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MEMORANDUM 
To: Jordan Moore, Senior Planner, City of San Diego 
From:  Sharon Toland, Noise Specialist, Harris & Associates 
RE:  Revised De Anza Cove Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan – Noise Impacts 
Date:  March 6, 2023 
CC:  Kelsey Hawkins, Project Manager, Harris & Associates 
Att: Figures; 1, 2019 Noise Technical Report  

 
A Noise Technical Report for the De Anza Cove Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan was prepared by 
Dudek in April 2019. Since the preparation of the 2019 Noise Technical Report, the project has been revised to 
accommodate additional marshland habitat (De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan). The 
purpose of this memorandum is to compare the components of the Updated Project (Proposed Project) to the Previous 
2019 Project (2018 Proposal) to identify previous analysis that applies to the Proposed Project components and provide 
additional noise analysis for the Proposed Project to reflect revised components and environmental setting. The 2019 
Noise Technical Report for the 2018 Proposal is included as Attachment 1 to this memorandum. 

Environmental Setting 
The Proposed Project area is in the northeastern corner of Mission Bay Park in the City of San Diego (City) (Figure 
1, Regional Location). The Proposed Project area is approximately 505.2 acres, including both land and water 
areas. It includes the Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve (KFMR/NWP), Campland on the Bay 
(Campland), Pacific Beach Tennis Club, athletic fields, Mission Bay Golf Course and Practice Center, and De Anza 
Cove area, including a vacated mobile home park and supporting infrastructure, Mission Bay RV Resort, public 
park, public beach, parking, and water areas (Figure 2, Project Location). The Proposed Project area falls within 
the boundaries of Mission Bay Park, a regional park that serves San Diego residents and visitors. 

Description of the Proposed Project 
The Proposed Project is an amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan (MBPMP) to update existing language 
in the MBPMP and add new language and recommendations pertaining to the project area to serve local and 
regional recreation needs while preserving and enhancing the natural resources of the De Anza Cove area. The 
Proposed Project expands the Proposed Project area’s natural habitat and improves water quality through the 
creation of additional wetlands while implementing nature-based solutions to protect the City against the risk of 
climate change, in line with the City’s Climate Resilient SD Plan. The Proposed Project would enhance the existing 
regional parkland by providing a variety of uses, including low-cost visitor guest accommodations (recreational 
vehicles and other low-cost camping facilities), active and passive recreational opportunities to enhance public 
use of the area, and improvements to access to recreational uses. Finally, the Proposed Project would recognize 
the history and ancestral homelands of the Iipay-Tipay Kumeyaay people, providing opportunities to partner and 
collaborate on the planning and restoration of the area. The Proposed Project would include a combination of 
habitat restoration, active recreation, low-cost visitor guest accommodations, and open beach and regional 
parkland and would modify the open water portions of De Anza Cove (Figure 3, Site Plan). The proposed land use 
designations for the Proposed Project area are summarized in Table 1, Proposed Land Use Acreages. 
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The Proposed Project would include wetlands enhancement and restoration within the existing KFMR/NWP, the 
area currently occupied by Campland, the eastern side of Rose Creek, and the areas in De Anza Cove currently 
occupied by the vacated mobile home park and open water (Figure 3). The Proposed Project would provide a total 
of approximately 227.4 acres of wetlands, consisting of approximately 30.7 acres in the area currently occupied 
by Campland, approximately 86.8 acres of wetlands at the existing KFMR/NWP, and approximately 109.8 acres of 
other new wetlands. Approximately 37.4 acres of upland habitat, including dune, sage, and buffer area, would 
also be provided. Two new upland islands would be created: one in the area currently occupied by Campland and 
the other in the De Anza Cove area at the eastern terminus of the vacated mobile home park. Two possible 
locations for a new Interpretive Nature Center have been identified: one at the northwestern edge of the 
restoration area along Pacific Beach Drive and another within the regional parkland area just north of the open 
beach. The nature center and its parking/service areas would be buffered by native vegetation. The open water 
area of De Anza Cove would be increased to approximately 95.9 acres with the creation of new east and west 
outfalls that would allow water and sediment flows to proposed wetlands on either side of Rose Creek. 

In addition, the Proposed Project would incorporate a range of active recreational uses on approximately 60.1 
acres in the northeastern area of the Proposed Project area (Figure 3). A portion of the Mission Bay RV Resort and 
the vacated mobile home park would be replaced with approximately 48.5 acres of low-cost visitor guest 
accommodations land use. A new channel connecting Rose Creek to the De Anza Cove water area would be 
constructed at approximately Lilac Drive, creating a new island that would be accessed via two new bridges. 
Approximately 26.3 acres of regional parkland would be enhanced with new recreational amenities and 
opportunities. Three open beach areas totaling approximately 5.5 acres would be provided with access to De Anza 
Cove. The Proposed Project would also include approximately 2.6 acres for boat facilities and a clubhouse that 
could potentially be co-located with another user or public use. Two potential water lease locations would be 
located in the cove. Water quality design features are proposed along the edges of the active recreational 
areas. The proposed water quality detention basins would be of differing sizes and would capture and treat 
stormwater before flowing into Mission Bay. New water quality basins would be located to treat the entire 
Proposed Project area in accordance with local and state requirements. 

Multi-use paths would be throughout areas proposed for active recreation, regional parkland, low-cost visitor 
guest accommodations, and dune and upland areas and along the beach shorelines. Vehicular access to the 
Proposed Project area would be provided from Pacific Beach Drive, Grand Avenue, and North Mission Bay Drive. 
Service roads, vehicular access, and parking would be in areas proposed for low-cost visitor guest accommodation, 
regional parkland, boating, and active recreation. 

Table 1 also provides a comparison of the Proposed Project’s proposed land uses to the 2018 Proposal’s proposed 
land uses, summarizing the changes in land use designations and acreages between the Proposed Project and the 
2018 Proposal. Overall, the Proposed Project area (approximately 505.2 total acres) is larger compared to the 
2018 Proposal area (approximately 457 total acres) because the Proposed Project would provide additional 
opportunities for habitat enhancement (open water). The Proposed Project includes additional enhancement and 
restoration opportunities, including approximately 177.9 acres of expanded marshland and upland habitat, 
compared to the approximately 131 acres of marshland and upland habitat under the 2018 Proposal. The 
additional wetland enhancement would occur on either side of the connection to Rose Creek and as part of the 
redesign of the open water portion of the Proposed Project area, which includes an approximately 40-acre 
increase in open water compared to the 2018 Proposal. In addition, the Proposed Project reduces the amount of 
active recreational activities and eliminates the 1-acre restaurant lease space. Overall, the Proposed Project 
provides more habitat restoration and greater protection of natural resources compared to the 2018 Proposal. 



 

3 

Table 1. Proposed Land Use Acreages 
Land Use Proposed Project (Acres) 2018 Proposal (Acres) 

KFMR/NWP 86.8 90 

Expanded Marshland/Habitat 140.51 124 

Upland Habitat (Dune, Sage) and Buffer 
Area 

37.4 — 

Low-Cost Visitor Guest Accommodations 48.5 — 

Guest Housing — 50 

Regional Parkland 26.3 8 

Boat Facilities/Clubhouse  2.6 — 

Interpretive Nature Center  
(1 Location)2 

— — 

Boat Rental Lease – Land 
Boat Rental Lease – Water 

— 
— 

1 
4 

Water Leases (2 Locations)3 2.1 — 

Active Recreation  60.1 Not a Part 

Athletic Fields/Tennis, Golf Course, and 
Water Quality Design Feature 

— 63 

Open Water 95.9 55 

Open Beach 5.5 7 

Road4 1.6 19 

Natural Recreation — 24 

Upland/Developed — 7 

Coastal Landscape — 4 

Restaurant Lease — 1 

Total  505.2 457 
Notes: KFMR/NWP = Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve 
1 Expanded wetlands includes approximately 30.7 acres currently occupied by Campland and approximately 109.8 acres of other new wetlands. 
2 Area for the Interpretive Nature Center has not been determined, and programming for the center is assumed to occur after adoption 

of the amendment as part of a future General Development Plan. Two alternative locations are shown, allowing for the final location to 
be determined in the General Development Plan process. 

3 Lease areas overlap with other land uses; therefore, acreages are not included in the total. 
4  Service roads, vehicular access, and parking would be in areas proposed for low-cost visitor guest accommodations, regional parkland, 

boating, and active recreation, subject to future design and subsequent approvals. 

Thresholds of Significance 
The 2018 Proposal was analyzed for each of the following potential impacts based on the City’s California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2022) and Appendix 
G of the CEQA Guidelines: 
1. Result in or create a significant increase in the existing ambient noise levels 
2. Result in an exposure of people to current or future transportation noise levels which exceed guidelines 

established in the Noise Element of the General Plan 
3. Result in land uses which are not compatible with aircraft noise levels as defined by an adopted Airport Land 

Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) 
4. Result in the exposure of people to noise levels which exceed property line limits established in the Noise 

Abatement and Control Ordinance of the City’s Municipal Code 



 

4 

5. Result in the exposure of people to significant temporary construction noise 
6. Result in the exposure of people to significant temporary construction groundborne vibration 
 
For each issue addressed in the 2019 Noise Technical Report for the 2018 Proposal, the following analysis 
summarizes the noise impacts of the 2018 Proposal and provides a comparison to the potential impacts of the 
Proposed Project. 

Impact 1: Would the project result in or create a significant increase in the existing ambient 
noise level? 

Summary of 2018 Proposal Impacts 
Operational noise related to the 2018 Proposal was addressed in terms of off-site project-related traffic noise and on-
site operational noise. Impacts to sensitive wildlife were addressed in the 2018 Proposal’s Biological Technical Report. 

Regarding traffic noise, the 2018 Proposal was determined to result in a net reduction in vehicle trips compared 
to existing conditions. Refer to Attachment 1 for a comparison of 2018 Proposal traffic volumes compared to 
baseline conditions. As such, traffic-related noise would decrease slightly as a result of the 2018 Proposal, and 
2018 Proposal-related traffic noise would be less than significant. 

The 2018 Proposal included guest accommodations that could result in operational noise; however, the 2018 Proposal 
would replace existing camping accommodations, and the new campsites would be farther from off-site noise-sensitive 
land uses than under existing conditions. Additionally, the number of campsites and total area of developed land would 
be reduced compared to existing conditions. The 2018 Proposal included enhanced recreational opportunities, 
additional athletic fields, a ranger station, a boat rental facility, restaurant, restrooms, and picnic shelters. It was 
determined that the removal of the developed areas of Campland, the vacant mobile home park, the RV park, and the 
boat and ski areas (open water) would result in the relocation of existing on-site noise sources away from nearby noise-
sensitive receivers and a corresponding net reduction in noise from the 2018 Proposal area to adjacent noise-sensitive 
land uses. Therefore, operational noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Proposed Project Consistency Evaluation 
The Transportation Impact Analysis for the Proposed Project (CR Associates 2023) determined that 
implementation of the Proposed Project would also result in a net decrease in vehicle trips compared to existing 
conditions. The Proposed Project would result in a net decrease of 2,134 trips on weekdays and 2,818 trips on 
weekends. Therefore, traffic-related noise would also decrease slightly to and from the Proposed Project area, as 
well as along the adjacent roadways, as a result of the Proposed Project, and Proposed Project-related traffic noise 
would be less than significant. 

The Proposed Project does not include any new active uses that were not addressed for the 2018 Proposal. Similar 
to the 2018 Proposal, the Proposed Project would replace existing active uses with similar uses, but total 
development would decrease. Noise-generating uses, such as campsites, would be farther away from sensitive 
receptors compared to existing conditions. Therefore, operational noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact 2: Would the proposed project result in an exposure of people to current or future 
transportation noise levels which exceed guidelines established in the Noise Element of the 
General Plan? 

Summary of 2018 Proposal Impacts 
The 2019 Noise Technical Report for the 2018 Proposal determined that, as discussed above, because the 2018 
Proposal would result in an overall reduction in vehicle trips, the 2018 Proposal would not result in the exposure 
of people to current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the Transportation 
Element of the City’s General Plan. Noise compatibility impacts associated with operation of the 2018 Proposal 
would be less than significant. 
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Proposed Project Consistency Evaluation 
The Proposed Project would also result in a net decrease in vehicle trips compared to existing conditions 
(CR Associates 2022). Noise compatibility impacts associated with operation of the Proposed Project would be 
less than significant. 

Impact 3: Would the proposed project result in land uses which are not compatible with 
aircraft noise levels as defined by an adopted ALUCP? 

Summary of 2018 Proposal Impacts 
The 2018 Proposal proposed land uses consistent with those in the MBPMP, including natural areas, active 
recreation, and recreational vehicles. Therefore, the 2018 Proposal was determined to be consistent with the 
existing zoning and underlying community plan for the area. The nearest airports to the 2018 Proposal area are the 
San Diego International Airport and the Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport, each approximately 4 miles from the 
2018 Proposal area. Based on the ALUCP’s for these airports, the 2018 Proposal area is outside either airport’s 65 A-
weighted decibels (dBA) community noise equivalent level (CNEL) noise contour (SDCRAA 2010, 2014). No noise 
compatibility impacts would occur at any of the proposed land uses. Therefore, implementation of the 2018 Proposal 
was determined to result in a less than significant impact related to exposure to aircraft noise. 

Proposed Project Consistency Evaluation 
The ALUCPs for the San Diego International Airport and the Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport have not been 
updated since preparation of the 2019 Noise Technical Report for the 2018 Proposal. The Proposed Project area 
continues to be outside the 65 dBA CNEL noise contour for aircraft noise. Additionally, the Proposed Project would 
not result in an increase in exposure compared to existing conditions or introduce new land uses that would 
interfere with flight patterns. Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact 
related to exposure to aircraft noise. 

Impact 4: Would the proposed project result in the exposure of people to noise levels which 
exceed property line limits established in the Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance of the 
City’s Municipal Code? 

Summary of 2018 Proposal Impacts 
The 2018 Proposal included a number of land use functions, including parks, playgrounds, water recreation 
facilities, a nature preserve/wildlife preserve, and transient housing (i.e., guest housing). As discussed under 
Impact 1, the 2018 Proposal was determined to result in a reduction in noise from the 2018 Proposal area at 
adjacent noise-sensitive land uses. Additionally, proposed future uses would be required to be in compliance with 
the City’s Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0401. Thus, it was determined that the 2018 Proposal would not expose 
people to noise levels in excess of the City’s Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance, and impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Proposed Project Consistency Evaluation 
As discussed under Impact 1, the Proposed Project does not propose any new active uses that were not addressed 
for the 2018 Proposal. The Proposed Project would also result in a net decrease in noise generation in the 
Proposed Project area at adjacent noise-sensitive land uses. Future uses would continue to be subject to the City’s 
Municipal Code, and impacts would be less than significant. 
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Impact 5: Would the proposed project result in the exposure of people to significant 
temporary construction noise? 

Summary of 2018 Proposal Impacts 
Construction of the 2018 Proposal was determined to have the potential to result in temporary localized increases 
in noise levels from on-site construction equipment and off-site trucks hauling construction materials. Noise 
generated by construction equipment would occur with varying intensities and durations during the various 
phases of construction. The typical maximum noise levels at a distance of 50 feet for various pieces of construction 
equipment anticipated to be used during 2018 Proposal construction are provided in Table 2, Construction 
Equipment Noise Levels. 

Table 2. Construction Equipment Noise Levels 
Equipment Type Maximum Noise Level dBA at 50 Feet 

Backhoe 80 

Compactor 82 

Concrete Mixer 85 

Crane 83 

Generator 81 

Loader 85 

Paver 89 

Roller 74 

Truck 88 

Saw 76 
Source: Attachment 1. 
Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibel 

Construction of the 2018 Proposal was anticipated to occur over approximately 5 years. The Federal Highway 
Administration’s Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) was used to estimate construction noise levels at 
typical distances to the nearest noise-sensitive land uses. Detailed modeling input and output are provided in 
Attachment 1. Worst-case hourly average noise levels from 2018 Proposal construction would range from 
approximately 67 dBA to 80 dBA equivalent continuous sound level (time-averaged sound level) (Leq) at the nearest 
noise-sensitive receivers. Typical hourly construction noise levels would range from approximately 51 to 65 dBA Leq. 
Worst-case 12-hour average construction noise levels at the nearest noise-sensitive receivers would range from 
approximately 65 dBA to 78 dBA Leq 12-hr. Construction noise impacts during grading and paving were predicted to 
exceed the City’s construction noise standard of 75 dBA Leq 12-hr established in the City’s Municipal Code, Section 
59.5.0404, by approximately 3 dBA at the nearest sensitive receptors (residences and the school recreational 
facilities north of the project area). Therefore, this impact was determined to be potentially significant, and 
Mitigation Measure MM NOI 5.8-1 was provided to reduce this impact to a level of less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure MM NOI 5.8-1 
Construction Noise Best Management Practices. During construction of future development within the proposed 
project area, construction contractors for the project shall implement the following measures to minimize short-
term noise levels caused by construction activities. Measures to reduce construction noise shall be included in 
contractor specifications and shall include but not be limited to the following: 
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A. Properly outfit and maintain construction equipment with manufacturer-recommended noise reduction 
devices to minimize construction-generated noise. 

B. Operate all diesel equipment with closed engine doors and equip the equipment with factory-
recommended mufflers. 

C. Employ additional noise attenuation techniques, as needed, to reduce excessive noise levels and bring 
construction noise into compliance with the City of San Diego’s Municipal Code, Section 59.5.0404. Such 
techniques may include but not be limited to the construction of temporary sound barriers or sound blankets 
between construction sites and nearby noise-sensitive receptors. 

D. Notify in writing adjacent noise-sensitive receptors within 2 weeks of any construction activity, such as 
jackhammering, concrete sawing, asphalt removal, and largescale grading operations, that would occur within 
150 feet of the property line of the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. The extent and duration of the 
construction activity shall be included in the notification. 

E. Designate a “disturbance coordinator” who shall be responsible for receiving and responding to any 
complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator shall determine the cause of the noise 
complaint and, if identified as a sound generated by construction area activities, shall require that reasonable 
measures, such as providing sound barriers or sound blankets between construction sites and the receptor 
location, locating noisy equipment as far from the receptor as possible, and/or reducing the duration of the 
noise-generating construction activity, be implemented to correct the problem. 

Proposed Project Consistency Evaluation 
Specific construction details, such as schedule and earthwork quantities, are not yet available for the Proposed 
Project. However, construction of the Proposed Project is anticipated to be substantially similar to construction 
anticipated for the 2018 Proposal. Construction would occur in the same location and would require the same 
types of construction activity and construction fleet. Therefore, it would generate similar construction noise. Some 
additional dredging may be required; however, specifics are currently unknown, and dredging was anticipated for 
the 2018 Proposal. Maximum daily construction noise from dredging would be similar to the 2018 Proposal. As 
such, impacts related to construction noise would continue to be potentially significant, and Mitigation Measure 
MM NOI 5.8-1 would be required to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

Impact 6: Would the project result in the exposure of people to significant temporary 
construction vibration? 

Summary of Proposed Project Impacts 
The 2019 Noise Technical Report prepared for the 2018 Proposal determined that, at a distance of approximately 
105 feet from the nearest project boundary to noise-sensitive receptors, the vibration levels from the heavy 
construction machinery with the greatest vibration impact anticipated for project construction (a large bulldozer) 
would be 68 vibration decibels (VdB), or 0.0103 inch per second. Vibration levels of this magnitude would be 
below the applicable threshold of perception (70 VdB) and well below the damage threshold for fragile structures 
(0.20 inch per second). While construction vibration levels during any phase may be perceptible at times, 
demolition and construction phases that have the highest potential of producing vibration (such as bulldozers) 
would be intermittent and would only occur for short periods of time on a given site within the project area. 
Impacts from construction-generated vibration were determined to be less than significant. 

Proposed Project Consistency Evaluation 
As discussed for Impact 5, construction of the Proposed Project would be substantially similar to the 2018 
Proposal. As such, impacts from construction-generated vibration would be less than significant. 
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Summary 
The Proposed Project does not include any components that would result in a new noise impact that was not 
identified for the 2018 Proposal. The Proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts related to 
permanent increases in ambient noise level, transportation noise levels, aircraft noise, and construction vibration. 
Temporary construction noise would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
MM NOI 5.8-1. 
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5 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San Diego 2016) and Appendix 
G of the CEQA Guidelines contain significance guidelines related to noise. A significant impact 
related to noise would occur if the proposed project would:  

1. Result in or create a significant increase in the existing ambient noise levels; 

2. Result in an exposure of people to current or future transportation noise levels which 
exceed guidelines established in the Noise Element of the General Plan; 

3. Result in land uses which are not compatible with aircraft noise levels as defined by an 
adopted ALUCP; 

4. Result in the exposure of people to noise levels which exceed property line limits 
established in the Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance of the SDMC; or 

5. Result in the exposure of people to significant temporary construction noise. 
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6 IMPACTS 

6.1 Would the project result in or create a significant increase in 
the existing ambient noise level? 

6.1.2. Project-Related Operational Noise 

Operational noise related to the proposed project is addressed in terms of off-site project-related 
traffic noise, and on-site noise. 

Project-Related Traffic Noise 

Based upon the memorandum provided by the proposed project’s traffic consultants (Chen Ryan 
2019), the proposed project would generally result in fewer vehicle trips than generated under 
existing conditions. As shown in Table 8, during weekdays the proposed project would result in 
approximately 1,936 fewer average daily traffic (ADT) trips compared to existing conditions. 
During AM and PM peak hours, the proposed project would create 88 and 180 fewer trips, 
respectively, than existing conditions. This corresponds to a net reduction in vehicle trips of 
approximately 34 percent. 

Table 8 
Weekday Proposed Project Trip Generation 

Land Use Units ADT 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Trips In Out Trips   In Out 
Proposed Project Trip Generation 

De Anza 
Guest 
Housing 

600 sites 5,178 258 103 155 468 234 234 

Quality 
Restaurant 

5000 sf 500 5 3 2 40 28 12 

Total Gross Project Trips 5,678 263 106 157 508 262 246 
Existing Uses to Be Removed 

De Anza 
RV Resort 

-260 sites -2,816 -112 -45 -67 -255 -153 -102 

Campland -556 -4,798 -239 -96 -143 -434 -217 -217 
Total Trips to be 

Removed 
-7,614 -351 -140 -211 -688 -370 -319 

Total Net New Project 
Trips 

-1,936 -88 -34 -54 -180 -108 -73 

Source: Chen Ryan 2019.  
Note: ADT = average daily trips. 
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Table 9 summarizes the predicted changes in traffic volumes for Saturdays. As shown in Table 9, 
on Saturdays, there would be a decrease in the number of project-related trips compared to existing 
conditions. A net reduction of approximately 2,547 ADT would result, and approximately 256 
fewer trips would occur during the Saturday mid-day peak hour. This corresponds to a net 
reduction in vehicle trips of approximately 50% on an ADT basis, and a net reduction in vehicle 
trips of approximately 60% on a mid-day peak hour basis. 

A halving of traffic volume would be needed in order to result in a 3 dB decrease in noise levels 
(all other things being equal); therefore, a 34 percent decrease in average daily traffic would result 
in a decrease of approximately 1.3 dB in weekday traffic noise overall. A 50 percent decrease in 
the daily Saturday traffic would result in a corresponding decrease of approximately 1.8 dB. A 
change in noise levels of 1 dB is not an audible change, while a change in noise levels of 3dB is 
considered to be barely audible in the context of community noise. Traffic-related noise would 
decrease slightly as a result of the proposed project. Therefore, project-related traffic noise would 
be less than significant.  

Table 9 
Saturday Proposed Project Trip Generation 

Land Use Units ADT 

Mid-Day Peak Hour 
PM Peak Hour 

Trips In Out 
Proposed Project Trip Generation 

De Anza Guest Housing 600 sites 4,596 366 220 146 
Quality Restaurant 5,000 sf 525 58 34 24 

Total Gross Project Trips 5,121 424 254 170 
De Anza RV Resort -260 sites -3,409 -341 -204 
Campland -556 sites -4,259 -339 -203 

Total Trips to be Removed -7,668 -680 -408 -272 
Total Net New Project Trips -2,547 -256 -154 -102 

Source: Chen Ryan 2019. 
Notes: ADT = average daily trips; sf = square feet. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation is required for the proposed project. 

Level of Significance after Mitigation 

Impacts associated with the project would be less than significant without mitigation. 
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Project-Related Operational Noise 

As described in Section 1.3, the proposed project would replace the developed Campland area with 
expansion of the wetlands and habitat area of the KFMR/NWP. This would be in accordance with 
the current MBPMP recommendation, which designates the area as habitat area. Further, the 
proposed project would replace the RV campgrounds and vacated De Anza Mobile Home Park 
with guest housing; up to 600 camping sites for RVs, cabins, or other eco-friendly 
accommodations and associated open space and facilities consistent with camping 
accommodations. The proposed guest housing would be located within the “boot” portion of the 
area, further from adjacent noise-sensitive land uses than currently; furthermore, the project would 
reduce the overall number of campsites from 816 to 600 sites. Additionally, as shown in Figure 3, 
Conceptual Land Use Plan, the areas of developed land would be reduced. The project would 
remove developed areas and replace them with natural habitat and recreation areas that are similar 
to those found throughout Mission Bay Park.  

Changes are also proposed in the northern portion of the project area, where the athletic fields and 
tennis center would be enhanced with new bike lanes and the Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club 
would be replaced with additional athletic fields and a ranger station. The project also proposes to 
enhance the existing De Anza Cove Park area by adding a boat rental facility, restaurant, restrooms 
and picnic shelters to the park area. Overall, the removal of the developed areas of Campland, the 
evacuated mobile home park, the RV park, and the Boat and Ski Club is anticipated to result in a 
relocation of existing on-site noise sources away from nearby noise-sensitive receivers (which are 
primarily located along the northern and western project boundaries), and a corresponding net 
reduction in noise from the project site to adjacent noise-sensitive land uses. Therefore, noise 
impacts from the proposed project would be less than significant.   

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation is required for the project. 

Level of Significance after Mitigation 

Impacts associated with the project would be less than significant without mitigation. 

Noise Impacts to Sensitive Wildlife 

The City’s significance thresholds include noise limits in areas that could potentially affect sensitive 
wildlife. Demolition of existing Campland and the installation of expanded marshland habitat near the 
Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) may require mitigation to reduce noise to less than significant 
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levels. Noise impacts to the MHPA and sensitive avian species are discussed in greater detail in this 
project’s Biological Technical Report (BTR). Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation measures are provided in the project’s BTR. 

Level of Significance after Mitigation 

Impacts associated with the project would be less than significant with provided mitigation. 

6.2 Would the proposed project cause exposure of people to current 
or future transportation noise levels which exceed standards 
established in the Noise Element of the General Plan? 

As discussed above, the proposed project would result in an overall reduction in vehicle trips on 
weekdays and on Saturdays. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the exposure of 
people to current or future transportation noise levels that exceed standards established in the 
Transportation Element of the General Plan. For a detailed consistency analysis with the General 
Plan, please refer to Section 5.1, Land Use, of this project’s Program Environmental Impact 
Report. Noise compatibility impacts associated with operation of the proposed project would be 
less than significant.
 

6.3 Would the proposed project result in land uses which are 
not compatible with aircraft noise levels as defined by an 
adopted ALUCP? 

The proposed project includes land uses that are consistent with those within the MBPMP, including 
natural areas, active recreation, and recreational vehicles. Therefore, the proposed project would be 
consistent with the existing zoning and underlying community plan for the site. The nearest airports 
are San Diego International Airport and Montgomery-Gibbs Executive Airport, each located 
approximately 4 miles from the project site. Based upon the San Diego International Airport’s Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 2014), the proposed 
project site is just north of the Airport Influence Area, and approximately 2.7 miles outside of the 
airport’s 65 dBA CNEL noise contour. Based upon the Montgomery Field Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 2010). The proposed project site is 
just west of the Airport Influence Area, and approximately 3.5 miles outside of the airport’s 65 dBA 
CNEL noise contour. Although aircraft departures are audible throughout the project area, aircraft 
noise contributes less than 65 dBA CNEL to the noise environment of the planning area. Neither 











Noise Technical Report for the De Anza Amendment –  
Mission Bay Park Master Plan 

  10871 
 31 April 2019  

Table 13 
Construction Noise Modeling Summary Results 

Construction Phase 

Leq 1-hr (dBA) Leq 12-hr (dBA)* 

Nearest Receiver (105') Acoustical Center 
(725') 

Nearest Receiver 
(105') 

Acoustical Center 
(725') 

Paving 79 63 78 61 
Architectural Coating 67 51 65 49 

Source: Appendix B.  
Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibel; Leq (1-hr) = 1-hour A-weighted equivalent sound level; Leq (12-hr) = 12-hour A-weighted equivalent sound 
level; bolded numbers signify that the City of San Diego’s construction noise standard of 75 dBA Leq (12-hr) would be exceeded. 
*  12-hour average noise levels were derived by averaging the hours of anticipated activity hours over a 12-hour period, in the logarithmic 

domain. For example, the grading phase, in which a typical 8 hours of work would occur, would produce an hourly noise level when work is 
in progress of up to approximately 80 dBA Leq, but when averaged over a 12-hour day in which there would be 8 hours of “on” time and 4 
hours of “off” time, the average noise level is approximately 78 dBA Leq (12-hour). It was assumed that all construction phases would 
similarly take place during an 8-hour work day.  

Mitigation Measure 

MM-NOI-1 Construction contractors for the proposed project shall implement the following 
measures to minimize short-term noise levels caused by construction activities. Measures to reduce 
construction noise shall be included in contractor specifications and shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following: 

A. Construction activities shall be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. 
Construction is not allowed on legal holidays as specified in Section 21.04 of the San Diego 
Municipal Code, with exception of Columbus Day and Washington’s Birthday, or on 
Sundays (consistent with Section 59.5.0404 of the Municipal Code). 

B. Properly outfit and maintain construction equipment with manufacturer-recommended 
noise reduction devices to minimize construction-generated noise. 

C. Operate all diesel equipment with closed engine doors and equip with factory 
recommended mufflers. 

D. Employ additional noise attenuation techniques as needed to reduce excessive noise levels 
so that construction noise would be in compliance with Municipal Code Section 59.5.0404. 
Such techniques shall include, but not be limited to, the construction of temporary sound 
barriers or sound blankets between construction sites and nearby noise-sensitive receptors. 

E. Notify adjacent noise-sensitive receptors in writing within two weeks of any construction 
activity such as jackhammering, concrete sawing, asphalt removal, and largescale grading 
operations that would occur within 100 feet of the property line of the nearest noise-
sensitive receptor. The extent and duration of the construction activity will be included in 
the notification. 
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F. Designate a "disturbance coordinator" who would be responsible for receiving and 
responding to any complaints about construction noise or vibration. The disturbance 
coordinator will determine the cause of the noise complaint and, if identified as a sound 
generated by construction area activities, will require that reasonable measures be 
implemented to correct the problem. 

Level of Significance after Mitigation 

Impacts associated with the project would be less than significant with the mitigation provided. 

6.5.2. Project-Related Construction Vibration 

Groundborne vibration from heavy equipment operations during the course of construction 
activities under the proposed project was evaluated using the methodology contained in Section 
12.2 of the FTA Manual (FTA 2006) and compared with relevant vibration impact criteria. 
Groundborne vibration information related to the use of heavy construction equipment has been 
collected by the California Department of Transportation. This information indicates that 
continuous vibrations with a peak particle velocity of approximately 0.1 inches per second begin 
to annoy people (Caltrans 2004). 

By use of administrative controls, such as scheduling construction activities with the highest 
potential to produce excessive vibration to hours with least potential to affect nearby properties, 
perceptible vibration can be kept to a minimum. Thus, impacts from construction-generated 
vibration would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 

Level of Significance after Mitigation 

Impacts associated with the proposed project would be less than significant without mitigation.  
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APPENDIX A 
Ambient Field Noise Measurement Data 





Field Noise Measurement Data

Record: 1114

Project Name De anza
Observer(s) Connor Burke
Date 2018-11-14
 

Meteorological Conditions

Temp (F) 73
Humidity % (R.H.) 12
Wind Light
Wind Speed (MPH) 5
Wind Direction East
Sky Sunny
 

Instrument and Calibrator Information

Instrument Name List (ENC) Rion NL-52
Instrument Name (ENC) Rion NL-52
Instrument Name Lookup Key (ENC) Rion NL-52
Manufacturer Rion
Model NL-52
Serial Number 553896
Calibrator Name (ENC) LD CAL150
Calibrator Name (ENC) LD CAL150
Calibrator Name Lookup Key (ENC) LD CAL150
Calibrator Manufacturer Larson Davis
Calibrator Model LD CAL150
Calibrator Serial # 5152
Pre-Test (dBA SPL) 94
Post-Test (dBA SPL) 94
Windscreen Yes
Weighting? A-WTD
Slow/Fast? Slow
ANSI? Yes
 

Monitoring

Record # 1
Site ID ST3
Site Location Lat/Long 32.796149, -117.224899
Begin (Time) 09:57:00
End (Time) 10:12:00
Leq 55.1
Lmax 69.8
Lmin 41.8
Other Lx? L90, L50, L10
L90 43.6
L50 47.3
L10 58
Other Lx (Specify Metric) L
Primary Noise Source Traffic
Other Noise Sources (Background) Birds, Distant Aircraft, Distant Conversations / Yelling, Distant Traffic
Other Noise Sources Additional Description Cars stopping at camp land gate. Engine starts. Helicopter
Is the same instrument and calibrator being used
as previously noted?

Yes

Are the meteorological conditions the same as
previously noted?

Yes
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Description / Photos

 

Site Photos

Photo

Comments / Description Facing east
 

Monitoring

Record # 2
Site ID ST2
Site Location Lat/Long 32.797600, -117.223636
Begin (Time) 10:20:00
End (Time) 10:35:00
Leq 43.2
Lmax 54.2
Lmin 40
Other Lx? L90, L50, L10
L90 41
L50 42.6
L10 44.3
Other Lx (Specify Metric) L
Primary Noise Source Distant traffic
Other Noise Sources (Background) Birds, Distant Traffic, Rustling Leaves
Is the same instrument and calibrator being used
as previously noted?

Yes

Are the meteorological conditions the same as
previously noted?

Yes
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Description / Photos

 

Site Photos

Photo

Comments / Description Facing east.
 

Monitoring

Record # 3
Site ID ST1
Site Location Lat/Long 32.797032, -117.226383
Begin (Time) 10:50:00
End (Time) 11:05:00
Leq 55.4
Lmax 69
Lmin 36.2
Other Lx? L90, L50, L10
L90 38.7
L50 43.2
L10 59.2
Other Lx (Specify Metric) L
Primary Noise Source Traffic
Other Noise Sources (Background) Birds, Distant Aircraft, Distant Conversations / Yelling, Distant Traffic, Rustling Leaves
Is the same instrument and calibrator being used
as previously noted?

Yes

Are the meteorological conditions the same as
previously noted?

Yes
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Source Info and Traffic Counts

Number of Lanes 2
Lane Width (feet) 10
Roadway Width (feet) 20
Roadway Width (m) 6.1
Distance to Roadway (feet) 20
Distance to Roadway (m) 6.1
Distance Measured to Centerline or Edge of
Pavement?

Edge of Pavement

Estimated Vehicle Speed  (MPH) 25
 

Traffic Counts

Vehicle Count Summary A 24, MT 0, HT 0, B 0, MC 0
Select Method for Recording Count Duration Enter Manually
Counting Both Directions? Yes
Count Duration (minutes) 15
Vehicle Count Tally
Select Method for Vehicle Counts Enter Manually
Number of Vehicles - Autos 24
Number of Vehicles - Medium Trucks 0
Number of Vehicles - Heavy Trucks 0
Number of Vehicles - Buses 0
Number of Vehicles - Motorcyles 0
 

Description / Photos

 

Site Photos

Photo
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Monitoring

Record # 4
Site ID ST6
Site Location Lat/Long 32.794115, -117.216341
Begin (Time) 11:15:00
End (Time) 11:30:00
Leq 48.7
Lmax 60.2
Lmin 41.2
Other Lx? L90, L50, L10
L90 42.7
L50 46.3
L10 51.2
Other Lx (Specify Metric) L
Primary Noise Source Industrial
Other Noise Sources (Background) Birds, Distant Aircraft, Distant Conversations / Yelling, Distant Dog Barking, Distant Traffic, Rustling Leaves
Other Noise Sources Additional Description Construction noise. Backup alarms.
Is the same instrument and calibrator being used
as previously noted?

Yes

Are the meteorological conditions the same as
previously noted?

Yes

 

Description / Photos

 

Site Photos

Photo

Comments / Description Facing north
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Monitoring

Record # 5
Site ID ST5
Site Location Lat/Long 32.797343, -117.214696
Begin (Time) 11:45:00
End (Time) 12:00:00
Leq 49.2
Lmax 51.6
Lmin 47.6
Other Lx? L90, L50, L10
L90 48.1
L50 48.9
L10 50.6
Other Lx (Specify Metric) L
Primary Noise Source Distant traffic
Other Noise Sources (Background) Birds, Distant Aircraft, Distant Conversations / Yelling, Distant Traffic
Is the same instrument and calibrator being used
as previously noted?

Yes

Are the meteorological conditions the same as
previously noted?

Yes

 

Description / Photos

 

Site Photos

Photo

Comments / Description Facing south
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Monitoring

Record # 6
Site ID ST4
Site Location Lat/Long 32.799760, -117.217265
Begin (Time) 12:10:00
End (Time) 12:25:00
Leq 48
Lmax 63.4
Lmin 44
Other Lx? L90, L50, L10
L90 44.9
L50 46.2
L10 49.7
Other Lx (Specify Metric) L
Primary Noise Source Golfballs
Other Noise Sources (Background) Birds, Distant Aircraft, Distant Conversations / Yelling, Distant Traffic, Rustling Leaves
Is the same instrument and calibrator being used
as previously noted?

Yes

Are the meteorological conditions the same as
previously noted?

Yes

 

Description / Photos

 

Site Photos

Photo

Comments / Description Facing south
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Monitoring

Record # 7
Site ID ST7
Site Location Lat/Long 32.800996, -117.213878
Begin (Time) 12:35:00
End (Time) 12:45:00
Leq 70.6
Lmax 77.5
Lmin 57.5
Other Lx? L90, L50, L10
L90 65.5
L50 69.8
L10 72.8
Other Lx (Specify Metric) L
Primary Noise Source Traffic
Is the same instrument and calibrator being used
as previously noted?

Yes

Are the meteorological conditions the same as
previously noted?

Yes

 

Source Info and Traffic Counts

Number of Lanes 5
Lane Width (feet) 10
Roadway Width (feet) 50
Roadway Width (m) 15.3
Distance to Roadway (feet) 20
Distance to Roadway (m) 6.1
Distance Measured to Centerline or Edge of
Pavement?

Edge of Pavement

Estimated Vehicle Speed  (MPH) 40
 

Traffic Counts

Vehicle Count Summary A 700, MT 12, HT 5, B 0, MC 0
Select Method for Recording Count Duration Enter Manually
Counting Both Directions? Yes
Count Duration (minutes) 10
Vehicle Count Tally
Select Method for Vehicle Counts Enter Manually
Number of Vehicles - Autos 700
Number of Vehicles - Medium Trucks 12
Number of Vehicles - Heavy Trucks 5
Number of Vehicles - Buses 0
Number of Vehicles - Motorcyles 0
 

Description / Photos
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Site Photos

Photo

 

Monitoring

Record # 8
Site ID ST8
Site Location Lat/Long 32.802613, -117.219472
Begin (Time) 13:10:00
End (Time) 13:20:00
Leq 62.7
Lmax 68.6
Lmin 45.6
Other Lx? L90, L50, L10
L90 49.2
L50 60.3
L10 67.3
Other Lx (Specify Metric) L
Primary Noise Source Traffic
Other Noise Sources (Background) Distant Conversations / Yelling
Is the same instrument and calibrator being used
as previously noted?

Yes

Are the meteorological conditions the same as
previously noted?

No

 

Source Info and Traffic Counts

Number of Lanes 4
Lane Width (feet) 10
Roadway Width (feet) 40
Roadway Width (m) 12.2
Distance to Roadway (feet) 40
Distance to Roadway (m) 12.2
Distance Measured to Centerline or Edge of
Pavement?

Edge of Pavement

Estimated Vehicle Speed  (MPH) 40
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Traffic Counts

Vehicle Count Summary A 360, MT 0, HT 0, B 2, MC 0
Select Method for Recording Count Duration Enter Manually
Counting Both Directions? Yes
Count Duration (minutes) 10
Vehicle Count Tally
Select Method for Vehicle Counts Enter Manually
Number of Vehicles - Autos 360
Number of Vehicles - Medium Trucks 0
Number of Vehicles - Heavy Trucks 0
Number of Vehicles - Buses 2
Number of Vehicles - Motorcyles 0
 

Description / Photos

 

Site Photos

Photo

Comments / Description Facing south
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APPENDIX B 
Construction Noise Modeling  

Input/Output 





Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date: 1/3/2019

Case Description: De Anza Cove_Demolition

---- Receptor #1 ----

Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Nearest Receiver 105' Residential 65 60 55

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Chain Saw No 20 83.7 105 0

Excavator No 40 80.7 105 0

Excavator No 40 80.7 125 0

Excavator No 40 80.7 125 0

Dozer No 40 81.7 145 0

Dozer No 40 81.7 145 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax

Chain Saw 77.3 70.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Excavator 74.3 70.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Excavator 72.8 68.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Excavator 72.8 68.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 72.4 68.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 72.4 68.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 77.3 77 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

---- Receptor #2 ----

Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Acoustical Center 725' Residential 65 60 55

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Chain Saw No 20 83.7 725 0

Excavator No 40 80.7 725 0

Excavator No 40 80.7 725 0

Excavator No 40 80.7 725 0



Dozer No 40 81.7 725 0

Dozer No 40 81.7 725 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax

Chain Saw 60.5 53.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Excavator 57.5 53.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Excavator 57.5 53.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Excavator 57.5 53.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 58.4 54.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 58.4 54.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 60.5 61.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date: 1/3/2019

Case Description: De Anza Cove_Site Preparation

---- Receptor #1 ----

Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Nearest Receiver 105' Residential 65 60 55

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Dozer No 40 81.7 105 0

Dozer No 40 81.7 105 0

Dozer No 40 81.7 125 0

Excavator No 40 80.7 125 0

Excavator No 40 80.7 145 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax

Dozer 75.2 71.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 75.2 71.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 73.7 69.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Excavator 72.8 68.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Excavator 71.5 67.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 75.2 76.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.



---- Receptor #2 ----

Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Acoustical Center 725' Residential 65 60 55

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Dozer No 40 81.7 725 0

Dozer No 40 81.7 725 0

Dozer No 40 81.7 725 0

Excavator No 40 80.7 725 0

Excavator No 40 80.7 725 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax

Dozer 58.4 54.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 58.4 54.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 58.4 54.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Excavator 57.5 53.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Excavator 57.5 53.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 58.4 61.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date: 1/3/2019

Case Description: De Anza Cove_Grading

---- Receptor #1 ----

Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Nearest Receiver 105' Residential 65 60 55

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Grader No 40 85 105 0

Dozer No 40 81.7 105 0

Scraper No 40 83.6 125 0

Scraper No 40 83.6 125 0

Tractor No 40 84 145 0



Front End Loader No 40 79.1 145 0

Excavator No 40 80.7 165 0

Excavator No 40 80.7 165 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax

Grader 78.6 74.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 75.2 71.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Scraper 75.6 71.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Scraper 75.6 71.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Tractor 74.8 70.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Front End Loader 69.9 65.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Excavator 70.3 66.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Excavator 70.3 66.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 78.6 79.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

---- Receptor #2 ----

Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Acoustical Center 725' Residential 65 60 55

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Grader No 40 85 725 0

Dozer No 40 81.7 725 0

Scraper No 40 83.6 725 0

Scraper No 40 83.6 725 0

Tractor No 40 84 725 0

Front End Loader No 40 79.1 725 0

Excavator No 40 80.7 725 0

Excavator No 40 80.7 725 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax

Grader 61.8 57.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Dozer 58.4 54.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Scraper 60.4 56.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Scraper 60.4 56.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Tractor 60.8 56.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Front End Loader 55.9 51.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A



Excavator 57.5 53.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Excavator 57.5 53.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 61.8 64.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date: 1/3/2019

Case Description: De Anza Cove_Building Construction

---- Receptor #1 ----

Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Nearest Receiver 105' Residential 65 60 55

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Crane No 16 80.6 105 0

Man Lift No 20 74.7 105 0

Man Lift No 20 74.7 125 0

Man Lift No 20 74.7 125 0

Generator No 50 80.6 145 0

Backhoe No 40 77.6 145 0

Tractor No 40 84 165 0

Front End Loader No 40 79.1 165 0

Welder / Torch No 40 74 165 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax

Crane 74.1 66.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Man Lift 68.3 61.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Man Lift 66.7 59.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Man Lift 66.7 59.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Generator 71.4 68.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Backhoe 68.3 64.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Tractor 73.6 69.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Front End Loader 68.7 64.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Welder / Torch 63.6 59.7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 74.1 74.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

---- Receptor #2 ----

Baselines (dBA)



Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Acoustical Center 725' Residential 65 60 55

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Crane No 16 80.6 725 0

Man Lift No 20 74.7 725 0

Man Lift No 20 74.7 725 0

Man Lift No 20 74.7 725 0

Generator No 50 80.6 725 0

Backhoe No 40 77.6 725 0

Tractor No 40 84 725 0

Front End Loader No 40 79.1 725 0

Welder / Torch No 40 74 725 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax

Crane 57.3 49.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Man Lift 51.5 44.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Man Lift 51.5 44.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Man Lift 51.5 44.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Generator 57.4 54.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Backhoe 54.3 50.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Tractor 60.8 56.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Front End Loader 55.9 51.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Welder / Torch 50.8 46.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 60.8 60.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date: 1/3/2019

Case Description: De Anza Cove_Paving

---- Receptor #1 ----

Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Nearest Receiver 105' Residential 65 60 55

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)



All Other Equipment > 5 HP No 50 85 105 0

All Other Equipment > 5 HP No 50 85 105 0

Paver No 50 77.2 125 0

Paver No 50 77.2 125 0

Roller No 20 80 145 0

Roller No 20 80 145 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax

All Other Equipment > 5 HP 78.6 75.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

All Other Equipment > 5 HP 78.6 75.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Paver 69.3 66.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Paver 69.3 66.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Roller 70.8 63.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Roller 70.8 63.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 78.6 79.3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

---- Receptor #2 ----

Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Acoustical Center 725' Residential 65 60 55

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

All Other Equipment > 5 HP No 50 85 725 0

All Other Equipment > 5 HP No 50 85 725 0

Paver No 50 77.2 725 0

Paver No 50 77.2 725 0

Roller No 20 80 725 0

Roller No 20 80 725 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax

All Other Equipment > 5 HP 61.8 58.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

All Other Equipment > 5 HP 61.8 58.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Paver 54 51 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Paver 54 51 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Roller 56.8 49.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Roller 56.8 49.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 61.8 62.9 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A



*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM),Version 1.1

Report date: 1/3/2019

Case Description: De Anza Cove_Architectural Coating

---- Receptor #1 ----

Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Nearest Receiver 105' Residential 65 60 55

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Compressor (air) No 40 77.7 105 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax

Compressor (air) 71.2 67.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 71.2 67.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.

---- Receptor #2 ----

Baselines (dBA)

Description Land Use Daytime Evening Night

Acoustical Center 725' Residential 65 60 55

Equipment

Spec Actual Receptor Estimated

Impact Lmax Lmax Distance Shielding

Description Device Usage(%) (dBA) (dBA) (feet) (dBA)

Compressor (air) No 40 77.7 725 0

Results

Calculated (dBA) Noise Limits (dBA)

Day Evening Night

Equipment *Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax Leq Lmax

Compressor (air) 54.4 50.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total 54.4 50.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Calculated Lmax is the Loudest value.
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