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I. Competitive Wisconsin, Inc. and the BE BOLD Initiatives 

 

In 2017, Competitive Wisconsin, Inc. will celebrate its 36
th
 year with two signal events that 

underscore the importance of the work being done by one of Wisconsin’s premier public 

private collaborations. The first is the release of these BE BOLD III: Accelerate Wisconsin 

recommendations on how to turbo-charge Wisconsin’s already high-performing food 

manufacturing and health care clusters. The second will be the initiation of the widely 

anticipated private sector driven BE BOLD IV strategic examination of how to recruit the 

thousands of new workers Wisconsin needs to support and grow its economy and protect its 

quality of life.  

 

The BE BOLD initiatives began in 2010 when Competitive Wisconsin, Inc. decided to 

enhance its traditional research-based policy development analysis process by making it more 

visible to the media and the public and more effective in terms of legislative outcomes and 

policy development. In pursuit of those two goals, BE BOLD initiatives are built on research 

and analysis that enjoys significant public exposure and robust opportunities for input from 

both the general public and the businesses and publics affected by the recommendations. All 

BE BOLD initiatives are also predicated on the assumption that since sound research and 

public input should be focused on issues that warrant analysis and can lead to improvements 

in public policy, each initiative should include an organized effort to engage policy makers in 

the process and ultimately to encourage legislative action in support of the recommendations. 

For example: 

 BE BOLD I: The Wisconsin Prosperity Strategy was grounded in comparative analytical 

research done by Deloitte; and informed by a variety of public outreach efforts including 

the work of the Wisconsin Way; three Wisconsin Economic Summits co-hosted by the 

UW System, Competitive Wisconsin, Inc. and the Wisconsin Education Business 

Roundtable; and input from more than 50 business and public organizations and 

associations that participated in a series of BE BOLD Strategic Planning Group meetings. 
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Policy makers and experts participated in the process and BE BOLD I’s 

recommendations “…transformed and energized economic development in Wisconsin, 

including the creation of the Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation (WEDC), 

the retooling of Wisconsin’s economic development incentives, the development of a 

state marketing program and the identification of a statewide inventory of certified sites 

for business development.
1
  

 BE BOLD II: Growing Wisconsin’s Talent Pool was also based on comparative analytical 

research, this time done by ManpowerGroup; and was also informed by a variety of 

public outreach efforts, including numerous Executive Committee meetings; more than 

two dozen regional briefings; three Wisconsin Economic Summits; and numerous 

meetings of a BE BOLD II Strategic Planning Group that included more than 80 public 

organizations, private businesses and associations. Be Bold II’s recommendations 

significantly and positively influenced the development and implementation of what is 

now known as the Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development’s Fast Forward 

program and of the Academic Career Plan requirements and infrastructure in the state’s 

PK-12 schools.
2
 

 

II. Accelerate Wisconsin: Executive Summary 

 

BE BOLD III: Accelerate Wisconsin remains true to all of these objectives and operating 

principles. It is focused on enhancing the ability of Wisconsin’s major industrial clusters to 

thrive in Wisconsin while competing and prospering even more effectively in a constantly 

changing world. To that end, Competitive Wisconsin, Inc. and the BE BOLD Council, 

working with the University of Wisconsin System, the University of Wisconsin–Madison and 

the Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation, identified food manufacturing and health 

care as the two examples of employment clusters demonstrating significant and sustainable 

job growth and capacity for wealth creation upon which BE BOLD III: Accelerate Wisconsin 

would focus. The clusters were studied sequentially starting with food manufacturing, which 

is covered in this document, BE BOLD III: Accelerate Wisconsin: Part 1 – Food 

Manufacturing. BE BOLD III: Accelerate Wisconsin: Part 2 – Heath Care is expected to be 

released in spring 2017. 

 

Food manufacturers employ more than 64,000 people in Wisconsin and generate more than 

$8 billion annually in gross domestic product for the state. What they do obviously works for 

Wisconsin and BE BOLD III determined to start its research of this important cluster by 

asking those who manage and advise the companies that comprise it how well Wisconsin was 

working for them. To that end, BE BOLD III retained Deloitte Consulting to convene and 

facilitate a “sounding board” session with corporate executives, professional association 

leaders and executives, and academic experts under contract to companies and/or professional 

associations to explore what was, and was not, working for Wisconsin food manufacturers.  

 

                                                        
1
 Find the full BBI report at http://www.competitivewi.com/cwi/index.php/be-bold-i-2010 

2
 Find the full BBII report at http://www.competitivewi.com/cwi/index.php/be-bold-ii-2012 

 

http://www.competitivewi.com/cwi/index.php/be-bold-i-2010
http://www.competitivewi.com/cwi/index.php/be-bold-ii-2012
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Discussion participants cited work ethic of existing employees, access to academic expertise, 

quality of life and geographic location as positives, but made clear that, for them, 

Wisconsin’s number one attribute is its farmers. “We’re here because the farmers are here,” 

said one food manufacturing executive. 

 

Workforce shortages and availability of skilled workers was, and is, food manufacturers’ 

number one and most immediate concern. They are also concerned about their vulnerability 

to damage from regulatory policies and practices. They are frustrated, for example, by what 

they see as “inconsistent regulation” and its potentially adverse impact on management and 

capital investment. “Too often, the answer you get depends on who you’re talking to,” said 

one business executive, explaining part of the frustration as being, “…it’s hard to make long 

term plans and investments when regulatory interpretations may change from year to year 

depending on who you’re talking to.” 

 

They are also sensitive to their dependence upon farmers who need access to water to grow 

their crops. “The farmers are here because the soil is good and they have access to the water 

they need to grow their crops and care for their livestock. If they couldn’t access the water, 

they’d be gone,” one food manufacturing executive observed, adding pointedly, “…and so 

would we.” 

 

Participants also shared concerns about the state’s roads and a lack of appreciation for the 

important role the agribusiness community plays in feeding the nation in general and the 

economic contribution it makes to Wisconsin in particular. 

 

After the discussion, BE BOLD III retained Deloitte to conduct comparative analysis on all of 

these and other issues in Colorado, Texas and New York, three states suggested by the food 

manufacturers and their experts. When that research was completed, a BE BOLD III Food 

Manufacturers Strategic Planning Group gathered to review all the data and Deloitte’s 

findings. Over the course of numerous small group meetings and two plenary sessions, the 

BE BOLD III Food Manufacturers Strategic Planning Group developed 19 recommendations 

in three topic areas, including workforce and talent development; regulatory interaction and 

policy; and, public awareness, understanding and support. 

 

Additional information on all recommendations can be found on the pages indicated in the 

following abbreviated description of the recommendations. 

 

 BE BOLD III Workforce and Talent Recommendations 

 Employers should call for, support and join a private-sector-driven effort to develop and 

implement a comprehensive millennial/young worker retention and recruitment strategy that 

addresses the cost of living, access to and cost of education/training, and quality of life, as 

well as the cost of doing business. (page 24) 

 Clarify taxpayer, community, and state expectations regarding the role and responsibilities of 

public education related both to helping students maximize their economic opportunities and 

contributing to the economic health and wellbeing of the communities they serve. (page 22) 
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 Enhance the education and training of teachers to ensure they are prepared to help students 

maximize their economic opportunities and help their schools, colleges and universities 

contribute to the economic health and wellbeing of the communities they serve. (page 22) 

 Encourage Wisconsin’s employers who need/want a more qualified and reliable workforce 

pipeline to be more actively and effectively engaged with the educational infrastructure 

charged with helping students maximize their economic opportunities. (page 22) 

 Expand and enhance employer and business: a) participation in the implementation of the 

Academic Career Plan requirement; b) interaction with the various in-school digital platforms 

that facilitate student, parent and teacher access to information about jobs and careers in local 

businesses; and c) work-related experiences for students and teachers. (page 23) 

 Increase and enhance access to, and use of, food manufacturing job-related “certification” 

education throughout the educational infrastructure including the development of proposed 

curricula and training modules. Special attention should be paid to shortening the “time to 

certification.” (page 23) 

 Encourage more innovative design and robust implementation of internships and 

apprenticeships by changing regulations that make it difficult, costly or impossible to bring 

students and young people into the workplace for such experiences. (page 23) 

 Change state law to allow new hires to transition gradually from public unemployment and 

health care benefits to employer and private market benefits. (page 23) 

 Develop a “Fast Forward” type program that would allow/encourage local schools, colleges 

and universities to develop and apply curricula, education and training programs specific to 

the industries in their area. (page 23) 

 Develop an educator awareness campaign in food manufacturing industry areas that: a) 

utilizes the materials developed for the public campaign referenced below and complements 

that effort; and b) leads to the establishment of an on-going dynamic among businesses and 

schools dedicated to redesigning and revitalizing the relationship between the classroom and 

the workplace. (page 23) 

 Make a concentrated systemic effort at the local and regional level to significantly increase 

school district superintendent, administrator and teacher engagement with and participation in 

business and economic development organizations such as chambers of commerce, regional 

economic development organizations, etc. (page 23) 

 

 BE BOLD III Regulatory Interaction and Policy 

 Enhance cross-agency and cross-institutional focus on and understanding and effective 

support of major cluster industries such as food manufacturing by developing a “concierge” 

program similar to that adopted by other states. (page 24) 

 Encourage capital investment in the food manufacturing industry. (page 24) 

 Review current regulatory requirements and rules by key clusters to determine how scientific 

and technological changes and industry operational adjustments to those changes affect the 

need for, and the relevance and efficacy of the current requirements. (page 25) 

 Identify expectations and develop operational and reporting requirements justified by the 

scientific and applied technology review, collaboratively with employers, the research 

community, policy makers and regulators. (page 25) 

 Utilize the results of the review process referenced above to inform, update and modernize 

public and private workforce education and training processes. (page 26) 

 Utilize the results of the review process referenced above to enhance consistency of rule 

interpretation and enforcement. (page 26) 

 Encourage and support regulatory compliance collaborations between and among the public 

and private sectors. (page 27) 

 

 BE BOLD III Public Awareness, Understanding and Support 

 Develop and implement a multi-year effort designed to significantly enhance public 

awareness, understanding and appreciation for the economic importance of the industry, the 
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magnitude and importance of the contributions the industry makes to national and global 

public health, safety and wellbeing; and the richness and diversity of the career opportunities 

available in the industry at the local, state, and national level. (page 27) 

 

III. Accelerate Wisconsin: Scope, Objectives and Methodology 

 

BE BOLD III: Accelerate Wisconsin was tasked by the BE BOLD Council and Competitive 

Wisconsin, Inc. with: 

 identifying two private sector clusters that were performing well in Wisconsin; 

 examining what was and was not working for those clusters in Wisconsin;  

 identifying other states where those two clusters were performing as well as or better than 

they were in Wisconsin;  

 determining whether or not there were best practices or innovations shaping or informing 

the relationship between those clusters and governments in those states that might help 

turbo charge the two clusters being studied in Wisconsin; and, 

 developing bold recommendations that will address the challenges and opportunities 

identified in the process while also advancing Competitive Wisconsin, Inc.’s specific 

objectives for the BE BOLD III initiative, including raising the per capita income in 

Wisconsin; developing a strong, sustainable talent pool; enhancing the ability to get 

products to market; and maximizing the responsible use of resources. 

 

BE Bold III’s research methodology included: 

 a study of past, current and future job and wealth growth in Wisconsin designed to 

provide a preliminary identification of clusters that were performing well in Wisconsin. 

Dr. John Witte and Dr. Bob Haveman, both UW–Madison emeritus professors and 

former directors of the LaFollette School of Public Affairs, conducted this study with 

financial support from both the University of Wisconsin System and the University of 

Wisconsin–Madison. The study identified three job and wealth growth areas including 

food and beverage vendors, health care, and business services.
3
 

 a study by researchers at the Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation designed to 

provide additional data on the clusters identified in the UW–Madison study, particularly 

as the information related to Competitive Wisconsin Inc.’s BE BOLD III interest in 

higher per capital income and the development of a sustainable talent pool. This research 

led to the decision to focus BE BOLD III’s efforts on Wisconsin’s food manufacturing 

and health care clusters.
4
  

                                                        
3 The UW–Madison study can be found at http://wiroundtable.org/resources/BB3_Resources/Bebold2015-

004.LF%20final.0415.pdf. A video of Dr. Witte discussing the study’s findings can be found at 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XuKv4jZEoLo&feature=youtu.be 
4 The Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation research findings can be found at 

www.competitivewi/cwi/index.php/extensions. A video of researchers Benjamin Lasiewicz and Kyle 

Johnson discussing their findings can be found at https://youtu.be/lAlmHUyemEY 

http://wiroundtable.org/resources/BB3_Resources/Bebold2015-004.LF%20final.0415.pdf
http://wiroundtable.org/resources/BB3_Resources/Bebold2015-004.LF%20final.0415.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XuKv4jZEoLo&feature=youtu.be
https://youtu.be/lAlmHUyemEY
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 separate Deloitte Consulting facilitated meetings with business leaders, association 

executives, academic experts and relevant state agency personnel from Wisconsin’s food 

manufacturing and health care clusters. These meetings were dedicated to providing 

industry leaders and experts to talk about: a) what was and was not working for their 

companies and industry in Wisconsin; b) what they saw as major opportunities and 

challenges facing their clusters; and c) which states or areas would be worth exploring for 

new ideas and best practices. 

 separate Deloitte comparative analytical studies of each cluster based on guidance from 

Competitive Wisconsin, Inc. and from the meetings with industry leaders and experts. 

 

BE Bold III’s public outreach and input thus far includes: 

 periodic meetings with, and briefings for, cluster companies and institutional 

organizations representing the clusters; 

 periodic briefings with, and briefings for, leaders of governmental bodies and agencies; 

 fourteen BE BOLD III: Accelerate Wisconsin Preliminary briefings held around the state 

and co-hosted by Competitive Wisconsin, Inc., local University of Wisconsin campuses, 

local Wisconsin Technical College System campuses, local chambers of commerce and 

local units of government; 

 local media briefings; 

 the convening of a BE BOLD III Food manufacturing Strategic Planning Group to 

review, comment upon and develop recommendations based upon the research and public 

input referenced above; and, 

 the convening of a BE BOLD III Health Care Strategic Planning Group to review, 

comment upon and develop recommendations based upon the research and public input 

referenced above. 

 

BE Bold III’s future public outreach and input will include: 

 a series of WisconsinEye broadcasts featuring panels of business leaders, policy makers 

and experts discussing and answering questions on the BE BOLD III recommendations;  

 a series of presentations open to the media around the state for Regional Economic 

Development organization members and other local business organizations; 

 print and broadcast editorial board meetings around the state; and, 

 briefings for policy makers and elected officials. 

 

IV. Accelerate Wisconsin: Food Manufacturing  

 

A. Why Food Manufacturing 

 

Food manufacturing is a critical and essential component of the Wisconsin economy. The 

cluster employs more than 64,000 people in Wisconsin and generates more than $8 
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billion for the state’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP), ranking it 10th in the nation (see 

Figure 1)
5
  

 

 
 

The cluster has demonstrated strong employment growth over the past decade (see Figure 

2)
6
 and comparative employment numbers suggest that the cluster is sustainable because 

it holds significant prominence in the nation’s food production capacity (see Figure 3).
7
 

Wisconsin, for example, is the top Dairy Products employer in the nation, employing 

even more people than California, New York and Ohio. It ranks fourth in the nation in 

employing people in the Fruit and Vegetable Preserving/Specialty Foods category behind 

only California, Washington, and Oregon. It ranks 12th in Animal Slaughtering & 

Processing and eighth in Other Food Manufacturing. 

 

                                                        
5
  Trends and Challenges for Wisconsin Agriculture, 2017 Wisconsin Agricultural Outlook Forum, 

Professor Matt Kures, University of Wisconsin-Extension, Center for Community and Economic 

development 
6
 Ibid. 

7
  Ibid. 

Figure 1 
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Equally important, Wisconsin food manufacturers are major consumers of 

Wisconsin’s agricultural produce, and as such play a critical role in supporting and 

Figure 2 

Figure 3 
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complementing rural economies across the state (see Figure 4).
8
 

 

 

 
 

 

B. What’s Working and What’s Not Working for Food Manufacturers in Wisconsin: 

Initial Thoughts 

 

In June of 2015, Deloitte convened a three-hour meeting of food manufacturing business 

leaders and academic experts to share their views on how doing business in Wisconsin 

worked, or didn’t work, for them.  

 

Work ethic of existing employees, access to academic expertise, quality of life and 

geographic location were all cited as positives, but Wisconsin’s number one attribute is 

Wisconsin’s farmers. “We’re here because the farmers are here,” said one food 

manufacturing executive.  

 

Both the farmers and the food manufacturers also need access to a reliable workforce and 

the shortage of workers in Wisconsin was then and is now Wisconsin food 

manufacturers’ major concern. Food manufacturing workforce shortages are driven by 

the same forces affecting other clusters, but manifest themselves in ways peculiar to the 

cluster. The age and pending retirement of the current food manufacturing workforce is 

one of those drivers (see Figure 5)
9
, a concern exacerbated by worries about both a 

                                                        
8
 Ibid. 

9 Ibid. 

Figure 4 
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diminished workforce-aged population (see Figure 6)
10

 and a shrinking workforce 

participation rate (see Figure 7)
11

. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

                                                        
10

 Source: Wisconsin Department of Health Services 
11

 Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 

Figure 5 

Figure 6 
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The shrinking workforce participation rate among young workers is particularly troubling 

for both farmers and food manufacturers, as is the urbanization and suburbanization of 

the younger workforce (see Figure 8).
12

 

 

 
 

 

Wisconsin food manufacturers also raised regulatory issues. Their concerns fell into four 

categories, the most immediate being inconsistency. Interestingly, their frustration was 

not with alignment across state, federal or local requirements and enforcement, but rather 

with inconsistent enforcement within state agencies.  

 

                                                        
12 Source: Winkler et al. 2013, Analysis: K.M. Johnson, UNH 

Figure 7 

Figure 7 
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“Too often, the answer you get depends on who you’re talking to,” said one business 

executive, explaining part of the frustration as being, “…it’s hard to make long-term 

plans and investments when regulatory interpretations may change from year to year 

depending on who you’re talking to.” 

 

Another regulatory concern, while not as pointed as the inconsistency concern, focused 

on the issue of agricultural access to the water needed to sustain the industry and a 

concern that unnecessary or poorly considered regulations could erode access to that 

essential resource. “The farmers are here because the soil is good and they have access to 

the water they need to grow their crops and care for their livestock. If they couldn’t 

access the water, they’d be gone,” one food manufacturing executive observed, adding 

pointedly, “…and so would we.” 

 

A third regulatory concern evolved around the question of how well existing regulatory 

requirements and enforcement recognized opportunities and challenges created by 

scientific and technological changes in the market place. 

 

Food manufacturers raised a fourth regulatory concern related to the regulation of “farm 

equipment” on state and local roads. “Right now, farmers — our suppliers — are required 

to get separate permits for every road they drive on from every jurisdiction the road goes 

through just to deliver their produce to our plants,” said one executive, “Some of these 

producers are having to get permits from six and seven separate local governments just to 

make a relatively short drive. Think about how long that takes and what it costs those 

poor people.” On a related note, food manufacturers, particularly those in the dairy 

products area voiced concerns about Wisconsin’s infrastructure. “Dairy farmers are 

producing more volume on a daily basis,” noted one food processor, “That means we 

have to send out larger trucks to collect the milk and the existing roads pose a challenge 

for our drivers and our equipment.” 

 

In addition to their workforce and regulatory concerns, Wisconsin food manufacturers 

also expressed concerns about what many of them see as a lack of appreciation for the 

importance of their industry to Wisconsin’s economy and quality of life. 

 

C. Comparative Analysis: The Deloitte Research Assignment 

 

1. Research Objectives: During the initial meeting with food manufacturers, Deloitte 

asked the manufacturers and their experts to identify three states that they believed 

might provide insights into how to deal with Wisconsin’s challenges and 

opportunities. The group suggested New York, Texas and Colorado. Competitive 

Wisconsin, Inc. and the BE BOLD Council tasked Deloitte with two sets of 

comparative research objectives in each of those states. 
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a. Task One: Examine how the states selected for comparison are addressing the 

challenges and opportunities identified by the food manufacturers and their 

experts at the June 2015 meeting (see Figure 8).
13

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

b. Task Two: In the course of executing Task One, enhance the analysis by ensuring 

that the examination takes into consideration elements relevant to Wisconsin’s 

workforce recruitment and retention needs, its infrastructure needs, and the 

relationship between the public and private sectors related to these issues (see 

Figure 9).  

 

 

 
 

 

                                                        
13

 BE BOLD III: Food Manufacturing Assessment, Deloitte. Find the full report at 

http://www.competitivewi.com/resources/BB3_Resources/CWI_FP_Assessment_Deloitte.pdf. 

Figure 8 

Figure 9 
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D. Comparative Analysis: The Deloitte Report Key Findings
14

 

 

CWI and Deloitte agreed with Wisconsin food manufacturers and their experts that 

Colorado, Texas, and New York would be appropriate benchmark states to compare with 

Wisconsin in the food manufacturing sector.  

 

 Colorado is a recognized hub for food and beverage startups. It is also the largest 

producer of beer in the United States, a major dairy, grain and meat producer, and has 

high concentrations of food manufacturing employment around the Denver and 

Boulder areas. 

 Texas is the second largest state in food manufacturing employment in the United 

States and one of the top four in frozen food production. It is very aggressive in 

courting new investment across sectors, especially for companies from the Midwest 

and Northeast. 

 New York is the eighth largest state in food manufacturing employment in the United 

States, after California and in the top 3 for cheese manufacturing. It has benefitted 

from major recent investments in building research capacity in state universities (e.g., 

dairy research at Cornell) and is committed to significant food manufacturing 

attraction efforts by economic development groups in the state. 

 

In keeping with their research assignment, Deloitte identified potential influences the 

public/governmental sector could have on food manufacturing (see Figure 10) and the 

key intersections they saw between the public/governmental sector and food 

manufacturing (see Figure 11). 

 

 
 

 

 

 

                                                        
14

 Ibid. 

Figure 10 
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Deloitte then proceeded to interview prominent food manufacturing executives in the 

benchmark states about their experience with each of the key intersections. Their 

comparative analytical findings include the following: 

 

 The Tax Intersection 

 

Illustrative Comment: “Tax burden on my company, while it could always be 

lower, has not been a major concern in operating in this state. ” 

- New York Food Manufacturer 

 

 Corporate Income Taxes 

Corporate Income Taxes in all of the benchmark states are lower than they are in 

Wisconsin, with New York having the closest rate to that of Wisconsin. Food 

processors interviewed reported state corporate income taxes in benchmark 

states as not particularly onerous. 

 Manufacturing Machinery Taxes 

All of the benchmark states as well as Wisconsin exempt manufacturing 

machinery from sales and use taxes. New York also exempts several other related 

items, including packaging materials, safety materials, and quality control 

equipment from sales and use taxes.  

 Sales and Use Taxes 

General sales and use taxes in the benchmark states are higher than Wisconsin, 

but the food manufacturers we interviewed viewed that as having limited impact 

on their operations. 

 Unemployment Insurance Taxes 

Figure 11 
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Unemployment insurance taxes (employer contribution) are lower in all of the 

benchmark states than in Wisconsin. Not viewed as a major impediment by food 

manufacturers, but could be a factor on the margin. 

 

 The Incentives Intersection 

 

Illustrative Comment: “We have derived significant value from the financial 

programs offered by the state of New York — particularly the Empire Zone 

program. In addition, the energy efficiency program from the state has helped us 

make necessary upgrades to our facility to make us more efficient with the latest 

technologies. ” 

- New York Food Manufacturer 

 

 Targeted Credits with Cash Value 

All of the benchmark states provide significant financial incentives to companies 

locating in the state, that have direct cash value, either through refundable 

credits, cash grants, or similar mechanisms. 

 Workforce Training  

All of the benchmark states provide a variety of workforce training programs. 

One of the more unique programs is Texas’ program which allows for up to 

$500,000 in purely customized training that the employer can design in 

cooperation with a Texas college or university.  

 Utility Support 

Utilities in all of the three benchmark states play a central role in economic 

development. National Grid (NY) provides a variety of programs to new 

investors, including consulting services on lean manufacturing/six sigma 

processes via local consulting firms.  

 Ease of Use of Incentives 

Food manufacturers in all of the benchmark states reported that using the 

incentive programs (initial application, ongoing compliance activities) they 

qualified for was relatively straightforward.  

 

 The Permitting Intersection 

 

Illustrative Comment: “Despite the increasing concerns around droughts and 

scrutiny of water usage in the state, the state (and local government’s) attitude of 

supporting rather than restricting businesses and finding collaborative solutions 

has enabled us to continue expanding in the state vs. others in the region. ” 

- Texas Food Manufacturer 

 

 Tight Coordination 

Food manufacturers in all of the benchmark states reported that the state 

economic developers worked closely with local entities and the respective 
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companies to ensure that water/wastewater permitting timelines stayed on track 

for their operations. 

 Designated Liaison 

Liaison program in Texas has helped food manufacturers in the state overcome 

obstacles, and prevent applications from sitting on desks or facing undue delays. 

 Consistent Processes 

Food manufacturers in all of the benchmark states reported experiencing 

consistent application and review processes with their applications for 

water/wastewater permits. All noted that attention to detail in applications 

helped ensure a timely response and favorable result.  

 Pro-Business Attitude 

Food manufacturers, particularly in Texas, noted that the local entities and state 

agencies have a “pro-business” approach to permitting, which helps speed the 

permitting process and allows for companies to create mitigation strategies 

without having permits declined outright. 

 

 The Industry and University Research Collaboration Intersection 

 

Illustrative Comment: “Our collaboration with Colorado State University has 

been a keen source of talent and product development for our company both before 

and after our decision to locate in Colorado.” 

- Colorado Food Manufacturer 

 

 Research 

All of the benchmark states have robust agricultural research programs, rivaling 

the programs available through the University of Wisconsin. Colorado State in 

particular was cited in its ability to partner with industry to develop marketable, 

value-added products. 

 Training 

Food manufacturers reported working with a variety of community colleges and 

universities in all benchmark states and all had favorable experiences overall. 

Texas schools like Texas A&M were particularly noted for their depth in food 

manufacturing/processing talent.  

 Ecosystem Enablement 

All of the benchmark states had university partners play a key role in enabling 

the broader ecosystem to support food manufacturing operations. NY 

(particularly upstate NY) has a particularly strong cluster of supporting 

institutions (Rochester Institute of Tech. , etc. ) for this purpose. 

 Cross-Industry Collaboration 

University programs, particularly in Texas and New York act as forums for 

cross-industry participants to share information and benefit from common 

research programs; Cornell’s cross-industry consulting programs are 

particularly notable in this area. 
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 The Infrastructure Intersection 

 

Illustrative Comment: “Infrastructure in this state is well supported to develop 

continued growth for our operations — over the last 20 years we have developed 3 

major food manufacturing facilities in the state and road and utility access have 

been critical to that growth.” 

- Texas Food Manufacturer 

 

 Utilities Promoting Growth 

Utilities in all of the benchmark states play a major role in promoting 

infrastructure growth. In particular, National Grid in New York and Oncor in 

Texas advocate on behalf of their customers and proactively develop 

infrastructure to support additional commercial and industrial customers. 

 Local Economic Development 

In all of the benchmark states, but particularly in Texas, local economic 

development entities play a major role in infrastructure development. In Texas, 

economic development and infrastructure efforts are often funded through local 

sales tax dollars. 

 Road Access 

None of the companies we interviewed in the benchmark states reported any 

major issues with getting their product to market, including any state-specific 

trucking regulations that hampered their business. 

 Air Access 

While air access is not critical to the food manufacturing sector, airports in 

Denver and Dallas are viewed as positive assets for companies operating in 

Texas and Colorado for customer access to facilities. 

 

 The Quality of Life Intersection 

 

Illustrative Comment: “Quality of life in this state, coupled with a pervasive 

awareness of healthy foods and lifestyles in Colorado is a major benefit to my 

company and our brand positioning in the marketplace.” 

- Colorado Food Manufacturer 

 

 Housing 

Food processors in all of the benchmark states reported no issues with finding 

housing for their workers in the communities in which they operate. Texas food 

manufacturers noted the affordability as a major draw for out-of-state residents. 

 Education 

Food manufacturers reported that education systems in respective communities 

were sufficient to meet needs of current employees. 
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 Amenities 

Food manufacturers reported that community amenities in certain regions were a 

challenge in recruiting (upstate NY) but once they have attracted employees, they 

have been able to retain them without issues. 

 Community Health 

Promotion of healthy lifestyles/healthier eating habits in the state is perceived to 

create a “halo” effect on food manufacturing companies in the state. Colorado 

excels particularly in this area. 

 

 The Government Engagement/Support Intersection 

 

Illustrative Comment: “When my company made the decision to locate in 

Colorado, I was assured by the Governor that this would only be the beginning of 

the support I could expect from the state. In the two years since, I have seen the 

consistent support I’ve received from all levels of government in the state to make 

our business extremely successful.” 

- Colorado Food Manufacturer 

 

 Consistent Interaction 

In all of the benchmark states, the food manufacturers interviewed noted that 

there is some level of consistent outreach and support from state economic 

development, particularly in New York. 

 Tailored Solutions 

Food manufacturers enjoy reportedly strong access to economic development 

and regulatory bodies relevant to the industry in all of the benchmark states 

through both formal and informal means. A prime example is the Colorado 

Concierge Program. 

 “Can Do” Attitude 

 Food processors interviewed reported that all of the benchmark states, and 

particularly Texas and Colorado both took an aggressively “pro-business” 

approach to supporting their business — helping the food processors overcome 

any obstacles during project ramp-up and any ongoing issues. 

 Food Manufacturing in the DNA 

Food manufacturers in all of the benchmark states felt like their companies were 

treated by the respective states as keys to the state’s economic future and 

lynchpins of each state’s economy; this differs sharply from the commentary from 

the Wisconsin food processors. 

 

E. Food Manufacturing Cluster Input: The BE BOLD III Food Manufacturers 

Strategic Planning Group 

 

With the UW–Madison and WEDC data and the Deloitte report in hand, Competitive 

Wisconsin, Inc. and the BE BOLD Council invited representatives of Wisconsin’s food 
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manufacturing to review the data and research findings as members of the BE BOLD III 

Strategic Planning Group and to discuss and assess recommendations on how best to 

address the challenges and opportunities identified.  

 

More than 60 food manufacturers, association executives and agency representatives 

joined the BE BOLD III Food Manufacturers Strategic Planning Group (FMSPG).
15

 

Members of the FMSPG met individually and in small groups with each other and with 

Competitive Wisconsin, Inc. and BE BOLD Council representatives. The FMSPG 

convened as a group in two half-day sessions, once in Milwaukee and once in Madison. 

Ultimately, the FMSPG developed recommendations dedicated to addressing 

Wisconsin’s and Wisconsin’s food manufacturers’ challenges and opportunities in three 

areas, including workforce and talent development; regulatory interaction and policy; and 

public and policy maker awareness of, and appreciation for, the industry. 

 

F. Food Manufacturing Recommendations 

 

 Workforce and Talent Development Recommendations 

 

1. Clarify expectations and improve alignment with and within Wisconsin’s 

educational infrastructure 

 

a. Clarify taxpayer, community, and state expectations regarding the role and 

responsibilities of public education related both to helping students maximize 

their economic opportunities and contributing to the economic health and 

wellbeing of the communities they serve. 

 

b. Enhance the education and training of teachers to ensure they are prepared to 

help students maximize their economic opportunities and help their schools, 

colleges and universities contribute to the economic health and wellbeing of 

the communities they serve.  

 

c. Encourage Wisconsin’s employers who need/want a more qualified and 

reliable workforce pipeline to be more actively and effectively engaged with 

the educational infrastructure charged with helping students maximize their 

economic opportunities.  

 

WHY: Most public schools are held accountable for student performance in four 

areas, including student achievement, student growth, closing gaps, and on-track 

to graduation and postsecondary readiness. Each of these benchmarks is 

important, but in this day and age so too is an understanding of how to achieve 

and then achieving one’s job and career goals. To that end, Wisconsin needs 

greater alignment between its public schools and the employment realities facing 

their graduates. Achieving such alignment requires: 

 making clear that public schools are expected to, and will be held 

accountable for, understanding and being more effectively aligned with the 

                                                        
15 See Appendix A for a list of participants. 
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economic realities affecting the job and career needs and aspirations of their 

students and communities; 

 making sure that teachers have the knowledge and skills required to help 

execute this important mission; and, 

 making sure that the private sector engages effectively with the schools in 

support of their execution of the mission. 

 

HOW: Food processors should work with educational experts and practitioners, 

other business leaders, the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, the 

University of Wisconsin System, the Wisconsin Technical Colleges System, 

WAICU, the Governor and legislators to identify, implement and finance the 

statutory and administrative changes required to achieve the desired outcomes. 

 

2. Make Better Use of What We Have 

 

d. Expand and enhance employer and business: a) participation in the 

implementation of the Academic Career Plan requirement; b) interaction with 

the various in-school digital platforms that facilitate student, parent and 

teacher access to information about jobs and careers in local businesses; and 

c) work-related experiences for students and teachers. 

 

e. Increase and enhance access to, and use of, food manufacturing job-related 

“certification” education throughout the educational infrastructure including 

the development of proposed curricula and training modules. Special 

attention should be paid to shortening the “time to certification.” 

 

f. Encourage more innovative design and robust implementation of internships 

and apprenticeships by changing regulations that make it difficult, costly or 

impossible to bring students and young people into the workplace for such 

experiences. 

 

g. Change state law to allow new hires to transition gradually from public 

unemployment and health care benefits to employer and private market 

benefits. 

 

h. Develop a “Fast Forward” type program that would allow/encourage local 

schools, colleges and universities to develop and apply curricula, education 

and training programs specific to the industries in their area. 

 

i. Develop an educator awareness campaign in food manufacturing industry 

areas that: a) utilizes the materials developed for the public campaign 

referenced below and complements that effort; and b) leads to the 

establishment of an on-going dynamic among businesses and schools 

dedicated to redesigning and revitalizing the relationship between the 

classroom and the workplace.  

 

j. Make a concentrated systemic effort at the local and regional level to 

significantly increase school district superintendent, administrator and 

teacher engagement with and participation in business and economic 
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development organizations such as chambers of commerce, regional 

economic development organizations, etc. 

 

 

WHY: Wisconsin has a workforce shortage. Some of it is skill based. Some of it 

is a matter of numbers and location. Ultimately, Wisconsin needs to retain more 

of its young workers and recruit workers to the state (see below). As a part of 

that effort, Wisconsin needs to make sure employers are getting maximum output 

from the existing talent pipelines. That requires helping students get the 

education, training and support they need, which in turn means making sure that 

they and their instructors have the information and support they need; that 

apprentice and internship opportunities are available and that roadblocks and 

disincentives to employment are minimized. 

 

HOW: Food processors should work with educational experts and practitioners, 

other business leaders, the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, the 

University of Wisconsin System, the Wisconsin Technical College System, 

Wisconsin Association of Colleges and Universities, the Governor and legislators 

to identify, implement and finance the statutory and administrative changes 

required to achieve the desired outcomes. 

 

3. Retain and recruit the workforce Wisconsin needs 

 
k. Employers should call for, support and join a private sector driven effort to 

develop and implement a comprehensive Millennial/young worker retention 

and recruitment strategy that addresses the cost of living, access to and cost of 

education/training, and quality of life, as well as the cost of doing business. 

 

WHY: For all of the reasons suggested above, Wisconsin lacks the 

numbers of workers it will need as older generations of workers retire. 

Improving the state’s workforce participation and retention rates will 

help but not solve this problem. Only aggressive recruitment of younger 

workers will enable the state to build the workforce required to meet 

employer needs and secure the state’s economic wellbeing. 

 

HOW: Wisconsin business, academic, economic development and local 

and governmental leaders must develop and implement a 

comprehensive millennial/young worker retention and recruitment 

strategy that addresses the cost of living, access to and cost of 

education/training, and quality of life, as well as the cost of doing 

business. 

 

 Regulatory Interaction and Policy 

 

4. Enhance Wisconsin’s ability to anticipate needs and facilitate solutions. 

 
l. Enhance cross-agency and cross-institutional focus on and understanding and 

effective support of major cluster industries such as food manufacturing by 

developing a “concierge” program similar to that adopted by other states. 
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m. Encourage capital investment in the food manufacturing industry. 

 

WHY: Based on the feedback during the soundings meeting, it appears one of 

Wisconsin’s major challenges in the food manufacturing sector is that it is 

succeeding despite limited promotion/support from the state government. The 

state, starting with the governor’s office, needs to consider ways to engage more 

positively with the food manufacturing sector in Wisconsin through improved 

outbound marketing, more consistent engagement with all companies in the 

sector currently in the state, and outreach to potential investors in this industry 

to encourage additional investment from both inside and outside the state. 

According to Deloitte, food processors in New York, Colorado and Texas benefit 

from a more mature, dedicated, anticipatory, growth and retention focused, 

seamless “concierge” approach to their food manufacturing industries than 

Wisconsin has achieved to date.  

 

Deloitte also believes that a liaison program between the various state agencies, 

WEDC, DATCAP and a prospective investor in food manufacturing (and other 

manufacturing industries) would help reduce some of the challenges companies 

are currently experiencing. According to Deloitte, “This liaison program would 

come along with a mandate to eliminate unnecessary delays, issue permits within 

a specific timeline, and a more consistent review process that produces 

consistent results across permitting activities.” 

 

It is also worth noting that after interviewing food processors in New York, Texas 

and Colorado, Deloitte reported, “All of the benchmark states had university 

partners that play a key role in enabling the broader ecosystem to support food 

manufacturing operations.” These Deloitte findings do not negate the fact there 

is a great deal of very good economic and community development work being 

done by state, regional and local entities in Wisconsin and it is not hard to find 

food manufacturing with a positive story to tell about one or another of such 

efforts. It does, however, suggest that there is more to be done. 

 

HOW: Wisconsin should engage private sector leaders, economic development 

professionals, policy makers, academics and educators and regulators in a 

collaborative examination of the value and advisability of adopting a 

“concierge” approach to its ability to enhance retention and growth in its major 

industries. In the process of doing so, it should consider the need to assure a 

stable regulatory environment as a factor in attracting major, long-term capital 

investments in and by the industry. It should also examine the possibility of 

enhancing the ability of Wisconsin utilities to invest in economic development 

opportunities, as is the case in New York, Colorado and Texas.  

 
5. Clarify and align regulatory requirements, metrics and expectations with 

current science and applied technology. 

 

n. Review current regulatory requirements and rules by key clusters to 

determine how scientific and technological changes and industry 

operational adjustments to those changes affect the need for, and the 

relevance and efficacy of the current requirements. 



 

 26 

o. Identify expectations and develop operational and reporting 

requirements justified by the scientific and applied technology review 

collaboratively with employers, the research community, policy 

makers and regulators. 

 

WHY: Scientific discoveries and technological advancements occur every 

day. Despite the fact that most states, including Wisconsin, have enacted 

statutes calling for regular review of regulatory requirements, most only 

do so infrequently. As a result the odds that current regulatory statutory 

language is based on years-old, if not decades-old, science and technology 

are high. This is not to suggest that regulators and industries ignore 

scientific and technological change. Industries have to adapt to meet the 

new operational and market realities created by such changes and 

regulators, often working cooperatively with industries, amend their rules 

to accommodate and/or recognize such changes.  

 

This reactive “adapt as needed” environment may work well when change 

occurs gradually, but in a world hallmarked by constant, often significant 

change it tends to lead to rapidly outmoded programmatic “fixes” rather 

than the pro-active informed systemic adjustments required. It also tends 

to focus everyone’s attention on “enforcement” rather than on 

opportunities to address issues and solve problems. Deloitte notes, for 

example, “All of the benchmark states have robust Ag research programs, 

rivaling the programs available through the University of Wisconsin. 

Colorado State in particular was cited in its ability to partner with 

industry to develop marketable, value-added products.” Food processors 

know that changes in water management and food packaging will be an 

important fact of life in the next decade and would welcome an 

opportunity to work with those identify opportunities to develop 

marketable operational options and breakthrough software algorithms. 

 

HOW: Engage employers, the research community, policy makers and 

regulators in an on-going periodic process to undertake the cluster 

reviews referenced above. For example, Wisconsin enjoys the benefits of 

16 to 17 clusters. Instituting a repeating scientific and applied technology 

four-year review cycle would allow the business, academic, and public 

policy communities to develop a collaborative synergy over a three-year 

period that would result in an informed modernizing of Wisconsin’s 

regulatory language for each cluster once every four years. 

 
6. Improve understanding and enhance legitimacy and consistency of 

interpretation of language and rules. 

 

p. Utilize the results of the review process referenced above to inform, 

update and modernize public and private workforce education and 

training processes. 
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q. Utilize the results of the review process referenced above to enhance 

consistency of rule interpretation and enforcement. 

r. Encourage and support regulatory compliance collaborations between 

and among the public and private sectors. 

 

WHY: If Wisconsin is going to be serious about making good on its 

commitment to protect public health and safety by ensuring that its 

regulatory requirements and its enforcement capacity is based on the most 

recent science and applied technology, its public and private sector 

employers must do what they can to make sure their employees are 

appropriately educated and trained so that their operational behavior 

reflects and is aligned with the most current science and applied 

technology.  

 

HOW: As a part of the review process referenced above, engage 

employers, the research community, policy makers and regulators in 

addressing the need to inform the periodic modernizing of educational 

curricula and workforce training to reflect changes in science and applied 

technology. Encourage regulators and employers to develop and share 

with their respective employees agreed upon language regarding 

operations and expectations. When appropriate and advisable, encourage 

regulatory bodies to utilize qualified external experts to facilitate licensing 

and compliance. Establish panels of external experts to whom both 

regulators and those being regulated can refer disagreements of opinion 

prior to final decisions being rendered as a part of the regulatory 

environment. 

 

 Public Awareness, Understanding and Support 

 

7. Enhance public and legislative appreciation for the food manufacturing industry. 

 

s. Develop and implement a multi-year effort designed to significantly 

enhance public awareness, understanding and appreciation for the 

economic importance of the industry, the magnitude and importance of 

the contributions the industry makes to national and global public 

health, safety and wellbeing; and the richness and diversity of the 

career opportunities available in the industry at the local, state, and 

national level. 

 

WHY: The Deloitte research suggests that in the three other states 

studied for comparative purposes, food processors believed that they were 

a more visible and more appreciated sector of the economy than they are 

here in Wisconsin. Deloitte believes that the heightened visibility and 

recognized value positively affects their ability to address their workforce 

needs and encourages a more positive permitting environment. 
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HOW: Wisconsin’s agricultural and food manufacturing companies and 

the organizations and associations that represent them should develop and 

implement a multi-year effort designed to significantly augment their 

existing efforts to enhance public awareness, understanding and 

appreciation for the economic importance of the industry, the magnitude 

and importance of the contributions the industry makes to national and 

global public health, safety and wellbeing; and the richness and diversity 

of the career opportunities available in the industry at the local, state, and 

national level. 
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