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About This Survey: Who Responded

Survey Respondents by Type (n=202)

Site Types Among Site Respondents

Dedicated/Stand-alone. [ 35.6%
Embedded Investigative _ 20.7%
Hospital _ 14.8%
Academic Medical Center _ 10.4%
Community Health Center _ 8.9%
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Site Respondents by Region

Site Respondents by Region

North America 59.5%

Oceania /| ANZ _ 14.3%
Africa ([ 112>
Europe [ 5-6%
Latin America - 5.6%
Asia - 3.2%
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the dominant geography. Tanzania at 20%.

5.6% of respondents. Ukraine (43%), UK (29%), and 5.6% of respondents. Mexico leads at 57%, followed by
Germany (29%). Argentina at 29%.
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Site Experience & Respondent Roles

Respondent Roles at Site Years in Clinical Research
Executive/Site Director 38.0% More than 20 years 30.7%
Operations Manager _ 11.6%
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54% of responding sites have 11+ years of clinical research experience, and 31% have 20+

years. This is a tenured, operationally mature respondent pool — data reflects decisions
made by people who have navigated the system for a long time.
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Site Therapeutic Focus: Top 5 Areas

Top 5 Therapeutic Areas (% of Sites)

Cardiovascular 52.8%

Endocrinology/Metabolic _ 46.5%
Neurology N : <
Medical Devices [N 5.1
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The average responding site is active across multiple therapeutic areas — underscoring the need for

flexible operations and scalable training that doesn't assume a single TA focus.
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Study Volume & New Opportunity Trends (202s) D'

Active Studies Managed Per Month (2025) Change in New Study Opportunities vs. Prior Year

Increase significantly (>20%) _ 16.0%
increase moderately (10-20%) [, -

More than 30 23.5%

Stay about the same [ 22 7
11-20 studies | .o
Decrease moderately (10-20%) 11.8%
21-30 studies [ 5.0% y
Don't know [ 4.2% Decrease significantly (>20%) [N 14.3%
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
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The site landscape is bifurcated: 30% manage 1-5 studies/month, while 23.5% manage
30+. New opportunity flow is mixed — 43% of sites saw increases in 2025, but 26% saw

declines. Sites at the lower volume end face real pressure; larger networks are becoming
increasingly selective.
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Why Sites Decline Trials: Top 5 Reasons

Top 5 Reasons Sites Declined Trials in 2025

Protocol too complex | : 25.2%

No patients for criteria _ 22.7%
No PI speciatis: [ .o
Competing studies at site _ 20.2%
Patient population unavailable _ 18.5%
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Sites are making strategic, capability-based decisions. Protocol complexity (25.2%) and patient criteria fit

(22.7%) top the list. Sponsors who invest in smarter protocol design and more realistic inclusion/exclusion
criteria will see materially better site acceptance rates and faster enrollment.
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Top 5 Causes of Study Delays at Sites

Top 5 Causes of Study Delays

Sponsor-driven pause 39.2%

Slow contract/budget negotiations _ 36.1%
Study supply delays [ .o
Protocol amendments _ 25.8%
IRB/regulatory delays _ 25.8%
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Sponsor-driven pauses (39.2%) and slow contract/budget negotiations (36.1%) are followed by
study supply delays (34%). Sites are absorbing timeline risk they didn't create — and the
downstream consequences fall on their operations, their staff, and their patients.
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Site Impact: Study Delays & Cancellations

Top 5 Site Impacts from Delays & Cancellations

Financial strain / cash flow issues 56.2%

Absorbed sunk costs from startup _ 40.6%
Struggled with capacity planning _ 38.5%
Became more selective in studies _ 35.4%
Had to reduce staff or hours _ 25.0%
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40.6% absorbed sunk startup costs on cancelled studies. Over a third became more selective about

which sponsors they work with. Delays don't just create operational inconvenience — they permanently
shift site behavior and erode the sponsor-site relationship.
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Top 5 Underfunded Budget Categories

Recruitment 52.8%

Stayed the same
Improved moderately
Declined moderately
Declined significantly
Don't know

Training | 1>
Patient stipends & transport _ 25.0%
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Only 21% saw improvement vs. 2024. Recruitment is the most underfunded category at 52.8%, followed by
screen failure reimbursement (44.4%) and startup costs (43.1%). Sponsors are consistently underfunding
the activities that most directly drive enrollment.
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Top 4 Factors Causing Negotiation Delays

Lack of sponsor/CRO responsiveness 59.7%

ple revis| rec [, - =
31-60 days Multiple revision rounds required o

61-90 days

> 90 days . . . . 0
Contract language complexity _ 31.3%

Sponsor/CRO unresponsiveness is the #1 cause at 59.7% — nearly double the next factor. The biggest

delays are structural and sponsor-driven, not site-driven. Every week of delay has a direct cost to
enrollment timelines.
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Consequences of Prolonged Contract Negotiations °.)XX(.'

Top 4 Consequences of Prolonged Negotiations

Delayed startup impacting enrollment 81.8%

Lost patient interest or eligibility _ 42.4%
Staff reassigned to other studies _ 30.3%
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42 .4% lost patient interest or eligibility windows during the delay period. Prolonged negotiations don't just
delay paperwork — they destroy clinical value that cannot be recovered once a patient window closes.
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Site Responses to Rising Costs

Top 4 Site Responses to Rising Costs

More aggressive in budget negotiations 78.0%

34.0%

Delayed technology investments

Declined more budget-inadequate studies _ 28.0%

Reduced marketing / business development 24.0%

0 20

34% delayed technology investments and 28% declined more budget-inadequate studies. Rising costs are
directly suppressing site innovation investment — the sites that most need to modernize are the ones least
able to afford it.
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Al Adoption at Sites: State of Play

Site Al Adoption Status

Top 4 Al Use Cases (Among Adopters)

Staff/operational efficiencies 57.1%

Budgets & contracts _ 21.4%
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mmm Actively considering
mmm  Already implemented
wem  Not considering

Among adopters, operational efficiency (57.1%), recruitment (50%), and protocol feasibility (46.4%) are the
primary use cases. Sponsor-provided Al has almost no traction: only 3.6% of sites have deployed it. Sites are

moving ahead independently.
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Al Adoption: Barriers vs. Enthusiasm

Al Adoption: Top Barriers vs. Enthusiasm

Cybersecurity and privacy risk _ 35.7%
Regulatory / compliance concerns _ 21.4%
Uncertainty on benefit to us _ 14.3%
No hesitation — actively exploring — 27.4%
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Critically, 27.4% of sites say they have no hesitation and are actively exploring Al. Both sides of the industry cite security

as the primary barrier — pointing to a shared governance challenge. Industry frameworks and sponsor acceptance
policies for site-owned Al tools would unlock the largest cohort: the 45.9% actively considering adoption.
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Technology: System Proliferation & Integration Gaps )XX(

Number of Technology Systems Per Study

Biggest Technology Challenge at Sites
10.8%
10.8% Too many systems to learn & maintain ] 41.7%

mmm 5-10 systems
Lack of integration between systems _ 29.8%

mmm 11-20 systems
No significant challenges - 7.1%

mmm 20+ systems
mem < 5 systems
=== Don't know

41.7% cite 'too many systems to learn and maintain' as their top challenge. 29.8% cite lack of

integration. 38.4% of sites list technology as 'more burdensome than helpful' as a pressing industry
issue. The ask is not more tools — it is fewer, better-integrated ones.
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Where Sites Are Innovating & What They Prioritize for 2026 )ZK(

Top 5 Site Innovation Focus Areas Top 5 Site Priorities for 2026

Recruitment & retention 54.9% Business development 49.3%

Sponsor-site relationships _ 40.9% Patient recruitment / retention _ 48.0%
Artificial Intelligence (Al) _ 33.8% Staff training / capacity building _ 34.2%
Finance _ 26.8% Faster study startup _ 32.9%
Shortening timelines _ 25.4% Technology integration _ 26.0%
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Business development and patient recruitment top the 2026 priority list. Technology integration ranks 5th
— underscoring that sites want to solve the integration problem, not just acquire more tools.
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Top 5: What Sites Want from Sponsors & CROs

Top 5: What Sites Want from Sponsors & CROs
Increase recruitment budgets 35.6%

Simplify protocols ' 34.2%

Reduce / eliminate redundant training _ 31.5%
Improve technology they require sites to use _ 28.8%
Single point of contact for the site _ 27.4%
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Reducing redundant training (31.5%), improving required technology (28.8%), and providing a single point of contact
(27.4%) round out the top five. Sites are asking for operational respect — streamlined requirements, reliable
relationships, and tools that actually work.
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Top 5 Pressing Industry Issues: Next 2—-3 Years °5ZX(°

Top 5 Pressing Industry Issues (Next 2-3 Years)

Increasing protocol complexity [NNNEE 55.4%
pising costs [N < o
Technology more burdensome than helpful 38.4%
Uncertainty with governmental policies _ 24.7%
Recruitment & retention _ 17.8%
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Technology burden (38.4%) outranks staffing, recruitment, and regulatory complexity combined — a telling signal about
where the industry's frustration is concentrated. Sites see technology as the most immediate unresolved challenge after
protocol design and economics.
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