Withdraw RFP for Casual/Informal Dining Restaurant
Assumptions for Melton Lake Park based on the First and Second Public Forums:
Citizens strongly support the following recreational outcomes for this waterfront park: 
· A world class rowing venue, facilities, and programs with the ORRA.
· An open, natural lakefront park that offers recreation and leisure uses for all ages while preserving and enhancing the natural ambience, beauty, character, and wildlife habitat.
· A network of trails and greenways.

· Human-powered recreation, including commercial rentals of boats, bicycles, and other such equipment.

· A venue for public celebrations.
Citizens suggested many strategic support facilities and services to enable and enhance the above outcomes. They include but are not limited to: a restaurant, seasonal/event vendors, parking, restrooms, seating and benches, launches, crosswalks, lighting, safety and protection, traffic management, landscaping, and signage. These support facilities and services are best determined and located after the preferred recreational outcomes are fleshed out and sited 
Compelling Reasons to Cancel the RFP for Casual/Informal Dining Restaurant at Park 
Following are six compelling reasons to cancel this RFP:
1. RFP for a new restaurant puts the “cart before the horse.” This restaurant is the “cart,” an amenity for those who use the Park. The “horses” are the recreational goals and desired outcomes. A new restaurant should follow but never drive our lakefront recreational development, as would happen if the City proceeds with the RFP at this time. The RFP restaurant is wide-open to proposals, including its location, size, configuration, architecture, and landscaping. The only RFP requirement is that it be in the “vicinity” of the current restaurant. Any of these factors can easily limit, restrict, and waste the recreational opportunities of these horses—largely through unintended negative consequences for the desired outcomes.
The City and citizens have yet to envision and plot out the optimal facilities and their locations for the rowing and human powered boating programs, services, facilities, usage, and operations that would produce the desired outcomes. A new restaurant under a long-term lease at this time can only be an obstacle to great planning and an integrated recreational waterfront. 

Coach Eubanks gave examples of how the RFP restaurant can get in the way and impede the very programs we want to build. For example, the area between the restaurant and the lakefront is now jammed with rowing event canopies, equipment, activities, and a command center for regattas. Easy access to this area is essential to their regattas.  A deck between the current building and embayment can disrupt current usage.
The layout must include facilities to achieve the human-powered recreation at the Park. The current plan has no space for a rental recreation operation. The existing restaurant building might serve that purpose. The subsequent restaurant might be better sited at another location on the lakefront itself or Melton Lake Drive.

2. The RFP puts the cart before the horse in another way. The developer selected will propose the ambience for the restaurant (look, feel, environment, and setting) which, in turn, will impact the ambience citizens want for the Park, its facilities, and waterfront as a whole. Ambience is not an RFP evaluation criterion for the restaurant, yet it is critical to a unified waterfront appearance. The desired waterfront ambience must first be determined in concert with our citizens so that the restaurant fits in. There have been no public deliberations as to ambience or other aspects of the Plan.
The best planning begins with a community vision for the preferred waterfront in 10, 15, and 20 years—a period long enough to get past current events. This has not been done. Citizens were asked what specific land uses and/or recreational activities should be considered. No public deliberations or visioning occurred.
What should the waterfront look, feel, and be like? What are the open spaces, the leisure uses, as well as envisioned programs, facilities, services, and operations?  Where are the best locations to integrate them on the waterfront property and maintain harmony among the primary recreational parts? Once this is done, then locate support facilities and services. “Imagine ahead—plan backwards.” Right now is the optimum time for doing so. 
3. The Waterfront Development Plan fragments waterfront visioning, planning, priorities, and scarce resources. A classic fragmentation error occurred when the redevelopment area was split into two separate phases by the Melton Lake Redevelopment Committee (MLRC) in September 2005. Phase I is the area now covered by the City’s Melton Lake Development Plan. Phase II is the waterfront recreation area from Edgemoor Bridge to Solway Bridge. Phase II may have started in 2009. 
The two phases seems logical, but the reality is that the waterfront is an interconnected whole. The whole offers more options and opportunities for the community than the separated parts. More recreation and leisure can be offered to meet public needs and interests, and with better balance. 
Edgemoor-Solway may be better for public celebrations that call for lots of parking and for a rowing village. Flat, open areas might be suitable for fair grounds and a historic site for preserving early homes and buildings. Including this area in the Plan can assure that the Haw Ridge recreational area and programs are preserved and enhanced.

4. City staff involved with Melton Lake Redevelopment Committee (MLRC), the Request For Qualifications (RFQ) for the Marina, and/or the Request For Proposal (RFP) for a casual/informal dining restaurant must be recused from the RFP selection committee and related processes. Public records and information suggest that City staff:
a) Compromised (or appear to have) their credibility to act in the interest of all citizens. Biases for and against certain businesses and owners have been shown.
b) Withheld from the public the MLRC marina information and assessments, the March 2008 MLRC waterfront vision, the City’s intent for an RFQ proposal to develop the Parks waterfront including the marina, and O’Connor’s letter of September 2005 creating the MLRC. 
c) Misled the public about the purpose of the MLRC in the June 2009 City webpage posting, and in claiming that residents requested a casual dining restaurant. Citizens at the Public Forums did not deliberate or vote for such a restaurant. 

d) Did not allow citizens to ask questions or make comments at the first two Public Forums—a likely denial of freedom of speech. 

e) Has no expertise in the food and beverage industry for selecting a restaurant for the Park. 
f) Is not a substitute and cannot speak for citizens and their restaurant preferences. 

g) Should have no role or influence in selecting the restaurant because of their other RFP responsibilities. This is an appropriate separation of powers—an appropriate check and balance. 
5. The RFP lacks essential criteria and standards for evaluating restaurant proposals. A casual/informal dining restaurant is vague. Subjective decisions regarding the best restaurant and the ambience of the restaurant and Park should not be that of City staff. This is the proper and fair choice of citizens.
6. The City must exercise due diligence regarding the best building and leasing options before an RFP is issued. The assumption that a developer financed restaurant is best for our City has not been assessed and deliberated by City Council. The City must first answer the question, “What are the short- and long-term cost-benefits and the advantages and disadvantages for our community for each option?” “What lease terms and conditions will best serve the City?”
The R&R waterfront proposal in 2008 sought a 99-year rent-free lease of the waterfront; a boathouse-community-restaurant center funded by the City and/or grants (none from R&R); and a roundabout funded by the City and/or grant. All sales taxes, property taxes, and rental income generated were to be deposited to a waterfront development fund.   
Alternatives for Consideration

1. Cancel the RFP pursuant to its provision that the City can decide this is in the interest of the City. A new RFP may be issued after a new fleshed out and sited waterfront vision and plan for the preferred recreational outcomes are developed and approved. 
2. Establish a waterfront advisory committee for the waterfront visioning and advising the manager and council on waterfront development plan and related matters. This body can be established pursuant to key principles set forth in the Building Democratic Governance in Your Community, Changing the Way We Govern, published in November 2006 by the National League of Cities. Appoint a committee of about 15-17 citizens selected from various community-based groups and organizations to which they belong—a large and diverse “critical mass” of citizens. These representatives shall actively convey to their organization members and constituents the work of the committee. Our Library maintains a list of such organizations. The work of this committee and staff is to be guided by best practice.
A recreation and parks commission for all recreation and parks matters with the same composition is an alterative. 
3. Broaden the scope of the Waterfront Plan to include the area from Elza Gate to Solway Bridge.

4. Extend the lease of the New China Palace to give the City and the waterfront advisory committee the time needed to develop for City Council a waterfront vision and then a plan that serves the best long-term interest of our community.  
5. Identify and pursue possible grants and other financial aid for the waterfront.
We endorse the preceding assumptions about the waterfront outcomes, the compelling reasons to cancel the RFP for a casual/informal dining restaurant, and the action steps for a community vision and plan the city-owned Melton Lake waterfront property. We endorse the engagement of citizens with and through the waterfront advisory committee and democratic processes. We also endorse the use of best practice guides for waterfront visioning, planning, and their implementation. Citizens are to be kept informed about waterfront issues, the status of the undertaking, and have opportunities for dialogue and deliberations.
We expect Oak Ridge and our citizens to reap the many community building benefits other cities have enjoyed from active, regular participation and influence on a matter that affects them—additional resources often essential if citizen needs and interests are to be met and dreams fulfilled, better decisions, building a sense of community, democratic credibility, easier fundraising, empowerment and confidence to tackle other challenges, more appropriate outcomes, satisfying public demand to be involved in shaping their environment, speedier development overall, and sustainability. People are attracted to and will actively support that which they helped create. 
