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Introduction: Why Calibration Is Under Pressure

In regulated production environments, product release decisions are made every
day based on measurement data. If that data cannot be defended, neither can
the release decision.

That responsibility alone carries weight. It now exists within an environment of
increasing operational pressure.

Regulatory expectations continue to evolve. Equipment portfolios are expanding and
becoming more specialized. Skilled metrology resources are limited. At the same
time, production schedules are tightening and tolerance for downtime is shrinking.

Calibration sits at the intersection of these pressures. It maintains measurement
integrity, supports audit readiness, and provides the documented traceability
required to justify release, validation, and compliance decisions.

Calibration performance can no longer be evaluated on technical correctness
alone. It has to support controlled, uninterrupted production.

A calibration program that meets accreditation requirements but disrupts pro-
duction timelines still creates operational risk. One that moves quickly but lacks
complete documentation introduces compliance risk. Organizations are expected
to maintain traceability while also delivering faster turnaround, tighter coordina-
tion, and lower operational cost.

This report analyzes cross-industry survey data to ex-
amine how regulated organizations are navigating these
competing demands. The findings provide:

A benchmarking view of calibration priorities

Insight into recurring operational breakdowns
Perspective on confidence in calibration providers

A forward-looking view of emerging pressures over the
next two to three years

The analysis that follows examines how calibration pro-
grams are being evaluated today and what those evalua-
tion patterns signal for regulated production environments
operating under increasing complexity and scrutiny.
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Compliance confidence is strong across providers
Over 96% of respondents report confidence that providers meet accreditation
requirements.

Compliance is trusted. Execution is not
Only 33.5% report strong confidence in providers meeting quoted turnaround
times.

Most calibration challenges are operational, not technical
Late submissions, delayed returns, and scheduling conflicts account for a
significant share of operational friction.

Mixed-provider models are common
Most organizations rely on multiple calibration channels, increasing coordina-
tion complexity.

Cost pressure and complexity are expected to increase
Respondents anticipate increasing cost pressure, more complex equipment,
and tighter internal quality expectations.

The data suggests that calibration remains a compliance-driven discipline, but
operational performance increasingly shapes how programs are evaluated. The
emerging challenge lies in executing calibration programs predictably across
complex operational environments.
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2. Methodology and How to Read the Survey

This report reflects responses from calibration professionals across regulated
production sectors.

Participation levels remained consistent across questions, with more than 175
respondents contributing to profile data and more than 200 responses captured
for priority, challenge, and confidence measures.

The dataset includes both oversight and execution roles. This allows analysis
from compliance leadership, engineering, metrology, and operations perspectives.

The survey contains two structural question types:
Ranking questions, which ask respondents to identify top priorities.

Experience-based questions, which capture operational challenges, confi-
dence levels, and breakdown patterns.

Ranking questions tend to reflect baseline compliance requirements. Experience-
based questions reveal where friction most frequently occurs. Interpreting both
together provides a more complete view of calibration program performance.

Survey participants were recruited through industry professional networks and
calibration program stakeholders across regulated manufacturing sectors.
Respondents represent organizations operating within formal quality systems
where calibration documentation and traceability are required components of
production oversight.

Survey Scope
176 respondents across regulated production sectors

192 respondents across Quality, Engineering, Metrology, and
Operations roles

Over 200 responses for priority, challenge, and confidence questions
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3. Who Responded and Why It Matters

The survey reflects a heavily regulated respondent base across multiple industries
where calibration directly supports compliance, validation, and production decisions.

While Life Sciences and Medical Device organizations represent the largest share
of respondents, the dataset also includes Aerospace, Defense, Semiconductor,
Energy, and Automotive sectors. These industries operate under similar expecta-
tions for traceability, documentation control, and audit readiness.

Because of this, the findings should be interpreted as representative of regulated
manufacturing environments broadly, not as specific to any single industry.

Which industry best describes your organization?

Life Sciences /
Medical Device /
Pharmaceutical /
Biotechnology

56.3%

Aerospace 14.8%

Semiconductors /

Electronics Uil

Defense

Energy / Utilities /
Nuclear

Automotive

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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A significant portion of respondents are responsible for compliance oversight
and audit defensibility. Others work directly in engineering, metrology, and pro-
duction roles where scheduling, asset availability, and turnaround time are opera-
tional concerns.

Because more than half of the respondents come from the Life Sciences and
Medical Device sectors, documentation integrity and traceability expectations
carry substantial weight in how priorities are evaluated. Aerospace, defense, and
semiconductor respondents operate under similarly structured quality environ-
ments, reinforcing consistent baseline expectations across the dataset.

The respondent profile helps explain why compliance and traceability rank
strongly in priority questions, while execution-related friction appears prominently
in operational challenge responses.

What is your primary role in the organization?

Quality /

Regulatory e

Engineering 24.5%

Metrology /

Calibration 18.8%

Operations /

Production 7.2

Program / Project
Management

Supply Chain /
Procurement

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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4. How Calibration Is Delivered Today

Most organizations operate across multiple calibration providers.

Among 203 respondents, there were 422 total selections when asked which

types of calibration providers their organizations use. That number alone tells us
something important. While this model is common, it is often a default outcome
of historical growth rather than a deliberately designed system for performance.

What calibration service provider(s) does your organization currently use?
(Select all that apply)

National / regional
third-party calibration 29.9%
provider

Internal

0,
calibration lab 24.9%

OEM calibration

o,
providers 224

Small third-party 19%
calibration provider

National Metrology s
Institutes (NMls) L

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

National or regional third-party providers account for 29.9% of selections (126 re-
sponses). Internal calibration laboratories represent 24.9% (105 responses). OEM
calibration providers account for 22% (93 responses). Small third-party providers
represent 19% (80 responses). National Metrology Institutes account for 4.3% (18
responses).
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No single delivery channel dominates the landscape.

Instead, most calibration programs operate in a mixed-provider environment.
Third-party, OEM, and internal providers are often used in combination based on
equipment type, geography, or historical vendor decisions. Without centralized
control, multi-provider environments introduce variability into scheduling, turn-
around, and asset visibility.

This structure is common in regulated production environments. However, it
does increase coordination demands.

Different providers may operate under different turnaround commitments.
Communication processes and escalation paths may not align, with instrument
status information stored in separate systems.

When calibration is delivered through multiple channels, consistency does not
happen automatically. It must be managed. This makes oversight discipline
essential. Documentation consistency, scheduling alignment, and centralized
visibility can no longer be assumed. They must be actively managed.

The prevalence of mixed-provider models also helps explain why turnaround
time and scheduling reliability surface so strongly in later survey findings. As
calibration delivery becomes distributed, predictability becomes the defining
performance metric.

The prevalence of mixed-provider models indicates that calibration oversight
increasingly requires coordination across multiple delivery channels rather than
reliance on a single service model.

The prevalence of multi-provider models does not necessarily indicate an optimal
structure. Survey results later in this report suggest that fragmented delivery
models are a primary driver of variability in turnaround performance, scheduling
coordination, and asset visibility. As a result, leading organizations are increas-
ingly focusing on centralized oversight and control, regardless of how many
providers are involved.

A\
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5. Calibration Priorities

When respondents were asked to rank their top three calibration priorities,
Ensuring accurate, precise, and traceable measurements led the results at
25.5% (157 selections). Turnaround time followed at 23.7% (146 selections), and
meeting regulatory or accreditation requirements ranked third at 20.8% (128
selections).

What are your top 3 priorities when it comes to calibration?

Ensuring measurement
traceability, accuracy,
and precision

25.5%

Turn-Around-Time
(TAT)
speed & reliability

23.7%

Meeting regulatory /
accredited /
compliance

requirements

20.8%

Customer service
and support

Reducing the cost
of calibration

Standardizing
calibration processes
across departments/

locations

Calibration
management software
or automation tools

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

The ordering reflects how respondents interpret different question types, particu-
larly where turnaround time and scheduling issues surface as the most frequent
operational problems.

simco . 10
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It does not. The difference reflects how respondents interpret different question
types.

In ranking questions, respondents prioritize the foundational capabilities
required for confidence in calibration results. Accurate, precise, and traceable
measurements, along with documented compliance, are essential in regulated
production environments where calibration data supports validation, release,
and audit decisions.

Turnaround performance ranks nearly as high because production environments
increasingly depend on calibration responsiveness, scheduling reliability, and
asset availability.

However, in experience-based questions elsewhere in the survey, respondents
are not ranking baseline requirements. Experience-based questions reveal where
operational pressure appears in day-to-day program execution. In these respons-
es, submission timing, turnaround predictability, scheduling coordination, and
workflow consistency become more visible.

This distinction is important. Measurement integrity and compliance determine
whether a calibration program satisfies regulatory and quality expectations.
Operational execution determines how efficiently and predictably the program
supports production.

In practice, calibration programs must satisfy both structural requirements and
operational expectations. The survey results suggest that high-performing cal-
ibration programs must deliver both measurement confidence and operational
consistency. Compliance remains foundational, but execution reliability increas-
ingly shapes overall program performance.

] —
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6. Calibration Challenges

When asked about their most significant calibration challenges, respondents
were able to select multiple issues. A total of 591 selections were recorded.

Calibration cost was the most frequently selected challenge at 14% (85 selec-
tions). Items not turned in for calibration on time followed at 13% (76 selections).

ltems not returned from calibration when promised accounted for 9% (56 selec-
tions), and scheduling conflicts represented 9% (54 selections).

Lack of in-house calibration expertise represented 8% (49 selections), and
out-of-tolerance (OOT) validity and case management accounted for 7% (44
selections).

Taken together, the responses point to a consistent pattern. The biggest calibra-
tion failures are operational coordination failures.

What are your biggest challenges today related to calibration?

Calibration Challenges Percentage
Calibration cost 14.4%
Items not turned in for calibration on time 12.9%
Items not returned from calibration when promised 9.5%
Scheduling conflicts 9.1%
Lack of in-house calibration expertise 8.3%
Out of Tolerance (OOT) validity and case management 7.5%
Lack of proper documentation or traceability 6.6%
Logistics (pick-up and delivery) 5.8%
Poor visibility into asset calibration status 5.4%
Over-calibrating or under-calibrating 5.1%
Trust in the calibration provider's quality 4.6%
Trusting equipment quality (degradation) 3.7%
Difficulty managing multi-site operations 2.5%
Challenges managing OEM providers 2.4%
Field Service Management (inventory and logistics) 2.4%

simco . 12
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Because respondents could select multiple challenges, the percentages reflect
relative concentration of concern rather than exclusive ranking.

Additional concerns included a lack of proper documentation or traceability at

7% (39 selections), logistics challenges at 6% (34 selections), poor visibility into
asset calibration status at 5% (32 selections), and over- or under-calibration at
5% (30 selections). Lower-frequency selections included trust in provider quality,
equipment degradation concerns, multi-site coordination, OEM management, and
fleld service logistics.

Late submissions, delayed returns, and scheduling conflicts together account for
a meaningful share of selections.

These issues are primarily workflow failures, not measurement failures. In many
cases, these breakdowns occur at the interaction points between internal pro-
cesses, logistics, and multiple providers.

Cost remains the most frequently cited challenge. In regulated environments,
calibration is mandatory. When cost pressure increases, it does not eliminate
the requirement. It increases the need for disciplined planning, workflow stan-
dardization, waste reduction, and disciplined calibration planning, and provider
performance management.

OO0T case management and lack of internal expertise represent structural strain.
When instruments drift out of tolerance, the event triggers documentation review,
impact assessment, and often cross-functional investigation. Programs without
sufficient internal expertise or standardized workflows experience greater down-
stream disruption.

The results indicate that many calibration pressures originate in coordination,
visibility, and resource allocation rather than in core measurement science.

The data points to three practical areas for improvement:
Stronger submission and scheduling discipline
More consistent turnaround performance and clearer provider visibility

Defined OOT handling processes with standardized documentation controls

Programs that improve workflow control reduce production disruption, indirect
cost exposure, and planning instability.
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7. Confidence and Trust in Calibration Providers

Respondents were asked to rate their confidence in their calibration providers
across several performance dimensions. The results show a clear contrast
between compliance confidence and turnaround confidence.

This difference reflects how calibration programs operate across internal teams,
multiple providers, and logistics workflows, rather than performance from any
single provider type. The survey reflects a cross-industry respondent base and
does not isolate feedback to any single provider. The results capture how calibra-
tion programs perform in aggregate, particularly in environments where multiple
providers and internal processes interact.

Confidence in compliance is strong. For ensuring compliance with relevant indus-
try standards such as ISO/IEC 17025 and Z540.1:

62% report being very confident
34% report being somewhat confident
3% report being not confident
That means more than 96% express at least moderate confidence in providers

meeting formal accreditation requirements.

If an OEM or third-party vendor performs your calibration, how confident are
you in their ability to perform the following?

VERY SOMEWHAT NOT
CONFIDENT | CONFIDENT | CONFIDENT

Ensure compliance with relevant industry standards - 0 1 A
(e.g., ISO/IEC 17025, Z540.1) R 1 31-3% 235 =
Deliver complete, accurate, and audit-ready calibration 56.29% 38.4% 4.99% 0.5%
documentation
Calibrate all reqmred instruments and measurement 61.9% 33.9% 4.5% 0.6%
ranges to appropriate accuracy levels
Meet quoted or committed turnaround times 33.5% 46.8% 18.7% 1.0%
Coordmate equipment scheduling, logistics, and safe 39.9% 47 3% 10.3% 2 59%
handling
Provide accurate and transparent quotes and invoices 50.7% 38.9% 7.9% 2.5%
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Operational performance tells a different story, particularly in environments
where calibration is managed across multiple providers and internal workflows.
For meeting quoted or committed turnaround times:

34% report being very confident
47% report being somewhat confident

19% report being not confident

These results reflect aggregate performance across distributed calibration envi-
ronments and do not isolate any single provider type. The difference is significant.
Very high confidence drops from 62% in compliance performance to 34% in turn-
around reliability, while low confidence increases from under 3% to nearly 19%.

Providers have established credibility around accreditation and technical per-
formance. The decline in turnaround confidence likely reflects a combination
of provider variability, scheduling complexity, logistics coordination, and opera-
tional constraints. In these environments, even high-performing providers can
experience variability if coordination is not centrally managed.

Turnaround performance is a system-level outcome. It is driven by coordination
across internal teams, logistics workflows, and multiple providers rather than by
the capability of any single provider. In mixed-provider environments, even small
delays can compound across production schedules.

In regulated production environments, validation timelines, product release, and
asset availability are tightly linked. When turnaround performance is unpredict-
able, production planning absorbs the impact.

The data suggests that Technical compliance and accreditation alignment are
now baseline expectations across leading providers. predictability, however, is
a system-level outcome driven by coordination, visibility, and scheduling control
across the entire calibration program. Predictability improves production stabili-
ty, scheduling confidence, and operational control.

<

s ) In regulated production environments,

. validation timelines, product release,
and asset availability are tightly linked
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8. What's Changing Over the Next Two to Three
Years

Calibration programs are expected to operate under tighter constraints in the
coming years. Cost pressure is increasing, while quality expectations, equipment
complexity, and coordination demands are rising at the same time. The survey
responses point to where that pressure will build and what programs will need to
manage more carefully.

Respondents were asked what changes they expect to see in their calibration
programs over the next two to three years.

The most frequently selected anticipated change is reducing calibration costs at
18% (107 selections). Increased internal quality requirements follow at 16% (92
selections). More complex or advanced equipment requiring calibration accounts
for 13% (74 selections).

Increased use of automation or digital tools represents 12% (68 selections), while
greater demand for on-site support accounts for 10% (60 selections). Regulatory
audit changes also appear at 10% (57 selections).

Internal staffing shortages account for 8% (45 selections), consolidation of
service vendors for 7% (41 selections), expansion into new markets for 5% (29
selections), and external factors for 3% (18 selections).
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Which of the following trends do you expect to impact your calibration
program over the next 2-3 years?

Reducing calibration

18.1%
costs
Inpreaseo! internal 15.6%
quality requirements
More complex or
advanced equipment 12.5%

requiring calibration

Increased use of
automation / digital 11.5%
tools (software)

Greater demand for

on-site support 10.2%

Stricter / looser

regulatory audits 9.6%

Internal staffing
shortages

Consolidation of
service vendors

Expansion into new
markets

External factors/
influencers

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Several themes emerge clearly from the data
Cost reduction remains the dominant operational pressure
Internal quality and audit expectations are increasing
Calibration environments are becoming more technically complex

Digital workflow tools and on-site service models are becoming more important

These trends align with earlier survey findings. Cost pressure appears both as
a current operational challenge and a forward-looking concern, while increasing
quality expectations reinforce the importance of measurement integrity, trace-
ability, and audit-ready documentation.

As calibration environments become more complex and digitally connected, organi-
zations require more disciplined workflows, stronger visibility, and more consistent
operational execution. Managing that complexity requires better workflow standard-
ization, clearer asset visibility, stronger provider accountability, and tighter schedul-
ing discipline. Many organizations are also applying broader Lean and continuous
improvement principles to calibration workflow management in an effort to reduce
waste, improve responsiveness, and increase scheduling stability.
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The survey results suggest that future calibration programs will be evaluated

on their ability to balance cost efficiency, technical quality, operational respon-
siveness, and documentation control simultaneously. Cost pressure exposes
inefficiencies in scheduling, workflow management, provider performance, and
internal calibration processes. Lower calibration pricing does not always reduce
total operational cost. Delays, rework, inconsistent turnaround performance,
and inefficient workflows can increase production disruption and administrative
overhead. In practice, total program cost is influenced by turnaround reliability,
documentation quality, workflow efficiency, provider performance, and the inter-
nal effort required to maintain operational control.

If organizations are expected to reduce calibration costs while managing more
complex equipment and higher quality expectations, operational discipline and
workflow efficiency become increasingly important. Delays, rework, scheduling
instability, and inconsistent workflows become more costly as production envi-
ronments become more specialized and capacity-constrained.

The survey indicates that accreditation and technical competence will remain
foundational expectations. However, operational predictability, workflow consis-
tency, and execution reliability are becoming increasingly important differentia-
tors in calibration program performance.

..
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9. Benchmarking Calibration Program Maturity

The survey results reveal patterns that distinguish calibration programs operating
with strong coordination discipline from those experiencing recurring operational
strain.

Maturity in this context does not mean having an internal lab or using a specific
provider model. Most organizations operate in mixed-provider environments.
That structure alone does not determine performance. High-performing pro-
grams are defined by operational control.

The challenge data highlights where instability tends to appear: cost pressure
(14%), late submissions (13%), delayed returns (9%), scheduling conflicts (9%),
and limited in-house expertise (8%). These are workflow and oversight issues

more than technical failures.

Confidence data reinforces this pattern. While 62% report being very confident in
compliance performance, only 34% report being very confident in providers meet-
ing quoted turnaround times. Compliance discipline appears stable. Scheduling
predictability is less consistent.

Future outlook responses add another layer. Reducing calibration costs (18%),
increasing internal quality requirements (16%), and managing more complex
equipment (13%) are the most frequently anticipated pressures. These trends
indicate that programs will need stronger coordination and visibility, not just
accreditation alignment.

Taken together, the data suggests that stronger calibration programs
typically demonstrate:

Proactive submission discipline

Coordinated efforts to monitor and improve turnaround performance
Standardized documentation review processes

Defined escalation pathways for out-of-tolerance events

Visibility into asset status across sites and providers
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Programs experiencing repeated timing delays, reactive OOT handling, or docu-
mentation variability may not lack technical competence. They often lack central-
ized operational control.

The survey provides a practical way to assess program stability. Organizations
reporting fewer timing and scheduling challenges and higher confidence in
turnaround performance are more likely operating with stronger internal controls
around submission processes, provider oversight, and asset visibility.

When cost pressure (18%) and increasing quality requirements (16%) are layered
onto existing timing challenges, coordination gaps become more expensive.
Programs that coordinate turnaround improvement efforts across internal teams
and calibration providers, improve scheduling transparency, and standardize OOT
workflows are better positioned to absorb operational pressure without increas-
ing disruption.

High-performing calibration programs combine strong compliance discipline with
coordinated operational execution across scheduling, turnaround management,
documentation, and escalation processes.

Importantly, maturity is not determined by whether a program uses one provider
or many. It is determined by whether coordination across those providers is
actively controlled, measured, and visible. Programs operating across multiple
providers and internal teams are more likely to experience variability when sched-
uling, communication, and workflow responsibilities are not actively coordinated.

The difference between
compliant and high-
performing programs
appears to be control

over timing, visibility, and
escalation processes.
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10. Practical Improvement Strategies

The highest-performing calibration programs focus on operational control, predict-
ability, and visibility The survey results show that operational pressure concentrates
in these areas, even when technical calibration performance remains strong.

The most frequently cited current challenges include calibration cost (14%),

late submissions (13%), delayed returns (9%), and scheduling conflicts (9%).
Confidence data shows lower strong confidence in turnaround predictability (34%
very confident) compared to compliance adherence (62% very confident). Future
outlook data indicates continued cost pressure (18%) alongside increasing inter-
nal quality requirements (16%) and equipment complexity (13%).

Across industries represented in the survey, five operational areas consistently
surface:

Strengthening Submission Discipline

Late submissions account for 13% of reported challenges. Establishing
defined recall processes, automated reminders, and internal accountability
checkpoints reduces avoidable delays before calibration begins.

Improving Turnaround Predictability

While 19% report low confidence in turnaround commitments, strong confi-
dence remains limited at 34%. Improving turnaround predictability requires
coordinated operational planning between customers and providers, includ-
ing visibility into quoted versus actual turnaround performance, escalation
protocols, workload balancing, communication processes, and prioritization
of critical assets. In many environments, turnaround performance improves
when organizations align submission timing, spare availability, and calibration
prioritization with provider capacity planning.

Standardizing Documentation and OOT Handling

Out-of-tolerance validity and case management account for 7% of challenge
selections. Clear investigation workflows, predefined documentation tem-
plates, and structured review checkpoints reduce escalation time and audit
exposure.
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Increasing Asset Visibility

Poor visibility into calibration status (5%) and logistics-related challenges (6%)
indicate that fragmented tracking systems contribute to operational strain.
Centralized dashboards or integrated tracking tools reduce reconciliation effort.

Aligning Cost Management with Workflow Control

With cost pressure leading at 14% and anticipated cost reduction at 18% in
future outlook responses, pricing alone does not address underlying coordina-
tion inefficiencies. Predictable workflows reduce production disruption, labor
overhead, and hidden operational cost.

The survey data suggests that stable calibration programs share structural
characteristics:

Defined recall and submission control

Coordinated monitoring and improvement of turnaround performance
Standardized certificate review processes

Structured OOT investigation protocols

Centralized visibility across providers and sites

Organizations can use these patterns to assess whether operational friction
stems from provider performance, internal workflow discipline, resource con-
straints, or coordination gaps between providers and internal teams.

If late submissions (13%) and delayed returns (9%) are recurring issues, stronger
recall planning, coordinated turnaround management, workload balancing, and
clearer scheduling communication can reduce operational disruption. If cost
pressure (14%) is rising alongside increasing quality expectations (16%), docu-
mentation standardization and escalation discipline reduce rework and indirect
cost exposure. “If confidence in turnaround commitments remains limited (19%
low confidence), collaborative scheduling practices, service-level transparency,
and proactive communication help reduce planning uncertainty.

Programs that strengthen coordination improve both compliance stability and
operational planning. When workflow control improves, cost exposure becomes
more predictable. When documentation workflows are standardized, audit
preparation time decreases. When turnaround variability is reduced, validation
sequencing becomes more reliable.

The survey indicates that technical competence is widely trusted. Operational
predictability is where improvement opportunity remains.

simco . 23
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11. Self-Assessment Checklist

Calibration program performance is increasingly shaped by coordination, predictabil-
ity, and visibility. The survey results identify recurring friction points in cost control,
scheduling discipline, turnaround predictability, and documentation management.

This checklist provides a structured way to evaluate how well a calibration program
aligns with the operational patterns associated with stability in the survey data.

Scheduling and Documentation and
Submission Discipline 00T Management
Are calibration due dates, asset Are certificate formats
status, and certificate records standardized across providers?

managed in a centralized system

. Is measurement uncertainty
of record across all sites?

consistently reviewed?
Are late submissions

, Is out-of-tolerance analysis
measured and reviewed?

documented through a
Is there a formal escalation defined workflow?
path when instruments are

not submitted on time?

Turnaround Predictability Cost and Visibility Control
Are turnaround expectations Are calibration costs analyzed
regularly reviewed and beyond invoice totals to include
improved Collaboratively with workflow disruption impact

calibration providers? _
Is there a single system of record

Are turnaround delays, for calibration assets, due dates,
workload constraints, and certificates, service history, provider
scheduling bottlenecks activity, and program status?

reviewed jointly with providers

BRI | <t kcholders? Are provider performance metrics

: g reviewed beyond pricing?
Are escalation, prioritization,

and communication processes
clearly defined when
turnaround risks arise?

Use this checklist as a practical benchmarking tool. Programs that can answer
“‘yes" consistently across these areas are more likely to demonstrate stable
coordination, predictable scheduling, and controlled documentation workflows.

s1imco_. 24
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For a more structured evaluation, assign one point for each “yes” answer:

0-4 points
High operational variability. Scheduling, documentation, or visibility controls may
be inconsistent. Elevated indirect cost exposure is likely.

5-8 points
Moderate stability. Baseline compliance is likely strong, but workflow predictabili-
ty may vary across providers or sites.

9-12 points
High coordination discipline. Predictability, documentation control, and oversight
structure align with stronger-performing environments reflected in the survey.

If your score falls in the lower range, a structured review can help identify work-
flow gaps, provider coordination issues, or documentation inconsistencies con-
tributing to operational strain.

The survey results show that compliance competence is broadly trusted.
Execution stability is where meaningful differentiation occurs.

25
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12. How SIMCO Helps

The survey findings point to a consistent gap between compliance performance
and execution predictability.

While most providers are trusted to meet accreditation requirements, variability
emerges in how calibration programs are coordinated, scheduled, and managed
across environments.

Variability appears in scheduling reliability, coordination across providers, and
operational visibility. These patterns reflect coordination challenges rather than
gaps in measurement science.

SIMCO is designed to reduce operational variability across complex calibration
environments.

Survey data shows that over 96% of respondents are confident in provider
compliance.

SIMCO operates fully accredited laboratories aligned to ISO/IEC 17025 and ANSI/
NCSL Z540.1 standards.

However, accreditation alone does not address the execution challenges identified
in the survey.
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Only 34% of respondents report strong confidence in turnaround performance,
indicating a coordination challenge rather than a technical one.

SIMCO addresses this through:
Measured turnaround performance against quoted timelines
Centralized scheduling coordination
Real-time status visibility
Integrated logistics support

SIMCO maximizes work done locally and within SIMCQ'’s network.

These capabilities reduce production risk caused by fragmented calibration
workflows.

Many organizations operate across multiple calibration providers.

SIMCO provides a centralized layer of visibility and control across all assets,
including those serviced by third parties.

This allows organizations to maintain a mixed-provider strategy while reducing
the coordination burden and variability typically associated with it.

Out-of-tolerance case management was identified as a recurring operational
strain point.

SIMCO provides structured reporting and communication support designed to
align with validity review and corrective action documentation requirements.
Clear documentation supports audit readiness and reduces internal review time.

In environments where cost pressure is rising, operational predictability re-
duces indirect cost exposure associated with production disruption, schedule
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adjustments, and documentation reconciliation.

Cost is the most frequently cited challenge, but survey data indicates that indirect
costs driven by delays, rework, and coordination gaps are a significant contributor.

SIMCO applies data-driven program management to
Centralized system of record
Integrated calibration program management
Cross-site asset and provider visibility
Calibration and repair coordination
Audit-ready documentation workflows

Operational simplification across teams and sites
SIMCO focuses on reducing total operational cost, not just calibration spend.

Digital platforms support centralized calibration records, automated documen-
tation workflows, and real-time program visibility. Program reviews and analytics
help identify opportunities to reduce over-calibration, improve scheduling disci-
pline, and manage out-of-tolerance events.

These approaches support reduction of indirect operational friction while main-
taining required quality, traceability, and compliance in regulated environments.

|
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Calibration performance is increasingly evaluated through operational stability
as well as technical accreditation. The highest-performing programs combine
accredited calibration with centralized operational control.

If variability exists in scheduling discipline, documentation visibility, or OOT
workflow management, those coordination areas can be evaluated through a
structured program review, including:

Turnaround performance relative to quoted timelines
Certificate consistency and traceability documentation
Submission discipline and due-date control

Visibility across internal and third-party providers

The survey indicates that compliance is broadly trusted across the industry. The
remaining challenge is execution predictability.

SIMCO's approach is designed to address this gap by providing not only accredit-
ed calibration services, but also the coordination, visibility, and control required to
operate calibration programs predictably at scale.
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13. Conclusion

Calibration sits behind every defensible production decision in regulated
environments.

The survey findings reinforce that baseline expectations remain unchanged.
Traceability, documented accuracy, accreditation alignment, and uncertainty
control define whether a program is acceptable. More than 95% of respondents
express confidence in provider compliance performance. Accreditation discipline
is widely trusted.

The competitive shift is no longer about measurement capability. It is about
operational control.

The survey indicates that calibration performance is increasingly shaped by how
well execution is coordinated across the entire program, not just by the perfor-
mance of individual providers. In fragmented calibration environments, variabili-
ty is often a function of system design rather than provider capability. Improving
performance requires greater control over coordination, visibility, and scheduling
across the program. Cost management leads reported challenges, followed by
submission timing, return predictability, and scheduling coordination. Strong
confidence in turnaround reliability drops to under half of respondents, with
more than one in five reporting low confidence in quoted timelines being met.

At the same time, organizations anticipate continued cost pressure, rising inter-
nal quality requirements, increasing equipment complexity, and greater demand
for automation and on-site support over the next two to three years.

The signal is consistent. Compliance is the floor. Operational predictability is the
differentiator.
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Calibration programs are no longer evaluated solely on whether they meet stan-
dards. They are evaluated on whether they support uninterrupted production,
stable scheduling, and defensible documentation under tightening constraints.

Organizations that treat calibration as an operational control system rather than
a transactional service model, are better positioned to absorb cost pressure and
complexity without increasing risk.

The survey does not indicate a decline in technical capability. It indicates strain in
coordination, predictability, and oversight. Addressing those variables strength-
ens both audit defensibility and operational stability.

If your calibration program is experiencing variability in turnaround, documenta-
tion strain, or limited visibility across providers, the underlying workflow structure
is likely contributing to those outcomes.

A structured calibration program review can help identify coordination gaps
across scheduling, documentation, and provider management. Execution stability
can be measured and improved.

Organizations that continue to rely on fragmented calibration models will experi-
ence increasing pressure as cost constraints tighten and complexity grows.

Improving performance requires more than compliant calibration. It requires
control over coordination, scheduling, and visibility across the entire program.

A structured calibration program review can help identify where variability is
introduced and how it can be reduced.

SIMCQO is the leading provider of calibration and software
services for technology organizations, bringing over 60 years
of calibration industry leadership. Our experience enables us
to develop exceptional solutions for service management.

Founded in 1962 to service NASA and high technology firms

in Silicon Valley, SIMCO is committed to delivering life-saving
quality leaner, by providing the highest level of quality and
customer service.

Headquarters:
3131 Jay St, Suite 100 Learn more at www.simco.com
Santa Clara, CA 95054 or contact Sales at 866-299-6029


https://www.simco.com/
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