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Vendor Registration and Updates

Vendor registration, in place since 1994, was intended to capture information necessary to support matching state procurement requests with perspective bidders and the invoice and payment process.  Potential bidders list are pulled from the vendor registry, but use of bid notification post cards has been discontinued.

What is good about the current process?

1.
No components of the on-line registration process were noted as strengths.

What is bad about the current process?

1. Uncertain as to the benefits or incentive to register, or maintain the information other than to insure that they can be paid.

2. Vendors don’t rely on the receipt of a post card for notification of a potential procurement opportunity, because it is usually arrives too late in the procurement cycle and/or it isn’t an accurate match of commodity codes to the vendors business.

3. The on-line process for entering commodity codes needs to be refined to allow better determination criteria and documentation for selections.

4. The vendor registry screens don’t display a consolidated view of a corporation’s mail codes and their related data.  To make an update, a vendor must go through the same screen process as for the initial entry of company information, yet the system does not provide any direction guiding the vendor through the necessary additional screens for updates, nor does it actually present the user with all current entries for viewing to confirm an update is needed prior to modification entries.
5. EFT registration is not linked to the vendor registration screens and is difficult to locate.

6. Vendors don’t receive a confirmation of registration or a means of obtaining a hard copy of the registration data for their files. 

7. Vendors have a difficult time finding the registration site from the Michigan.gov website to update their information and the process for modifying information after the initial entry is unclear.   

8. Vendor demographics (# of employees in State, off shore), along with all the other information requested in the Certifications and Representations section of the ITB/RFP template document (Article 3), are not incorporated into profile at registration, or accessible thereafter for update.

9. The actual registration website is not intuitive, so vendors find it difficult to navigate, locate, and update information. Directions provided are unclear and often missing significant relevant information.

Nice to Have

1. Have registration confirmation sent electronically and in hard copy (for legal purposes).

2. User ID and password notification sent electronically rather than mailed.

3. Direct links to registration and update should be prominently displayed on the Doing Business website, and a link from the Michigan.gov home page to the vendor registration. 

4. Maintain multiple office registrations under one profile.

5. Key word search of proposals for match up to company profiles and selection for electronic notification of bids, along with commodity code matches.

6. Commodity Code Help/Definition look-up so it is easier to clarify and select the correct commodity codes.

7. Utilize a key word search and commodity code match-up approach for selecting and notifying vendors of potential bidding opportunity.

8. Ensure adequate security to protect profiles from other vendors.

9. All company registration information displayed for review and updating, based on user profiles.

10. Provide a link between other state on-line registration services, such as EFT, licensing and application requests, to the “Doing Business” vendor registration process.

11. Consolidate all company information requests into a central vendor database to reduce the multiple agency requests for redundant information and streamline the company’s efforts to maintain current information.

12. Utilize registration data for procurement request responses rather than requiring it to be submitted each time.

13. Verify vendor business background registration data.

14. Provide a link from the Licensing and Permitting portal to the Vendor Registration page for doing business with the state.

Comments

· Most vendors felt the real value of registration was to receive notification of bids, but since the state had announced that post card notifications would no longer be sent, its usefulness was unknown, beyond the reality that it’s the only way for a vendor to actually receive an award, and receive payment. 

Terms and Conditions

Discussion pertained to article II section of the state contracts and options for streamlining and simplifying the proposal and contracting processes. One option was to include the review and acceptance of the terms and conditions at the time of registration, rather that with each proposal.

What is good about the current process?

1. None listed.

What is bad about the current process?

1.
Larger vendors feel there is not enough time to review the terms and conditions of the bid with their legal team.

Nice to Have

1.
Version of non-negotiable terms and conditions, with version control & changes highlighted, available on the DMB web site that could be evaluated by the company’s legal consult once rather than for each bid. It is important to note that this is an option multiple vendors indicated would be helpful, but the consensus still remains for incorporating all terms and conditions into each solicitation.

2.
Bid specific terms and conditions separated in the bid for review.

Comments

· Most attendees agreed that it is their company’s policy to review all terms and conditions associated with a bid, each and every time.  The interpretation of the terms and conditions varies based upon the commodity or service that they are bidding on.

Certifications and Representations

Discussion pertained to article III section of the state contracts and options for streamlining and simplifying the proposal and contracting processes. One option was to include the review and verification of the certifications and representation at the time of registration, rather than with each proposal.

What is good about the current process?

· No positive points were actually offered.  From a state perspective, this section allows the state to report information required by the legislatures, etc.

What is bad about the current process?

1.
Certain certifications aren’t applicable to re-sellers.

2.
Some vendors find certifications and representations burdensome since they’re required to complete them with every proposal.

Nice to Have

1.
Vendors would like a start-up wizard to link to certifications and representations during vendor registration, along with annual or bid specific prompts seeking relevant information updates. 

2.
Vendors would like to enter and maintain all of their company demographics in their registration profile rather than each time in the certifications and representations.

3.  Consolidate requests for similar information, such as licensing and permitting and    security clearance, into the vendor registration database.

Bid Notification

What processes do the vendors use to stay appraised of all potential or issued state RFP’s or requests for quotes?

What is bad about the current process?

1.
Postcards, if issued, are usually received too late for vendors to make an effective bid or are sent to the wrong person or address due to difficulties in keeping vendor information current with present system.

2.
The state does not support a comprehensive push technique for notifying vendors of bid postings that could be of interest to them.

3.
There is no single source for reviewing all state requests for procurement that are issued.  The approach to posting or notifying vendors of an individual agency bids, within delegated authority, varies and is not consolidated.

4.
To stay abreast of potential procurement opportunities it is necessary to browse the many potential web pages that could contain listings.

Nice to Have

1.
Provide a single site for reviewing all state bidding opportunities.

2.
Vendors would like ITBs with .PDF file type to have fields that could be filled in on-line.

3.
Provide the option, at the time of registration, to specify if they would like to have email notification of bids that are available and may be a match based on their registration data.

4.
Provide a key word search capability and commodity code match process, against the vendor registration data, to determine if a vendor is a potential bidder.

Comments

· Since postcards don’t always work or are not used consistently by the state, most vendors have a dedicated person who checks websites on a weekly or daily basis. Those that do receive cards often get them a week after the bid has been posted. Vendors don’t use PTACs since they don’t see any value in utilizing them.

Bid Status

What information and at what stages in the bid cycle should it be made available to the vendor community?

What is good about the current process?

1.
When the Bid Status site is updated, which isn’t considered to be consistent, it does provide relevant an informative data.

What is bad about the current process?

1.
Vendors find that the View Bid Detail page is the only way to see if their bid was even received, rather than receiving a notification of receipt. 

2. Vendor’s resort to hand delivering or certified mail when submitting bids to ensure that they receive confirmation that the bid was received.

3.
The web site that lists the contracts that are expiring is not very current or reliable. 

4.
There is no communication or update information provided to bidders between the bid closure (bid due date) and the contract award. 

Nice to Have

1.
Listing or notification of potential projects and bids to be released to allow vendors time to schedule resources for responding.   

2.
Expand and maintain the information listed on the View Bid Detail page to provide vendors with knowledge of bid progress so that they can interpret their company’s status and the need to reserve bid resources.  Suggested updates were when the state completed the oral, JEC, evaluation and award processes.

3.
Vendors want reliable, current information on contract status and expiration. 

4.
An option to choose to receive step by step status by email. 

State & Vendor Information Transfer during Solicitation/Contracting Stages

Sources and methods for information exchange throughout the procurement cycle.

What is good about the current process?

1.
ITB 285 process works well. 

What is bad about the current process? 

1. Buyers don’t always attend the pre-bid meeting.

2. Vendors usually resort to hand delivered bid packages to provide them with documentation that the bid was received on time.  If they have adequate time they will use certified mail to deliver bids an obtain verification of delivery.

3. Attachments listed on the bid detail page are numbered rather than with a description of their content.

4. Contract Changes are posted before review and approval by the vendor, resulting in more revisions.

5. Delivery of services or commodities commences before the purchase order (PO) has been received.

6. Stated timelines in Bid package for start dates, primarily for service contracts, usually aren’t realistic and complicate the scheduling of resources.

Nice to Have

1. RFP format that vendor can fill in information in PDF. 

2. Vendors would like option to submit and return clarifications electronically or by phone with response in writing. 

3. Vendors would like to identify attachments by name, not just by number. 

4. Vendors would like to review contract changes before the State posts. 

5. Identification numbers on electronic proposal should be available so that samples can be submitted separately and tracked as having been received and files with the proposal.

6. During contract negotiations use an electronic contract with track changes on approach.

7. Vendors would like to receive receipt of electronically submitted proposals and if samples are mailed, or hand delivered, a confirmation of receipt.

8. Have advice of change broadcasted to all affected agencies and program areas as well as vendor. 
9. Option to submit bids/contracts electronically. 

Comments

· Vendors realize that there are two parts of a contract: what happens on paper and what happens between people. The E-Procurement system should not eliminate the relationship and communication between the vendor and buyer.

Invoicing & Payments

Discuss the processes utilized for vendor invoicing and payments, looking at formats, content, sending and receiving.

What is good about the current process?

1.
State pays bills most of time when correct information is on the invoice.

2.
Invoices can be sent via fax, mail, email, or hand delivery.

What is bad about the current process?

2.
Some vendors feel they have to send invoices to multiple locations or individuals to ensure that it is processed and paid.

3.
Date stamping done by State employee receiving the invoice can create issues as to when it was actually received, calculation of discounts and invoice payment amounts.

5.
Since POs are mailed rather than emailed there is a time delay between when the buyer is notified and expects delivery or start of services and when the vendor is notified.  Electronic notification would speed up the process and save the state money for mailing.

6.
Standard PO terms can be in conflict with terms and conditions in the contract. 

7.
Once the PO is cut, vendors have no clear communication of where to send the invoice.  Occasionally the requesting department has a different bill address they use rather than what is listed on the PO.

8.
State combines multiple PO/BPO into one invoice payment causing confusion. 

9.
State will reject entire invoice when only a few items may be incorrect. 

10.
State’s current electronic payment process cannot accommodate multiple payment information routing.  

11.  Poor communications about the acceptable payment methods agreed to with the vendor.

Nice to Have

1. An option to electronically send invoice with timestamp acknowledgement from the state.

2. Electronic notification if the invoice has been rejected.

3. Vendors need better communication of Bill To and Ship to information for POs to accommodate multiple Ship To/Bill To for a PO. 

4. Vendors need a way to handle electronic scanned attachments (such as timesheets).
5.  Vendors want invoices to be sent to one place electronically. 

6. The ITB’s specify what information is to be included on the invoice for proper handling and payment. 

7. An automatic tracking and assessment of payment penalty if the state does not meet their 45 day payment requirement.

8. An option to be notified electronically if invoice is rejected (except payment offset).

9. Option to have the State pay partial invoice while disputed items are settled.

10. EFT to accommodate/coordinate multiple routing/banks for multiple business units within in an organization.

Vendor Rated Top Seven Improvement Areas In Order of Preference by Vote:

1. INVOICING

2. COMMUNICATION OF CONTRACT CHANGES AND THE REVIEW PROCESSES

3. SINGLE POINT FOR REGISITRATION WITH THE STATE FOR BUSINESS WITH ALL AGENCIES

4. CENTRALIZED AND UPDATED BID NOTIFICATION FOR ALL AGENCIES

5. BID NOTIFICATION, CERTIFICATION AND REPRESENTATION INFORMATION COLLECTED, MAINTAINED AND UPDATED AT SINGLE REGISTRATION SITE

6. CENTRALIZED AND UPDATED BID NOTIFICATION FOR AGENCY LESS THAN $25,000 BIDS

7. PURCHASE ORDER NOTIFICATION / ELECTRONIC FORMAT

