
 

    

Chair Vivian Moreno, 
Vice-chair Chris Ward, 
Committee-member Jennifer Campbell, and  
Committee-member Scott Sherman 
 
Dear Councilmembers of the Land Use and Housing Committee, 

 
The members of the ReWild Coalition stand united in opposition to the Campland and 

City Real Estate Assets Department’s proposal for a lease extension and a new lease for 
Campland in the northeast corner of Mission Bay.  

The claim that the lease extension is necessary to address a crisis situation is untrue; 
there is no crisis. Moreover, there is an easy solution available to the City that would keep 
Mission Bay RV Resort workers and registrants whole. The solution is a transparent, City-led 
process to find an operator for the RV Resort on a month-to-month or year-to-year basis. 

 
We oppose the Campland/Real Estate Assets Department proposal for the following reasons: 

• This proposal is unnecessarily rushed. It bypasses the local planning authority 
and procedures in which the community can get involved and ask questions. 

The City was made aware of the current situation with the RV park operator in March, but 
has not shared the information with the community or local committees with any opportunity 
to weigh in. The City has not provided any justification for avoiding a competitive bidding 
process, have not reached out to other potential RV park operators, and has no backup plan 
for this site, needlessly and foolishly putting all their effort into one, hasty proposal. 

• This proposal will prejudge the City-led planning process that is currently 
underway by making significant private investments in an area where the land 
use is still being discussed. Inevitably, approval of the current proposal would 
put pressure on the City to retain the Campland land use in the future.  

The De Anza Point area and the existing Campland area are currently in a City-led land use 
planning process in the De Anza Revitalization Plan. The City has not yet completed or 
released its Draft PEIR. For the City to enter into this leasehold agreement that involves 
changes in the density of use of land, changes in intensity of use, and millions of dollars in 
improvements to facilities prejudices options that may be considered via the current 
planning process. This opens the City of San Diego to potential legal action under CEQA 
due to piecemeal planning and premature commitments that could prejudice feasible 
planning alternatives. The City has already lost cases over issues of pre-commitment.  

• This proposal needlessly postpones wetland restoration actions that are critical 
to the resiliency and viability of the remnant Kendall Frost Marsh.  

Wetland restoration is called for in the 1994 Mission Bay Park Master Plan at the existing 
Campland location. Wetland restoration at the Campland location and the mouth of Rose 
Creek is the second-most important priority project in Charter Section 55.2 (the first is 



 

    

already complete), and these priorities are ordered in importance in that list. Campland’s 
proposal for a lease extension at their existing site, west of Rose Creek delays the wetland 
restoration. According to the City of San Diego, Parks and Recreation information presented 
as recently as this spring, the PEIR for wetland restoration is anticipated to be completed in 
2020. 

• The City has already allocated money to remove the remaining mobile homes, 
and does not need this Campland proposal to accomplish it.  

At their November 13th, 2018 meeting, the Mission Bay Park Improvement Fund Oversight 
Committee authorized two million dollars to address removal of abandoned mobile homes 
on the De Anza Peninsula. 

• The complicated and rushed components of the proposal should be split in two, with a 
proposed new lease for the De Anza area and a proposed lease extension for the existing 
Campland area.  

These are fully independent operations and leases. The Campland proposal is for a lease 
extension with the current lessee and no changes to its operations or physical conditions; 
whereas the RV Park is a lease extension with a new lessee, site improvements and 
hazardous materials removal.  These must be "unlinked" and processed as separate, 
independent City actions. 

• The proposal needs a Coastal Development Permit. 
Based on the limited information available to the public, it appears almost certain that the 
kinds and scope of activities covered by the Proposed Project would require a Coastal 
Development Permit. Section 30106 of the Coastal Act defines “Development” and that 
definition clearly includes the combination of infrastructure improvements, demolition and 
removal of mobile homes, and removal and remediation of hazardous materials (asbestos 
and black mold) are actions that are covered in the Section 30106 definition of 
“development”. 

 
If the proposed action were limited to a simple short-term lease extension on the RV 

site located east of Rose Creek, these issues would be avoided and the immediate needs of 
the employees and registrants could be met expeditiously and simply. Thank you very much 
for your consideration of these points. 

   The members of the ReWild Coalition. 
 
Audubon California 
California Native Plant Society, San Diego 
and Imperial Chapter 
Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 
Environmental Center of San Diego 
Friends of Famosa Slough 
Friends of Mission Bay Marshes 
 

Friends of Rose Canyon 
Mission Bay Fly Fishing Company 
Rose Creek Watershed Alliance 
Southwestern Wetlands Interpretive 
Association 
San Diego Audubon Society 
Sierra Club  
 


