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Subject of These Comments: 

These comments pertain to the project component involving the expansion of the FortisBC 
Eagle Mountain Compressor Station. The focus is on the increased noise that nearby 
residences, parkland, and recreational facilities will experience due to the proposed tripling of
the compressor station capacity.  Significant noise remediation measures at source, beyond 
what FortisBC proposes, are necessary to mitigate the effects.    

Key Concerns:  

1. Current Noise:    FortisBC proposal asserts that the current operational noise from 
the Eagle Mountain Compressor Station "does not substantially contribute to the 
ambient sound level in the local study area."  This is not the case.  The ears of nearby 
residents bear witness to this.  Residents in the surrounding neighbourhood hear the 
Compressor Station noise 24/7.  During the critical nighttime hours, the ever present 
compressor station noise is the predominant component of the ambient noise. For 
several nearby residences, an increase in the noise from the station at night will render
a tolerable situation intolerable.

2. Residential Neighbourhood: The Eagle Mountain Compressor Station is not a 
rural facility.  It is adjacent to a city park and golf course and many residences are 
within 850 meters, with some as close as 650 meters.  All will be subject to increased 
noise from the station.  The station expansion must consider the overall noise levels 
due to the full complement of equipment at the station (existing plus proposed) and 
the ambient noise disturbance it will cause to nearby residents at night - 24 hour 
average noise estimates are not a relevant measure for this residential area where 
normal residential area quiet is expected during the night hours.

3. Coquitlam Noise Bylaw: The FortisBC analysis references The British Columbia 
Noise Control Best Practices Guideline to choose their maximum allowable noise levels.  
While these guidelines are obviously most relevant for rural locations where 
references to "number of dwellings per section" make sense, and for new installations,
their utility as maximums for an urban residential area is questionable. Nearby 
residents expect that the existing Coquitlam noise bylaw will be respected.  
(Coquitlam's Bylaw NO. 1233, 1982 with amendments (1) 2603, 1993; (2) 3999, 
2008; (3) 4149, 2010; (4) 4479, 2014 - "No person shall make or cause, or permit to 
be made or caused, any noise in or on a public or private place which disturbs or tends
to disturb the quiet, peace, rest, enjoyment, comfort, or convenience of any person or 
persons in the neighbourhood or vicinity.") 
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4. “Acceptable” Noise:  FortisBC contracted SNC Lavalin consultants to do a 24-hour
ambient noise monitoring survey and to provide computer modelling predictions of 
the expected noise from the proposed new equipment installations. This work, 
reported as Appendix 1C in the FortisBC application, is the basis for the FortisBC 
assertion that the facility design for the new equipment will not exceed maximum 
permissible noise levels derived from The British Columbia Noise Control Best 
Practices Guideline.  The guideline outlines minimum requirements for noise control as 
they apply to operations, production facilities and gas processing plants under the 
jurisdiction of the BC Oil and Gas Commission. FortisBC presumes that meeting a BC 
Oil and Gas Commission Guideline for permissible noise is relevant, adequate and 
acceptable for the neighbouring urban area at night.  The permissible noise level 
FortisBC uses is predicated on the unrealistic assertion that the current operation noise
is an inconsequential contributor to the ambient noise – even during the night. In 
addition, FortisBC asserts that a permissible level significantly greater than the usual 
BC Oil and Gas Commission Best Practices Guidelines is justified based on estimated
24 hour averages of the measured ambient sound levels – measurements taken during 
times when the existing compressors were running.  

The 24-hour average estimate of ambient noise does not reflect the cyclic reality of 
the nearby urban residential area where there are clear commuter vehicle traffic peaks 
in the morning and evening but virtually no traffic noise during the critical nighttime 
hours.  The situation is further exacerbated because the ambient noise measurements 
used to justify the elevated intended "permissible sound level" for the new FortisBC 
equipment are questionable and likely invalid. Specifically: the measurements were 
not taken with the existing compressors off for the duration; the measurements were 
not taken at the nearest dwelling to the station; the recording equipment for the most 
relevant recording site was relocated at a most critical time.  Even if the residents' 
concerns were ignored and the BC Oil and Gas Commission Guidelines were 
considered appropriate, the shortcomings in the monitoring procedures and 
measurements render the work inadequate to justify as acceptable the anticipated 
noise levels at nearby residences or all dwellings within the acoustic environment 
local study area.  A basic issue is whether the Best Practices Guideline levels 
advocated by SNC Lavalin using erroneous ambient measurements take precedence 
over the Coquitlam noise bylaws or the concerns of local residents.

5. Computer Modelling: The fundamental problem with the computer noise 
modelling performed for FortisBC is that the predicted station sound levels consider 
only the impact of the new additional compressors and support equipment; the 
existing noise from the present equipment is ignored.  The present equipment is not 
being replaced – the new equipment will run in addition to the existing compressors.  
FortisBC has said that the additional compressors are electric driven and inherently 
less noisy than the three existing gas driven compressors.  It seems logical then that 
the existing noisier equipment should be included in the modelling to predict the 
overall noise levels from the expanded compressor station.  

The assumptions applied to the modelling work are critical but details are sparse.  The
impact of the station elevation or the sound attenuation or reflection characteristics of 
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terrain and trees may be critical factors.  It is understood that the new compressors 
and the cooling and ventilation equipment will be located higher than the present 
equipment and in taller buildings than the present structures.  The directional 
orientation of exhaust deflectors on rooftops is important.  (Presently the existing 
vents are oriented northward, perpendicular to the terrain slope creating a significant 
directional orientation to the noise being generated at the station.) The impact of 
higher elevation on sound levels experienced at night at nearby residences that are at 
significantly lower elevations but more closely to a line of sight is unclear.  Further, 
the modelling is aimed at ground level noise whereas many affected residences in the 
area have high-level second floor front facing bedrooms. 

6. Electric Driven Compressors are Quieter:  The FortisBC statements that the 
electric driven compressors are less noisy than the present compressors obscures the 
reality that support equipment such as two stages of cooling fans, ten ventilation fans, 
and exposed piping for the new compressors, most of it located outside, are all 
significant, if not the major noise contributors. (See Table 4.7-1 on page 20 of 
Appendix 1C for a list). There is no doubt that the compressor station will be noisier 
unless significant sound attenuation measures are implemented as part of the 
expansion project. The old equipment is not being replaced, it is being added to. The 
obvious answer to the question "Will it be noisier?" is yes. Unless the new equipment 
makes no noise at all, it must be noisier when the additional equipment is operating. It
will only be less noisy if the sound heard from the existing equipment is reduced by 
an amount equal to or greater than the added noise from the new equipment. Granted 
multiple sound sources do not add linearly ... but they do add! 

  
7. Concerns Regarding Ambient Measurements:  The SNC Lavalin noise report 

(Appendix 1C in the FortisBC application) describes the ambient noise measurement 
procedures and results for the Eagle Mountain Compressor Station.  Three 
measurement locations were selected – none is as close to the station as the nearest 
dwellings on Parkway Blvd.  Sites 2 and 3 are questionable because they are in 
relatively sheltered areas and the 5-second average recordings show negligible impact 
from the daily cyclic pattern of commuter traffic. Site number 1 is the closest to the 
compressor station at 690 meters, although some houses on Parkway may be 
approximately 40 meters closer.  However, Site 1 may also be unduly influenced by 
terrain since it is at a relatively low point on the golf course, downhill from a wide 
stretch and breadth of dense fir trees, cedar trees and bush. Table 4.6-2 on Page 14 of 
Appendix 1C indicates “existing compressor off from 1600 to 2200.”  It is not clear 
which of the three existing compressors may have been turned off or how many 
compressors were still operating during this time or during the other period of the 
record. The period from 1600 and on for a few hours in the evening is a high traffic 
period on Parkway when commuters are returning home.  Figure D-1 (on page D-1 of 
Appendix D "Noise Monitoring Results” of the FortisBC Appendix 1C) shows that 
when the existing compressor was turned off between 4 pm and 10 pm, a time when 
the ambient noise is always higher due to commuter traffic on Parkway, the noise 
levels at monitoring Site 1 dropped by at least 10 dBA or more.  (The ambient 
measures at sites 2 and 3 may not be useful indicators because they are 120 meters 
and 260 meters farther from the station respectively, and arguably in more sheltered 
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locations (typically lower overall sound levels were measured and fewer 5 sec average
peaks were observed for sites 2 and 3)).  On page 26 of the consultant's report the 10 
decibel drop in sound when the compressor was turned off is explained by “the 
reduction in sound level seen between approximately 1600 and 2100 at Site 1 started 
when the sound level meter was moved closer to a residence (away from a road) and 
ended when evening wildlife (frog) sounds began.”  It could be reasonably argued that
moving the recording instrument at the critical time when the compressor (one or 
more?) was off would invalidate the test and the conclusion that the compressor noise 
was inconsequential.  Further, it challenges credulity to believe that the onset of frog 
noise at 9 pm caused a 12 to 14 dBA increase in the hourly averaged sound to levels 
to the highest of the whole 24-hour period.  Oddly, the average hourly noise level 
recorded at the beginning of the test at midnight (0.00) was about 49 dBA but 24 
hours later at midnight it was being recorded above 60 dBA.  One might expect that 
measurements around midnight 24 hours apart would be about the same.   This 
suggests that when the microphone was moved during the test it may have actually 
been located to a noisier environment and implies that the apparent drop in noise level
at 4 pm when the compressor was shut off was even more dramatic than it appears. 

Moving the microphone at Site 1 during the critical period when the compressor was 
turned off should invalidate any calculations done on the overall sound record for Site 
1 and hence the data shown in Table 5.2-2 on page 27 and consequently the ability to 
conclude that the existing compressor station does not substantially contribute to the 
ambient sound level.

Close examination of the 5-second sound averaged recordings at all 3 stations between
midnight and 4 am show a consistent characteristic background noise of around 38 
decibels aside from the occasional sound spike from a passing vehicle. Casual 
observation confirms that this is the typical ambient noise due predominantly to the 
existing compressor operation.  This observation would mitigate against any argument
that the permissible level according to the BC Oil and Gas Commission Guidelines 
should be increased beyond the usual nighttime permissible level. (See page 27 of the 
report where it states “In addition the night time sound level (Ln) measured at the 
nearest receptors was equal to or above the BC Oil and Gas Commission Guideline 40
dBA default night time Permissible Sound Level (PSL).  As such the adjusted PSL for
the Acoustic Environment Local Study Area (LSA) around the existing Eagle 
Mountain (V1) and proposed Squamish (V2) compressor stations is 48 dBA as 
described in Section 4.5.2.”)

Overall, despite the measurement procedural shortcomings, the measured data clearly 
shows ambients during the critical sleeping hours after midnight between 0:00 and 
4:00 at levels below 40 dBA.  The observable reality and record is ignored.  The 
analyst proceeds with interpretation, computation and adjustments to conclude night 
sound levels of up to 56 dBA (Table 5.2-2) and that the existing compressor station 
does not contribute substantially to the ambient sound.  

It is noted that monitoring was done on May 27, 2014 at a time before significant 
brush clearing and some tree removal was undertaken at the golf course and under BC
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Hydro transmission towers.  For some residents on Parkway Blvd. this clearing and 
tree removal has increased sound transmission from the compressor station.   

Present Situation: 

The existing Eagle Mountain compressor station operation contributes significantly to the 
ambient noise heard at nearby homes, especially at night.  At night, aside from the occasional 
passing vehicle along Parkway Boulevard, the obvious predominant noise in the vicinity of 
the 1800 - 2000 block is the ceaseless drone from the Compressor Station, with an intensity 
dependent on how many of the three existing compressor units are in operation and the 
weather.  The background noise is always present because the station must operate 24 hours a
day.  Current levels are tolerable, although for some residents this is already an irritation that 
requires second story bedroom windows facing towards the station to remain closed during 
summer nights.  The FortisBC contracted analysis and  modelling of the noise to be generated
by the expansion equipment alone is predicated on a false assertion that the current 
operational noise "does not substantially contribute to the ambient sound level in the local 
study area" (based on 24 hour average measurements from 3 selected locations between 650 
and 950 meters from the site).  Further, the acceptable noise standard that FortisBC proposes 
as appropriate for the overall station operation to meet is also predicated on the unrealistic 
assertion that the current operation noise is inconsequential. FortisBC appears to be prepared 
to ignore the existing Coquitlam noise bylaws and is focused on technicalities rather than the 
reality of increased noise from the station that will be experienced by nearby residences in 
bedrooms at night.    

Consequences:

FortisBC needs to implement substantial additional design measures to mitigate the overall 
compressor station noise.  Unless this is done, the cumulative effect of the existing station 
noise level (which the proponent erroneously deems not substantial) in combination with the 
additional two compressors (a tripling of the present compressor capacity) will result in 
unacceptable noise levels for the nearby residential neighbourhood - especially during night 
hours.  The likely consequences of not taking these measures is that residents now far 
enough away that they have not heard the compressor station, will become aware of it. 
For those closer to the compressors, noise that has been largely tolerable will become 
intolerable. For those that enjoy Eagle Mountain Park, nearby trails, and the golf 
course, the noise will be very significant.  The new operation will likely contravene the 
existing Coquitlam Noise Bylaw 1233 with amendments, which broadly requires "No person 
shall make or cause, or permit to be made or caused, any noise in or on a public or private 
place which disturbs or tends to disturb the quiet, peace, rest, enjoyment, comfort, or 
convenience of any person or persons in the neighbourhood or vicinity.")  The article 
“Compressor noise concerns Coquitlam” published in the Wednesday March 4, 2015 edition 
of the Tri-Cities Now newspaper reporting on Coquitlam City Council's discussion about the 
compressor expansion noted “Councillors Chris Wilson, Bonita Zarrillo and Mayor Richard 
Stewart all suggested Monday the city's submission to the environmental assessment process 
must flag noise as Coquitlam's foremost concern.”
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Some Recent Troubling FortisBC Comments: The March 4th edition of the Tri-Cities 
Now newspaper reported on comments by FortisBC spokesperson Mr. Trevor Boudreau as 
follows: “As for the noise levels, Boudreau said the facility is bound by the BC Oil and Gas 
Commission regulations that stipulate noise levels not exceed 40 decibels – equivalent to the 
sound of a quiet conversation or whisper – at any time near the building.  That the new 
compressors are electric will also help mitigate noise and emissions concerns, he noted.  'We
are required to meet or exceed that guideline and we will,” Boudreau said.”  The reported 
statements are troubling.  There is no mention of the Coquitlam noise bylaws and their 
relevance to the noise guideline.  The FortisBC application argues for a permissible sound 
level of 48 decibels, not 40, and that is for noise that ignores the existing more noisy 
compressors.  Further, the sound levels are to be determined at most affected residences, not 
at the compressor building. If indeed it were 40 decibels at the compressor building there 
would be no sound issue at residences. The sound modelling work indicates that the 
compressors are only one contributor to the overall noise – cooling fans, flow in above 
ground pipes and exhaust fans are also significant contributors. 

Conclusion:

The common sense bottom line is simple. The noise levels at nearby residences at night must 
be considered.  No matter what testing and modelling was done, or what noise guidelines are 
assumed relevant, or whether 24 hour averaging is appropriate, or how the dB numbers are 
adjusted/presented, the noise from the station should be controlled so that the proposed 
expansion does not increase beyond what is now marginally tolerable.  By taking proactive 
noise reduction measures, FortisBC has the opportunity to reduce sound levels below what 
they are now and show greater sensitivity and responsiveness to the overall noise 
environment created by the Eagle Mountain Compressor Station.  

Submitted By: J.K. Reichert Ph.D., P.Eng.
1851 Parkway Blvd.
Coquitlam, British Columbia
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