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Á HOW DO THE VENDORS STACK UP? 
 

Figure 1: 
Overall 
Performance 
Scores 
 

 Positive Trend ɀ 
Performance score 
increase of 3 or more 
points above previous 
score. 
 

 No Significant 
Change ɀ Performance 
score is within 3 points 
of previous score. 
 

 Negative Trend ɀ 
Performance score 
decrease of 3 or more 
points below previous 
score. 

 

 RANK MTSO PERFORMANCE SCORE 1 YEAR TREND 

 

 Webmedx 91.2  -- 

 Precyse Solutions 90.4  -- 

 Encompass 89.2   

 TransTech 89.0   

 Transcend 87.9   

 DTS America 86.9   

 Heartland 85.1   

 Acusis 83.1   

 MedQuist 81.1   

 Focus 80.2   

 Superior Global 78.5   

 Sten-Tel 77.1   

 CBay 76.5   

 SPi 74.7   

 Spheris 73.2   
ɕ 0ÒÅÌÉÍÉÎÁÒÙ ÓÃÏÒÅÓ ÄÏ ÎÏÔ ÍÅÅÔ +,!3ȭ ÍÉÎÉÍÕÍ ËÏÎÆÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÌÅÖÅÌ 

 
 

Á WORTH KNOWING 
 

MOVE OVER: NEWLY RATED WEBMEDX AND PRECYSE TAKE FIRST AND SECOND PLACE. MTSOs cannot keep their place in 
this competitive market by merely maintaining performance. Transcend, for example, kept its score steady but 
dropped from first to fifth place, pushed out by Webmedx and Precyse and passed up by TransTech and 
Encompass, who both improved this year. 
 

OFFSHORE IS CHEAPER, BUT DOES IT PAY IN THE END? When comparing onshore and offshore transcription, onshore 
receives higher marks for both quality and turnaround time. In fact, the top-five MTSOs are doing their work 
predominantly onshore.  
 

SPEECH RECOGNITION & EMR: SILVER BULLETS? While speech recognition and EMR technologies are starting to 
make a dent, their impact to date on dictation volumes has been insignificant. However, when dictation 
volumes do decrease because of these technologies, providers mention Epic more than any other EMR vendor 
and Nuance more than any other speech recognition vendor. 
 

BACK-END SPEECH RECOGNITION SOFTWARE IS INFLUENCING MTSO DECISIONS. Of providers choosing a new MTSO, 
more than one-quarter said that the relationship between the MTSO and speech vendor (mostly Nuance) 
influenced the choice of their new transcription vendor.  
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Á Executive Snapshot 

Á THE BOTTOM LINE ON VENDORS 
 
ACUSIS: A smaller player, Acusis struggles to meet the needs of those providers who have spikes in 
workloads. Acusis falls in the middle of the pack in performance, showing strong marks for TATs and 
quality but with room for improvement with their administrative tools. With their acquisition of DRC in 
2007, Acusis now provides both onshore and offshore work. 
 
CBAY: While CBay still struggles to meet customer expectations for quality, many clients have 
complimented strides made in customer service and willingness to respond to issues. One of the larger 
players, CBay remains a low-cost MTSO. 
 
DTS AMERICA: While some providers have had challenges coming online, the company has made several 
changes for the better in account management and customer service. This is a smaller MTSO in this report, 
but Clients feel that the executives are involved and build solid relationships. 
 
ENCOMPASS: Encompass consistently performs well and is continuing to grow and expand. The president 
works personally with many clients, who appreciate the personal touch. All their work is done onshore. 
,ÁÒÇÅÒ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔÓ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÅÄ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÖÅÎÄÏÒȭÓ ÓÃÁÌÁÂÉÌÉÔÙȢ 
 
FOCUS: Focus is inching its way back to the middle of the pack by zeroing in on the concerns of its clients. 
This vendor climbed 5 points since last year, but will need to address lingering quality issues to continue to 
move up. One of the larger MTSOs, Focus is owned by Nuance and appears to be doing more speech 
recognition editing than any other MTSO. 
 
HEARTLAND: A mid-sized vendor, Heartland does a lot of offshore work and provides great TAT. Quality has 
been an issue, but Heartland strives to resolve problems and provide a positive customer experience. Most 
of their clients have fewer than 200 beds. 
 
MEDQUIST: MedQuist is the largest MTSO in the world. A soup-to-nuts vendor, they offer voice capture, 
ÓÐÅÅÃÈȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÒÁÎÓÃÒÉÐÔÉÏÎ ÓÏÌÕÔÉÏÎÓȢ -ÅÅÔÉÎÇ ÃÕÓÔÏÍÅÒȭÓ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÅØÐÅÃÔÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ Á Ãhallenge for 
MedQuist. They have been making improvements to their operations and customer service, such as in 
account management, and their performance has increased significantly over the past year. 
 
PRECYSE SOLUTIONS: In a virtual tie for first, this mid-sized player receives high marks for both onshore and 
ÏÆÆÓÈÏÒÅ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓȢ 4ÈÅ ÏÖÅÒ×ÈÅÌÍÉÎÇ ÍÁÊÏÒÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÃÌÉÅÎÔÓ ÓÁÙ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÖÅ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ 0ÒÅÃÙÓÅȭÓ ÓÔÁÆÆȟ ×ÉÔÈ 
ÓÏÍÅ ÃÁÌÌÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÖÅÎÄÏÒȭÓ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ȰÐÅÒÆÅÃÔȢȱ 3ÏÍÅ ÆÅÅÌ 0ÒÅÃÙÓÅ ÎÅÅÄÓ ÔÏ ÉÒÏÎ ÏÕÔ ÓÏÍÅ 
kinks with the implementation of its speech tools. 
 
SPHERIS: Receives praise from many clients for quick turnaround times. Spheris continues to struggle with 
quality and technology, dropping 2 points in the past year. Spheris has made some leadership and 
organizational changes to address these issues. 
 
SPI: Performance has fallen almost 8 points in the last three years. While this mid-sized vendor works to 
improve its TAT and account management, many providers are not yet completely comfortable with the 
changes. Executives are reaching out to clients to try and resolve issues. 
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STEN-TEL: A smaller, low-cost provider, Sten-Tel has been grappling with issues, which appear to have 
distracted them from delivering high-quality transcription. These issues include TAT, quality, and account 
management. Since 2007, Sten-4ÅÌȭÓ ÓÃÏÒÅÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÄÒÏÐÐÅÄ ÁÂÏÕÔ Ϋ ÐÏÉÎÔÓȢ 
 
SUPERIOR GLOBAL: This mid-ÓÉÚÅÄ ÃÏÍÐÁÎÙȭÓ ÌÁÙÅÒÅÄ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅ ÍÏÄÅÌ ÈÁÓ ÓÐÁÒËÅÄ ËÕÄÏÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÒÓȢ 
Superior Global has low costs, does a lot of editing work, and has partnerships with several speech-
recognition vendors; however, their scores have dropped noticeably over the past year. 
 
TRANSCEND: Transcend is one of the few large transcription companies delivering consistently solid 
performance for a sizeÁÂÌÅ ÃÌÉÅÎÔ ÂÁÓÅȢ 4ÈÅ ÃÏÍÐÁÎÙȭÓ ÄÒÏÐ ÆÒÏÍ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÔÏ ÆÉÆÔÈ ÉÎ ÏÎÅ ÙÅÁÒ ÉÌÌÕÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ 
they must continually improve to remain at the top. 
 
TRANSTECH: TransTech appears to be a player on the rise. One of the smaller MTSOs, the vendor provides a 
personal touch and quickly addresses customer issues. TransTech has the highest ratings for TAT, account 
management, and administrative tools. 
 
WEBMEDX: A mid- to large-sized MTSO, Webmedx has landed in first place from their willingness to 
accommodate customers. WhilÅ ÓÏÍÅ ÈÁÖÅ ÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÅÄ ÁÂÏÕÔ 7ÅÂÍÅÄØȭÓ ÃÏÓÔÓȟ ÏÔÈÅÒÓ ÃÌÁÉÍ ÔÈÅ ÖÅÎÄÏÒ 
is a competitive, cost-ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÒ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÅÌÉÖÅÒÓ ÏÕÔÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅȢ !ÌÌ 7ÅÂÍÅÄØȭÓ ×ÏÒË ÉÓ ÄÏÎÅ 
domestically. 
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Á Executive Overview 

Figure 1 

Figure 2 

Figure 3 

 

Á INTRODUCTION: 
 

Stimulus. Meaningful use. The push for technology. While healthcare 

providers are trying to wrap their ÍÉÎÄÓ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ 7ÁÓÈÉÎÇÔÏÎȭÓ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ 

package, many are also gett ing wrapped up in ever-increasing dictation 

volumes. Hospitals and cl inics are scrambling to implement electronic 

medical records (EMRs). However, when i t comes to medical 

transcription, wil l  the technologies 

that provide stimulus eligibi l i ty also 

impact the strain from increased 

dictation? This market is more 

competit ive than ever, with 

transcription quality, account 

management, and technology 

making or breaking vendors. How 

has this competit ion impacted 

providers? What factors are 

influencing dictat ion and 

transcription volumes? 

Figure 2: 
MTSO 
Ratings 
Comparison 
 

 Above Average 
 

 Average 
 

 Below Average 

   

 
Report 

Turnaround Time 
Report Quality 

Account 
Management 

Administrative 
Tools 

Acusis     
CBay     
DTS America     
Encompass     
Focus     
Heartland     
MedQuist     
Precyse Solutions     
Spheris     
SPi     
Sten-Tel     
Superior Global     
Transcend     
TransTech     
Webmedx     

 

Figure 3: Job Titles 
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Figure 4 

KLAS reached out to more than 500 
providers to address these questions by 
highlighting both the performance of 
medical transcription services 
organizations (MTSOs) and the key 
market issues that are driving 
transcription decisions today. 
 

Á MUSICAL CHAIRS: COMPETITION IN THE 

MTSO MARKET 
 
Loyalty is low in this market, with two-
thirds of respondents reporting that they 
have switched MTSO vendors at least 
once. Why the instability? Providers most 
commonly cited quality and turnaround 
time (TAT), followed by cost, as reasons 
for switching. The biggest variance among 
vendor scores is in the area of quality, 
where scores range from WebmÅÄØȭÓ ΦȢΦ 
ÔÏ #"ÁÙȭÓ ΥȢΦ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ ΧȢ 1ÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ 
generally concern blanks, grammar errors, 

and misspelling. Additionally, 
colloquialisms are the biggest challenge 
for offshore MTs. 
 
To avoid being forced from this game of 
musical chairs, MTSOs must continually 
push for better performance, not just 
maintain current standards. Transcend, for 
example, dropped from first to fifth place 
in the last year, without losing a single 
point. TransTech and Encompass passed 
up Transcend, as did two newly rated 
MTSOs, Webmedx and Precyse.  
 
Some of the biggest surprises come from 
Webmedx and Precyse, who placed first 
and second. MedQuist, the market-share 
leader, improved their score significantly, 
while Spheris wound up in last place. 
  
Webmedx. Webmedx is one of the larger 
MTSOs, and their customers report that 
this vendor delivers solid performance all 

 

62% 
Percent of 

respondents 
who have 
switched 
MTSOs at 
least once 

Figure 4: 
Performance 
Score vs. 
Estimated 
Hospital 
Market 
Share 
 
Market share 
numbers are best 
estimates based on 
number of sites 
verified by KLAS 
research along with 
information 
provided by the 
MTSOs and other 
industry sources. 
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Á Executive Overview 

around. When customers have difficulties, 
Webmedx is quick to address them.  
 
Precyse. Precyse scores a close second. 
These high marks were driven largely by 
0ÒÅÃÙÓÅȭÓ ÅØÃÅÌÌÅÎÔ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐ ×ÉÔÈ 
ÃÌÉÅÎÔÓȢ /ÎÅ ()- ÄÉÒÅÃÔÏÒ ÃÏÍÍÅÎÔÅÄȟ Ȱ) 
have worked with Precyse for many years. 
One of the things that I have valued about 
0ÒÅÃÙÓÅ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÁÒÅ ÔÒÕÌÙ Á ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒȢȱ  
 
MedQuist. Also shaking up the MTSO 
lineup, MedQuist has improved their 
scores significantly in the last two years. 
Some clients still report ongoing issues 
with quality and problem resolution. 
However, MedQuist appears to be 
addressing these problems, increasing 
scores by 4 points ÓÉÎÃÅ ÌÁÓÔ ÙÅÁÒȭÓ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ 
and 10 since 2006. 
 
Spheris. Illustrating the rougher side of 
MTSO competition, Spheris has fallen to 
ÌÁÓÔ ÐÌÁÃÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÙÅÁÒȭÓ ÒÅÐÏÒÔȟ ÄÉÓÐÌÁÃÉÎÇ 
CBay. Spheris has dropped 2 points in the 
past year. Some customers have 
ÅØÐÒÅÓÓÅÄ ÆÒÕÓÔÒÁÔÉÏÎ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÖÅÎÄÏÒȭÓ 
inability to resolve quality and technology 
issuesȠ ÁÓ ÏÎÅ ()- ÄÉÒÅÃÔÏÒ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÅÄȟ Ȱ7Å 
have a great representative who does a 
good job and tries his best to get things 
fixedȣɍ"ÕÔɎ Èe is at the mercy of other 
ÐÅÏÐÌÅȢȱ Clients indicate Spheris is making 
a number of changes to address these 
issues. Only time will tell if the changes 
have an impact. 
 
Other major changes. Few MTSOs 
dropped significantly in this report; 
however, in addition to the strong 
performance of Webmedx, Precyse and 
MedQuist, many other MTSOs achieved 
improvements, largely due to enhanced 

customer service. This year sees a 
continued level of improvement, as a 
number of vendors are serious about 
keeping existing clients and winning new 
business. Since 2006, overall market 
scores have improved from 75 to 83.  
 

 TransTech rose 7 points. Customers 
report that the executives are 
engaged and that quality and TAT are 
excellent. 

 CBay is up 4 points, improving in 
customer service and issue resolution. 

 DTS America improved by 2 points due 
to improved executive involvement 
and customer service. 

 Encompass is up 3 points. Customers 
feel that their relationship with this 
MTSO is better than in the past. 

 Focus increased their score by 5 points 
for their renewed emphasis on 
customer service. 

 

Á DICTATION VOLUMES: PATIENT NUMBERS 

OUTPACE TECHNOLOGY 
 
Dictation volumes continue to grow. Of 
the respondents, 44 percent indicated 
that dictation volumes have increased as 
compared to last year, while another 40 
percent said they stayed the same. Why 
the growth?  
 
Most respondents (82 percent) attribute 
growth  to a swell in patient volume. Also, 
physicians are dictating more per report 
than in the past, and some organizations 
are requiring their physicians to document 
more. Referring to this, one respondent 
commented ÔÈÁÔ ȰWe implemented a 
clinical documentation improvement (CDI) 
program, and we are documenting more 

 

44% 
Percent of 

organizations 
that reported 
their dictation 
volumes are 
increasing 



8 I Transcription Services 2009  This material is copyrighted. Any organization gaining unauthorized access to this report will be liable to compensate KLAS for the full retail price. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5 
ÁÓ Á ÒÅÓÕÌÔȢȱ To handle this growth, many 
hospitals are turning to MTSOs and/or 
technology such as speech recognition 
and EMRs. 
 
Why are some volumes decreasing? Of 
the 16 percent indicating that dictation 
dropped, many attribute the decline to 
technology. Front-end speech recognition 
was the most commonly cited 
technological reason for the decline, 
followed by physicians documenting more 
in their EMRs.  
 
With front-end speech technology, 
doctors do their own editing, which 
reduces the number of dictations received 
by the hospital information-management 
department. Back-end speech (BES) 
recognition is also a factor in reducing 
dictation volumes because, while an initial 
dictation is still created, this technology 
reduces the amount of transcription 

required and moves to more of an editing 
model.  
 
One-third of those indicating a drop in 
dictation levels attributed this change to 
front -end speech recognition. Nuance has 
the biggest influence of any front-end 
speech vendor: Ninety percent of those 
attributing a drop in dictation to speech 
recognition are using Nuance.  
 
Among providers documenting into EMRs, 
clients using Epic appear to be having the 
most physician adoption. Of those that 
attributed their dictation decrease to their 
physicians documenting more in the EMR, 
thirty -three percent were using Epic, 
which percentage was nearly double that 
of the next closest EMR vendor. 
Additionally, Meditech has historically had 
low physician usage of their EMR. KLAS 
interviewed 45 acute-care sites using the 
Meditech EMRɂmore sites than any other 

Figure 5: 
Turnaround 
Time and 
Quality 
Trending ɀ 
Onshore vs. 
Offshore 
 
Average 1ɀ5 rating 
for Report 
Turnaround Time 
and Report Quality, 
split out by onshore 
only sites and 
offshore only sites 
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Á Executive Overview 

vendorɂand none indicated that their 
Meditech EMR helped reduce dictation.  
 

Á THE (NOT SO) SECRETS TO SUCCESS 
 
Quality, turnaround time (TAT), account 
management/customer support, and cost 
play major roles in client satisfaction. Four 
of the top-five MTSOs rated above 
average in all of these areas. There is a 
clear correlation between these criteria 
and customer satisfaction.  
 
Quality. Webmedx, TransTech, and 
Precyse have the happiest customers 
when it comes to quality, and CBay and 
Heartland have the least satisfied. Work 
done onshore produces overall higher-
quality marks than does work done 
offshore, where language barriers are 
most often an obstacle.  
 
TAT. For the first time since KLAS began 
tracking the MTSO market, onshore 
services are scoring higher than offshore 
for TAT. TransTech and Webmedx, both 
predominantly onshore MTSOs, received 
the highest marks, while Sten-Tel received 
the lowest. 
 
Account management. With 
knowledgeable and responsive service, 
frequent customer communication, and, 
most importantly, quick issue resolution, 
TransTech, Webmedx, Transcend and 
Heartland do an exceptional job with 
account management. Sten-Tel has the 
most room for improvement.  
 
Expense. On average, work done offshore 
is $0.02 lower than work done onshore 
($0.13 versus $0.15 per line). Focus and 
Acusis, which both do a lot of offshore 

work, have some of the lowest rates in the 
industry, averaging $0.12/line. For good 
performance at a lower cost, Precyse, 
TransTech, Encompass, and Transcend 
provide the best bang for the buck, all 
scoring an 88 or above and charging 
$0.15/line or less.  
 

Á BACK-END SPEECH: ADDING CLIENTS AND 

INFLUENCE 
 
With patient volumes driving up dictation 
in this sample, some customers are 
looking to technology to handle the 
increase. Use of back-end speech (BES) 
technology is growing: 45 percent of 
organizations indicated that their MTSO is 
doing some BES editing, an increase of 22 
percent since the 2008 report.  
 
Nuance, whose products include 
eScription and Dictaphone, has a strong 
presence in the BES segment, interacting 
with approximately two-thirds of both BES 
customers and MTSOs. Pairing with 
Nuance is winning business for some 
MTSOs, such as Encompass and Superior 
Global, while others, such as MedQuist 
and Spheris, sometimes lose potential 
clients because some want to go with 
.ÕÁÎÃÅȭÓ tool set. 
 
On the other hand, MedQuist, Spheris, 
CBay, Webmedx, Precyse, and Acusis 
sometimes win business because their 
transcription and speech recognition 
solutions are integrated instead of paired 
with a third-party vendor. One MedQuist 
customer related the benefits of 
implementing the MedQuist speech 
ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔȡ Ȱ7Å ÕÓÅÄ ÔÏ 
outsource our transcription to MedQuist, 

 

45 
Percent of 
providers 

who indicate 
their MTSO is 
doing some 
back-end 
speech 

recognition 
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but we have implemented their voice 
recognition product. With that 
implementation, our turnaround time 
went from an average of 2,300 minutes to 
an average of 14 minutes, whereas with 
transcription the physicians were signing 
and editing reÐÏÒÔÓ ÆÏÒ Τ ÏÒ Υ ÈÏÕÒÓ Á ÄÁÙȢȱ 
 
In addition to growing in the market, BES 
is becoming a differentiator in MTSO 
decisions, specifically for partnerships 
with MTSOs. For those choosing a new 
MTSO, 18 percent said that a BES 
partnership caused them to replace an 
MTSO, and 26 percent said this technology 
swayed their choice of a new MTSO. For 
example, one provider reported that their 
organization switched from MedQuist SR 
ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÉÓ -43/ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ×ÏÒË ×ÉÔÈ 
eScription. This is a huge switch from last 
year, when not one provider mentioned 
BES as influencing their decision to 
choose, stay with, or leave a vendor. In 
ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎȟ .ÕÁÎÃÅȭÓ ÈÕÇÅ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÓÈÁÒÅ ɉΩΧ 
percent of BES clients in this study) gives 
this vendor a degree of influence on MTSO 
selection. 
 

Á OFFSHORE GROWING, ONSHORE MORE 

SATISFIED 
 
An increasing number of providers are 
sending work offshore. Of the 
respondents, 43 percent reported 
offshoring transcription in 2009, up from 
35 percent in 2008. Offshoring is attractive 
for those charged with reducing costs, but 
is less popular with those who have to 
deal with the issues of offshoring, such as 
reduced quality.  
 

While offshore transcription is increasing, 
the perception of offshoring is getting 
worse. Of respondents not currently using 
offshore services, 81 percent have a 
negative opinion of the practice, up from 
77 percent in 2008 and 74 percent in 2007. 
Many worry that foreign-language-
speaking MTs might produce inferior 
work; some organizations are also 
apprehensive that sending transcriptions 
offshore risks the security and privacy of 
patients. In many cases, these concerns 
arise from either first- or second-hand 
experiences. 
 
One provider summed up these concerns 
×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÉÓ ÃÏÍÍÅÎÔȡ Ȱ7Å ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ 
interested in using offshore services. 
Everyone I have talked to that has had 
offshore transcription eventually reverted 
back to onshore service because of quality 
issues. I am concerned with not only the 
quality, but also the security and 
ÃÏÎÆÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÒÅÃÏÒÄÓȢȱ )Î 
addition, many providers are loyal to the 
domestic workforce, preferring to bolster 
the U.S. rather than a foreign economy. As 
ÏÎÅ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÒ ÐÕÔ ÉÔȟ Ȱ) ÁÍ ÁÄÁÍÁÎÔÌÙ 
opposed to using offshore services. I think 
×Å ÈÁÖÅ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁÎÓ ×ÈÏ ÎÅÅÄ ÊÏÂÓȢȱ 
 
For an increasing number, the cost savings 
of offshoring outweigh concerns over 
quality and security. Additionally, almost 
20 percent of those who have their work 
done both onshore and offshore indicated 
they could not distinguish between the 
two. 
 
Onshore services get higher marks for 
quality and TATs, but generally cost more 
than offshore work. Webmedx, 
Encompass, TransTech, and Transcend 

 

23% 
Percent 

increase of 
respondents 
sending their 
work offshore 

from 2008 
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Á Executive Overview 

have the highest percentage of customers 
who indicate their work is done onshore. 
 

Á MOVING FORWARD 
 
While EMR adoption and meaningful use 
are driving providers toward the adoption 
of clinical systems, technology is having a 
minimal impact in reducing dictation 
volumes. The MTSO market is handling 
more volume than ever, and competition 
is fierce. Providers are emerging as the 
winners, with MTSOs stepping up 

performance to compete. Will current 
efforts be sufficient to manage future 
increases in dictation, or will technology 
play a bigger role? What will happen to the 
demand for technology when the 
opportunity to receive stimulus funds 
passes? In a market this varied, the future 
remains unclear. For now the MTSO 
market continues to be strong, 
competitive, and adaptive. 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
Vendor 
Performance 
Overviews 
 
Download additional 
vendor information 
by clicking on a MTSO 
name. 

 

 

 MTSO Provider Feedback  

Acusis 

 

BRAVO: High marks when it comes to TATs and transcription quality. Good job supporting 
customers. Clients commented on their account managersȭ ÁÔÔÅÎÔÉÖÅÎÅÓÓ ÁÎÄ ÑÕÉÃË ÆÏÌÌÏ×-
through. One of the lowest rates per line.  
 
OUCH: Scalability has been a challenge. Some clients indicate that Acusis canȭÔ ÔÁËÅ ÏÎ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ 
work and get it turned around in a timely fashion. Scores below average when it comes to 
administrative tools. Should be more open when it comes to speech recognition options.  
 
BOTTOM LINE: A smaller player, Acusis struggles to meet the needs of those providers who have 
spikes in workloads. Acusis falls in the middle of the pack in performance, showing strong 
marks for TATs and quality but with room for improvement with their administrative tools. With 
their acquisition of DRC in 2007, Acusis now provides both onshore and offshore work. 

CBay 

 

BRAVO: Performance has improved over the past year. Clients indicate an increase in customer 
service and issue resolution. Customers praise their administrative tools. 
 
OUCH: Strides in customer service do not seem to be making up for continued struggles with 
quality. Clients complain that reports slip through the QA process. 
 
BOTTOM LINE: While CBay still struggles to meet customer expectations for quality, many clients 
have complimented strides made in customer service and willingness to respond to issues. One 
of the larger players, CBay remains a low-cost MTSO.  

 

  

http://www.klasresearch.com/klas/site/briefs/546lr54ofe.aspx
http://www.klasresearch.com/klas/site/briefs/546lr54ofe.aspx
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 MTSO Provider Feedback  

DTS America 

 

BRAVO: Has replaced several account managers to improve service. Predominantly onshore 
transcription with high marks for quality. Executives take an active role with their clients.  
 
OUCH: Higher than average costs with some complaining that challenges with the tools cause a 
slow ramp-up. Reports that ȰÓÔÕÐÉÄȱ ÍÉÓÔÁËÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÅÒÍÉÎÏÌÏÇÙȟ ÇÒÁÍÍÁÒȟ ÁÎÄ ÄÉÃÔÉÏÎ ÁÒÅ ÂÅÉÎÇ 
repeated. 
 
BOTTOM LINE: While some providers have had challenges coming online, the company has made 
several changes for the better in account management and customer service. This is a smaller 
MTSO in this report, but Clients feel that the executives are involved and build solid 
relationships.  

Encompass 

 

BRAVO: Responsive and customer friendly. Great quality and tools make for a smooth process. 
High quality and solid TATs keep Encompass near the top of the pack for three years running. 
 
OUCH: Some complain costs are not competitive. On the smaller side, a good portion of work is 
done at community hospitals and clinics. 
 
BOTTOM LINE: Encompass consistently performs well and is continuing to grow and expand. The 
president works personally with many clients, who appreciate the personal touch. All their 
work is done onshore. Larger accounts may be concerned about ÔÈÉÓ ÖÅÎÄÏÒȭÓ scalability.  

Focus 

 

BRAVO: Significantly improved its scores over the past year, and TATs and account management 
rate above average. Tied for the lowest costs. Customer service appears to be a renewed focal 
point.  
 
OUCH: Many clients still say that billing and QA need improvement. Quality is still a challenge for 
some. 
 
BOTTOM LINE: Focus is inching its way back to the middle of the pack by zeroing in on the 
concerns of its clients. This vendor climbed 5 points since last year, but will need to address 
lingering quality issues to continue to move up. One of the larger MTSOs, Focus is owned by 
Nuance and appears to be doing more speech recognition editing than any other MTSO. 

Heartland 

 

BRAVO: Excellent TAT and personal customer service. Clients are almost universally 
complimentary of account management.  
 
OUCH: Quality issues continue to plague Heartland. Received the second lowest quality score of 
all MTSOs.  
 
BOTTOM LINE: A mid-sized vendor, Heartland does a lot of offshore work and provides great TAT. 
Quality has been an issue, but Heartland strives to resolve problems and provide a positive 
customer experience. Most of their clients have fewer than 200 beds. 

 
  

http://www.klasresearch.com/klas/site/briefs/546lr54ofe.aspx
http://www.klasresearch.com/klas/site/briefs/546lr54ofe.aspx
http://www.klasresearch.com/klas/site/briefs/546lr54ofe.aspx
http://www.klasresearch.com/klas/site/briefs/546lr54ofe.aspx
http://www.KLASresearch.com/klas/site/briefs/546lr54ofe.aspx
http://www.KLASresearch.com/klas/site/briefs/546lr54ofe.aspx
http://www.KLASresearch.com/klas/site/briefs/546lr54ofe.aspx
http://www.KLASresearch.com/klas/site/briefs/546lr54ofe.aspx
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 MTSO Provider Feedback  

MedQuist 

 

BRAVO: Scores increased 5 points since 2008 and 10 over the last four years. Clients noted an 
increased focus on resolving issues. 
 
OUCH: Most replaced MTSO, with 33 percent of those interviewed who switched, moving from 
MedQuist to another vendor. Quality is a challenge for some, who complain of repeat mistakes. 
 
BOTTOM LINE: MedQuist is the largest MTSO in the world. A soup-to-nuts vendor, they offer 
voice capture, speech, and transcription solutions. -ÅÅÔÉÎÇ ÃÕÓÔÏÍÅÒȭÓ quality expectations has 
been a challenge for MedQuist. They have been making improvements to their operations and 
customer service, such as in account management, and their performance has increased 
significantly over the past year. 

Precyse 
Solutions 

 

BRAVO: Gets a gold star when it comes to TAT, quality, account management, and tools. Over 
two thirds of its customers indicate Precyse is the best MTSO they have used. 
 
OUCH: Struggled with managing the development and implementation of its speech 
technology. Some complain about reports generated from speech recognition software. 
 
BOTTOM LINE: In a virtual tie for first, this mid-sized player receives high marks for both onshore 
and offshore services. The overwhelming majority of clients ÓÁÙ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÖÅ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ 0ÒÅÃÙÓÅȭÓ 
staff, with some calling the ÖÅÎÄÏÒȭÓ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ȰÐÅÒÆÅÃÔȢȱ Some feel Precyse needs 
to iron out some kinks with the implementation of its speech tools. 

Spheris 

 

BRAVO: This large MTSO can handle high volumes and can get reports turned around in an 
efficient manner. Praised for prompt and attentive service, which has improved. 
 
OUCH: Scores continue to drop, landing them in last place. Complaints about challenges with 
the Clarity platform and a lag in getting technical issues resolved. Costs more than the average 
MTSO. 
 
BOTTOM LINE: Receives praise from many clients for quick turnaround times. Spheris continues 
to struggle with quality and technology, dropping 2 points in the past year. Spheris has made 
some leadership and organizational changes to address these issues. 

SPi 

 

BRAVO: Some clients say that customer service has improved significantly over the past year. 
Providers gave 30ÉȭÓ 4!4 ÁÎÄ ÓÔÁÆÆ their highest marks compared to their other scores.  
 
OUCH: Scores continue to drop, landing them in second-to-last place. Lowest offshore rating of 
all MTSOs, plus the lowest percent of positive commentary. Quality is a challenge as are 
technical issues and system downtime. 
 
BOTTOM LINE: Performance has fallen almost 8 points in the last three years. While this mid-sized 
vendor works to improve its TAT and account management, many providers are not yet 
completely comfortable with the changes. Executives are reaching out to clients to try and 
resolve issues. 

 

  

http://www.klasresearch.com/klas/site/briefs/546lr54ofe.aspx
http://www.klasresearch.com/klas/site/briefs/546lr54ofe.aspx
http://www.klasresearch.com/klas/site/briefs/546lr54ofe.aspx
http://www.klasresearch.com/klas/site/briefs/546lr54ofe.aspx
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 MTSO Provider Feedback  

Sten-Tel 

 

BRAVO: With the majority of work completed offshore, Sten-4ÅÌȭÓ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÌÏ×ÅÒ-than-
average costs. Customers describe them as flexible. 
 
OUCH: Lowest marks of all vendors in a number of areas, mainly around quality. Low marks for 
administrative tools; for some, these problems negatively impacted quality. 
 
BOTTOM LINE: A smaller, low-cost provider, Sten-Tel has been grappling with issues, which 
appear to have distracted them from delivering high-quality transcription. These issues include 
TAT, quality, and account management. Since 2007, Sten-4ÅÌȭÓ ÓÃÏÒÅÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÄÒÏÐÐÅÄ ÁÂÏÕÔ Ϋ 
points.  

Superior 
Global 

 

BRAVO: Ample layers of support. Praised for account management down to its IT staff. 
Customer centric, scheduling regular calls with clients and works to resolve issues. One of the 
less expensive MTSOs.  
 
OUCH: Performed below average in all service areas, such as TAT and quality. Had the second-
lowest rating in offshore work. 
 
BOTTOM LINE: This mid-ÓÉÚÅÄ ÃÏÍÐÁÎÙȭÓ layered service model has sparked kudos from 
providers. Superior Global has low costs, does a lot of editing work, and has partnerships with 
several speech-recognition vendors; however, their scores have dropped noticeably over the 
past year.  

Transcend 

 

BRAVO: One of the larger MTSOs, they remain a consistent player. Solid TAT and quality with 
exceptional customer service at a reasonable cost. Executives praised as responsive and willing 
to personalize service. 
 
OUCH: Dropped from first to fifth place due to new entrants and their performance level 
remaining the same while others improved and surpassed them. 
 
BOTTOM LINE: Transcend is one of the few large transcription companies delivering consistently 
solid performance for a sizeable client base. The ÃÏÍÐÁÎÙȭÓ drop from first to fifth in one year 
illustrates that they must continually improve to remain at the top. 

TransTech 

 

BRAVO: With a very engaged executive team, overall score increased 7 points since 2008. Best in 
issue resolution, account management, and tools, and tied for highest-scoring TAT. 
 
OUCH: Some expressed challenges with generating or unlocking reports.  
 
BOTTOM LINE: TransTech appears to be a player on the rise. One of the smaller MTSOs, the 
vendor provides a personal touch and quickly addresses customer issues. TransTech has the 
highest ratings for TAT, account management, and administrative tools. 

Webmedx 

 

BRAVO: Takes first place with the highest score ever in a KLAS MTSO report. Best in quality and 
tied for first in TAT. Praised for its Web tools and customer-oriented approach. 
 
OUCH: Some are openly dissatisfied with yearly cost increases. 
 
BOTTOM LINE: A mid- to large-sized MTSO, Webmedx has landed in first place from their 
willingness to accommodate customers. 7ÈÉÌÅ ÓÏÍÅ ÈÁÖÅ ÃÏÍÐÌÁÉÎÅÄ ÁÂÏÕÔ 7ÅÂÍÅÄØȭÓ ÃÏÓÔÓȟ 
others claim the vendor is a competitive, cost-effective provider that delivers outstanding 
service. All 7ÅÂÍÅÄØȭÓ work is done domestically. 
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Á Vendor Briefs 

 
 
 
 
 

Á ACUSIS 
 
Figure 6: Acusis: Size of Provider Facilities (n=18) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 7: Acusis: Score Frequency 
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Figure 8: Acusis: Percentage of Positive Commentary 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 9: Acusis: Report Turnaround Time and Report Quality Service Ratings Trend 
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Á Vendor Briefs 

Figure 10: Acusis: Total Transcription Volume Outsourced (n=16) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 11: Acusis: Service Ratings (n=17) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

4.5

4.0

4.3

4.0

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

5.0

Report Turnaround Time Report Quality Account Management Administrative Tools

MTSO Average

Fully Outsourced
62%

Partially 
Outsourced

38%



20 I Transcription Services 2009  This material is copyrighted. Any organization gaining unauthorized access to this report will be liable to compensate KLAS for the retail price. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12: Acusis: Onshore vs. Offshore Ratings Trend 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 13: Acusis: Overall Score Trend 
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Á Vendor Briefs 

 
 
 
 
 

Á CBAY SYSTEMS LTD. 
 
Figure 14: CBay: Size of Provider Facilities (n=22) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 15: CBay: Score Frequency 
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Figure 16: CBay: Percentage of Positive Commentary 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 17: CBay: Report Turnaround Time and Report Quality Service Ratings Trend 
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Á Vendor Briefs 

Figure 18: CBay: Total Transcription Volume Outsourced (n=17) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 19: CBay: Service Ratings (n=18) 
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Figure 20: CBay: Onshore vs. Offshore Ratings Trend 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* Indicates between three and five respondents. 

 
Figure 21: CBay: Overall Score Trend 
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Á Vendor Briefs 

 
 
 
 
 

Á DTS AMERICA 
 
Figure 22: DTS America: Size of Provider Facilities (n=21) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 23: DTS America: Score Frequency 
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Figure 24: DTS America: Percentage of Positive Commentary 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure 25: DTS America: Report Turnaround Time and Report Quality Service Ratings 
Trend 
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Á Vendor Briefs 

Figure 26: DTS America: Total Transcription Volume Outsourced (n=16) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 27: DTS America: Service Ratings (n=16) 
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Figure 28: DTS America: Onshore vs. Offshore Ratings Trend 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: No data is shown for any area with less than three respondents. 

 
Figure 29: DTS America: Overall Score Trend 
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Á Vendor Briefs 

 
 
 
 
 

Á ENCOMPASS 
 
Figure 30: Encompass: Size of Provider Facilities (n=27) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 31: Encompass: Score Frequency 
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Figure 32: Encompass: Percentage of Positive Commentary 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 33: Encompass: Report Turnaround Time and Report Quality Service Ratings Trend 
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Á Vendor Briefs 

Figure 34: Encompass: Total Transcription Volume Outsourced (n=16) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 35: Encompass: Service Ratings (n=16) 
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Figure 36: Encompass: Onshore vs. Offshore Ratings Trend 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: No data is shown for any area with less than three respondents. 

 
Figure 37: Encompass: Overall Score Trend 
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Á Vendor Briefs 

 
 
 
 
 

Á FOCUS INFOMATICS INC. 
 
Figure 38: Focus: Size of Provider Facilities (n=37) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 39: Focus: Score Frequency 
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Figure 40: Focus: Percentage of Positive Commentary 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 41: Focus: Report Turnaround Time and Report Quality Service Ratings Trend 
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Á Vendor Briefs 

Figure 42: Focus: Total Transcription Volume Outsourced (n=24) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 43: Focus: Service Ratings (n=25) 
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Figure 44: Focus: Onshore vs. Offshore Ratings Trend 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* Indicates between three and five respondents.  

 
Figure 45: Focus: Overall Score Trend 
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Á HEARTLAND 
 
Figure 46: Heartland: Size of Provider Facilities (n=26) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 47: Heartland: Score Frequency 
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Figure 48: Heartland: Percentage of Positive Commentary 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 49: Heartland: Report Turnaround Time and Report Quality Service Ratings Trend 
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Á Vendor Briefs 

Figure 50: Heartland: Total Transcription Volume Outsourced (n=23) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 51: Heartland: Service Ratings (n=24) 
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Figure 52: Heartland: Onshore vs. Offshore Ratings Trend 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* Indicates between three and five respondents.  

 
Figure 53: Heartland: Overall Score Trend 
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Á MEDQUIST 
 
Figure 54: MedQuist: Size of Provider Facilities (n=53) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 55: MedQuist: Score Frequency 
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Figure 56: MedQuist: Percentage of Positive Commentary 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 57: MedQuist: Report Turnaround Time and Report Quality Service Ratings Trend 
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Á Vendor Briefs 

Figure 58: MedQuist: Total Transcription Volume Outsourced (n=28) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 59: MedQuist: Service Ratings (n=30) 
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Figure 60: MedQuist: Onshore vs. Offshore Ratings Trend 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* Indicates between three and five respondents.  

 
Figure 61: MedQuist: Overall Score Trend 
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Á PRECYSE SOLUTIONS 
 
Figure 62: Precyse Solutions: Size of Provider Facilities (n=22) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 63: Precyse Solutions: Score Frequency 
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Figure 64: Precyse Solutions: Percentage of Positive Commentary 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Figure 65: Precyse Solutions: Report Turnaround Time and Report Quality Service Ratings 
Trend 
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Á Vendor Briefs 

Figure 66: Precyse Solutions: Total Transcription Volume Outsourced (n=15) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 67: Precyse Solutions: Service Ratings (n=17) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

4.5

4.2

4.4
4.3

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

5.0

Report Turnaround Time Report Quality Account Management Administrative Tools

MTSO Average

Fully Outsourced
93%

Partially 
Outsourced

7%



48 I Transcription Services 2009  This material is copyrighted. Any organization gaining unauthorized access to this report will be liable to compensate KLAS for the retail price. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 68: Precyse Solutions: Onshore vs. Offshore Ratings Trend 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: No 2008 data available for Precyse Solutions. 

 
Figure 69: Precyse Solutions: Overall Score Trend 
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Á SPHERIS 
 
Figure 70: Spheris: Size of Provider Facilities (n=49) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 71: Spheris: Score Frequency 
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Figure 72: Spheris: Percentage of Positive Commentary 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 73: Spheris: Report Turnaround Time and Report Quality Service Ratings Trend 
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Á Vendor Briefs 

Figure 74: Spheris: Total Transcription Volume Outsourced (n=25) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 75: Spheris: Service Ratings (n=25) 
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Figure 76: Spheris: Onshore vs. Offshore Ratings Trend 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* Indicates between three and five respondents.  

 
Figure 77: Spheris: Overall Score Trend 
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Á SPI 
 
Figure 78: SPi: Size of Provider Facilities (n=21) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 79: SPi: Score Frequency 
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Figure 80: SPi: Percentage of Positive Commentary 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 81: SPi: Report Turnaround Time and Report Quality Service Ratings Trend 
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Á Vendor Briefs 

Figure 82: SPi: Total Transcription Volume Outsourced (n=19) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 83: SPi: Service Ratings (n=20) 
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Figure 84: SPi: Onshore vs. Offshore Ratings Trend 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* Indicates between three and five respondents. No data is shown for any area with less than three 
respondents. 

 
Figure 85: SPi: Overall Score Trend 
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Á STEN-TEL 
 
Figure 86: Sten-Tel: Size of Provider Facilities (n=17) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 87: Sten-Tel: Score Frequency 
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Figure 88: Sten-Tel: Percentage of Positive Commentary 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 89: Sten-Tel: Report Turnaround Time and Report Quality Service Ratings Trend 
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Á Vendor Briefs 

Figure 90: Sten-Tel: Total Transcription Volume Outsourced (n=16) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 91: Sten-Tel: Service Ratings (n=16) 
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Figure 92: Sten-Tel: Onshore vs. Offshore Ratings Trend 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
* Indicates between three and five respondents.  

 
Figure 93: Sten-Tel: Overall Score Trend 
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Á SUPERIOR GLOBAL SOLUTIONS INC. 
 
Figure 94: Superior Global: Size of Provider Facilities (n=25) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 95: Superior Global: Score Frequency 
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Figure 96: Superior Global: Percentage of Positive Commentary 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 97: Superior Global: Report Turnaround Time and Report Quality Service Ratings 
Trend 
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Figure 98: Superior Global: Total Transcription Volume Outsourced (n=19) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 99: Superior Global: Service Ratings (n=19) 
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Figure 100: Superior Global: Onshore vs. Offshore Ratings Trend 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: No data is shown for any area with less than three respondents. 

 
Figure 101: Superior Global: Overall Score Trend 
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Á TRANSCEND SERVICES INC. 
 
Figure 102: Transcend: Size of Provider Facilities (n=45) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 103: Transcend: Score Frequency 
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Figure 104: Transcend: Percentage of Positive Commentary 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 105: Transcend: Report Turnaround Time and Report Quality Service Ratings Trend 
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Figure 106: Transcend: Total Transcription Volume Outsourced (n=31) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 107: Transcend: Service Ratings (n=35) 
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Figure 108: Transcend: Onshore vs. Offshore Ratings Trend 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: No data is shown for any area with less than three respondents. 

 
Figure 109: Transcend: Overall Score Trend 
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Á TRANSTECH MEDICAL SOLUTIONS 
 
Figure 110: TransTech: Size of Provider Facilities (n=21) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 111: TransTech: Score Frequency 
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Figure 112: TransTech: Percentage of Positive Commentary 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 113: TransTech: Report Turnaround Time and Report Quality Service Ratings Trend 
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Figure 114: TransTech: Total Transcription Volume Outsourced (n=18) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 115: TransTech: Service Ratings (n=18) 
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Figure 116: TransTech: Onshore vs. Offshore Ratings Trend 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: No data is shown for any area with less than three respondents. 

 
Figure 117: TransTech: Overall Score Trend 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

8.3

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

9.0

2009 2008

Onshore Offshore

80.0

81.0

82.0

83.0

84.0

85.0

86.0

87.0

88.0

89.0

90.0

2006 2007 2008 2009



Transcription Services 2009 I 73 

 

  

Á Vendor Briefs 

 
 
 
 
 

Á WEBMEDX 
 
Figure 118: Webmedx: Size of Provider Facilities (n=23) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 119: Webmedx: Score Frequency 
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Figure 120: Webmedx: Percentage of Positive Commentary 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 121: Webmedx: Report Turnaround Time and Report Quality Service Ratings Trend 
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Figure 122: Webmedx: Total Transcription Volume Outsourced (n=17) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 123: Webmedx: Service Ratings (n=19) 
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Figure 124: Webmedx: Onshore vs. Offshore Ratings Trend 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Note: No data is shown for any area with less than three respondents and no 2008 data available for 
Webmedx. 

 
Figure 125: Webmedx: Overall Score Trend 
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