approach required by Alberta’s 
Occupational Health and Safety Code for a 138 kV transmission line is 4 meters.71 If there are no 
step backs, as Royop now asserts, the clearance would be 6.4 meters at the vertical height of the 
conductors, which is similarly within the safe limits of approach. Therefore, the exterior of the 

 
71Alberta Occupational Health and Safety Code, AR 191/2021, Schedule 4: “Safe Limit of Approach Distances”. 
https://search-ohs-laws.alberta.ca/legislation/occupational-health-and-safety-code/schedule-4-safe-limit-of-
approach-distances/ 

https://search-ohs-laws.alberta.ca/legislation/occupational-health-and-safety-code/schedule-4-safe-limit-of-approach-distances/
https://search-ohs-laws.alberta.ca/legislation/occupational-health-and-safety-code/schedule-4-safe-limit-of-approach-distances/
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building can be accessed (either for maintenance or in the event of an emergency) while 
maintaining the safe limits of approach.  

Figure 3: Cross section diagram of conductor clearance looking east at 540 16 Ave NE 

 

60. If individuals undertaking maintenance have questions, EPC can be contacted free of charge to 
confirm that sufficient clearance exists. 

2.7 Response to Submissions on Stakeholder Engagement 

61. Interveners raised concerns about 2.83L Extension engagement, including: 

• Magnitude of opposition to the Primarily Overhead Route 

• Engagement with Royop 
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2.7.1 Magnitude of Opposition to the Primarily Overhead Route 

62. Interveners raised concerns that EPC did not accurately reflect the magnitude of opposition to 
the Primarily Overhead Route in its Application.72 

63. EPC planned its PIP to meet the requirements of Rule 007. The PIP was robust, including 
distributing two rounds of project information packages, six open houses, door knocking 
activities, and additional in-person engagement where requested.73 The PIP was effective in 
informing stakeholders about the Project and eliciting feedback from stakeholders on various 
issues.74 EPC reflected the feedback received during the PIP before filing its Application on 
October 31, 2024 in its PIP Report.75 EPC continued to receive stakeholder feedback after the 
Application was filed. Subsequent to filing the Application, stakeholders that had not previously 
provided feedback to EPC raised concerns. These concerns included visual impacts, the potential 
for property value impacts, and EMF concerns. These concerns are the same or similar to the 
feedback that EPC received during the PIP76 and were considered by EPC in the routing and siting 
analysis prior to filing the Application. EPC recognizes that many stakeholders share concerns 
about the Primarily Overhead Route and this, in part, informed EPC’s decision to include the 
Primarily Underground Route in its Application as an alternative for approval. 

2.7.2 Engagement with Royop 

64. In its evidence, Royop suggested there was a lack of consultation with Royop by EPC.77  

65. The mailing address obtained for the North Hill Co-op location was based on the City of Calgary 
Land Title #231010199 is 510 – 211 11 Ave SW, Calgary, AB, T2R OC6. Project Information 
Packages were sent to this address via mail on March 14, 2024. Between March 24 - 27, 2024 
Project Information Package #1 was hand delivered to North Hill Co-op at 540 16 Ave NE Calgary.  

 
72 See for example Exhibit 29583-X0165, Koppe Evidence, PDF 3, Exhibit 29583-X0176, Alex Reed, PDF 3. 
73 Exhibit 29583-X0023, Appendix H-6 – Participant Involvement Program Report. 
74 Exhibit 29583-X0022, Appendix H-5 – Stakeholder Issues List. 
75 Exhibit 29583-X0023, Appendix H-6 – Participant Involvement Program Report. 
76 These concerns were documented in the Stakeholder Issues List filed by EPC with the Application in Exhibit 
29583-X0022. 
77 Exhibit 29583-X0167, Royop Evidence, PDF 12. 
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66. On August 9, 2024, Land Title was checked to ensure accuracy prior to the second round of 
engagement. A Project Information Package was then sent via mail on August 21, 2024. Between 
September 3-6, 2024 Project Information Package #2 was hand delivered to North Hill Co-op at 
540 16 Ave NE Calgary.  

67. On October 4, 2024, Land Title was checked to ensure accuracy prior to issuing a Notice of Filing 
letter. On November 6, 2024, a Notice of Filing was sent via Canada Post to Royop at 510 – 211 
11 Ave SW Calgary.  

68. In each instance, the PIP materials were sent to the same address as confirmed by Royop in its 
written evidence.78 

69. On December 18, 2024, EPC received a voicemail from Royop (Jacob Weber). EPC’s stakeholder 
team returned the phone call and explained the mailouts and filing notice to Jacob Weber. On 
December 18, 2024, EPC also received an email from Royop (Jordynn McFarland) requesting 
specifics of the Project. On December 19, 2024, EPC provided a response to Jacob Weber and 
Jordynn McFarland via email, providing details about the Project and the Application. 

2.8 Response to Social and Environmental Considerations 

70. Interveners raised concerns about asserted social and environmental impacts, including: 

• Wildlife and avian considerations 

• Inclusion of social impacts in Project cost 

2.8.1 Wildlife and Avian Considerations 

71. Interveners stated that the removal of mature trees for the overhead transmission lines will 
negatively affect the urban forest, reducing shade, increasing the urban heat island effect, and 
impacting local wildlife. They also stated that the 2.83L Extension threatens to sterilize green 

 
78 Exhibit 29583-X0134. 
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spaces which would negatively impact wildlife.79 Interveners also raised concerns with impacts 
to birds as a result of the Primarily Overhead Route.80 

72. The impact to vegetation, including trees, was assessed as part of the Environmental Evaluation 
for the Project.81 The predicted effects on trees as a result of the Project was assessed to be 
limited and considered not significant.82 The results of this evaluation, in combination with the 
fact that EPC is not replacing trees with heat-absorbing surfaces (like pavement), support EPC’s 
position that the number of trees that may be removed as a result of the Primarily Overhead 
Route is not material enough to impact the temperature of the surrounding area. 

73. Wildlife and wildlife habitat was considered as a Valued Ecosystem Component in the 
Environmental Evaluation for the Project.83 The Environmental Evaluation determined that the 
Primarily Overhead Route will not have any significant effect on wildlife or wildlife habitat.  

74. Specifically in regard to potential impacts of the Project on birds, EPC anticipates the risk of avian 
collisions with any of the overhead transmission infrastructure associated with this Project to be 
low. Avian collisions mostly occur with the shield wires above the overhead transmission lines 
that span over or are adjacent to waterbodies or wetlands when birds, such as waterfowl, 
approach/leave during low-light hours. None of the routes will span over, or be adjacent to, a 
waterbody or wetland habitat, so waterfowl are not expected to extensively use the area. 
Raptors have excellent eyesight and are very agile fliers and therefore, collisions with overhead 
transmission lines is not expected. 

75. Mitigation measures to minimize impacts to vegetation and wildlife were provided in the 
Environmental Management Plan filed as part of the Application.84 

 
79 Exhibit 29583-X0176, Alex Reed, PDF 3, 22, 37, 74,100. 
80 Ibid, PDF 3, 6, 22, 82. 
81 Exhibit 29583-X0008, Appendix D-1 – Environmental Evaluation, Section 4.4. 
82 Ibid, Section 5.4. 
83 Ibid, Section 4.5. 
84 Exhibit 29583-X0008 Appendix D-2 – Environmental Management Plan, Sections 3.8 and 3.9.  
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2.8.2 Inclusion of Social Impacts in Project Cost 

76. Jennifer Koppe stated that a more complete cost estimate of the Project would have included a 
Social Impact Assessment so that the social costs of urban forest removal could have been 
considered in the cost comparison of the proposed routes.85 

77. A social impact assessment is not required to accurately compare the proposed routes. In the 
evidence, Jennifer Koppe appears to be mostly referring to the effects of tree removal and 
changes to the viewscape. EPC included these factors in its Project evaluation and does not 
believe that a Social Impact Assessment, which is not required under Rule 007, would change the 
Project costs or the designation of the Primarily Overhead Route.  

2.9 Response to Other Submissions 

78. Interveners have concerns about other asserted impacts, including: 

• Electromagnetic fields (“EMF”) 

• Noise 

 

2.9.1 EMF 

79. EPC has reviewed the information submitted by certain Interveners regarding potential EMF 
effects associated with overhead transmission lines, including potential impacts on health86, 
recording studio equipment87, and pollinators88.  

80. Regarding health concerns expressed by the Interveners, there is no evidence to suggest there 
will be any adverse health effects as a result of the Project (either the Primarily Overhead or 
Primarily Underground Route). EPC assesses EMF on a project-specific basis and applies the 

 
85 Exhibit 29583-X0165, Koppe Evidence, PDF 11. 
86 See for example, Exhibit 29583-X0176, Alex Reed Statement, PDF 28-29, 38, 61, 80, 82, 84, 94, 103; Exhibit 
29583-X0183, King Yip Statement, PDF 3. 
87 Exhibit 29583-0182, Written Evidence and Submissions Winston Heights-Mountview Community Association 
(Community Association) - Attachment 7 - Witness Statement of Kaol Porter. 
88 Exhibit 29583-X0165, Koppe Evidence. 
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International Commission on Non-ionizing Radiation Protection (“ICNIRP”) Guidelines, which 
establish public exposure limits for both electric fields and magnetic fields. These guidelines are 
designed to be protective of human health. Given the findings published by Health Canada and 
the WHO5089 and the Project-specific assessments that have been completed, EPC does not 
anticipate any negative or adverse EMF effects as a result of the Project. 

81. Regarding Kaol Porter’s concerns with potential interference with electronic recording 
equipment90, EPC adheres to Innovation, Science, and Economics Development Canada standard 
ICES-004:2022 detailing the requirements for distribution and transmission line radio 
interference levels, frequencies, and testing. Noise associated with interference is typically 
caused by loose connections and equipment in need of repair. EPC corrects these issues as it is 
made aware of them. As an example, AM radio interference is non-existent within a substation 
in good repair. EPC does not expect there to be any long-term adverse effects on recording 
equipment, even vintage recording equipment which may be unshielded. Transmission lines are 
not the only sources of EMF that can create interference in the event of a loose connection. Other 
potential sources of interference include distribution lines (like the one adjacent to Kaol Porter’s 
property), generators, electrical panel shorts, lightning, household appliances, wireless devices, 
and household electronics. 

82. In response to the concerns raised by Kaol Porter, EPC measured values for the magnetic field at 
Kaol Porter’s residence at the existing distribution line adjacent to the recording studio described 
by Kaol Porter in his evidence. The measured values are comparable with the calculated values 
for the Primarily Overhead Route;91 therefore, no impact to any recording equipment is expected 
as a result of the Primarily Overhead Route. Building materials used in construction (as for Kaol 
Porter’s recording studio) are considered to be good insulators that shield electrostatic charge; 
therefore, electric fields from any source in proximity to Kaol Porter’s residence are not expected 
to interfere with recording equipment.  

 
89 EPC provided information, including references to additional information, to stakeholders during the PIP at open 
houses (see Exhibit 29583-X0021, PDF 10) and on the project website at 
https://www.enmax.com/projects/central-calgary-transmission-line-replacement-project#documents-and-
resources 
90 Exhibit 29583-0182, Written Evidence and Submissions Winston Heights-Mountview Community Association 
(Community Association) - Attachment 7 - Witness Statement of Kaol Porter. 
91 Provided by EPC in its response to AUC information request EPC-AUC-2025JAN31-005 at Exhibit 29586-X0108, 
PDF 9. 

https://www.enmax.com/projects/central-calgary-transmission-line-replacement-project#documents-and-resources
https://www.enmax.com/projects/central-calgary-transmission-line-replacement-project#documents-and-resources
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83. Regarding concerns of potential EMF impacts on pollinators, Jennifer Koppe has referenced a 
paper which suggests that electromagnetic fields stress and disorient honeybees.92 The study 
states that power lines generate a magnetic field close to 10µT between 12 and 17 meters from 
the base of the tower at 30 centimeter height. The study also claims ~1.5µT around inactive 
infrastructure. The maximum magnetic field calculated at 1m height from the Preferred 
Overhead Route is less than 5µT at 20 meters and less than 1µT at 90 meters (the approximate 
distance from the Preferred Overhead Route to Jennifer Koppe’s address at 501 18 Avenue NE). 
The magnetic field from the Primarily Overhead Route is estimated to be comparable to, and 
likely less than, from the existing single phase 7900V distribution line in the alley behind this 
address. Therefore, EPC does not consider the evidence provided by Jennifer Koppe to be 
relevant to the circumstances of the Primarily Overhead Route.  

84. EPC has not identified any negative or adverse EMF effects as a result of the Project.  

2.9.2 Noise 

85. Interveners have raised concerns about potential noise from the overhead transmission line.93 

86. EPC will construct and operate the Project in compliance with AUC Rule 012 and City of Calgary 
noise bylaws. Noise on transmission lines in good repair is well below the limits described in AUC 
Rule 012, and the AUC states that electrical equipment energized at 260kV or less does not 
generate substantial noise nearing the threshold dictated by Rule 012.94 Any noise from the 
transmission line would need to be considered in the context of existing ambient noise (e.g., 
TransCanada highway), and EPC does not expect any noise associated with the transmission line 
to be material in this overall context. In EPC’s experience, noise issues are the result of a loose 
connection on the line. If this is the case, EPC can make a repair and remedy the noise issue.  

 
92 Marco A. Molina-Montenegro et al. Electromagnetic fields disrupt the pollination service by honeybees. Sci. 
Adv.9,eadh1455(2023).DOI:10.1126/sciadv.adh1455 
93 For example, Exhibit 29583-X0165, Koppe Evidence, paras. 34-35; 29583-X0174, Avison Young Report, PDF. 3; 
Exhibit 29583-X0183, King Yip Statement, PDF 2. 
94 AUC Rule 012, Section 3.1(4). 

https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.adh1455
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3 CONCLUSION AND REQUESTED RELIEF 

87. Both the Primarily Overhead Route and the Primarily Underground Route are viable and 
comparable and either can be constructed. However, for the reasons set out above and in EPC’s 
prior filings, EPC considers the Primarily Overhead Route to best avoid or minimize potential 
negative impacts, taking cost into account. EPC recognizes that many stakeholders share 
concerns about the Primarily Overhead Route and this informed EPC’s decision to include the 
Primarily Underground Route in its Application as an alternative for approval. EPC is prepared to 
construct either route in accordance with the Commission’s direction.  

88. EPC submits that the evidence it has filed in the Proceeding supports the relief sought and 
demonstrates that the Project is needed and consistent with criteria the Commission has 
historically considered to reflect the public interest. EPC, therefore, requests that the 
Commission approve the Application as applied for. 

All of which is respectfully submitted this 16th day of May, 2025.  
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