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GMA is the world’s largest association of food, beverage and consumer product compa-
nies. With U.S. sales of more than $460 billion, GMA members employ more than 2.5 mil-
lion workers in all 50 states. The organization applies legal, scientific and political expert-
ise from its member companies to vital food, nutrition and public policy issues affecting

the industry. Led by a board of 42 chief executive officers, GMA speaks for food and consumer product manufac-
turers at the state, federal and international levels on legislative and regulatory issues. The association also leads
efforts to increase productivity, efficiency and growth in the food, beverage and consumer products industry.

Founded in 1998, KJR Consulting provides consulting services to the consumer packaged
goods industry offering consultation, instructional materials development, educational pro-
grams and research focused on business process improvement. As an outside resource and
solution provider, KJR Consulting specializes in issue analysis and knowledge transfer to help
its clients help themselves. Publications include: Operationalizing ABC…Collaboration +

Application = Results: A Roadmap for Success; Standard Product ID and Bar Coding: Foodservice Case Studies and
Practical Applications; Foodservice Category Management: A Systematic Approach to Balancing Product Variety &
Duplication in the Supply Chain; Activity Based Management for Foodservice Professionals.

Syncra Systems, Inc. is the premier provider of supply chain alignment and collaboration solu-
tions and the leader in collaborative planning, forecasting and replenishment (CPFR) implemen-
tations. Syncra products and services support all phases necessary to attain true supply chain
alignment ranging from total supply chain visibility within an enterprise, to inter-enterprise visi-

bility of trading partner data for better supply and demand alignment, to complete inter-enterprise supply chain col-
laboration and synchronization. Leading organizations and their most strategic trading partners across a broad range
of industries—apparel, automotive, electronics/high-tech, consumer goods and retail—are realizing significant busi-
ness impact from reduced inventory, to improved service levels, to increased sales.

Copyright 2002 by the Grocery Manufacturers of America (GMA). All rights reserved. This document may not be
reproduced, stored in any informational retrieval system or transmitted in whole or in part by any means — elec-
tronic, mechanical, photocopy, recording or otherwise — without the express written permission of GMA. For per-
mission to reprint material from this report, contact the Industry Affairs Group at 202.337.9400 or 1010 Wisconsin
Avenue N.W., #900, Washington, D. C. 20007, USA, or e-mail to: info@gmabrands.com.
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Executive Summary

CPFR’s Path After Seven Years
In 1995, Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. formed what it called a working group with Warner-Lambert
Company to pilot test a new model for collaboration on the forecasting and replenishment of
Listerine in its stores.

The process was originally called C-FAR for collaborative forecasting and replenishment. The
acronym has evolved into CPFR — standing for collaborative planning, forecasting and replenish-
ment — in the seven years since this new way of using technology and transparent communica-
tions to improve supply chain efficiency began.

The Listerine pilot results — and those of the early pilots over the next few years in the consumer
packaged goods (CPG) industry — were tremendously
encouraging and widely publicized.

The Grocery Manufacturers of America
(GMA) wanted to determine the status of
CPFR among its member companies seven
years after this revolutionary business
process was launched. It commissioned a
membership survey in the latter half of
2001 to measure the degree to which
CPFR is being implemented as well as
the attitudes toward this supply chain
initiative.

One-third of GMA food and non-food
membership responded to the survey,
representing an excellent cross-section of
member companies. Sixty-seven percent
of these survey respondents said some
CPFR activities are in place at some level in
their companies. Almost half (49 percent) cur-
rently have CPFR pilots underway, and 19 percent
have completed pilots. Twelve percent say they intend to
go into CPFR production.

Among the most experienced users of CPFR, 67 percent report between 1 percent to 10 percent
improvement in forecast accuracy, and 56 percent report a decrease in inventory and an improve-
ment of service levels from 1 percent and 10 percent.

Collaborative planning, forecasting and replenishment is a revolu-
tionary business process wherein trading partners use technology

and a standard set of business processes for Internet-based collabo-
ration on forecasts and plans for replenishing product.

For the purpose of this study, CPFR was defined as those collaborative
business practices that enabled trading partners to have visibility into
one another’s critical demand, order forecasts and promotional fore-
casts through a systematic process of shared brand and category plans,
exception identification and resolution. As noted in the survey ques-
tionnaire for this study, the objective of CPFR is to improve efficiencies
across the extended supply chain, reducing inventories, improving
service levels and increasing sales.

CPFR has now been adopted by numerous other industries, such as
apparel, automotive and high tech. CPFR is supported by the

Global Commerce Initiative, ECR Europe, ECR Brazil, ECR
Colombia and many other international organizations.

What Is CPFR?
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Slightly more than seven in 10 (71 percent) of respondents have partnerships with mass merchan-
disers. CPFR alliances with grocery retailers ranked second with 35 percent, and chain drug part-
nerships came in third with 12 percent.

While most of GMA member companies enter CPFR partnerships and pilots with down-stream
wholesalers and retailers, 6 percent of companies are partnering with an up-stream partner (a sup-
plier of production material, warehouse space, packaging products, etc.).

The study highlights the rate at which the GMA community is adopting CPFR. Implementation
has been conservative. For the most part, initial pilots were prompted by customer requests, with
the achievement of benefits prompting additional pilots.

Today’s reality is that CPFR adoption rates have
been more conservative than was expected

after the publicity blitz of a few years ago.
Industry analysts say that progressive,
full-speed-ahead CPFR implementation
may have been slowed over the past
seven years by the costs, especially as so
many companies took time out from
everything else to concentrate on
installing technology to beat the Y2K
“bug.”

Additionally, other technological barriers
slowed CPFR rollout. The XML communi-

cations standard has just been released, and
software providers now have CPFR enabling

solutions available. The B2B exchanges did not come into existence until 2000, and are only
now coming up with CPFR capabilities and conducting CPFR piloting.

Some observers also believe that many more CPFR pilots or implementations are underway
than media reports indicate. They say that some companies are not releasing information on
CPFR programs, citing concerns over giving out critical company strategies to competitors.
This fear, observers say, prohibits the documentation of benefits such as high return on
investment that could be used as an inspiration for other companies to pilot CPFR.

The GMA respondents with a higher degree of experience in CPFR themselves note that
CPFR is not an easy, plug-and-play initiative in which companies can follow a set matrix
every time. They say a lock-step progression with each CPFR initiative is unrealistic because
of the collaborative nature of this initiative. Throughout the interviews, it was noted that
variation in trading partner vision, capability and willingness to share information flavor
each CPFR experience.

Active CPFR Pilots

Mass Merchandiser

Grocery

Chain Drug

Supplier

Club

71%

35%

12%

6%

6%

Multiple Responses Allowed
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The survey respondents revealed:
✓ Enthusiasm for the promise inherent in CPFR.
✓ Confusion about what CPFR actually is.
✓ Skepticism that defined most initiatives as pilots or ongoing tests.
✓ Desire to integrate CPFR strategically with strategic trading partners.

No. 1 Anticipated Benefit: Improved Forecasts
The most notable conclusion shared by companies with experience in CPFR activities is that
the initiative provides their company an enhanced relationship with their trading partner(s).
Communication is better. The working relationship is smoother and more focused on busi-
ness-building rather than crisis or incident management.

Some 71 percent of all respondents viewed improved trading partner relationships as an
anticipated benefit, 57 percent said it was a realized benefit. Improved forecast accuracy is
the No. 1 anticipated benefit (86 percent) among all respondents, with increased sales and
improved internal communications next — both with 76 percent.

Other reported measurable benefits include reduced out-of-stocks and improved service lev-
els. Expectations regarding enhanced internal communication, improved asset use and bet-
ter deployment of the organization’s resources are significantly higher for companies having
CPFR experience compared with those with none.

Respondents said CPFR partnering provides better insight into their trading partner’s busi-
ness needs and priorities — concerns that are translated into better decision making capa-
bilities on both sides.

Companies with the greatest CPFR experience deemed collaborative planning, forecasting
and replenishment as an initiative they intend to use strategically — not universally with
every trading relationship or every product.

Technology: Facilitator & Barrier
Technology is, of course, a major facilitator of CPFR. It is viewed by some survey respon-
dents, however, as somewhat of a barrier to the initiative — but not a showstopper.

Survey respondents advanced these thoughts on CPFR and technology:
✓ The use of private/corporate hubs is an option, but the use of business-to-business

(B2B) exchanges would lead to scalability.
✓ The need to obtain a solution that would fully automate the CPFR process — one

that provides interoperability among all players — is vital.
✓ The request is stated by respondents for communication standards to support inter-

operability.
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Quality of data issues appear to decline as CPFR process experience increases. Thirty-one
percent of organizations with pilots support their CPFR initiative with store-level data.
Sixty-six percent of respondents receive distribution center-level data. The desire for greater
availability of store-level data was noted.

Questions that focus on organizational issues prompted comments underscoring process
change, an increase in internal communication, a need for different skill sets and, therefore,
a need for training. Most organizations have not altered their organizational structures or
raised employee headcounts. The companies did note, however, that they are still trying to
figure out an optimal use of their CPFR resources. Most organizations anticipate some cul-
tural and organizational change triggered by CPFR.

Survey of an Industry
This report was designed to be used by GMA members to obtain an understanding of the
degree to which their peers are adopting CPFR and to obtain “inside” information regarding
challenges, experiences and anticipated and realized benefits. The study’s findings are
encouraging. They reflect a membership committed to assessing and adopting business
practices that optimize supply chain efficiency.

However, this survey did not attempt an in-depth probe of those GMA companies that have
implemented CPFR and have operational programs in production. This information will be
the subject of additional GMA research. Also, in view of its members’ commitment to CPFR
witnessed in this study, GMA plans to offer a CPFR-focused program of publications, semi-
nars and other activities in the months ahead.

Based on study results, collaborative planning, forecasting and replenishment appears to be
gaining in importance and is viewed by GMA member companies as a viable vehicle for
conducting business as the CPG industry moves into a new century.
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Introduction

Background
During 2001, collaborative planning, forecasting and replenishment (CPFR) was generating the
lions’ share of media attention as a tactic promising to reduce inventory throughout the supply
chain, enhance communication, smooth out production and reduce out-of-stock conditions.
Case studies of pilots were published demonstrating tremendous savings. The business-to-busi-
ness (B2B) exchanges all announced that the availability of a CPFR service was immediately
forthcoming.

CPFR certainly held the industry’s attention. But is CPFR the news media flavor-of-the-day or is it
a long-term industry initiative? 

GMA wanted to know if CPFR is a priority for its members. And, if so, how could GMA provide
support to facilitate the efforts and objectives of its member companies?

To address these questions, GMA commissioned KJR Consulting in the fall of 2001 to provide a
baseline study that would provide its members with a snapshot of the implementation levels and
use CPFR within its membership. Industry Insights, Inc. was retained by GMA to provide the
secure Web site for the survey and initial data compilation, and Syncra Systems, Inc served as a
sponsor for this undertaking.

KJR Consulting worked with a GMA member task force, a subgroup of the GMA Logistics
Committee, to identify the project’s scope and develop the survey questionnaire. Taskforce mem-
bers included representation from: Johnson & Johnson Sales and Logistics Company, Nabisco
(now a division of Kraft), Pillsbury (now a division of General Mills), Nestlé Purina Pet Care
Company, The Dial Corporation and Unilever Bestfoods, NA.

The purpose of the baseline study was to:

✓ Document the degree of CPFR use.
✓ Provide a baseline to track adoption.
✓ Convey member experiences with the implementation process.

Methodology
An invitation to participate in the study was sent via e-mail to 130 GMA-member companies.
GMA staff identified one individual within each of the 130 companies as the designated respon-
dent based on information from the membership and CPFR process responsibilities. The invita-
tion encouraged the recipient to go to a Web site to fill out the questionnaire. Twenty-one organi-
zations responded and completed the self-administered six-page questionnaire.
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In addition to the e-mail solicitation, a sample of member companies was selected to receive tele-
phone interviews. These organizations were chosen because of their position on the membership
list, i.e., a call was made to every third company until 22 calls were completed. The 22 participant
interviews were based on the same survey questionnaire as the self-administered group. However,
qualitative responses also were sought to obtain a more complete picture of member attitudes and
experiences with CPFR.

The results of the self-administered and the telephone-administered probes provide GMA with a
baseline survey that represent 33 percent of its membership and a valid cross-section of the GMA
membership.

The composition of participating organizations is as follows.

Study Respondents 
Representation by Category

Non-food 47% Food53%
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The composition of the individuals who completed the questionnaire varied. Individuals in logis-
tics functions had a greater representation than other areas. Briefly, respondents came from the
following areas:

✓ Twenty percent are connected to a customer service function.
✓ Seventeen percent have logistics as a part of their title.
✓ Fourteen percent have supply chain responsibilities noted.
✓ Eleven percent are connected to electronic commerce.
✓ Six percent have a sales title.
✓ Six percent have information services incorporated into their title.
✓ Other titles include CRP manager, director of operations planning, director of cor-

porate development, etc.

The profile of an industry at one particular moment in the pages that follow provide a good repre-
sentation of GMA member companies’ CPFR activities, commitment and expectations.

Study Respondents 
Representation by Annual Revenue

Greater than $10 Billion

17%

27%

22%

12%

22%

$.5 – $1.5 Billion

Less than $.5 Billion

$3 Billion – $10 Billion

$1.5 Billion – $3 Billion
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Chapter 1: State of the Industry

Overview
The study’s first objective was to measure whether GMA members are engaging in CPFR and, sec-
ondly, to measure the extent of these engagements.

Sixty-seven percent of our respondents identified a category where CPFR activities were in place in
their organizations. (Fifty-three percent of the companies are from the food sector and 47 percent
are non-food organizations.) Thirty-three percent noted that their organization did not have
CPFR activities.

Within the group that reported no CPFR activities (33 percent), respondents said, in most cases,
this was not due to lack of interest. Two companies said that in their assessment CPFR is not
appropriate for their business. However, the remaining organizations noted they are in the process
of evaluating the initiative and whether it would be feasible for them to conduct a pilot program.

Some confusion exists among GMA-member companies concerning where vendor-managed
inventory (VMI) ends and CPFR begins.

Two companies noted they would implement a pilot based on customer request — requests that
were lacking at the present time. Other companies’ comments included:

✓ Concern over their sense of CPFR’s complexity.
✓ Concern regarding its scalability.
✓ Concern over the need to build a solid business case to proceed.
✓ Concern that customers are not pushing manufacturers to implement CPFR.

Status of CPFR Activities

Identified a category where
CPFR activities were in place.

33%

67%

Organization did not 
have CPFR activities.
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Further analysis through the interview process and additional discussions with the 67 percent that
reported being engaged in CPFR activities show that these respondents include a broad range of
collaborative work — particularly VMI — when responding to the question about engagement
with CPFR.

Defining the organizations’ present involvement with CPFR activities, the survey data reveal the
following:

✓ Fifty-one percent note their organization’s intention to move ahead with a CPFR
initiative.

✓ Forty-nine percent have identifiable pilots underway.
✓ Nineteen percent have completed pilots.
✓ Twelve percent indicate they intended to go on to production.

Customer-Initiated
Initially one of the strongest catalysts for CPFR pilots and on-going implementation was a cus-
tomer’s request. Fifty-one percent of respondents said that a trading partner approached them to
initiate CPFR. Within this group, 68 percent noted their intent to move ahead with a CPFR initia-
tive. Further, a higher number of non-food organizations report being approached by a trading
partner than food organizations (67 percent for non-food and 50 percent for food).

GMA members mostly are asked to pilot by mass merchandisers (53 percent) with grocery (28
percent) and chain drug (12 percent) following. Two percent indicated they were asked to pilot by
one of their own upstream suppliers.

During the telephone interviews, it was noted that one large retailer that is a customer to many of
the survey respondents clearly specified CPFR in its approach to the manufacturers. This customer
asked the manufacturer(s) to participate, spelled-out the vision, offered training, provided the pro-
prietary software and developed the scorecard.

State of the Industry

Intention to Move Ahead with a CPFR Initiative

Had Identifiable Pilots Underway

Had Completed Pilots

Intend to Go on to Production

51%

49%

19%

12%

Multiple Responses Allowed
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Because of the scope of this customer’s imposed structural requirements — coupled with the ini-
tial benefits — 29 percent of its manufacturer trading partners moved ahead with an additional
pilot(s) in a non-proprietary environment. The interviews underscored that this decision to test
the concept with additional partners was attributed to perceived benefits, but they did not imply
that all of these pilots were executed in a smooth or easy manner. In some cases, the scope of the
pilot was reduced. In others, re-training was suggested and completed. Yet, the perceived benefits
provided the motivation to investigate this initiative more fully with additional trading partners.

The telephone interviews with non-active companies further underscored the customer’s role in
driving the use of CPFR. Among the non-piloting group, several respondents noted that they are
currently positioned on the sidelines but are actively evaluating what CPFR could mean for their
organization while waiting for a customer to request a pilot. Their strategy is to be ready for the
anticipated customer request.

CPG Manufacturer-Initiated
Not all GMA members are waiting around for a customer request, however. Some report that they
are seeking out partners as well. When asked if their organization had selected a trading partner, 35
percent of the respondents who noted they had CPFR activities indicated that they had done so.

Allowing for multiple answers to this question, among respondents with CPFR activities, 45 per-
cent had approached a customer. Seventeen percent point out that they had approached a supplier
to initiate a pilot. Generally, the larger non-food organizations have greater representation in seek-
ing trading partners for a CPFR pilot.

Allowing for multiple responses, a closer look into which trade channels GMA member companies
are pursuing revealed:

✓ Thirty percent mass merchandisers.
✓ Twenty-one percent grocery.
✓ Seven percent chain drug.
✓ Five percent club.

Not surprisingly within this group, non-food companies report asking mass merchandisers to
pilot more than any other class of trade. Food companies report seeking partners in the grocery
channel more often than other channels of trade.
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The State of Pilots
Organizations were asked with whom they were piloting and the number of pilots being conduct-
ed indicate that most of the CPFR assessments are being carried out with retail/wholesale cus-
tomers, rather than suppliers. Asked with whom they are conducting pilots, respondents said:

✓ Seventy-one percent mass merchandiser.
✓ Thirty-five percent grocery.
✓ Twelve percent chain drug.
✓ Six percent club.
✓ Six percent upstream supplier.

GMA member companies reporting multiple pilots are paired with the following: 18 percent with
mass merchandisers and grocery, 6 percent with mass merchandisers and chain drug and another
6 percent with mass merchandisers and upstream suppliers.

As noted, the multiple pilots are employed by companies to assess implementation and benefit in a
non-proprietary environment at the request of a customer. Pilots are also used to put CPFR to the
test upstream with the manufacturer as “customer.”

Active CPFR Pilots

Mass Merchandiser

Grocery

Chain Drug

Supplier

Club

71%

35%

12%

6%

6%

Multiple Responses Allowed

Multiple Pilots Reported

Mass Merchandisers/Grocery

Mass Merchandisers/Supplier

Mass Merchandisers/Chain Drug

18%

6%

6%

Multiple Responses Allowed
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Category Selection & Anticipated Benefits
To document an organization’s approach to CPFR, respondents were asked to rate the importance
of 10 characteristics in their company’s selection of a category for CPFR. The three most often
selected answers for those companies with no CPFR activities were: cost ramifications (73 per-
cent), minimizing out-of-stocks (67 percent) and profit potential (50 percent).

Respondents with CPFR activities had a slightly different take on the most important characteris-
tics of their CPFR’s category selection process. Those mentioned most often are minimizing out-
of-stocks (69 percent), volume potential (56 percent) and profit potential (50 percent).

Those member companies active in CPFR also post an interest in pursuing categories that have:

✓ Technological capability.
✓ Trading partner commitment and readiness.
✓ New items/new products.
✓ Potential to expand their business.

Most Often Selected Answers in
Selecting a Category for CPFR

Cost Ramifications

Minimizing Out-of-Stocks

Profit Potential

73%

67%

50%

(Those with No CPFR Activities)

Most Often Selected Answers in
Selecting a Category for CPFR

Minimizing Out-of-Stocks

Volume Potential

Profit Potential

69%

56%

50%

(Those with CPFR Activities)
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In terms of organizational goals, 93 percent of all respondents answered the question on what
they hope to achieve as a result of adopting CPFR. Most important to this group (with 80 per-
cent) is the goal of reducing out-of-stocks with improving forecasting accuracy coming in sec-
ond with 67 percent.

And what was the most important organizational goal to those companies that are experienced in
CPFR, having completed pilots and moved on? The objective of reducing out-of-stocks is No. 1
with a slightly higher 83 percent of participants ranking it very important. However, improving
trading partner relationships is tied as the second most important factor (67 percent) with
improving service levels.

Organizational Goals

Reduce Out-of-Stocks

Improve Forecast Accuracy

Increase Sales

Improve Trading Partner Relationship

Improve Service Levels

Decrease Inventory

Better Deployment of Organization’s Resources

Better Asset Utilization

Improve Internal Communication

80%

67%

65%

63%

59%

43%

25%

23%

17%

Multiple Responses Allowed

Percentage Choosing Item as “Very Important” — 
All Respondents
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As expected, experience has a modifying effect on the importance of goals associated with
CPFR. Improved forecast accuracy and increased sales are identified less often as their most
important goal.

To gauge the perceived benefit of this tactic, a question was asked offering the same characteristics
used in the goal-related question. Ninety-eight percent of all respondents answered this question
on their organization’s anticipated benefit as a result of implementing CPFR. (Note: In the benefit
section of this report, the responses of companies that had pilots in process or had completed
pilots are highlighted.)

Organizational Goals

Reduce Out-of-Stocks

Improve Trading Partner Relationship

Improve Service Levels

Improve Forecast Accuracy

Decrease Inventory

Increase Sales

Better Deployment of Organization’s Resources

Improve Internal Communication

Better Asset Utilization

83%

67%

67%

50%

50%

33%

33%

17%

17%

Multiple Responses Allowed

Percentage Choosing Item as “Very Important” — 
Organizations Most Advanced in CPFR Implementation
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As seen with the goal analysis, the benefit perception reflects an adjusted expectation as a company
becomes more experienced with CPFR.

Anticipated Benefits of CPFR

Improve Forecast Accuracy

Reduce Out-of-Stocks

Increase Sales

Improve Service Levels

Improve Trading Partner Relationship

Decrease Inventory

Improve Internal Communication

Better Deployment of Organization’s Resources

Better Asset Utilization

84%

79%

79%

74%

70%

65%

58%

49%

49%

Multiple Responses Allowed

(All Respondents)
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Chapter 2: Not a Plug-and-Play Initiative

Only 19 Percent Have Implemented CPFR
GMA member companies reported during the interviews a major insight into CPFR — that the
initiative is not a plug-and-play initiative and the implementation process for most companies is
more of an on-going, refining process than a one-time event.

Only 19 percent of those companies active in CPFR report completion of CPFR implementation,
while 49 percent report currently being in pilot. Twelve percent note their intent to go on to pro-
duction. (Multiple responses were allowed on this question.) These findings reflect a slower rate of
implementation than previously anticipated given the media hype.

Historical Synopsis
The initiative began with Wal-Mart in 1995 with a program it called C-FAR — collaborative fore-
casting and replenishment. In November 1995, a working group was formed with Warner-
Lambert Company, and a pilot was begun in April 1996 to test Listerine. The trading partners
reported in a GMA Special Report that the new collaborative alliance using Internet communica-
tions to forecast and replenish took store service levels from 87 percent within Wal-Mart up to 98
percent while simultaneously reducing inventory from five-six weeks to two.

The Wal-Mart/Warner Lambert test also:

✓ Increased sales.
✓ Streamlined organizational operations.
✓ Improved administrative efficiencies.
✓ Reduced out-of-stocks, as well as inventory.
✓ Enhanced cash flow, ROA/ROS.
✓ Contributed to consumer satisfaction.

By 1998, the consumer packaged goods industry became aware of CPFR’s potential benefits
through industry presentations and the publication of the Voluntary Interindustry Commerce
Standards (VICS) Association’s Roadmap to CPFR: The Case Studies.

CPFR also became a program under the umbrella of initiatives of the Efficient Consumer
Response (ECR), and the ECR Operating Committee collaborated on and helped write CPFR II,
published in 1999.

The media played up the rewards documented in the Wegmans/Nabisco, Wal-Mart/Sara Lee and
Kmart /Kimberly-Clark pilots. All the case studies highlighted huge benefits and an implied — if
not stated — ease of implementation.

For example, the pilot by Wegmans Food Markets, Inc. and Nabisco, Inc. focused on Planters
Peanuts. Results documented a 58 percent sales increase for the Planters brand, as measured by
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Information Resources, Inc. (IRI) for the 30 weeks of the pilot’s duration. (The increase in sales at
retail was attributed to the jointly developed business plans, which is still held to be a key element
of CPFR). Service levels to the stores increased 4 percent (from 93 percent to 97 percent) and
days-of-inventory declined by 18 percent. To quote from the case study: “The results were achieved
with minimal stress on the supply chain due to CPFR.”

Today’s Attitudes
In the autumn of 2001, the majority of GMA member company respondents commented on this
promise captured in these very public pilots. The promise — as presented by industry organiza-
tions and the media — at times touted CPFR as the tactic that could be harnessed by all compa-
nies, for all categories to smooth out all the difficulties in the supply chain.

As one respondent stated, “CPFR…is going to be a part of the way we do business. We want to
reduce in-store and internal inventory. The only way to do this is with accurate forecasting.”

As a whole, the respondents acknowledge the desirability and promise of CPFR. Their comments
stress a strong interest in CPFR and its potential. However, when questioned about their pilot
experiences, their feedback does not convey an ease of implementation. Further, their results are
not as great as those reported in the original CPFR case studies.

These implementation-related comments provide insight on the cadence at which CPFR is being
adopted as a way of doing business. Of the GMA-member companies that reported having com-
pleted pilots, five noted they will continue using CPFR and broaden its scope to include other
trading partners. Two companies registered a desire to move ahead once certain prerequisites are
met, and one company indicated the assessed value did not appear to be there to merit continuing
CPFR activities with the category that had been piloted.

The piloting companies were, for the most part, focused on understanding the meaning and reach
of CPFR. Skepticism was reported. Concerns voiced about CPFR:

✓ Is not for all products.
✓ Is not for all customers.
✓ Brings into play the issue of trust, verification and acceptance of the results between

trading partners.
✓ Is not sure the benefits are deliverable.

Woven throughout the majority of the telephone interviews is the statement that underscored a key
finding: CPFR is not an easy answer — not a plug-and-play solution — to all procurement and
replenishment needs.

This comment was repeated by many. It speaks to a refinement in the respondents’ view regarding
CPFR use and benefit expectation. The responses to the survey questions regarding objectives,
expectations and results conveyed a “work in progress.” CPFR today is considered to be more of an
on-going process — not a plug-in-once-and-get-results event.

The study highlighted that the GMA membership is at various stages of CPFR adoption.

Woven throughout the majority of the telephone interviews is the statement that underscored a key
finding: CPFR is not an easy answer — not a plug-and-play solution — to all procurement and replen-
ishment needs.
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Chapter 3: The Elements of CPFR 
Implementation

The CPFR Process
CPFR is a way of doing business that is implemented by addressing a multitude of progressive
tasks. To underscore and measure the progress of implementation, the survey offered 12 tasks and
asked respondents the extent to which their company had addressed each. The results that follow
deal only with responses from companies that indicate they have a CPFR pilot in progress or have
completed one.

These respondents engaged in some aspects of the CPFR initiative provide a good indication of
which processes are being addressed and which are not. Due to the collaborative nature of CPFR,
responses vary. The answers reflect the interest, availability of data, ability, and perceived value of
each activity. Participants note that a lock-step progression with each partnership is not realistic,
but certain processes must be included to distinguish the effort as collaborative planning, forecast-
ing and replenishment.

1. Establish a front-end agreement with your CPFR trading partner(s). Some 57
percent of respondents have established a front-end agreement with their CPFR
trading partner(s). Fourteen percent say they are in the process of doing so, and
another 14 percent say it is under consideration. Ten percent have not addressed the
issue but plan to do so, and only 5 percent say they have no plans at all to address
the issue of establishing a front-end agreement with one or more trading partners.

2. Establish with your trading partner(s) an agreed-upon means of measuring your 
CPFR initiative’s success. Some trading partners were able and willing to partici-
pate in measuring CPFR benefit. Fifty-two percent of GMA companies have com-
pleted such agreements, and 14 percent have programs in process, and another 14
percent are considering the means. Yet another 14 percent have not addressed the
issue but plan to do so. Some did not want this formality — 5 percent have no
plans in this regard — while others said they were incapable of providing this type
of data. In some cases pilots were conducted without measuring benefits, but were
reassessed to integrate a measurement instrument.

3. Clearly spell out your organization’s roles and responsibilities for your CPFR 
initiative. Forty-five percent have completed this process, and 20 percent of respon-
dents are in process. The issue is under consideration with 25 percent of companies,
and 10 percent plan to address the subject. Percentage not interested at all: 0 percent.

This process too varies by trading partner, although clear communication is an
absolute must for program success.
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4. Clearly spell out your trading partners’ roles and responsibilities for your 
CPFR initiative. Exactly one half of respondents have completed this task.
Seventeen percent are in process, with an equal percentage having the matter under
consideration. Another 17 percent of GMA companies’ respondents plan to spell
out the roles and responsibilities but have not addressed the issue yet. Not one com-
pany said it did not plan to address this tactic.

5. Develop a joint business plan between your organization and your CPFR 
partner(s). Overall, among all companies reporting, 48 percent had completed this
step; 9 percent had it in process; 19 percent either had it under consideration, and
another 19 percent plan to address the subject; 5 percent expressed no interest in
this business strategy.

Companies with more experience in CPFR said this activity has been addressed. In
other cases, including among experienced CPFR organizations, it is noted that part-
ner interest is not as enthusiastic for this step as with other elements of CPFR.
Therefore, trading partner willingness was a key factor in addressing this activity.

6. Generate a sales forecast for your CPFR initiative. While the process immediately
above lacked enthusiasm and activity, this step is the object of clear focus and 
execution.

Of all respondents, 71 percent had completed this step. In a three-way tie at 10 per-
cent are those in process, those considering the move and those who have not con-
sidered this tactic but plan to address it. Not one respondent said his/her company
had failed to address this issue.

7. Generate and agree to a list of exception items for your CPFR initiative.
Completed: 57 percent; 14 percent in process; 14 percent have not addressed this
issue but plan to and an equal percentage have no plans at all to address this issue.

8. Develop a process to resolve sales forecast exceptions. This too is seen as a key ele-
ment and has been achieved by the majority who reported pilot activity.

With the overall respondents, 67 percent report completion, 9 percent are in
process, 5 percent have it under consideration, 14 percent have plans to address and
5 percent have no plans to address the process of resolving sales forecast exceptions.

9. Generate an order forecast for your CPFR initiative. Fifty-two percent of respon-
dents have completed this step, and 5 percent are in process. Fourteen percent are
looking at options and developing next steps while 24 percent have not addressed
the subject at all but plan to do so. Five percent have no plans at all.
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The “Veterans’ ” Progression
The next three processes highlight the progression of implementation with the companies most
experienced in CPFR.

10. Generate a list of exception items for your order forecast. Of the companies with
experience in CPFR, an equal percentage (38 percent) have either implemented this
tactic or have not addressed it at all but plan to do so. Five percent are in the
process of generating the list. Ten percent have the step under consideration and are
looking at options, while another 10 percent have no plans to address this process.

11. Develop a process to resolve order forecast exceptions. Completed this step: 43
percent; 14 percent, under consideration; 33 percent, have not addressed, but plan
to; 10 percent, have not addressed and have no plans to do so.

12. Develop a process to generate a committed order that has been accepted by 
both organizations. Only 29 percent of GMA respondents experienced in CPFR
had completed this step, 5 percent are in process and 14 percent have the matter
under consideration and are looking at options. Forty-three percent of the experi-
enced companies have not addressed this step yet but plan to, but 10 percent say
they have no plans on this issue.

The answers to the process questions show a progression of activity and organizational focus. But,
how does the work get done?

Getting the Work Done
The CPFR vision demands a change in how the players in the supply chain operate. It places a
greater emphasis on communication and collaborative planning both within a company and
across trading partner organizations.

Who does the work? How it is structured? Are additional personnel required? These questions and
more are explored in the survey.

The majority of the CPFR experience relayed in this study portrays a down-stream collaboration
(manufacturer to customer). Fifty-nine percent of the respondents note that their pilots are with
customers, and 3 percent point out that their pilots are with a manufacturer and a supplier (ven-
dor upstream). Therefore, the discussion of who does the work reflects the respondents’ experi-
ences with a down-stream focus.

To determine the division of labor, respondents were asked two questions about who was involved
in the organizations’ CPFR activities and additional questions about the organizational structure.

Twenty-eight of the 29 organizations who noted having CPFR activities selected to respond to the
question asking which departments were actively involved in the organizations’ initiatives.



Chapter 3: The Elements of CPFR Implementation

page 14

In responding to the question on how their CPFR initiative is managed, 40 percent of the total
respondents did not answer this question. The 60 percent that did noted the following about who
manages their CPFR initiative:

✓ 63 percent Uses internal personnel.
✓ 14 percent Used software providers.
✓ 5 percent Used consulting services.
✓ 1 percent Used outside service bureau.

How did CPFR affect the company’s organizational chart? CPFR implementation did not seem to
have an impact on altering the majority of organizational structures. Seventy-five percent of
respondents who had completed pilots or had pilots in progress indicated that they did not change
their organizational structure. These respondents did hint that this state might change once the
pilot results are assessed. “Not yet, we’re trying to figure it out” and “Keeping an open mind about
role changes and interactions between sales and operations” were typical comments.

The 25 percent of respondents reporting changes in their organizational structure said they were
accomplished by:

✓ Adding a supply chain analyst and keeping the initiative under the leadership of
sales and logistics.

✓ Setting up a unit within the customer service department to manage/administer
CPFR accounts.

✓ Creating a demand management group.
✓ Strengthening the links with manufacturing, as opposed to the field (sales).

The last two items (above) refer to an approach that a few organizations selected to pursue, which
is to centralize the order process and assign it to the demand-planning group, removing this
responsibility from sales.

Other companies continue to have their initiative lead by sales. They said during the interviews
that updating skill sets (for sales) is a priority. A tendency was noted by respondents to let CPFR

Departments Actively 
Involved in CPFR

Supply Chain/Logistics
Sales

Customer Service
VMI

IT
E-Commerce

Operations
Executive Management

Trade Relations/Customer Development
Marketing

Other

76%
69%
55%
52%
52%
48%
17%
14%
14%
7%
3%
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flow to logistics, which is historically where CPFR began. However, a key benefit of CPFR focuses
on increasing sales through better planning and most companies believe that sales personnel must
be involved because they are closer to the customer and to the forecasting process.

Clarifying roles, understanding skill sets and providing the necessary training appears to be a part
of the CPFR journey. As noted earlier, the piloting organizations are in a learning mode and are
adjusting their organization accordingly.

Does CPFR mean adding more employees? Sixty-two percent of all respondents indicate they did
not anticipate adding full-time associates to sustain their CPFR efforts. Looking at only those
organizations with CPFR pilots in progress or completed pilots, there is a nearly 50-50 split between
companies who would or would not add full-time employees (53 percent indicated no, while 47
percent indicated yes). Asked which departments they anticipated increasing, the responses cite:

✓ Supply chain logistics.
✓ Demand planning.
✓ VMI/customer service.
✓ Customer service.
✓ Planning and forecasting.
✓ Sales planning.

Technology Overview 
During the initial discussions for the study, the members of the GMA CPFR Task Force questioned
whether technology is a deterrent to the implementation of collaborative planning, forecasting and
replenishment. Survey questions were developed to determine if this were the case, to identify pos-
sible roadblocks if this were the case and to obtain a better understanding of current practices.

The interviews highlight a common frustration with technology and the pressing need for tech-
nology vendors to create/support software that fully automates the CPFR process — a process that
is interoperable among all players. Respondents agree that the key to scalability depends on achiev-
ing this technological vision. In interviews, the majority of companies noted a fear that their trad-
ing partners would specify the use of proprietary solutions and/or non-compatible systems. It is
clear to respondents that the cost of participation in a non-interoperable world would out-weigh
the apparent benefits promised by CPFR.

Regardless of this concern, respondents express a strong desire to move ahead with the pilots even
with the recognition that the technology requirements have not fully caught up with their envi-
sioned needs.

Please note this report mirrors the time during which the survey was taken in the second and third
quarters of 2001. It does not reflect current advancements made by software vendors. At the time
of the study, CPFR technology did not offer the scalability to go beyond small-scale pilots. CPFR-
compliant products available today, however, offer full automation, interoperability and scalability.
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The following captures the experiences as reported during the study period.

What Is the Data Source?
Several respondents expressed concern in interviews about the quality of the data necessary to fuel
CPFR. This concern is most prevalent from companies just getting started in CPFR. Those who
are further along did not articulate any negative comments about data quality. It is not an issue
with them.

Most CPFR initiatives are supported by data from the distribution center-level. The respondents
who have CPFR activities gave the following answers when responding to the question: What
level(s) of data support your CPFR initiative with customers?

✓ 66 percent Distribution center level
✓ 31 percent Store level
✓ 31 percent Corporate level

When asked about upstream efforts (i.e. a manufacturer collaborating with its supplier), 14 per-
cent said their data came from the manufacturing level. No other options were selected.

Software or Elbow Grease?
One comment by a respondent during an interview: “To make this work, the software will have to
be there, but in the meantime, we are doing it by brute force and elbow grease with the hope the
software will catch-up.”

To get a sense of the software that is being employed to support CPFR activities, respondents were
asked three questions:

✓ How does your organization choose what CPFR software to use?
✓ Which of the following does your organization use in its CPFR initiative?
✓ Is your current software integrated or stand-alone?

For the most part, software decisions appear to be dictated by one’s trading partner at this time.
However, respondents with multiple pilots who had approached a customer or a supplier that do
not own proprietary software implemented other options. These companies said they are “using
what their exchange is supporting” (21 percent) or “using what we initially used and request our
partners to use it” (29 percent).

When looking at specifics, 15 percent are using Excel spreadsheets, 19 percent are using their own
internally developed software, and 42 percent are using third-party software. This question allows
respondents to select multiple responses and, indeed, most companies used more than one type of
software. Basically, one respondent summed it up this way: “We’ll take data any way we can get it.”

Addressing the question of integration or interoperability of CPFR software, the majority of
respondents (68 percent) are using stand-alone systems.
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Scalability or Today’s One-to-One?
During the interviews, some noted that industry e-marketplace/B2B exchanges would address scal-
ability issues. One individual commented: “If this does not get sorted out, it will limit CPFR to a
one-to-one process and that’s what we are doing today.”

Those that selected to comment on scalability suggested that the B2B exchanges or e-marketplaces
are the key to making CPFR scalable.

The most active work targeted to move CPFR out of the pilot stage and into a production stage
has been done by VICS (Voluntary Interindustry Commerce Standards) Association. A major 
hurdle of using CPFR on a larger scale has been to have data pass between organizations in a
seamless manner. To address this challenge, a VICS working committee released an XML
(eXtensible Markup Language) specification to serve as a basis for standardization (June 2001).
This communications standard has been approved by the Uniform Code Council’s standards
approval body.

To determine the degree to which GMA members use XML, the survey asked three questions con-
cerning application of this data format. Not one respondent indicated that they typically send
CPFR data via XML, although other options were selected.

Most respondents were unable to state the extent to which or when their companies intend to use
XML for any type of data transmission or other use in their CPFR efforts. Of those that responded
to this question, seven companies project the use of XML within the next fiscal year. Within this
group, 36 percent had active involvement of their information systems personnel in their CPFR
activities vs. 14 percent who did not identify IT involvement in their CPFR activities.

“The XML specification has promise, but not everyone wants to support the same protocol,” one
interview respondent said.

So, how is the data being sent? Allowing for multiple responses to the question on how data is
transmitted, half of respondents that selected to answer this question note that they transmit their
CPFR data using EDI while 31 percent indicated they used a flat file.

Data Communication – Hub, Spoke or Exchange?
Allowing for multiple answers regarding their plans for data communication, 28 percent indicate
their organization intends to sponsor a corporate/private hub to conduct CPFR data exchange.
Forty-two percent intend to participate in someone else’s corporate/private hub as a “spoke.” This
last response underscores compliance and/or anticipated compliance with a customer request.

Thirty-five percent note their plans to participate in an industry B2B exchange for CPFR imple-
mentation. The lack of availability of this service during the time the survey was taken (primarily
in the autumn of 2001) did not deter those companies that wished to move forward with CPFR
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piloting. Thirty-eight percent of the companies that identify themselves as having CPFR activities
note their organization’s intent to use a B2B exchange.

When asked to identify barriers to their organization’s CPFR implementation, “waiting for the
availability of CPFR exchange service” received 33 responses out of 43 respondents. Over all
respondents, waiting for CPFR exchange services ranked as follows:

✓ 18 percent reported it to be a very high barrier.
✓ 18 percent noted it to be somewhat of a barrier.
✓ 21 percent indicated it was minimal.
✓ 30 percent reported very little to no barrier.
✓ 12 percent indicated it was not applicable.

On this barrier of delayed CPFR exchange services, roughly one-third of respondents said they had
no CPFR activities, and 72 percent of the organizations responding said they had CPFR activities.
Of the two groups, those with CPFR experience said at the time of the survey last autumn that
waiting for the availability of CPFR exchange services is less of a barrier than companies that had
yet to move ahead with CPFR.

One respondent voiced this opinion: “Most businesses will pursue their key relationships. We don’t
need an exchange…we do need the Internet.” This quote serves to highlight the desire by many
companies to go forward rather than to wait for a CPFR exchange service and may reflect a corpo-
rate business strategy that does not include a B2B exchange.

Waiting for the Availability of 
CPFR Exchange as a Barrier to
Implementation of CPFR

Not Applicable

Very Little to No Barrier

Little Barrier

Somewhat of a Barrier

Very High Barrier

14%
8%
4%
25%
24%
17%
10%
33%
19%
17%

Has CPFR Activity

No CPFR Activity
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Barriers to Success
To document the barriers, the respondents were asked to note which of ten characteristics listed as
possible CPFR deterrents applied to their organization and to rank the degree to which the select-
ed descriptions impeded their organization’s implementation.

Anecdotally, the barriers to CPFR implementation would have appeared to be sustained executive
support, availability of e-marketplaces/B2B exchanges and scalability. The survey results do not
indicate that these issues are top-of-mind when GMA member companies consider barriers to
CPFR success.

Question: “Has executive management defined collaborative planning, forecasting and replenish-
ment as a priority within your organization?” Answer: “No” from 65 percent of all respondents.
However, in those companies with active pilots or with completed pilots, 43 percent indicate they
did not have executive support while 57 percent said they did. This is not as decisive a picture as
industry experts expected.

Lack of sustained executive support triggered little comment. This barrier was selected by six com-
panies as being one of CPFR’s barriers to the industry overall. Of the six, five note it is not applica-
ble as a barrier to their own companies, and one respondent said it is somewhat of a barrier. This
may reflect the fact that the majority of those with pilots (62 percent) have not completed their
assessment and did have the monetary support to continue piloting.

Lack of scalability also received little reaction. Of the five companies responding, four indicated
that it is not applicable as a barrier to their individual companies. Again, this may be due to the
composition of our respondents, most of whom were in pilot mode.

Lack of trust between trading partners also proved to be a non-issue among those that chose to
respond to this barrier. Of the nine organizations responding, all note that it does not apply.

Ratings of “Very High Barrier”

Cost of Implementation

Lack of Human Resources

Lack of Training

Lack of Scalability

Lack of Trading Partner

Waiting for Availability of
CPFR Exchange Service

93%

35%

23%

20%

18%

18%

(All Respondents)



Chapter 3: The Elements of CPFR Implementation

page 20

With all respondents, cost, lack of human resources and internal process change appear to be the
highest barriers. On the surface, cost is the most significant with 93 percent of those who respond-
ed ranking it as a very high barrier. The other 7 percent indicate it is not applicable. A closer look
at the data indicates 15 out of a possible 43 organizations selected this option. Of those that did,
eight organizations represent companies with no CPFR activities. Or 57 percent of the companies
with no CPFR activities said cost is a sizable barrier, and 21 percent of organizations active in
CPFR indicate that cost is a very high barrier.

As noted in the discussion on organizational structure, the lack of human resources is identified as
an issue. In terms of being perceived as a barrier to implementation, lack of human resources is a
reported concern. Thirty seven organizations ranked this as a barrier. Overall, those listing lack of
human resources as a barrier:

✓ 35 percent reported it as a very high barrier.
✓ 41 percent noted it to be somewhat of a barrier.
✓ 14 percent said it to be minimal.
✓ 3 percent reported it to be very little to no barrier.
✓ 8 percent said it was not applicable.

Those organizations with no CPFR activities indicated that lack of human resources is a greater
barrier than those organizations with CPFR activities.

Lack of Human Resources 
As a Barrier

Not Applicable

Very Little to No Barrier

Little Barrier

Somewhat of a Barrier

Very High Barrier

13%
0%
4%
0%
12%
15%
42%
38%
29%
46%

Has CPFR Activity

No CPFR Activity
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Thirty-six organizations selected to answer questions on internal process change as a barrier to
CPFR implementation. Overall:

✓ 25 percent reported it to be a very high barrier.
✓ 44 percent noted it to be somewhat of a barrier.
✓ 25 percent indicated it to be minimal.
✓ 3 percent said it is very little to no barrier.
✓ 3 percent reported it is not applicable.

Internal process change received a greater response rate among companies with no CPFR activities
than those with activities (93 percent and 79 percent, respectively). Those organizations with
CPFR experience see internal process change as a greater barrier than those who are not moving
ahead with CPFR. Those with pilots in place note that to implement their initiative, a great deal of
internal coordination and communication had to be addressed. This experience may explain the
difference in perceived degree of challenge associated with this barrier.

Internal Process Change 
As a Barrier

No CPFR Activities Has CPFR Activities
46% reported it to be a very high barrier 29%  reported it to be a very high barrier
38% noted it to be somewhat of a barrier 42%  noted it to be somewhat of a barrier
15% indicated it to be little 12%  indicated it to be little
0%  reported it as very little to no barrier 4%   reported it as very little to no barrier
0%  indicated it was not applicable 13%  indicated it was not applicable 

Not Applicable

Very Little to No Barrier

Little Barrier

Somewhat of a Barrier

Very High Barrier

4%
0%
4%
0%
22%
31%
39%
54%
30%
15%

Has CPFR Activity

No CPFR Activity

Human Resources As a Barrier
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During the interviews, training surfaced as an important issue. Various organizations said the need
to develop a CPFR training program and to retrain personnel at the insistence of a trading partner
as a prerequisite to continue the pilot are priority issues. They also mentioned another priority:
the commitment to create a training program for their staff as well as for their trading partner(s).
Organizations with no CPFR activities hold this as a rather high barrier. Those with CPFR experi-
ence for the most part are required to participate in their trading partner’s training program,
which may explain some of the differences in perceptions.

Training as a Barrier to
CPFR Implementation

No CPFR Activities Has CPFR Activities
15% reported it to be a very high barrier 30%  reported it to be a very high barrier
54% noted it to be somewhat of a barrier 39%  noted it to be somewhat of a barrier
31% indicated it to be minimal. 22%  indicated it to be minimal.
0%  reported it as very little to no barrier 4%   reported it as very little to no barrier
0%  indicated it was not applicable 4%  indicated it was not applicable

Not Applicable

Very Little to No Barrier

Little Barrier

Somewhat of a Barrier

Very High Barrier

9%
0%
22%
8%
26%
17%
30%
33%
13%
42%

Has CPFR Activity

No CPFR Activity

Internal Process As a Barrier
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Chapter 4: CPFR — The Benefits

“It took us 30 days of preparation to initiate the pilot,” one interview participant said. “We’ve been
in it {the pilot} for 30 days and have already seen progress.”

The study unearthed both tangible and intangible benefits from collaborative planning, forecasting
and replenishment initiatives. Comments from the interviews underscored an enthusiasm for the
advantages that CPFR promised. Observations from GMA-member company respondents includ-
ed the following as tangible and intangible CPFR benefits:

✓ Having access to data not available before.
✓ Obtaining enhanced insight to trading partners’ organization and concerns.
✓ Having a better working relationship with trading partner, leading to enhanced

decision-making.
✓ Achieving better and continuous communication with trading partner and building

a business plan together.
✓ Improving internal communications.
✓ Obtaining a more coordinated focus, e.g., better new product introductions.
✓ Becoming a preferred supplier.

Measuring Is Not Easy
Also center stage in many of the comments is the frustration in measuring the real impact of
CPFR. The cause of the frustration varies, but respondents included the following:

✓ Lack of trading partner interest or inability to provide measurement data.
✓ Difficulty in detecting CPFR’s impact with so many other influencing factors on the

business.
✓ Changing and evolving expectations and focus.

The survey documented CPFR benefits through three questions. One question elicited responses
on anticipated benefits, and 98 percent of the total survey participants responded. The other two
questions requested information on realized benefits, which were appropriate for a subgroup of
the total respondents (those who were in pilots or had completed pilots). These questions
obtained a response rate of 67 percent and 48 percent, respectively, and they elicited remarks con-
cerning the difficulty of quantifying the benefits.
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Anticipated Benefits of CPFR
The anticipated CPFR benefit for all organizations is noted in the state of the industry section and
is illustrated in the following table.

For those respondents whose companies have experience in CPFR or are in the midst of pilot test-
ing or have completed pilots, their answers on anticipated CPFR benefits listed the same No. 1
anticipated benefit as the all-respondents’ group. Eighty-four percent of all respondents rated
improved forecast accuracy as the No. 1 anticipated benefit, and 86 percent of those experienced in
CPFR gave it the No. 1 slot.

Anticipated Benefits of CPFR

Improve Forecast Accuracy

Reduce Out-of-Stocks

Increase Sales

Improve Service Levels

Improve Trading Partner Relationship

Decrease Inventory

Improve Internal Communication

Better Deployment of Organization’s Resources

Better Asset Utilization

84%

79%

79%

74%

70%

65%

58%

49%

49%
Multiple Responses Allowed

(All Respondents)
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Comparing the CPFR-experienced group with the total respondents, this group noted a higher
degree of anticipated benefits in improved internal communication, better use of assets and better
deployment of the organization’s resources.

Anticipated Benefits of CPFR

Improve Forecast Accuracy

Improve Internal Communication

Increase Sales

Improve Trading Partner Relationship

Improve Service Levels

Reduce Out-of-Stocks

Decrease Inventory

Better Asset Utilization

Better Deployment of Organization’s Resources

86%

76%

76%

71%

71%

71%

65%

62%

57%
Multiple Responses Allowed

(Respondents with CPFR Pilots or Completed Pilots)



Chapter 4: CPFR — The Benefits

page 26

Realized Benefits of CPFR
The realized benefits as reported by the 21 organizations with pilots or completed pilots are as follows:

The realized benefits have, to date, fallen somewhat short of what was anticipated, especially when
compared with the publicized case studies mentioned earlier in this report. However, the most
often noted benefit is an improvement in trading partner relationship(s). Of the organizations that
answered the realized-benefit question, 86 percent checked this response. Most comments zeroed in
on the excitement of this hard-to-measure but very real benefit. The majority of respondents com-
menting in this area said they believe CPFR provides their organization with a competitive edge.

Realized Benefits of CPFR

Improve Trading Partner Relationship

Improve Service Levels

Reduce Out-of-Stocks

Increase Sales

Decrease Inventory

Improve Forecast Accuracy

Improve Internal Communication

Better Asset Utilization

Better Deployment of Organization’s Resources

57%

38%

38%

38%

29%

29%

24%

14%

10%
Multiple Responses Allowed

(Respondents with Pilots or Completed Pilots)
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In an attempt to truly quantify the above benefits, a scale of overall results was included in the sur-
vey. Of the organizations eligible to respond, (i.e., those with current pilots or those having com-
pleted pilots), only 48 percent selected to do so. Since 52 percent did not respond to the question
and/or said they were unable to do because of the measurement requirement, these figures provide
more of a flavor or sampling of perceived benefits than a complete industry cross section.

A Last Word on Benefits
The respondents from companies that were more advanced in CPFR said they believe that CPFR is
a more proactive way of managing their business and strengthening communication internally as
well as with their customers.

Anticipated & Realized Benefits of CPFR

Improve Trading Partner Relationship

Reduce Out-of-Stocks

Increase Sales

Improve Service Levels

Improve Forecast Accuracy

Decrease Inventory

Improve Internal Communication

Better Asset Utilization

Better Deployment of Organization’s Resources

71%
57%
71%
38%
76%
38%
71%
38%
86%
29%
65%
29%
76%
24%
62%
14%
57%
10%

Anticipated Benefit

Realized Benefit

(Respondents with Pilots or Completed Pilots)

Reduction in inventory 20% 20% 30% 20% 10%
Improved service levels 20% 10% 20% 20% 10%
Increased sales 22% 33% 33% 0% 11%
Increase forecast accuracy 20% 20% 30% 40% 10%

Don’t
Know 

No
Change

1% – 5% 6% – 10%
I m p r o v e m e n t

More than
10%

Experienced CPFR Companies’ Realized Benefits
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Chapter 5: A Closer Look at the Most 
Experienced

Moving Forward
Overall, the results of the CPFR pilots are encouraging for those organizations actively involved
with CPFR activities and to those contemplating adoption of CPFR. Certainly the most experienced
respondents — those that had completed pilots and moved on to additional pilots or into produc-
tion with their trading partners —  are worth a second look. These organizations have set a base-
line for how CPFR can be integrated as a company strategy in conducting day-to-day business.

What are the traits that distinguished these experienced CPFR organizations from the other
respondents?

Characteristically, the greater the experience with CPFR, the greater the reported benefit. These
advanced organizations report already having received some of the promised benefits of CPFR.
For the most part, these organizations measure CPFR’s impact on their businesses and are, as a
group, more experienced in CPFR testing than their counterparts. These most experienced com-
panies also have greater diversity of partners, and they report wider exposure to various software
options and methods of data communication.

Of these most experienced users, 67 percent reported between a 1 percent to 10 percent improve-
ment in forecast accuracy. One respondent said it was not so much a matter of more accurate fore-
casts, but rather that “you and your partner are working from the same numbers and, therefore,
are more efficient.”

Fifty-six percent of this most experienced group note a decrease in inventory and an improvement
in service levels of between 1 percent and 10 percent. Those companies that did not initially meas-
ure change did note their present intent to implement a scorecard to document improvement.

Other benefits mentioned by survey respondents included:

✓ A belief that they have stronger communication internally and with their trading
partners and, as a result, are able to manage the business more proactively.

✓ A belief that they have better communication and are more efficient as a result.
✓ A belief that they have greater success with new product launches.
✓ A belief that they enjoy a closer relationship with their trading partner.
✓ A belief that they benefit from better order lead-time and, as a result, have better in-

store presence.

The obvious theme is improved communication — a heightened business insight that was trans-
lated into improved performance. For these most seasoned organizations, their experiences with
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CPFR justifies moving forward with the initiative. One respondent put it this way: “{CPFR} is too
obvious not to take advantage of.”

Are there differences in benefit expectation between those organizations experienced in CPFR and
the rest of the survey respondents?  Two fundamental concepts voiced throughout the interviews
are confirmed by the data. First, those with greater experiential knowledge more often temper
their anticipated benefits compared with those with lesser implementation exposure. This appears
to reinforce the “CPFR-is-a-journey” concept. Secondly, the concept of enhanced communication
— especially internal communication — also is reinforced by this comparison. The experienced
group selected internal communications and better asset utilization as an anticipated benefit more
often than their less experienced counterparts.

CPFR Upstream
Benefiting from their relationships downstream with customers, the more experienced group also
reports implementing pilots upstream with their vendors. From a statistical viewpoint, this group
of up-stream implementers is too small to be statistically significant. However, from a baseline
perspective, this relationship warrants mention.

GMA-member companies with up-stream pilots report the following:

✓ It is easier to implement being a customer.
✓ They also have more leverage being in the customer position.
✓ They find it easier because they had done it (CPFR) before, know what they want to

accomplish and are not breaking new ground.
✓ Fewer people are involved.
✓ The implementation goes more rapidly with benefits also being achieved more

quickly.

Anticipated Benefit Experienced All Other
Decrease Inventory 67% 67%
Reduce Out-of-Stocks 56% 88%
Increase Sales 78% 82%
Improve Service Levels 56% 82%
Improve Internal Communications 67% 58%
Improve Trading Partner Relationships 67% 73%
Improve Forecast Accuracy 67% 91%
Better Deployment of Organizational Resources 44% 52%
Better Asset Utilization 67% 45%

Benefits Expectations
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One organization saw this as an opportunity with relatively quick and easy benefits. The company
said it had one upstream relationship established and planned more. In general, comments were
supportive of pursuing an upstream initiative.

Other Issues and Insights
Remarks from the interviews underscored a desire to have access to in-store data for achieving
greater accuracy and to improving decision-making capabilities. The most experienced group’s
initiatives are supported mostly with distribution center data — not much different from the other
active CPFR respondents.

Throughout the interviews, variations in trading partner vision, capability and willingness to
share information flavored the CPFR experience. Each CPFR partnership is unique, and there is
no one model for a CPFR strategy. “Different retailers want different things and take different
approaches,” one respondent noted.

Observations shared by the most experienced group underscore other aspects of this initiative:

✓ CPFR will be used strategically with strategic trading partners.
✓ Relationship-building is a major element of CPFR.
✓ Vendor-managed inventory will be more prevalent than CPFR given partner capa-

bilities and ROI.
✓ Soft benefits in terms of communication are valued and seen as big wins across ini-

tiatives.
✓ CPFR will be one of the numerous strategies used to run our business.

Level of Data Supporting 
CFPFR Initiative

DC

Store

Corporate

89%

56%

22%

Multiple Responses Allowed
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Chapter 6: Prospects for CPFR

State of CPFR in Manufacturing
More than half of GMA-member company respondents said they plan to move ahead with CPFR,
and 12 percent report that the initiative already is their normative means of doing business with
certain trading partners.

From a baseline perspective, more than half of the respondents note their intent to move ahead
with CPFR, and 12 percent reported that CPFR is part of their way of doing business with specific
trading partners. The telephone interviews underscored the extent to which this initiative is being
assessed and adopted.

Although the majority of companies with CPFR activity were involved in pilot testing, the study
reveals several key insights from these organizations’ experiences. Respondents said CPFR is no
longer a pie-in-the-sky ideal but is a real strategy that can bring real results. Companies said CPFR
is now a strategic initiative to be used with trading partners that met specific criteria. However,
respondents noted that CPFR is not an initiative for all categories or all products.

The organizations most experienced in CPFR report that its benefits are replicable. They note that
a key attribute of this process is the reward of getting closer to trading partners. This closer rela-
tionship confers not only a better understanding of the partner’s business and better inter-compa-
ny communications, but it also provides a strategic advantage in the marketplace, according to
respondents.

The cadence for CPFR implementation to date has been conservative. Concern over the availabili-
ty of technology to support the process caused many to proceed cautiously. This study was con-
ducted during a time when software solutions for interoperability were not advanced. Time will

State of the Industry

Intends to Move Ahead with a CPFR Initiative

Has Identifiable Pilots Underway

Has Completed Pilots

Intends to Go on to Production

51%

49%

19%

12%

Multiple Responses Allowed
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Chapter 6: Prospects for CPFR

tell whether the availability of more advanced technology will speed up CPFR adoption.

Training is singled out as an issue warranting attention. CPFR requires an adjustment in commu-
nication patterns and different skill sets. Companies actively engaged in CPFR activities are adjust-
ing their expectations and use of internal resources while assessing the best way to implement this
new initiative.

The CPFR promise to improve efficiencies across the extended supply chain is reported as a bene-
fit by organizations with the greatest CPFR experience and is reflected as an anticipated benefit by
those companies in pilot or having completed pilots.

To summarize, GMA members with CPFR experience are optimistic about the benefit provided
through the use of this initiative. Their piloting activities afford them a better understanding of
CPFR, its requirements and its potential reach. The CPFR model requires commitment and true
collaboration.

“{CPFR} is one tactic, not the only tactic,” one respondent said. “It complements the other things
we do, like building on strong relationships with our customers. Continuous communication with
customers is one of its strengths, as are creating good strong relationships and building a business
plan together. CPFR alone will not solve forecasting issues. It is important to help manage the
business.”



CPFR Baseline Study — Manufacturer Profile

page 35

Appendix A: CPFR Baseline Survey 
Questionnaire 2001
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B2B (Business-to-Business) 
Exchange of products, services and information
between businesses.

CPFR (Collaborative Planning, Forecasting
and Replenishment)
CPFR is a cross-industry initiative designed to
improve the supplier/manufacturer/retailer rela-
tionship through co-managed planning process-
es and shared information.

DC  (Distribution Center)
A warehouse that receives merchandise from
multiple vendors and distributes it to multiple
stores.

Downstream
Flow of goods and services from the manufac-
turer to the wholesaler/retailer.

EDI (Electronic Data Interchange)
The computer to computer transmission of
information between trading partners in the
supply chain. The data is generally organized
into specific standards for transmission and val-
idation.

Protocol
Rules of engagement; order in which events or
processes occur.

SKU (Stock Keeping Unit)
A SKU is any trading unit (case, tray, promo-
tional shipper, pallet) that can be ordered by
customers and handled in the supply chain. It is
labeled with a uniquely identifiable trade num-
ber. It may consist internally of consumer units
(product package size as sold to customers) or
other trading units.

UCC (Uniform Code Council)
A non-profit organization dedicated to the
establishment and promotion of multi-industry
standards for product identification and related
electronic communication. The organization’s
goal is to enhance supply chain management
and add value to the consumer.

Upstream 
Flow of goods and services from the upstream
suppliers, including materials suppliers, ware-
house and transportation suppliers, etc. The
opposite of downstream.

VICS (Volunteer Inter-industry Commerce
Standards)
A non-profit organization focusing on the
improvement of product and information flow
throughout the supply chain.

VMI (Vendor-managed Inventory) 
In VMI the vendor (supplier) manages the stock
levels and availability in the customer’s ware-
house, based on forecast demand.

XML (eXtensible Markup Language)
XML is the universal format for structured doc-
uments and data on the Web. XML is a flexible
way to create common information formats and
share both the format and the data on the
World Wide Web, intranets and elsewhere.

Appendix B: Glossary
(Based in large measure on A Guide to CPFR Implementation by ECR Europe and Accenture, 2001)
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Appendix C: On-Line CPFR Resources

Collaborative Planning, Forecasting & Replenishment 

ISIT.com

Kurt Salmon Associates

MoonwatchMedia

Retailsystems.com

RosettaNet

Supply Chain Council

UCCnet

Uniform Code Council

Voluntary Interindustry Commerce Standards Association 

About.com

www.cpfr.org

www.isit.com/IndexSC.cfm

www.kurtsalmon.com/KSA_consumer/Services/CPFR/CPFR.htm

www.moonwatchmedia.com

www.retailsystems.com

www.rosettanet.org

www.supply-chain.org/

www.uccnet.com

www.uc-council.org

www.vics.org

http://www.logistics.about.com


