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Abstract

To improve the procurement management level of manufacturing enterprises, this paper takes PY
Company as aresearch object and explores key issues in its procurement performance management.
By analyzing its procurement processes and supplier management, problems such as low procure-
ment efficiency, high costs, and an imperfect supplier selection mechanism were identified. To ad-
dress these issues, this study integrates the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) with the Fuzzy Com-
prehensive Evaluation Method to construct a procurement performance evaluation model. First,
AHP is used to determine the key indicators and their weights affecting procurement performance.
Then, the fuzzy comprehensive evaluation method is applied to conduct multi-dimensional evalua-
tions of different suppliers, achieving an organic combination of subjective judgment and objective
data. The research results show that this combined method can effectively improve the rationality
of procurement decisions, optimize supplier management, and significantly enhance procurement
performance. This study not only provides a feasible procurement optimization plan for PY Com-
pany but also offers theoretical support and practical reference for manufacturing enterprises to
implement scientific supply chain management in complex decision-making environments.
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Figure 1. Company procurement organizational structure chart
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Figure 2. The current procurement flowchart of the company
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Figure 3. The current supplier selection process of the company
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Figure 4. Survey results on product quality procurement
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Figure 5. Optimized supplier selection process
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Figure 6. The performance evaluation structure of PY Company in procurement management
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Table 3. A-B1-Bn judgment matrix
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Table 4. Average random consistency index RI standard value
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Table 5. Purchasing quantity judgment matrix of PY Company
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