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Executive Summary 

This is the fifth Market Progress Evaluation Report (MPER) on the Northwest Energy Efficiency 
Alliance’s (NEEA’s) Industrial Initiative (Initiative) with specific focus on its energy 
management efforts known as Continuous Energy Improvement (CEI). The conclusions and 
recommendations presented in this report are based on evaluation data collected from site visits, 
interviews with industrial end users, and market partners.  

Market Progress 
MPER#4 provided a comprehensive review of market progress. In light of additional research 
and data, MPER#5 provides an interim update on three of the key indicators of market progress 
for the Initiative: market penetration, utility support of CEI and energy savings.  

Market Penetration  

As documented in the Initiative’s logic models, the Initiative’s goals are to engage 13% of the 
large1 food processor market and 10 pulp and paper mills in Continuous Energy Improvement 
(CEI) by the end of 2009. Now that the Initiative has operated within the pulp and paper and 
food processing markets for four years, the disparity in outcomes (measured both by savings and 
by number of plants engaged) between the two markets is more evident.  

Food Processing  
In general, the region’s food processing market appears to be adopting the CEI message, given 
that a key industry organization (Northwest Food Processors Association) has set goals for 
decreasing energy intensity, and, based on 2008 data, nearly 20% of the target market2 is 
implementing CEI. While competitive pressure and the current credit crunch will make ongoing 
investments in major capital projects a challenge, data indicate the market is open to capital and 
non-capital approaches to curtailing energy use and costs. Given these factors, Cadmus maintains 
its position published in MPER#4 that the food processing industry appears to be well-positioned 
to adopt CEI practices, and thus makes it likely the Initiative will reach its stated penetration 
goals by the end of 2009. 

Pulp and Paper  
In contrast, CEI appears to have limited traction with the region’s 27 pulp and paper mills. As of 
February 2009, the Initiative had engaged with and implemented CEI at four mills (14% of the 
market). The data presented in this report indicate the pulp and paper market continues to be 
turbulent and likely in decline for the foreseeable future. Based on the general market condition 
and future trends as well as on feedback from utilities, market partners, and trade allies, Cadmus 

                                                 
1 More than 250 employees in the region. 
2 Based on employment. 
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maintains the majority of Northwest mills will be hard-pressed to find funding and staff to 
implement CEI. Cadmus considers it unlikely that the Initiative will meet its stated market 
progress goals by the end of 2009. 

Utility Support of CEI  

As outlined in the Initiative logic models, utility support and promotion of CEI are key aspects of 
Initiative’s implementation strategy. The findings from the 2008 utility survey findings indicate 
nearly all interviewed utilities report familiarity with CEI, and most can describe CEI and its 
benefits. Further, six out of 15 responding utilities reported they actively promote the Initiative’s 
version of CEI, compared to the 2007 survey results, where only three utilities reported actively 
promoting CEI. These six utilities provide service to 56% and 17% of the food processing and 
pulp and paper target markets, respectively3. Given that, Cadmus contends that at least in the 
food processing market the Initiative is well on its way to meeting its stated goal of 80% by the 
end of 2009. Cadmus considers it unlikely that the Initiative will meet the same goal for the pulp 
and paper market. Regardless, it is important that the Initiative continues to focus on maintaining 
good relationships with its utility funders.  

Savings  

The Initiative has a goal of saving the region 20 aMW of energy by the end of 2009. Based on 
the information available to date, Cadmus has validated a total of 4.04 aMW of electric and 
1,057,414 therms of gas savings for 2006 through 2008 in the food processing and pulp and 
paper markets. The data further indicate that food processing measures accounted for nearly 66% 
of the validated electric savings. Compared to the cumulative savings forecast by the Initiative’s 
cost-effectiveness model for the food processing market, the 2.66 aMW of savings validated to 
date are more than three times the savings predicted for the end of 2008. In contrast, the total 
validated electric savings in the pulp and paper market are roughly 1.39 aMW, which is equal to 
about roughly 80% of the savings anticipated at this stage, based on the Initiative’s ACE model 
assumptions.  

To reach the goal of 20 aMW by 2010, the Initiative would need to support multiple large 
projects in the pulp and paper market. Given the small number of engaged pulp and paper plants, 
and current market conditions in the pulp and paper market, Cadmus does not view this as likely. 
Furthermore, while the food processing market appears to be embracing the CEI message, past 
experience and savings rates of currently engaged food processors do not suggest food 
processors can make up the remaining savings goal by themselves. 

                                                 
3 Target Market percentages are calculated by production capacity for pulp and paper, and by facility for food 

processing. The Target Market for Pulp and Paper is all pulp and paper facilities, and for food processing it is 
all facilities in companies with more than 250 employees. 
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1. Introduction 

The Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance (NEEA) designs and implements market 
transformation programs in Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington. In partnership with local 
utilities and other market partners, NEEA’s initiatives encourage market-wide adoption of 
energy-saving technologies and practices; NEEA’s efforts target the residential, commercial, and 
industrial sectors.  

Since early 2005, NEEA has been implementing its Industrial Initiative (the Initiative, formerly 
known as the Industrial Efficiency Alliance or IEA), which focuses on market transformation in 
the industrial sector. Unlike more traditional market transformation efforts, which focus mainly 
on technology, NEEA designed the Initiative to take a “holistic” approach, targeting end users, 
trade allies, and utilities to promote a whole-system strategy. Specifically, the Initiative set out to 
encourage industrial firms in the food processing and pulp and paper markets to incorporate the 
energy management practice of Continuous Energy Improvement (CEI) into their management 
and operational practices. CEI is the permanent integration of energy management into business 
operations―from corporate office to shop floor. As a program/product, CEI addresses 
organizational structure, people, manufacturing systems, and measurement as equally essential 
aspects of energy management in industry. While CEI leads to specific actions and energy-
efficiency measures, the emphasis of the program/product is to position energy as an input into 
the manufacturing process that can be managed for maximum value. As such, CEI complements 
local utility incentive programs for to incent individual projects. The following figures show 
simplified versions of the Initiative’s logic models by market.  

Figure 1. Food Processing Market Logic Model 
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Figure 2. Pulp and Paper Market Logic Model 

 

Since the Initiative’s launch, Cadmus has been reporting evaluation findings in the form of four 
Market Progress Evaluation Reports (MPERs). Specifically, the MPERs have documented the 
maturing of the Initiative, including its many changes, challenges, and the strategies for 
addressing these challenges. The last MPER, published in June 2008, provided an overview of 
the Initiative’s new implementation strategy. While the changes were numerous, some of the key 
adjustments included: limiting the focus to two vertical markets, food processing and pulp and 
paper, and approaching the promotion of CEI from a more traditional product life cycle 
perspective. The Initiative formally documented its new implementation strategies in updated 
logic models for each of the two markets.  

In addition to continuing its ongoing implementation activities, NEEA spent the first part of 
2008 defining and documenting CEI (Version 1.0). Initiative staff are also working on 
developing standardized versions of CEI that can be transferred to other industrial sectors  
(CEI Version 2.0) or be taken up by smaller food processors (CEI version 3.0) with a target 
implementation date between 2010 and 2014.  

Furthermore, in support of its stated goal of transforming the market, the Initiative has been 
working very closely with the Northwest Food Processor’s Association (NWFPA) to lay a 
foundation for market transformation in the regional food processing sector. Specifically, NEEA 
assisted NWFPA in the process of setting long-term energy reduction goals for both the 
Association as a whole and for individual facilities. As a result, on October 4, 2008, the 
Executive Leadership of the Northwest Food Processors Association (NWFPA) signed an 
agreement for their industry to collectively achieve a 25% energy intensity reduction goal in 10 
years, then go on to reduce an additional 25% in 10 years (by 2028). Current estimates place 
electrical energy consumption by food processors in the Northwest at 400 aMW.4 As NWFPA 
membership comprises approximately 80% of the facilities in the region, this goal translates to as 

                                                 
4 Northwest Power and Conservation Council 2001 estimate. 
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much as 200 aMW of energy savings over the next two decades. In addition, this agreement 
serves as the basis for a “road map” with which the industry coordinates efforts to identify tools, 
technologies, and techniques to meet its goals including energy management (e.g. CEI). This 
agreement represents a milestone in NEEA’s effort to transform the industrial sector of Oregon, 
Idaho, Washington, and Montana through a combination of behavioral and business practice 
changes.  

MPER#4 also reported the Initiative was on target to exceed its end of 2009 market penetration 
goals in the food processing market, while progress to date in the pulp and paper market made it 
unlikely the respective goals in this market would be met. Cadmus further reported total 
validated electric savings of 1.60 aMW due to the Initiative’s involvement. The majority of these 
savings were in food processing, totaling 1.26 aMW. Site visits and phone interviews revealed an 
additional 6.11 aMW of future expected savings to occur from capital projects. Cadmus found 
evidence suggesting this number might be even higher if sufficient data were available to 
systematically track and quantify O&M savings.  

MPER#4 identified three challenges: 1) a lower than expected adoption of CEI in the pulp and 
paper market; 2) limited support and promotion of CEI from market partners, specifically 
utilities; and 3) a missing methodology for quantifying O&M savings. Due to the potential 
impact of these identified challenges to the Initiative’s long-term success, NEEA requested 
Cadmus tailor its evaluation activities for Q3 and Q4 of 2008 to collect additional data to further 
evaluate these challenges. Cadmus’s analysis of the data and the findings documented in this 
report suggest receptivity of the pulp and paper market to CEI is expected to remain a major 
challenge, while the other two challenges have been at least partially addressed.  

Organization of Report 
This MPER is organized in eight chapters. Chapter 2 discusses the evaluation activities of this 
MPER. Chapter 3 provides an overview of the findings from our market characterization update 
for each market. Chapters 4 and 5 provide an update of the market progress assessment, and a 
summary of findings from the 2008 utility survey. Chapter 6 details the various aspects of 
Cadmus’ savings analysis. Chapter 7 reviews the key findings from Cadmus’ review of the 
Initiative’s cost-effectiveness (ACE) model. The conclusions and recommendations of this 
MPER are summarized in Chapter 8.
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2. Evaluation Activities 

Cadmus has documented its evaluation of the first four years of the Initiative’s implementation in 
five MPERs. Table 1 provides an overview of evaluation activities underlying each report. 
Reflecting the different stages of implementation as well as NEEA’s reporting needs, each 
MPER differs slightly in scope and focus. For instance, while MPER#4 provides a 
comprehensive overview of approximately one years’ worth of implementation activity, 
MPER#5 represents an interim update focusing on specific topics and challenges highlighted in 
the previous report and provides NEEA with an update on validated and future savings. 
Specifically, MPER#5 reports only on data collected between July and January 2008.  

Table 1. Overview of Historical Evaluation Activities 

Evaluation Activities  
MPER#1 
(Jun ’05) 

MPER#2 
(Jul ’06) 

MPER#3 
(Aug ’07) 

MPER#4 
(Jun ’08) 

MPER#5 
(Jan ’09) 

MPER#6 
(Mar ’10) 

Review of Strategy and 
Assumptions       

Market Characterization       
Process Evaluation (Staff 
Interviews)       
Process Evaluation (Contractor 
Interviews)       
Market Progress Assessment 
(Target Audience Follow-Up 
Survey) 

      

Market Progress Assessment 
(Market Partner Surveys)     partial  
Energy Savings Validation & 
Estimation  
(From Training) 

     
 

Energy Savings Validation & 
Estimation  
(From Business Practices 
Services) 

     
 

 

The findings and conclusions presented in this report are based on data collected in the form of 
three principal collection activities: (1) utility surveys; (2) Document review and phone 
interviews in support of the Savings Analysis; and (3) Primary and secondary research to inform 
the market characterization, including a detailed review of literature and interviews of selected 
trade allies and industry experts. Table 2 shows a summary of the sample sizes and time frames 
for each data collection activity.  



 

MPER#5 of NEEA’s Industrial Initiative 5 

Table 2. Summary of Data Collection Activities for MPER #5 

Data Collection Activity Number 
Attempted 

Number 
Completed Time Frame 

Utility Surveys 19 17 September/October 2008
Savings Analysis (Phone Interviews)    
     Food Processing 11 8 October/November 2008 
     Pulp & Paper 2 1 October/November 2008 
Savings Analysis (Site Visits)    
     Food Processing 4 4 March 2009 
     Pulp & Paper 3 3 March 2009 
Market Characterization (Phone Interviews)    
     Market Partners 4 3 November 2008 
    Trade Allies/Vendors 3 2 November 2008 
Total 37 31  
 

Methodology Updates 
Cadmus conducted two rounds of site visits to validate 2008 savings. The first occurred in 
October and November of 2008 and focused primarily on validating and updating the status of 
savings reported in MPER#4 as “future savings.” Cadmus conducted this verification by 
contacting all sites that we previously reported had projects in progress to ascertain the projects’ 
status. .Based on savings claims provided by the implementation contractor at the end of 2008, 
Cadmus conducted a second round of site visits in March of 2009 to validate savings in addition 
to the “future savings” discussed above.  

Historically, Cadmus has not tracked gas savings in evaluations of the Initiative program. 
However, because food processors have particularly high gas usage, with natural gas providing, 
on average, around 60% of their fuel mix, and because Cadmus has been able to validate gas 
savings, MPER#5 reports on gas and electric savings. 

Similarly to MPER #4, Cadmus reports on utility promotion of CEI weighted by market share. 
Specifically, Cadmus used the number of employees (food processing) and production capacity 
(pulp and paper) as a means to estimate each utility’s market share5 in the two target markets. 
Following the development of approximate market shares by utility, Cadmus correlated the 
answers of each utility responding to this year’s Utility Survey to market share estimates, thus 
developing region wide estimates of utility promotion of CEI. While the development of the 
market share percentages was straightforward for the majority of interviewed utilities, in the case 
of one utility, PacifiCorp, Cadmus interviewed two individuals: one representing the Oregon 
region and one representing PacifiCorp’s Washington/Idaho service territory. The individuals’ 
answers regarding CEI promotion were then applied to the respective regions.  

Lastly, while in the last two surveys of regional utilities and market partners, Cadmus treated the 
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) as a market partner rather than a utility, for the purpose 

                                                 
5 The market share estimates are based on the number of facilities for food processors and on approximate 

production capacity for pulp and paper plants.  
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of this year’s analysis, Cadmus classified BPA as a utility. This change was necessary for 
Cadmus to report survey results in a weighted-by-market-share format because BPA provides 
direct power to one pulp and paper plant in the Initiative’s target market.  

Over the past four years, Cadmus has filled many traditional evaluation functions, such as 
conducting process interviews, collecting participant data, and assessing marketing materials. 
From 2005 to 2008, Quantec (and later Cadmus) engineers derived estimates of energy savings 
for individual energy efficiency measures after installation.  As of 2009, the implementation 
contractor, Ecos, has taken on the responsibility of developing estimates of likely savings prior to 
installation as well as estimates of savings after completion.  Cadmus’ role will be to work with 
the implementation contractors and facility staff to standardize estimation procedures and to 
validate final calculations.  
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3. Market Characterization 

As part of our ongoing evaluation of the Initiative, Cadmus has reported on the state of pulp and 
paper and food processing markets. Initial industry characteristics, such as energy use, 
employment, and energy-efficiency opportunities were reported in MPER#1. Building on the 
initial market characterization, MPERs #2, #3, and #4 presented updates on the current markets. 
In support of the 2008 market characterization update, Cadmus completed primary and 
secondary research including interviews with utility representatives,6 market partners,7 trade 
allies8 as well as a review of various industry publications and regional and national newspapers.  

Data collected as part of our 2008 market characterization update indicates ever-increasing 
competitive pressures in both markets and the current credit crunch will make ongoing 
investments in major capital projects a challenge. The data for the food processing sector 
generally suggests the market is open to capital and non-capital approaches to curtailing energy 
use and costs. Comparatively, the pulp and paper market continues to be at least tumultuous and 
likely in a state of decline, leaving many firms focused on staying competitive in a tight market. 
Additional detail is located in Appendix B to this report.  

Food Processing 
Our findings in the food processing market largely mirror those from the previous years. 
Probably the biggest change in the market climate has been NWFPA adopting a formal and 
aggressive role in promoting energy efficiency to its members. Specifically, NWFPA aims to 
reduce member-wide energy intensity by 25% in 10 years and 50% in 20 years. While 
participation in this initiative is voluntary, NWFPA plans to heavily promote energy reduction 
goals among members and devote considerable resources to assisting its members with energy-
efficiency projects. Per feedback from utility representatives, NWFPA’s efforts will encourage a 
further shift in food processor’s attitudes toward energy efficiency. Utility representatives expect 
NWFPA’s move to result in food processors moving energy efficiency up their priority lists as 
they become more aware of the link between energy efficiency, climate change, and “going 
green.” 

According to findings from the 2008 utility survey, investments in energy efficiency are not a top 
priority for food processors, with only two of 11 utilities citing such investments as a high 
priority. Based on the information available to date, it is likely future evaluations will find more 
food processors will make energy management a top priority. In light of this as well as of the 
Initiative’s active collaboration with NWFPA, Cadmus anticipates the food processing market to 
be relatively open to embracing capital and O&M-related approaches to improving the efficient 
use of electricity and gas while maximizing output and product quality. 

                                                 
6 See Memorandum: Key Findings From the 2008 Utility Survey, for a full summary. 
7 Cadmus conducted interviews with the Energy Trust of Oregon, Oregon Department of Energy, and Idaho Department of Energy. 
8 Both trade allies were engineering firms providing services to pulp and paper manufacturers. 
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Pulp and Paper 
In the past, Cadmus has found that Northwest pulp and paper producers face a highly 
competitive market, with a high rate of plant ownership turnover and lay-offs. In general, most of 
the market partners interviewed in late 2008 maintained pulp and paper producers face a highly 
competitive market, with two of the interviewed market partners/trade allies considering the 
market to be in decline. In addition to confirming these general trends, this year’s market 
characterization update identified four key market trends: (1) lack of capital for energy-efficient 
investment; (2) changes in market composition; (3) employment; and (4) rising input costs that 
impact the market’s receptivity to energy efficiency in general and CEI in particular.  

Lack of Capital  

When asked about market barriers facing regional pulp and paper mills, market partners and 
trade allies most commonly cited lack of capital. A majority of utility survey respondents (six of 
10) cited lack of staff and capital resources. Especially in light of the current credit crisis, 
securing sufficient capital for major improvements and/or upgrades will be challenging for many 
industrial facilities, though, in cases where capital is available for improvements, rising energy 
prices are making energy projects a higher priority.9 Industry statistics indicate capital spending 
is expected to drop as profitability tightens and product demand drops.10 Based on data gathered 
from market partner and trade ally interviews, this trend also appears to hold true in the 
Northwest. One of the trade allies working directly with pulp and paper producers cited a notable 
change in mill upgrade practices. Specifically, in the past, mills would go off-line for a couple 
weeks in December to upgrade and maintain equipment. According to the trade ally’s 
information, this year, many of the mills his firm works with are going off-line without investing 
in upgrades and maintenance.11 

Changes in Market Composition 

As mentioned in MPER #4, the Northwest pulp and paper industry has been affected by multiple 
changes in ownership and mill closures over the past couple years (Figure 3). Specifically, 
ownership patterns are shifting from privately owned firms to publicly owned firms or to 
investment firms with a stronger focus on earnings, stock prices, and debt ratios. Approximately 
one-third (nine mills) of the regional pulp and paper market has undergone a change in 
ownership in the past five years. Four mills have switched to public ownership; two mills were 
bought by investment firms; and the remainder were bought and sold by companies with similar 
structures (public to public or private to private). Many of these transactions have resulted in 
mills being sold to companies and investment groups headquartered outside the region. 
Approximately 50% of mills are now owned by companies headquartered outside the Northwest. 
Available data further suggest that the majority of Northwest mills are owned by publicly-owned 
corporations (15%), followed by private corporations (4%) and private conglomerates (2%).  

                                                 
9 News Scan. “Capital Spending Expected to Drop.” Pulp and Paper. August 2008.  
10 News Scan. “Capital Spending Expected to Drop.” Pulp and Paper. August 2008.  
11 Interview with trade ally. 
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One of the many outcomes of changes in market composition and (specifically) ownership has 
been a distinct change in the upkeep and maintenance practices of these firms. Based on 
information provided by trade allies and market partners, historically, ownership and operation 
of mills belonged to companies and individuals focused only on pulp and paper making, who 
would earmark a portion of profits for ongoing upgrades and capital projects at their facilities. A 
change in ownership to investment groups purchasing mills on credit has specifically resulted in 
profits being used to pay down debt instead of making capital investments.   

Figure 3. Acquisitions and Closures In the Northwest Pulp and Paper Market 

 

Employment Trends 

Our research suggested that ongoing downsizing and staff turnover in this market have reduced 
the amount of staff available to identify, promote, and implement energy-efficiency projects. In 
addition, staff reductions have caused significant knowledge gaps as well as reassignments to 
critical positions that may or may not be focused on energy management.  

In the past few months, a significant number of Northwest pulp and paper plants have shed jobs 
and/or curtailed production:  

• Boise, Inc., laid off 300 workers at its St. Helens plant in November while it restructures 
its regional assets.12 After restructuring, they expect to retain 170 employees.13  

                                                 
12 Frank, Ryan. “ Boise Laying Off 300 at St. Helen’s Mill,” The Oregonian. Nov. 18, 2008. 

http://www.oregonlive.com/business/index.ssf/2008/11/boise_laying_off_300_at_st_hel.html 

13 Frank, Ryan. “ Boise Laying Off 300 at St. Helen’s Mill,” The Oregonian. Nov. 18, 2008. 
http://www.oregonlive.com/business/index.ssf/2008/11/boise_laying_off_300_at_st_hel.html 
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• Longview Fibre laid off 90 workers and cut paper production at the end of October.14  

• International Paper shut down a paper machine and laid off 40 workers at their Albany 
plant in early October. International Paper plans to reevaluate production levels in 2009.15  

• Weyerhaeuser announced in August that they plan to cut 1,500 corporate level jobs over 
an 18-month period; 1,000 of the job cuts will impact their Federal Way headquarters.16  

• Evergreen Pulp, a Northern California mill, temporarily shut down its pulp mill in 
October due to weak demand.17 In the same month, its parent company sold the mill to 
another investment company to pay its debts18 Evergreen had expressed interest in 
purchasing Weyerhaeuser’s inactive Cosmopolis mill in conjunction with Gray’s Harbor 
PUD earlier in the year, but these recent events might halt the acquisition.19  

These recent lay-offs illustrate the decreasing employment reported on both the regional and 
national20 levels. Industry employment in Washington is estimated to decline 3.5% from  
2000-2010, while Oregon employment is expected to decrease around 12% from 2004-201421  

Rising Cost of Inputs 

Both market partners and industry publications cite the rising price of inputs, specifically for 
virgin fiber and fuel, as a significant concern for pulp and paper producers.22,23,24 The high cost 
of fiber/wood chips played a role in recent decisions to scale back production for some 
Northwest mills.25, 26 Though national second quarter revenues for this industry were up due to 
higher prices and higher volume sales, profit margins were not affected greatly because the cost 
of inputs squeezed margins.27  

                                                 
14 AP Wire. “Longview Fibre Laying Off 90,” The Seattle Times. October 21, 2008. 

http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/businesstechnology/2008294813_webfibre21.html 

15 Lathrop, Steve. “Albany Mill to Cut 40 Workers,” Albany Democrat Herald. October 2, 2008. 
http://www.democratherald.com/articles/2008/10/02/news/local/4aaa02_jobs.txt 

16 Virgin, Bill. “Weyerhaeuser Slashing 1,000 Jobs At Federal Way Headquarters,” Seattle Post-Intelligencer. August 6, 2008.  
http://seattlepi.nwsource.com/business/373624_weyerhaeuserearns06.html 

17 Tracy, Vivian. “Evergreen Pulp Temporarily Shuts Down Plant Operations,” The Eureka Reporter. October 8, 2008. 
http://www.timberbuysell.com/Community/DisplayNews.asp?id=3575 

18 Driscoll, John. “Chinese Company Sells Evergreen Pulp,” The Times-Standard. October 18, 2008. http://www.times-
standard.com/ci_10754199 

19 Nesheim, Leif. “Pulp Mill Picture Gets Muddier,” The Daily World. October 7, 2008.  
20 The Center for Paper Business and Industry Studies. http://www.cpbis.gatech.edu/ 

resources/datacenter/index.htm 
21 Research Into Action. Memorandum. RE: Pulp and Paper Industry Trends. October 13, 2008. 
22 Market Partner interviews. November 2008. 
23 McIntyre, Bruce. “Controlling Costs Remains Key in Tough Market,” Paper Age. July/August 2008; 36. 
24 News Scan. “Costs Grip US Pulp, Paper Sector,” Pulp and Paper. October 2008; 5. 
25 Frank, Ryan. “ Boise Laying Off 300 at St. Helen’s Mill,” The Oregonian. Nov. 18, 2008. 

http://www.oregonlive.com/business/index.ssf/2008/11/boise_laying_off_300_at_st_hel.html 
26 Lathrop, Steve. “Albany Mill to Cut 40 Workers,” Albany Democrat Herald. October 2, 2008. 

http://www.democratherald.com/articles/2008/10/02/news/local/4aaa02_jobs.txt 
27 News Scan. “Costs Grip US Pulp, Paper Sector,” Pulp and Paper. October 2008; 5. 
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4. Market Progress Assessment 

As outlined in MPER#4, Initiative management established six market progress indicators:  

1. Percent of large Food Processing Firms (as measured in terms of employment share) and 
Pulp and Paper Firm (as measured in terms of output capacity) that implement CEI. 

2. Percent of Industrial Firms from non-targeted markets that implement CEI. 

3. Number of large (multi-facility) Food Processing or Pulp and Paper firms that adopt CEI 
in plants or mills without Initiative involvement. 

4. Number of large Food Processing or Pulp and Paper firms that adopt CEI in plants or 
mills outside the Northwest. 

5. Percent of Northwest utility representatives that promote CEI as part of their energy 
efficiency activities.  

6. Trade associations in the target markets promote CEI. 

MPER#4 provided a comprehensive review of market progress. In light of additional research 
and data, MPER#5 provides an interim update on three of the key indicators of market progress 
for the Initiative: market penetration, utility support of CEI and energy savings.  

Market Penetration 
As documented in its logic models, the Initiative’s goal is to engage 13% of the large28 food 
processor market and 10 pulp and paper mills in CEI by the end of 2009. In MPER#4, Cadmus 
presented an update on market progress and market penetration rates. While the data for the pulp 
and paper industry (production capacity) were readily available and straightforward, the market 
share percentages for the food processing industry (based on employment), and thus the 
definition of the target market overall, were based on estimates developed by the implementation 
team. At the time of MPER#4, Cadmus was not able to validate these estimates, and thus could 
not speak to their reasonableness.  

In light of this issue, Cadmus conducted a detailed review of market penetration rates for both 
markets using data developed by NEEA contractors. Findings from our analysis indicate there 
were no major changes in market penetration rates compared to those reported in MPER#4. 
Specifically, the data indicate the Initiative is still exceeding its market penetration goal in the 
food processing market, with 20% of the market engaged in CEI. In the pulp and paper market, 
four mills are engaged with the Initiative, and achievement of the 2009 goal remains unlikely. 

                                                 
28 More than 250 employees in the region. 
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The methodology for determining market penetration was similar to that used in MPER#4. For 
the pulp and paper market, market share was defined as the number of plants at an engagement 
level of 3 or higher. The engagement levels define whether or not a facility is implementing CEI; 
once a facility reaches Level 3 they are considered to be in the process of implementing CEI, and 
are described as being committed to pursuing CEI implementation. Plants at Level 4 plants are in 
the process of practicing CEI while plants at Level 5 are considered to be practicing CEI in a 
sustainable fashion. For food processing, the percent of market penetration was equal to the 
number of employees at plants at a level 3 engagement or higher, divided by the total number of 
employees in the target market (all food processing companies with more than 250 employees). 
Based on these data, the total food processing market size, expressed in the number of employees 
in regional facilities, was approximately 265 employees more than estimates used in MPER#4. 
The increase in the market size (the denominator) resulted in a minimal decrease in the overall 
market share percentages. The Initiative still exceeds its goal of penetrating 13% of the total 
market and is currently engaging 20% of the market. Figure 4 presents an overview of the 
progression of market penetration and facility engagement for the food processing market.  

Figure 4. Market Penetration Trends by Market 

 

As of February 2009, the Initiative was engaged with four mills (14% of the market) at a level 3 
or higher (Figure 2). After remaining static from July 2006 to January 2008 with three engaged 
mills, the Initiative has increased its market share in July 2008 by one mill. However, the goal of 
reaching ten mills by 2009 remains unlikely.  

Based on these data, Cadmus maintains its position documented in MPER#4 that the Initiative 
has met its market penetration goal in the food processing market, but remains unlikely it will do 
the same in the pulp and paper market. 
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Utility Promotion of CEI 
As outlined in the Initiative logic models, utility support and promotion of CEI are key aspects of 
the Initiative’s implementation strategy. Specifically, the logic models include a number of short- 
and long-term marketing and implementation outcomes that require utility personnel to not only 
be familiar with CEI and its benefits but also to support and promote CEI to its customers. 
Specifically, the logic models include the following short-term outcomes (through December 
2010):  

• Majority (80%) of utility energy efficiency and customer support representatives with 
customers in NWFPA membership or Pulp and Paper customers are aware of CEI and the 
value and benefits.  

• Majority (80%) of utility energy efficiency and customer support reps with customers 
adopting CEI support CEI and can quantify the value and benefits.  

In addition, the logic models include one long-term outcome (through December 2014) that 
reads:  

• Majority (80%) of utilities with customers in the target markets support CEI and offer 
and market CEI elements to their customers.  

In light of the Initiative’s stated goals, Cadmus suggests augmenting utility-focused market 
progress indicator (#5) to read: Percent of Northwest utilities serving facilities in the target 
markets 29promote CEI as part of their energy efficiency activities.  

As part of the 2007 and 2008 utility survey, Cadmus collected data regarding utility promotion of 
CEI. Specifically, the annual surveys are targeted at managers and/or senior account 
representatives with experience working with customers in the two target markets. During the 
surveys, Cadmus tried to ascertain the degree in which the answers were applicable to the 
utility’s energy efficiency staff in general, but Cadmus collected no data specifically regarding 
customer service representatives.  

The data available in February of 2009 indicate that the respective target markets include 118 
food processing plants and 28 pulp and paper plants. The data further indicate that the target 
market facilities are served by 33 utilities. Of these 33 utilities, Cadmus interviewed 15, serving 
a total of 95 food processing (76% of target market) and 21 pulp paper facilities (70% of pulp 
and paper facilities measured by production). Based on the data collected during the utility 
interviews, six of the fourteen interviewed utilities reported that they actively promote the 
Initiative’s version of CEI. These six utilities provide service to 66 food processing facilities 
(56% of the target market) and 12 pulp and paper plants (17% of target market).   

                                                 
29 The Industrial Initiative’s target markets include all pulp and paper plants and all food processing facilities with 

250 or more employees. 
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The data suggest that the Initiative has been successful at securing utility support of CEI for the 
majority of industrial facilities in the food processing market. Similar to our general findings for 
the pulp and paper, the Initiative’s success in this market has been more limited.  

Figure 5. Utilities with Customers in Target Markets 
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5. Utility Survey  

As part of its ongoing evaluation activities, Cadmus began annually conducting interviews with 
utilities and other market partners in 2006. While each survey has had a definite theme, the 
objective of these surveys generally has been to assess the relationships between the Initiative 
and the utilities and market partners it serves. In light of the utilities’ limited promotion of CEI 
(as reported in MPER#4) and concerns about market receptivity to CEI, Cadmus designed the 
2008 surveys to assess the actual degree of utility support and promotion of CEI and to gather 
utility feedback on the current market climates in the two target markets. For the first time, 
Cadmus also used market share in analyzing and reporting of our utility survey results.  

Table 3 provides the sample disposition for interviews completed through October 2008. In all, 
Cadmus completed 17 interviews with representatives from 15 different utilities.  

Table 3. Sample Disposition for Utility Survey 

Utility Type 

Number of 
Targeted 
Utilities 

Utilities 
Declining 

Participation 

Number of 
Interviewed 

Utilities 
Investor Owned 
Utilities 6 0 6 
Public Utilities 11 2 9 
Survey Total  17 2 15 

 

Surveyed utilities represented nearly 80% of the NWFPA member target market (by number of 
facilities) and nearly 70% of the regional pulp and paper target market (by production capacity). 

Key Findings  
Cadmus finds the Initiative’s relationship with its utility funders continues to progress, though 
room for improvement remains. Specifically, Cadmus found the number of utilities promoting 
CEI has increased from those in 2007, with over half the utilities promoting CEI in both target 
markets. Additionally, communication and utilities’ perceptions of their relationships with the 
Initiative remain strong, though seven of the 17 respondents expressed concerns about staffing 
changes.  

Utility Promotion of CEI 

Given utility promotion of CEI being a key part of the Initiative’s implementation strategy (and 
to gauge changes since the last survey), Cadmus increased the number of questions regarding 
CEI promotion. Cadmus categorized the answers into five categories, reflecting different levels 
of CEI promotion and awareness:  
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1. Utility supports/promotes the Initiative’s version of CEI.  

2. Utility promotes a different version of CEI, such as an independent efficiency program 
run by the utility, or promotes other types of O&M improvements consistent with CEI.  

3. Utility does not promote CEI, but will facilitate it where customers expresses interest. 

4. Utility does not promote due to competing priorities. 

5. Utility does not understand CEI. 

The 2007 utility survey indicated only three of 16 market partner respondents promoted CEI to 
their customers. The 2008 survey indicated six utilities promoted the Initiative’s version of CEI, 
with three additional utilities promoting some other version of CEI. Figure 6 summarizes utility 
respondent’s answers regarding their CEI promotion.  

Figure 6. CEI Promotion by Utility (n=17)30 

 

Cadmus also analyzed utility answers about each utility’s relative market share in pulp and paper 
(measured by production) and in food processing (for NWFPA members). Findings indicate 
utilities that report actively promoting IEA’s version of CEI to their customers provide service to 
roughly 43% of the NWFPA food processing market and about 17% of the pulp and paper 
market (Figure 7).  

                                                 
30 Two utilities were interviewed twice.   



 

MPER#5 of NEEA’s Industrial Initiative 17 

Figure 7. Utility Promotion of CEI as a Percent of Market Share n=17 

 

When asked why they chose to promote CEI, two common themes emerged: a desire to provide 
better customer service and a desire increase energy savings (Table 4). 

Table 4. “What motivated you to promote CEI?”* 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 
Legislative mandate for savings, such as WA I-937 2 
Improves customer relations 2 
Good for customers 2 
Need for energy savings 1 
Reduces energy demand 2 
Improves image 1 
N/A 10 

*Respondents have multiple responses  

When utilities were asked the reason(s) that they did not promote CEI, the most commonly cited 
were a lack of interest and insufficient time. Other factors included: other priorities, not receiving 
regulatory rate credits, a lack of awareness, and utility staff not being trained about the Initiative 
(Table 5).  
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Table 5. “What prevents you from promoting CEI?”* 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 
Lack of interest 3 
Not enough time to promote 3 
Lack of awareness 2 
Utility staff not trained about Initiative 2 
Other priorities 2 
Don't get regulatory rate credits 2 
Initiative not taking new customers 1 
Don’t trust Initiative staff 1 
N/A 6 
*Respondents have multiple responses  

Communication  

Cadmus’ first survey of utilities, conducted in 2006, identified several problem areas regarding 
the Initiative’s communication with utilities. Findings from the 2007 survey, reported in 
MPER#4, suggested a significant improvement in communication and coordination. This year, 
Cadmus found communication has remained consistently good, with 13 of the 17 respondents 
rating communication as good or excellent, though this rating has decreased slightly from 2007 
(14 of 16 respondents). 

While utilities found overall communications with the Initiative to be effective, eight 
respondents, unprompted, expressed concerns about recent Initiative staffing changes. Six of 
these respondents voiced clear dissatisfaction with communications, especially in the food 
processing market. Specifically, utility respondents expressed concerns about the disruption of 
their long-term relationships with their customers (industrial end users), and thought the new 
staff lacked intimate knowledge of the industrial market sector. Table 6 provides a summary of 
comments regarding staffing changes among the Initiative’s implementation team. 

Table 6. Utility Concerns about Staffing* 

Response 
Respondents 

(n=9) 
Staff spread thin 2 
Staff changes cause reduction in communication  6 
Changing staff interrupts relationships 1 
New staff inexperienced in industry 1 
New staff is more communicative 1 
New staff is trying to regroup 1 

*Answers compiled from questions 11a, 12, 12na, 13, 14, 14a, 17, 19 and 21. Multiple answers per respondent possible. 
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6. Savings Analysis 

The Initiative’s goal is to save the region 20 aMW of energy by 2010. To provide a 
comprehensive update on the Initiative’s progress toward this goal, Cadmus tailored its 
evaluation activities underlying this MPER to address three objectives: 1) Provide a 
comprehensive overview of Initiative savings; 2) Provide an update on the status of the 6.11 
aMW of future savings reported in MPER #4; and 3) Review and evaluate the first set of formal 
savings claims.  

As discussed in more detail in Chapter 2, the current implementation contractor, ECOS 
Consulting, has assumed the responsibility for deriving savings estimates for individual measures 
and measure bundles. Cadmus has been validating these estimates in parallel. In preparation for 
this shift in responsibilities, the implementation team has worked on developing savings 
estimates and compiling the supporting calculations and documentation necessary to validate 
savings claims. This work has been a sizable effort, requiring retroactive reconciliation of 
savings calculations and the related documents. While this effort will continue for some time, 
starting in December 2008, the implementation team started providing Cadmus with 20 formal 
savings claim memos31 as well as a large number of other measures for which the Initiative is 
claiming savings but where less detailed documentation is available. Lastly, the implementation 
team provided Cadmus with list of measures expected to be implemented at some point in the 
future.  

To develop a comprehensive overview of potential savings associated with the Initiative, 
Cadmus completed the following five tasks:  

1. Developed a detailed and accurate inventory of all savings validated to date in the two 
target markets.  

2. Assessed the current status of the 6.11 aMW of future savings reported in MPER#4 and, 
where possible, validated these savings. 

3. Conducted a detailed review of the 20 formal savings claims.  

4. Conducted an initial review of available documentation for all other savings claims, and 
provided the implementation team with detailed feedback on data or documents required 
for validation. 

5. Conducted an initial review of available documentation related to future measures 
identified by the implementation team, and provided the implementation team with 
detailed feedback on data or documents required for validation. 

                                                 
31 Each savings claim contains a bottom-up analysis, and, in eight cases, the savings claims included the statistical 

top-down analysis.  
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6. Conducted site visits of savings claims with sufficient documentation in March 2009.  

In completing these tasks, Cadmus relied heavily on the Initiative’s Industrial Tracking System 
(ITS) and information directly provided by the implementation team.  

Detailed review of the savings claims indicated large variation in the quality and reliability of the 
savings estimate (as well as the associated documentation). In an effort to categorize Initiative 
savings by certainty and level of rigor, Cadmus grouped all savings into three categories (a more 
detailed list of savings categories is provided in Appendix F):  

• Validated: Savings evaluated through a site visit and a review of calculations, or through 
a professional assessment. In some cases, validation may qualify as monitoring and 
verification (M&V). For purposes of this update, the validated savings reflect all savings 
validated by Cadmus for 2006 through 2008.  

• Pending: Energy savings quantified by the implementation team, but not yet verified or 
validated. Cadmus is unable to validate savings that are not sufficiently documented, and 
these measures, though still claimed, are referred to as undocumented.  

• Committed and/or Planned: Energy savings opportunities and goals that the evaluation 
and implementation contractors have identified but have not yet been implemented. It is 
important to note that these future savings are based only on tracking information to date 
and are not a forecast of the program’s overall impact.  Such a forecast is available from 
the initiative’s cost-effectiveness model. 

To provide further detail on the type of savings measure (operation and maintenance [O&M] or 
capital), Cadmus reported each category’s savings by O&M and capital savings. Figure 8 
presents an overview of final savings categories established by Cadmus for this MPER.  

Figure 8. Overview of Savings Categories 

Savings

PendingValidated
Committed

and/or
Planned

CapitalO&M O&M Capital

Verified 
(M&V)

O&M Capital
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In addition to carefully reviewing and cataloguing measures and savings validated in past 
MPERs, Cadmus conducted two separate phases of savings validation. The first, conducted in 
late 2008, focused on assessing the current status of future savings claims reported in MPER#4 
(Task 2). Cadmus conducted phone interviews with nine of the 13 plants with future savings 
claims. As shown in Table 7, nine sites responded to our inquiry, and Cadmus was able to 
validate at least one measure at each site. Five sites reported additional planned and/or 
committed savings.  

Table 7. Sample Disposition for Assessment of Planned and/or Committed Savings 
Reported in MPER#4  

  

Number of Sites 
with Reported 

Planned and/or 
Committed 

Savings 

Number of 
Completed 

Calls 

Number of Sites 
with Validated 
Savings (for 

2008) 

Number of 
Sites Reporting 

Additional 
Planned and/or 

Committed 
Savings 

Food Processing 11 8 8 4 
Pulp and Paper 2 1 1 1 
TOTAL 13 9 9 5 

 
The second phase, conducted in March 2009, focused on validating additional 2008 savings 
claims provided by the implementation team in late 2008. Based on a review of the available 
documentation, Cadmus identified sixteen sites with potential savings. However, sufficient 
measure-level documentation was only available for seven of the sixteen sites (Table 8), Cadmus 
completed site visits at each of the seven plants and was able to validate savings for at least one 
measure at each site. However, it is important to note that in several cases, Cadmus was unable 
to validate all measure-level savings submitted by the implementation team due to lack of 
sufficient documentation.  

Table 8. Sample Disposition for Site Visits (March 2009) 

  
Sites with 

Potential 2008 
Savings 

Sites with 
Documented 

Savings 

Number of 
Visits 

Complete 
Food Processing 13 4 4 

Pulp & Paper 3 3 3 
Total  16 7 7 
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Key Findings 

Comprehensive Savings Update 

Based on our review of available data, Cadmus was able to validate a total of 4.04 aMW32 in 
electric (Table 9) and 1,057,414 therms (Table 10) in gas savings associated with Initiative 
activities from 2006 through 2008. Using the methods discussed above, Cadmus additionally 
grouped all non-validated measures into claimed and future savings (Table 11). It is important to 
note Cadmus has not yet validated any of the future savings, thus, we cannot speak to the 
accuracy of these estimates or whether or not Cadmus will be able to validate all savings claimed 
by the implementation team.  

As shown in Table 9, food processing accounts for nearly 66% of the validated electric savings. 
It is important to note that the 2006 validated savings reported here are 0.12 aMW less that what 
was reported in MPER # 4. This decrease resulted from the savings downgrade of a measure in 
the food processing sector.  

Table 9. Electric Savings (aMW) by Market (2006-2008)* 

Validated Electric Savings (aMW)   

  O&M Incented 
Capital 

Un-incented 
Capital 

Electric 
Total  

Food Processing         
2006 0.15 0.49 0 0.64 
2007 0.21 0.01 0.27 0.50 
2008 0.44 1.06 0.02 1.52 
Total 0.81 1.57 0.29 2.66 

Pulp & Paper         
2006 0.01 0 0 0.01 
2007 0.04 0.11 0.01 0.17 
2008 0.55 0.09 0.57 1.21 
Total 0.60 0.20 0.58 1.39 

Grand Total 1.41 1.77 0.87 4.04 
* All numbers are rounded to the nearest hundredth, which accounts for any seeming discrepancies above. 

 

Table 10 presents the same overview for gas savings, with 2008 marking the first year Cadmus 
was able to validate these savings for the Initiative. Except for future savings, food processing 
accounts for all validated and claimed gas savings to date. 

                                                 
32 MPER#5 reports savings from only the food processing and pulp and paper markets. Please note that savings 

reported in MPER#4 included 0.16 aMW from customers outside of the two vertical markets targeted by the 
Initiative.   
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Table 10. Gas Savings (therms) by Market (2008) 

Validated Gas Savings (therms)   

  O&M Incented 
Capital 

Un-incented 
Capital Gas Total  

Food Processing 68,750 0 988,664 1,057,414 
Pulp & Paper 0 0 0 0 

Total 68,750 0 988,664 1,057,414 
 
As shown in Table 11, Cadmus was not able to validate 1.17 aMW and 275,675 therms due to a 
lack of documentation. For the purpose of this report, Cadmus considers these savings claimed 
but undocumented.  
 
In addition to the claimed but undocumented savings, there are a large number of planned and/or 
committed savings that have not been claimed nor documented but are being tracked by the 
Initiative and are expected to be implemented within at most two years. Based on the information 
available in March 2009, Cadmus is aware of 2.22 aMW and 438,980 therms exist as planned 
and/or committed savings. Due to the lack of complete documentation, these estimates should be 
considered subject to change and are provided here for informational purpose only. Table 11 
presents an overview of the total estimated undocumented savings by type.  

Table 11. Summary of Pending, Committed and/or Planned Savings (as of March 
2009) 

  
Pending 
Electric 

Savings (kWh) 

Committed 
and/or 

Planned 
Electric 
Savings 
(aMW) 

Total 
Electric 
(aMW) 

Pending Gas 
Savings 
(therms) 

Committed 
and/or 

Planned Gas 
Savings 
(therms) 

Total Gas 
(therms) 

Food Processing 1.17 2.17 3.35 275,675 338,980 614,655 
Pulp & Paper 0.00 0.05 0.05 0 100,000 100,000 

Total 1.17 2.22 3.40 275,675 438,980 714,655 
 

Status on Planned and/or Committed Savings Reported in MPER #4 

In MPER #4, Cadmus reported 6.11 aMW of planned and/or committed savings at 13 sites. 
Cadmus contacted these sites to assess the current progress towards realizing these savings. 
(Appendix F contains a more detailed description of our findings). Cadmus was not able to 
contact sites representing 36% of the future savings reported in MPER#4; therefore, their status 
is unknown. However, based on data collected as part of the telephone interviews as well as on 
our review of available data, our findings indicate measures with validated savings of 1.6 aMW 
(26%) of the future savings reported in MPER#4 had been installed. Furthermore, Cadmus found 
evidence that measures accounting for 1.28 aMW (21%) are expected to be installed within the 
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next two years.33 Please note that the validated and future savings discussed here are already 
accounted for in the preceding three tables.   

Our analysis further underscores that facilities vary in the speed and likelihood with which they 
implement measures or the realization rate of future measures. Using the following formula, 
Cadmus developed estimates of realization rates by site:  

Percent Achieved = (Validated Savings + Planned and/or Committed Savings)/(Planned and/or 
Committed Savings reported last year) 

As shown in Figure 9, there appears to be significant differences between sites. Specifically, five 
facilities (four food processors and one pulp and paper mill) accounted for the majority of 
validated and planned and/or committed savings.  

Figure 9. Percentage of 2008 Planned Savings Achieved at Each Site 

 
 

To identify potential commonalities shared between these plants, Cadmus conducted a brief 
review of site characteristics. Analysis of available data indicated the one pulp and paper facility 
had little in common with the other four sites (except for being a Level 4 Engagement). For the 
four food processors sites, Cadmus identified the following shared characteristics:  

• All were NWFPA members.  

• All are served by utilities promoting the Initiative’s version of CEI (based on 2008 utility 
survey). 

• All have an energy champion. 

                                                 
33 These numbers do not add to 100 percent, because some projects were not completed and some were completed 

but details changed about the projects that altered the original savings estimates. 
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• All produce a single product per plant rather than multiple products. 

• All are part of multi-facility sites, with three sharing the same parent company. 

• Two are at Level 3 Engagement and two are at Level 4. 

Comparison of this group of plants to the other plants examined as part of this task indicated that 
while other sites shared some of these characteristics, none shared all of them.  

Evaluation of 2008 Top-Down Energy Analysis 

Cadmus has completed its initial review of the first set of 20 savings claims provided by the 
implementation team in December 2008. Cadmus found the bottom-up analysis generally well 
documented and comprehensive. Our review of the top-down (statistical) reports resulted in the 
following findings:  

• Of the 20 sites, analyses suggested electric savings for four plants, gas savings for one 
plant, and both electric and gas savings for another two plants. Estimated energy savings 
ranged from less than 1% to over 13% of the plant’s base consumption. 

• The models for 11 of the plants showed no statistically quantifiable savings. 

• The models for two plants showed increases in consumption in the post period, with one 
being as high as 150% of base consumption. 

Cadmus applied the following four evaluation criteria to judge the statistical reliability of the 
results:  

1. Was the regression model properly specified?  

2. Are savings estimates plausible given our knowledge about the plant?  

3. Did the analysis involve sensitivity and robustness checks? If so, are the estimated 
savings robust to changes in model specification?  

4. Were variables affecting energy consumption omitted from the baseline or treatment 
period?  

Based on these criteria, Cadmus determined the level of confidence (none, low, moderate, and 
high) in the savings estimates. For an analysis to be classified as generating savings results with 
high confidence, the analysis had to adequately address each of the above questions. Moderate 
confidence required the analysis met three of the four criteria, etc.  

Application of the criteria resulted in models at two sites predicting energy savings with medium 
confidence. None of the models satisfied all four reliability criteria.  

Specifically, our review of the models found evidence of specification error, generally 
characterized by omitted explanatory variables, and lack of data. The validity of the savings 
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estimates depends on the quality and availability of relevant data at a high level of resolution as 
well as the model’s ability to accurately account for all factors affecting changes in energy 
consumption between the baseline and treatment period beyond the effects currently included in 
the models (production, weather, and energy-efficiency measures).  

Review of the models and the data underlying the resulting analyses generated the following 
observations (Table 12):  

• Models based on daily data generally performed better than those based on monthly data.  

• Models with representative and sufficiently long baseline periods (typically 12 months or 
more) performed better than those with shorter or possibly non-representative baselines. 

• Models accounting for differences in products or production processes performed better 
than pooled or plant-wide models.  

Table 12. Model Characteristics 

Plant 1  Market  Score  Data 
Frequency  

Baseline 
Period 

Number 
of 

Measures 

Measures with 
Savings 

Estimates 
Number of 
Processes

Data at 
Process 

Level 
Plant 1  PP 1.5 Monthly  5 month  10 10% 6 Yes 
Plant 2 FP 3 Daily  12 months 8 75% 2 Yes 
Plant 3 FP 1 Daily  12 months 2 100% 2 No  
Plant 4 FP 3 Daily  12 months 1 100% 2 Yes 
Plant 5 FP 1 Monthly  24 months 7 14% 4 No  
Plant 6 FP 1.5 Monthly  10 months 7 100% 1 Yes 
Plant 7 FP 2 Monthly  10 months 5 100% 1 Yes 

 

Table 13 provides additional information for the two facilities with high modeling scores. 

Table 13. Top-Down Analysis Plant Characteristics 
Characteristic Plant 1 Plant 2 

Type   Food Processor Food Processor 
Products  Frozen and canned vegetables Frozen and canned vegetables
Current Engagement Level  4 4 
Engaged with Initiative Since  February 2006 February 2007 
Top Down Savings Estimate 821,500 kWh (2007) 324,000 kWh (2007) 
Bottom Up Savings Estimate 361,590 kWh (2007) 367,819 kWh (2008) 

 

Cadmus will include the two top-down savings estimate in our formal validation process. In both 
cases, the bottom-up savings claims are made up of a number of measures, some of which have 
been validated while others are missing necessary documentation for validation. Because 
Cadmus has not yet completed our evaluation of the top-down savings claims. Given the nature 
of these claims and Cadmus’ reservation regarding their accuracy, Cadmus has not included 
these claims into any of the tables presented in this report. Once Cadmus completes the 
validation of all measures included in the bottom-up savings claims for these two sites, Cadmus 
will assess the amount of remaining O&M savings that can be validated.  
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Based on our review of the savings analyses, Cadmus reached several conclusions:  

• The application of a regression technique in this context is generally a conceptually valid 
approach.  

• Because savings from the Initiative’s measures generally constitute a relatively small 
fraction of total plant energy consumption, specifying models at the process or product 
level, or at least accounting for energy use and production at the process or product level, 
should be considered. It is possible the poor performance and lack of savings estimates 
for many of the models could be a result of savings being lost in the noise associated with 
variations in total plant consumption.   
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7. ACE Model Review 

NEEA uses models to estimate the cost-effectiveness of its programs during the planning phase 
as well as to forecast future energy savings impacts. NEEA refers to these models as ACE 
Models (i.e. Alliance Cost Effectiveness models).  For the Industrial Initiative, NEEA maintains 
an ACE model for each of the two vertical markets. The model requires various inputs and 
assumptions about market growth, penetration rates, and savings rates, among other factors. The 
accuracy of the model depends on the quality and accuracy of these inputs.  

Part of Cadmus’ ongoing evaluation activities includes a periodic review of assumptions 
underlying the ACE models. Cadmus conducted another such review in December 2008. To aid 
this review, NEEA staff provided Cadmus with a PowerPoint presentation detailing the current 
assumptions used in the model. NEEA also provided copies of the ACE models and memoranda 
documenting the source and rationale behind most assumptions. In addition to reviewing the 
cited sources, where appropriate, Cadmus cross-referenced evaluation data to judge whether a 
given assumption was reasonable and appropriately applied.  

Cadmus provided detailed comments and recommendations for each assumption. Given the large 
number of assumptions for each market model, this chapter only highlights the key findings. For 
a detailed review and recommendations of all ACE model assumptions, please see Appendix G.  

Findings 
Cadmus was able to validate many of the assumptions underlying both the pulp and paper and 
food processing models. However, the assumptions underlying the food processing model 
appeared to be more reasonable than the pulp and paper assumptions when compared to currently 
available market information and the Initiative’s progress to date in each market. For instance, 
Cadmus found the food processing model’s assumptions regarding market definition, market 
growth rates, savings factors, and penetration rate reasonable, but identified challenges with the 
same assumptions for the pulp and paper model.  
 
In both models, Cadmus identified significant problems with two assumptions: application of 
savings retirements, and calculation of baseline savings (naturally occurring savings).  

Application of O&M Savings Retirement  
Although the idea of O&M savings retirement due to competing priorities is reasonable, Cadmus 
did not find a valid basis for the 2% annual figure, which we consider too low. Furthermore, the 
models also assume persistence of O&M practices for the entire time period (post-2010), and 
Cadmus considers such persistence unreasonable for O&M savings. For the purposes of 
validating savings, Cadmus typically applies a measure life of one-to-three years to O&M 
measures, depending on the practices captured by the measure, as O&M measure lives are 
impacted by staff turnover rates and knowledge retention. Qualitative evaluation data suggest 
these industries struggle with staff turnover in key positions due to competition in the labor 
market, staff retirements, and corporate buyouts and restructuring.  
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It appears the models apply the O&M retirement rate to all net savings (gross savings less utility-
incented capital projects and naturally occurring conservation). This assumption suggests net 
savings are only O&M, and there are no savings related to unincented capital projects. However, 
evaluation data suggest at least a small portion of validated savings come from unincented 
capital projects. Applying only an O&M measure life to all savings is erroneous because O&M 
and capital measures, especially in industrial applications, hve vastly different measure lives. 
The current assumption (and our understanding of how it is applied in the model) does not align 
with data collected in the field.  

Baseline Savings (Naturally Occurring Savings) 
While the estimate of naturally occurring savings appears reasonable, Cadmus views the 
integration of the baseline savings estimate into both models is problematic. Our review of the 
models suggests the models directly tie baseline penetration to the Initiative’s achievable 
savings. This results in zero naturally occurring savings if the Initiative achieves no savings. 
However, naturally occurring savings, by definition, occur regardless of the Initiative’s 
engagement in the market, and should be tied to the market rather than the Initiative’s achievable 
potential. 
 
Specific to the pulp and paper model, Cadmus identified problems with three assumptions: 
market penetration, market growth, and savings rate. 

Penetration Rate  
Cadmus identified three problems with the penetration rate assumption: 1) The assumptions do 
not match those used in the market logic model; 2) In light of the progress to date in this market, 
the penetration rate assumptions are too high; and 3) Modeling market penetration using linear 
market diffusion curves does not correspond with actual market diffusion observed to date.  

Market Growth 
Cadmus found that Northwest pulp and paper is in a period of market contraction, except the 
tissue sector. Based on these observations, Cadmus suggested segmenting the market by product 
type to capture the growth rates more accurately. 

Savings Factor 
While the model inextricably ties market penetration and the savings factor34, Cadmus was 
unable to validate the savings factor assumption with the Initiative’s savings in the pulp and 
paper sector. Current evaluation data suggest the savings factor may be too high. To ameliorate 
this, Cadmus suggested: 1) Evaluating the long-term strategy in the market; and 2) Decreasing 
the savings factor and increasing the savings ramp rate to a six-or-seven year time frame.  
 

                                                 
34 The ACE model documentation does not include a formal definition of savings factor. However, based Cadmus’ 

on our review of the available documentation and the model we understand that the savings factor is achievable 
savings ramp up over a five year period.  
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8. Conclusions and Recommendations 

The overall conclusions, based on the data from Cadmus’s evaluation activities for the second 
half of 2008 and early 2009, are organized below in the following order: (1) market receptivity to 
CEI, (2) implementation challenges, (3) overall market progress, (4) a summary of the savings, 
and (5) ACE model assumptions, and (6) recommendations.  

Market Receptivity to CEI 
In the case of the regional food processing market, NWFPA’s recent adoption of a formal 
association-wide goal for energy efficiency provides a key indicator that the industry has 
embraced energy efficiency as a way to manage costs and stay competitive. In fact, Cadmus 
anticipates that NWFPA adoption of a formal plan to reduce energy efficiency of its membership 
is likely to result in an accelerated adoption of energy efficiency measures, both capital and 
O&M. While competitive pressure and the current credit crunch will make ongoing investments 
in major capital projects a challenge, the data indicate that the market is open to capital and non-
capital approaches to curtailing energy use and costs. Given these factors, Cadmus maintains its 
position published in MPER#4 and believes that the food processing industry appears to be well-
positioned to adopt CEI practices. 

In comparison, the data presented in this report indicate that the pulp and paper market continues 
to be tumultuous and in a state of decline. This finding is similar to Cadmus’ findings published 
in MPER#4. Specifically, our research identified several key challenges that render this market 
unlikely to address energy-efficiency effectively in general or behavioral change initiatives such 
as CEI. 

The following challenges are particular to the pulp and paper industry:  

• Lack of capital. Lack of capital is a major issue expected to worsen as the current 
economic downturn will limit access to short- and long-term financing.  

• Staff reductions. Downsizing and staff turnover have reduced the amount of staff 
available to identify, promote, and implement energy-efficiency projects. In addition, 
staff reductions have caused significant knowledge gaps as well as reassignments to 
critical positions that may or may not be focused on energy management.  

• Non-regional ownership. Approximately 50% of mills are owned by companies 
headquartered outside the Northwest, making contact and effective communication with 
key corporate decision makers challenging. While in the case of two mills 
ownership/headquarters were shifted outside the region over the past five years, Cadmus 
believes that this issue was present when the Initiative first went into the field.  

• Shift in ownership type. Ownership patterns are shifting from privately owned firms to 
publicly owned firms or investment firms with a stronger focus on earnings, stock prices, 
and debt ratios. Approximately one-third (9 mills) of the regional pulp and paper 
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market has undergone a change in ownership in the past five years. Four mills have 
switched to public ownership, two mills were bought by investment firms, and the 
remainder were bought and sold by companies with similar structures (public to public or 
private to private). Trade allies and industry experts report a distinct change in the upkeep 
and maintenance practices of these firms, which choose to forgo opportunities to make 
key upgrades during scheduled downtimes in order to pay down debt.  

• Rising cost of inputs. The cost of production inputs (fiber/wood chips) and shipping 
costs has put significant pressures on regional producers, resulting in production 
curtailments and layoffs.  

In addition, the lack of well-documented and validated energy and costs savings related to 
implementation of CEI in this market presents another significant barrier, especially in the 
current market climate where mills frequently choose not to implement projects with payback 
times of less than two years. However, in our recent market characterization, we found tissue 
mills and/or mills owned and operated by stable parent companies might be relatively more 
receptive to energy-efficiency opportunities than mills producing other products or subject to 
corporate "churn." 

Based on our analysis of current market conditions, trends in the foreseeable future, 
and feedback from industry experts, Cadmus maintains the majority of Northwest mills will be 
hard-pressed to find sufficient funding and staff resources to implement energy-efficiency 
measures. Cadmus contends the Initiative is likely to face continued challenges in this market as 
mills struggle with lack of staff and funding.  

Market Progress 
As outlined in MPER#4, Initiative management established six market progress indicators. 
MPER#5 reports on two: market penetration, and utility promotion of CEI.  

Market Penetration  

As documented in the Initiative’s logic models, the Initiative’s goal is to engage 13% of the 
large35 food processor market and ten pulp and paper mills in CEI by the end of 2009. Now that 
the Initiative has operated within the pulp and paper and food processing markets for a number 
of years, the disparity in outcomes (measured both by savings and by number of plants engaged) 
between the two markets is more evident.  

In general, the region’s food processing market appears to be adopting the CEI message, as a key 
industry organization (NWFPA) has set goals for decreasing energy intensity, and, based on 
2008 data, nearly 20% of the target market36 are implementing CEI. Based on the progress to 

                                                 
35 More than 250 employees in the region. 
36 Based on employment. 
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date, it appears that Initiative will not only reach but exceed its penetration goals by the end of 
2009. 

In contrast, CEI appears to have limited traction with the region’s 27 pulp and paper mills. As of 
October 2008, the Initiative was engaged with four mills (14% of the market) at a level 3 or 
higher. Based on the data available to date, Cadmus considers it unlikely that the Initiative will 
meet its stated goals of engaging ten mills by the end of 2009.  

Utility Promotion of CEI 

As outlined in the Initiative logic models, utility support and promotion of CEI are key aspects of 
the Initiative’s implementation strategy. The findings from the 2008 utility survey findings 
indicate nearly all interviewed utilities report familiarity with CEI, and most can describe CEI 
and its benefits. The data further show that six out of 15 interviewed utilities reported they 
actively promote the Initiative’s version of CEI, compared to the 2007 survey results, where only 
three utilities reported actively promoting CEI.  

Correlating utility responses with the number of food processing and/or pulp and paper facilities 
in the target market in February 2009 suggests that the utilities reporting to promote the 
Initiative’s version of CEI serve 56% and 17 % of the food processing and pulp and paper target 
markets, respectively. Given that, Cadmus contends that the Initiative is well on its way to 
receiving utility support for facilities engaged with the Initiative and to meet its stated goal of 
80% by the end of 2009 for food processing, though appears unlikely to meet its goal with 
utilities that serve pulp and paper facilities. Regardless, the Initiative should maintain its focus on  
maintaining good relationships with its utility funders. Specifically, the Initiative’s efforts should 
be targeted at assuring that no further deterioration in communication and relationships occurs in 
the future. Cadmus considers the Initiative to be in a good position to effectively address these 
challenges. 

Energy Savings  

Starting in December 2008, the Initiative provided Cadmus with a large number of additional 
savings claims37 and information on future expected savings38. As documented in this report, 
Cadmus conducted site visits and detailed document reviews to validate the Initiative’s savings 
claims. Based on these data, Cadmus has validated a total of 4.04 aMW in electric and 1,057,414 
therms in gas savings for 2006 through 2008. The data further indicate that food processing 
measures accounted for nearly 66% of the validated electric savings. Compared to the 
cumulative savings predicted by the Initiative’s ACE model for the food processing, the 
validated savings to date are more than three times the anticipated cumulative savings at this 
stage of implementation (end of 2008). In contrast, the total validated electric savings in the pulp 

                                                 
37 Claimed savings refer to savings quantified by the implementation team, but not yet verified or validated. 
38 Future savings capture savings related to projects currently under construction and/or measures for which 

resources have been dedicated and where it is likely that the project will be installed with in the next two years.   
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and paper market are roughly 1.39 aMW, which is equal to about 80% of the savings anticipated 
at this stage, based on the Initiative’s ACE model assumptions.  

The Initiative has a goal of saving the region 20 aMW of energy by 2010. Based on the validated 
savings to date, expected future savings, and a small number of revised savings claims that have 
not yet been validated, the total hypothetical savings related to the Initiative are less than 8 aMW 
(See Tables 9 and 11). In order to meet its goal, the Initiative would need to support multiple 
large projects in the pulp and paper market. Given the small number of engaged pulp and paper 
plants, and current market conditions in the pulp and paper market, Cadmus does not view this as 
a possibility. While NWFPA’s recent adoption of a formal savings goal for is membership 
appears to be an encouraging indicator of the latter, Cadmus does not yet have sufficient 
information on market response to judge whether the rate of market diffusion is likely to increase 
sufficiently to make it likely that the Initiative will meet its savings goals. Cadmus anticipates 
collecting feedback from end-users as part of our annual Target Market Follow-Up survey in the 
middle of 2009. Regardless, Cadmus does not consider the current engaged food processors do 
not have the capacity to save nearly 12 aMW of energy in the next year if additional savings 
from pulp and paper plants is limited. 

Savings Methodology for Operation and Maintenance Savings  
Cadmus conducted a detailed review of the first set of formal savings claims submitted by the 
implementation team which consisted of bottom-up, and, in some cases, statistical top-down 
analysis. In general, Cadmus found the bottom-up analysis well done. While Cadmus considers 
the application of a regression technique in this context a conceptually valid approach in general, 
our review of the 20 top-down saving analyses suggests that the majority of models showed 
evidence of specification error and lack of sufficient data granularity (monthly vs. daily). 
However, two of the models passed three of the four evaluation criteria selected by Cadmus to 
judge the validity of the models and the resulting savings estimates. If NEEA is interested in 
further investigating the use of statistical analysis to developing top-down savings estimates, 
Cadmus recommends that the two daily models be used as examples to build upon for additional 
analyses.    

ACE Model Assumptions 
Our review of the Initiative’s ACE models for the two target markets resulted in Cadmus being 
able to validate many of the assumption underlying both models. In general, our findings suggest 
that the assumptions underlying the food processing model appeared to be more reasonable than 
the pulp and paper assumptions when compared to currently available market information and 
the Initiative’s progress to date in each market. For instance, Cadmus found the food processing 
model’s assumptions regarding market definition, market growth rates, savings factors, and 
penetration rate reasonable, but identified challenges with the same assumptions for the pulp and 
paper model. Our review of these assumptions suggests that, especially when compared to the 
implementation experience to date, the pulp and paper model may overstate the savings forecast. 
In addition, Cadmus identified problems with the application of two key assumptions, 
application of savings retirements and calculation of baseline savings (naturally occurring 
savings) in both models that should be addressed.  
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Recommendations  
• As currently worded, the short and long-term outcomes focused on utility promotion of 

CEI are hard to measure and/or quantify. NEEA should consider revising the wording of 
the logic model outcomes to focus on utilities in general rather than individual customer 
representatives.  

• NEEA should revisit, and if applicable, revise the application of savings retirements and 
calculation of baseline savings (naturally occurring savings) in both ACE models. 
Cadmus recommends that NEEA consider revising the ACE model assumptions to more 
closely correlate with available data on the Initiative’s actual implementation experience.   

• NEEA should consistently develop robust ex ante energy estimates for each measure 
going forward. Each of these measure and savings estimates should be accompanied with 
detailed documentation and backup. In order to validate savings, Cadmus will need 
availability and documentation of these savings estimates.  

• The Initiative should continue its efforts to engage utilities providing service to customers 
in the two target markets, by providing ongoing and proactive communication especially 
regarding the current status of utility customers engaged with the Initiative.  

• NEEA should consider collecting additional data and test, for a limited number of plants, 
whether basing the top-down analyses on more granular and process-level data improves 
model performance and the validity of the savings estimates.  

o NEEA should consider instituting pre- and post-implementation metering at the 
process or production line level.  

o Process or production line data should be collected including daily energy usage 
and daily production data. 
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Appendix A: 2008 Executive Update Memorandum on 
the Industrial Initiative 



 

The Cadmus Group, Inc. 
720 SW Washington Street, Portland, OR 97205  Telephone: 503.228.2992  Fax: 503.228.3696 

An Employee-Owned Company 
www.cadmusgroup.com 

 

Date: December 22, 2008 

To: Robert Russell 

From: Kerstin Rock 

Re: 2009 Executive Update on the Industrial Initiative  

 

The following memorandum presents an update to Cadmus’ fourth Market Progress Evaluation 
Report (MPER) for the Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance’s (NEEA) Industrial Initiative, 
which was published in May 2008.  

MPER#4 identified three challenges: 1) a lower than expected adoption of CEI in the pulp and 
paper market; 2) lack of support and promotion of CEI from market partners, specifically 
utilities; and 3) a missing methodology for quantifying O&M savings. Due to the potential 
impact of these identified challenges to the Initiative’s long-term success, NEEA requested 
Cadmus tailor its evaluation activities for Q3 and Q4 of 2008 to collect additional data to further 
evaluate these challenges.  

In addition to addressing the three aforementioned challenges, NEEA requested Cadmus provide 
a general update on realized and future expected savings and a more specific update on the actual 
installation of measures accounting for the 6.11 aMW of future expected savings reported in 
MPER#4. Lastly, in an effort to fully leverage the Initiative’s staff efforts to improve data 
availability and quality, Cadmus was to provide an updated assessment of market penetration 
rates in both the food processing and the pulp and paper markets. The following memorandum 
presents an overview of our findings on these six issues.  

This memorandum is designed to provide the reader with an executive-style overview of key 
findings and conclusions as well as their likely implications for the Industrial Initiative. As such, 
we have limited the level of detail to only the pertinent findings and data. The findings 
summarized in this memorandum are based on three detailed memoranda, which covered the 
topics in detail, including a description of the data collection process, methodology, and findings. 
Cadmus has provided these documents to the Initiative’s Evaluation Manager. 

Findings 
An overview of our findings on each of the six issues follows.  
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Issue 1. Pulp and Paper Market Receptivity to CEI 

Now that the Industrial Initiative has operated within the pulp and paper and food processing 
markets for a number of years, the disparity in outcomes (measured both by savings and by 
number of plants engaged) between the two markets has become more evident. In general, the 
region’s food processing market appears to be adopting CEI’s message, as a key industry 
organization (NWFPA) has set goals for decreasing energy intensity, and, based on 2008 data, 
nearly 20% of the target market39 are implementing CEI. In contrast, CEI appears to have limited 
traction with the region’s 27 pulp and paper mills. Based on validated savings data for 2006-
2008, the actual gross savings (not accounting for baseline savings or utility incentives) in the 
pulp and paper market are roughly 0.34 aMW, which is equal to about 20% of the savings 
anticipated at this stage, based on the Initiative’s ACE model.  

In general, our recent findings are similar to those published in MPER#4. Data collected as part 
of our 2008 market characterization update indicate the pulp and paper market continues to be at 
least tumultuous and likely in a state of decline. For instance, the overall paper and paperboard 
production in the U.S. declined 1% in the past year, with newsprint declining as much as 5%. 
Tissue production, the only product line with any notable growth projections, is expected to grow 
by 1.2% a year over the next three years.  

Furthermore, our research identified several key challenges that render this market as relatively 
unable to address energy-efficiency effectively in general or behavioral change initiatives such as 
CEI. 

The following challenges are particular to the pulp and paper industry:   

• Lack of capital. Lack of capital is a major issue expected to worsen as the current 
economic downturn will limit access to short- and long-term financing.  

• Staff reductions. Downsizing and staff turnover have reduced the amount of staff 
available to identify, promote, and implement energy-efficiency projects. In addition, 
staff reductions have caused significant knowledge gaps as well as reassignments to 
critical positions that may or may not be focused on energy management.  

• Non-regional ownership. Approximately 50% of mills are owned by companies 
headquartered outside the Northwest, making contact and effective communication with 
key corporate decision makers challenging. While in the case of two mills 
ownership/headquarters were shifted outside the region over the past five years, Cadmus 
believes that this issue was present when the Initiative first went into the field.  

• Shift in ownership type. Ownership patterns are shifting from privately owned firms to 
publicly owned firms or investment firms with a stronger focus on earnings, stock prices, 
and debt ratios. Approximately one-third (9 mills) of the regional pulp and paper 
market has undergone a change in ownership in the past five years. Four mills have 

                                                 
39 Based on employement. 
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switched to public ownership, two mills were bought by investment firms, and the 
remainder were bought and sold by companies with similar structures (public to public or 
private to private). Trade allies and industry experts report a distinct change in the upkeep 
and maintenance practices of these firms, which choose to forgo opportunities to make 
key upgrades during scheduled downtimes in order to pay down debt.  

• Rising cost of inputs. The cost of production inputs (fiber/wood chips) and shipping 
costs has put significant pressures on regional producers, resulting in production 
curtailments and layoffs.  

In addition, the lack of well-documented and validated energy and costs savings related to 
implementation of CEI in this market presents another significant barrier, especially in the 
current market climate where mills frequently choose not to implement projects with payback 
times of less than two years. However, in our recent market characterization, we found tissue 
mills and/or mills owned and operated by stable parent companies might be relatively more 
receptive to energy-efficiency opportunities than mills producing other products or subject to 
corporate "churn." 

Based on our analysis of current market conditions, trends in the foreseeable future, 
and feedback from industry experts, Cadmus maintains the majority of Northwest mills will be 
hard-pressed to find sufficient funding and staff resources to implement energy-efficiency 
measures. Cadmus contends the Initiative is likely to face continued challenges in this market as 
mills struggle with lack of staff and funding.  

Furthermore, as documented in previous MPERs, historically the Initiative’s approach to this 
market has been to deliver site-specific solutions for all interested plants. Based on information 
provided during process interviews with Initiative staff, this approach has not only proven to be 
cumbersome and resource intensive, but also ineffective in achieving the anticipated penetration 
and savings levels. Based on recent interviews with Initiative management, the Initiative has 
shifted its attention to developing and implementing a standardized product for this market as 
well as the development of a formal top-down strategy for promoting CEI, which, in the case of 
the pulp and paper market, will be focused on the national rather than the regional level. 
Initiative management anticipates finishing this process by mid- to late-2009. At this stage, 
Cadmus does not have sufficient information on the actual details of the strategy to fully assess 
its potential impact or effectiveness in the market.  

Regardless, given the objective of market transformation, Cadmus considers the proposed 
change in strategy for the Initiative to promote a standardized market-relevant product rather 
than one-off customized-solutions as positive. Given the available data to date (market 
penetration, utility feedback, and validated savings estimates), it appears the Initiative’s initial 
approach, especially in light of current market conditions and the limited number of market 
actors, was ineffective in promoting market transformation. It remains to be seen if the new 
strategy can overcome the documented market challenges and promote market transformation. 
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2. Utility Support and Promotion of CEI 

As outlined in the Initiative logic models, utility support and promotion of CEI are key aspects of 
Initiative’s implementation strategy. Specifically, the logic models include a number of short- 
and long-term marketing and implementation goals that require utility personnel to not only be 
familiar with CEI and its benefits but also to support and promote CEI to its customers.  

Since Initiative’s inception in 2005, Cadmus has completed three separate surveys of regional 
utilities. Despite high levels of familiarity with CEI, last year’s survey, documented in MPER#4, 
found few utility respondents were able to identify CEI benefits or took an active role in talking 
to their customers about CEI, either initially or while they were already engaged with the 
Initiative. The 2008 survey findings indicate nearly all interviewed utilities report familiarity 
with CEI, and most can describe CEI and its benefits. The data further show that 6 out of 15 
interviewed utilities reported they actively promote the Initiative’s version of CEI, compared to 
the 2007 survey results, where only three utilities reported actively promoting CEI. This 
represents a doubling of the number of utilities promoting CEI.  

Taking into account each utilities’ respective share of food processing customers (NWFPA 
members with more than 250 employees), the data suggest the utilities reporting active 
promotion of the IEA’s version of CEI represent nearly 43% of NWFPA members, the 
Initiative’s primary marketing focus, or close to 60% of the target market covered in the sample 
frame (Figure 1).  

Figure 1: CEI promotion as a percent of Food Processing NWFPA Market Share  
by Facility (n=90)  

 

 

Similarly, as shown in Figure 2, ten utilities providing service to pulp and paper customers 
(representing 17% of the total regional market share) reported actively promoting the Initiative’s 
version of CEI.  
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Figure 2. CEI promotion as a percent of Pulp and Paper Market Share Based on 
Production Capacity (n=28) 

 

This year’s analysis accounted for each utility’s relative share of the Initiative’s two target 
markets. Framing CEI support in this fashion suggests the Initiative has been relatively more 
successful in motivating utility support in the food processing market than the pulp and paper 
market. The Initiative’s logic models include two specific outcomes to be completed by 
December 2010:  

• CEI Marketing and Sales: A majority (80%) of utility energy-efficiency and customer 
support representatives with customers in the target markets are aware of CEI and its 
values and benefits.  

• CEI Implementation: A majority (80%) of utility energy-efficiency and customer 
support representatives with customers adopting CEI support CEI and can quantify its 
value and benefits.  

Given these goals, the targeted time frame for completion and the progress to date, Cadmus 
expects the Initiative is likely to meet both goals in the food processing market. Based on the 
progress to date in the pulp and paper market, Cadmus considers it less likely that the initiative 
will meet the CEI implementation goal by the end of 2010. However, with more than two years 
to go until the goal needs to be met, Cadmus contends the Initiative would have sufficient time to 
plan and deploy a more targeted approach to engage utilities, especially those providing service 
to the pulp and paper market.  

3. Energy Savings Methodology for O&M-Related Energy Savings  

Cadmus has served as the evaluation contractor for the Initiative for the past four years. As such, 
Cadmus has filled many traditional evaluation functions, such as conducting process interviews, 
collecting participant data, and assessing marketing materials. From 2005 to 2008, Quantec (and 
later Cadmus) engineers derived estimates of energy savings for individual energy efficiency 
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measures after installation. As of 2009, the implementation contractor, Ecos, has taken on the 
responsibility of developing estimates of likely savings prior to installation as well as estimates 
of savings after completion.  Cadmus’ role will be to work with the implementation contractors 
and facility staff to standardize estimation procedures and to validate final calculations. 
Estimation and Claim of Energy Savings 

In light of this change of roles, Initiative management has proposed a new approach to estimating 
savings using a combination of top-down and bottom-up savings estimates. Following is an 
overview of the proposed approach and a more detailed description of each type of savings 
estimate:  

1. Using data provided by the implementation team, NEEA contractors will develop a site-
specific, time-series, multiple-regression model to develop top-down energy savings 
estimates, using a conventional pre-post specification, which explains energy 
consumption as a function of production and other explanatory variables. These estimates 
are considered top-down estimates. 

2. NEEA contractors will provide a detailed inventory of all measures (capital and O&M) 
implemented at a given site since engagement with the Initiative. 

3. Contractors will develop ex ante estimates of savings for the installed measures. 
Together, these estimates will provide a bottom-up estimate of savings for each site.  

4. Contractors will review the savings claims from the bottom-up analysis and compare 
them to those of the top-down analysis and derive a savings realization factor. 

5. Based on the comparison of the two analyses, NEEA contractors will determine what 
portion of identified savings, if any, are attributable to the Initiative, and will document 
this savings claim in a detailed memorandum.  

Evaluation of Energy Claims 
Building on this process, Cadmus proposes the following methodology for validating the 
Initiative’s savings claims:  

1. Upon receipt of the bottom-up and top-down savings reports, Cadmus staff will conduct 
an initial review of both documents.  

o The primary focus for the review of the bottom-up reports will be to assure all 
required documentation for measure-level savings estimates are available. If 
necessary, Cadmus staff will use the information provided in the report to locate 
the documents in ITS. This review will be conducted by our engineering staff. 

o The review of the top-down reports will focus on reviewing the applicability of 
the model and the reasonableness of the estimated parameters, based on the 
guidelines recommended above. This review will be conducted by our statistical 
staff.  
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2. Following the completion of our initial review, Cadmus will communicate any 
outstanding issues and/or any additional data that may be required.  

3. Based on the savings claims and types of measures involved, Cadmus engineering staff 
will decide if an on-site visit is required for verification of measure installation and CEI, 
or if a telephone interview will be sufficient.  

4. If an on-site visit is deemed necessary, Cadmus will coordinate with the NEEA 
Evaluation Manager and the local utility to set up the visit.  

5. Following data collection, either from on-site visits or the telephone interviews, Cadmus 
engineering staff will develop a response to the implementation team’s savings claims 
that outline, in detail, the amount of savings that could be validated based on available 
data. 

Cadmus and the NEEA Evaluation Manager will collaborate closely to ensure the evaluation 
approach dovetails with the implementation team’s process to ensure a rigorous and defensible 
validation of savings.  

Assessment of 2008 Savings Claims 
As part of the first phase of implementing the new approach to documenting, claiming, and 
validating savings, the Initiative provided Cadmus with 20 formal savings claim memoranda in 
late December 2008. As noted, each savings claim contains a bottom-up analysis and in eight 
cases, the savings claims also included the statistical top-down analysis.  

Cadmus has completed its initial review of the savings claims. We found the bottom-up analysis 
generally well documented and comprehensive. As such, we believe that the provided 
information and referenced supporting documents will be sufficient to form at least a starting 
point for our upcoming validation work. Our review of the top-down (statistical) reports, on the 
other hand, identified several problems. 

1. Of the 20 sites, the analyses suggested electric savings for four plants, gas savings for one 
plant, and both electric and gas savings for another two plants. The estimated energy 
savings ranged between less than 1 percent to over 13 percent of the plant’s base 
consumption. 

2. Of the 20 sites analyzed, two plants showed increases in consumption in the post period, 
ranging from 1 percent to 50 percent of base consumption. The models for eleven of the 
plants showed no statistically quantifiable savings. 

3. Cadmus applied four evaluation criteria40 to judge the statistical reliability of the 
results.41 Application of the criteria resulted in only three (representing 2 sites) of the 

                                                 
40 1) Was the regression model properly specified? 2) Are the savings estimates plausible given our knowledge 

about the plant? 3) Did the analysis involve sensitivity and robustness checks? If so, are the estimated savings 
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seven models predicting energy savings scoring at least a three (out of a maximum of 
four). Based on the definition of the scale, a score of three indicates a moderate level of 
confidence in the reliability and accuracy of the savings estimate and the model deriving 
it. None of the models satisfied all of the four reliability criteria.   

For the purpose of validating the Initiative’s savings claims, Cadmus included the savings claims 
from the two sites with a score of 3. Review of the top-down and bottom-up savings claims 
indicated that the top-down savings claim exceeded that of the bottom-up analysis for only one 
of the two sites. Cadmus will include top-down savings estimate for this site in our formal 
validation process. For the other site, Cadmus will validate the bottom-up savings claim. We will 
review this savings claim and present our findings at the end of March 2009.  

Notwithstanding the consideration of one of the top-down savings claims for validation, the 
results from our initial review of the 20 top-down savings analyses causes us to doubt the 
applicability of the regression technique to estimate savings at the individual plant level. The 
validity of the savings estimates depends on the quality and availability of relevant data at a high 
level of resolution and the model’s ability to accurately account for all factors affecting changes 
in energy consumption between the baseline and treatment period beyond the effects related to 
production, weather, and energy efficiency measures, currently included in the models to 
estimate savings at the 20 plants. In most cases, Cadmus found evidence of specification error 
most commonly characterized by omitted explanatory variables.  

An additional challenge in application of the regression approach is that the technique may not 
be precise enough to capture the relatively small savings at the end-use or measure level 
compared to total energy consumption at the plant. This problem could possibly be addressed 
through pre and post-implementation metering at the end-use level, but this may not be feasible 
for O&M practices affecting multiple systems and end uses.    

Moreover, due to the fact that savings from IEA measures generally constitute a relatively small 
fraction of total plant energy consumption, even if the regression analysis is carried out 
flawlessly, the savings estimates appear plausible and robust, and there are no obvious omitted 
variables, it is questionable whether the approach can provide a reliable and consistent basis for 
quantification of savings at the plant level.  

It is likely that an alternative specification, based on a statistically adjusted engineering (SAE) 
specification would prove better suited for this purpose. The application of the SAE model 
requires robust ex ante estimates of savings for each measure adopted or implemented at every 
plant. These estimates should become available if initial estimates of savings are produced as 
part of the proposed new implementation procedures discussed in part (3) above.   

                                                                                                                                                             
robust to changes in model specification? 4) Were variables affecting energy consumption omitted from the 
baseline or treatment period?  

41 Based on these criteria, Cadmus determined whether we had “no confidence”, “low confidence”, “moderate 
confidence”, or “high confidence” in the savings estimates. For us to have “high confidence”, the analysis had to 
address adequately each of the above questions. For us to have “moderate confidence” in the estimates, three of 
the criteria had to be addressed, etc.     
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 In summary, Cadmus considers the application of a regression technique in this context a 
conceptually valid approach in general. However, in light of the problems discussed above, the 
inconsistencies in model specifications, and the results, we question the suitability of this 
approach for estimating savings at the plant level.   

4. Update on Realization Rate of Future Expected Savings Potential 

In MPER #4, which compiled the 2007 savings, Cadmus reported a total of 6.11 aMW of 
“future” energy savings. These savings were from 13 plants that reported projects in progress or 
in the pipeline. The amount of savings was relatively large but uncertain. To assess the current 
status of these future savings and the likelihood of their implementation, NEEA requested that 
Cadmus conduct a document review and phone interviews with all 13 sites and report their 
progress on measure installation. 

Analysis of the updated information gathered during November 2008 resulted in the following 
findings relative to the 6.11 aMW of “future savings”:  

• Cadmus validated 1.6 aMW or 26% of future savings reported in MPER#4; 

• All validated savings were for facilities at engagement levels 3 or 4, suggesting these 
savings are associated with CEI; 

• Cadmus confirmed that 21% remain as “future” (or unrealized) savings; and 

• Cadmus was not able to contact sites representing 36%; therefore, their status is 
unknown.42 

Table 2 shows the total validated savings for 2006 and 2007, which were previously published in 
MPER #4, as well as savings validated in 2008.  

 

                                                 
42 These do not add to 100% as some projects were not completed and some were completed but details changed 

about the projects, thus changing the original savings estimates. 
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Table 2: Total Validated First Year Savings by Category 

Validated Electric Savings (aMW) Validated Gas Savings (therms) 

  O&M 

Incented 
Capital 

Projects  

Un-incented 
Capital 

Projects  
Electric 

Total O&M 

Incented 
Capital 

Projects 

Un-incented 
Capital 

Projects Gas Total

2006 0.27 0.66 0.01 0.94 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

2007 0.25 0.13 0.29 0.67 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

2008 (To Date) 0.48 1.11 0.005 1.59 68,750 0 975,664 1,044,414 

TOTAL  1.00 1.90 0.30 3.20 68,750 0 975,664 1,044,414 

Note: 2006 and 2007 Gas Savings were not tracked 

The data further indicate projects partially or fully financed by utility incentives accounted for 
the bulk of electric savings. 

In conclusion, based on our analysis of the 2008 savings data available to date, Cadmus was able 
to validate 1.59 aMW. Cadmus anticipates the total savings estimate for 2008 will increase 
further as we conduct our review of the Initiative’s savings claims in the spring of 2009.  

To identify characteristics common to plants generating energy savings as a result of engagement 
with the Initiative, Cadmus has been conducting analyses of the available data. Although the 
2008 savings data are arguably still very limited, our initial results suggest single product-
production (particularly potatoes), utility involvement, and being part of a multi-plant facility are 
shared characteristics among facilities with validated energy savings. Once more data become 
available in early 2009, Cadmus will revisit this analysis and provide an updated set of 
characteristics to NEEA. Regardless, we recommend the 2009 evaluation activities include a 
TAFU survey specifically targeted to identify common characteristics of facilities generating 
savings.  

5. Savings Update  

The Initiative has a goal of saving the region 20 aMW of energy by 2010. As shown in Table 2, 
Cadmus has validated a total of 3.2 aMW in electric and 1044,414 therms in gas savings for 
2006 through 2008. Starting in December 2008, the Initiative provided Cadmus with a large 
number of savings claims spanning the three historical years as well as future expected savings. 
In an effort to categorize Initiative savings by certainty and level of rigor, Cadmus developed 6 
categories:   

• Verified: Savings evaluated using a recognized methodology (e.g., International 
Performance Measurement & Verification Protocol [IPMVP] 2008). NEEA does not 
provide verification; at this time, only utilities conduct formal monitoring and verification 
(M&V) procedures. Therefore, no verification results were considered for this evaluation. 
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• Validated: Savings evaluated through a site visit and a review of calculations, or through 
a professional assessment. In some cases, validation may qualify as M&V. For the 
purposes of this update, the validated savings reflect all savings validated by Cadmus for 
2006 through 2008. In a number of cases, the Initiative has provided Cadmus with 
savings claims that differ from those validated by Cadmus. We care currently in the 
process of reviewing these new savings claims to determine their basis and legitimacy.  

• Claimed: Energy savings quantified by the implementation team, but not yet verified or 
validated. 

• Future Committed: Savings the evaluation contractor expects will be achieved within 
the next two years, and are already in progress or at least have a defined budget allocated 
by the customer. Due to the number of future savings measures submitted by the 
Initiative in December 2008 and January 2009, Cadmus has not completed its review of 
the necessary documents to ascertain which future measures would meet the criteria for 
the committed category. Therefore, for the purpose of this document, Cadmus has 
assigned all future savings to either the planned or other category.  

• Future Planned: Similar to committed saving, except the firm has not allocated budget 
and completion is not expected within 24 months. For the purpose of this document, 
Cadmus assigned all future savings claims to this category unless insufficient 
documentation and/or missing information made it unlikely that Cadmus would be able to 
review the savings claim.  

To provide further detail on the type of savings measure (O&M or capital), Cadmus reports each 
category’s savings by O&M and capital savings. Figure 3 presents an overview the final savings 
categories used by Cadmus.. 

Figure 3: Overview of Savings Categories 

 

Table 3 presents an overview of the electric savings by category, market, and type.  
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Table 3: Summary of 2006 – 2008 Electric Savings (aMW) for Food Processing and Pulp and Paper 
Facilities43  

  Validated 
Savings  

Claimed 
Savings  

Future 
Savings  

Food Processing       
     O&M 0.77 0.26 0.04 
     Capital  1.93 1.46 0.50 
     Total  2.69 1.72 0.54 
Pulp & Paper    
     O&M 0.12 0.48 0.01 
     Capital  0.22 0.11 0.49 
     Total  0.34 0.60 0.50 
Grand Total  3.03 2.32 1.04 

 

Table 4 presents the same savings overview for gas savings. 
 

Table 4: Summary of 2008 Gas Savings (therms) 

  Validated 
Savings  

Claimed 
Savings  

Future 
Savings  

Food Processing       
     O&M 68,750 4,196 0 
     Capital  975,664 229,620 88,560 
     Total  1,044,414 233,816 88,560 
Pulp & Paper       
     O&M 0 0 0 
     Capital  0 0 100,000 
     Total  0 0 100,000 
Grand Total  1,044,414 233,816 188,560 

 

Cadmus is currently in the process of collecting and reviewing documents related to the 
measures captured in the claimed and future categories. Starting with the measures in the 
claimed category, Cadmus will attempt to validate savings using available documentation and/or 
telephone interviews. For a small subset of sites, Cadmus anticipates conducting in-person site 
visits to validate savings claims. Based on our initial review of the available data, we anticipate 
completing on-site visits for approximately six to eight sites during Q1 2009. Based on our 
findings, Cadmus will provide an updated savings report by the end of March 2009. 

                                                 
43 This table reports saving from only the food processing and pulp and paper markets, while Table 2 includes 0.17 

aMW of validated savings from facilities outside the target markets.  
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6. Update on Market Progress Assessments 

As documented in its logic models, the Initiative has the goals of engaging 13% of the large44 
food processor market and ten pulp and paper mills in CEI by the end of 2009. In MPER#4, 
Cadmus presented an update on market progress and market penetration rates. While the data for 
the pulp and paper industry (production capacity) were readily available and straightforward, the 
market share percentages for the food processing industry (based on employment) and thus the 
definition of the target market overall were based on estimates developed by the implementation 
team. At the time of MPER#4, Cadmus was not able to validate these estimates, and thus was not 
able to speak to their reasonableness.  

In light of this issue, Cadmus conducted a detailed review of the market penetration rates for 
both markets using confirmable data. The findings from our analysis indicate there were no 
major changes in market penetration rates compared to those reported in MPER#4.  

Specifically, the data indicate the Initiative is still exceeding its market penetration goal in the 
food processing market, with 20% of market engaged in CEI, while engagement from pulp and 
paper mills (four mills) is sufficiently below levels where achievement of the 2009 goal is 
unlikely. 

The methodology for determining market penetration was similar to that used in MPER#4. For 
the pulp and paper market, market share was defined as the number of plants at an engagement 
level of 3 or higher. For food processing, the percent of market penetration was equal to the 
number of employees at plants at a level 3 engagement or higher, divided by the total number of 
employees in the target market (all food processing companies with more than 250 employees). 
This year’s market data were provided from NEEA-funded research, conducted by Globalwise. 
Based on these data, the total food processing market size, expressed in number of employees in 
regional facilities, was approximately 265 employees more than estimates used in MPER#4. The 
increase in the market size, the denominator, resulted in a minimal decrease in the overall market 
share percentages. IEA still exceeds its goal of penetrating 13% of the total market, and is 
currently engaging 20% of the market. Figure 3 presents an overview of the progression of 
market penetration and facility engagement for the food processing market.  

                                                 
44 More than 250 employees in the region. 
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Figure 3. Food Processing Market Penetration, by Percentage of Employees 

 

As of October 2008, the Initiative was engaged with four mills (14% of the market) at a level 3 
or higher (Figure 4). After remaining static from July 2006 to January 2008 with three engaged 
mills, IEA has increased its market share in July 2008 by one mill. However, the goal of reaching 
ten mills by 2009 remains unlikely.  
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Figure 4. Pulp and Paper Market Penetration, by Number of Plants 

 

Based on these data, Cadmus maintains its position documented in MPER#4 that the Initiative 
has met its market penetration goal in the food processing market, but remains unlikely that it 
will do the same in the pulp and paper market. 
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Appendix B: Market Characterization Memorandum 



 

The Cadmus Group, Inc. 
720 SW Washington Street, Portland, OR 97205  Telephone: 503.228.2992  Fax: 503.228.3696 

An Employee-Owned Company 
www.cadmusgroup.com 

Date: December 10, 2008 

To: Robert Russell 

From: Kerstin Rock, Crispin Wong, and Jessica Aiona 

Re: 2008 Market Characterization Update for the Northwest Pulp and   
Paper and Food Processing Markets 

 

Introduction 
As part of our ongoing evaluation of the Industrial Initiative, Cadmus has reported on the state of 
pulp and paper and food processing markets. Initial industry characteristics, such as energy use, 
employment, and energy efficiency opportunities were reported in MPER#1. Building on the 
initial market characterization, MPER #2, #3, and #4 presented updates on current market 
situations and trends relevant to the two targeted markets. 

Based on data collected for the fourth market progress evaluation report (MPER #4), Cadmus 
reached the conclusions that the food processing market appears to be receptive to energy 
efficiency promotion, specifically Continuous Energy Improvement (CEI), but the pulp and 
paper market appears to be relatively more challenging. These conclusions were based on a 
variety of data including: market progress indicators; validated and future expected energy 
savings; feedback from industrial end users, utilities, and market partners; as well as available 
data on the market situation and trends.  

In order to provide NEEA’s Board of Directors with the most up-to-date information, NEEA 
requested that Cadmus collect additional data and, based on these updated data, render an 
opinion as to the receptivity of the respective target markets to CEI. In response to this request, 
Cadmus conducted a number of data collection and review activities. This memorandum 
documents our findings for the market characterization. It is important to note that the data 
presented here are designed to provide an update on the current market conditions only and 
should be viewed in combination with the market characterization information presented in 
previous MPERs.  

Research Approach 

In support of this market characterization update, Cadmus completed primary and secondary 
research including the following:  
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• Interviews with utility representatives as part of the 2008 utility survey;1 
• Interviews with market partner2 (n=3) and trade allies3 (n=2); 
• Review of industry publications, journals, and websites; 
• Review regional and national newspapers. 

Interviews with the non-utility market partners were based on the utility interview guide.   

Pulp and Paper 
The Northwest pulp and paper industry consists of 28 operating plants, with approximately half 
of the plants headquartered outside the Northwest region. Pulp and paper is an energy intensive 
industry4 and is also characterized by its capital intensity—the Washington Department of Labor 
reports that the pulp and paper industry utilizes seven times more capital assets per employee 
than the average capital asset use across the entire manufacturing sector.5 In the past, Cadmus 
has found that Northwest pulp and paper producers face a competitive market with a high rate of 
plant ownership turnover and lay-offs. The following sections cover industry energy efficiency, 
market composition, trends in employment, production levels, input costs, and finally future 
trends.  

Energy Efficiency Trends 

In general, most of the interviewed market partners maintained that pulp and paper producers 
face a highly competitive market with two of the interviewed market partners/trade allies 
considering the market to be in decline. As such, their main focus is staying competitive in the 
tight market. As one market partner phrased it: “given the choice between improving energy 
efficiency or increasing product output, they will choose product output.”  

When asked about the market barriers facing regional pulp and paper mills, market partners and 
trade allies most commonly cited lack of capital. A majority of utility survey respondents (6 of 
10) cited lack of staff and capital resources. Though, in cases where capital is available for 
improvements, rising energy prices are making energy projects a higher priority.6 Industry 
statistics indicate that capital spending is expected to drop as profitability tightens and product 
demand drops.7 Based on data gathered from market partner and trade ally interviews, this trend 
appears to hold true in the Northwest as well. One of the trade allies working directly with pulp 
and paper producers cited a notable change in mill upgrade practices. Specifically, in the past, 

                                                 
1 See Memorandum: Key Finding From the 2008 Utility Survey for a full summary.  
2 Cadmus conducted interviews with the Energy Trust of Oregon, Oregon Department of Energy, and Idaho 

Department of Energy.  
3 Both trade allies were engineering firms providing services to pulp and paper manufacturers. 
4 World Resources Institute. Trees in the Greenhouse. June 2008. 
5 Washington Department of Labor “Pulp and Paper Industry” http://www.wa.gov/esd/lmea 

/sprepts/indprof/pulp.htm 
6 News Scan. “Capital Spending Expected to Drop,” Pulp and Paper, August 2008.  
7 News Scan. “Capital Spending Expected to Drop,” Pulp and Paper, August 2008.  



 

MPER#5 of NEEA’s Industrial Initiative 58 
 
 

mills would go off-line for a couple weeks in December to upgrade and maintain equipment. 
According to the trade ally’s information, this year many of the mills his firm works with are 
going off-line without investing in upgrades and maintenance8 

Another trade ally reported observing a change in the business models of many Northwest mills. 
Historically, ownership and operation of mills belonged to companies and individuals focused 
only on pulp and paper making, and traditionally, they would earmark a portion of profits for 
ongoing upgrades and capital projects at their facilities. Over the past few years, a number of 
Northwest mills have been sold to investment groups that purchase the mills on credit. In such 
cases, profits tend to be put toward paying down debt instead of making capital investments.    

Market Composition 

As mentioned in MPER #4, the Northwest pulp and paper industry has been affected by multiple 
changes in ownership and mill closures over the past couple years. Figure 3 provides a summary 
of regional consolidations and closures over the past two years. As a result, many of these 
transactions have resulted in the mills being sold to companies and investment groups 
headquartered outside the region. Approximately 50 percent of mills are owned by companies 
headquartered outside the Northwest. Appendix A provides a summary table of Northwest mill 
ownership. The majority of Northwest mills are owned by publicly-owned corporations, 
followed by private corporations and private conglomerates. Table 14 shows the number of 
regional mills under each ownership classification. 

Table 14. Frequency of Northwest Mill Ownership Type 
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8 Interview with trade ally. 
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Table 15. Acquisitions and Closures In the Northwest Pulp and Paper Market 

 

Employment  

In the past few months, a significant number of Northwest pulp and paper plants have shed jobs 
and/or curtailed production:  

a. Boise, Inc. stopped pulp production, curtailed paper production, and laid-off 300 
workers at its St. Helens plant in November while it restructures its regional assets.9 
After restructuring, they expect to retain 170 employees.10  

b. Longview Fibre laid-off 90 workers and cut paper production at the end of October.11  

c. International Paper shut down a paper machine and laid-off 40 workers at their 
Albany plant in early October. International Paper plans to reevaluate production 
levels in 2009.12  

                                                 
9 Frank, Ryan. “ Boise Laying Off 300 at St. Helen’s Mill,” The Oregonian. Nov. 18, 2008. 
http://www.oregonlive.com/business/index.ssf/2008/11/boise_laying_off_300_at_st_hel.html 

10 Frank, Ryan. “ Boise Laying Off 300 at St. Helen’s Mill,” The Oregonian. Nov. 18, 2008. 
http://www.oregonlive.com/business/index.ssf/2008/11/boise_laying_off_300_at_st_hel.html 

11 AP Wire. “Longview Fibre Laying Off 90,” The Seattle Times. October 21, 2008. 
http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/businesstechnology/2008294813_webfibre21.html 

12 Lathrop, Steve. “Albany Mill to Cut 40 Workers,” Albany Democrat Herald. October 2, 2008. 
http://www.democratherald.com/articles/2008/10/02/news/local/4aaa02_jobs.txt 
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d. Weyerhaeuser announced in August that they plan to cut 1,500 corporate level jobs 
over an 18-month period; 1,000 of the job cuts will impact their Federal Way 
headquarters.13  

e. Evergreen Pulp, a Northern California mill, temporarily shut down its pulp mill in 
October due to weak demand.14 In the same month, its parent company sold the mill 
to another investment company to take care of the mill’s debt.15 Evergreen had 
expressed interest in purchasing Weyerhaeuser’s inactive Cosmopolis mill in 
conjunction with Gray’s Harbor PUD earlier in the year, but these recent events might 
halt the acquisition.16  

These recent lay-offs illustrate concrete examples of the decreasing employment trends reported 
on both the regional and national (Table 16)17 levels. For instance, industry employment in 
Washington is estimated to decline 3.5 percent from 2000-2010, while Oregon employment is 
expected to decrease around 12 percent from 2004-2014. While pulp and paper is not a large 
market presence in Idaho and Montana, the few mills in both states are expected to lose jobs over 
the next couple years.18  

Table 16. Employment in the US Pulp and Paper Industry (1998-2008) 

100

120

140

160

180

200

220

Ja
n‐
98

Ja
n‐
99

Ja
n‐
00

Ja
n‐
01

Ja
n‐
02

Ja
n‐
03

Ja
n‐
04

Ja
n‐
05

Ja
n‐
06

Ja
n‐
07

Ja
n‐
08

Em
pl
oy

m
en

t 
(1
00

0s
)

 
Source: CPBIS Data Center, http://www.cpbis.gatech.edu/resources/datacenter/index.htm 

                                                 
13 Virgin, Bill. “Weyerhaeuser Slashing 1,000 Jobs At Federal Way Headquarters,” Seattle Post-Intelligencer. 

August 6, 2008.  http://seattlepi.nwsource.com/business/373624_weyerhaeuserearns06.html 
14 Tracy, Vivian. “Evergreen Pulp Temporarily Shuts Down Plant Operations,” The Eureka Reporter. October 8, 

2008. http://www.timberbuysell.com/Community/DisplayNews.asp?id=3575 
15 Driscoll, John. “Chinese Company Sells Evergreen Pulp,” The Times-Standard. October 18, 2008. 

http://www.times-standard.com/ci_10754199 
16 Nesheim, Leif. “Pulp Mill Picture Gets Muddier,” The Daily World. October 7, 2008.  
17 The Center for Paper Business and Industry Studies. http://www.cpbis.gatech.edu/ 

resources/datacenter/index.htm 
18 Research Into Action. Memorandum. RE: Pulp and Paper Industry Trends. October 13, 2008. 
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Production Levels 

Like employment, data indicate that pulp and paper production has decreased over the past ten 
years. Table 17 displays the industrial production index from January 1998 to October 2008, 
with 2002 as the reference year (2002 Production Index = 100). In recent months, production has 
fallen; this trend is expected to continue in the coming months due primarily to the weakening 
economy.   

Table 17. US Industrial Production Index for Pulp, Paper, and Paperboard 
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Source: CPBIS Data Center, http://www.cpbis.gatech.edu/resources/datacenter/index.htm 

In general, the recessive economy has led to a drop in demand for most forest products. 
Conversely, a weak US dollar has reduced the competitiveness of imports against US products.19 
Overall paper and paperboard production is down, with a 0.9 percent year-to-date (YTD) 
decline.20 Uncoated paper and newsprint have taken the hardest hits, with a YTD decline of 5.2 
and 4.7 percent, respectively. 

The tissue market is currently one of the only growing forest product segments. The tissue 
market has expanded 2.1 percent annually over the last ten years and has grown 4.6 percent 
annually in the rest of the world.21 Demand for tissue products in North America is expected to 
increase 1.2 percent annually over the next three years, growing by 93,000 tonnes annually. The 
main factors driving demand are: future economic growth, population growth, quality upgrading 

                                                 
19 McIntyre, Bruce. “Controlling Costs Remains Key in Tough Market,” Paper Age. July/August 2008; 36. 
20 Month In Statistics. “North American Stats,” Pulp and Paper. October 2008; 9.  
21 Kalil, Brad. “Tissue Market Continues to Grow,” Pulp and Paper. October 2008; 24-26 
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and innovation, and substitution effects.22 Tissue production makes up approximately 12 percent 
of the Northwest’s total paper and paperboard production capacity.23 

Cost of Inputs 

Both market partners and industry publications cite the rising price of inputs, specifically for 
virgin fiber and fuel, as a significant concern for pulp and paper producers.24,25,26 The high cost 
of fiber/wood chips played a role in the recent decisions to scale-back production for some 
Northwest mills.27, 28 Though national second quarter revenues for this industry were up due to 
higher prices and higher volume sales, profit margins were not affected greatly because the cost 
of inputs squeezed margins.29  

In contrast to virgin fiber, the cost of recycled paper has fallen over the past six months due to a 
decrease in global demand.30 In particular, an increase in shipping costs has curtailed exports to 
China, and mills are looking to source paper locally instead of shipping from overseas.31 In the 
Northwest, recycled paper may be abundant and cheap but other challenges are arising as 
regional municipalities switch to single-stream recycle collection. One market partner mentioned 
that due to an increase in co-mingled recycling, mills often receive recycled paper with non-
trivial amounts of glass and plastic incorporated into the load – even after the recyclables have 
gone through an initial sorting. It requires extra time and effort to separate the materials, store 
them onsite, and pay for a disposal service to haul the remaining waste to a landfill.  

Future Trends 

In addition to ever tightening competition and increasing costs of raw materials, a major future 
impact the industry will face is increasing regulation and social pressure related to climate 
change and environmental stewardship. In an effort to analyze potential climate change 
regulation impacts, World Resources Institute (WRI), in its recent report Trees in the 
Greenhouse, provides an extensive summary of the challenges and opportunities climate change 

                                                 
22 Kalil, Brad. “Tissue Market Continues to Grow,” Pulp and Paper. October 2008; 24-26 
23 Estimated using Lockwood Post Directory production data and RIA’s spreadsheet. 
24 Market Partner interviews. November 2008. 
25 McIntyre, Bruce. “Controlling Costs Remains Key in Tough Market,” Paper Age. July/August 2008; 36. 
26 News Scan. “Costs Grip US Pulp, Paper Sector,” Pulp and Paper. October 2008; 5. 
27 Frank, Ryan. “ Boise Laying Off 300 at St. Helen’s Mill,” The Oregonian. Nov. 18, 2008. 

http://www.oregonlive.com/business/index.ssf/2008/11/boise_laying_off_300_at_st_hel.html 
28 Lathrop, Steve. “Albany Mill to Cut 40 Workers,” Albany Democrat Herald. October 2, 2008. 

http://www.democratherald.com/articles/2008/10/02/news/local/4aaa02_jobs.txt 
29 News Scan. “Costs Grip US Pulp, Paper Sector,” Pulp and Paper. October 2008; 5. 
30Taylor, Brad. “Continental Congress,” Recycling Today, November 18, 2008. 

http://www.recyclingtoday.com/articles/article.asp?Id=7577&SubCatID=11&CatID=3 
31 Paper Commodity Report. Recycling Today. July 7, 2008. 

http://www.recyclingtoday.com/articles/article.asp?Id=7266&SubCatID=26&CatID=3 
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poses for the forest products industry.32 WRI specifically highlights opportunities for pulp and 
paper producers through new markets and products and competitive advantages against carbon-
intensive materials such as metals and plastics.  

Another issue likely to impact the industry in a significant way is US energy policy and an 
increase in biofuel sourcing. For instance, the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 
calls for a significant increase in biofuels for transportation and requires that, by 2016, the fuel 
targets be met by advanced biofuels (e.g., cellulosic fuels), which are commonly made from 
wood fiber and barley.33 As WRI notes, cellulosic biofuels have the potential to help and hurt the 
forest products industry. While some mills may be able to produce biofuels with their existing 
plant infrastructure,34 biofuels can also increase competition for low-value wood and fiber, thus 
driving prices higher.35  

One of the opportunities identified by the WRI report is the use of biorefinery projects to assist 
mills with the internal production of energy. Packaging Corp of America (PCA) in Michigan 
recently started a $20 million biorefinery at a mill to produce methane from a byproduct of the 
pulp cooking process, decreasing their reliance on natural gas. The biorefinery is expected to 
produce $10 million in annual savings, mainly due to decreased energy costs. One of the 
interviewed trade allies indicated that SP Newsprint, located in Newberg, OR, is replacing a 
natural gas boiler with a biofuel unit.  

Food Processing 
The Northwest food processing industry, concentrated primarily in Oregon, Washington and 
Idaho, encompasses a wide variety of producers, from small independent firms with low output 
to large multi-site facilities with headquarters outside the region. There are approximately 440 
companies in the region with a total of 524 plants; 139 plants (26 percent) belong to the 
Northwest Food Processors Association (NWFPA).36 Northwest food processors predominately 
produce fruit and vegetable food products; though, dairy, bakery, meat, and seafood products are 
also produced in the Northwest.37 The following sections give additional details on the following 
current issues in the food processing industry: energy efficiency trends, commodity prices, 
migrant worker issues, employment trends, and current marketing trends. 

                                                 
32 World Resources Institute. Trees in the Greenhouse. June 2008. 
33 CRS Report for Congress. “Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007: A Summary of Major Provisions.” 
December 21, 2007.  
34 World Resources Institute. Trees in the Greenhouse. June 2008. 
35 World Resources Institute. Trees in the Greenhouse. June 2008. 
36 Globalwise, Inc. “Major Findings of Interviews and Data Analysis: Food Processors and In-Plant Energy use in 

Idaho, Montana, Oregon & Washington.” October 15, 2008. 
37 Ibid. 
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Energy Efficiency Trends  

Food processors nationally consume large quantities of natural gas—over 61 percent of their 
energy consumption is natural gas, versus 20 percent for electric.38 Coal and other fuels make up 
the remaining 19 percent of fuel consumption. In recent survey of Northwest food processors, the 
majority of respondents (24 of 35 plants) reported that natural gas makes up more than 50 
percent of their plant’s energy consumption.39  

Currently investments in energy efficiency are not a top priority for food processors according to 
utility survey respondents, with only two of 11 utilities citing such investments as a high priority. 
However, the NWFPA, spurred by rising energy costs, recently set goals to decrease energy 
intensity in the food processing industry over the next 20 years. The NWFPA aims to reduce 
member-wide energy intensity by 25 percent in 10 years and 50 percent in 20 years. Participation 
in this initiative is voluntary, though the NWFPA plans to heavily promote energy reduction 
goals among members. The NWFPA has devoted considerable resources to assist its members 
with energy efficiency projects. This effort will be facilitated by a shift in attitude toward energy 
efficiency, as noted by several utilities during the Utility Survey. Respondents specifically noted 
that food processors are moving energy efficiency up their priority list as they become more 
aware of the link between energy efficiency, climate change, and “going green.” 

Cost of Inputs 

As reported in previous MPERs, commodity prices have been rising and constraining food 
processors’ already tight margins. Corn, rice, wheat and soybeans all, at minimum, doubled in 
price from the 2005/2006 marketing year to 2008, according to the USDA.40 In comparison, 
overall fruit and vegetable input prices have increased by approximately 20 percent in the same 
time period.41 Table 18 displays prices over the past year for wheat, corn, rice, and soybeans. 
Prices have come down slightly since summer price increases. In order to cope with extreme 
price increases food processors have had to raise prices and, in some cases, change ingredients42 

                                                 
38 “Economic and Energy Impacts of Food Processing in the Northwest.” Draft Report for the NWFPA. Fall 2008. 
39 Globalwise, Inc. “Major Findings of Interviews and Data Analysis: Food Processors and In-Plant Energy use in 

Idaho, Montana, Oregon & Washington.” October 15, 2008. 
40 The United States Department of Agriculture Economic Research Service. Agricultural Outlook: Statistical 

Indicators. http://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/agoutlook/aotables/2008/10Oct/aotab36.xls (Accessed 
11/21/08). 

41 Economic Research Service, US Department of Agriculture. “Table 7 Producer Price Indices (Crude Materials: 
Fruits, Melons, Fresh/Dry Veg. & Nuts).” Agricultural Outlook: Statistical Indicators. November 2008. Note we 
report an aggregate fruit and vegetable index; individual fruit and vegetable prices may fluctuate. 

42 Jargon, Julie. “Food Makers Scrimp on Ingredients In an Effort to Fatten Their Profits,” The Wall Street Journal. 
Aug. 23, 2008. http://0-proquest.umi.com.catalog.multcolib.org/pqdweb?did=1538022941&Fmt= 
3&clientId=11892&RQT=309&VName=PQD 
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and reduce package sizes.43 The Wall Street Journal estimates that grocery prices have increased 
7.6 percent from September 2007 to October 2008.44 

Table 18. Commodity prices from November 2007 to August 2008 
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Some food processors (e.g., Kraft, Heinz, Hormel), though, have posted significant profits in the 
current economic climate.45,46 This trend has emerged because food processors can pass the 
majority of their costs on to the consumer and demand for food products has risen as fewer 
people eat out at restaurants. However, this strategy may only work for bigger food processors 
that have a large share of the market and strong name recognition.47 

                                                 
43 Martin, Andrew. “Ate a Whole Pint? Check Again,” The New York Times. Sep. 14, 2008. http://0-

proquest.umi.com.catalog.multcolib.org/pqdweb?did=1554308171&Fmt=3&clientId=11892&RQT=309&VNa
me=PQD 

44 Etter, Lauren et al. “Food Companies Keep Prices High Even as Commodity Costs Tumble,” The Wall Street 
Journal. Oct. 17, 2008. http://0-proquest.umi.com.catalog.multcolib.org/pqdweb?did=1576167591&Fmt=4& 
clientId=11892&RQT=309&VName=PQD 

45 Reuters. “Rising Prices and Buffett Stake Bolster Food Company Shares,” The New York Times. Feb. 16, 2008. 
http://0-proquest.umi.com.catalog.multcolib.org/pqdweb?did=1429988181&Fmt=3& 
clientId=11892&RQT=309&VName=PQD 

46 The Associated Press. “Food Makers Report Profits As Eating In Gains Favor,” The New York Times. Jul. 29, 
2008. http://0-proquest.umi.com.catalog.multcolib.org/pqdweb?did=1519386931&Fmt=3& 
clientId=11892&RQT=309&VName=PQD 

47 Etter, Lauren et al. “Food Companies Keep Prices High Even as Commodity Costs Tumble,” The Wall Street 
Journal. Oct. 17, 2008. http://0-proquest.umi.com.catalog.multcolib.org/ 
pqdweb?did=1576167591&Fmt=4&clientId=11892&RQT=309&VName=PQD 
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Employment  

In addition to the rising commodity and production costs, recent concerns regarding immigration 
and migrant worker policies have the potential to impact food processors through higher labor 
costs, increased competition for low-cost workers, and increased input prices. In June 2006, the 
Department of Homeland Security proposed a “no match” rule supplementing existing 
legislation that sends “no-match” letters to individuals and their employers when W-2 social 
security numbers do not match the Social Security Administration’s records. The supplemental 
legislation would establish that employers who receive “no-match” letters and do not follow 
specific steps to determine employment eligibility will be subject to safe harboring laws by the 
US Immigration and Customs Enforcement. This rule has been stalled in the US District Court 
for the Northern District of California since October 2007, but the Department of Homeland 
Security has issued a Supplemental Final Rule, as of October 2008, and is requesting the rule be 
implemented.48 

In addition, many states have made stricter immigration laws. For example, as of July 2008 
anyone applying for a driver’s license in Oregon must provide proof of citizenship and a valid 
social security number.49 In many cases a drivers license or a state ID card are necessary to gain 
employment, therefore this law effectively decreases the employee pool across the state. 

Food processors are likely to feel the impact of immigration laws primarily through the cost of 
labor and the competition for low-cost employees. Additionally, the reduction of migrant 
workers in the agricultural sector can affect the supply and price of several crops, compounding 
the negative impact on the food processing industry. A decrease in the agricultural migrant 
worker population may cause farmers to plant fewer crops, mechanize their harvesting processes, 
or move away from growing labor intensive crops, such as cherries and pears.50 These changes 
could affect the supply of key inputs for the food processing industry as well as raise prices. 
Additionally, the shortage of laborers may create competition among the food processing, 
farming, and hospitality industries, causing food processors to increase wages or scale back 
operations.51 

Overall, the Northwest food processing industry has seen a decline in employment in the past 
decade, though employment levels have stabilized since 2005 throughout the region. It is also 

                                                 
48 The Department of Homeland Security. DHS Issues Supplemental Final Rule with Guidance For Employers Who 

Receive Social Security 'No-Match' Letters. Oct. 23, 2008. 
http://www.dhs.gov/xnews/releases/pr_1224771455239.shtm (Accessed 11/19/08) 

49 Bermudez, Esmeralda. “Migrant measures bring bushels of labor trouble,” The Oregonian. Jun. 22, 2008. 
http://docs.newsbank.com/s/InfoWeb/aggdocs/NewsBank/1218889B30DF8D08/0D10F2CADB4B24C0 

50 Brunstein, Joshua. “Migrant Workers in Short Supply,” The New York Times. May 27, 2008. http://0-
proquest.umi.com.catalog.multcolib.org/pqdweb?did=1484952001&Fmt=3&clientId=11892&RQT=309&VNa
me=PQD 

51 Bermudez, Esmeralda. “Migrant measures bring bushels of labor trouble,” The Oregonian. Jun. 22, 2008. 
http://docs.newsbank.com/s/InfoWeb/aggdocs/NewsBank/1218889B30DF8D08/0D10F2CADB4B24C0 
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important to note that labor productivity has increased, with a 26 percent increase in output per 
worker from 1996-2006.52 

In Idaho, food manufacturing accounted for 14,800 annual average employees between 2005 and 
2007. As illustrated in Table 19, this is a decrease from 2003-2004 employment and an even 
more dramatic decrease from 1998-2002. Employment levels in 2008 are on track to be slightly 
lower than 2007 levels, with an average of 14,475 food processing jobs in Idaho through August 
2008, compared to 14,850 through August 2007.53 

Table 19. Idaho Food Manufacturing Employment, 1998-2008 
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Washington food manufacturing employment has followed trends similar to Idaho’s.  Food 
manufacturing peaked at 38,900 jobs in 2000 and reached its lowest point in 2005 with 33,800 
jobs. Job losses during this period were largely in fruit plant employment.54 Labor statistics show 
that 2008 is slated to have approximately 100 fewer jobs than 2007.55 

                                                 
52 The Bureau of Labor Statistics. Industry Productivity and Costs.  State and Area Employment, Hours, and 

Earnings. http://data.bls.gov/PDQ/outside.jsp?survey=ip (Accessed 11/25/08) 

53 The Bureau of Labor Statistics. State and Area Employment, Hours, and Earnings. 
http://data.bls.gov/PDQ/outside.jsp?survey=sm (Accessed 11/19/08) 

54 Globalwise, Inc. “Economic Performance of the Northwest Food Processing Industry: Trends and Analysis from 
Benchmark Data,” May 10, 2007.  

55 The Bureau of Labor Statistics. State and Area Employment, Hours, and Earnings. 
http://data.bls.gov/PDQ/outside.jsp?survey=sm (Accessed 11/19/08) 
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Table 20. Washington Food Manufacturing Employment, 1998-2008 
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Food manufacturing employment levels have been less variable in Oregon, peaking at 23,900 
employees in 1998 and dipping to 21,600 employees in 2005. The average number of employees 
has increased by approximately 200 from 2007 to 2008.56 

Table 21. Oregon Food Manufacturing Employment, 1998-2008 
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56 The Bureau of Labor Statistics. State and Area Employment, Hours, and Earnings. 

http://data.bls.gov/PDQ/outside.jsp?survey=sm (Accessed 11/19/08) 
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Long-term employment projections for the Northwest vary by state. Both Oregon and Idaho are 
expected to make smaller gains in food processing compared to the projected gains in each 
state’s economy as a whole, while Washington’s food processing sector is expected to grow in 
parallel with its state’s economy. Washington’s food processing market is expected to grow 
for two major reasons. First, the market for processed foods is expected to increase with more 
domestic demand for convenience food and more international export demand for western style 
foods. Secondly, Washington's crop production is expected to fuel the local food processing 
industry providing easily accessible inputs. Employment in Oregon’s food processing industry is 
projected to increase by 3 percent from 2006 to 2016, while all non-agricultural employment 
sectors are projected to increase by 14 percent.57  In Idaho, jobs in the food processing sector are 
projected to increase by 9.1 percent from 2006 to 2016 compared to the expected 20.1 percent 
gains in all employment sectors.58  In Washington, food processing employment levels are 
predicted to grow by 16.9 percent from 2005 to 2015 and all non-agricultural employment 
sectors are expected to grow by 16.8 percent.59 

Marketing Trends 

The downturn in the economy has also caused a shift in the industry’s marketing strategy.  In 
previous years food processors were highlighting higher-end, gourmet food products. As the 
economy slows and consumption is reduced, food processors are marketing less expensive foods 
that still retain a high profit margin. Many companies are touting the value associated with items 
such as cereal, soup, cheese and powdered drink mixes. For example, as noted by the Wall Street 
Journal, ConAgra foods is now producing a microwavable dinner that sells for only $1.50 a 
meal. This new marketing strategy appeals directly to consumers who are trying to cut back as 
well as combats the competitive pressure many food processors are feeling from cheap, private 
label companies pushing similar products. 60 

Conclusions 
The data presented in this report indicate that the pulp and paper market continues to be 
tumultuous and in a state of decline. This finding is similar to Cadmus’ findings published in 
MPER#4. Based on the general market condition and future trends, as well as feedback from 
utilities, market partners, and trade allies, Cadmus maintains that the majority of Northwest mills 
will be hard-pressed to find sufficient funding and staff resources to implement energy efficiency 

                                                 
57 Ayre, Art and Brenda Turner. Employment Projections by Industry and Occupation 2006-2016 Oregon and 

Regional Summary. The Oregon Employment Department. December 2007; 19. 
58 The Idaho Department of Labor. Industry Projections 2006-2016. 

http://lmi.idaho.gov/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=ivDWBtS7n%2fQ%3d&tabid=2090&mid=2709 (Accessed 
11/19/08) 

59 The State of Washington’s Office of Financial Management Forecasting Division and the Employment Security 
Department Labor Market and Economic Analysis Branch. The 2008 Long-Term Economic and Labor Force 
Forecast for Washington. April 2008; 3-4. 

60 Jargon, Julie. “Food Marketers Cook Up ‘Value’ Campaigns, Soup and Cereals Stretch Meal Dollar But Make a 
Profit,” The New York Times. Sep. 29, 2008.  



 

MPER#5 of NEEA’s Industrial Initiative 70 
 
 

measures, especially if the measures are not focused on increasing capacity or product quality. 
Cadmus contends that the Industrial Initiative is likely to face continued challenges in this 
market as mills struggle with lack of staff and funding. On the upside, our research suggests that 
tissue mills and/or mills owned and operated by stable parent companies might be relatively 
more receptive to energy efficiency opportunities than other mills.  

Our findings for the regional food processing market largely match those reported in previous 
MPERs. NWFPA’s recent adoption of a formal association-wide goal for energy efficiency 
provides a key indicator that the industry has embraced energy efficiency as a way to manage 
costs and stay competitive. While competitive pressure and the current credit crunch will make 
ongoing investments in major capital projects a challenge, the data indicate that the market is 
open to capital and non-capital approaches to curtailing energy use and costs. Given these 
factors, Cadmus maintains its position published in MPER#4 and believes that the food 
processing industry appears to be well-positioned to adopt CEI practices. 
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Appendix A: Ownership of Northwest Mills 
 
Mill Location 

State 
(Mill)  Owner 

Headquarter 
Location 

Headquarter 
Classification Ownership Type1 

Single-mill/ 
Multi-mill2 

Blue Heron Paper Co., Oregon 
City OR Employee-Owned Oregon City, OR Regional Employee-Owned single-mill 
Boise Inc., Saint Helens  OR Boise, Inc. Boise, ID Regional Public Corporation multi-mill 
Cascade Pacific Pulp, LLC, Halsey  OR Wayzata Investment Partners Wayzata, MN  Non-regional Investment Firm ? 

Cascade Tissue Group, St. Helens OR Cascades, Inc. (Subsidiary) 
Kingsey Falls, 
Quebec, Canada Non-regional International Corporation multi-mill 

Georgia Pacific Corp., Halsey  OR Koch Industries Atlanta, Georgia Non-regional Private Conglomerate multi-mill 
Georgia Pacific Corp., Toledo OR Koch Industries Atlanta, Georgia Non-regional Private Conglomerate multi-mill 
Georgia Pacific Corp., Wauna  OR Koch Industries Atlanta, Georgia Non-regional Private Conglomerate multi-mill 
International Paper Co., Albany  OR International Paper Memphis, Tennessee Non-regional Public Corporation multi-mill 
International Paper Co., Springfield  OR International Paper Memphis, Tennessee Non-regional Public Corporation multi-mill 

SP Newsprint Co., Newberg OR 
White Birch Paper Company 
(Subsidiary) Atlanta, Georgia Non-regional Private Corporation multi-mill 

West Linn Paper Co., West Linn OR Belgravia Investments, Ltd. West Linn, OR Regional Investment Firm single-mill 
Nippon Paper Industries , Port 
Angeles  WA Nippon Paper Group Tokyo, Japan Non-regional International Corporation multi-mill 
Boise Inc., Wallula  WA Boise, Inc. Boise, ID Regional Public Corporation multi-mill 
Georgia-Pacific Corp., Camas WA Koch Industries Atlanta, Georgia Non-regional Private Conglomerate multi-mill 
Grays Harbor Paper, L.P. , 
Hoquiam WA Grays Harbor Paper  Hoquiam, WA Regional Private Corporation single-mill 
Inland Empire Paper Co., Millwood  WA Cowles Publishing Company  Spokane, WA Regional Public Conglomerate single-mill 
Kimberly-Clark Corp., Everett  WA Kimberly-Clark Corporation Dallas, TX Non-regional Public Corporation multi-mill 
Longview Fiber Paper Co., 
Longview  WA Tricap Partner, Ltd. Longview, WA Regional Investment Firm single-mill 
North Pacific Paper Corp. 
(Norpac), Longview WA 

50% Weyerhaeuser; 50% 
Nippon Paper Group Longview, WA Regional Public Corporation single-mill 

Ponderay Newsprint Co., Usk  WA 

40% AbitibiBowater Inc., 27% 
McClatchy News, 13.5% 
Copley Press, 13.5% Gannett, 
6% MediaNews 

Montreal, Quebec, 
Canada Non-regional Public Corporation multi-mill 

Port Townsend Paper Corp., Port 
Townsend  WA Port Townsend Group 

Port Townsend, 
WA  Regional Private Corporation single-mill 

Simpson Tacoma Kraft Co., 
Tacoma  WA 

Simpson Investment 
Company Tacoma, WA  Regional Private Corporation single-mill 
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Mill Location 

State 
(Mill)  Owner 

Headquarter 
Location 

Headquarter 
Classification Ownership Type1 

Single-mill/ 
Multi-mill2 

Sonoco Products Co. , Sumner  WA Sonoco Products  Company Hartsville, SC Non-regional Public Conglomerate multi-mill 
Tacoma Paperboard, Tacoma  WA Caraustar Industries, Inc.  Austell, Georgia  Non-regional Public Corporation multi-mill 
Weyerhaeuser Co., Cosmopolis WA Mill closed, For sale     
Weyerhaeuser Co., Longview  WA Weyerhaeuser Company Federal Way, WA Regional Public Corporation multi-mill 

Potlatch Corp., Lewiston  ID 
Clearwater Paper 
Corporation (pending) Spokane, WA Regional Public Corporation multi-mill 

Potlatch Corp., Lewiston  ID 
Clearwater Paper 
Corporation (pending) Spokane, WA Regional Public Corporation multi-mill 

Smurfit-Stone Container Corp., 
Missoula  MT 

Smurfit-Stone Container 
Corporation Chicago, IL  Non-regional Public Corporation multi-mill 

1 Ownership type is categorized into six categories. Private Corporation: privately-owned paper products company.  Public Corporation: publicly-traded paper 
products company. Public Conglomerate: publicly-traded conglomerate (pulp and paper only part of product offerings). Private Conglomerate: privately-
owned conglomerate (pulp and paper only part of product offerings). Employee-Owned. Investment Firm: Company that generally owns diverse assets for 
investment opportunity. 

2 Single-mill/Multi-mill is a loose classification of the number of mills owned by the company. In some cases, single-mill indicates that the mill is the only of its 
kind in a conglomerate. Multi-mill generally indicates companies that own multiple mills (national and international) that produce similar products. 
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Appendix C: 2008 Utility Survey Memorandum 



 

The Cadmus Group, Inc. 
720 SW Washington Street, Portland, OR 97205  Telephone: 503.228.2992  Fax: 503.228.3696 

An Employee-Owned Company 
www.cadmusgroup.com 

 

Date: Monday, November 12, 2008 

To: Robert Russell 

From: Kerstin Rock, Carrie Cobb, Jessica Aiona 

Re: Key Findings from the 2008 Utility Survey  

 

Introduction 
As part of its ongoing evaluation of the Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance’s (NEEA) 
Industrial Efficiency Alliance (IEA), Cadmus conducted two Market Partner surveys in 2006 and 
2007. While the specific questions varied slightly by year, these surveys focused on assessing the 
relationship between NEEA’s IEA and its utility funders, and, to a lesser degree, other market 
partners engaged in promoting energy efficiency to the Northwest pulp and paper and food 
processing markets. Specific topics covered in these surveys included familiarity with IEA and 
its offerings, communication and coordination issues, and market partners’ satisfaction with 
IEA’s services and interactions. Cadmus reported the results from the 2007 survey in the fourth 
market progress evaluation report (MPER), which was published in July 2008. This 
memorandum provides an overview of the key findings from the 2008 utility survey. Where 
appropriate, we provide a comparison to the findings from the 2007 survey to detect changes 
and/or trends. Detailed frequencies and open-ended answers are attached as an appendix.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 
Based on the data presented in this memorandum Cadmus considers the following to be the key 
findings from the 2008 utility survey:   

1 Nearly all utilities report familiarity with CEI, and most can describe CEI and its benefits. 

2 Compared to 2007, the number of utilities promoting CEI has increased, with over half of 
utilities reporting to promote CEI in both target markets. 

3 Most respondents characterized IEA as either a partner or as a resource 

4 Communication and utility’s perception of their relationships with IEA remain strong, 
although they show a slight deterioration compared to findings from the 2007 survey. 
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As outlined in the IEA logic models, utility support and promotion of CEI is a key aspect of 
IEA’s implementation strategy. In light of that, we conclude that IEA has made noticeable strides 
in engaging utilities in the process of transforming the market. IEA has done so through 
encouraging utilities to promote CEI to their customers, and Cadmus found that over half of the 
target market lies in the territory of a utility that is actively promoting CEI. Despite this success, 
IEA needs to refocus on maintaining good relationships with its utility funders. This refocus 
should assure that no further deterioration in communication and relationships occurs in the 
future. Cadmus considers IEA to be in a good position to effectively address these challenges. 

Recommendations:  

• Continue efforts to engage utilities providing service to customers in the two target 
markets by providing ongoing and proactive communication especially regarding the 
current status of utility customers engaged with IEA.  

• Assess existing communication policies and processes to minimize person specific 
differences and thus ensure all utility funders communications of a similar quality and 
frequency regardless of whom they work with. 

Research Approach 
Apart from collecting longitudinal data on several topics, the 2008 survey was designed answer 
the following two questions:  

1 What is the level of familiarity with and support of continuous energy improvement 
(CEI) among utilities?  

2 What is the current market climate faced by Northwest food processing firms and pulp 
and paper mills? 

Methodology 
Given the longitudinal format of this data collection effort, it is crucial to be able to assess 
changes in perceptions and actions over time. Therefore, Cadmus used a structured questionnaire 
that largely mirrored the 2007 survey, except for two important changes: 1) the addition of 
questions focusing on utility promotion of CEI; and 2) the expansion of questions addressing the 
current market climates in the two target markets. Cadmus prepared the interview guide which 
was reviewed and commented on by NEEA’s evaluation staff before being implemented. In light 
of the number of questions included in the survey, the IEA program manager sent e-mails to all 
proposed participants, alerting them of the upcoming survey and requesting their participation. 
Also, to ensure consistency and continuity between annual data collection efforts, all interviews 
were completed via telephone by the same individual. 
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Integration of Market Share Estimates 

In MPER #4, Cadmus reported that utilities did not adequately promote CEI. Specifically, the 
last Market Partner survey found that 56 percent of utility representatives either did not promote 
CEI to their customers or were not familiar with CEI. However, due to a lack of data, our 
previous analysis did not account for the utility’s market share of the PP & FP markets. For this 
years’ utility survey, we have augmented our analysis by accounting for each utility’s market 
share1 in the two target markets. To reflect IEA’s current marketing focus in the food processing 
market, we based the market share analysis on NWFPA members with more than 250 
employees.  

While the development of the market share percentages was straightforward for the majority of 
interviewed utilities, in the case of one utility, PacifiCorp, Cadmus interviewed two individuals: 
one representing the Oregon region and one representing the PacifiCorp’s Washington/Idaho 
service territory. The individuals’ answers regarding CEI promotion were thus applied to the 
respective regions.  

Lastly, while in the last two Market Partner surveys Cadmus treated BPA as a market partner 
rather than a utility, the 2008 analysis required BPA be classified as a utility. This change in 
categorization is necessary for Cadmus to report survey results in a weighted-by-market-share 
format because BPA provides direct power to one pulp and paper plant in IEA’s target market. 
However, to avoid double-counting with BPA’s utility customers, Cadmus did not include BPA 
in the analysis in any other cases. 

Survey Sample  
Using the contact list from the 2007 survey, Cadmus gathered feedback from NEEA evaluation 
staff and IEA implementation staff to ensure we conducted interviews with individuals the IEA 
regarded as key contacts. Where possible, Cadmus spoke with the same individuals interviewed 
in the 2007 survey. In two cases, previous interviewees indicated a change in their 
responsibilities resulting in less direct interactions with the IEA and/or target market facilities. In 
both cases, Cadmus conducted interviews with a second individual who indicated having had 
recent experience in working with the IEA. In the case of two Puget Sound utilities, the 
contacted representatives requested not to participate in this year’s survey due to recent staff 
turnover and lack of a current individual having experience and/or knowledge of working with 
the IEA. 

Table 1 provides the sample disposition for the interviews completed through October 2008. In 
all, Cadmus completed 17 interviews with representatives from 15 different utilities. The average 
interview lasted between 30 to 45 minutes. 

 

                                                 
1 The market share estimates are based on the number of facilities for food processors and on approximate 
production capacity for pulp and paper plants.  
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Table 1. Sample for Utility Survey 

Utility Type 

Number of 
Targeted 
Utilities 

Utilities 
Declining 

participation 

Number of 
Interviewed 

Utilities 

Number of 
Completed 
Interviews 

Investor Owned 
Utilities 6 0 6 8 
Public Utilities 11 2 9 9 
Survey Total  17 2 15 17 

 

As shown in Table 2, the surveyed utilities represented nearly 80 percent of the NWFPA member 
target market, by number of facilities, and nearly 70 percent of the regional pulp and paper target 
market, based on production capacity. Analysis of the IEA engagement status indicators by 
utility service territory revealed that this year’s survey captured a total of 28 facilities that IEA 
had identified as being at an engagement status level of 3 or above. 

Table 2. Market Share represented in 2008 Utility Survey* 

Utility Type 

Percent of 
NWFPA Food 
Processing 

Target Market 

Count of 
NWFPA 

Facilities 

Percent of 
Pulp and 

Paper Target 
Market 

Count of 
Pulp and 

Paper 
Plants 

Number of 
Facilities at 
Level 3 or 

higher 
Investor Owned Utilities 54% 49 43% 15 22 
Public Utilities 24% 22 27% 7 6 
Survey Total  79% 71 70% 22 28 

*Percentage totals do not appear equal due to rounding 

Overview of Key Findings  
Overall, the survey data suggest that the IEA has made strides in improving its relationships with 
its utility funders since the last survey was completed. However, the data also indicate room for 
further improvements. Key findings of the surveys include: 

• Nearly all utilities report familiarity with CEI, and most can describe CEI and its benefits. 

• Compared to 2007, the number of utilities promoting CEI has increased, with over half of 
utilities reporting to promote CEI in both target markets. 

• Communication and utility’s perception of their relationships with IEA  remain strong, 
although they show a slight deterioration compared to findings from the 2007 survey. 

• Seven of the 17 respondents expressed concerns about staffing changes and its impacts. 

• While utilities generally do not believe their food processing customers consider energy 
efficiency a high priority, many commented on a perceived change in this trend, 
especially with regards to food processors ‘growing interest’ in sustainability and cost 
control.  
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• Utilities perceive pulp and paper facilities as viewing energy efficiency as a high priority, 
notwithstanding a challenging market climate. 

A more detailed summary of our findings follows by general topic area. 

Continuous Energy Improvement  

Familiarity with CEI 
Most utilities report they are familiar with CEI. Eleven respondents, representing 58 percent each 
of the NWFPA food processing and pulp and paper market shares reported being familiar or very 
familiar with the term and/or benefits of CEI. In contrast, only one respondent reported being not 
at all familiar with the term, representing one percent of the food processing market and four 
percent of the pulp and paper market. When asked to rate the familiarity of their industrial field 
representatives, as a group, with CEI and its benefits, the majority provided a rating of familiar 
or somewhat familiar with CEI (representing 61 percent of the NWFPA food processing market 
and 34 percent of the pulp and paper market). 

In addition to asking each respondent to rank their familiarity with CEI, Cadmus requested that 
each respondent provide a description of CEI. The review of the answers indicated all but two 
respondents (representing 76 percent of the total NWFPA food processing market and 67 percent 
of the total pulp and paper market) were able to demonstrate general familiarity with the CEI and 
its benefits.  This is an improvement from 2007 when respondents representing 42 percent of the 
total NWFPA food processing market and 53 percent of the total pulp and paper market could 
provide and accurate description of CEI. 

Perception of Barriers and Customer Participation Decision  
Based on the collected data and Cadmus’ analysis of data contained in ITS, it appears that nine 
of 15 utilities, making up 62 percent of the food processing market, and 45 percent of the pulp 
and paper market, had at least one customer in the process of implementing CEI at the time of 
the survey. When asked to comment on what motivates their customers to become engaged in the 
process, most respondents listed receiving corporate pressure and interest in receiving free 
services and assistance (Table 3).  
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Table 3. “What do you think motivates customer to participate with  
the IEA?” n=17* 

Response 
Respondents

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total NWFPA 
Market Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp 
and Paper 

Market 
Share 

Pressure from the corporate level 4 19% 16% 
Free services and assistance with energy 
efficiency 3 29% 12% 
To differentiate themselves from rest of market 
and/or increase competitiveness 2 10% 11% 
To save money 2 8% 3% 
Don't Know 1 7% 14% 
Having a "green" mentality 1 8% 3% 
N/A 8 17% 25% 

*Respondents have multiple responses  

When asked to identify which barriers their customers face when exploring or implementing 
CEI, lack of time was the most commonly cited barrier (Table 4). Five respondents further 
reported they perceived their customers to have difficulties in maintaining focus on CEI over the 
long term. The lack of a dedicated energy champion and money were other barriers identified by 
utilities. In response to the question as to whether the IEA has and/or is effectively addressing 
these barriers, three respondents, representing 24 percent of the food processing market and four 
percent of the pulp and paper market, indicated they thought the IEA had not done so. 

Table 4. “From your perspective, what are some of the key barriers to customers adopting 
CEI concepts?” n=17* 

Response 
Respondents

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total NWFPA 
Market Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp 
and Paper 

Market 
Share 

Lack of time 9 32% 38% 
Maintaining focus on CEI over the long-term 5 28% 21% 
Lack of dedicated energy champion 5 26% 26% 
Corporate attitudes and priorities 4 20% 9% 
Lack of awareness of CEI and/or IEA 3 17% 7% 
Lack of Money 3 26% 10% 
Lack of communication 1 9% 5% 
Customers need a lot of support through the 
process 1 11% 10% 
N/A 3 3% 4% 

*Respondents have multiple responses  
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Utility Promotion of CEI 
In response to the question whether they actively promote CEI (either the IEA’s version or some 
other version) utility representatives provided a wide range of answers. Given the importance of 
utility promotion of CEI as a key part of the IEA’s implementation strategy, Cadmus categorized 
the answers into five categories, reflecting different levels of CEI promotion and/or awareness:  

1 Utility supports/promotes the IEA’s version of CEI. 

2 Utility promotes different version of CEI, such as an independent efficiency program run 
by the utility, or promotes other types of O&M improvements consistent with CEI. 

3 Utility does not promote CEI, but will facilitate where the customer expresses interest. 

4 Utility does not promote due to competing priorities. 

5 Utility does not understand CEI. 

Simply using the number of utilities, unweighted by their respective shares of the target markets, 
six out of 16 interviewed utilities reported they actively promote the IEA’s version of CEI 
(Figure 1). Compared to last year’s survey results, where only three utilities reported actively 
promoting CEI, this represents a 100 percent increase in CEI promotion.  

Figure 1. Number of Utilities and Promotion of CEI (n=162) 

6, 37%

3, 18%

2, 13%

3, 19%

2, 13%
Yes--Promote IEA's version of
CEI

Yes--Promote different version
of O&M/CEI

No--Will facilitate if customer
expresses interest

No--Do not promote due to
competing priorities

No--Do not understand CEI

 

                                                 
2 There are fifteen utilities, but PacifiCorp is divided in this analysis into two respondents, making the total 16. 
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Taking into account each utilities’ respective share of food processing customers (NWFPA 
members with more than 250 employees), the data suggest the utilities reporting active 
promotion of the IEA’s version of CEI represent nearly 43 percent of NWFPA members, the 
IEA’s primary marketing focus, or close to 60 percent of the target market covered in the sample 
frame.  This is a dramatic increase from 2007 when only 4 percent of the of the NWFPA target 
market was represented by utilities that actively promoted CEI. As Figure 2 illustrates, relaxing 
the definition of CEI to include other non-IEA versions of CEI, market shares increase to 50 
percent and 64 percent, respectively. Additionally, two utilities (servicing 17 percent of NWFPA 
membership) reported being willing to support CEI if they were approached by their customers 
with a specific request to do so. Lastly, the data indicate that five of the interviewed utilities, 
representing 12 percent of the NWFPA membership, compared to 35 percent of the market in 
2007, do not promote CEI.  Reasons for not promoting CEI include not understanding CEI (two 
respondents with three percent of market share) or having competing priorities that do not leave 
sufficient time or resources for active promotion of anything other than savings acquisition (three 
utilities with nine percent of market share). 

Figure 2. CEI promotion as a percent of Food Processing NWFPA Market Share by 
Facility (n=90)  

 

 

Similarly, as shown in Figure 3, ten utilities providing service to pulp and paper customers 
(representing 17 percent of the total regional market share) reported actively promoting the 
IEA’s version of CEI.  This is a slight decrease from 2007 when 18 percent of the total pulp and 
paper market was represented by utilities that actively promote CEI.  Additionally, in 2008, two 
utilities (respectively representing 15 percent of the survey target market and 10 percent of the 
entire target market) stated they would be willing to support CEI if approached by a customer. 
Five utilities (representing 20 percent of the entire target market) reported not promoting CEI at 
all, whereas in 2007 nine respondents, representing 40 percent of the pulp and paper market, did 
not.  

Market Share 
from Responding Utilities

n=6, 8%

n=15, 21%

n=8, 11%
n=3, 4%

n=39, 56%

Yes-Promote IEA's version of CEI

Yes-Promote different version of O&M/CEI

No-Will facilitate if customer expresses interest

Market Share 
from Total Market

n=39, 43%

n=6 7%
n=15, 17%

 n=8,9%

n=3, 3%

n=19, 21%

No-Do not promote due to competing priorities

No-Do not understand CEI

Not Interviewed
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Figure 3. CEI promotion as a percent of Pulp and Paper Market Share Based on 
Production Capacity (n=28) 

 

When asked why they chose to promote CEI, analysis of the data yields two common themes: 
desire to provide better customer service and increase energy savings (Table 5). 

Table 5. “What motivated you to promote CEI?”* 

Response 
Respondents

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total NWFPA 
Market Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp 
and Paper 

Market 
Share 

Legislative mandate for savings, such as WA I-
937 2 8% 5% 
Improves customer relations 2 10% 3% 
Good for customers 2 26% 3% 
Need for energy savings 1 1% 4% 
Reduces energy demand 2 2% 7% 
Improves image 1 0% 5% 
N/A 10 42% 51% 

*Respondents have multiple responses  

When asked about the reasons for not promoting CEI, the most commonly cited reasons were 
lack of interest and time. Other factors included other priorities, not receiving regulatory rate 
credits, a lack of awareness, and utility staff not being trained about the IEA (Table 6).  

Market Share 
from Responding Utilities

n=10, 25%n=4, 24%

n=1, 5%

n=3, 15%
n=4, 31%

Yes-Promote IEA's version of CEI
Yes-Promote different version of O&M/CEI
No-Will facilitate if customer expresses interest

Market Share 
from Total Market

n=10, 17%

n=4, 21%

n=3, 10%n=1, 4%
n=4, 16%

n=6, 32%

No-Do not understand CEI

No-Do not promote due to competing priorities

Not Interviewed
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Table 6. “What prevents you from promoting CEI?”* 

Response 
Respondents

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total NWFPA 
Market Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp 
and Paper 

Market 
Share 

Lack of interest 3 14% 5% 
Not enough time to promote 3 19% 14% 
Lack of awareness 2 4% 16% 
Utility staff not trained about IEA 2 10% 9% 
Other priorities 2 19% 10% 
Don't get regulatory rate credits 2 16% 10% 
IEA not taking new customers 1 7% 14% 
Don’t trust IEA staff 1 0% 2% 
N/A 6 29% 19% 
*Respondents have multiple responses  

Communication  

The first Market Partner survey, conducted in 2006, identified several problem areas in the IEA’s 
communication with utilities. The findings from the 2007 Market Partner survey, reported in 
MPER#4, suggested a significant improvement in communication and coordination. This year, 
Cadmus found that communication has remained consistently good, with 13 respondents 
(representing 76 percent of NWFPA food processing market share and 55 percent of pulp and 
paper market share) rating communication as either good or excellent. While this finding seems 
to indicate generally good communication, compared to last year’s survey results (14 
respondents, representing 78 percent of the NWFPA food processing market share and 70 
percent of the pulp and paper market), the 2008 data suggest a slight decrease. 

While utilities found overall communications with the IEA to be effective, eight respondents, 
unprompted, expressed a concern about recent IEA staffing changes. Six of those commenting 
on the changes (representing 40 percent of NWFPA food processing market share and 19 percent 
of pulp and paper market share) voiced clear dissatisfaction, especially in the food processing 
market. Specifically, respondents expressed concern about the disruption of long-term 
relationships with them (utilities) and their customers (industrial end users), and thought the new 
staff lacked intimate knowledge of the industrial market sector. 

In several cases, respondents also expressed concern about the lack of updates on customer status 
and progress. Three utilities (representing 11 percent of NWFPA food processing market share 
and four percent of pulp and paper market share) cited specific cases where the IEA failed to 
contact them about their customers’ current level of involvement with the IEA.3 One respondent 
(representing zero percent of NWFPA food processing market share and two percent of pulp and 
paper market share) reported that that the IEA had ceased communicating with them, resulting in 

                                                 
3 Answers compiled from questions 3a, 12na, 13, 13a, 18, 19 and 21. 
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the utility disengaging from the program.4 Two respondents (representing two percent of 
NWFPA food processing market share and five percent of pulp and paper market share) also 
noted that the IEA staff seemed “spread too thinly”. Table 7 provides a summary of comments 
regarding staffing changes. 

Table 7. Utility Concerns about Staffing* 

Response 
Respondents 

(n=9) 

Percentage of 
Food 

Processing 
Market 

Percentage of 
Pulp and 

Paper Market 
Staff spread thin 2 2% 5% 
Staff changes cause 
reduction in communication  6 40% 19% 
Changing staff interrupts 
relationships 1 11% 10% 
New staff inexperienced in 
industry 1 0% 2% 
New staff is more 
communicative 1 9% 5% 
New staff is trying to 
regroup 1 1% 4% 

*Answers compiled from questions 11a, 12, 12na, 13, 14, 14a, 17, 19 and 21. Multiple answers per respondent possible 

Utility and IEA Relationship 
When asked to rate their utilities’ current relationship with the IEA on a scale from one to five, 
65 percent of respondents (11 utilities, representing 68 percent of the NWFPA market share and 
49 percent of the total pulp and paper market share) characterized their relationship as good or 
very good. Two utilities rated their relationship as either poor or non-existent (representing 11 
percent of the pulp and paper market and one percent of the NWFPA food processing market). 
While in general changes appear to be small, the survey data suggest a small decrease in utilities’ 
positive perception of their relationship with the IEA.  

                                                 
4Answer compiled from question 16. 
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Figure 4. “On a scale of 1 to 5 (1 being very good and 5 being poor), how would you rate 
your utility’s current relationship with NEEA’s Industrial Initiative?” 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

2007 (n=16)

2008 (n=17) Good

Poor

Neutral

 

When asked to describe how they viewed their relationship with the IEA, most respondents 
characterized IEA as either a partner (six respondents) or as a resource (six respondents). These 
results represent a slight improvement over last year’s findings (Table 8). However, none of the 
surveyed utilities described its relationship as competitive last year, while this year one did. 
Additionally, only two respondents in the 2007 Market Partner survey classified their 
relationships with the IEA as either nonexistent or not close, but four did so this year. While the 
number of utilities reporting no relationship with the IEA has increased, they represent a smaller 
percentage of the market, both in food processing and pulp and paper. 

Table 8. “How would you characterize your utility’s current relationship with NEEA’s 
Industrial Initiative?” 

 2008 2007 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total 

NWFPA 
Market 
Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp 
and Paper 

Market 
Share 

Respondent
s 

(n= 16) 

Percent of 
Total 

NWFPA 
Market 
Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp 
and Paper 

Market 
Share 

Partnership 6 27% 33% 5 6% 22% 
IEA is a resource 6 41% 24% 4 27% 12% 
Resource but Working 
Toward Partnership 0 0% 0% 5 29% 23% 
Nonexistent/ On Hold 4 6% 13% 2 9% 14% 
Competitors 1 6% 0% 0 0 0 
Total 17 79% 70% 16 70% 70% 

 

As shown in Table 9, utilities with customers at IEA engagement Levels 3 or above consider the 
IEA to be either a partner or a resource.  
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Table 9. “How would you characterize your utility’s current relationship with NEEA’s 
Industrial Initiative?” 

Response 
Respondents
(n= 17) 

Number of Level 3 
or higher facilities 

Partnership 6 10 
Prime-Sub 0 0 
Competitors 1 1 
Resource 6 17 
Nonexistent/ On Hold 4 0 
Total 17 28 

 

Data from this year’s survey indicate a decrease in the number of respondents viewing the IEA 
and its offerings as helpful in promoting energy efficiency to industrial customers. As shown in 
Table 10, eight respondents rated the IEA as not helpful or not at all helpful this year, up from 
three respondents last year. Additionally, five respondents thought the IEA was helpful or very 
helpful this year, a decrease from the nine respondents in 2007. When asked to comment on what 
the IEA could do to better assist them in promoting energy efficiency to their customers, 
increasing IEA’s services to other industrial sectors (four respondents) and offering more 
trainings (three respondents) were the most common responses.  

Respondents that rated the IEA positively were asked to identify what aspects of IEA’s offerings 
supported their utility’s efforts to promote energy efficiency. The most commonly identified 
offerings included the EnVinta assessments (six responses) and training (five responses).  

Many utilities are working with NEEA’s Industrial Initiative on a coordinated customer strategy. 
Eight utilities, representing 50 percent of the food processing market and 42 percent of the pulp 
and paper market, reportedly have collaborated with the IEA on customer strategy.   This is an 
improvement from 2007 when eight utilities, representing 29 percent of the food processing 
market and 27 percent of the pulp and paper market, had coordinated with IEA on such a 
strategy.  Additionally, in 2008, two respondents, who serve a total of two percent of the pulp 
and paper industry, were unsure if they had ever been part of a coordinated customer strategy. 
Finally, six respondents, representing 27 percent of the food processing market and 16 percent of 
the pulp and paper market, said they had not employed this strategy with their customers, citing 
reasons such as: being too busy, lack of coordination with the IEA, and being involved in a less 
formal customer strategy process. 
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Table 10. “On a scale from 1 to 5 (1 being not at all helpful, 5 being very helpful), how 
helpful do you consider NEEA’s Industrial Initiative and its offerings to be in your utility’s 

efforts to promote energy efficiency to its industrial customers?” 
 2008 2007 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total NWFPA 
Market Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp 
and Paper 

Market 
Share 

Respondents 
(n= 16) 

Percent of 
Total 

NWFPA 
Market 
Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp 
and Paper 

Market 
Share 

1 (not at all 
helpful) 3 23% 4% 0 0% 0% 
2 5 8% 30% 3 26% 34% 
3 4 10% 7% 4 28% 5% 
4 5 38% 30% 8 17% 29% 
5 (very helpful) 0 0 0 1 0% 2% 
Total 17 79% 70% 16 70% 70% 
 

Market Conditions 

Cadmus asked utility respondents about their experience promoting energy efficiency to food 
processing and/or pulp and paper customers, the challenges facing these customers, and their 
perception of the current market climate in each of the two markets. Due to varying levels of 
familiarity with market conditions, some respondents were unable to answer some of these 
questions. Therefore, we present results as raw counts rather than percentages. 

Food Processing 
Of the 17 individuals interviewed, 15 were able to answer at least one question about current 
market conditions for food processors. Overall, respondents reported that food processors: 

1 Are experiencing the normal business pressures of tight margins and competition. 

2 Do not regard energy efficiency as a high priority in general, but thought that its relative 
importance is increasing as food processors strengthen their focus on sustainability. 

Market partners serving food processors most commonly reported “normal” pressures exist in the 
current market (four of nine respondents representing 12 percent of the target market). However, 
respondents cited several key challenges facing the food processing market. The most common 
challenge identified was tight margins, cited by five respondents and corresponding to 11 percent 
of the market; 28 percent of the market (three respondents) faces challenges from increased cost, 
and 18 percent of the market (one respondent) faces increased competition. 

Two respondents, representing two percent of the target market, reported the current climate for 
the food processing sector is moving toward sustainability. Though, when asked if energy 
efficiency is a priority for the food processing sector, nine of 11 respondents, accounting for 35 
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percent of the market, said it was not, as illustrated in Figure 5. However, 20 percent of the 
market, as identified by four respondents, think the importance of energy efficiency is increasing, 
with the industry beginning to see the link between energy efficiency, climate change, and a 
green public image. 

Figure 5. “Based on your experience, how high of a priority are investments in energy 
efficiency?”* 
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50%

10%

18%

55%

27%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

High Medium Low

Pulp and Paper (n=10)
Food Processing (n=11)

 
*Question asked independently for each sector 

Pulp and Paper 
Of the 17 individuals interviewed, 11 answered questions about pulp and paper plants. Utilities 
reported that pulp and paper plants: 

1 Are suffering from poor market conditions, with the exception of tissue production. 

2 Are facing the key challenges of lack of resources, competition, and corporate turnover 
and acquisition. 

3 Highly prioritize energy efficiency. 

Only eight respondents, equaling 25 percent of the market, were able to identify their perceptions 
of the current climate in the pulp and paper industry. Most (three respondents, representing 18 
percent of the market) agreed the overall climate was poor, with two respondents, accounting for 
two percent of the market, noting the tissue sector as an exception. 
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When asked about the key challenges facing pulp and paper mills today, the majority of 
respondents (six of 11 respondents representing 26 percent of the market) said lack of resources, 
including staff and money. Two other difficulties identified by the respondents were competition, 
affecting 14 percent of the pulp and paper industry, and corporate ‘churn’ (such as high turnover 
rates, acquisition, and reorganization) affecting ten percent of the market. 

Respondents also reported energy efficiency is a higher priority for pulp and paper mills than for 
food processing plants. Four of the ten respondents (11 percent of the market) said energy 
efficiency is a high priority in the pulp and paper industry, and five more (22 percent of the 
market) thought it is a medium priority. Only one respondent, representing one percent of the 
market, believed energy efficiency is a low priority in the pulp and paper industry because of its 
dependency on payback periods and feasibility within a plant’s operational processes. 
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Appendix D: 2008 Utility Survey Instrument 

2008 Market Partner Survey Interview Guide— 

 

Market Partner:  Contacts  

 

Name: 

Title:  

Phone Email:  

 

I work on the evaluation team for IEA (or NEEA’s Industrial Initiative). I need some We check 
in occasionally with utilities and other market partners that have important roles in the industrial 
sector. I was hoping to get your take on the food processing and pulp and paper markets in 
particular… 

 

1. Does your organization work with or offer any programs/assistance for Food Processors?  

a) Yes, Could you please outline the programs/offerings you have? (probe for details) 

b) No (skip to 3)  

 

The next few questions are focused gathering your feedback on the current market conditions 
in the FP market. 

2. What has your organization’s experience been in promoting energy efficiency to FP 
customers (probe if they promote IEA’s CEI, any O&M approach, or capital only)?  

 

 

 

3. From your perspective, what are some of the key challenges facing Food Processors?  

 



 

MPER#5 of NEEA’s Industrial Initiative 92 
 

4. What is your perception of the current market climate in the FP market? 

 

 

 

 

a. Based on your experience, how high of a priority are investments in energy efficiency 
in the food processing market?  

 

 

 

 

5. Does your organization work with or offer any programs/assistance for Pulp & Paper 
Manufacturing facilities? 

a) Yes, Could you please outline the programs/offerings you have? (probe for details) 

b) No (skip to 7)  

 

The next few questions are focused gathering your feedback on the current market conditions 
in the PP market. 

6. What has your organization’s experience been in promoting energy efficiency pulp and paper 
facilities? (probe if they promote IEA’s CEI, any O&M approach, or capital only)?  

 

 

7. From your perspective, what are some of the key challenges facing Pulp and Paper 
manufactures?  
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8. What is your perception of the current market climate in the Pulp and Paper      market? 

 

 

 

a. Based on your experience, how high of a priority are investments in energy 
efficiency?  

 

 

 

I. Promotion of Continuous Energy Improvement (CEI) 
9. Now I would like to ask you about your familiarity with the term “Continuous Energy 

Improvement.”  Using a scale from 1 to 5, how would you rate your familiarity with this term 
(“Continuous Energy Improvement”) where 1 means Not at all familiar . . . and 5 means very 
familiar 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. [if Q9=1, skip to Q11] In your own words, how would you describe CEI and its benefits to 
the facilities and companies you work with? 

 

 

a. What do you think motivates industrial facilities to implement continuous energy 
improvement?  

 

 

 

 

b. What elements of continuous energy improvement do you think manufacturers 
consider to be most valuable?  
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11. Does your organization actively promote Continuous Energy Improvement to industrial 
facilities? 

 

 

If yes:  

a. Into which industrial sectors do you promote CEI? 

 

b. What motivated you to do so? (probe for understanding of value proposition) 

 

 

 

 

c. What have your experiences been when trying to talk to end users about 
integrating/adopting continuous energy improvement   

 

 

 

 

d. From your perspective, does continuous energy improvement resonate with your 
customers?  

 

 

i. If no, why not? 

 

 

 

 

If no:  
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a. What prevents you from doing so?  

 

 

 

 

b. What would be necessary to make your utility be more comfortable with promoting 
continuous energy improvement?  

 

 

 

 

12. From your perspective, what are some of the key barriers to industrial end users  adopting 
continuous energy improvement concepts? 

 

 

 

 

a. Do you think NEEA (or NEEA’s Industrial Initiative) is effectively addressing them? 

 

 

 

 

b. If not, what could NEEA do to assist you to help industrial end users overcome these 
barriers? 

 

II. Familiarity with IEA 
The next few questions are focused on general familiarity with the NEEA’s Industrial Initiative 
(IEA). 
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13. On a scale from 1 to 5 (1 not at all helpful, 5 very helpful) how helpful do you consider 
NEEA’s Industrial Initiative (IEA) and its offerings to be in your organization’s efforts to 
promote EE to industrial facilities? 

1 2 3 4 5 

a. (If  3 or higher ) What elements of the IEA support your organization’s conservation 
efforts?  

 

 

 

 

b. (if 1 or 2) What would IEA need to do to provide support to your organization? 

 

 

 

 

III. NEEA’s Industrial Initiative (aka IEA)  & Utility Relationship 
14. One a scale from 1 to 5 (1 being very good and 5 being poor) how would you rate your 

organization’s current relationship with NEEA’s Industrial Initiative (aka IEA) in 
particular?    

1 2 3 4 5 

15. How would you characterize your organization’s current relationship (e.g. partnership, 
prime-sub, rivals, etc) with NEEA’s Industrial Initiative (make sure respondent does not react 
to NEEA in general)? 

 

 

16. How is the NEEA’s Industrial Initiative team communicating with you/your utility? Do you 
consider it effective? 
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17. Have you coordinated with NEEA’s Industrial Initiative and/or utilities on a Coordinated 
Customer Strategy? (Be prepared to offer an example of how CCS might work) If so how? If 
not, do you consider doing so in the future? 

 

 

 

18. Do you have any additional feedback/comments we have not yet touched on?  

 

Thank you, again, for your time today to discuss NEEA's industrial initiative.  Before we 
conclude, I would like to let you know that it is possible that NEEA may conduct another survey 
between now and the end of the year regarding other NEEA activities.  NEEA does this to 
improve the quality of its efforts on behalf of northwest utilities.  I encourage you, if you have 
time, to participate in these interviews as well. 
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Appendix E: 2008 Utility Survey Frequencies 

Table 11 “Based on our records, I understand your utility is currently serving x food 
processors and x pulp and paper mills. Is that correct?” 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n=17) 
Percent of Total 

NWFPA Market Share 
Percent of Total Pulp 

and Paper Market 

Yes 13 66% 43% 

No 2 0% 12% 

Don't Know 1 2% 5% 

N/A 1 11% 10% 

Total 17 79% 70% 

 

Table 12 “I also understand that you have been working with NEEA’s Industrial Initiative 
(IEA) to implement Continuous Energy Improvement (CEI) on x number of them. Is that 

also correct?” 
 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 
Percent of Total 

NWFPA Market Share 
Percent of Total Pulp 

and Paper Market 

Yes 8 42% 42% 

No 1 1% 4% 

N/A 8 36% 24% 

Total 17 79% 70% 
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Table 13 “What has your utility’s experience been in promoting energy efficiency to food 
processing customers?” 

 

N/A 

Food Processing hasn’t been part of my customer group for a long time. UTILITY REP NAME is our food 
processing guy. Talk to UTILITY REP NAME about food processing. 

We currently have 3 different energy efficiency programs that apply to all industrial easy upgrades, buildings 
efficiency, and the custom efficiency programs (I manage that). We manage these programs through account 
reps and any time we are sponsoring or hosing a training or similar event.  I bring up CEI anytime we talk to a 
customers. It’s just another offer. If they are interested, that’s when I get them hooked up with IEA and IEA 
STAFF NAME. We are in direct acquisition mode so CEI is just one more piece and we look to others to help 
with that.  

Our largest is FOOD PROCESSOR NAME and they are national leaders in energy efficiency. It’s all good. The 
other ones are a bit harder to work with and we need to knock on their door. FOOD PROCESSOR NAME was 
struggling over the past years. Their facility was the least efficient. We helped them compete and now they are 
a bit more relaxed and not just focused on their survival. 

FOOD PRCOESS NAME, they’ve had PERSON NAME do an energy plan for them. They’ve been very involved 
with energy management and conservation. We have several projects going on. FOOD PROCESSOR NAME is 
a cooperative. They are more environmentally responsible than you find in your typical big corporation type 
outfits. They have to answer to their owners on a daily basis. They are pursuing KPI-type O&M program, they 
are starting to track energy consumption per output, installing metering on the new addition that gives them a lot 
of detail. They meter steam, kwh, diesel. Their biggest problem is that diesel fuel boiler out there.  For the other 
smaller (seafood) plants it’s a little bit difficult. They are extremely worried about production schedule. It’s hard 
to get their attention when you are not a major portion of their operating costs. Granted energy bills are big, they 
have so many fish to fry and only so many skillets. You never get any heat. I’ve gotten some help from a 
UTILITY NAME engineer and we are trying to crack into things. We’ve done projects in the past. It’s not like 
they are unreachable.  

We haven’t done too many. We’ve only worked with a couple facilities. The problem is getting them to do it. 
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Several years ago my manager, who at that time was the key accounts rep, went out with a technical support 
engineer and introduced them and did one on ones meet and greets with different food processing managers 
and talked about opportunities. They did walk throughs of some of their facilities and from that we generated 
some projects. Our biggest efforts in 2006 was we hosted a national telephone conferences through NWFPA 
and we had 12 or more folks from our industrial sector in the room. The thing we saw there was the sharing and 
interaction that happened after the event, we formed and called an energy focus group and got the contact 
information from our top 50 customers (a portion we have are industrial but also agriculture) and we held 
monthly meetings for the first year and talked about different topics (what was important to them, what did they 
need, brought in different vendors and folks to talk to them about energy efficiency opportunities. From that we 
launched our lighting program and out of the 50 people that we started with, it has grown since then, we 
generated over 30 lighting audits and only the helpful ones have done any installation. They at least had any 
opportunity. In industrial facilities lighting is a blip on the radar screen. We anticipate more installations. We 
haven’t held them so much last year partially because we had committed enough projects all of our regional 
funding for conservation. To continue to promote these things, we had to reduce the amount of incentives. We 
decided to have the interested come to us and not actively promote. We’ve continued to generate interest and 
we keep getting applications and we continue even at a reduced incentive level. I feel that was pretty 
successful. Also last year, through the focus group, they told us people needed localized training. This was not 
only expensive but it was also hard to get the right people off the job long enough. We’ve hosted 3 training (CA, 
Refrigeration, and Motor system management). All through IEA.  We did not have IEA come talk to our 
customers. We were very selective. In the past and now another one now, not with IEA, where folks are going 
around us to our customers. And we are not willing to do that. “We’ve only had them come in to provide 
educational presentation and not for them to promote their own things.  

We have an account executive focused on the food processing segment. But now we have gone to geographic 
only. That’s been a recent change. We work with them one-on-one. We have programs that incentivize projects 
with one year payback or more that have customer interest.  Some have been good about implementing, 
especially large ones. 

The problem we face here is that we have very low electric rates. Their paybacks are 1-3 years and we can’t 
meet their thresholds. Our incentives aren’t enough to have them get engaged. 

Yeah they are interested; they do follow through if that is part of their plan 

The interest has risen with the price of energy. We’ve done a lot more in last two years than in last 10. O&M has 
a small piece of it. In particular in the last 2 years one of our processor has made energy efficiency a priority 

Been doing it very successfully since 1990s. This is a great market since they have large refrigeration loads. 
CONSULTING GROUP NAME has been a very good partnership.  We were their first client since it was just the 
three guys.  With our food processing customers there is an account customer so they get targeted due to their 
size. 

We’ve always included them. With FOOD PROCESSOR NAME they had an early contract arrangement with 
UTILITY NAME, which was not providing them any of their power. That changed recently and now we’ve gone 
back and we can work with them. We are going to be looking at being even more aggressive with I 537 in WA. 
We are increasing activities with industrial customers and going through a conservation potential assessment. 
We’ve done a lot with FOOD PROCESSOR NAME. Ever since they built the facility, we helped them upgrade 
controls. We’ve been involved every 2 years. 
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We have our own O&M related program the PROGRAM NAME that we offered even before IEA came about. 
We focus this program on large facilities (with a lot of load & square footage) and specifically promote the 
designation of a full-time or part-time energy champion. If the plant exceeds goals, we even pay bonuses which 
in a sense can be considered a partial offset of the cost of the position. 

We’ve been to all of the facilities. IEA is focused on large scale food processing so I don’t think they are 
interested in our sites. So I don’t think I have a lot to contribute here.   

Food processing used to have a 2-year simple payback requirement. They are always interested but ultimately 
everything is focused on making money for shareholder. So if they can make money and that is probably where 
their focus ought to be. I’ve gotten most of my savings from food processors. When they have projects they 
have huge ones. It’s been successful I think. Right now I have two proposals on my desk to do detailed studies 
which are about $35k each. The expected outcome, with our rebates, we’d pay 50% of the project and one 
project is about $500k.  

All of them have been very interested in energy efficiency and in their competitive environment and rising 
electric costs. Natural gas prices have really gone up. They are very interested in natural gas (steam, boilers) in 
the last couple of years as well. Gas budget can be as much as electric budget. 

 

Table 14  “Has your experience differed by between small and large firms?” (Note: more 
than one response allowed per participant) 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total 

NWFPA 
Market 
Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp 
and Paper 

Market 

Large firms have more opportunities for O&M 
improvements 1 8% 0% 

Size isn't an issue 4 37% 16% 

Difficult to gain traction with small firms 1 4% 0% 

Larger firms quicker to implement changes 1 1% 4% 

Small firms have limited cash 1 1% 4% 

Easier to get foot in door with small producers 2 3% 15% 

No size difference between plants in territory 5 14% 21% 

N/A 3 11% 16% 
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Table 15  “From your perspective, what are some of the key challenges facing your food 
processing customers?” (Note: more than one response allowed per participant) 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total 

NWFPA 
Market 
Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp 
and Paper 

Market 

Tight margins 5 11% 21% 

Getting management on board 2 9% 7% 

Lack localized training 1 6% 0% 

Regulatory limitation on export  1 11% 10% 

Timing issues 2 7% 5% 

Seasonal operation 2 12% 0% 

Increased Costs 3 28% 11% 

Competition 2 8% 5% 

Pressure to reduce carbon footprint  1 18% 0% 

N/A 4 10% 21% 

 

Table 16  “What is your perception of the current market climate in the food processing 
market?” (Note: more than one response allowed per participant) 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total 

NWFPA 
Market 
Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp 
and Paper 

Market 

Interested in sustainability 2 2% 2% 

"Normal" business pressures 4 12% 5% 

Uncertainty in future cost increases 2 10% 0% 

Transportation costs 2 10% 5% 

Seasonal production increases cost pressure 1 4% 0% 
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Increased raw material costs 1 8% 3% 

Small budgets/ tight money 3 14% 14% 

Increasing competition 1 18% 0% 

Don't Know 4 20% 32% 

N/A 3 0% 17% 

 

Table 17  “Based on your experience, how high of a priority are investments in energy 
efficiency?” 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 
Percent of Total 

NWFPA Market Share 
Percent of Total Pulp 

and Paper Market 

High  2 16% 3% 

Medium 6 31% 33% 

Low 3 4% 13% 

Don’t Know 2 18% 0% 

N/A 4 10% 21% 

Total 17 79% 70% 

 

Table 18  “What has your utility’s experience been in promoting energy efficiency to pulp 
and paper customers?” 

 

To a degree they are receptive. We offer a plan or a program here called the PROGRAM NAME, and what happens with that is 
as they pay their bills there is a PROGRAM NAME charge that they pay. As they make payments and get a self directed 
program. They have the ability to tap that fund to do energy efficiency upgrades including studies and surveys. They use that 
pretty extensively. In the past, with our relationship with IEA the gentlemen came out a couple of times, went through EnVinta 
process. Did they follow up completely? Probably not. But energy efficiency is a definite focus in the organization.  

The biggest issue is that the market is in trouble. Costs have risen, no ability to price products to reflect rising costs. They know 
how important it is to do energy efficiency but they don’t have money. We’ve done a lot of education and done one on ones with 
PULP AND PAPER MILL NAME. They’ve had a lot of staff turnover and we have their attention. They were forthcoming and 
interested. They are always looking. They are very willing. Of course MARKET PARTNER NAME pays money but MARKET 
PARTNER NAME did raise incentives from June 1 through end of year from 50% to 60% of customer cost and now that has 
gotten their incentives. If we do walk though and then find valid reason to do a more complete audit, we apply to MARKET 
PARTNER NAME and they have not turned us down. Previously (prior to MARKET PARTNER NAME) we would pay for all of 
that ourselves but now it goes through MARKET PARTNER NAME and they have rules on what gets funded. 
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N/A 

N/A 

There is PULP AND PAPER MILL NAME and PULP AND PAPER MILL NAME, has not reopened yet. We have struck a deal 
with a potential buyer that if the sale goes through we would buy the energy production. I have not heard anything recently. 

Biggest problem I’ve had is they had a lot of staff change over. I have to reeducate them on what we are doing. Engineers get 
pretty excited and want to follow through. It depends if it comes out of capital or financial. They have a family group and another 
group and they kind of compete for funds internally. They keep wanting to do stuff, mostly on the tissue side, first they had a 2 
year payback and then a 1 year payback, now the payback can be 1-2 years. This year we metered quite a few things and put 
proposals out there but getting them to commit is difficult.  They also have their shut down projects (2 weeks 2x year) that 
restricts our timing. We have to time our efforts to their operational down time. We’ve been working internally on how to manage 
out funds in the UTILITY NAME.   Upper management wants to do stuff but it’s tough to get the ball rolling. I have a good 
relationship with most of the engineers. We go in there and do metering.  

N/A 

Pretty much the same as for food processor. We’ve seen increased interest with energy prices rising. We have fairly low energy 
prices and energy efficiency projects fall. 

N/A 

We are pretty aggressive there due to savings potential. I have two senior engineers that have relationship with pulp and paper 
plants and have an interest in working with them. We are working with UTILITY NAME to do a cost share on energy champion. 

They too have seen the prices rise. They tend to be quite energy efficient, if they use mechanical breakdown of pulp. In 
newsprint manufacturing energy efficiency can be 15% of operating costs.  

We are less directly involved with PULP AND PAPER MILL NAME and PULP AND PAPER MILL NAME because MARKET 
PARTNER NAME is delivering the program. But me as an energy efficiency person we are not involved with them any more. I 
work with PULP AND PAPER MILL NAME I’m their PM.  We get a steady steam of projects from our pulp and paper customers. 
There doesn’t seem to be a lack of funding. They are getting a lot of funding. They have some resources dedicated too and they 
also have a energy committee. PULP AND PAPER MILL NAME has also had an energy committee, did that on their own. We 
don’t go to all their meetings. It’s their own internal thing and they are in charge of it. When they have something that is a good 
candidate for funding, they bring it to me. They get a lot of employee suggestions and are putting them through screening 
processes and priorities.  

There has been interest to varying degrees depending on facility. We’ve done a lot of energy efficiency type measures, mainly 
custom projects, at all three pulp and paper mills. Probably more recently doing work at PULP AND PAPER MILL NAME, doing 
a lot of work with them. We are doing projects at PULP AND PAPER MILL NAME and early on, years ago, 6-7 years ago we did 
a lot of work there.  We’ve been involved with IEA on the training site (CA, fans, motors, pumps etc). Are you working with IEA?: 
We did an EnVinta session, but that’s not CEI. We have not gotten into CEI in terms of educating them, we’ve been doing more 
with projects. PERSON NAME was talking about that but not currently doing it. Although I have to say the training is a CEI 
offering we offer that on an ongoing basis and promote it hard and get them to send their people.  

We don’t really think of ourselves of having pulp and paper. I think we may have one, PULP AND PAPER MILL NAME but other 
than that we just have the corporate headquarters for PULP AND PAPER MILL NAME. We’ve had some interactions but 
nothing done there that has been noteworthy. 
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One month experience but many of the same people are still there that we are working with. I have no idea what PULP AND 
PAPER MILL NAME is on a corporate sense and their focus on energy efficiency. We have a long standing relationship with 
them on energy efficiency projects. Thus far nothing has changed around that level of energy efficiency. We have a 5% charge 
for conservation. We have a deal with them where we don’t collect all of the charge but in return they have to do a fixed amount 
of conservation. In effect, they get to self direct their conservation dollars. We’ve also gone beyond that with rate based credits. 
We are trying to find every possible way to make it work and it’s working well. 

N/A 

PULP AND PAPER MILL NAME has been very good. We went there with CONSULTANT NAME and our PROGRAM NAME. 
Did lighting, motors, done the whole plan. They are intoned to come back to us for more energy efficiency projects. I’ll also be 
picking up the PULP AND PAPER MILL NAME now owned by PULP AND PAPER MILL NAME. We’ll have some opportunities. 

 

Table 19  “Has your experience differed between small and large customers?” (Note: more 
than one response allowed per participant) 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total NWFPA 
Market Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp and 
Paper Market 

Has complex operations, more involved than other industries 1 11% 10% 

No 1 0% 2% 

Unique to plant (not based on size) 2 19% 14% 

No size difference between plants in territory 5 10% 41% 

Don't Know 2 9% 5% 

N/A 7 41% 9% 
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Table 20  “From your perspective, what are some of the key challenges facing your pulp 
and paper customers?” (Note: more than one response allowed per participant) 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of Total 
NWFPA Market 

Share 

Percent of Total 
Pulp and Paper 

Market 

Economic climate 2 8% 9% 

Lack of resources (staff, money) 6 26% 41% 

Competition in paper market 4 14% 32% 

Corporate "churn" or upheaval 3 10% 11% 

Increased cost of inputs (energy, raw materials) 2 8% 10% 

Don’t Know 1 0% 0% 

N/A 6 44% 14% 

 
Table 21  “What is your perception of the current market climate in the pulp and paper 

market?” (Note: more than one response allowed per participant) 
 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total 

NWFPA 
Market 
Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp 
and Paper 

Market 

Increased cost of inputs (energy, raw materials) 2 2% 11% 

Poor overall 3 18% 12% 

Favorable market for tissue products and paperboard 2 3% 9% 

Competitive 2 2% 13% 

Outdated processes 1 0% 2% 

Don’t Know 1 0% 7% 

N/A 8 56% 24% 
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Table 22 “Based on your experience, how high of a priority are investments in energy 
efficiency?” 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 
Percent of Total 

NWFPA Market Share 
Percent of Total Pulp 

and Paper Market 

High 4 11% 28% 

Medium 5 22% 25% 

Low 1 1% 4% 

N/A 7 44% 14% 

Total 17 79% 70% 

 

 

Table 23  “Using a scale from 1 to 5 (with 1 being not at all familiar and 5 being very 
familiar), please indicate your familiarity with the term ‘Continuous Energy 

Improvement’?” 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 
Percent of Total 

NWFPA Market Share 
Percent of Total Pulp 

and Paper Market 

1 (not at all) 2 1% 4% 

2 1 1% 4% 

3 3 19% 5% 

4 5 20% 14% 

5 (very) 6 38% 44% 

Total 17 79% 70% 
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Table 24  “If asked by one of your customers, how would describe CEI and its benefits to 
their facility or company?” 

 

In my mind it’s more of a culture, whatever we do in an organization, purchasing of 
products, implementation of systems always look at energy impact. In the past its been 
more purely financially driving. What we are doing is changing the mentality to always look 
at energy culture. How things impact form an energy perspective. 

I like to give the analogy of keeping a car running. You can put a new clutch and wheels 
on but you need to check the breaks and tire pressure on a regular basis to make the car 
run efficient.. You need to keep checking things. Otherwise they go out of whack. I’ve 
found that putting CEI in these terms is very helpful 

Organization can come in to do an energy assessment and after they have been through 
that IEA will provide assistance to develop a corporate energy management plan and 
action plan to identify potential areas of improvement. It’s focused on employee 
organization issues, CEI drives energy savings without capital investment. It’s all about 
management & behavior changes.  

Call the IEA. I can’t quite define it. Depending, if it was FOOD PROCESSOR NAME, I 
would probably consult with IEA. We’ve done things like Compressed Air cluster training. 
Our Food Processors participated. We actually got people that weren’t competing in the 
same room. Our goal was to get 5 projects, we got 7 and we’ve been waiting for about 10 
years. 

I’m very familiar but don’t do it myself. It’s just like total quality management, CEI is to 
apply the same idea to energy management. Energy management we are just not hearing 
about just like 25 years ago we heard about total quality management 

We will work with them but I can’t explain it. We will develop projects just like we have 
always done 

My understanding is that they provide resources and folks to provide processes to 
educate employees, here in CITY NAME they selected an energy team and meet on an 
ongoing basis. They provide buy-in and helping employees more aware about energy are 
consumed and how the costs effects bottom line. FOOD PROCESSOR NAME put up an 
energy board and they put up access for real time energy monitoring. From what I’ve seen 
the level of activity and involvement of employees has increased. Once you succeed at 
getting employees involved that is how you make changes and looking for opportunities to 
make changes. We provided some promotional items.  I’ve been very pleased to see the 
outcome.  They’ve been working on different studies and that type of things. I know they 
have requested that we help fund some of the studies but not as much as they want. Our 
challenge is that we have a lot of customers and everybody wants to do studies but if they 
don’t ever do anything, then we made a policy that we don’t pay up front for the study.  

I would describe it as a company-wide and systems approach vs a process approach. It’s 
the idea of O&M, training; everybody is involved in it from high level down. And it’s a best 
practices approach. 

CEI is a process we like to put in place in your plant and we start with management and 
go through all involved employees and employ an energy management system and look 
at opportunities for reducing energy bills. 
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I would pull out my little flyer, holistic approach to look at every aspect of efficiency in the 
plant, getting corp. commitment, assessment, follow up on assessment, being continuous 
and ongoing, involves looking at training, education and sets KPI 

So often EE tends to be piece meal. The concept with CEI is that you don’t want a 
backslide. If you got to point C, what can I do to bet to point B. Each year, collectively, 
how can I improve energy efficiency. Fewer kwh per ton of output. 

It has to do with business practices as apposed to energy efficiency projects. It’s a culture 
within the organization that supports EE. Some of the elements are that they have a plan 
on what improvements you are going to make, you have KPIs to track how you are doing, 
have energy and system champions that are monitoring and then make adjustment. 

CEI is a process something you have to keep on the radar and evaluated and make sure 
it’s in the decision process so that when you look at upgrading processes you are looking 
at continuously the efficiency of these things. CEI is directly keeping a focus continuous 
evaluating of what you are doing in educating people internally at the ground level and 
making them aware if they see an improvement to report that with the organization. 
Keeping in front of people looking for efficiency. 

I typically equate them to process improvements that they are already familiar with. In 
essence I would tell them that they should think of CEI as simply applying the same tools 
an concepts they already apply to improve production. More or less, they need to 
continuously monitor their energy use in order to improve operating costs just they would 
for production. I also point out that they get added benefits such as improved reliability 
and likely more or at least less costly production output. 

Treating energy like quality improvements where you are constantly looking for ways to 
reduce use and cut costs. That goes throughout the organizing top to bottom, bottom to 
top and you are tracking it. There are metrics and they are being tracked and you know 
when you are improving or slipping.  We’ve typically looked at temporary metering 
equipment. There is a big scale system in the mill that tracks everything. It’s less a matter 
of installing the devices and taking the info and presenting the info in a way that get to 
CEI. We haven’t helped them but that is a good idea. I think they have the people and the 
skills its whether it’s the time. If they made it a priority they could do it.  

Putting it on par with safety committee. And then you have regular meeting, keep energy 
efficiency in forefront not just with top staff but with plant folks, make things happen, have 
a broad based committee meeting, bring up issues and dissolves things. Bring up certain 
goals, so have a game for how well they are doing. 

Whole process to identify all their resource usage in facility for natural gals, water, waste 
water, and electricity and labor and equipment and help you get your arms around all the 
costs around these areas. Identify where you can be make some improvements and 
become more efficient 
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Table 25  “Based on our data, we understand that x of your customers are in the process of 
implementing CEI. Is that correct?” 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 
Percent of Total 

NWFPA Market Share 
Percent of Total Pulp 

and Paper Market 

Yes 7 54% 42% 

No 2 8% 3% 

Don't Know 0 0% 0% 

N/A 8 17% 25% 

Total 17 79% 70% 

 

 

Table 26  “What do you think motivates your customers to participate?” (Note: more than 
one response allowed per participant) 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total 

NWFPA 
Market 
Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp 
and Paper 

Market 

Pressure from corporate 4 19% 16% 

To differentiate themselves from rest of market and/or increase 
competitiveness 2 10% 11% 

Save money 2 8% 3% 

Free services and assistance with energy efficiency 3 29% 12% 

“Green” mentality 1 8% 3% 

Don't Know 1 7% 14% 

N/A 8 17% 25% 
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Table 27  “What elements of CEI do you believe your customers consider to be most 
valuable?” (Note: more than one response allowed per participant) 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of Total 
NWFPA Market 

Share 
Percent of Total Pulp 

and Paper Market 

Monitoring 
equipment 2 17% 5% 

KPI 2 2% 13% 

Training 4 36% 14% 

EnVinta 4 27% 16% 

Bottom line 1 7% 14% 

Overall CEI 
process 2 20% 11% 

Corporate 
commitment 1 0% 2% 

Energy champions 1 11% 10% 

N/A 9 17% 25% 

 
Table 28  “If you have more than one field representative, as a group, how familiar do you 

think your account reps are with the concept of CEI and its benefits?” 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 
Percent of Total 

NWFPA Market Share 
Percent of Total Pulp 

and Paper Market 

1 (not at all) 0 0% 0% 

2 1 9% 5% 

3 5 36% 26% 

4 1 8% 3% 

5 (very) 1 8% 0% 

n/a 9 19% 36% 

Total 17 79% 70% 
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Table 29  “What motivated you to do so? (Note: more than one response allowed per 
participant) 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of Total 
NWFPA Market 

Share 

Percent of Total 
Pulp and Paper 

Market 

Legislative mandate for savings, such as I-937 2 8% 5% 

Improves customer relations 2 10% 3% 

Good for customers 2 26% 3% 

Need for energy savings 1 1% 4% 

Reduces energy demand 2 2% 7% 

Improves image 1 0% 5% 

N/A 10 42% 51% 

 
Table 30  “What have your experiences been when trying to talk to customers about 

integrating/adopting CEI?” 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total NWFPA 
Market Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp and 
Paper Market 

Time for customers (food processors and pulp and 
paper processors) is an issue 1 0% 5% 

Lack of focus and dedication from customers 1 2% 0% 

Refer them to IEA 1 18% 0% 

Lack of staff at food processing plants and pulp and 
paper plants 1 1% 4% 

Want a customized solution 1 8% 0% 

Skeptical about value 2 8% 10% 

N/A 10 42% 51% 

Total 17 79% 70% 
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Table 31  “From your perspective, does CEI resonate with your customers?” 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of Total 
NWFPA Market 

Share 

Percent of Total 
Pulp and Paper 

Market 

Yes 3 18% 3% 

Yes, for plants where energy is a significant cost 1 0% 5% 

Depends on staff's attitudes 3 19% 11% 

N/A 10 42% 51% 

Total 17 79% 70% 

 
Table 32  “If no, why not?” 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 
Percent of Total 

NWFPA Market Share 
Percent of Total Pulp 

and Paper Market 

N/A 17 79% 70% 

Total 17 79% 70% 
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Table 33  “What prevents you from doing so?” (Note: more than one response allowed per 
participant) 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of Total 
NWFPA Market 

Share 
Percent of Total Pulp 

and Paper Market 

Lack of awareness 2 4% 16% 

Lack of interest 3 14% 5% 

Utility staff not trained about IEA 2 10% 9% 

Other priorities 2 19% 10% 

Not enough time to promote 3 19% 14% 

IEA not taking new customers 1 7% 14% 

Don’t trust IEA staff 1 0% 2% 

Don't get regulatory rate credits 2 16% 10% 

N/A 6 29% 19% 
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Table 34  “What would be necessary to make your utility be more comfortable with 
promoting CEI?” (Note: more than one response allowed per participant) 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 
Percent of Total 

NWFPA Market Share 
Percent of Total Pulp 

and Paper Market 

Increase training for utility staff 1 9% 5% 

Verifiable energy savings 1 0% 0% 

Develop joint marketing pieces 2 7% 16% 

Regulatory and savings credits 3 16% 10% 

Accept all interested customers 1 7% 14% 

Materials on CEI 1 1% 4% 

More benefits for utilities 1 0% 2% 

More time, customers aren't ready 1 2% 11% 

N/A 9 44% 25% 
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Table 35  “From your perspective, what are some of the key barriers to customers adopting 
CEI concepts?” (Note: more than one response allowed per participant) 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total NWFPA 
Market Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp 
and Paper 

Market 

Lack of time 9 32% 38% 

Maintaining focus on CEI over the long-term 5 28% 21% 

Lack of communication 1 9% 5% 

Customers need a lot of support through the process 1 11% 10% 

Corporate attitudes and priorities 4 20% 9% 

Lack of awareness of CEI and/or IEA 3 17% 7% 

Lack of dedicated energy champion 5 26% 26% 

Money 3 26% 10% 

N/A 3 3% 4% 

 

Table 36  Do you think NEEA (or NEEA’s Industrial Initiative) is effectively addressing 
them? 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 
Percent of Total 

NWFPA Market Share 
Percent of Total Pulp 

and Paper Market 

Yes 0 26% 33% 

No 3 24% 4% 

Don't Know 6 26% 30% 

N/A 2 3% 4% 

Total 17 79% 70% 
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Table 37  “If not, what could NEEA do to assist you to help your customers overcome these 
barriers?” 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total NWFPA 
Market Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp and 
Paper Market 

Improve marketing 
materials 1 7% 14% 

Improve CEI 1 18% 0% 

Don't Know 2 1% 9% 

N/A 13 53% 48% 

Total 17 79% 70% 

 

Table 38  “On a scale from 1 to 5 (1 not at all helpful, 5 very helpful) how helpful do you 
consider NEEA’s Industrial Initiative (IEA) and its offerings to be in your utility’s efforts 

to promote EE to its industrial customers?” 
 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 
Percent of Total 

NWFPA Market Share 
Percent of Total Pulp 

and Paper Market 

1 (not at alll) 3 23% 4% 

2 5 8% 30% 

3 4 10% 7% 

4 5 38% 30% 

5 (very) 0 0% 0% 

Total 17 79% 70% 
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Table 39  “(If  3 or higher ) What elements of the IEA support your utility’s conservation 
efforts?” (Note: more than one response allowed per participant) 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total NWFPA 
Market Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp and 
Paper Market 

EnVinta 6 31% 25% 

Energy champions 1 9% 5% 

Benchmarking and assessments 2 13% 21% 

Training 5 27% 16% 

Technical expertise 1 8% 0% 

Marketing 1 0% 2% 

N/A 8 31% 34% 

 

Table 40  “(if 1 or 2) What would IEA need to do to provide support to your utility?” 
(Note: more than one response allowed per participant) 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total NWFPA 
Market Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp and 
Paper Market 

Shift focus to other 
industries 4 7% 26% 

Increase trainings 3 30% 14% 

More informative website 1 6% 0% 

CEI/IEA information 
packet 1 1% 4% 

Increased communication 1 0% 7% 

Not interested in IEA 1 4% 0% 

N/A 9 43% 41% 
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Table 41  “One a scale from 1 to 5 (1 being poor and 5 being very good) how would you 
rate your utility’s current relationship with NEEA’s Industrial Initiative (aka IEA) in 

particular?” 
 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 
Percent of Total 

NWFPA Market Share 
Percent of Total Pulp 

and Paper Market 

1 (poor) 1 1% 4% 

2 1 0% 7% 

3 4 10% 5% 

4 8 47% 44% 

5 (very good) 3 21% 10% 

Total 17 79% 70% 

 

Table 42  “How would you characterize your utility’s current relationship with NEEA’s 
Industrial Initiative?” 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of Total 
NWFPA Market 

Share 

Percent of Total 
Pulp and Paper 

Market 

Partnership 6 27% 33% 

Prime-Sub 0 0% 0% 

Competitors 1 6% 0% 

Resource 6 41% 24% 

Nonexistent/ On Hold 4 6% 13% 

Total 17 79% 70% 
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Table 43  “How is the NEEA’s Industrial Initiative team communicating with you/your 
utility? Do you consider it effective?” 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total 

NWFPA 
Market 
Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp 
and Paper 

Market 

Effective/Excellent communication 6 22% 20% 

Good communication  8 53% 35% 

Poor communication 1 0% 7% 

Little to no communication 1 1% 4% 

Don’t Know 1 2% 5% 

Total 17 79% 70% 

 

Table 44  “Have you coordinated with NEEA’s Industrial Initiative on a Coordinated 
Customer Strategy? If so how? If not, do you consider doing so in the future?” 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 
Percent of Total 

NWFPA Market Share 
Percent of Total Pulp 

and Paper Market 

Yes 8 50% 42% 

No 6 27% 16% 

No answer 1 2% 11% 

Total 17 79% 70% 
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Table 45  “Are there any good/bad examples you would like to share with us?” (Note: more 
than one response allowed per participant) 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 

Percent of 
Total 

NWFPA 
Market 
Share 

Percent of 
Total Pulp 
and Paper 

Market 

No 4 8% 20% 

Good communication 3 17% 7% 

Good training 3 13% 10% 

Bad: IEA went around utility 1 6% 0% 

Good expertise 1 2% 5% 

Staff doing a good job 4 20% 17% 

Bad communication 2 8% 10% 

Good: increasing customer 
communication 1 7% 14% 

Pass offs and transfers need 
improvement 1 0% 2% 

Bad: staff changes 1 18% 0% 

 

Table 46  “Have you identified any additional customers that you might want to introduce 
to CEI and IEA?” 

 

Response 
Respondents 

(n= 17) 
Percent of Total 

NWFPA Market Share 
Percent of Total Pulp 

and Paper Market 

Yes 5 47% 14% 

No 12 32% 57% 

Total 17 79% 70% 
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Table 47  “Do you have any additional feedback/comments we have not yet touched on?” 
 

Oh no, they do a nice job. I know they are spread thin. The hard part of the thing is that 
Market Transformation is a bit out of the main stream. I recognize they have restrictions. 

No not really. 

n/a 

In general I think they are doing a good job. I would like to see more stuff on the 
landscape and get stuff done. Start to see where that gets some traction. 

No 

No. Please pass along that we want to know what going on with COMPANY NAME. I think 
there is a potential for a great relationship they just need to be better about contacting us. 
Please have somebody get a hold of me and follow up. 

No, I think that there have been improvements made in communication and asking for 
utility feedback. Just giving utilities to get to know the people rather than just get a name 
makes a big different. Getting face time and phone time is very important. They are good 
improvements and it was kind of rocky before. 

I don’t. 

Nope, you covered everything 

No 

Not really. The only thing I would say, I don’t think we used the EnVinta very effectively. 
I’m basing this on customer responses. They get the feedback and they go “so”. I’ve never 
heard “we are only a two but we want to be a 5”. 

No, I just need to remember. Originally, I think the idea is that we are pursuing capital and 
they are supposed to do their things. We would have to make it a program and then have 
to make it cost effective. We can’t just hand out money for assessments from our energy 
efficiency program. The Alliance can do all these things. And if we absorbed some Market 
Transformation programs we would have to go through regulatory support.  What they 
need is resources and then are we just expecting the customers to do all of that. Are we 
expecting the customers to develop their own program. We can talk about the concepts 
and incorporate them in account plants and somebody has to come up with the resources, 
how does that work. Will the customer bear all of them.  

Can’t think of anything. 

One concern I’ve had is budgeting. We’ve got the message that with budget constraints 
IEA was not looking for new customers to engage with. We had a list of customers with 
engagement levels. Of this list of customers just all of our customers were zero. We want 
more of our customers to get the IEA “treatment”. NEEA STAFF pretty much handled the 
FOOD PROCESSING NAME account by himself. It makes us very nervous to promote or 
even introduce IEA when we know the funding is limited and IEA won’t take on any more 
customers. Why would we promote it? 
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Well no, I guess not. I guess I need to try to realize that this thing works both way. I don’t 
know if part of the silence is that we are no longer members yet. But I don’t get contacted. 

They could make regular calls that would be nice. I would like to do a survey on how much 
they spend on survey. I get surveyed all the time. They continuously need to justify their 
existence. 

No working relationship has worked great. We are a good team. IEA is great and I would 
like to expand on that and go from there. I would like to see IEA expand to plastics, and 
forest product. 
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Appendix F: Savings Analysis Memorandum 



 

The Cadmus Group, Inc. 
720 SW Washington Street, Portland, OR 97205  Telephone: 503.228.2992  Fax: 503.228.3696 

An Employee-Owned Company 
www.cadmusgroup.com 

 

Date: December 19, 2008 

To: Robert Russell 

From: Kerstin Rock, Rick Ogle and Carrie Cobb  

Re: Future Savings Update 

 

NEEA’s Industrial Initiative has a goal of saving the region 20 aMW of energy by 2010. To 
assess progress toward this goal, Cadmus has conducted annual site visits with plants expected to 
have savings. Cadmus reported 0.936 aMW of savings in 2006 and 0.665 aMW in 2007, for a 
total of 1.601 aMW of savings for the region. 

In MPER #4, which compiled the 2007 savings, Cadmus reported a total of 6.11 aMW of 
“future” energy savings. These savings were from 13 plants that reported projects in progress or 
in the pipeline. The amount of savings was relatively large, but uncertain.  To assess the current 
status of these future savings and the likelihood of their implementation, NEEA requested that 
Cadmus conduct a document review and phone interviews with all 13 sites and report on their 
progress on measure installation. This memorandum presents our findings. It is important to note 
that this document does not report on measure installations and/or validated savings for any sites 
other than the 13 facilities mentioned above. Cadmus will be conducting a battery of site visits 
focused on gathering these data in the first quarter of 2009.  

Research Approach 

Using NEEA’s Industrial Tracking System (ITS) and measure installation documentation 
provided by the implementation team, Cadmus catalogued a detailed list of energy efficiency 
projects thought to be occurring at the 13 plants that reported future savings for 2008. This work 
was greatly facilitated by the implementation team, who provided an extensive list of activities at 
each facility. 

Utilizing this list as a reference, Cadmus’ engineer attempted interviews with all 13 facilities. In 
all, Cadmus was able to complete phone interviews with 9 of the 13 facilities. The phone 
interviews were focused on taking inventory of which projects had been completed when and, if 
appropriate, to validate any associated energy savings. In addition, Cadmus collected information 
on projects currently in progress or planned, even if they had not been part of our reporting in 
MPER #4.   
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Table 48. Disposition of Site Visit Activities by Industry for Unique Plants, 2008 To Date 

  

Number of Sites 
with Reported 

Future Savings 

Number of 
Completed 

Calls 

Number of Sites 
with Validated 
2008 Savings 

Number of 
Sites Reporting 

Additional 
Future Savings 

Food Processing 11  8  8 4 

Pulp and Paper 2  1  1 1 

TOTAL 13  9  9  5 

 

As shown in Table 1, Cadmus was unable to validate savings for four of the sites interviewed in 
past years. One of these plants agreed to a site visit next year; another was closed for the season; 
one was no longer engaged with IEA and did not return our calls; and the final site was in the 
middle of large scale lay-offs. Together, the sites Cadmus did not contact represented 36 percent 
of the total future savings reported in MPER #4, of which 34 percent was represented by one 
site109.  

Historically, Cadmus has not tracked gas savings in evaluations of the IEA program. This year 
Cadmus tracked gas savings. Food processors have a particularly high gas usage, with natural 
gas providing, on average, around 60 percent of their fuel mix. 

In order to provide a detailed yet meaningful report on our findings, Cadmus devised a set of 
categories for savings (Figure 1). Cadmus based these categories on: (1) project type (O&M or 
capital); (2) project completion (finished or pending); and (3) the use of utility incentives. We 
chose these factors based on their descriptiveness and applicability to all projects. We further 
grouped all validated savings estimates into three categories: (1) operations and maintenance 
projects,(2) incented capital projects and (3) un-incented capital projects. We called all savings 
from projects in progress or planned future savings. Of these, we labeled projects expected to 
conclude by the end of 2009 as 2009 savings, and savings attributed to planned projects with a 
less certain timeline as beyond 2009 savings.  

                                                 
109 We spoke with a company representative, who did not have time to answer questions. He referred us to Energy 

Trust of Oregon for further information. 
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Figure 6: Saving Categories 

 

Savings

Validated Future

O&M
Incented 
Capital 
Projects 

Un-incented 
Capital 
Projects

2009 Beyond 2009

 

Findings 
Findings are grouped in four sections. First, we discuss the total savings, then savings for food 
processing and pulp and paper, respectively. We then examine savings on an individual site 
basis. 

In MPER #4 Cadmus reported 6.11 aMW of future savings at 13 sites. Analysis of the updated 
information gathered during November 2008 resulted in the following findings.  

• Cadmus validated 1.6 aMW or 26 percent of the future savings reported in MPER#4; 
• Cadmus confirmed that 21 percent remain as “future” savings; 
• Cadmus was not able to contact sites representing 36 percent, and therefore their status is 

unknown. 

These do not add to 100 percent, as some projects were not completed and some were completed 
but details changed about the projects that changed the original savings estimates. 
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Table  shows the total validated savings for 2006 and 2007, which were previously published in 
MPER #4, as well as savings validated in 2008.  
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Table 49: Total Validated First Year Savings by Category 
Validated Electric Savings (aMW) Validated Gas Savings (therms) 

  O&M 

Incented 
Capital 

Projects  

Un-incented 
Capital 

Projects  
Electric 

Total O&M 

Incented 
Capital 

Projects 

Un-incented 
Capital 

Projects Gas Total

2006 0.271 0.656 0.009 0.936 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

2007 0.254 0.126 0.285 0.665 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

2008 (To Date) 0.476 1.114 0.005 1.595 68,750 0 975,664 1,044,414

TOTAL  1.001 1.896 0.299 3.196 68,750 0 975,664 1,044,414

Note: 2006 and 2007 Gas Savings were not tracked 

Figure 7 provides a visual representation of savings from 2006 through 2008 for electric  
savings. In general, the data indicate that projects partially or fully financed by utility incentives 
accounted for the bulk of the electric savings. Un-incented capital projects tend to be relatively 
small making the assessment of their impact in 2006 and 2008 difficult.  However, in 2007 a 
number of company-paid projects were implemented, though Cadmus found that it was a 
coincidence of timing, rather than an indicator of a trend. In contrast, most of the gas savings 
were from un-incented capital projects.  

 

Figure 7. Total Savings by year, in aMW 
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Food Processing 
MPER #4 reported 3.61 aMW of future savings for the food processing sector. Of these savings: 

• Cadmus was able to validate 1.435 aMW of savings (40 percent of the estimate reported 
in MPER #4); 

• Cadmus confirmed 34 percent remain as “future” savings; 
• Cadmus was unable to contact sites representing four percent of the savings estimate 

reported in MPER#4. 

Table 50 summarizes the savings in the food processing sector. The 2006 and 2007 savings were 
previously published in MPER #4, and 2008 savings are from this data collection activity. As 
illustrated by the data, capital projects accounted for the majority of savings validated in 2008.  

Table 50. Validated First Year Savings by Category for Food Processing 
Validated Electric Savings (aMW) Validated Gas Savings (therms) 

  O&M 

Incented 
Capital 

Projects 

Un- incented 
Capital 

Projects 
Electric 

Total O&M 

Incented 
Capital 

Projects 

Un-incented 
Capital 

Projects 
Gas 
Total 

2006 0.152 0.611 0.000 0.763 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

2007 0.210 0.013 0.272 0.495 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

2008 (To Date) 0.405 1.024 0.005 1.435 68,750 0 975,664 1,044,414

TOTAL  0.767 1.648 0.277 2.693 68,750 0 975,664 1,044,414

 

Pulp and Paper 
MPER #4 reported 2.50 aMW of future savings for the food processing sector. Of these savings: 

• Cadmus validated 0.3 aMW of savings or (6 percent of the estimate reported in 
MPER#4); 

• Cadmus confirmed three percent remain as “future” savings; 
• Cadmus was unable to validate savings from one site representing 82 percent of the 

savings. 

Cadmus was unable to validate savings from the site that made up most of the savings in pulp 
and paper, making it impossible for us to validate whether or not any activity occurred at this 
facility.  
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Table 51 summarizes the savings for the pulp and paper sector. The 2006 and 2007 savings were 
previously published in MPER #4, and 2008 savings are from this data collection activity. 
Savings were closely divided between O&M projects and incented capital for 2008. 
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Table 51. Validated First Year Savings by Category for Pulp and Paper 
Validated Electric Savings (aMW) Validated Gas Savings (therms) 

  O&M 

Incented 
Capital 

Projects  

Un-incented 
Capital 

Projects  
Electric 

Total O&M 

Incented 
Capital 

Projects 

Un-incented 
Capital 

Projects Gas Total 

2006 0.009 0.000 0.000 0.009 0 0 0 0 

2007 0.044 0.113 0.013 0.170 0 0 0 0 

2008 (To Date) 0.071 0.090 0.000 0.160 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL  0.124 0.203 0.013 0.339 0 0 0 0 

 

Future Savings 
Many of the sites reported projects that were still underway. Specifically, five sites reported 
projects currently in progress. Of those, four sites estimated they had projects that should be 
completed in 2009. Two sites reported they were in the process of planning projects scheduled 
for completion after 2009. Table 5 provides a summary of the future savings identified as part of 
this effort. 

Table 5: Estimated Future Savings  

 

Electric Savings 
(aMW)  

(2009) 

Gas Savings 
(therms) 
(2009) 

Electric Savings 
(aMW)  

(Beyond 2009) 

Gas Savings 
(therms) 

(Beyond 2009) 

Food Processing   

     Capital 1.125 13,000 0.107 0 

     Operations and Maintenance 0 0 0 0 

     Total Food Processing Savings 1.125 13,000 0.107 0 

Pulp and Paper  

     Capital 0.068 0 0 0 

     Operations and Maintenance 0 0 0 0 

     Total Pulp and Paper Savings 0.068 0 0 0 

Total Savings 1.193 13,000 0.107 0 
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Future savings are difficult to predict, as many factors can derail projects. These include 
budgeting priorities, staff turnover, and decreases in total available capital.  However, it should 
be noted that most of the sites reporting projects in the pipeline are relatively active with the 
Industrial Initiative. The bulk of future savings are from projects at two plants whose parent 
corporation has consistently shown a commitment to CEI, which was evidenced in the TAFU 
last year. Therefore, it is likely that these projects will be of high priority at the corporate level, 
perhaps increasing the likelihood of their completion. 

Savings Activities by Site 
Another way to analyze realization of savings is to look at what sites planned to do, versus what 
actually happened. This is best done at an individual level, rather than by looking at aggregated 
savings. 

To assess the future savings that were reported last year, it is instructive to estimate the 
percentage of savings actually achieved by a given site compared to their intentions reported as 
part of MPER#4. Cadmus applied the following formula:  

Percent Achieved = (Validated Savings + Future Savings)/(Future Savings reported last year) 

 

Figure 8 illustrates the percent of savings achieved for each site. As the figure illustrates, three of 
the sites with validated savings exceeded their earlier expectations, with the remainder of the 
sites achieving less than they had reported as future savings in MPER#4. Of the three sites 
exceeding their initial savings estimates, one site achieved over six times the anticipated savings 
while the other two doubled their expected savings. For those sites that did not achieve their 
planned savings, several reasons were discovered. Namely, in some cases the planned savings 
were over-estimated, in others the planned projects were delayed to future years, and, 
occasionally, plants abandoned projects due to unfavorable financials. 
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Figure 8. Percentage of 2008 planned savings achieved at each site 
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As shown in Figure 4, food processing accounts for the majority of validated 2008 savings. Also 
noteworthy is the composition of the savings. All facilities saw savings from incented capital 
projects. Five of the nine facilities saved energy through operations and maintenance procedures. 
One of these facilities only reported savings from O&M; they were able to shut down an air 
compressor due to their leak tag program. Site I-007 reported an un-incented capital project, but 
the scale of the savings is small enough to make it difficult to see in the figure. The data further 
indicate that five facilities contributed well over half of the validated savings. The characteristics 
and commonalities of these five facilities are explored below. 
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Figure 9. 2008 Savings, in MWh, by facility 

 

 

To identify potential commonalities among the five facilities (4 food processors and 1 pulp and 
paper mill) accounting for the majority of savings, Cadmus analyzed the available data. Analysis 
of the available data indicated that the one pulp and paper facilities had little in common with the 
other four sites, except for being at a Level 4 Engagement. For the four food processors the 
commonalities included: 

• All are Northwest Food Processors Association members 
• All have utilities that promote IEA’s version of CEI 
• All are part of multi-facility sites, with three having the same parent company 
• All process one food product, making their processes more consistent110 
• Two are at Level 3 Engagement and two are at Level 4 
• All report having an Energy Champion 

The other sites shared many of these characteristics, but not as consistently as those with the 
largest amount of savings. 

Conclusions 
Based on our analysis of the 2008 savings data available to date, Cadmus was able to validate 
1.595 aMW. Cadmus anticipates that the total savings estimate for 2008 will increase further as 
our engineers will conduct additional site visits in the spring of 2009. Cadmus currently plans to 

                                                 
110 The food product was potatoes, though the product itself does not appear to be as important as the fact that 

processing one product standardizes the production process, especially in contrast to plants that have to switch 
processes often as they process various crops throughout the season. 
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conduct 25 additional site visits. Detailed analysis of the 2008 validated savings indicates that 
the majority of the savings came from the food processing sector. NEEA has shown considerable 
traction in the food processing market, which is reflected in the proportion of the savings we 
observed. Cadmus also found that incented capital projects formed the bulk of the savings, 
though O&M remains a steady portion, accounting for 30 percent of the validated savings. 

To identify characteristics common to plants generating energy savings as a result of engagement 
with the Initiative, Cadmus has been conducting analyses of the available data. Although the 
2008 savings data is arguably still very limited, our initial results suggest that single product-
production, high engagement levels with IEA and being part of a multi-plant facility are shared 
characteristics among facilities with validated energy savings. Once more data become available 
in early 2009, Cadmus will revisit this analysis and provide an updated set of characteristics to 
NEEA. Regardless, we recommend that the 2009 evaluation activities include a TAFU survey 
that is specifically targeted to identify common characteristics of facilities generating savings.  
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Appendix G: Review of ACE Model Assumptions 

A list of these inputs and assumptions with a review of their reasonableness and validity are 
presented in Tables 1 and 2.  
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Table 52. Pulp and Paper Market Assumptions 
  Input Assumption   Source  Comments  Recommendations 

1 

Market Definition / 
Consumption 
Single Mills: 17 plants 
with annual 
consumption of 605 
aMW 
Multi Mill: 11 plants 
with annual 
consumption of 584 
aMW 

ITS 

1) We find no basis for defining the market by single vs. 
multi mills with regards to the Industrial Initiative. Based 
on current evaluation data there appears to be little 
difference between the two groups with regard to 
consumption, savings, and penetration. Therefore, 
defining the market by single and multi‐mill companies 
is ineffectual.  
 
2) Our research for the 2008 market characterization 
indicates that ownership type, product type, or 
production process may have a greater impact on a 
firm’s likeliness to invest in energy efficiency.  
 
3) Our research further suggests that expected market 
growth rates differ by product type and thus potentially 
impact savings factors.  

Consider removing single/multi‐mill 
distinction and subdividing the market by 
product type. Based on our research in the 
market characterization, NEEA should 
consider dividing the market into the 
following product categories: pulp, newsprint, 
tissue, and other paper products, though 
further research into available data and 
production processes should be conducted to 
assess whether the necessary data are 
available to warrant separating the market to 
this granularity. Data from the Lockwood –
Post Directory could assist in determining 
market segments.  

2 
Market Growth Rates 
Single Mill: 1.7% 
Multi Mill: 1.7% 

Globalwise, 
Massoud J. NWPCC 

1) The market growth assumption would also benefit 
from redefining the market by product type as our 
research indicates different growth rates by product 
type. While overall paper and paperboard production in 
the US declined 1% in the past year, tissue production, 
the only market with any notable growth projections, is 
expected to grow over the next 3 years at an average 
annual rate of 1.2%. In contrast, newsprint production 
declined roughly 5% last year and is expected to lose 
more ground as changes in consumer preferences 
(permanent shift in market demand) are exacerbated by 
the economic downturn. Given current media 
distribution and consumption trends, we anticipate that 
newsprint production might level off but will fail to 
make significant gains or even reach its pre‐2008 output 
levels. Given these data, Cadmus contends that a 
market growth rate of 1.7, especially during the period 
of economic downturn, is too high.  
 

1) Segment market by product type and apply 
product‐specific growth rates. Based on 
available data and the unpredictable nature 
and length of the current economic down turn 
and subsequent recovery, Cadmus is unable 
to predict past a period of 5 years. However, 
based on the data collected during the market 
characterization we consider the following 
annual growth rates for the next 5 years as 
reasonable and conservative: 1) Tissue 1.2% 
per year for 3 years, 1.5% per year after that, 
2) Newsprint 3 years of ‐5%, 2 years of ‐3% 3) 
Pulp ‐1% for 3 years, 0% after that, 4) other 
paper products ‐1% for 3 years, 0% after that.  
 
2) Our research indicates that long‐term 
forecasts past year 5 might be available; they 
usually require purchasing such data for each 
specific market. To develop reasonable 
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  Input Assumption   Source  Comments  Recommendations 
2) Our recent search of industry publication as part of 
the market characterization indicates that the majority 
of industry publication or forecasts are limited to 3 to 5 
year forecasts.  
 
3) Our research indicates that the pulp and paper 
market fluctuates in line with the overall economy and 
thus we expect the market generally to follow the 
current recession. Economic cycles have historically 
lasted 7 to 10 years. We anticipate that the growth rates 
in the pulp, tissue, and other paper product markets are 
likely to recover along side the rest of the economy after 
3‐4 years.  

growth rates estimates past year 5, NEEA 
should consider purchasing such data or 
commissioning a formal study in developing 
such forecasts for the Pacific Northwest.  
 
Potential places to look for market forecasts 
include: http://www.risiinfo.com/risi‐
store/do/product/list?pcId=30&rootId=13 or 
http://www.cpbis.gatech.edu/resources/data
center/index.htm 

3 

Retirements 
O&M savings 
retirements due to 
competing priorities 
2% per year 2007‐10 
0% per year post‐2010 

NEEA internal 
expert opinion 

1) Although the idea of retirement of savings is 
reasonable, we cannot find a reasonable basis for the 
2% annual figure and consider it too low.  
 
2) The model also assumes persistence of O&M 
practices for the entire time period (post 2010); such 
persistence appears unreasonable for O&M savings. For 
the purposes of validating savings, Cadmus typically 
applies a measure life of 1‐3 years to O&M measures, 
depending on the practices captured by the measure. 
Measure lives for O&M measures are impacted by staff 
turn over rate and knowledge retention. Qualitative 
evaluation data suggest this industry struggles with staff 
turnover in key positions due to competition in the labor 
market as well as corporate buyouts and restructuring. 
In light of the retirement of many senior and technical 
staff over the past decade, we find no basis for the 
persistence of O&M assumed in the model.  
 
3) It appears that the model applies the stated 
retirement rate to all net savings (gross savings less free 
riders and capital projects incented by utilities). This 
assumption suggests that there are no savings related to 
unincented capital projects. While relatively small, 

1) Replace the usage of retirements with the 
more commonly used concept of measure 
life.  
 
2) Separate O&M and capital savings, and 
adjust model calculations accordingly. 
 
3) Limit O&M measure life to 1 (conservative) 
to 3 years.  
 
4) Apply standard measure lives for capital 
projects and properly account for future 
replacement costs. 
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  Input Assumption   Source  Comments  Recommendations 
unincented capital project make up a portion of the 
validated savings data from 2006‐2008 (3.8%). O&M and 
capital measures, especially in industrial applications, 
have vastly different measure lives. The current 
assumption and our understanding of how it is applied 
in the model do not align with the data collected in the 
field.  
 
4) Furthermore, the model documentation states that 
the model does not currently assume any retirements 
for capital projects. Given the 20‐year horizon of the 
model, the measure lives of capital projects (with 
assumed measure lives of 10 years as stated in the 
model documentation) should be properly accounted 
for as should their replacement costs.  

4 

Savings Factor 
Single Mill: 11% 
cumulative 
Multi Mill: 11% 
cumulative 
By Year ‐  
1.8% 
2.3% 
3.0% 
4.0% 

1)Energy Efficiency 
and Conservation 
Measure Resource 
Assessment, for 
Energy Trust of 
Oregon, by 
Ecotope and Stellar 
Process, May 
2006.; 2)Market 
Assessment 
Opportunities for 
Industrial Motor 
Systems in the 
Pacific Northwest, 
Easton Consultants, 
Inc. and Xenergy, 
Inc., report #99‐
044 December 
1999.; 
3)Opportunities to 
Improve Energy 
Efficiency in the 

1) While the savings factor is applied to individual plants 
and thus reflects the expected savings rate at the plant, 
not the Initiative level, the total gross savings in the 
model are a function of total consumption, penetration 
rate, and the savings factor. Based on validated savings 
data for 2006‐2008, the actual gross savings (not 
accounting for baseline savings or utility incentives) in 
this market are roughly 1.39 aMW. Compared to the 
gross savings estimated by the model for the same 
period, actual validated savings are about 20% less than 
the predicted value (based on current model 
assumptions). This suggests the model might slightly 
overestimate savings (which is a function of the 
consumption, penetration rate, and savings factor), 
however, the savings to date appear to be within reason 
to the assumptions.  
 
2) Cadmus reviewed available savings data to assess 
whether 11% cumulative savings and the 5‐year ramping 
rate were reasonable. In general, the data available 
were limited. However, data for a “star‐performer” in 
this market indicates an annual savings rate (savings as a 

1) Confirm with Initiative management 
regarding long‐term strategy for this market. 
 
2) Consider reducing plant‐specific savings 
factor assumption, especially for 2007‐2010 
by at least 20% to reflect resource dedication 
and roll out of new strategy.  
 
3) Consider extending the plant‐specific ramp 
rate of the savings to 6‐7 years before plant 
hits expected maximum savings rate. 
 
4) Revisit this assumption after more 
validated savings claims for this market are 
available. It is important to note that 
validation of the savings rate assumption 
requires both the actual savings estimate as 
well as the total consumption. As part of our 
review, Cadmus discovered that plant‐specific 
consumption data are not available for all 
plants with savings. Implementation staff 
should make collection of these data a 
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  Input Assumption   Source  Comments  Recommendations 
Pulp and Paper 
Industry, Worell 
et.al, 
Environmental 
Energy 
Technologies 
Division, Ernest 
Orlando Lawrence 
Berkeley National 
Laboratory, LBNL‐
48353, 2001.4) 
Fenske Report 
(Rob's Interview) 

percent of consumption) of approximately 1.2% in 2007 
and 2008. At this rate, the plant would need nearly 9 
years to reach 11% (if at all possible). Alternatively, after 
5 years, the plant would be at about 6% savings. Based 
on these indicators and the limited data available, 
Cadmus considers the current savings factor assumption 
as too aggressive.  
 
2) In addition to the validated savings data, process 
interviews with Initiative management regarding the 
current and future strategy in this market do not 
suggest that an increase in savings rates will occur over 
the next 5 years. The Initiative’s long‐term strategy is 
expected to focus on reaching the industry at a national 
level and promote energy efficiency from the top‐down 
rather than the bottom‐up (the approach employed 
over the past three years). While Cadmus is unable to 
comment on the likely success of the new top‐down 
strategy, we do anticipate that the Initiative’s savings 
rate in this market will not increase significantly during 
the re‐work and transition period. Process interview 
data further indicate that the amount of resources and 
focus on the PP has been reduced until a market‐ready 
product and associated market strategy has been fully 
developed.  

priority. 
 
5) If NEEA should make any changes to the 
savings factor and/or the penetration rate, 
NEEA should calibrate the total gross savings 
estimate of the model (by year) to the total 
validated savings.  

5 
Penetration Rates 
Start 2007: 7% 
Terminus 2018: 67% 

NEEA goals 

1) The model’s penetration rate assumption does not 
match that of the logic model.  
 
2) The Initiative’s logic model indicates a goal of 13 
engaged mills by 2010. Based on evaluation data, in 
December 2008 the penetration rate was 4 out of 28 
plants (14% based on number of plants, not production). 
In light of this progress, Cadmus has found (MPER#4) 
the Initiative is unlikely to meet its stated goal for 2010. 
It is therefore unlikely that the Initiative will reach 67% 
in 2018. Thus, the current penetration rate assumptions 
for this market appear too aggressive. 

1) Correlate ACE model assumptions with 
those in the logic model 
 
2) Consider lowering penetration rate goals to 
14 mills by 2018 (roughly half the market).  
 
3) As stated in Cadmus’ 2007 memorandum 
on market diffusion curves for the Industrial 
Initiative, we suggest NEEA adopt a non‐linear 
approach to modeling market diffusion (as 
outlined in our memorandum). Given the 
limited size of the market as well as the 
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  Input Assumption   Source  Comments  Recommendations 
 
3) As documented previously, Cadmus considers the use 
of a linear market diffusion curve as inappropriate for 
this market.  

Initiative’s knowledge of the plants, NEEA 
should consider constructing the market 
diffusion curves (at least for the next 5‐10 
years) using information from the 
implementation team’s estimation of 
companies’/plants’ likelihood to participate. 
 
4) Consider modeling market penetration as a 
percent of regional production (Lockwood‐
Post) instead on a per plant basis. In light of 
the limited size of the market as well as the 
large variation in the size and energy savings 
potential of the plants, savings will be lumpy 
and the penetration rate will depend on 
which plant engages when.  

6 
Load Shape 
SIC20 

NWPPC  Accept the estimate.   None 

7 
Utility Share of Savings 
65% forecast 

Based on 2006 
utility incentive 
levels. 

Attributing 65% of savings to the utility seems 
reasonable. Validated savings data from 2006‐2008 
indicates that about 60% of capital projects were funded 
by utility incentives.  

The evaluation team has collected three years 
of savings information and will continue to 
collect information as the Initiative continues. 
Consider using evaluation data as the source 
for this assumption rather than just average 
utility incentive rates.  

8 
Baseline Penetration 
2‐10% over nine years; 
2% starts in 2005 

NEEA Phase III 
Market Research 
Report May 2004; 
Expert opinion by 
Charlie Grist 
(NWPCC) 

1) While the estimate itself appears reasonable, the 
integration of the baseline savings estimate in the 
model is problematic. In support of the first finding, 
information from industry experts indicates 10 to 15 
percent savings would likely occur. In addition, 
information from nine mills indicates that they would 
expect about 10 percent savings given payback 
requirements. (Reported in MPER#4).  
 
2) Review of the model appears to suggest that that the 
model ties baseline penetration (naturally occurring 
savings) to the achievable savings related to the 
Industrial Initiative. This results in zero naturally 

1) Replace baseline penetration with the 
more commonly used term of naturally 
occurring savings.  
 
2) Adjust the model to account for baseline 
savings separate from the penetration rates 
and savings factors.  
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  Input Assumption   Source  Comments  Recommendations 
occurring savings if the Initiative achieves no savings. 
However, naturally occurring savings, by definition, 
occur regardless of the Initiative’s engagement in the 
market and should be tied to the market not the 
Initiative’s achievable potential. 

9 
Capital Costs (per 
plant) 
0.21 per kWh‐yr 

3 year payback 
(conservative) 
Easton Consultants, 
Market Assessment 
Opportunities for 
Industrial Motor 
Systems in the 
PNW; Worell et al., 
Opportunities to 
Improve EE in the 
PnP Industry, LBNL 

Average costs of $0.21 for first year costs of energy 
efficiency appears reasonable compared to the findings 
of other regional studies such as Puget Sound Energy 
and PacifiCorp. 

None 

1
0 

O&M Costs 
$75,0000 per plant 

Assumed to be ½ 
FTE. Brian 
Crumrine 17.5 
hours/month 
($10,500/plant); 
Jeff Harris Full FTE 
@ $150,000; Mark 
Hamilton 1/2 FTE 

Based off the information given, the estimate seems 
reasonable.  

Update assumption as more cost‐related data 
become available.  
 
 

 



 

MPER#5 of NEEA’s Industrial Initiative 146 

Table 2: Food Processing Assumptions 
   Input Assumption   Source  Comments  Recommendations 

1 

Market Definition (# 
employees) 
Total Target market (>250 
employees): 41,500 
NWFPA: 33,200 employees 
Non‐NWFPA: 8,300 
employees 

State Economic 
and Census data 
from Oregon, 
Washington, 
Idaho, and 
Montana 

Cadmus recently updated employee numbers (in 
coordination with Globalwise) and calculated a Total 
Target Market of 41,765. The ballpark estimation of 
41,500 is sufficient. 

None 

2 
Market Growth Rates 
NWFPA: 1.3% 
Non‐NWFPA 0% 

Global Wise, 
Massoud Jarobchi, 
NWPCC 

1) Based on our research for the recent market 
characterization, we find the 1.3% growth rate assumption 
as reasonable.  
 
2) As noted in MPER #4, although NWFPA membership will 
likely enhance the competitive position of member firms, 
a 0% growth rate for non‐NWFPA member seems arbitrary 
and too conservative. 

1) No change to NWFPA growth rate.  
 
2) Investigate rational for 0% growth rate 
for Non‐NWFPA members, compared to 
1.3 % for NWFPA members. Consider 
using a average annual growth rate of 
0.5% instead. 

3 

Average Energy 
Consumption per 
Employee 
0.01 aMW 

ITS; sample size is 
20% of market 

Accept the estimate. Cadmus calculated a similar estimate 
based on available consumption data from ITS and MIPD 
(Major Industrial Plant Database). 

None 

4 

Savings Factor 
NWFPA: 18.7% adopted 
over 8 years 
Non‐NWFPA: 18.7% 
(adopted over 10 years) 

NWFPA: 1) 
Electricity 
Consumption and 
the Potential for 
Electric Energy 
Savings in the 
Manufacturing 
Sector, ACEEE, 
Report #!E942, 
April 1994; 2) 
Opportunities for 
Industrial Motor 
Systems in the 
Pacific Northwest, 
Report#99‐044, 

1) While the savings factor is applied to individual plants 
and thus reflects the expected savings rate at the plant, 
not Initiative level, the total gross savings in the model are 
a function of total consumption, penetration rate, and 
savings factor. Based on evaluation data for 2006‐2008, 
validated savings in this market totaled 2.66 aMW, which 
is more than three times the savings predicted using the 
current model input assumption. This would suggest that 
the plant‐specific savings factor assumption is too low.  

2) However, using validated savings data as a percentage 
of consumption (where the data were available), plants 
averaged an annual savings of 2% in 2006‐2008. This 
finding suggests the plant‐specific savings factor 

1) None. However, consider updating 
assumption as more data become 
available. If evidence for a higher per‐
plant savings rate and/or ramp rate can 
be documented in 2009, NEEA might 
consider increasing the savings factor. 
Until then, Cadmus recommends NEEA 
adopt a conservative approach and keep 
the current savings rate assumptions.  
 
2) Revisit this assumption after more 
validated savings claims for this market 
are available. It is important to note that 
validation of the savings rate assumption 
requires both the actual savings estimate 
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   Input Assumption   Source  Comments  Recommendations 
December 1999; 
3)ETO, Source 
Energy Efficiency 
and Conservation 
Measure Resource 
Assessment 
(DRAFT November 
2002) Non‐
NWFPA: Les 
Tumidaj, John 
Sandin 

assumption is slightly higher than the savings rate 
observed in the field to date.  

3) Given these conflicting findings and the fact that there 
are limited data, Cadmus considers the current 
assumption is acceptable. However, based on the 
Initiative’s overall validated savings in the food processing 
sector to date, and the NWFPA’s energy intensity 
reduction goals, it is likely that the current savings rate is a 
conservative estimate  
 
4) Cadmus also looked at the distinction between NWFPA 
and non‐NWFPA; however, a lack of data limited our 
ability to find notable differences between the plants’ 
savings rate from 2006‐2008. Though the NWFPA may give 
members a competitive advantage for market growth, 
Cadmus finds no reason to believe that a non‐NWFPA 
plant committed to CEI is not capable of achieving the 
same savings as a NWFPA plant. Thus, we consider the 
current practice of applying the same savings factors to 
both groups reasonable.  

as well as the total consumption. As part 
of our review, Cadmus discovered that 
plant‐specific consumption data are not 
available for all plants with savings. 
Implementation staff should make 
collection of these data a priority. 
 
3) If NEEA should make any changes to 
the savings factor and/or the 
penetration rate, NEEA should calibrate 
the total gross savings estimate of the 
model (by year) to the total validated 
savings.  
 

5 
Penetration Rates  
Start 2007: 7% 
End 2017: 65% 

NEEA Goals 

Based on evaluation data for December 2008, the 
Initiative had penetrated roughly 20% of the target 
market. The penetration rate assumptions used in the 
model (20% at the end of 2008) appear to be reasonable. 
Although one could argue that much of the validated 
savings came from early adopters, the formal energy 
intensity reduction plan adopted by the NWFPA is likely to 
provide the needed support to meet the penetration rate 
goals.  

None. However, consider adjust 
penetration rate goals after NWFPA has 
begun to implement its roadmap.  

6 
Baseline 
2‐10% over nine years; 2% 
starts in 2005 

NEEA Phase II 
Market Research 
Report May 2004; 
Expert Opinion: 
Charlie Grist 
w/NWPCC 
indicates estimate 

1) While the estimate itself appears reasonable, the 
integration of the baseline savings estimate in the model 
is problematic. In support of the first finding, information 
from industry experts indicates 10 to 15 percent savings 
would likely occur. (Reported in MPER#4).  
 
2) Review of the model appears to suggest that that the 

1) Replace baseline penetration with the 
more commonly used term of naturally 
occurring savings.  
 
2) Adjust the model to account for 
baseline savings separate from the 
penetration rates and savings factors.  
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   Input Assumption   Source  Comments  Recommendations 
is conservative  model ties baseline penetration (naturally occurring 

savings) to the achievable savings related to the Industrial 
Initiative. This results in zero naturally occurring savings if 
the Initiative achieves no savings. However, naturally 
occurring savings, by definition, occur regardless of the 
Initiative’s engagement in the market and should be tied 
to the market not the Initiative’s achievable potential. 

7 
Load Shape 
SIC20 

NWPCC  Accept the estimate.  None 

8 
Utility Share of Savings 
50% of savings 

Based on 2006 
utility incentive 
levels. 

Attributing 50% of savings to the utility seems reasonable. 
Validated savings data from 2006‐2008 indicates that 
about 61% of capital projects were funded by utility 
incentives.  

The evaluation team has collected three 
years of savings information and will 
continue to collect information as the 
Initiative continues. Consider using 
evaluation data as the source for this 
assumption rather than just average 
utility incentive rates. 

9 

Retirements 
O&M savings retirements 
due to competing priorities 
2% per year 2007‐10 
0% per year post‐2010 

NEEA internal 
expert opinion 

1) Although the idea of retirement of savings is 
reasonable, we cannot find a reasonable basis for the 2% 
annual figure and consider it too low. The model also 
assumes persistence of O&M practices for the entire time 
period (post 2010); such persistence appears 
unreasonable for O&M savings.  
 
2) For the purposes of validating savings, Cadmus typically 
applies a measure life of 1‐3 years to O&M measures, 
depending on the practices captured by the measure. 
Measure life for O&M measures are impacted by staff turn 
over rate and knowledge retention. Qualitative evaluation 
data suggest this industry struggles with staff turnover in 
key positions due to competition in the labor market as 
well as corporate buyouts and restructuring. In light of the 
retirement of many senior and technical staff over the 
past decade, we find no basis for the persistence of O&M 
assumed in the model.  
 
3) It appears that the model applies the stated retirement 
rate to all net savings (gross savings less free riders and 

1) Replace the usage of retirements with 
the more commonly used concept of 
measure life.  
 
2) Separate O&M and capital savings, 
and adjust model calculations 
accordingly. 
 
3) Limit O&M measure life to 1 
(conservative) to 3 years.  
 
4) Apply standard measure lives for 
capital projects and properly account for 
future replacement costs. 
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   Input Assumption   Source  Comments  Recommendations 
capital projects incented by utilities). This assumption 
suggests that there are no savings related to unincented 
capital projects. While relatively small, unincented capital 
project make up a portion of the validated savings data 
from 2006‐2008 (3.8%). O&M and capital measures, 
especially in industrial applications, have vastly different 
measure lives. The current assumption and our 
understanding of how it is applied in the model do not 
align with the data collected in the field.  
 
4) Furthermore, the model documentation states that the 
model does not currently assume any retirements for 
capital projects. Given the 20‐year horizon of the model, 
the measure lives of capital projects (with assumed 
measure lives of 10 years as stated in the model 
documentation) should be properly accounted for as 
should their replacement costs.  

1
0 

Capital Costs 
0.21 per kWh‐yr 

Easton 
Consultants, 
Market 
Assessment 
Opportunities for 
Industrial Motor 
Systems in the 
PNW; Worell et 
al., Opportunities 
to Improve EE in 
the PnP Industry, 
LBNL 

Average costs of $0.21 for first year costs of energy 
efficiency appears reasonable compared to the findings of 
other regional studies such as Puget Sound Energy and 
PacifiCorp 

None 

1
1 

O&M Cost 
$50,000/plant 

Brian Crumrine 
17.5 hours/month 
($10,500/plant); 
Jeff Harris Full FTE 
@ $150,000; Mark 
Hamilton 1/2 FTE 

Based on the Initiative’s implementer experience, 
implementing O&M savings at pulp and paper plants is 
more time intensive than food processing, thus a slightly 
lower amount for food processing seems reasonable.  

Update assumption as more cost‐related 
data become available. 
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Appendix H: Summary of Savings  

 Validated Electric Savings (kWh) Validated Gas Savings (therms) 

Site ID Year Mkt State O&M Incented 
Capital 

Un-
incented 
Capital 

Electric 
Total O&M Incented 

Capital 
Un-

incented 
Capital 

Gas 
Total 

O-006 2008 FP OR 20,523     20,523       0 
W-017 2008 FP WA 315,783 885,773   1,201,556       0 
W-007 2008 FP WA 212,610   42,961 255,571     13,000 13,000 
O-005 2008 FP OR     51,000 51,000       0 
I-007 2008 FP ID   1,295,484 45,464 1,340,948     540,000 540,000 
W-015 2008 FP WA   998,850   998,850     330,740 330,740 
I-012 2008 FP ID   280,000   280,000     17,280 17,280 
I-009 2008 FP ID 1,800,000 1,071,915   2,871,915     22,644 22,644 
I-013 2008 FP ID 600,000     600,000       0 
O-009 2008 FP OR   413,156   413,156       0 
I-016 2008 FP ID 937,850 4,372,911   5,310,761 68,750   65,000 133,750 
O-011 2008 PnP OR 2,620,200     2,620,200       0 
W-026 2008 PnP WA 1,564,490     1,564,490       0 
W-014 2008 PnP WA 644,557 784,346 4,954,660 6,383,563       0 
W-002 2007 FP WA 158,250   40,000 198,250         
I-011 2007 FP ID 13,067   2,345,362 2,358,429         
W-015 2007 FP WA 665,328     665,328         
I-012 2007 FP ID 326,400     326,400         
O-002 2007 FP OR   87,715   87,715         
O-010-a 2007 PP OR       0         
W-013-c 2007 PP WA   350,000   350,000         
W-014 2007 PP WA 384,150 640,647 112,800 1,137,597         
W-022 2007 PP WA       0         
O-003 2007 FP OR       0         
O-004 2007 FP OR 40,000     40,000         

O-005-b 2007 FP OR 238,432 25,254   263,686         
O-006 2007 FP OR 96,000     96,000         
O-007 2007 FP OR       0         
O-008 2007 FP OR 305,140     305,140         
W-016 2007 FP WA       0         
I-013 2007 FP ID       0         
W-017 2007 FP WA       0         
W-018 2007 FP WA       0         
I-014 2007 FP ID       0         
O-009-b 2007 FP OR       0         
W-019 2007 FP WA       0         
I-015 2007 FP ID       0         
I-016-b 2007 FP ID       0         
W-020 2007 FP WA       0         
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W-021 2007 FP WA       0         
W-013-b 2006 PP WA       0         
I-001 2006 FP ID   1,600,000   1,600,000         
I-002 2006 FP ID 82,400 270,000   352,400         
I-003 2006 FP ID 99,400     99,400         
I-005 2006 FP ID       0         
I-007-a 2006 FP ID       0         
I-009 2006 FP ID   1,800,000   1,800,000         
I-010 2006 FP ID       0         
W-001 2006 FP WA 500,000     500,000         
W-002 2006 FP WA 40,500    40,500         
W-004 2006 FP WA       0         
W-006 2006 FP WA       0         
W-007 2006 FP WA 50,000     50,000         
W-008 2006 FP WA 104,000     104,000         
W-009 2006 FP WA 170,000     170,000         
W-010 2006 FP WA 85,500     85,500         
W-011 2006 FP WA       0         
W-013-a 2006 PP WA 80,000    80,000         
O-005-a 2006 FP OR 196,700     196,700         
W-023 2006 FP WA       0         
O-009-a 2006 FP OR       0         
I-017 2006 FP ID   613,000   613,000         
I-007-b 2006 FP ID       0         
I-016-a 2006 FP ID       0         
O-010-b 2006 FP OR       0         
Total kWh Savings  12,351,280 15,489,051 7,592,247 35,432,578 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Total Therm Savings n/a n/a n/a n/a 68,750 0 988,664 1,057,414
Savings by Year Electric (aMW) Gas (therms) 
     2006 Savings 0.16 0.49 0 0.65 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
     2007 Savings 0.25 0.13 0.29 0.67 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
     2008 Savings 0.99 1.15 0.58 2.73 68,750 0 988,664 1,057,414
     Total Savings 1.41 1.77 0.87 4.04 68,750 0 988,664 1,057,414
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Appendix I: Site Visit Reports



 

MPER#5 of NEEA’s Industrial Initiative 153 

IEA Site Visit Summary--W-014     
Company Information   Evaluation Information CEI Information 

Company W-014 Evaluation By Rick Ogle Level of Engagement Level 4 
Practicing 

Location Washington Evaluation Date 11/24/08 Date Current 
Engagement Reached 7/31/07 

NAICS Code 322     Date of Current 
Envinta 4/11/06 

      
Engagement Details           
     Description of Actions taken           

O&M  PM#1-Winder Trim Fan Interlock       
  PM#2 VFD on Hi-vac pump       
  Maintenance Area Lighting reduction       
  Incandescent to CFL lighting replacement     
  Repulper Area Lighting replacement       
  Miscellaneous O&M measures       
            

Capital Projects PM#1-Press vacuum pump upgrade       
  PM#1-Wire/HP shower pumps       
  PM#1-Motor cooling fan       
            

     Number of Employees 200 
     Product Manufactured Paper making, biomass power generation, WWTP operation 
     Production Process           
     Production Hours 8000 
     Production Trends   
     Process End-Use Metering no 
            

Annual  kWh 96,000,000 Annual  therms ?     
  Compressed Air 0% Motors 0%      Energy Systems Breakdown 
  Refrigeration 0% Steam 0% 

    Other 0%     
            
     Types of Energy Used Electric 25% Gas 75% (Hog) 
    Other --     
            
Estimated Energy Savings           
     O&M items completed   506,057 kWh       
     Capital projects completed   784,346 kWh       
     O&M items in progress/planned none       
     Capital projects in progress/planned 600,000 kWh       

Comments hired new energy manager as of 11-17-08, to replace Hank Bisner:  Eli Ricondo. 

Utility Information           
     Utility Involved (Y/N) Yes 
     Utility Name Grays Harbor County PUD 
     Incentive Provided (Y/N) Yes  
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IEA Site Visit Summary--I-007     
Company Information   Evaluation Information CEI Information 

Company I-007 Evaluation By Rick Ogle Level of Engagement Level 3 
Committed 

Location Idaho Evaluation Date 11/20/08 Date Current 
Engagement Reached 8/14/07 

NAICS Code 311     Date of Current Envinta 10/10/08 

      
Engagement Details           
     Description of Actions taken           

O&M none         
            

Capital Projects Installed VFD on #8 well house pump       
  Installed VFD’s on boiler feed water pumps     
  T5 fluorescent lights in the Fiber Storage room     
  LED Test Lighting in Warehouse (1/3 complete)     
  New boiler with fully-condensing economizer     
            

     Number of Employees 402 
     Product Manufactured French Fry Processing 
     Production Process           
     Production Hours 8760 
     Production Trends   
     Process End-Use Metering   
            

Annual  kWh 68,694,657 Annual  therms 7,861,577     
  Compressed Air 0% Motors 0% 

     Energy Systems Breakdown 
  Refrigeration 0% Steam 0% 

    Other 0%     
            
     Types of Energy Used Electric 40% Gas 60% 
    Other --     
            
Estimated Energy Savings           
     O&M items completed   none       
     Capital projects completed   1,340,948 kWh       
    540,000 therms       
     O&M items in progress/planned none       
     Capital projects in progress/planned 4,574,823 kWh       

Comments for 2009: major project of note = compressed air upgrade; study complete by Cascade Energy, 
planned for 2009. 

Utility Information           
     Utility Involved (Y/N) Yes 
     Utility Name Intermountain Gas Company, Idaho Power Company   
     Incentive Provided (Y/N) Yes (2 projects) 
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IEA Site Visit Summary--W-015     
Company Information   Evaluation Information CEI Information 

Company W-015 Evaluation By Rick Ogle Level of Engagement Level 4 
Practicing 

Location Idaho Evaluation Date 11/17/08 Date Current 
Engagement Reached 11/9/07 

NAICS Code 311     Date of Current Envinta 9/17/08 

      
Engagement Details           
     Description of Actions taken           

O&M none         
            

Capital Projects New RO system will only require one water well.     
  Replaced 4-50hp pumps using pumps that total 30 hp - Hydraulic conversion   
  ML and FL Make up water blancher heat exchanger     
            
     Number of Employees 372 
     Product Manufactured French Fries, Dehydrated Potato Granules 
     Production Process           
     Production Hours 7400 
     Production Trends   
     Process End-Use Metering Steam only 
            

Annual  kWh 38,279,000 Annual  therms 51,966,757     
  Compressed Air 1% Motors 4%      Energy Systems 

Breakdown   Refrigeration 14% Steam 54% 
    Other 27%     
            
     Types of Energy Used Electric 19% Gas 53% 
    Other 28%     
            
Estimated Energy Savings           
     O&M items completed   none       
     Capital projects completed   998,850 kWh       
    330,740 therms       
     O&M items in progress/planned none       
     Capital projects in progress/planned none       

Comments   

Utility Information           
     Utility Involved (Y/N) Yes 
     Utility Name Grant County PUD 
     Incentive Provided (Y/N) unknown amount 
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IEA Site Visit Summary--I-012     
Company Information   Evaluation Information CEI Information 

Company I-012 Evaluation By Rick Ogle Level of Engagement Level 3 
Committed 

Location Idaho Evaluation Date 10/30/08 Date Current 
Engagement Reached 9/27/07 

NAICS Code 311     Date of Current Envinta 10/10/08 

      
Engagement Details           
     Description of Actions taken           

O&M none         
            

Capital Projects Install blancher heat exchanger       
  Install boiler combustion blower VFD       
            

     Number of Employees 314         
     Product Manufactured French Fry & Hashbrown Processing 
     Production Process           
     Production Hours 7100 
     Production Trends   
     Process End-Use Metering   
            

Annual  kWh 44,137,241 Annual  therms 3,541,810     
  Compressed Air 0% Motors 0% 

     Energy Systems Breakdown 
  Refrigeration 0% Steam 0% 

    Other 0%     
            
     Types of Energy Used Electric 40% Gas 60% 
    Other --     
            
Estimated Energy Savings           
     O&M items completed   none       
     Capital projects completed   280,000 kWh       
    17,280 therms       
     O&M items in progress/planned none       
     Capital projects in progress/planned 5,628,097 kWh       

Comments submetering of 3 main electrical transformers not yet complete - working w/ Idaho Power for shut 
down to install CT's. 

Utility Information           
     Utility Involved (Y/N) Yes 
     Utility Name Intermountain Gas Company, Idaho Power Company     
     Incentive Provided (Y/N) Yes (1 project) 
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IEA Site Visit Summary--I-009     
Company Information   Evaluation Information CEI Information 

Company I-009 Evaluation By Rick Ogle Level of Engagement Level 3 
Committed 

Location Idaho Evaluation Date 11/5/08 Date Current 
Engagement Reached 12/11/07 

NAICS Code 311     Date of Current Envinta 10/10/08 

      
Engagement Details           
     Description of Actions taken           

O&M upgrade to new refrigeration control system  - improved sequencing of NH3 compressors 
            

Capital Projects add Thermosyphon Stage to the front end of L1 Freeze Tunnel   
  install VFD on Boiler Feed Water pump and Forced Draft fan   
  Biogas utilization in small boiler       
  Insulate waste oil tank       
            

     Number of Employees 278 
     Product Manufactured French Fry production: cooking, freezing, packaging. 
     Production Process           
     Production Hours 7200 
     Production Trends   
     Process End-Use Metering   
            

Annual  kWh 38,418,418 Annual  therms 3,692,769     
  Compressed Air 0% Motors 0% 

     Energy Systems Breakdown 
  Refrigeration 0% Steam 0% 

    Other 0%     
            
     Types of Energy Used Electric 40% Gas 60% 
    Other --     
            
Estimated Energy Savings           
     O&M items completed   1,800,000 kWh       
     Capital projects completed   1,071,915 kWh       
    22,644 therms       
     O&M items in progress/planned none       
     Capital projects in progress/planned Unknown savings       

Comments   

Utility Information           
     Utility Involved (Y/N) Yes 
     Utility Name Intermountain Gas Company, Idaho Power Company     
     Incentive Provided (Y/N) Yes (2 projects) 
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IEA Site Visit Summary--I-013     
Company Information   Evaluation Information CEI Information 

Company I-013 Evaluation By Rick Ogle Level of Engagement Level 4 
Practicing 

Location Idaho Evaluation Date 10/29/08 Date Current 
Engagement Reached 5/9/07 

NAICS Code 311     Date of Current Envinta 4/28/08 

      
Engagement Details           
     Description of Actions taken           

O&M 100 HP air compressor shut down       
            

Capital Projects none         
            

     Number of Employees 306 
     Product Manufactured Flake and Granule Potato Processing 
     Production Process           
     Production Hours 8760 
     Production Trends   
     Process End-Use Metering   
            

Annual  kWh 24,000,000 Annual  therms 8,150,000     
  Compressed Air 0% Motors 0% 

     Energy Systems Breakdown 
  Refrigeration 0% Steam 0% 

    Other 0%     
            
     Types of Energy Used Electric 33% Gas 66% 
    Other --     
            
Estimated Energy Savings           
     O&M items completed   600,000 kWh       
     Capital projects completed   none       
     O&M items in progress/planned none       
     Capital projects in progress/planned none       

Comments 
NOTE: Steve O'Brian is corp. energy manager - preferred contact. 
 
per Steve: No future energy projects planned - emphasis will be placed in newly acquired plants 
East coast. 

Utility Information           
     Utility Involved (Y/N) No 
     Utility Name Intermountain Gas Company, Rocky Mtn Power/Utah Power   
     Incentive Provided (Y/N) No 
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IEA Site Visit Summary--O-009     
Company Information   Evaluation Information CEI Information 

Company O-009 Evaluation By Rick Ogle Level of Engagement Level 4 
Practicing 

Location Oregon Evaluation Date 10/27/08 Date Current 
Engagement Reached 10/1/07 

NAICS Code 311     Date of Current Envinta 6/9/08 

      
Engagement Details           
     Description of Actions taken           

O&M none         
            

Capital Projects T5-HO lighting retrofit - ripening room       
  T5-HO lighting retrofit - cold storage       
  T5-HO lighting retrofit - maint. shop. & parking     
            

     Number of Employees 315 
     Product Manufactured   
     Production Process           
     Production Hours 6300 
     Production Trends   
     Process End-Use Metering   
            

Annual  kWh 8,413,160 Annual  therms 189,708     
  Compressed Air 10% Motors -- 

     Energy Systems Breakdown 
  Refrigeration 30% Steam 60% 

    Other --     
            
     Types of Energy Used Electric 13% Gas 87% 
    Other --     
            
Estimated Energy Savings           
     O&M items completed   none       
     Capital projects completed   413,156 kWh (to be finished by end of 2008)   
     O&M items in progress/planned none       
     Capital projects in progress/planned 309,660 kWh       

Comments 
b) future CA project is to add dryer to system - prelim. calc's indicate 4 yr SPB, which is beyond 
1.5 yr threshhold - project on hold awaiting better financials. 
c) PE motors - this has had little attention in the past - no progress. 

Utility Information           
     Utility Involved (Y/N) Yes 
     Utility Name Pacific Power, Energy Trust of Oregon (ETO)     
     Incentive Provided (Y/N) Yes 

 



 

MPER#5 of NEEA’s Industrial Initiative 160 

IEA Site Visit Summary--I-016     
Company Information   Evaluation Information CEI Information 

Company I-016 Evaluation By Rick Ogle Level of Engagement Level 4 
Practicing 

Location Idaho Evaluation Date 10/22/08 Date Current 
Engagement Reached 12/17/07 

NAICS Code 311     Date of Current Envinta 4/28/08 

      
Engagement Details           
     Description of Actions 
taken           

O&M load / unload upgrade       
  CA leak tag program       
  live steam potato cooking - temperature reduction     
            

Capital Projects replace air compressor       
  steam piping insulation       
  lighting retrofit project - metal halide to T5HO w/ motion sensors   
            

     Number of Employees 361 
     Product Manufactured Shreds and Granule Potato Processing 
     Production Process           
     Production Hours 8000 
     Production Trends   
    Process End-Use Metering   
            

Annual  kWh 50,000,000 Annual  therms 11,000,000     
  Compressed Air 0% Motors 0%      Energy Systems 

Breakdown   Refrigeration 0% Steam 0% 
    Other --     
            
     Types of Energy Used Electric 0% Gas 0% 
    Other 0%     
            
Estimated Energy Savings           
     O&M items completed   937,850 kWh       
    68,750 therms       
     Capital projects completed   4,372,911 kWh       
    65,000 therms       
     O&M items in progress/planned none       
     Capital projects in progress/planned none       

Comments 
NOTE: Steve O'Brian is corp. energy manager - preferred contact. 
per Steve: No future energy projects planned - emphasis will be placed in newly acquired plants 
East coast. 

Utility Information           
     Utility Involved (Y/N) Yes 
     Utility Name Intermountain Gas Company, Idaho Power Company 
     Incentive Provided (Y/N) Yes (3 projects) 



 

MPER#5 of NEEA’s Industrial Initiative 161 

IEA Site Visit Summary--W-007     
Company Information   Evaluation Information CEI Information 

Company W-007 Evaluation By Rick 
Ogle Level of Engagement Level 3 

Committed 

Location Washington Evaluation Date 10/22/08 Date Current 
Engagement Reached 4/30/08 

NAICS Code 311     Date of Current Envinta 5/29/06 

      
Engagement Details           
     Description of Actions taken           

O&M shut off evap fans during week-ends year-round in packaging area   
            

Capital Projects none         
            

     Number of Employees 187 
     Product Manufactured Blanching, freezing and packaging frozen vegetables 
     Production Process           
     Production Hours 7400 
     Production Trends   
     Process End-Use Metering   
            

Annual  kWh 41,388,000 Annual  therms 77,307     
  Compressed Air 35% Motors 15% 

     Energy Systems Breakdown 
  Refrigeration 50% Steam 25% 

    Other --     
            
     Types of Energy Used Electric 70% Gas 30% 
    Other --     
            
Estimated Energy Savings           
     O&M items completed   212,610 kWh       
     Capital projects completed   none       
     O&M items in progress/planned none       
     Capital projects in progress/planned 281,878 kWh       
    13,000 therms       

Comments 
average elec cost = $0.025/kWh 
 
Peak season = June-Nov. 

Utility Information           
     Utility Involved (Y/N) Yes (planned projects) 
     Utility Name Grant County PUD 
     Incentive Provided (Y/N) Yes (planned projects) 

 



 

MPER#5 of NEEA’s Industrial Initiative 162 

IEA Site Visit Summary -- O-006     

Company Information   Evaluation Information CEI Information 

Company O-006 Evaluation By Rick Ogle Level of Engagement Level 4 
Practicing 

Location Oregon  Evaluation Date 3/9/2009 Date Current 
Engagement Reached 11/1/2007 

NAICS Code 311     Date of Current Envinta March-07 
Follow-up 2/09 

      

Engagement Details           
     Description of Actions taken           

blanchers - adopt SOP to run spray bars more efficiently  
                    O&M 

compressed air - reduce pressure on compressed air system 
           
                    Capital Projects none         

            
     Number of Employees 240 peak season (April-Nov), 50 off-season 
     Product Manufactured Frozen vegetables 
     Production Process blanching, freezing, storage 
     Annual Operating Hours 5260 (may be over-stated): 7 1/2 months @ 24/6 
     Production Trends anticipating slight decrease in production due to over-stock from last year 
     Process End-Use Metering none - needs water flow monitoring 
            
     Energy Use   Annual  kWh 10,856,138 Annual  therms 454,270 
     Energy Systems Breakdown   Compressed Air 10% Motors 14% 
    Refrigeration 38% Steam 32% 
    Other 6%     
     Types of Energy Used Electric 45% Gas 55% 
    Other       
Estimated Energy Savings           
     O&M items completed 20,523 kWh        
     Capital projects completed none         
            

Comments 
1. Wants portable water flow meter to establish process water usage for various lines. 
2. Future capital project = plant lighting retrofit (on books since 2006) don't know when it will be  
        implemented. 

            
Utility Information           
     Utility Involved (Y/N) Yes 
     Utility Name Umatilla Electric Cooperative 
     Incentive Provided (Y/N) No 



 

MPER#5 of NEEA’s Industrial Initiative 163 

IEA Site Visit Summary -- W-017     

Company Information   Evaluation Information CEI Information 

Company W-017 Evaluation By Rick Ogle Level of Engagement Level 
2Engaged 

Location Washington Evaluation Date 3/11/2009 Date Current 
Engagement Reached 9/11/2007 

NAICS Code 311     Date of Current Envinta September-
07 

      
Engagement Details           
     Description of Actions taken           
                    O&M Elimination of 1-50 hp. pump in 24x7 operations 300 days per year 

            
                    Capital Projects Removed 3-75 hp feed pumps and installed 1-new 60 hp pump 

            
     Number of Employees 412 
     Product Manufactured Traditional french fries, tater gems and hash brown patties 
     Production Process          
     Annual Operating Hours 7200 
     Production Trends           

     Process End-Use Metering Each energy intensive operation metered for natural gas and steam usage; one incoming electric meter 
- in process of adding electric sub-metering 

            
     Energy Use   Annual  kWh 56,183,199 Annual  therms 7,858,960 
     Energy Systems Breakdown   Compressed Air 2% Motors 2% 
    Refrigeration 16% Steam 80% 
    Other       
     Types of Energy Used Electric 20% Gas 80% 
    Other       
Estimated Energy Savings           
     O&M items completed 315,783 kWh         
     Capital projects completed 885,773 kWh         
            

Comments 

1. In addition to energy savings they have saved at least $50,000/yr in maintenance costs/labor. 
2. Plans to update Envinta this year. 
3. In process of adding electric submeter(s) 
4. Future Projects:     
      a. condensing economizer on boilers (gas).     
      b. power factor correction - working with Avista     
      c. plant lighting retrofit ~ $1M capital project - study by OSU. 

            
Utility Information           
     Utility Involved (Y/N) Yes 
     Utility Name Avista Utilities 
     Incentive Provided (Y/N) Yes 



 

MPER#5 of NEEA’s Industrial Initiative 164 

IEA Site Visit Summary -- W-007     

Company Information   Evaluation Information CEI Information 

Company W-007 Evaluation By Rick Ogle Level of Engagement Level 3 
Committed 

Location Washingtion Evaluation Date 3/12/2009 Date Current 
Engagement Reached 4/30/2008 

NAICS Code 311     Date of Current Envinta February-08 

      
Engagement Details           
     Description of Actions taken           
                    O&M none         

            
                    Capital Projects installation of T5 fixtures with motion sensors 
  Negate use of Boiler for packaging sanitation hot water, 5/08 

            
     Number of Employees 350 peak; 187 year-round 
     Product Manufactured Frozen vegetables 
     Production Process Blanching, freezing and packaging frozen vegetables 
     Annual Operating Hours 7,400 
     Production Trends slight increase for 2009   
     Process End-Use Metering boiler feedwater, fresh & waste water; elec. utility interval data; manual log for compressed air 
            
     Energy Use   Annual  kWh 40,626,100  Annual  therms 7,618,730 
     Energy Systems Breakdown   Compressed Air 30% Motors 10% 
    Refrigeration 50% Steam 25% 
    Other 10%     
     Types of Energy Used Electric 15% Gas 85% 
    Other       
Estimated Energy Savings           
     O&M items completed none         
     Capital projects completed 42,961 kWh         
  13,000 therms       
           

Comments 

Future projects (no estimates provided): 
     1. plant lighting - T5HO w/ motion sensors (favorable results from test installation) 
     2. automate (20) 50 HP hydraulic pumps 
     3. assess VFD applications 
     4. (O&M): increase energy awareness of freeze tunnel operators 

            
Utility Information           
     Utility Involved (Y/N) Yes 
     Utility Name Grant County PUD 
     Incentive Provided (Y/N) No 
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IEA Site Visit Summary -- O-005     

Company Information   Evaluation Information CEI Information 

Company O-005 Evaluation By Rick Ogle Level of Engagement Level 4 
Practicing 

Location Oregon Evaluation Date 3/19/2009 Date Current 
Engagement Reached 11/1/2006 

NAICS Code 311     Date of Current Envinta May-06 

      

Engagement Details           

     Description of Actions taken           

                    O&M none         

            

                    Capital Projects Replace Cold Storage Doors. March 2007 
            

     Number of Employees 838 

     Product Manufactured frozen and canned fruits and vegetables 

     Production Process blanching, freezing storage 

     Annual Operating Hours 3700 

     Production Trends slight increase over last year 

     Process End-Use Metering none 
            
     Energy Use   Annual  kWh 19,600,000 Annual  therms 555,000 

     Energy Systems Breakdown   Compressed Air 5% Motors 5% 
    Refrigeration 45% Steam 45% 

    Other       

     Types of Energy Used Electric 55% Gas 45% 

    Other       

Estimated Energy Savings           

     O&M items completed none         

     Capital projects completed 51000 kWh         
            

Comments 
2009 capital projects (future)  
     1. replace refrig. condenser: Cascade Energy study 
     2. evaporator fan replacement w/ VFD - room 7 

            
Utility Information           

     Utility Involved (Y/N) Yes 

     Utility Name Portland General Electric 

     Incentive Provided (Y/N) No 



 

MPER#5 of NEEA’s Industrial Initiative 166 

IEA Site Visit Summary -- O-011     

Company Information   Evaluation Information CEI Information 

Company O-011 Evaluation By Rick Ogle Level of Engagement Level 3 
Committed 

Location Oregon Evaluation Date 3/26/2009 Date Current 
Engagement Reached 4/21/2008 

NAICS Code 322     Date of Current Envinta   

      
Engagement Details           
     Description of Actions taken           
                    O&M Placed redundant #5 Quincy compressor on standby 

            
                    Capital Projects none         

            
     Number of Employees 250 
     Product Manufactured newsprint, paper bag material 
     Production Process fully integrated plant from pulp to paper products 
     Annual Operating Hours 8470 
     Production Trends related to economy 
     Process End-Use Metering 26 elec. submeters, by dept; and steam plant 
            
     Energy Use   Annual  kWh  326,000,000 Annual  therms 16,000,000,000 
     Energy Systems Breakdown   Compressed Air   Motors   
    Refrigeration   Steam   
    Other       
     Types of Energy Used Electric 1% Gas 99% 
    Other       
Estimated Energy Savings           
     O&M items completed 2,620,200 kWh       
     Capital projects completed none         
            

Comments 

Future projects: 
     1. change 125 hp motors on fine screens to 60 hp. 
     2. compressed air system controls (study by Rogers) 
Suggested following for CEI program services: 
     1. Funding for intern 
     2. Funding for studies 

            
Utility Information           
     Utility Involved (Y/N) Yes 
     Utility Name Portland General Electric 
     Incentive Provided (Y/N) No 

 



 

MPER#5 of NEEA’s Industrial Initiative 167 

IEA Site Visit Summary -- W-026      

Company Information   Evaluation Information CEI Information 

Company W-026 Evaluation By Rick Ogle Level of Engagement Level 3 
Committed 

Location Washington Evaluation Date 3/27/2009 Date Current 
Engagement Reached 8/24/2007 

NAICS Code 322     Date of Current Envinta June-07 

      
Engagement Details           
     Description of Actions taken           
                    O&M Leak tag program       

            
                    Capital Projects none         

            
     Number of Employees 500 
     Product Manufactured Paper, towel and tissue products 
     Production Process           
     Annual Operating Hours 8760 

     Production Trends About the same, may soften depending on economy. Note: Production was cut significantly mid-year 
2007 

     Process End-Use Metering steam plant and lime kiln 
            
     Energy Use   Annual  kWh  388,161,000 Annual  therms 26,672,304 
     Energy Systems Breakdown   Compressed Air   Motors   
    Refrigeration   Steam   
    Other       
     Types of Energy Used Electric 33% Gas 61% 
    Other - Hog 3% Other - Oil 3% 
Estimated Energy Savings           
     O&M items completed 1,564,490 kWh       
     Capital projects completed none         

Comments 

Future project (no savings estimate): 
     1. reduce compressed air volume (cfm to smelt shattering) to eliminate 1 compressor 
Suggested the following for CEI program services: 
     a.) develop case studies and sharing of information 
     b.) supplemental funding for studies, projects 

            
Utility Information           
     Utility Involved (Y/N) Yes 
     Utility Name PacifiCorp 
     Incentive Provided (Y/N) No 



 

MPER#5 of NEEA’s Industrial Initiative 168 

IEA Site Visit Summary -- W-014     

Company Information   Evaluation Information CEI Information 

Company W-014 Evaluation By Rick Ogle Level of Engagement Level 4 
Practicing 

Location Washington Evaluation Date 3/25/2009 Date Current 
Engagement Reached 7/31/2007 

NAICS Code 322     Date of Current Envinta April-06 
      
Engagement Details           
     Description of Actions taken           
                    O&M Hogfuel Area Photo Eye Repair       
  Powerhouse Photo Eye Repair       
  Reduce #2PM Vac. seal water       
  PM area Sub-basement Lights Out       

            
                    Capital Projects PM1 Hydra Heater Circ Pump       

  Replaced 100-200 150W incandescent with 20W fluorescents.  Replaced 400 150W incandescent     
with 20W CFL.  Replaced 100 T8s with T5’s 

  Air Compressor Mgmt System       
  Trim #1PM Fan Pump       
  Replace #2PM Vac. Pumps       
  #1 PM Couch Trim Pump       

            
     Number of Employees 235 
     Product Manufactured Variety of recycled paper, including xerographic, laser copy, opaque, envelope and food grade paper 
     Production Process           
     Annual Operating Hours 7900 
     Production Trends   
     Process End-Use Metering One primary meter for entire mill, need approximately 4 additional electric meters 
            
     Energy Use   Annual  kWh 96,000,000 Annual  therms 0 
     Energy Systems Breakdown   Compressed Air   Motors   
    Refrigeration 0% Steam   
    Other       
     Types of Energy Used Electric 25% Gas 0% 
    Other - Hog 75%     
Estimated Energy Savings           
     O&M items completed 138,500 kWh         
     Capital projects completed 4,954,660 kWh       
            
  Futute Projects:       
       1. #1 PM Saveall Break Pump VSD     
       2. #2 PM Saveall Break Pump VSD       
Comments      3. #2 PM Flat Box Pump VSD       
       4. Finishing Area Lighting Upgrade       
       5. Repulper Rotor Replacement       
       6. BBB Pulper Rotor Replacement       
       7. #1 Calendar Pulper Energy Optimization     
            
Utility Information           
     Utility Involved (Y/N) Yes 
     Utility Name Gray's Harbor PUD 
     Incentive Provided (Y/N) No         

 




