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MITCHELL DOMES PRESENTATION 1

3Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

The display Domes are in need of extensive rehabilitation along with repairs and updates needed for many support spaces.  
Planning is underway for this long-time Milwaukee attraction.

Introduction

4Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Here at a crossroad, there is an opportunity to review the services the Conservatory provides to the community, as well as 
provide for a sustainable facility and operating model. Through community engagement and expert analysis of conditions, 
constraints, and opportunities, The Milwaukee County Task Force on the Mitchell Park Conservatory Domes (Domes Task 
Force) is evaluating long-term options for the future of the Conservatory and its associated  activities, costs, and benefits. 
The Task Force will recommend a course of action to the Milwaukee County Executive and County Board. 

Introduction

1Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Mitchell Park Horticultural Conservatory Domes:
Informational Website

2Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Introduction
The Mitchell Park Horticultural Conservatory building complex includes three 50+ year old display domes, a greenhouse and 
annex complex added in 2015, as well as support and educational structures.
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6Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Option 1: Do Nothing
• No Action taken on remediating deferred maintenance.  
• Deterioration continues. Likely to shorten the useful life of Domes support structure through continued water infiltration. 
• Requires continued reinvestment in mesh screens and intermittent closures for inspections. 
• Sub-optimum conditions for plant collection continues. 
• Excessive utility costs continue which divert County funding support from other positive expenditures in Domes 

operating budget. 
• This Option is assumed to lead to demolition of the Domes at some point in upcoming years.

Funding Commitment: Milwaukee County
Expected Lifespan: 5 Years
Expected Attendance: Continuous Decline

No Initial Cost, Eventual Demolition Costs

7Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Option 1: Do Nothing

Water Damage

Water Damage Annex Event Setup Entrance

Entrance Commons with Water Damage Help Desk and Water Damage

Water Damage Netting for Stuctural Debris Structural Damage

8Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Option 2: Demolish the Domes, Retain Greenhouses
• Provision for transferring portions of the collections to a suitable location; or loss of valuable and important botanical 

collections. 
• May require constructing a new facility to house portions of the collection; or shipping out-of-state. New uses would have 

to be found for the Greenhouses and Annex. 
• Capital costs include: Demolition of Domes; re-landscape parking lots and roads, transferring plants to a new home, 

building a new facility, and investment in Greenhouses and Annex for new use.

Funding Commitment: Milwaukee County
Expected Lifespan: None
Expected Attendance: Lose Current 200,000+

$10 - $15 Million

9Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Option 2: Demolish the Domes, Retain Greenhouses

Annex Greenhouse Remains

Annex Greenhouse Remains

Transition House Potentially Remains Trans. House Potentially Remains Playground

Play Dome Open Park Space
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10Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Option 3: Address Deferred Maintenance
• Repair building envelope (glass, seals, concrete coating, etc.).
• Address deficiencies in code compliance and accessability access
• Operations continue as current.

Funding Commitment: Milwaukee County, Private Partnerships, Community Investment
Expected Lifespan: 25+ Years for the Domes, 50 Years for other structures
Expected Attendance: Minimal Change

$20 - $30 Million

11Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Option 3: Address Deferred Maintenance

Lobby Repairs

Dome Construction Event Setup

Showdome

Students Visiting

2014 Building Greenhouse Annex

Maintain Domes Night Events

Sunny Day at the DomesCeiling Improvement

12Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Option 4: Targeted Investments
• Address Deferred Maintenance 
• Add key additions and new construction to increase functionality of Domes complex. Includes, classrooms, offices, 

meeting space, storage.
• Improve / expand guest entrance, ticketing sequence and group arrival areas.
• Add improved retail space, and food service with small seating area.
• Improve connections to greenhouses and Annex; Enhance Annex as a venue for farmers market and facility rentals, add 

catering kitchen.
• Increase parking capacity and site wayfinding; Improved connections to park and trail.
• Operating enhancements: staff, operations, programs, education, partnerships .
• Increased role for Friends of the Domes.

Funding Commitment: Milwaukee County, Private Partnerships, Community Investment
Expected Lifespan: 25+ Years for the Domes, 50 Years for other structures
Expected Attendance: 250,000+

$40 - $50 Million

13Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Option 4: Targeted Investments

Improved Plantings

Nature Themed Restaurant Greenhouse Event Space Green Parking Lot

Domes Renovated Show Dome
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14Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Option 5A: EcoDome Destination Attraction
• Address deferred maintenance and make targeted investments
• Show Dome: New immersive Ecological Habitat Zone; canopy walks, aquariums, live animals
• Create Changing Exhibit area and new facility for themed flower shows and other public events.
• Add butterfly and other animal exhibit elements to Botanical Domes.
• Add outdoor Children’s Garden in ticketed zone.
• Expand outdoor gardens -- meditation, therapeutic, ethnic, rose, herb, heritage etc. and add Community Gardens.
• Add conservation and ecological elements in new exhibits and in Domes.
• Destination restaurant.
• Operating enhancements: staff, operations, programs, education, partnerships, Governance.

Funding Commitment: Milwaukee County, Significant Private Partnerships, Substantial Community Investment
Expected Lifespan: 25+ Years for the Domes, 50 Years for other structures
Expected Attendance: 400,000+

$70 - $95 Million

15Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Option 5A: EcoDome Destination Attraction

Freshwater Aquarium

Domes Renovated

Children’s Plant LabChildren’s Garden ClassroomEducational Greenhouse

Botanical Gardens

Butterfly VivariumIndoor Canopy Walk

Plant Research Lab

16Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Option 5B: Adventure Dome Destination Attraction

$70 - $95 Million

• Address deferred maintenance and make targeted investments
• Show Dome: New Themed Adventure Experience s: canopy walks, zip lines, climbing structures, water play features, 

playground. All with a botanical setting.  
• Create Changing Exhibit area.
• Create new facility for themed flower shows and other public events.
• Add butterfly and other animal exhibit elements to Botanical Domes.
• Add outdoor Children’s Garden in ticketed zone.
• Destination restaurant.
• Operating enhancements: staff, operations, programs, education, partnerships, Governance.

Funding Commitment: Milwaukee County, Significant Private Partnerships, Substantial Community Investment
Expected Lifespan: 25+ Years for the Domes, 50 Years for other structures
Expected Attendance: 400,000+

17Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Option 5B: Adventure Dome Destination Attraction

Aquarium

Domes Renovated

Play Structures Children’s Garden

Nature Themed Restaurant
Indoor Zipline

Butterfly Vivarium
Indoor Canopy Walk



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix 31

18Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Option 6A: Hybrid Redevelopment EcoDome Destination Attraction
• This option is the same as Option 5A, with the exception of the Show Dome being replaced with a new structure.
• Create EcoDome Destination Attraction in the location of razed Show Dome. 
• This building targeted at 50+ year lifespan as compared to 25+ for Show Dome.
• Facilitates development in a built to suit building.
• Accommodates investment criteria with a long term facility lifespan.

$70 - $95 Million
Funding Commitment: Milwaukee County, Significant Private Partnerships, Substantial Community Investment
Expected Lifespan: 25+ Years for the Domes, 50 Years for new and other structures
Expected Attendance: 400,000+

19Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Option 6A: Hybrid Redevelopment EcoDome Destination Attraction

New Structure in Place of Show Dome

Freshwater Aquarium

Children’s Plant LabChildren’s Garden ClassroomEducational Greenhouse

Botanical Gardens

Butterfly VivariumIndoor Canopy Walk

Plant Research Lab

20Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Option 6B: Hybrid Redevelopment Adventure Dome Destination 
Attraction
• This option is the same as Option 5B, with the exception of the Show Dome being replaced with a new structure.
• Create Adventure Dome Destination Attraction in the location of razed Show Dome (Option 5B). 
• This building targeted at 50+ year lifespan as compared to 25+ for Show Dome.
• Facilitates development in a built to suit building.
• Accommodates investment criteria with a long term facility lifespan.

$70 - $95 Million
Funding Commitment: Milwaukee County, Significant Private Partnerships, Substantial Community Investment
Expected Lifespan: 25+ Years for the Domes, 50 Years for new and other structures
Expected Attendance: 400,000+

21Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Option 6B: Hybrid Redevelopment Adventure Dome Destination 
Attraction

Aquarium Play Structures

Nature Themed Restaurant
Indoor Zipline

New Structure in Place of Show Dome

Butterfly Vivarium
Indoor Canopy Walk

Children’s Garden
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22Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Need More Information?
Click below for detailed descriptions of all Eight (8) Options, including Governance, Staffing 
Implications, Potential Revenue Growth, Market Studies and more.  

Link to Detailed Report

23Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Comments:

Preferred Option:

Any Thoughts?
Please leave any comments and concerns for us.

Submit

24Mitchell Domes
Informational Website

Let’s Keep in Touch!
Would you like to stay up to date on events and the future of the Mitchell Domes? Please Sign Up 
for the Distribution List.

Name:

Email:

Thank You!



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix 33

FOCUS GROUPS

ADJACENT NEIGHBORHOOD GROUPS FOCUS GROUP

2

SIGN IN SHEET
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TRANSCRIBED MEETING NOTES
•	 Program Underutilized

◦◦ Pavilion-$ improve
•	 Program & enhance lagoon

◦◦ Rest/cafe
•	 Winter market

◦◦ Cross market to Domes events
◦◦ Also bridges neighborhood divide

•	 Reach-divide
•	 NEON-NWSP
•	 Ciclovia-Clark Sq.
•	 Community
•	 Bring diversity together
•	 No option 1-2; 3+

◦◦ Icon of neighborhood
◦◦ MKE image
◦◦ Let go of past

◦◦ Options 4-6
◦◦ Exterior development

•	 Eco v. Adventure?
◦◦ Both
◦◦ Not mutually exclusive

◦◦ $ Eco + community
◦◦ Home countries
◦◦ E.g.: Puerto Rico- plants + res

•	 Business model
◦◦ Key is $

•	 Bring Kids + Parents
•	 Concert venue – classical?

◦◦ Attract & bring together diverse MKE
◦◦ Food & beverage

•	 Summerfest…$
◦◦ Think A LOT of PEOPLE

•	 Don’t tear down.
•	 Modify & program – little rentals
•	 Eco- 5A   6A

◦◦ Outside MKE researchers

•	 Concern
◦◦ Events @ Domes Cost prohibitive

◦◦ Residents
◦◦ Quincenera
◦◦ Weddings

◦◦ “Ownership” neighbors
•	 Adventure 5B  & 6B

◦◦ Attracts kids -> draw in
•	 Active + Event + Music

◦◦ e.g. Mexican night
•	 Ex: Xcaret Cancun, Mexico

◦◦ Wedding events
◦◦ Concerts
◦◦ Art/Artists

•	 Community Involvement
◦◦ Donations Jars @ local businesses
◦◦ Invest in business, to make money

•	 Let go of what it used to be.
◦◦ Be creative & improve

•	 Appeal of Ecological Dome by neighborhood groups
◦◦ Ability to study “home” country in Milwaukee
◦◦ Challenge: Access to neighborhood
◦◦ “Music Under Glass”

◦◦ Potawatomi sponsored: Good acts Music
◦◦ Revenue Generation

•	 Lead Investor? Milwaukee County?
◦◦ Partnerships?

•	 Integration of Domes & the Park/Site
◦◦ More opportunity to improve

•	 Farmers Market & Special events @ Show Dome
•	 Staff to market Domes
•	 More “eyes” on Domes, site, & Annex

◦◦ Increase in attendance
•	 Spanish versions of options & materials  
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ORIGINAL MEETING NOTES
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PRESERVATION GROUPS FOCUS GROUP

SIGN IN SHEET
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TRANSCRIBED MEETING NOTES
•	 Shared Revenue

◦◦ Friends v/t Domes
◦◦ Gift Shop Revenue

◦◦ Scouts, other group visitors
•	 Unique Programming

◦◦ Add to botanical
◦◦ V. e.g. – we have a vivarium

•	 Balance w/ neighborhood
◦◦ Access (only one of that could be accessed)

•	 What is your “Domes”
◦◦ Stict?   Brand
◦◦ Why come?

•	 Partnerships are necessary but exhausting
•	 Don’t need to stray so far from botanic

◦◦ Mission-just enhance
•	 How do we enhance visitor experience?

◦◦ Adding to desert & rain-forest
•	 Why 6?

◦◦ Least favorite option
◦◦ Could be fundable?

•	 Do you need to 5+ to attract $?
◦◦ Not necessary – Future?

◦◦ Re-name #4
◦◦ Prove yourself in 4

•	 Small changes results in capacity proving for future enhancements; 
test H2O for future programming & funding

•	 Domes = inexpensive family experience; see desert + rainforest + 
programming
◦◦ PRESERVE
◦◦ Think A LOT of PEOPLE

•	 ADD – enhanced visitor experience
•	 How are we not in the same place in 50 years?
•	 Are you doing a fundraising study as well?
•	 Outside NP partnerships w/ existing groups

◦◦ E.g. UEC, Betty Brinn, MATC

•	 Domes demo a no no
◦◦ 3 domes = significance
◦◦ Add on elsewhere

•	 Eligible for N. Register
•	 HP Tax Credits as a part of funding source
•	 Neighborhood Balance w/ available programs
•	 What are we getting “revved” up to go to?

◦◦ Experience @ same time
•	 Unique, different   environments enhanced by other destination or 

environments
•	 Option 5 – existing buildings
•	 Preserve what’s best
•	 National Trust – 5 option

◦◦ Keeps/restores Domes
◦◦ Community needs to decide 5A or 5B

•	 Consult w/ Denver
◦◦ Landmark similar construction

•	 Preservation?
◦◦ Would you miss it if it were gone?

•	 Alt-
◦◦ Are you willing to support $

•	 Combine w/ Boerner?
◦◦ One place for collections in county

•	 4 – allows enhancements
◦◦ Gov. change; Future 5

•	 Architecturally Important to retain all 3 Domes
•	 Mid century modern popular

◦◦ PLAY THIS UP!	
◦◦ Gift shop
◦◦ Theme weddings
◦◦ Enhancements
◦◦ Decor

•	 Places that shape our collective memories/identity – Domes is one.
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ORIGINAL MEETING NOTES
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TRANSCRIBED COMMENT CARDS ORIGINAL COMMENT CARDS
The Mitchell Park Domes looms large in the collective memory and local 
identity of Milwaukeeans.  I hope every effort can be made to preserve the 
architecturally unique domes as well as the collections.  To put the Domes 
on a long-term stable future, I would favor re-imagining the Show Dome in 
light of the Destination Attraction options, to enhance visitor experience 
and attract private capital.
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SIMILAR CULTURAL GROUPS FOCUS GROUP

SIGN IN SHEET
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TRANSCRIBED MEETING NOTES
•	 Study option for Demo/Replacement of 

Domes
◦◦ State of the Art
◦◦ LEED certified
◦◦ Efficient, program based
◦◦ Like Eco-Calatrava for Milwaukee
◦◦ Destination – Tourist

•	 Preserve + new, go-to showcase
•	 Sustained attendance considerations
•	 Consider operation $
•	 Do you want to duplicate existing MKE 

programming
•	 Line you cross mixing animals + plants 

◦◦ Programming animals mix
•	 Something new each year

◦◦ “What’s new”?
•	 Temporary exhibit/focus

◦◦ E.g. Dinos, sharks
•	 Not static
•	 Recreation pays the bills
•	 Eco a big deal now
•	 V. popularity of ziplines

◦◦ What next?
•	 Decorate cake + frosting

◦◦ Temp programs to bring in
◦◦ Then membership plug

◦◦ Analyze risk v. reward
•	 Dynamic Programming
•	 Most $ at Discovery World = aquatics

◦◦ Water; staff; maintenance
•	 Fundraising feasibility must be analyzed as 

well
◦◦ Not only alone, but in concert with other 

projects (MPM, Symphony)
•	 Look @ governance

◦◦ Nonprofit model v. Governmental Agency

•	 Strong support needed
◦◦ Organization/board
◦◦ Fundraising

•	 If Private $ is it still Public Bldg?
◦◦ Zoo = yes

•	 Endowment Fundraising
◦◦ Naming includes @ zoo

•	 Sharing & collaboration
◦◦ Exists now through MC

•	 Group marketing? MC
◦◦ Minimal cross-over now
◦◦ Geared for own programs

•	 MPM – open mind to partnerships
•	 More centralized collection for all Botanicals?
•	 Milwaukee Pass
•	 MPM = 501.C.3

◦◦ County owns bldg. + collection
◦◦ All other fundraise for

•	 No track record for private fundraising
•	 Master plan

◦◦ Focus groups
◦◦ Clear mission + plan
◦◦ Donors key on passion + community 

sentiment
◦◦ Why this needs to be funded

◦◦ MKE STATE	neighborhood
•	 Bricks & Mortar hard to fund 
•	 Community $ easier to fund

◦◦ Must be an element
◦◦ Population served
◦◦ Social greater good

•	 Eco v. Active?
◦◦ Changing exhibits & combo of mission key

•	 Just renovating not sustainable
◦◦ Need to increase reason to come

•	 Amenity options

•	 If you want to sustain *must do 4-(5-6)
◦◦ Band aid 1-3; status quo
◦◦ Expand/destination 4-5-6

•	 Don’t want to be back here in 25 years…
•	 Plan – Fundraise – (Re)construct

◦◦ Don’t Demo First
•	 Models should include maint. & operating 

costs
•	 Final

◦◦ Financial/Fundraising
◦◦ Feasibility Study a must

◦◦ Timely
◦◦ Look at governance models
◦◦ Unify mission + goals

◦◦ The “Why”
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ORIGINAL MEETING NOTES
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HORTICULTURE & EDUCATION GROUPS FOCUS GROUP

SIGN IN SHEET
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TRANSCRIBED MEETING NOTES
•	 Support education programs w/ fundraising & grants

◦◦ Staff/instructor is contracted
•	 Programming & Exceptional staff will assist draw
•	 Relationships & programming/staff
•	 Connect with 3 Bridges Park

◦◦ Native + Horticulture
•	 Sustainable & energy efficient facility: ties w/ education program
•	 Eden Project: Great Britain
•	 Focus on plants
•	 Governance challenges
•	 Jim Smith – Montgomery Smith to restore conservatory
•	 Cost of attendance on top of cost for field trips
•	 FOD – Grants
•	 Naming rights of Domes
•	 STEM programming/research
•	 University Research collaborations

◦◦ Collection
◦◦ Civil, environmental engineer
◦◦ Interns

•	 Horticulture: Therapeutic
•	 Music, dancing, entertainment options
•	 Olbrich: Public/Private
•	 No to Option 1
•	 Option 2 some income from greenhouses & land
•	 Option 3: Allows to fix and increase  FOD involvement
•	 No to Option 4		

◦◦ Spending go to Option 5
•	 Do something Fantastic!
•	 Research factor under Option 5
•	 Outsourcing gift shop, canopy wall, restaurant

◦◦ Management w/ non-profit, not MC
•	 Be true to the Domes’ mission
•	 Cuts in local school trips to the Domes
•	 Support mission financially

•	 Use site/park more:
◦◦ Think of it as “one”
◦◦ Involve community to help
◦◦ Ethnic gardening
◦◦ 2002 Design renovate sunken gardens w/ ethnic plants

•	 Decline in staffing affects attendance
•	 Lack of staff interacting w/ visitors
•	 Decline in programming
•	 Don’t forget staff
•	 Partnerships w/ community org.

◦◦ UEC to the Domes
•	 Plan to maintain Domes/inspections in the future?

◦◦ Reglazing could accommodate inspections (Ladders, etc.)
•	 Canopy walk double as inspections?
•	 Option 7: Demo & reconstruct
•	 Historic Preservation to restore
•	 Denver Botanicals – Restore

◦◦ How long to build & goodwill should be an option
•	 Putting the facility in front of the programming

◦◦ Struggle to bring in visitors
•	 Hotel next to the Domes
•	 Education needs to be focus
•	 Replace Show Dome
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ORIGINAL MEETING NOTES



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix48

TRANSCRIBED COMMENT CARDS
EcoDome would add new interest but I’m not sure I would support gym/
exercise activities but more of the hort(ictural) interactive educational 
formats. Hamilton Children Garden – A must see!

(No Preference except not 1 or 2)
There is a severe isolation from the community. Giving an option that will 
create enthusiasm for the site – where do volunteers fit in? A welcoming 
presence? An engaged volunteer force might be worth the cost of a 
volunteer manager.

Maybe only save 1 dome to preserve a historical structure – other 
domes re-done.  The Domes are iconic and can be /are a major tourist 
destination. Issue – how to create repeat visitors to help sustain 
attendance. That is the experience.
Glad you are using food venue in all the options after #4.  People are 
looking for authentic experience.
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ORIGINAL COMMENT CARDS
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EMAILED COMMENTS
June 24, 2018
Hello Natalie:

Thank you for the invitation to ‘listen in’ during the Mitchell Domes Focus 
Group Meeting.  I needed a bit of time to reflect on the discussion and 
review the materials which were sent earlier to formulate my response.  
I have answered some of the Future Path & Feasibility Study – Phase II 
questions and included additional feedback.

I feel at a disadvantage in that I have not visited the Milwaukee Domes 
but familiar with managed decline of conservatory structures and their 
botanical collections.  Many conservatories have faced the dilemma of 
demolition or renovation.  The Fort Worth Botanical Garden is currently 
challenged with a serious & costly structural glazing issue but it is a 
singular conservatory – not three.  The Marjorie McNeely Conservatory 
reached this tipping point in the 1980’s and was fully restored by 1991 
with State of Minnesota capital improvement bond funds.

Focus/Stakeholder Group: HORTICULTURE & EDUCATION GROUPS
•	 Has your organization experienced the same process as the Mitchell 

Domes Feasibility Study?
◦◦ It has been a while.  CPZC entered into a strategic/framework 

planning process in 1998 followed by a concept plan in 2003 after 
merging the Como Zoo and Como Conservatory.  Roberta Sladky, 
executive director of Olbrich Botanical Gardens, was involved 
with the strategic planning and could speak firsthand about the 
process.  Most of the elements and recommendations from the 
planning document have been realized.  

•	 What were the successes and challenges your organization has 
experienced in developing and growing your programs/organization?

Successes:  
•	 Long established history of community support (Zoo and Conservatory 

founded over 100 years); Highly accessible to a diverse audience with 
a voluntary donation admission policy; open 365 days a year.  Attracts 
approximately 2 million visitors annually.

•	 Financial and political support from the City of St. Paul; CPZC is in the 
Parks and Recreation Department.

•	 Financial support from the State of Minnesota for capital projects – 
Zoo exhibits, infrastructure, etc., and programming.

•	 Private support through a successful non-profit affiliate Como Friends.  
Como Friends leverages ‘free admission’ in fundraising efforts and 
grant support.

•	 CPZC retains all earned revenue to support programs and staff unlike 
other sections in Parks and Recreation in which earned revenue is 
turned over into a general fund for reallocation.  

Challenges:
•	 City budget fluctuations and reduced or stagnant in-kind support; Non-

funded labor union or municipal mandates
•	 Maintaining assets – asset preservation.  As new structures and 

programs have development, operations and maintenance resources 
have not kept pace with increased operational costs and upgrades.

•	 Competition from similar local organizations for public/private funding, 
visitors, earned revenue, etc.

•	 The Education department budget is funded primarily through grants 
and earned revenue from program fees.  

•	 Do you have suggestions for governance practices?  
•	 I am unable to answer this question & uncertain what information you 

are seeking.  
•	 Do you have suggestions of resources to support and fund the project?

◦◦ I am not familiar with the level of Milwaukee County support and 
operations budget for the Mitchell Park Domes, but aware of the 
restraints/fluctuations inherent in local government funding.  CPZC 
has cultivated local companies, private donors and foundations, 
grants, State of Minnesota Legacy grants and State Bond funds.   
CPZC has also appealed to the local community with targeted 
individual giving initiatives to match campaign dollars.  It is 
unfortunate the special tax incentive was not approved – perhaps it 
could be revisited with a revised political strategy in the future with 
other cultural institutions?  There are some cities which designate 
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a percent of the hotel/motel tax to arts and culture – usually local 
taxpayers are not as opposed to hotel/motel tax designations or 
‘sin’ taxes.

From the information I heard during the Focus Group “listening” meeting, 
my comments are as follows:
•	 Providing the Friends Group a strong role/governance. CPZC “Como 

Friends” has been a highly successful fundraising partner whose 
board members & staff support state lobbying efforts and cultivate 
private/corporate donors on behalf of the Zoo and Conservatory.  This 
is their primary purpose without expending resources on governance/
management of the Zoo and Conservatory.  Como Friends manages 
the Gift Shops on campus and other miscellaneous revenue generating 
streams. For more information, contact Jackie Sticha 651-487-8225 
Jackie.Sticha@comofriends.org

•	 Secure historic designation –US National Register of Historical Places 
for the Mitchell Park Domes

•	 Excellent initiative toward preservation of the architectural integrity 
and iconic presence of these mid-century modern glasshouses.  

Of the Display Dome options outlined, further dialog among staff, 
local community members, local businesses, governing organizations, 
authorities having jurisdiction during this phase of the feasibility study will 
shape the way forward.  The mission/vision of the organization should be 
revisited during this process to drive positive momentum in support of 
renovation and new initiatives.

It has been suggested “do NOT overbuild”.  The operational budgets 
must be realistic – earned revenue and attendance estimates tracked 
conservatively particularly following the grand opening season.  Oversight 
of contracts & relationships in private/public operations are critical 
pieces which can be beneficial or costly when they go to court.  

Option 4 encompasses foundational improvements which place the 
Mitchell Park Domes in a position to succeed as a revitalized visitor 
destination.  It builds program capacity, audience, and fiscal support 

to define next steps towards select options in 5A Ecodome Destination 
Attraction.

Option 5A contains many exciting features and programs which are 
proven attractions engaging new & returning audiences to public gardens 
throughout the US.  It describes components which could be phased 
within the framework of a well-developed capital campaign, mini-
campaigns and donor cultivation.

Hoping for a successful outcome to the future of Mitchell Park Domes, 
the dedicated staff, botanical collections and horticultural display.  Let’s 
not lose this remarkable public garden and community asset. 

Tina Dombrowski - tina.dombrowski@ci.stpaul.mn.us
Horticulture Manager
Como Park Zoo & Conservatory

EMAILED COMMENTS CONT.
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EMAILED COMMENTS CONT.
1225 Estabrook Drive
Saint Paul, MN 55103
P: 651.487.8242
C: 651.248.2974
June 21, 2018

Hi Natalie,

Sorry, I had to get off the call.  It was too hard to hear on the call and I didn’t 
have the patience for the Milwaukee staff back and forth that could have 
been handled outside the call.  That said, congrats on the presentation 
itself.  I think the format for the options is good.  I am very impressed with 
the conciseness of the document.  In fact, I plan to use a similar format for 
similar work we will be undertaking for Lincoln Park Conservatory. ;-)

As a preface to my preferred option, I will say that I think there needs to 
be some consideration about what this place is supposed to/going to be?  
After option 4, the collections seem to take a back seat.  If that is OK, then 
just be clear that thinking about the collections as mere backdrop will lead 
to programmatic conflicts and likely a deterioration of plant health.

1.	 I like option 4.  I have respect for the architecture, and it can be a selling 
point if marketed correctly. I think attendance will increase more than 
projected.  We saw a pretty dramatic increase after our repairs.  New, 
clean glass is very attractive!

2.	 Option 4 allows you to make selective investments that have the ability 
to return revenue for the Dome’s support.  That said, will the County 
want that revenue?  How will that be structured?  Does the Friends 
group take it over?  What kind of experience do they have available?

3.	 If the friends group isn’t raising much money now, they can’t raise money 
that you need for repairs and investments.  Not without a wholesale 
change in board members.  If the long-term goal is to have them run 
the place in the future, they would have to be able to demonstrate 
REAL capacity that, so far, they haven’t.

4.	 Even for #4, there isn’t data (that I know of) to support some of the 
suggested improvements.  Would a small food service be profitable 
there?  If you expand the gift shop, will it make money?  It seems that 
there are assumptions being made about audience appetite.  Even 
more so for options 5 and 6.   If you build it, they may not come.  It might 
be useful to engage experts in these items before making a decision 
about options that include them.

Feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Mary Eysenbach | Director of Conservatories
Dept. of Cultural and Natural Resources
Chicago Park District
300 North Central Park Ave.
Chicago, IL   60624
312.746.5995  phone
773.638.1777  fax
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EMAILED COMMENTS CONT.
June 22, 2018

Hi Natalie,

I am happy to help again.  Feel free to contact me anytime.

As far as governance goes, the fundraising feasibility study may influence 
that.  I worked for Pittsburgh parks when the zoo and Phips Conservatory 
were transferred to non-profit leadership.  Both had robust fundraising 
capabilities.    Here in Chicago, the Lincoln Park Zoo is operated by the 
Lincoln Park Zoological Society on Chicago Park District (CPD) property.  
Even with the conservatories, my Garfield Park Conservatory Alliance 
handles fundraising, programming and visitor services.  CPD still runs 
the building and horticulture.  At Lincoln Park Conservatory, the Lincoln 
Park Conservancy has handled only fundraising (and not much of that).  
In fact, the Chicago Parks Foundation will be stepping in to run the capital 
campaign for repairs.  I think your study will be enlightening.

Best of luck,

Mary Eysenbach | Director of Conservatories
Dept. of Cultural and Natural Resources
Chicago Park District
300 North Central Park Ave.
Chicago, IL   60624
312.746.5995  phone
773.638.1777  fax
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GREATER MILWAUKEE LEADERSHIP GROUP FOCUS GROUP

TRANSCRIBED MEETING NOTES
•	 Adventure Dome-

◦◦ Different from anything in Chicago/Madison
•	 Convention- (+ center)

◦◦ Unique offsite venue
◦◦ Adds revenue

•	 Need to do Funding Feasibility
•	 Eco-Destination for MKE

◦◦ UEC now
◦◦ Discovery World

•	 #4 – Fixed + Retail +Food Service for $10M more
◦◦ Com Kitchen
◦◦ Classroom

•	 Need to budget for maintenance $1 – Private?
•	 Better earned revenue $
•	 Domes as attraction?

◦◦ Visitor amenity
◦◦ 23M annual

◦◦ 68% Day trippers
◦◦ Differentiate!

◦◦ Events; architecture, dest. Restaurant, program (e.g. Trains), 
Farmers Market

◦◦ Attraction?
◦◦ Destination or Community

•	 Domes important to surrounding community
•	 Significant Deferred Maintenance $; end of replacement time for 

system(s)
•	 Worry about all Parks $
•	 Have some of the programs already (e.g. butterflies)

◦◦ Be own destination
•	 50 Years
•	 We renovate & maintain historic; not all new; mix of new + old

◦◦ Domes – nostalgic
•	 Shape – part of sell

•	 Community amenity
•	 Gear toward children?
•	 What is Domes mission + focus?   Brand
•	 Main tourism = visiting family + relatives
•	 Awareness – promotion
•	 VISIT MKE – markets Domes

◦◦ Official visitor guide
•	 (Key magazine – for profit)

◦◦ Event calendar
◦◦ Milw 365

•	 Different Gov. Structure
◦◦ Community resource

•	 Education + Eco Focus
◦◦ Esp. horticulture education

•	 PARTNERSHIPS
•	 Activities for seniors
•	 Therapeutic gardens
•	 HIGHLY UNIQUE
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ORIGINAL MEETING NOTES GREATER MILWAUKEE GROUPS
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PUBLIC MEETING 3
TRANSCRIBED MEETING NOTES
•	 Spending money on informing public of Domes

◦◦ Info @ festivities
•	 Taking away history if demo Domes
•	 More public information/awareness
•	 Unique architecture
•	 MC needs to “own up”
•	 Timeline of report? (from consultant)
•	 Targeted Investment – preferred
•	 Phased approach to improve to other options

•	 Iconic entity
•	 Restore, preserve, save Domes
•	 Using different materials?
•	 Eco Dome, education, water preservation
•	 More forward w/ a big project
•	 Preserve domes
•	 Universal Design Concepts for accessibility
•	 Collect rainwater & geothermal
•	 Costs should be compared to other greenhouses

•	 Park – public entity
•	 Preserve as a treasure

◦◦ Option 4 to increase operations
•	 Went to see report by July 5th
•	 Preserve for our children & children’s children
•	 Memories (Proms, weddings)
•	 Education – STEM, collections, education tool
•	 Original Domes ahead of it’s time

•	 Why the Domes should be saved.
◦◦ Study been done – 2017
◦◦ Fits in with the options?

•	 Support Preservation of Domes
◦◦ Enhanced governance & programming
◦◦ Multi-year phased approached
◦◦ 2017 Eng. Study supports
◦◦ Remains Icons & national conservatory

•	 Realize the assets of Domes
•	 Do not support 6A or 6B
•	 Options could be refined & approve
•	 Building reuse
•	 Next 50 years
•	 Fixtures of Milwaukee

•	 Previous reports stated maintenance
◦◦ Due/options include operation costs?

•	 Greenest building is already built
•	 Supports Option 4
•	 Demolishing domes affect landfill
•	 Energy use in building new construction
•	 From ecological standpoint, preservation is 

best choice
•	 Keep Domes intact

◦◦ Protect things we love
◦◦ Unique opportunity for children (immerse 

in nature)
◦◦ Option 4

•	 Retain shape & education
•	 Encourage MC to honor fore-fathers
•	 Studies need to be done to determine $ & 

systems?
•	 Restore if possibility
•	 Show Dome enhancement
•	 Committee to help fund the improvements
•	 Family history in building domes
•	 Goal to preserve Domes because they can be
•	 $ funding for other city improvements

◦◦ Shouldn’t be an issue

•	 Horticultural Mission is maintained
•	 New conservatory as an option

◦◦ Based on structural analysis
•	 Does MC have a budget willing to pay?
•	 Domes represent Milwaukee

◦◦ Preserve the facility/Domes
◦◦ Concerned w/ attractions
◦◦ Option 4 is preferred

•	 Support preserving Domes (long-time member)
•	 Developing the park & gardens on site

•	 Find $ to renovate Domes
•	 Domes are known across country
•	 Recreating Show Dome as Great Lakes
•	 Centrally located
•	 Find $ to repair the Domes
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ORIGINAL MEETING NOTES
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ORIGINAL MEETING NOTES CONT.
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TRANSCRIBED COMMENTS FROM OPTIONS PRESENTATION BOARDS
Option 1 Do Nothing
•	 No no!

Option 2 Demolish Domes
•	 No way. What a waste.
•	 No no no! etc.

Option 3 Address Deferred Maintenance
•	 OK, but seems like a missed opportunity to bump things up a notch

Option 4 Targeted Investments
•	 Most ecological or important health resource. Option 4.
•	 Farmer’s Market for greenhouse annex!!! Yes! Repair Domes
•	 Yes
•	 :)
•	 Makes the most sense for now. We can always add on later. Add 

adventure park.
•	 Public needs more info to respond!

1.	 Results of mechanical treatment studies
2.	 Yes! I’ve heard much at these meetings. Today’s presentation is 

spartan. No impact about how Domes would benefit from individual 
items.
◦◦ ex. $ value of special event spaces, gift shop, food service, 

activity items, butterfly garden & canopy walk.
•	 This seems like a good starting point. I think the domes must be 

restored. I think the additional elements beyond preservation can be 
in phases - but I would love to see these additions be locally focused.
◦◦  Ex. local artists or designers to develop new exhibits and interactive 

opportunities inside domes.
◦◦ Local food trucks/restaurants in atrium - Pop up or permanent.
◦◦ Local artists/landscape architects to make way finding to splash 

pad & playground that are already in the park!! & Packer field/
pond/8 walking paths!

◦◦ Local schools & universities to create interactive educational 
activities.

These partnerships could be cheaper than hiring professionals or out-
of-towners - and would create buy in & public investment in domes while 
still enhancing them & making them more contemporary & appealing 
to a broader public.
◦◦ There could be a small staff to coordinate these improvements.
◦◦ I hope the domes stay. I hope this can be done within a conservative 

budget. 
◦◦ I don’t like the adventure dome idea...
◦◦ What about a WI ecology dome?
◦◦ Thank you for listening to the public.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix 61

Option 5A Ecodome Destination Attraction
•	 Option 5A is my #2 choice. Great for school partnerships all over WI.
•	 Medicinal & Folk herbs
•	 Rainwater collection cistern
•	 Food Forest
•	 Sell Seeds
•	 Outdoor Rainwater Gardens
•	 Cultural Folk Areas
•	 Geothermal
•	 Bike paths: Unpaved & paved. Scooters, etc.
•	 Keep the 50’s modem architectural style ♥
•	 Fits in with Milwaukee’s water institute, farm to table movement and 

other environmental movements

Option 5B Adventure Dome Destination Attraction
•	 Just fix up current Domes and build something like this nearby
•	 Forward thinking. Make it educational. Make it fun!
•	 BEER GARDEN DOME
•	 Keep the grass!
•	 Open access to the river!
•	 Community Composting
•	 Skating Rink
•	 Wood Climbing Tower
•	 Wishing Well

Option 6A Hybrid Redevelopment EcoDome Destination Attraction
•	 No!
•	 Fix up the domes and build something like this nearby.
•	 This looks like a nuclear power plant :(
•	 Now this looks like a bra

Option 6B Hybrid Redevelopment Adventure Dome Destination 
Attraction
•	 Looks like a woman’s bra and an upside down bucket...ugly!
•	 Seems over the top and unnecessary. Build it nearby. Save the domes 

as they are.

TRANSCRIBED COMMENTS FROM OPTIONS PRESENTATION BOARDS CONT.
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ORIGINAL OPTIONS PRESENTATION BOARDS WITH COMMENTS

Option 1 Do Nothing

Option 4 Targeted InvestmentsOption 2 Demolish Domes

Option 3 Address Deferred Maintenance
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ORIGINAL OPTIONS PRESENTATION BOARDS WITH COMMENTS CONT.

Option 5A Ecodome Destination Attraction Option 6A Hybrid Redevelopment EcoDome Destination Attraction

Option 5B Adventure Dome Destination Attraction
Option 6B Hybrid Redevelopment Adventure Dome Destination 
Attraction
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ORIGINAL COMMENTS FROM OPTIONS PRESENTATION BOARDS
Option 1 Do Nothing Option 4 Targeted Investments

Option 2 Demolish Domes

Option 3 Address Deferred Maintenance
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Option 5A Ecodome Destination Attraction Option 5B Adventure Dome Destination Attraction

ORIGINAL COMMENTS FROM OPTIONS PRESENTATION BOARDS CONT.
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Option 6A Hybrid Redevelopment EcoDome Destination Attraction Option 6B Hybrid Redevelopment Adventure Dome Destination 
Attraction

ORIGINAL COMMENTS FROM OPTIONS PRESENTATION BOARDS CONT.
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TRANSCRIBED COMMENT CARDS
Name:  	 Maria DelValla
E-Mail:  	 delvalmd@yahoo.com
Option: 	 Option 4:  Targeted Investments
Comments: 

Name:  	 Son Thomas
E-Mail: 	 ispin@iglide.net
Option: 	 Option 5A: EcoDome Destination Attraction
Comments: 

Name: 	 John Lunz
E-Mail:	 lungle5@att.net
Option: 	 Option 3:  Address Deferred Maintenance & Option 5A: 

EcoDome Destination Attraction
Comments: 	 Addressing defend maintain, is essential, to sufficiently fund 

and available “targetable investments” of an education 
theme are designable

Name:  	 Ande Andre 
E-Mail:  	 andy51@yahoo.com
Option: 	 Option 4:  Targeted Investments
Comments: 	 The appearance and function of domes must be preserved 

as they are. Absolutely NO zip-lines or similar “fun “activities! 
I would prefer no eaters – we have plenty of those around. 
Adding educational amenities would be nice, if not to costly. 
Not every facility in public use must be for profit! Let the zoo 
and Museum deal with animals, including butterflies.

Name:  	 Ama Umrani
E-Mail:  	 whole.solutions@gmail.com
Option: 	 No Preference
Comments: 	 PLEASE – Include something for the teens to satisfy a 

natural need for adventure, thrills, excitement. County 
youths should not be deprived of these if their families 
cannot afford to go to the Dells or whatever. Have the 
“ziplines”, “bungies” etc. I would aggressively work to get 
schools to use for “filed trips” of incentives, rewards etc. 
With the field trips funding being taken away from MPS 
budget it severely limits the trips to the domes. This used 
to be a natural normal part of each schoolyear. You can’t 
do anything about it, but this just shows how things are 
interrelated.

Name:  	 Valdemar Gonzalez
E-Mail: 	 valdemarjr@aol.com
Option: 	 Option 4:  Targeted Investments
Comments: 	 Option 4 is by far the BEST current option. None of the 

Domes should be demolished, but rather, they should be 
preserved. The other amenities included in options 5/6 
can occur in the future.

Name:  	 Tom Muller
E-Mail:  	 crankypriest@gmail.com
Option: 	 Option 3:  Address Deferred Maintenance & Option 4:  

Targeted Investments
Comments: 	 The domes are a quiet slow experience for both adults and 

kids. I would not like to see a kind of vulgarity in a kind of 
theme park scenario. I would not be very much opposed to 
a different style of architectural revisioning if that turned 
out to be the most vital alternative.
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Name:  	 Suzanne Powell
E-Mail:  	 writeyourmother@yahoo.com
Option: 	 No Preference
Comments: 	 Where best to inform public on this issue? #1 there is an 

issue. Shephard Express. Other Milwaukee tourist venues 
via printed materials. #2 more detail; meeting like this 
townhall format.

Name:  	 Stephanie
E-Mail:  
Option: 	 Option 4:  Targeted Investments & Option 5A: EcoDome 

Destination Attraction/ Option 5B:  Adventure Dome 
Destination Attraction

Comments: 	 Dependent of feasibility report. Report on structure of 
the domes. (study being conducted by parks). Not doing 
anything in a neighborhood that is already in already 
neglected and underfunded is unacceptable. Giving this 
community another blighted property i.e. option 1 is truly 
upsetting. 

Name:  
E-Mail:  
Option: 	 Option 4:  Targeted Investments
Comments: 

Name:  	 Kathleen Kean
E-Mail:  	 kean@aol.com
Option: 	 Option 4:  Targeted Investments
Comments: 	 Sports arenas should not be only space!! Fix and SERVE 

the community. Unique architectural treatment cultural/ 
environmental resource

Name:  	 Mary Phillip
E-Mail:  	 maryphillip@gmail.com
Option: 	 Option 6A:  Hybrid Redevelopment EcoDome Destination 

Attraction
Comments: 	 Option #7 should be a consideration. 

Name:  	 Jeff Loss
E-Mail:  	 JWLoss@aol.com
Option: 	 Option 4:  Targeted Investments
Comments: 

Name:  	 Lori Biedrzycki
E-Mail:  	 loribiedster@gmail.com
Option: 	 Option 3:  Address Deferred Maintenance, Option 4:  

Targeted Investments, & Option 5A: EcoDome Destination 
Attraction

Comments:  	 please please save the domes! Keep the iconic look, do 
not turn into the dells – no zip line! I agree 100% with all 
comments said this evening. Yes to café/ coffee shop/wine 
bar small.

Name:  	 Kathleen Slamka
E-Mail:  	 Kathleen.slamka@gmail.com
Option: 	 No Preference
Comments:	 1st repair domes, using energy improvements. Add ziplines 

etc in future. I am impressed by the preservation groups 
saying that it is more efficient to repair than to replace as 
far as carbon footprint 

TRANSCRIBED COMMENT CARDS CONT.
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TRANSCRIBED COMMENT CARDS CONT.
Name:  	 Namy Hoppe
E-Mail: 	 nanawaukee@gmail.com 
Option: 	 No Preference
Comments: 	 The process doesn’t seem to be following a logical timeline 

– to have publicly stated 8 options – before the consultant 
report is final is premature! Will completing the deferred 
maintenance “save” the current structures? 

Name: 	 Leonardo Gomez
E-Mail: 	 alfonsagomez2444@yahoo.com
Option: 	 Option 5A: EcoDome Destination Attraction
Comments: 

Name:  	 Steve Smits
E-Mail:  	 steve_smits@hotmail.com
Option: 	 Option 4:  Targeted Investments
Comments:  	 With possible addition of eco and adventure structures at 

a later date, first and foremost SAVE THE DOMES! Establish 
a fund to ensure ongoing maintenance so we don’t end 
up in the same defended maintenance situation we are in 
currently.

Name:  	 Tierra DiCarlo
E-Mail:  	 tzandrews@hotmail.com
Option: 	 Option 4:  Targeted Investments & Option 5A: EcoDome 

Destination Attraction
Comments: 	 Please keep all 3 domes intact! Add on if you need to. 

Name:  	 Michael Casey
E-Mail:  	 caseycroud21@gmail.com
Option: 	 5A: EcoDome Destination Attraction
Comments: 	 wheelchair accessible 

Name:  	 John Rothe
E-Mail: 	 john.rothe@gmail.com
Option: 	 Option 4:  Targeted Investments
Comments: 	 Whether from a cultural, historical, or ecological standpoint 

the domes should be preserved in their current form. 
Targeted investment to improve services will ensure the 
domes remain a vital resource to the community for many 
years. 

Name:  	 Cherie Kusch
E-Mail:  	 414-744-9497
Option: 	 Option 3:  Address Deferred Maintenance
Comments: 	 Need to publicize meeting on tv, radio, paper internet before 

meeting. Preserve the domes…. They are known nationally. 
Please repair the domes… they are unique in this entire 
country. The parks and the lakefront belong to the public 
not private entities. This needs to be remembered from 
out cities founding days!! Also we have the tropical dome 
and desert dome…. What about converting the show dome 
into a great lakes or Midwest planet life dome. That could 
be combined with a changing seasonal display. Please 
continue winter farmers market at the domes. It is a respite 
from winter weather, centrally located and a great place to 
socialize and catch up with friends as well as visit on those 
days.

Name:  	 Francis Enriquez
E-Mail:  	 fcojaco_2000@hotmail.com
Option: 	 Option 5B:  Adventure Dome Destination Attraction
Comments: 



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix70

Name:  	 Tom Scannell
E-Mail:  	 T_Scannell@yahoo.com
Option: 	 Option 5A: EcoDome Destination Attraction
Comments: 	 Milwaukee has a long history of demonstrating its 

leadership in the area at environmental consciousness. 
Our extensive park system is proof of this. By investing in 
option 5A, we would once again solidify our prominence as 
leaders in the area of eco-education. This would also be a 
great opportunity to step up to a leadership role in urban 
agriculture education.

Name:  	 Dan Lewis
E-Mail:  	 Daniel_the_great@live.com
Option: 	 Option 4:  Targeted Investments
Comments: 	 I am strongly in favor of restoring and preserving the domes. 

I do not understand why adding something additional would 
need to come at the cost of demolishing one of the domes 
when the original plan called for 4 domes, but I do feel the 
domes primary purpose should remain for horticulture.

Name:  	 Tim Mueller
E-Mail:  	 muellertim@juno.com
Option: 	 Option 4:  Targeted Investments
Comments: 

Name:  
E-Mail:  
Option: 	 Option 4:  Targeted Investments
Comments: 

Name:  
E-Mail:  
Option: 	 Option 6A:  Hybrid Redevelopment EcoDome Destination 

Attraction
Comments:  	 Option #7 should be a consideration.

Name:  	 Mary Braunreiter
E-Mail: 	 imalorax@wi.rr.com
Option: 	 Option 2:  Demolish Domes
Comments:  	 Tear down and build a brand-new state of the art horticulture 

facility. 

Name:  	 Val. Kupczak-Rios
E-Mail:  	 vali.Kupczak@sbeglobal.net
Option: 	 Option 3:  Address Deferred Maintenance
Comments: 	 I would appreciate wider publicity so more citizens, country, 

city, and state will be able to participate.

Name:  	 Mary Smith
E-Mail:  	 msmith112@tds.net
Option: 	 Option 3:  Address Deferred Maintenance
Comments: 	 Please see OpEd

TRANSCRIBED COMMENT CARDS CONT.
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ORIGINAL COMMENT CARDS CONT.
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ORIGINAL COMMENT CARDS CONT.
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ORIGINAL COMMENT CARDS CONT.
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ORIGINAL COMMENT CARDS CONT.
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ORIGINAL COMMENT CARDS CONT.
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EMAILED COMMENTS
June 29, 2018

Subject: Domes

Hello Allyson,
I am a long term Horticulturist for Milwaukee County Parks, currently I am 
employed at Boerner Botanical Gardens.  However, part of my career I spent 
working at the Domes.  I would like to share my thoughts on the Domes.

I agree with both sides of the issue, to keep the Domes as they are (or with 
some improvements) and to replace them.  I think we could have both by 
keeping the metal structure (remove the glass) and build around or use 
the old structure as part of the new conservatory.  Something like this was 
done with the Iron Block building on 2nd and Wisconsin.  I think keeping 
the Domes as they  are will bankrupt the citizens of Milwaukee County, but 
tearing them down is historically wrong.   

Just a thought,

Margaret Gibbs-Zautke

Peggy Gibbs-Zautke
Horticulturist
 
Milwaukee County Parks
T: 414-525-5601
Margaret.Gibbs-Zautke@milwaukeecountywi.gov
 
Boerner Botanical Gardens
9400 Boerner Drive, Hales Corners, WI  53130
www.boernerbotanicalgardens.org

ORIGINAL COMMENT CARDS CONT.
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EMAILED COMMENTS CONT.
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EMAILED COMMENTS CONT.

1

Natalie Strohm

Subject: FW: Domes Task Force Letter in Absentia
Attachments: Domes Task Force Letter.pdf

 
From: Jacob Jozefiak [mailto:jacobjoz3@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, June 24, 2018 8:22 AM 
To: Smith, Allyson <Allyson.Smith@milwaukeecountywi.gov> 
Subject: Domes Task Force Letter in Absentia 
 
Hi Allyson,  
 
I am unable to attend the Mitchell Park Domes Task Force meeting and have attached a letter to reflect my 
views in replacement for my presence at the meeting.  
 
I was told that you would be able to forward this to the appropriate members.  
 
Thank you, 
 
 
--  
Jacob Jozefiak 
586-212-9479 
Materials R&D Engineer - Brady Corporation 
Northwestern University Class of 2014 

 
This message is intended for the sole use of the individual and entity to which it is addressed, and may contain 
information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended 
addressee, nor authorized to receive for the intended addressee, you are hereby notified that you may not use, copy, 
disclose or distribute to anyone the message or any information contained in the message. If you have received this 
message in error, please immediately advise the sender by reply email and delete the message.  

 

4510 N. Oakland Ave. Phone: 586-212-9479 
Apt. 305 E-mail: jacobjoz3@gmail.com 
Shorewood WI, 53211  

 

 

Dear Members of the Milwaukee County Task Force on the Mitchell Conservatory Domes, 
 
I am writing today because I will not be able to attend the Milwaukee County Task Force on the 
Mitchell Conservatory Domes public meeting on July 10th.  I have some views on the future of 
the Mitchell Park Domes and would like to express them to the Task Force.   
 
Recently, I was made aware of a survey asking Milwaukee County residents to vote on six 
options for future changes (or no change) to the Mitchell Park Domes.  I am concerned about 
the proposed options outlined in this survey.   
 
I was hoping to see an option to completely replace the Domes with a new Conservatory 
altogether.  I frequently visit the Domes and do enjoy their iconic structure. However, it is very 
clear to me that they are not only in desperate need of repair but also quite out of date.  I have 
had the good fortune to travel to several different conservatories in the past few months and 
would love to see some of the modern features be brought to Milwaukee.   
 
In addition to being updated, I feel that the overall operating cost to the County could be 
substantially decreased through modern designs.  I would encourage the task force to consider 
alternative designs which look not only at the preservation of the Domes, but a future direction 
for a conservatory in Milwaukee.  
 
With that said, I do think that the Task Force has tried to incorporate some really good ideas for 
the future of the Domes including the addition of a nice restaurant.  I think that this is a great 
idea and would look forward to such an improvement.   
 
There were also a few options which mentioned the partial or complete destruction of the 
Domes without replacing space for the world-class plant collection.  Perhaps it goes without 
saying due to the tone of my letter, but I am strongly opposed to suchs courses of action.  I am 
not sure how seriously these ideas are being taken, but am hopeful that since there are still 
some stronger ideas around improvements to the current Domes that there is a good set of 
alternatives. However, as stated above, I feel that these alternatives can be further expanded to 
include the complete replacement of the Mitchell Park Conservatory with state of the art 
Conservatory. 
 
I am confident that this Task Force can deliver some excellent ideas to preserve the Domes’ 
world-class plant collection and continue to deliver on the mission statement of horticulture, 
education, and tourism.  Please consider the possibility of taking this opportunity to review the 
construction of a new world-class conservatory in Mitchell Park.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Jacob Jozefiak 
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WEBSITE RESULTS 4
OPTION 1: DO NOTHING
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OPTION 2: DEMOLISH DOMES RETAIN GREENHOUSES



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting 87

OPTION 2: DEMOLISH DOMES RETAIN GREENHOUSES CONT.
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OPTION 3: ADDRESS DEFERRED MAINTENANCE
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OPTION 4: TARGETED INVESTMENTS
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OPTION 5A: ECODOME DESTINATION ATTRACTION
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OPTION 5B: ADVENTURE DOME DESTINATION ATTRACTION
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OPTION 6A: HYBRID REDEVELOPMENT ECDOME DESTINATION ATTRACTION
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OPTION 6B: HYBRID REDEVELOPMENT ADVENTURE DOME DESTINATION ATTRACTION



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting192

OPTION 6B: HYBRID REDEVELOPMENT ADVENTURE DOME DESTINATION ATTRACTION CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting 193

OPTION 6B: HYBRID REDEVELOPMENT ADVENTURE DOME DESTINATION ATTRACTION CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting194

OPTION 6B: HYBRID REDEVELOPMENT ADVENTURE DOME DESTINATION ATTRACTION CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting 195

OPTION 6B: HYBRID REDEVELOPMENT ADVENTURE DOME DESTINATION ATTRACTION CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting196

OPTION 6B: HYBRID REDEVELOPMENT ADVENTURE DOME DESTINATION ATTRACTION CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting 197

OPTION 6B: HYBRID REDEVELOPMENT ADVENTURE DOME DESTINATION ATTRACTION CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting198

OPTION 6B: HYBRID REDEVELOPMENT ADVENTURE DOME DESTINATION ATTRACTION CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting 199

OPTION 6B: HYBRID REDEVELOPMENT ADVENTURE DOME DESTINATION ATTRACTION CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting200

OPTION 6B: HYBRID REDEVELOPMENT ADVENTURE DOME DESTINATION ATTRACTION CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting 201

OPTION 6B: HYBRID REDEVELOPMENT ADVENTURE DOME DESTINATION ATTRACTION CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting202

OPTION 6B: HYBRID REDEVELOPMENT ADVENTURE DOME DESTINATION ATTRACTION CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting 203

OPTION 6B: HYBRID REDEVELOPMENT ADVENTURE DOME DESTINATION ATTRACTION CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting204

NO PREFERENCE



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting 205

NO PREFERENCE CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting206

NO PREFERENCE CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting 207

NO PREFERENCE CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting208

NO PREFERENCE CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting 209

NO SELECTION



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting210

NO SELECTION CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting 211

NO SELECTION CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting212

NO SELECTION CONT.



Mitchell Park Domes Feasibility Study
Appendix - Public Meeting 213

NO SELECTION CONT.


	MD Appendix Table of Contents
	MD Presentation
	Adjacent Neighborhoods Groups Focus Group
	Preservation Groups Focus Group
	Similar Cultural Groups Focus Group
	Horticulture & Education Groups Focus Group
	Greater Milwaukee Leadership Group Focus Group
	MD Public Meeting
	MD Website Results

