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Executive Summary

Wisconsin is already part of the AI buildout. Of a $46 billion announced pipeline, at 
least $36 billion is operating, under construction, or committed. The larger opportunity 
extends beyond the campuses: Wisconsin manufacturers have reported at least $1.6 
billion in related orders and backlog and are supplying projects across the country.

Power is the binding constraint. The Public Service Commission projects Wisconsin 
peak demand rising from 14.2 gigawatts in 2026 to more than 20 gigawatts by 2032, with 
three large data centers accounting for roughly 72 percent of the increase. Wisconsin 
will need new generation and transmission. The customers driving that demand should 
bear the resulting costs.

The Public Service Commission’s April 2026 order is a substantial protection, but 
not a durable statewide rule. If the order were weakened or comparable protections 
were not extended statewide, one-quarter of the costs of serving the new data centers 
could land on other customers instead: about $1.3 million a year for a manufacturer 
using 100 gigawatt-hours a year, and $8 to $10 a month for a typical household served 
by the affected utility. Those figures assume that 40 percent of the utility’s new spending 
serves data centers; at 25 percent they drop to about $0.8 million and $5 to $6. Actual 
allocation across customer classes would depend on Commission rate design. State law 
should apply one full-cost framework across utility territories while preserving competition 
in the supply of new power.

A two-year statewide moratorium would give up investment without fixing the 
underlying rules. The identified pending and paused pipeline is $9.6 billion, including 
$8 billion in Janesville. If half of that investment were permanently displaced, Wisconsin 
would forgo roughly $0.2 billion to $1.2 billion in value added over ten years, depending 
on the Janesville referendum. A moratorium would not itself establish full-cost tariffs, 
change transmission cost allocation, reform tax treatment, or improve disclosure.

The equipment exemption has become a major tax expenditure. The Legislative 
Fiscal Bureau projects $1.5 billion in forgone state sales tax during construction and 
$369 million annually once four certified projects operate. Wisconsin should keep every 
commitment already made, end new project-specific certifications, and move future relief 
into broad, predictable tax rules available across the economy.



1 Wisconsin’s Opportunity

Artificial intelligence may look like software, but at scale it is industrial infrastructure: chips, 
servers, cooling systems, power plants, transmission lines, and skilled workers. The United 
States is building that capacity largely through private investment; China is building it 
through state direction. Wisconsin brings equipment, land, labor, and industrial know-how 
to that contest. The state should welcome the investment, build the power it requires, and 
keep the commercial risk with the companies making the investments.

Wisconsin is no longer deciding whether to join the buildout. It is already one of the 
country’s major sites. Microsoft has committed more than $20 billion at Mount Pleasant; 
the Vantage/OpenAI/Oracle project in Port Washington is valued at $15 billion; Meta is 
building a $1 billion center in Beaver Dam; and Epic Hosting has a $347 million project in 
Verona. Another $9.6 billion is pending or paused, led by the proposed $8 billion Viridian 
project in Janesville and the $1.6 billion Balloonist project in Menomonie. DeForest rejected 
annexation for a proposed $12 billion QTS project, and Microsoft withdrew from Caledonia. 
Table 1 reports the major projects and their status as of July 2026.

Table 1: Major Wisconsin data center projects, as of July 2026.
Project Value Status and timing

Operating, under construction, or committed
Microsoft, Mount Pleasant $20B+ Phase 1 online; later phases committed or 

approved
Vantage/OpenAI/Oracle, Port Washington $15B Under construction; 902 MW; opens in 2028
Meta, Beaver Dam $1B Under construction; 220 MW; opens in 2027
Epic Hosting, Verona $347M In progress; WEDC-certified
Pending or paused
Viridian, Janesville $8B Pending Nov. 3 referendum
Balloonist, Menomonie $1.6B Negotiations paused
Microsoft, Kenosha/Paris Not disclosed Land acquired; project pending
Cancelled or withdrawn
QTS, DeForest $12B Annexation rejected
Microsoft, Caledonia Not disclosed Withdrawn
Notes: Operating, under-construction, or committed projects total at least $36.3 billion. Pending and paused projects with 
disclosed values add $9.6 billion. Viridian’s letter of intent with the City of Janesville expired in June 2026; the Nov. 3 
referendum applies to any project above $450 million at the site (Section 3.1). Cancelled and withdrawn projects are shown for 
context and excluded from the $46 billion headline. WEDC is the Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation.
Sources: Corporate announcements, municipal records, and cited reporting. 
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Wisconsin’s larger opportunity may be as a supplier. The state already makes the motors, 
drives, generators, cooling systems, enclosures, and modular infrastructure the buildout 
requires. Three Wisconsin manufacturers report at least $1.6 billion in data center orders 
and backlog, while several others report substantial activity without disclosing a dollar value 
(Table 2).

Table 2: Wisconsin manufacturers supplying the national data center buildout.
Company Wisconsin 

location
Product or role Reported amount

Regal Rexnord Milwaukee Power-management systems $735M orders
Generac Waukesha Backup and distributed power $700M backlog
Modine Racine Cooling systems $180M orders
Trane Technologies La Crosse Cooling systems Not disclosed
Excellerate Manufacturing Little Chute Modular electrical buildings Not disclosed
Maysteel Industries Washington 

County
Enclosures and manufacturing Not disclosed

Modular Power & Data Dane County Modular power infrastructure Not disclosed

Total disclosed orders and backlog $1.6B
Sources: Regal Rexnord Corporation (2026); Generac Holdings Inc. (2026); Modine Manufacturing Company (2025); Wisconsin 
Watch (2026a). 

Wisconsin can benefit twice—by hosting data centers and by supplying them. But the first 
opportunity should not raise the power costs of the firms already selling into the second. 
Affordable, reliable electricity is therefore not merely a utility issue. It is part of the state’s 
industrial competitiveness.

1.1 Capital, Construction, and Employment

Data centers are capital-intensive rather than labor-intensive. Wisconsin’s direct workforce 
is projected to rise from 360 jobs in 2024 to 1,143 in 2029—about four of every 10,000 
covered jobs in the state (Ferreira et al., 2026; Wisconsin Watch, 2026a). The jobs pay 
well and often do not require a four-year degree. The permanent payroll is simply small 
relative to the capital investment.

Illinois provides a useful benchmark. Its data center incentive program reports roughly 
$10.7 billion in committed investment but commits to only 731 new full-time jobs (Illinois 
Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity, 2025). Industry-sponsored studies 
report larger multiplier effects (Mangum Economics, 2024; PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2025). 
Other analyses find smaller local effects, and subsidy reviews often calculate public costs 
of millions of dollars per permanent job (Hicks, 2025; Tarczynska, 2016). Data centers are 
not a mass-employment strategy. Their case rests on private capital, construction work, 
property-tax base, and demand for Wisconsin-made equipment.
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The projects still bring real gains. Microsoft employed more than 3,000 workers at the peak 
of its first Mount Pleasant phase; Port Washington expects 5,000 construction workers in 
2027; and Meta’s Beaver Dam project supports roughly 1,000 construction jobs (Microsoft 
Corporation, 2026; The Daily Reporter, 2025; Meta Platforms, Inc., 2025). Racine County 
construction employment rose 17.4 percent from the third quarter of 2023 to the same 
quarter of 2025, compared with 7.1 percent statewide (authors’ calculations from the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics’ Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages). Nearly 550 people, 
including contractors, work at the operating site, while total employment in the county 
fell slightly over the same period. Racine saw a construction surge, not a countywide 
employment boom. The more durable local return is the property-tax base. Microsoft 
could eventually generate more than $76 million a year for the Village of Mount Pleasant, 
although much of the increment will first repay tax incremental district obligations (debt 
issued to finance the site; Microsoft Corporation, 2026; Racine County Eye, 2026).

1.2 Foxconn, Microsoft, and Who Bears the Risk

Foxconn and Microsoft used the same Mount Pleasant site under very different public 
arrangements. Wisconsin promised Foxconn up to $2.85 billion in refundable credits for 
a factory that never arrived at scale (Lang, 2017). Government assembled the land and 
infrastructure, while taxpayers carried much of the forecast risk (Sandler, 2024).

Microsoft later bought the site, inherited the infrastructure, and benefits from the equipment 
exemption and existing tax district. It did not receive a bespoke state package comparable 
to Foxconn’s. Far more of the commercial risk remains with Microsoft (Racine County Eye, 
2026).

Government still has a role. Roads, utilities, site preparation, permitting, and workforce 
training can create assets useful to many firms. Foxconn is a warning against public 
guarantees and eminent domain for private development, not against private investment 
that pays its own way. Microsoft is using public infrastructure, but the commercial bet 
is mostly Microsoft’s. That is the better arrangement. Sections 4 and 5 apply the same 
distinction to tax policy and property rights.

2 The Grid and Cost Allocation

Large data centers can be valuable utility customers when they pay the full cost of serving 
them. The problem begins when utilities build on uncertain forecasts and place the resulting 
assets in the rate base.

The Public Service Commission projects Wisconsin peak demand rising from 14.2 gigawatts 
in 2026 to more than 20 gigawatts by 2032. Three very large data centers account for 
roughly 72 percent of the increase (Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, 2026a). WEC 
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Energy Group has responded with a $37.5 billion capital plan for 2026–30 (WEC Energy 
Group, 2026).

New generation and transmission will be necessary. Those costs should not fall by default 
on existing manufacturers, farms, and households.

2.1 The April Order and Its Limits

On April 24, 2026, in Docket 6630-TE-113, the Public Service Commission approved a 
Very Large Customer rate for We Energies, WEC Energy Group’s principal Wisconsin utility. 
Customers at or above 100 megawatts must pay the full cost of generation built specifically 
to serve them, accept 15-year minimum commitments, and provide financial guarantees 
(Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, 2026b).

Four gaps remain.

1. The rule is not statewide. Two weeks later, in Docket 6680-TE-115, the Commission 
approved an Alliant contract for Beaver Dam with a 10-year minimum commitment. 
Similar customers can still face different rules depending on which utility serves them 
(Wisconsin Watch, 2026b).

2. The rule is not durable. A future commission can reopen it. We Energies and prospec-
tive customers have already asked for weaker credit requirements; after the Commission 
refused, an Oracle subsidiary sued (Wisconsin Watch, 2026c,d).

3. The rule does not cover all transmission costs. Existing customers may still bear 
$63 million in data-center-related transmission costs in 2027 and nearly $100 million in 
2028 (Wisconsin Public Radio, 2026).

4. The rule does not resolve all demand risk. Collateral, true-ups—periodic reconciliation 
of payments to actual costs—and exit penalties determine who pays if forecast demand 
never arrives. At this scale, those provisions remain untested, and whether they fully 
cover stranded costs is unresolved.

The order gets the central allocation right: customers that require dedicated generation 
must pay for it. But it covers only one utility, leaves part of the transmission exposure 
unresolved, and can be revisited by a future commission.

In January 2026, the Assembly passed AB 840, directing the Commission to prevent large 
data center costs from being shifted to other customers (Wisconsin Legislature, 2026a; 
Wisconsin Examiner, 2026). The bill did not become law, but it treated the question as one 
for statute rather than a sequence of utility-specific negotiations.

Similar protections are already in use elsewhere. Texas, Ohio, Indiana, and Georgia use the 
same basic protections: long contracts, minimum bills, collateral, and exit charges—though 
Georgia’s procurement sequencing illustrates a separate risk discussed in Section 2.3. 
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Oregon shifted costs previously borne by other customers back to its largest users (Oregon 
Public Utility Commission, 2026). One industry database counted 77 large-load tariffs and 
service rules pending or in place across 36 states by March 2026 (Smart Electric Power 
Alliance, 2026).

The common objection is that strict tariffs will drive projects to another state. Ohio’s 
experience suggests a different effect: financial commitments separated serious projects 
from speculative requests. More than 30 gigawatts of expressed interest became 13 
gigawatts of paid studies and 5.6 gigawatts of binding contracts (AEP Ohio, 2026). The 
utility planned around contracts rather than announcements.

Full-cost service must discipline the utility as well as the customer. Competitive procure-
ment can test utility-owned proposals against private alternatives, while workable paths to 
customer-owned, dedicated, or co-located generation can hold down costs. Speculative 
requests that never become contracts should not enter the rate base. Collateral protects 
the utility when a committed customer later defaults.

2.2 What Cost Shifting Would Mean

The April order substantially reduces dedicated-generation cost shifting for We Energies 
customers. But it covers one utility, rests on one commission’s vote, and is already in 
litigation. Box 1 shows the exposure if comparable protection is weakened or never extended 
statewide.

The illustration starts with WEC Energy Group’s $37.5 billion capital plan and assumes that 
40 percent of it—about $15 billion—serves new data center demand, with 25 percent as a 
lower case. It then applies a 13 percent annual revenue-requirement factor—the annual 
charge covering return on capital, depreciation, taxes, and operating costs. Appendix A 
provides the assumptions and sensitivities.

Box 1. Illustration: Cost Shifting in Dollars, 40 Percent Attribution Case

Customer Full-cost recovery 25% shifted 50% shifted

Manufacturer using 100 GWh/year $0 $1.3M/year $2.6M/year
Typical household served by affected utility $0 $8–$10/month $16–$20/month
Notes: Figures apply to customers of the affected utility. The manufacturer figures apply the illustrative cents-per-kilowatt-hour 
adder uniformly; the household figures use the residential allocation described in Appendix A. Actual allocation would depend 
on Commission rate design. At 25 percent attribution, the 25 percent-shift figures fall to approximately $0.8 million a year for the 
manufacturer and $5 to $6 a month for the household. Household amounts are monthly; manufacturer amounts are annual. 

A 25 percent shift would add roughly 1.3 cents per kilowatt-hour to customers of the affected 
utility. In 2024, Wisconsin’s statewide industrial electricity price averaged 8.54 cents per 
kilowatt-hour, compared with 6.80 cents in Iowa (U.S. Energy Information Administration, 
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2025). For scale, the illustrative 1.3-cent adder is about three-quarters of Wisconsin’s 
current 1.7-cent statewide industrial-price gap with Iowa. Actual effects for customers of 
the affected utility would depend on their tariffs and the Commission’s allocation across 
customer classes.

Most recent Wisconsin rate increases predate the data center buildout. They reflect 
utility investment, transmission charges that rose 43 percent between 2019 and mid-2025 
(Wisconsin Public Radio, 2025), and roughly $1 billion still owed on retired and retiring 
plants (Wisconsin Watch, 2025). Data centers did not cause those increases. The forward-
looking issue is whether the next wave of capacity is financed by the customers demanding 
it or by the customers already here.

2.3 Contracting for Demand Risk

Wisconsin utilities have exclusive service territories and earn a return on approved capital. 
That model can finance needed infrastructure, but it also rewards approved capital invest-
ment. When a handful of prospective customers drives the forecast, independent scrutiny 
matters. If demand falls short, existing customers may still be left paying for the assets.

Competitive procurement is the natural check on that incentive. It can test utility-owned 
projects against private alternatives. Very large customers should also be able to build, 
co-locate, or contract for dedicated generation while continuing to pay for the grid services 
they use.

Georgia approved nearly 10 gigawatts of resources driven largely by projected data center 
demand before the prospective customers had signed contracts (Georgia Public Service 
Commission, 2025). Wisconsin can avoid the same sequence by requiring binding customer 
commitments before approving capacity built principally for them.

Some announced demand will not arrive. London Economics International (2025) estimates 
that announced U.S. data center demand through 2030 would require roughly 90 percent of 
incremental global chip supply. Large-load contracts should therefore include take-or-pay 
commitments—payment obligations that apply whether or not the power is used—automatic 
true-ups, credit support, collateral, and exit charges. These provisions place the risk of 
nonarrival on the customer requesting capacity rather than on existing ratepayers.

2.4 Transmission Cost Allocation and Reliability

Wisconsin imports about 15 percent of its electricity through the regional grid operated by the 
Midcontinent Independent System Operator, or MISO, which spreads major transmission 
costs across 15 states (U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2023). Because MISO 
allocates major transmission costs regionally, a project in one state can create costs shared 
by customers in others. Conversely, a state can reject a project and still bear part of the 
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regional bill. MISO has already approved nearly $22 billion in regional projects (Wisconsin 
Public Radio, 2025).

A statewide Wisconsin moratorium would reduce local investment but would not eliminate 
the state’s exposure to regional transmission costs. Wisconsin has more leverage when a 
line principally serves one identifiable customer. American Transmission Company has 
proposed roughly $1.4 billion in new transmission for Port Washington and is building a 
$200 million line for Beaver Dam (BizTimes Milwaukee, 2025; Wisconsin Watch, 2026b). 
Where one customer principally drives a transmission line, direct participant funding—under 
which that customer pays for the line—offers the clearest cost-allocation rule. Broader 
regional projects require Wisconsin to evaluate allocations at MISO and the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, or FERC, and to disclose how the resulting charges are recovered 
from Wisconsin customers.1

The North American Electric Reliability Corporation rates MISO at elevated risk in 2027 
and high risk from 2028 onward as dependable plants retire faster than firm replacements 
arrive (North American Electric Reliability Corporation, 2026). Wisconsin should not retire 
dependable capacity first and hope its replacement appears later. Section 5.3 sets out a 
technology-neutral standard for avoiding that mistake.

2.5 Cost Allocation and the Supply Constraint

Full-cost tariffs assign infrastructure costs. They do not create electricity. If demand grows 
faster than generation and transmission, wholesale energy and capacity prices can rise 
even when every large customer pays its own dedicated costs. Watten, Bistline and Blanford 
(2026) estimate that data centers modestly reduced average U.S. retail rates from 2015 
through 2024 by spreading fixed grid costs over more sales, but they also warn that supply 
constraints could reverse that effect. The difference turns on cost and supply. When a data 
center pays more than the incremental cost of serving it, the additional sales can lower 
other customers’ bills. When demand outruns supply or project costs are shifted, the result 
can reverse. Full-cost service preserves the first effect without imposing the second.

Box 1 quantifies the cost-allocation channel. It does not estimate the separate scarcity 
effect, which depends on the timing and shape of new load, plant retirements, fuel prices, 
and regional market conditions. That is why the tariff rule and the supply rule must travel 
together.

Wisconsin therefore needs both honest cost allocation and more dependable supply. Full-
cost service protects existing customers from project-specific cost shifting. Timely additions 
of firm capacity protect them from scarcity. Neither can substitute for the other.

1How much of Wisconsin’s regional transmission bill is realistically contestable has not been quantified here; it depends on which 
projects MISO classifies as regionally beneficial, the cost-allocation formulas in effect, and the outcomes of FERC review.
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3 Local Control and a Statewide Moratorium

Wisconsin communities have reached different decisions. DeForest rejected annexation, 
Menomonie paused negotiations, Janesville will vote, and other communities approved 
projects and moved forward. These differences reflect local variation in expected costs, 
benefits, and land-use preferences. DeForest’s rejection of the $12 billion QTS campus 
shows that ordinary local authority can stop a project without a statewide ban.

A statewide moratorium would replace those local decisions with one state decision, includ-
ing in communities willing to host projects on negotiated terms. State policy can address 
cost allocation, disclosure, and eligibility for public assistance without overriding ordinary 
local land-use authority.

Land and water concerns are better addressed directly than through a statewide moratorium. 
Projects seeking public assistance or expedited review should explain why brownfields, 
former industrial sites, or retired energy sites are unsuitable before prime farmland is 
converted. Water and wastewater agreements should recover the full marginal cost of wells, 
pipes, treatment, storage, and reserved capacity. Communities willing to host projects 
should be able to negotiate those terms; communities unwilling to host them should retain 
ordinary land-use authority.

3.1 Estimated Effects of a Two-Year Moratorium

For a mobile industry, a project blocked in Wisconsin is more likely to move than disappear. 
The identified pending and paused pipeline totals $9.6 billion, but $8 billion of it depends 
on the Janesville referendum before the modeled moratorium begins.2 Under the central 
assumption that half of the relevant pipeline would be permanently displaced, the named 
projects imply:

$0.2 billion to $1.2 billion in forgone Wisconsin value added over ten years, depending 
on Janesville;

up to 2,900 gross construction job-years; and

up to $17 million a year in local property-tax revenue.

Appendix B decomposes the value-added estimate and reports the underlying assumptions.

A statewide moratorium would leave the main regulatory problems in place. It would neither 
establish full-cost service, reform tax treatment, improve disclosure, nor distinguish a 
Foxconn-style public guarantee from a privately financed project that pays its own costs. It 

2Viridian’s letter of intent with the City of Janesville was allowed to expire in June 2026, and the November 3 referendum applies 
to any development project exceeding $450 million at the site rather than to the Viridian proposal alone (The Gazette, 2026). 
Table 1 and the estimates retain the July 2026 classification.
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would sacrifice projects without changing regional transmission cost allocation or recovering 
benefits already committed.

Forecast error, land use, and water are real risks. Binding contracts, full-cost service, and 
local land-use authority address them directly. A statewide pause does not distinguish 
between projects that meet those standards and projects that do not.

In July 2026, 76 percent of Wisconsin voters said the costs of data centers exceeded the 
benefits, up from 69 percent in March 2026—a seven-point rise in four months (Marquette 
University Law School, 2026). The result shows broad skepticism, including the possibility 
that many voters oppose the projects themselves rather than only their terms. But statewide 
sentiment is not a substitute for local land-use decisions. Bills, project-specific tax benefits, 
secrecy, land, and water remain different problems with different remedies. Section 5 
supplies them: full-cost service for bills, general rules for taxes, disclosure for secrecy, and 
ordinary land-use review for land and water. The framework changes who pays, not who 
decides whether a project is built.

4 The Data Center Equipment Exemption

The principled case for exempting data center equipment is tax neutrality, not job creation. 
A well-designed sales tax should fall on final consumption rather than business inputs. Wis-
consin already applies that principle to machinery and processing equipment used directly 
in manufacturing. A genuinely general business-input exemption would be defensible.

The 2023 data center law is narrower. It requires investment thresholds and state certifica-
tion. The exemption was enacted in the 2023–25 budget passed by the Republican-led 
Legislature and signed by Governor Evers; the Port Washington and Beaver Dam tax-district 
exceptions followed the same path. The policy is bipartisan, but it is still project-specific.

Wisconsin’s Manufacturing and Agriculture Credit provides the cleaner model. It is formula-
based and statewide: a firm qualifies by meeting the rule rather than by winning approval 
for a particular project. The issue is whether tax relief is available by rule or only after 
project certification.

Nearly every competing state offers the same basic exemption. Table 3 shows that reported 
investment still varies substantially.

9



Table 3: Data center incentives and reported investment, selected states.
State Latest annual state cost Reported investment (basis)

Virginia $1.6B (FY2025) $203B cumulative since 2009
Wisconsin $369M (projected) $46B announced pipeline*
Ohio $1.6B (2025) $40B through 2030
Texas $1.3B (FY2026) $40B+ documented floor
Indiana Not available $38B announcements*
Iowa $151M (FY2020) $17B invested to date

Michigan  $2.6M annual average
 (FY2020–24)

$16B+ documented floor

Illinois $370M (2024) $10.7B program report
Minnesota $103.6M (FY2024) $8B announcements*

Notes: *Wisconsin, Indiana, and Minnesota report announced amounts, not documented investment; the remaining rows use 
documented investment, program reports, or company commitments, as labeled. Entries have different vintages and definitions 
and support only an order-of-magnitude comparison. Michigan expanded its exemption to enterprise data centers in 2024, so its 
reported cost reflects the narrower earlier program. Wisconsin’s $369 million is the projected annual cost once four certified 
projects operate.
Sources: State tax-expenditure reports, program audits, statutes, company announcements, and comparative program sources 
(Minnesota Tax Expenditure Review Commission, 2024; Government Technology, 2025; Good Jobs First, 2026; National 
Conference of State Legislatures, 2026). 

Similar exemptions coexist with very different levels of reported investment. The exemption 
may be table stakes, but it does not distinguish Wisconsin from its competitors. Power, 
land, construction speed, water, and access to markets remain the differentiating factors.

Power is currently the tighter constraint. An equipment exemption cannot create generation 
or transmission capacity, and where grid access is scarce it may transfer part of the value 
of that access without changing a project’s location. The broader literature suggests that 
economic development incentives determine only a minority of location decisions (Bartik, 
2018). Wisconsin should require project-level evidence that certification changed where a 
facility was built.

The exemption now represents a substantial state tax expenditure. It has already cost 
the state about $70 million (The Center Square, 2026). The Legislative Fiscal Bureau 
projects $1.5 billion in forgone state sales tax during construction and $369 million a year 
once four certified projects operate (Legislative Fiscal Bureau, 2026). The annual figure is 
roughly 40 times the original $9 million estimate and about 4.7 percent of state sales-tax 
collections—enough to finance nearly a quarter-point reduction in the state rate. These are 
tax-expenditure estimates under current law; actual revenue after repeal would depend on 
whether the projects remained in Wisconsin.
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Because servers are replaced every three to five years, the exemption applies again. 
Virginia’s annual cost grew from about $1.5 million a year, as originally projected in 2008, 
to $1.6 billion in fiscal 2025 (Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission, 2024; Yancey, 
2026). Wisconsin should judge the exemption by the program it has become, not by the 
estimate made before the buildout began.

Wisconsin should keep every commitment it has already made and make no new project-
specific promises. Tax neutrality points toward a broad business-input exemption available 
to every qualifying firm. If the state is unwilling to adopt that general reform, it should end 
new data center certifications rather than preserve a selective exemption. The immediate 
savings would be limited—roughly $48 million a year for the identified at-risk pipeline under 
Appendix B’s proportional calculation—but the change would prevent the program from 
expanding one certification at a time. The statute would also need to clarify whether existing 
certifications cover later replacement cycles and how reliance interests are treated.

Project-specific tax incremental district exceptions raise the same issue locally. Tax incre-
mental financing (TIF) can finance infrastructure that would not otherwise be built. But 
Wisconsin began with a general cap and later wrote exceptions around named projects. 
Restoring the cap would preserve a common rule; where a project would proceed without 
TIF, the district redirects the tax increment rather than creating the underlying tax base.
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5 A Pro-Growth Framework

5.1 Project Review Without a Statewide Moratorium

The estimates do not support a statewide moratorium. Wisconsin can enact the needed 
protections, set predictable review timelines, and preserve ordinary local zoning and 
referenda without suspending every project. Expedited treatment or public assistance 
should depend on disclosure of fiscal terms, credible plans for land, water, and power, 
and payment for required infrastructure. Applicants seeking public assistance should also 
explain why previously developed sites are unsuitable before converting prime farmland.

Workforce support should be tied to actual hiring and portable credentials. Gateway 
Technical College’s Datacenter Academy, created with Microsoft, provides one model: 
training linked to a real employer without making the credential dependent on that employer 
(Microsoft Corporation, 2025).

5.2 Statewide Full-Cost Service

A statewide statute would avoid relitigating the same issue in separate utility dockets. It 
should establish a full-cost framework for every very large customer and every Wisconsin 
utility. The April order provides the starting point. The statute should require:

full recovery of attributable generation, distribution, and interconnection costs, and trans-
mission costs to the extent of state authority;

minimum-payment or take-or-pay commitments;

risk-based credit support, automatic true-ups, and meaningful exit penalties;

interruptible or flexible-service options where curtailment is measurable and enforceable, 
with capacity planning based only on the portion of load contractually firm at system 
peak;

Commission review before execution, with nonconfidential terms disclosed;

explicit protection for existing industrial customers; and

clear legal paths for customer-owned, dedicated, or co-located generation, with charges 
for grid services actually used and open competition for new capacity.

This would allow Wisconsin to serve very large customers without transferring their project 
risk to the manufacturers and households already on the system. Long commitments, 
collateral, true-ups, and exit charges are ordinary protections when one party builds a 
billion-dollar asset for another. A statewide rule would require regulated utilities to demand 
them as well.

12



5.3 Reliability and Plant Retirements

The Commission should not approve the retirement of dispatchable generation—plants 
that can operate when needed—until firm replacement capacity, necessary transmission, 
and essential reliability services are operating or backed by enforceable commitments. 
New resources should compete on total system cost, including reliability, fuel security, 
transmission, land, and execution risk. Nuclear, natural gas, storage, and other resources 
should face the same standard. No technology should receive a guarantee, and dependable 
capacity should not retire on the assumption that its replacement will appear later.

5.4 Future Certifications and Broad Tax Relief

Wisconsin should honor existing certifications, end new project-specific equipment certifica-
tions and tax-district exceptions, and restore the general cap. Future savings should finance 
tax relief available across the economy, preferably a general business-input exemption and, 
if that is not feasible, a lower statewide sales-tax rate. The result would be broader tax 
relief under a rule available to every qualifying business.

5.5 Regional Transmission Cost Allocation

Wisconsin should seek MISO and FERC rules that assign transmission costs to the projects 
and demand that cause them where federal law permits. Participant funding should be 
the starting point when one customer principally drives a line. For broader projects, the 
state should publish the forecasts behind Wisconsin’s charges and require deposits and 
milestones that remove speculative requests from the interconnection queue.

5.6 Transparency and Property Rights

Government should not use eminent domain to assemble land for private data center 
development. When a project seeks public money, land, borrowing capacity, or special tax 
treatment, the fiscal terms should be disclosed.

The Beaver Dam proceeding shows why. The developer appeared under a corporate 
pseudonym, and the initial filings omitted the project’s power requirement and the agree-
ment’s duration until commissioners demanded a less-redacted filing (Wisconsin Watch, 
2026b). The disclosure rule would apply to public assistance, not ordinary private contracts.
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6 Conclusion

Wisconsin need not choose between the AI buildout and the customers already here. It 
can welcome the projects, build the power, and require the customers driving the demand 
to bear the resulting costs.

The larger opportunity is industrial. Wisconsin manufacturers are already supplying power 
systems, cooling equipment, generators, and modular infrastructure to projects across 
the country. Their advantage depends on affordable, reliable energy. Attracting one new 
customer by raising costs for the industrial base already here would trade one opportunity 
for another.

Existing commitments should be honored, but future policy should rely on broad rules 
rather than project-specific certification. Local governments should retain ordinary land-use 
authority, and private land should not be taken to assemble sites for private data center 
development. Public investment should create infrastructure and workforce capacity useful 
beyond one company.

America will not outbuild China by copying its model. It can compete through private 
capital, abundant energy, enforceable contracts, and faster construction. Wisconsin has 
the manufacturers, workforce, land, and industrial experience to compete on those terms.

Build everything. Subsidize nothing. Make every gigawatt pay its own way.
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Appendix A: Cost-Shifting Arithmetic

The illustration begins with WEC Energy Group’s $37.5 billion capital plan for 2026–30 and 
assigns 40 percent, or $15 billion, to new data center demand. No public filing identifies 
a precise share. WEC’s plan spans multiple states, business segments, replacement 
investment, and growth investment. Because the plan includes spending outside Wisconsin, 
the 40 percent attribution may lie toward the high end of the plausible range. The paper 
uses it as the main illustration, reports 25 percent as a lower case, and shows results that 
scale linearly with the assumed share. The calculation applies a 13 percent annual revenue-
requirement factor, with an 11-to-15-percent sensitivity range, and assumes residential 
customers bear about 35 percent of a general increase. In this illustration, “the affected 
utility” means WEC’s two Wisconsin utilities, We Energies and Wisconsin Public Service. 
The per-account figures and retail-sales cross-check use their combined Wisconsin totals.

At full buildout, the attributable annual revenue requirement is approximately $1.95 billion 
($15 billion × 13 percent). Shifting 25 percent places about $490 million a year on other 
customers. The residential share is about $170 million, or roughly $110 per residential 
account of the affected utility each year: $8 to $10 a month. At an assumed 8,400 kilowatt-
hours of annual household use, $110 corresponds to about 1.3 cents per kilowatt-hour. 
As a system-wide cross-check, dividing the approximately $490 million shifted amount by 
roughly 30 to 40 terawatt-hours of WEC Wisconsin retail sales produces an adder of about 
1.2 to 1.6 cents per kilowatt-hour, placing the 1.3-cent illustration near the lower end of 
the range. That same adder, applied uniformly across customer classes, produces annual 
costs of approximately $130,000, $650,000, and $1.3 million for manufacturers using 10, 
50, and 100 gigawatt-hours a year; the actual division across rate classes would depend on 
Commission rate design. A 50 percent shift doubles the figures. If the attributable capital 
share is 25 rather than 40 percent, the household result falls to roughly $5 to $6 a month at 
a 25 percent shift, doubling at a 50 percent shift.

The figures scale linearly with the attribution and revenue-requirement assumptions and 
arrive over time as plants enter service. Data center payments can lower other customers’ 
bills when they exceed the incremental cost of service (Watten, Bistline and Blanford, 2026). 
The calculations show the scale of exposure under alternative tariff rules; they are not a 
forecast of a particular rate case.
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Appendix B: Moratorium Arithmetic

The central scenario models the 24-month statewide pause proposed in 2025 Senate 
Bill 1061 (Wisconsin Legislature, 2026b), beginning in 2027, and assumes that projects 
already operating, under construction, or committed are grandfathered. The introduced bill 
does not settle the scope of the pause. The identified pending and paused pipeline is $9.6 
billion. The calculation assumes 50 percent permanent displacement, a 40 percent facility 
share, a 60 percent in-state construction share, 600 construction job-years per $1 billion 
displaced, a 50 percent value-added share, and a ten-year horizon discounted at 3 percent. 
It includes no employment multipliers or induced spending. The construction figures are 
gross job-years, not net employment gains; some of these workers would otherwise be 
employed on other projects.

Under those assumptions and including Janesville, the identified projects imply approx-
imately $1.2 billion in forgone ten-year Wisconsin value added, 2,900 gross construction 
job-years, $92 million in annual operations GDP at maturity, and $17 million a year in local 
property-tax revenue. The annual operations figure is 21 percent—the identified pipeline’s 
share of the $46 billion statewide pipeline—times the projected $881 million in statewide 
sector GDP at maturity, times the 50 percent displacement assumption: approximately $92 
million. The property-tax figure applies $3.5 million per $1 billion of displaced investment to 
the $4.8 billion displaced-investment estimate: approximately $17 million a year. The $1.2 
billion combines roughly $0.58 billion in construction value added ($4.8 billion displaced ×
40 percent facility share × 60 percent in-state share × 50 percent value-added share) with 
roughly $0.61 billion in discounted operations value added (the $92 million annual flow, dis-
counted over the ten-year horizon under the model’s phase-in schedule). Operations GDP 
includes employee compensation, capital income, and taxes on production, so it can be sub-
stantial even where permanent employment is small. Under the same proportional calcula-
tion, a two-year moratorium would avoid roughly $48 million a year in future exemption costs. 
The same saving could be obtained by ending future certifications without rejecting the 
projects. The moratorium would not eliminate MISO exposure or resolve utility rate design.
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