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AMPLIFA PROCUREMENT GLOSSARY

Supplier score: systematically evaluating
supplier performance
The supplier score is a condensed key figure or point rating that procurement organisations use to

make supplier performance objectively measurable. It consolidates criteria such as delivery

reliability, quality, prices and service into an overall grade on the basis of which suppliers are

compared and assortment decisions are made. For buyers and supply chain managers, it is a

central steering instrument of supplier management. In practice, it replaces subjective gut feelings

with comprehensible, data-driven evaluations.

Key facts
• A supplier score consolidates several performance criteria, typically into an overall grade, frequently

on a scale of 0 to 100 points or as school-style grades.

• Typical evaluation dimensions are delivery reliability, quality (e.g. complaint rate), price level, service

and response times, and increasingly ESG criteria.

• Weighting and criteria should be defined differently per material group or category, since critical

A-parts have different requirements from standard C-parts.

• Scores support concrete decisions: awarding new volumes, classification as a preferred supplier,

development measures or supplier deselection.

• The data basis should be automatically measurable key figures such as service level and complaint

rate; purely subjective assessments are only useful as a supplement.

• Results should be shared with the supplier regularly, typically quarterly, and discussed in supplier

meetings.

Definition: supplier score
The supplier score is an aggregated rating figure that maps the performance of a supplier over a

defined period using weighted criteria. It is part of the standard toolkit of operational and strategic

supplier management and is frequently maintained as part of a supplier evaluation system or vendor

rating. The score serves as a decision-making basis for order awards, framework agreements and

long-term supplier strategy.

Distinction from vendor rating

The terms supplier score, supplier evaluation and vendor rating are often used synonymously. In

practice, vendor rating usually denotes the overall system with criteria catalogue, weighting and

processes, while the score is the resulting key figure. What matters is less the terminology than the

methodology: transparent criteria, documented calculation logic and a clear application context. A score

without consequences in awarding practice quickly appears as an alibi instrument and loses acceptance

both internally and with the supplier.
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Legal framework

Supplier evaluations are not a legal institution in their own right, but they have legal effect when

anchored in framework agreements. It is frequently agreed that a minimum score is a prerequisite for

call-offs or automatic contract extension. Conversely, poor scores can, under certain conditions, justify a

right of termination for cause. Which clauses are permissible and how evaluations should be

documented in a legally watertight manner should be legally reviewed on a case-by-case basis.

Methods and approach for score determination
A reliable supplier score is created in four steps: select criteria, weight them, populate them with data

and evaluate regularly. The methodology should be documented in writing so that evaluations remain

comprehensible and comparable. Particularly important is the separation between objectively

measurable data and subjective impressions, for example from personal conversations.

Criteria selection and weighting

Typical criteria blocks are delivery reliability (on-time and in-full performance), quality (delivery accuracy,

complaint and reject rates), price level and price development, service and communication, and

financial stability. Depending on the industry, criteria such as certifications, ESG aspects or innovative

strength are added. In practice, weightings that consider quality and delivery reliability together at

frequently 50 to 60 per cent have proven effective, as these factors affect one's own production most

directly. For categories with critical materials, the weighting should be shifted towards supply security.

Data sources and automation

Much of the input data already exists: order data, order confirmation line items, goods receipt

inspections, invoice data and complaints. The evaluation can be largely automated via e-procurement in

procurement, ERP or supplier relationship systems. Prerequisites are clean master data, in particular

consistent unit and currency master data, as otherwise quantity and price comparisons are distorted.

Structured processes such as mandatory order confirmation also provide valuable data points, for

example on the supplier's response time to orders.

Different scores per material group

A single uniform score for all suppliers often misses the mark in practice, because requirements vary

widely. A supplier of standard screws is evaluated differently from a development partner for prototype

procurement of a new component. A criteria catalogue per category with adjusted weightings makes

sense. For one-off orders or small volumes, a full score is often not economical; simple checklists or a

yes/no assessment of order processing suffice here.

Key KPIs in the supplier score
The quality of a score stands or falls with the underlying metrics. They should be measurable,

collectable automatically and directly linked to delivery behaviour. The most important KPIs at a glance:

Delivery reliability and service level

Delivery reliability measures the share of on-time and complete deliveries out of all deliveries; in

industry, target values above 95 per cent are typically aimed for, and considerably higher for critical

parts. Closely related is the service level, which evaluates from a supply security perspective how often

demand could be met without a missing part. For call-off orders and annual call-off models, schedule
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fulfilment should additionally be checked at call-off level, as deviations here affect manufacturing

particularly directly. Target values can be agreed via a service level target in the contract and reflected in

the score.

Quality and process metrics

Key quality metrics are the complaint rate (complaints per delivery or per part quantity), the reject and

rework rate, and first-article inspection and audit results. From a process perspective, the lead time from

order to order confirmation and the response time to enquiries or complaints are of interest. Capital

tie-up duration, for example through excessively long delivery times or unnecessary safety stock due to

unreliable suppliers, can also be indirectly included in the evaluation. It links the score to the working

capital management of one's own company.

Price and commercial metrics

Commercial criteria include the price level compared with the market, price stability and willingness to

cooperate on optimisations. For raw material and logistics costs, a fair assessment is important:

fluctuations in sea freight or air freight cost components are often outside the supplier's sphere of

influence and should be separated out via mechanisms such as the sliding price clause or price

indexation, rather than burdening the score indiscriminately. Otherwise the score measures market

influences rather than supplier performance.

Risks and controls when using scores
Supplier scores are an effective but not risk-free instrument. Wrong criteria, poor data quality or

mishandling of results can lead to poor decisions and damaged supplier relationships. Clear control

mechanisms are therefore part of a good system.

Data quality and distortions

Typical sources of distortion are incorrect booking data in goods receipt, unclear Incoterms agreements

(for example with Incoterms DAP, where the supplier's responsibility for deadlines extends to the place

of destination) or inconsistent recording practices across different plants. Small samples for infrequent

orders also distort scores. Controls include regular plausibility checks of raw data, a defined minimum

number of transactions per evaluation period and central methodological ownership within procurement.

A subsequent invoice verification helps assign price and quantity deviations correctly.

Consequence management and supplier development

A score only has an effect through consequences: higher point values can lead to classification as a

preferred supplier and preferential consideration in tenders; low values trigger supplier meetings,

corrective action plans or gradual volume reductions. Fairness is important: share results in advance,

allow a right to be heard and set improvement deadlines. Abrupt deselection without prior escalation is

usually the worst solution in practice, because it creates replacement sourcing risks. Where the aim is to

identify critical suppliers, an outsourcing potential analysis can additionally clarify whether make-or-buy

decisions are an alternative.

Handling ESG and compliance criteria

Sustainability and compliance aspects are increasingly incorporated into scores, such as supply chain

and CO2 transparency, certifications or approaches to material substitution (ESG) for critical

ingredients. The risk here is that supplier self-declarations flow unchecked into the evaluation. It makes
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sense to separate verified data (audits, certificates) from declared information, which should remain

marked as such in the score. Here too, the legal obligations, for example from supply chain regulation,

are complex and should be professionally reviewed on a case-by-case basis.

Current developments: digitalisation and AI in procurement
Supplier evaluation was traditionally a manual, spreadsheet-based task. Digitalisation and AI are

changing this significantly: scores are updated more frequently, encompass more data sources and

provide early-warning indicators instead of merely a historical rear-view mirror.

Automated and dynamic scores

Modern systems calculate scores daily or weekly from ERP and e-procurement data instead of once a

year. AI in procurement supports this at several levels: pattern recognition in delivery histories, anomaly

detection for sudden quality or scheduling problems, and enrichment with external data such as

payment or sentiment indicators as an early-warning system for insolvency risks. What remains crucial

is that AI models remain comprehensible; a black-box score without explained components is not

accepted by buyers or suppliers alike.

Integration into planning processes

Scores gain in value when they flow back into operational planning. In sales and operations planning,

supply-relevant supplier risks can be considered early, for example through safety stock or second

sources for suppliers with a low score. Conversely, the score should steer strategic award policy: good

scores justify larger volumes, framework agreements or long terms. In this way, the supplier score

connects operational supplier controlling with strategic value creation planning.

Typical metrics
Delivery reliability (OTIF): typically > 95 %
Share of on-time and complete deliveries; set higher targets for critical parts

Complaint rate: typically < 1–2 %
Complaints per delivery or part quantity; varies by industry

Overall score grade: target value frequently >= 85 out of 100 points
Set the threshold for preferred supplier status individually per company

Order response time: typically < 48 hours
Time until order confirmation; a good early indicator of process quality

Practical example
A mid-sized mechanical engineering company with around 400 active suppliers previously had no

systematic supplier evaluation; award decisions were sometimes made on the basis of personal

relationships. The company introduced a supplier score with four criteria blocks: delivery reliability (35

%), quality (30 %), price (20 %) and service/communication (15 %). Data was fed automatically from

goods receipt, quality assurance and accounting; free-text evaluations by buyers were deliberately

excluded.

• Score calculation monthly, publication of results quarterly via a supplier report with keywords on

deviations
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• Link to award policy: suppliers with 85 points or more are treated as preferred suppliers, below 70

points a binding improvement plan with a 6-month deadline follows

• Cleansing of raw data: standardised recording of the delivery date per Incoterms rule and

adjustment of price fluctuations using existing sliding price clauses

• Addition of an early-warning indicator based on order confirmation times, which makes critical delays

on call-off orders visible before the actual scheduling risk arises

Conclusion
The supplier score makes supplier performance measurable and creates a shared factual basis

between procurement and the supplier. Its benefit stands or falls with clean criteria, separate weightings

per category and a consistent link to award decisions. Data quality, fairness in dealing with results and a

clear separation of supplier performance and market influences are important. With automation and AI

support, the score is evolving from an annual rear-view mirror into a dynamic early-warning instrument.

Anyone who builds their system this way reduces supply risks and at the same time sustainably

strengthens their own negotiating position.

Frequently asked questions

What is a supplier score?

A supplier score is a condensed rating figure that maps the performance of a supplier across weighted

criteria such as delivery reliability, quality, price and service. It is typically presented as a point value or

grade. Buyers use it for award decisions, supplier meetings and long-term assortment strategy.

Which criteria belong in a supplier score?

Four to six criteria blocks have proven effective: delivery reliability (on-time and in-full performance),

quality (complaint and reject rates), price level and pricing behaviour, service and communication, plus

ESG and compliance aspects where required. In practice, quality and delivery reliability are usually

weighted most heavily together, at 50 to 60 per cent combined. The weighting should be adjusted per

material group.

How do you calculate a supplier score?

First, criteria are defined and assigned weightings, usually totalling 100 per cent. Each criterion is

scored using measurable data such as on-time delivery performance or complaint rate, then weighted

and summed, frequently onto a scale of 0 to 100. It is sensible to require a minimum number of

transactions per period so that small samples do not distort the result.

How often should supplier evaluation be carried out?

Quarterly evaluation has proven effective in practice, with a monthly or continuous data basis where

systems are automatically integrated. Evaluations that are too infrequent miss developments, while

overly frequent ones produce threshold jumps with small data volumes. It is important that results are

shared and discussed with the supplier promptly.

What is the difference between a supplier score and vendor rating?

Vendor rating generally refers to the entire evaluation system, including the criteria catalogue, weighting

and processes. The supplier score is the concrete result, i.e. the aggregated key figure per supplier. The

two terms are sometimes used synonymously; what matters is the underlying methodology.
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What consequences can a poor supplier score have?

Depending on award policy, consequences may include supplier meetings, binding improvement plans,

volume reductions or, as a last resort, deselection. In framework agreements, scores may be linked to

call-off rights or extension options. Good practice is a graduated approach with prior notification and an

improvement deadline rather than immediate deselection.


