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AMPLIFA PROCUREMENT GLOSSARY

Supplier Audit Score: Metric for Evaluating
Supplier Audits
The supplier audit score is a metric that condenses the results of a supplier audit into a

standardised score. It enables buyers and quality managers to compare the performance, process

maturity and compliance of suppliers on a uniform scale. In this glossary article, you will learn how

the score is structured, which KPIs feed into it and how it is used in practice in supplier

management.

Key facts
• The supplier audit score condenses the results of a systematic supplier audit into a comparable

score.

• Typical assessment dimensions are quality, logistics, technology, cost, compliance and sustainability.

• A scale of 0 to 100 points is commonly used, with values above 80 to 85 generally considered solid

in practice.

• The score serves as an input for the supplier rating and supply base optimisation.

• Declining scores typically trigger defined measures such as a formal warning, development plan or

re-audit.

• The weighting of individual criteria should be defined by industry and commodity group and

documented in the procurement handbook.

Definition: Supplier audit score
The supplier audit score is an aggregated, usually numerical metric that represents the result of a

supplier audit on a uniform scale. It is derived from individually rated criteria and allows objective

comparison of different suppliers as well as tracking of a supplier's development over several audit

cycles.

Distinction from the classic audit report

While a classic audit report documents qualitative findings, deviations and improvement measures, the

audit score condenses these insights into a single number. This makes communication to management

and specialist departments considerably easier. The report nevertheless remains important because it

provides the rationale behind the score and makes individual deviations traceable. In practice, many

companies therefore work with both elements: the score for monitoring, the report for detailed follow-up

work.

Positioning within supplier management

The audit score is one component of holistic supplier management. It typically feeds into the supplier

rating, which also incorporates ongoing performance data such as delivery reliability or complaint rates.

While the supplier rating reflects operational performance, the audit score rather assesses the supplier's

potential, system maturity and compliance. Together, both metrics form a sound basis for decisions on
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supplier qualification, release and development.

Methods and approach for deriving the audit score
A reliable audit score is not created ad hoc but follows a structured process: defining, weighting, rating

and consolidating criteria. A prerequisite is a clear audit programme anchored in the procurement

handbook.

Criteria catalogue and weighting

Typical assessment blocks are the quality management system, manufacturing capability and

technology, logistics and delivery reliability, procurement and sourcing risks, personnel and competence,

as well as compliance and sustainability. Depending on the commodity group, further modules are

added, such as a supplier energy audit for energy-intensive processes or inspection points for material

substitution (ESG) for critical materials. Weighting is usually done via percentage points, adjusted

according to the strategic importance of the commodity group. It is important that the weighting is fixed

before the audit and is not changed retrospectively in order to prevent manipulation.

Audit process

The process typically comprises four phases: preparation with document requests and a questionnaire,

an on-site or remote audit with sampling and employee interviews, evaluation with score calculation and

a closing meeting, and follow-up of open items. For new suppliers, the audit serves supplier

qualification; for existing suppliers, periodic review. For suppliers with external manufacturing of critical

parts, elements of the control plan and process capability should also be examined.

Scaling and score calculation

Scales of 0 to 100 points or school-grade systems have become established in practice. Individual

criteria are usually rated on multi-level rating scales, for example met, partially met, not met, and then

weighted and totalled. Defining thresholds is important: typically, scores above 85 are considered

unproblematic, values between 70 and 85 as showing potential for improvement, and values below as

risky with defined consequences.

• 0–100 scale with defined traffic-light thresholds

• Weighted sum of individual criteria

• Definition of thresholds with consequences before the audit begins

Key KPIs around the supplier audit score
The audit score itself is a metric, but it only delivers value in interplay with further measurement

variables. Buyers should contextualise the score by combining it with operational performance data and

audit metadata.

Score development over time

The most important additional information is trend analysis: a supplier with a constant score of 90 points

is to be assessed differently from one that has dropped from 95 to 80. The score difference between two

audit cycles shows whether development measures are taking effect or whether risks are building up.

Typically, audits of A-suppliers are repeated every two to three years; for critical or weak suppliers,

annually or more frequently.
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Relationship between score and operational performance

A high audit score says nothing about actual day-to-day performance. The score should therefore

always be considered alongside metrics from the supplier rating, such as delivery reliability, complaint

rate or adherence to delivery schedules from delivery plan call-off processes. If the audit score and

operational performance deviate significantly, this indicates either an imprecise criteria catalogue or

hidden risks. Both cases warrant a joint analysis by procurement and quality.

Score distribution across the supplier landscape

At portfolio level, the distribution of audit scores across the entire supplier landscape provides

indications of structural weaknesses. If low scores accumulate in one region or commodity group, this

suggests systemic risks. This view is a natural input for supplier landscape analysis and supplier

benchmarking against competitors or industry standards.

Risks and controls when handling audit scores
Audit scores appear objective but carry typical pitfalls. Those who know them can use the score as a

management instrument without lulling themselves into a false sense of security.

Typical distortions

Common problems include differing auditor strictness, superficiality in remote audits, suppliers coaching

themselves on known questionnaires, and deductions for formalities while substantive risks are

overlooked. So-called click-through audits, where only documents are reviewed without verifying

processes on site, also often produce overly favourable scores. Remedies include auditor calibration,

reference audits and a mix of announced and unannounced audits.

• Auditor training and calibration to ensure the discriminatory power of assessments

• Deepening samples instead of pure questionnaire-based queries

• Occasional unannounced audits for risk suppliers

Consequence management

A score without consequences is meaningless. An escalation model has proven effective: for medium

scores, a binding development plan with deadlines; for low scores, a re-audit, temporary stop or supply

stop, depending on the criticality of the item. For strategic partners, the governance level should also be

involved; a change of control at the supplier can also alter the assessment basis at any time and trigger

an unscheduled audit.

Documentation and legal certainty

Audit results can become relevant in disputes, product liability or compliance reviews. Scores, reports

and action tracking should be documented in an audit-proof manner and accessible via the

source-to-pay (S2P) system or a quality management system. Legal assessments, for example of

employment law or environmental law findings, should be reviewed by legal counsel on a case-by-case

basis before consequences such as contract termination.

Current developments: digitalisation, sustainability, supply chain
The supplier audit score is currently changing in both content and process. Three drivers dominate:

digitalisation of audit processes, growing sustainability requirements and tightened supply chain
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governance.

Digital audit and assessment platforms

More and more companies conduct audits with digital checklists that automatically calculate scores and

write them into the supplier master record. This significantly reduces administrative effort and makes

scores systematically evaluable, for example within e-procurement and S2P processes. Artificial

intelligence increasingly supports preparation, for example through pre-analysis of certificates, sites and

complaint history. The auditor's decision on site remains unaffected by this.

Sustainability as a fixed score component

ESG criteria are moving from a footnote to the core of the criteria catalogue. Carbon accounting, energy

efficiency, human rights and proof of origin for critical materials are assessed and flow into the overall

score with increasing weight. Topics such as material substitution (ESG) and a supplier energy audit are

gaining importance, particularly in energy-intensive industries. Companies should ensure that

sustainability criteria are not merely declared but collected in a measurable and verifiable way.

Risk orientation instead of routine

Instead of auditing all suppliers uniformly, many companies are adopting risk-based audit plans: critical

commodity groups, single-source positions and suppliers from risk countries are audited more

frequently and in greater depth. This aligns with approaches to supply base optimisation, in which the

number of suppliers is deliberately managed. Standardised scores are also gaining importance in

project procurement, where suppliers are often needed for only one project, because they allow rapid

pre-qualification.

Typical metrics
Supplier audit score: typically > 85 out of 100 points
Considered a solid range in practice; thresholds to be defined company-specifically

Audit cycle for A-suppliers: typically 1–2 years
Risk-based frequency, critical commodity groups more often

Score deviation vs. previous year: typically < 10 points
Larger deviations require analysis and, if necessary, a re-audit

Closure rate of open actions: typically > 90 % within the deadline
Measures the effectiveness of consequence management

Practical example
A mid-sized mechanical engineering company with around 400 active suppliers introduced the supplier

audit score because the previous audit reports, while detailed, were not comparable. The procurement

and quality team developed a catalogue of criteria with six blocks and fixed weighting, defined

traffic-light thresholds and digitalised the checklists. Within two years, all A- and B-suppliers had been

audited.

• Risk-based audit plan: critical commodity groups annually, standard commodity groups every three

years

• Linking the score to the supplier rating to identify discrepancies between potential and performance

• Defined escalation model with development plan, re-audit and, if necessary, a supply stop
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• Use of results for supply base optimisation and consolidation of the supplier landscape

Conclusion
The supplier audit score translates the results of elaborate audits into a number that can be managed,

compared and communicated. However, its value depends decisively on the quality of the criteria

catalogue, the weighting and the consequences applied to low values. Buyers should never consider the

score in isolation but always in conjunction with operational performance data from the supplier rating.

Those who also audit on a risk basis and integrate sustainability criteria measurably obtain a reliable

management instrument for the entire supplier management function. Ultimately: the score is not an end

in itself but a tool that is only as good as the measures derived from it.

Frequently asked questions

What does supplier audit score mean?

The supplier audit score is a metric that condenses the results of a supplier audit into a standardised

score, usually on a scale of 0 to 100. It typically assesses quality, logistics, technology, compliance and

sustainability. This allows suppliers to be compared objectively and tracked over time.

How is an audit score calculated?

First, assessment criteria are defined and weighted, for example quality management, manufacturing

capability, logistics and ESG. Each criterion is rated with a rating level during the audit and then

weighted and totalled. It is important that weighting and thresholds are fixed and documented before the

audit, for example in the procurement handbook.

From what audit score is a supplier considered good?

That depends on the internal assessment system. In practice, on 0–100 scales, values above 85 are

considered solid, values between 70 and 85 as showing potential for improvement, and values below as

risky. What matters is less the absolute value than the definition of thresholds with binding

consequences.

How often should supplier audits take place?

A risk-based rhythm is typical: strategic and critical suppliers are audited every one to two years,

standard suppliers every two to three years. For-cause audits triggered by complaints, quality issues,

change of control or before a new contract award supplement the cycle. The frequency should be based

on the criticality of the parts supplied.

What is the difference between audit score and supplier rating?

The audit score reflects the point-in-time result of a systematic audit and assesses primarily system

maturity, processes and compliance. The supplier rating, by contrast, continuously measures operational

performance such as delivery reliability, quality and response times. Only the combination of both

metrics provides a complete picture of the supplier.

What role does the audit score play in supplier selection?

When setting up a new supplier, the audit score serves qualification and release, often in combination

with technical sampling and reference checks. However, it does not replace the technical assessment of

individual parts or processes. Within source-to-pay (S2P) processes, release can be systematically tied

to score thresholds.


