
COUNTY OF MILWAUKEE
Inter-Office Communication


Date:		May 12, 2022

To:		Marcelia Nicholson, Chairwoman, Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors

From:	Ashley Adsit, Director, Project Management Office (PMO), Office of Strategy, Budget, & Performance (SBP)

Subject:	Report from the Grants and Special Projects and Facilities Management   Divisions, providing updates on securing grant funding for rehabilitation of the Domes and the approved structural testing and netting replacement projects at the Domes.

File Type:	Informational Report, Amendment 1, Resolution File No. 21-518 

REQUEST
The Department of Administrative Services Grants Procurement Division and Facilities Management Division shall submit a report to the Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors for the September 2021 committee cycle providing an informational update on structural testing performed at the Domes, as well as the upcoming netting replacement project approved in the 2021 Adopted Budget. The report shall also include an informational update on progress made by the Grants Procurement Division to secure grant funding for rehabilitation of the Domes and other outside funding avenues that are being explored (Amendment 1, Resolution File No. 21-518 to Appropriation Transfer A9 on P.5). 

***Effective January 1, 2022, the Grants and Special Projects Division is the part of the newly structured Project Management Office (PMO) in the Office of Strategy, Budget, & Performance (SBP).***

POLICY
Milwaukee County Resolution File No. 16-200 (March 2016): “BE IT RESOLVED, that Milwaukee County shall pursue the repair and preservation of the existing Mitchell Park Conservatory Domes.”

	Wisconsin State Statutes:
	N/A

	Milwaukee County Code of General Ordinances:
	N/A

	Specific Adopted Budget:
	N/A

	Specific Adopted Budget Amendment:
	N/A

	Specific Adopted Capital Project:
	N/A




BACKGROUND

	Related File No’s:
	21-772, 18-627, 16-636, 19-102, 19-736, 20-733, 21-518A, 16-200, 18-164, 19-55, 19-57, 19-677, 21-233, 21-772, 21-1070, 22-407

	Associated File No’s
(Including Transfer Packets):
	21-518 Appropriation Transfer A9

	Previous Action Date(s):
	File 22-407 received and placed on file on 3/15/22


Project Management Office (PMO) Update:
The Project Management Office (PMO), Parks Department, Office of Corporation Counsel (OCC), and Comptroller’s Office have worked closely with Husch Blackwell and Baker Tilly (“Vendors”) on their analysis of the legal structures and capital funding stack proposed in the 2019 Domes Business Plan (“Plan”).   

The Vendors have concluded their work and have submitted a joint final report, entitled Domes Business Plan Analysis (“Report”), which is attached to this file. The Vendors opted to collaborate on the Report, as the proposed legal structures and the capital funding stack are fundamentally integrated. 

The Report provides an analysis of:
· Each proposed funding source and describes the likelihood of each funding source at the amount proposed in the Plan based on a variety of factors; 
· What conditions and legal relationships would have to be in place for each funding source to be realized, some of which require for-profit ownership (e.g. for tax credits) and some of which require a private 501(c)(3) non-profit status; 
· Any incompatibility/tension between the structures needed for the different funding sources to be utilized; 
· The repayment of loans and bonds with interest (debt service); and 
· Any expectation of profit/appreciation for investors in some proposed funding sources (e.g. Opportunity Zone). 
The Report provides a limited assessment of the feasibility of a capital campaign that relies on private donations/grants and recommends a separate feasibility analysis, pointing out that the proposed capital stack has separately listed funding sources essentially drawing from the same group of potential major donors. 

The Vendors discuss the concept of scaling down the scope of the Plan to have a stronger likelihood of a feasible funding stack. This concept is to move forward with the repair/restoration and necessary code updates as an initial phase and leave internal space planning and the development of additional or redesigned amenities within Mitchell Park for subsequent phases. This concept was described as “Option 3: Address Deferred Maintenance” in the July 2018 ConsultEcon and HGA report (page II-4). While beginning with a deferred maintenance and code update phase of the project helps to manage capital costs and reduce complexity in the short-term, it may also increase long-term financial and legal risk. The concept of a scaled-down scope is based on funding strategy alone, and does not resolve the operational, horticultural, attendance, or revenue challenges present at the Domes, which are further explored later in this report.

This phased approach is not a new concept. In their 2018 report, ConsultEcon and HGA wrote (see page II-7):
  	“… a phased approach takes more time, but a given phase of investment or change will likely be more doable and feasible than an implementation approach based on a single large redevelopment of the Domes complex. Each phase of capital investment will enhance the Domes experience and build public interest and attendance and enhance opportunities to address governance and operations.”

The Plan itself envisioned a 10-year, three-phase approach, with the vast majority of the revenue for the $66 million project coming in Year One (see Plan, page 64). Based on the Vendors’ Report, this is not feasible.

It is important to note that the scope of the Vendors’ contracts was limited to a feasibility analysis of the 2019 Domes Business Plan per Board Resolution File No. 21-518 to Appropriation Transfer A9; therefore, the Report relies on multiple assumptions. For example, there were six options presented to Milwaukee County in the ConsultEcon and HGA report (see page II-17):
1. Do Nothing
2. Demolish Domes
3. Address Deferred Maintenance
4. Targeted Investments
5A. EcoDome Destination Attraction
  	5B. Hybrid Redevelopment EcoDome Destination Attraction* 
6A. Adventure Dome Destination Attraction
  	6B. Hybrid Redevelopment Adventure Dome Destination Attraction* 

*Option involves razing the Show Dome and building a new dome in its footprint
The Domes Task Force presented only two recommendations in its Plan, Targeted Investments and EcoDome Destination Attraction, eliminating from consideration any option that included all or partial demolition. The vendors were not asked to evaluate any options outside of the Plan.
Most notably absent from the Plan, and therefore absent from the Report, is a total lifecycle cost analysis that is informed by programmatic/operational considerations. Per the 2017 memo prepared by the Director of the Department of Administrative Services (DAS) that was provided to the Domes Task Force at its request comparing the GRAEF report and peer review of the GRAEF report, a lifecycle cost analysis is “a critical step that must be performed prior to committing to any repair strategy.” 

The only programmatic/operational cost analysis on the Domes is the 2018 audit report and recommendations by the Comptroller’s Office and the 2021 status report. These reports examined and made recommendations around the existing sources of revenue and policies and systems related to revenue. There has not been any independent analysis of the new and expanded sources of revenue that are projected, and indeed relied upon, in the Plan. 

One major assumption upon which this Report relies is the accuracy of the (pre-covid) costs indicated in the Plan and the construction cost estimates selected by the Domes Task Force. While the Plan indicates that, through the Plan, the Domes will “be rehabilitated for the next 50 years” (see Plan, page 8), according to GRAEF's 2016 Update on Costs and Options for Domes (see chart under Appendix G, page 57), the only way to get to up to 50 years of useful life of the current structure would be to either:

1) Replace all glass, install a new façade, and rebuild the concrete frame (per the original construction); OR 
2) Install new glass and new self-supporting façade and remove the concrete frame.

The Plan does not include either of these approaches; it calls for repairing both the glass and concrete frame, which provides an estimated maximum of 30 years. This point is directly related to the analysis of the capital funding stack that this Report provides, as “only repairs that extend the serviceable life of [the] facility to or beyond the borrowing timeline are justified” (see 2017 DAS Memo). For instance, a long-term lease that would facilitate Historic Tax Credits is typically 55 years or longer (see slide 10, Mitchell Park Domes and Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits – 2019 presentation by the National Trust for Historic Preservation).

Additional factors that relate to determining the best path forward for the Domes that were beyond the scope of the Vendors’ contracts include: 

· Conditions for the plant collection as they relate to the current structure (including placement, light, temperature, etc.). The Plan did not include a horticultural assessment, though the 2018 ConsultEcon and HGA report described the current environment for the plants as “sub-optimal”.

· Significant energy-related concerns about this building that would need to be addressed as part of both short and long-term planning for which an energy assessment would be required once the results of the glazing study are known.

· Full risk analysis of accepting Historic Tax Credits whereby the owner of the property (which must be a taxpaying entity and therefore cannot be Milwaukee County) must “negotiate” with the State Historic Preservation Office and the National Park Service regarding materials and planning.

· Operational cost concerns, including, but not limited to:
· Substantial short and long-term building maintenance needs that are currently supported by a Milwaukee County department with a non-mandated budget.

· Additional financial costs based on existing legal agreements—the most significant example of which is that Milwaukee County has an existing long-term contract with Zilli Hospitality Group at the Domes that would have to be addressed.

The updated project timeline is included with this file. The community engagement phase of the project has been placed on hold pending additional information relating to the glazing study results and updated costs in Fall/Winter of 2022 (see FMD update to follow). In order for community engagement to be meaningful, we need updated, accurate information on all aspects of the project to share with the public and some preliminary direction from the Board of Supervisors.

Facilities Management Update:

Project A: The Glazing System Renovation Investigation, P-684-18607
The two-part proposal to evaluate and propose a repair or replacement solution for the glazing system failure. At the present time, the Part 1 study was completed in 2020 and recommendations and preliminary estimates were developed at a cost of just under $20 million to repair the glazing system alone. Part 2, the mock-up and testing of a six-panel piece of the glazing system, is not yet completed. The Consultant has confirmed that special extruded aluminum sections will not be available until the first week of October 2022. At that point the mock-up will be completed and tested by November 2022 and the results will be reported by the end of 2022. 

Project B: The Safety Mesh Inspection and Repairs Project, P718 20079
The capital project for Inspections and Repairs to the stainless-steel mesh that was installed in all three domes as a temporary safety measure are completed. This work will be followed up by a written evaluation of both the mesh and the concrete frame following close up viewing. It is expected that this report will be available by the end of June of 2022. At this point, while there was a limited amount of shifting and sagging of the mesh, it remains in fairly good condition from the installation just over six years ago.  There were a couple needed repairs done to the concrete frame. Basically, removal of loose spall material and concrete patching. There continues to be some degradation of the existing concrete and small surface spalls. This will continue to get progressively worse as the leaking window glazing continues to drip onto the concrete frame.

Repair Cost Estimates
Until we know if the proposed new glazing system will work, there are no further cost estimates to be made. Repair cost estimates will be undertaken at such time as the Domes glazing mock-up testing is completed with the consultant’s report and recommendation. 

ALIGNMENT TO STRATEGIC PLAN
This item is directly related to the County’s strategic goal 3B, Enhance the County’s fiscal health and sustainability. The Mitchell Parks Domes has been operating at a substantial annual loss, which increases the burden on the tax levy (see the Comptroller’s 2018 audit report) and the 50+ year old structure requires extensive repairs and upgrades to remain operable. Milwaukee County’s ownership of this property necessitates extensive internal and external coordination. The County’s ability to advance strategic objective 3A, Invest “upstream” to address root causes of health disparities, relies on a stable business model to sustain our landmarks.

It is also important to note that the Mitchell Park Domes are located in an area of the County that has persistently high rates of unemployment and exceeds 30% of poverty. The residents in this area are a majority people of color who have comparatively less access to green space compared to other areas of the County. In this respect, investing in the restoration of the Domes and Mitchell Park more broadly would advance objective 2A, Determine what, where, and how we deliver services to advance health equity.

FISCAL EFFECT
The funds to assess the proposed funding streams and complete the material testing and inspections have already been allocated. There is no fiscal effect related to this update. 

TERMS
There is no specified term related to this informational update.
	
VIRTUAL MEETING INVITES
Aaron Herzberg, Stuart Carron, and Julie Bastin (DAS); Ashley Adsit and Nichole Todd (PMO-SBP Office); Guy Smith, Jim Tarantino, and Sarah Toomsen (Parks Dept.); Scott Manske and CJ Pahl (Office of the Comptroller); and Scott Brown (OCC).

PREPARED BY:
Nichole Todd, Senior Analyst, Project Management Office, Office of Strategy, Budget, and Performance (SBP)
Stuart Carron, Director, and Julie Bastin, P.E., Facilities Management Division, DAS

APPROVED BY:
Aaron Hertzberg, DAS Director
Joe Lamers, SBP Director
Guy Smith, Parks Director

ATTACHMENTS:
Domes Business Plan Analysis
Updated Project Planning Timeline

cc:	Kelly Bablitch, Chief of Staff, Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors
	Janelle M. Jensen, Legislative Services Division Manager, Office of the County Clerk
