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RESEARCH PROJECT OVERVIEW &
STATUS UPDATE

»>July 2025: DES received authorization from OFM to proceed
with a discovery project to explore possible alternative solutions
for a new statewide electronic procurement system.

»>Since Workday is the new state ERP, and the State has already
invested significant time and energy into Workday, this discovery
project used Workday as a baseline for comparative purposes


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In July 2025 DES received authorization to proceed with a discovery project to explore possible alternative solutions for a new statewide electronic procurement system. 

Since Workday was selected as the state Enterprise Resource Planning software (ERP) of choice in January 2020, and with the recognition the State has already invested significant time and energy in Workday, this discovery project used Workday as a baseline for comparative purposes. 



RESEARCH PROJECT OVERVIEW &
STATUS UPDATE

Aug - Sept: DES conducted research on alternative enterprise eProcurement
systems to gain a clear understanding of:

« Existing software solutions available on the two Cooperatives DES uses:
NASPO ValuePoint Contracts and Sourcewell

 Current solution (Euna) in use by Washington State Public Works
« What solutions other states, and major local cities and counties are using
« What additional solutions are available in the broader market



RESEARCH PROJECT OVERVIEW &
STATUS UPDATE

Research was guided by these key questions:
Keeping with the One WA guiding principle “Why Not Workday,” should DES —

* Pursue its own contract with Workday for state procurement functionality?
Look at using the existing Public Works solution, Euna?

Do a full open formal competition for an eProcurement solution?

Conduct a mini-competition amongst awarded suppliers under the current
NASPO ValuePoint or Sourcewell eProcurement Contracts?

Directly negotiate with a single contracted provider



RESEARCH PROJECT OVERVIEW &
STATUS UPDATE

* DES used Workday as a baseline for comparison, with integration as a top
priority

* Research at this stage only included high-level publicly available
information from eProcurement providers in the open market

* DES also evaluated what other states currently use, including their
successes and challenges

* Considered past and current Workday feedback, including concerns about
Workday’s PO and encumbrance functionality



RESEARCH PROJECT OVERVIEW &
STATUS UPDATE

Oct - Nov: Research findings and recommended options finalized

« DES is currently finalizing a research report with recommended options
to be presented to the Director for his decision

 Will share outcome when available



RESEARCH PROJECT OVERVIEW &
STATUS UPDATE

EPROCUREMENT RESEARCH TIMELINE

At-a-glance

INITIATION COMMUNICATE RESEARCH ANALYZE RECOMMEND

* 'Go Ahead” Confirmed r [ i * Research Exsting Contract «  Finalze Ressarch * Present Recommendation

* Progect Plan/lira Board Providers and Other . _a
) = . aac Potential Solutions. = Analyze 8 Compare Seek Exec Approwal

Including Workday fvailable Optians = Budget/Resources / Timeline
= Crher States’ Systems &
Succeszesy Challenges

PR
Muby-Sept | 157| | October Movember

o/ 2025 2025

« Confirm Stakehalders

» Pregare Becommendation * Mowe on Selected Option




ADDITIONAL NOTES

Details to be identified during the solicitation process:

e Requirements-refinement — Updating existing requirements with
procurement community stakeholders - will begin as a priority next
step, and be critical during the procurement process

e Determination of the best phased implementation approach -
To take place during the procurement process



ADDITIONAL NOTES

Details to be identified during the solicitation process:

 Engagement with suppliers and demos — To take place in the
procurement process and must include agency stakeholders

 Pricing - Dependent on the software selected, deployment approach
and number of licenses, will come through the procurement process



ADDITIONAL NOTES

Research supports sooner WEBS upgrade:

* A new eProcurement solution will take time to implement, test and
integrate with Workday

« Updating WEBS in the interim will bring DES into compliance with RCW
39.26 and EO 25-06 Transforming Customer Experience and Service
Delivery in State Government Operations


https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=39.26
https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=39.26

ADDITIONAL NOTES

Inventory Requirements to be addressed by OFM as part
of the Finance functionality:
* OFM has confirmed Inventory is their responsibility and they will

address inventory functionality during the expanded financials phase
of the One Washington Project



METHODOLOGY AND

FINDINGS



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
When this project kicked off, DES’s approach included using Workday as a baseline for comparison and ensuring integration considerations are addressed. 
Research was approached from three angles: (1) use Workday as a baseline for comparison; (2) determine what is currently on contract/what are other states using; and (3) evaluate what other options are available in the broader market. 



WORKDAY AS A BASELINE

DES used Workday'’s functionality as a baseline for this project:

1. This report utilized Procurement requirements outlined in the Fit-Gap,
at a high-level so all solutions were evaluated equally based on
required functionality

2. Leveraged the teams’ knowledge gained from extensive research
culminating in the DES Phase 1 and Phase 2 Gap Analyses

3. All potential eProcurement solutions must have integration capabilities
with Workday as the State’s chosen ERP

4. The team evaluated Workday as if evaluating it for the first time and
recommends including Workday in any open competition


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
DES has been a key partner with OFM and the One Washington project in adopting Workday for State business needs. The One Washington project has four guiding principles for implementation that all Executive Steering Committee and Business Transformation Board members agreed to. Two of the four have been germane to DES’ work as the business owner for the enterprise procurement process:��1. Why Not Workday? – Business Process. The project will always look to the functionality in Workday to address the business process.
2. Why Not Workday? – System Replacement. For agencies that operate systems that can be supported with Workday functionality, the agency will consider replacement first.

DES adopted these project guiding principles into its own ERP Project Charter in an amendment for phase 1A that states the agency will “consider Workday, and related enterprise solutions, first to meet our business needs.” This perspective guided DES’s gap analysis project and resultant recommendation to move forward with the full deployment of Workday procurement functionality. However, that recommendation was an admitted calculated risk, as it was based upon functionality planned for future release in the Workday Roadmap, an enhancement queue that makes no promises a feature or enhancement will ever be delivered. 
 
 
Additionally, DES indicated three remaining high-priority gaps would continue to exist and would need to be evaluated and/or mitigated. These include Political Subdivision (polisubs) access to contracts and catalogs; the inability to track subcontractor contract data and spend data; and lack of inventory functionality required to meet State needs. 
 
In using Workday’s functionality as a baseline, knowledge based on Phase 1 and Phase 2 Gap Analyses, and the OFM-led OneWA project timeline deferring Phase 1B Procurement indefinitely, DES recommends including Workday as a viable solution if it is evaluated alongside its competition in the broader eProcurement market.



STATE-TO-STATE OUTREACH

System Name Number of States On NASPO Contract
Ivalua 8 Yes
SOVRA 7 Yes
SAP Ariba 6 No
Jaggaer 6 Yes
Proactis 3 No
Euna 2 Yes

Final counts on purpose-built eProcurement systems of choice are reflected in the table above.


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The data indicates that there are four major players in the public sector landscape from the software provider standpoint: Ivalua, SOVRA, SAP Ariba, and Jaggaer. Ivalua, SOVRA, and Jaggaer are available on the NASPO ValuePoint Contracts for eProcurement solutions and services. Per NASPO, Ivalua has been one of the most-often selected eProcurement solutions in recent history, followed closely by SAP Ariba. Although many states are actively moving away from SOVRA as their contracts with the software provider expire, and Jaggaer is seeing a decline in its selection by States (maintains a hold in the higher ed market). 

In addition to this quantitative data, DES outreach and partnership with NASPO yielded qualitative findings on the eProcurement landscape at large. One trend NASPO eProcurement SMEs have observed is the utilization of some of the smaller, less-robust platforms like Euna, due to budget constraints. These solutions do not have as much eProcurement functionality built in, making them less scalable than full ePro solutions. The result is a piecemeal web of systems not fully integrated with one another. �
Although almost all the systems in use by other states are all available on the NASPO ValuePoint Contract, NASPO SMEs cautioned DES and other states against ruling out other large eProcurement systems that haven’t yet broken into the public sector landscape, such as Coupa and GEP. These systems might still be a viable option despite having less public sector experience than other providers. 



STATE-TO-STATE OUTREACH

Two topics of special note addressed by NASPO eProcurement SMEs and our
public sector peers were:

1. Risk of relying on product roadmaps:

« Road maps are "nice to haves” - business needs should always be
already existing

2. Political Subdivision access is possible:

» Workday indicated early on that it does not permit this, limiting access
to purchasing and spend data from Statewide contracts

* At least two solutions allow access: SAP Ariba and lvalua


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Risk of relying on product road maps: NASPO SMEs discussed the need for states to avoid relying on product road maps for determining if a product or solution meets critical business needs. While road maps are “nice to have,” business needs should always be met by existing configuration or customization, not on a planned future enhancement queue. This advice resonated with DES because of the reliance on the Workday product roadmaps in its two-phase Gap Analysis work. DES acknowledged this was a calculated risk. More information is available in the Background.
 
Political subdivision access is possible: Workday indicated early in the due diligence phase of the ERP selection process for the State of Washington that several requirements surrounding political subdivision access would remain gaps, as Workday does not permit external logins directly to their system. This limits the ability to capture spend data relating to use of statewide contracts. The essence of this issue is that political subdivisions need the ability to search state contracts with functionality equal to or better than they currently enjoy today. As a result, DES acknowledged that Workday’s public-facing website for hosting contract data mitigated the need for political subdivision access to a shopping experience. ��DES state-to-state outreach indicated that broadly speaking, most states are only concerned with providing political subdivisions access to contracts. DES also found at least two solutions (SAP Ariba and Ivalua) where a shopping experience, and access to that shopping experience, is supported. While DES believes the gap is mitigated by Workday’s ability to publicly post Statewide and Cooperative Contracts, a dedicated procurement system may go a step further in granting access to the shopping experience, ultimately allowing the state to capture a large amount of spend data. It is recommended to re-evaluate the need to capture that spend data and ultimately include it as a requirement if the state goes to bid on a dedicated procurement system. 



WIDE-NET MARKET RESEARCH

The 132 Software Platforms o |poesed

Initial Total ”

ERP not E-procurement (lacks focus 7 | 56
on procurement)

Low Headcount (below 250, likely
unable to support the scale and
~ complexity of the enterprise’s needs)

Not a full E-procurement Solution 6 50
Outlier Foreign HQs (China, Brazil, | J

India) 3 47

Legacy systems ‘ 2 45

Other removals —Duplicates (mergers)
consolidated, 1 Bankruptcy, 1 no P2R 1 ‘ 6 39
DIY open-source ERP

Software To Research 3 9 3 9

Waterfall illustrating filter criteria used to refine total list of solutions to research.


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Wide-net Market Research: To establish a baseline, the team compiled a list of all software offerings that indicated procurement functionality. This included any software that could be found by searching key words, market reports from Gartner, NASPO publications of the eProcurement landscape, and software usage by other states. All software evaluated had to include the following mandatory procurement features:
 
Supplier Management, Sourcing Management
Contract Management Purchasing (including a consumer-like shopping experience), 
 
The initial total was 132 software solutions to research. To filter it down software companies were removed based on the following criteria:
 
Company size/resources: It was determined a company in general would need at minimum 500 employees to support a statewide procurement system and its need to support agencies with complex procurement processes.
 
Location: U.S.-based companies were prioritized first, then North America, then UK/EU. Any offerings outside of this geographic location would not be reviewed. 
 
Fiscal solvency: If a company was no longer operable or faced recent bankruptcy or acquisition to another larger company it was removed from the list.
 
ERP vs eProcurement systems: Full-scale ERP systems were removed, as Workday will remain the state’s ERP with an eProcurement system integration.
 
Mandatory Features: Conducted a secondary review of mandatory features to ensure those missing core procurement functionality were removed. 
 
Common features for market: Looked for common features (e.g., spend management/reporting analytics, intake management, use of AI, Integration capabilities, etc.) 
 
 



IN-DEPTH MARKET RESEARCH

Reconciled

The 39 Researched Software Platforms 't fouioptions

Total for Research ‘ ‘
Lacks required mandatory features l
3

Full ERP with no Eprocurement
functionality that can be purchased
separately

28

Manufacturing (Direct) Procurement
not Goods and Services (Indirect) 2 26
Procurement

Remaining Viable Software 26 20

Waterfall of research filters used to refine list of solutions.


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In-Depth Software Research: After initial filtering based on the above criteria, 39 potential software solutions remained for in-depth research.  The project did not seek to answer requirement-level information related to mandatory features rather, the team used “header-level” requirements Workday was evaluated against to guide the research questions. To approach this portion of the discovery, the team created a research “rubric” to apply to each company, see Appendix III.
 
As a solution was reviewed, a profile of each company was created. This profile contains the following:
 
Company background, including when it was founded, where it was located, number of employees, a history of acquisitions, and financial solvency, etc.;
Review of integration capabilities, with an emphasis on the ability to integrate with Workday; 
A high-level review of mandatory feature capability; and
Special notes of interest or concern relating to the software solutions offered
 



REMAINING VIABLE SOLUTIONS

System Name On Contract In Use By Other States Serves the Public Sector?
Workday NASPO No Yes
SOVRA NASPO Yes Yes
Infosys (EPS) NASPO No Yes
EUNA Solutions NASPO Yes Yes
Ivalua NASPO Yes Yes
GEP NASPO No Yes
Oracle Cloud NASPO No Yes
| Jaggaer NASPO Yes Yes
Basware No No Yes
Unit4 Source-to-Contract by Scanmarket No No Yes
Esker No No No
Corcentric No No Yes
TESISQUARE Platform No No No
Zycus No No Yes
Synertrade Accelerate Procure-to-Pay No No No
Medius Spend Management Suite No No No
Cobblestone Contract Insight Enterprise No No Yes
OpenGov No Yes Yes
SAP Ariba No Yes Yes
Coupa No No Yes

20 purpose-built eProcurement systems that may meet state requirements are reflected in the table above.


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
After eliminating software solutions that lacked mandatory features, consolidating duplicate companies, and removing other non-viable prospects, there is a total of 26 software solutions that may meet state requirements in eProcurement Functionality (including six (6) CLMs that would require integration with an eProcurement Platform). These are broken out in two tables. 

While most of the eProcurement software offer Contract Management as a feature of procure-to-pay (P2P), it is not clear how exhaustive the feature is. For example, the Contract Management module that Workday offers does not include a document repository, nor is it designed to track and monitor contract milestones and deliverables, and it does not support subcontractor data. What is clear is many other ERPs, Supply Chain Management software (SCMs), and eProcurement software companies partner specifically with CLM Software companies, indicating these platforms are not document-centric and may require a dedicated CLM to meet business needs.


REMAINING VIABLE SOLUTIONS

Six (6) purpose-built Contract Lifecycle Management
are reflected in the table below.

System Name e In Use By Other | Serves the Public
States Sector?
Icertis Contract Intelligence for Procurement No No Yes
Agiloft Datafirst Agreement No No Yes
Sirion Al Native No No No
LinkSquares No No No
Ironclad No No No
Conga No No No



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
As a result, it is recommended that a separate category specifically for Contract Lifecycle Management is created when the State goes to bid. This will allow companies with dedicated CLM functionality to bid across the board on mandatory features and will also allow dedicated CLM software platforms with integration capabilities to partner with the selected Procurement Platform to create a “best-of-breed” solution.


eProcurement Solutions

VIABLE SOLUTIONS /FUNCTIONALITY OFFERED

Contract Lifecycle

Management
Solutions

ey on Sefves the Modular Sourcing Contract Purchasing | Shopping | Supplier Mgmt
RS Other NASPO Public Type of System Purchase Functionality Mgmt Functionality |Experience| Functionality
States | Contract| Sector? Available Functionality
Basware x x v eProcurement - modular v v v v v v
Unit4 Source-to-Contractby | % x v eProcurement - full source-to-pay | v v v x v
Esker x x x Spend Management Software x v v v v v
Corcentric x x v eProcurement - modular v v v v v v
Supply Chain Management (SCM) -
TESISQUARE Platform x x x modular x v v v v v
Zycus £ x v eProcurement - full source-to-pay | * v v v v 7
Synertrade Accelerate Procure{ * x x eProcurement - full source-to-pay | * v v v v v
Medius Spend Management x x x Spend Management Software x v v v v v
Cobblestone Contract Insight | * x v eProcurement - modular v v v v 7 7
OpenGov v x v ERP - modular v v v v x v
Workday x v v ERP - modular v v v 7 x v
SOVRA v v v eProcurement - modular v v v v v 7
Infosys (EPS) = v v eProcurement - full source-to-pay | * v v v v v
EUNA Solutions v v v eProcurement - modular v v v v v 7
Ivalua v v v eProcurement - full source-to-pay | v v v v v
SAP Ariba v x v eProcurement - modular v v v v v 7
Coupa * x \ eProcurement - full source-to-pay | * v v v v 7
GEP x v v eProcurement - full source-to-pay | * v v v v v
Oracle Cloud x v v eProcurement - full source-to-pay | * v v v v v
Jaggaer v v v eProcurement - modular v v v v v v
el On Si::s Modular Sourcing Contract Mgmt| Purchasing | Shopping [Supplier Mgmt
S e Other Contract | Public Type of System Pur(.:hase Functionality | Functionality |Functionality| Experience | Functionality
States sector? Available
Conga * x * Contract Lifecycle Management (CLM) | % x v * *x v
Agiloft Data first Agreement * x v Contract Lifecycle Management (CLM) | % x v x % v
Sirion Al Native * * x Contract Lifecycle Management (CLM) | % x v P x v
Icertis Contract Intelligence for Procurement 3 3 v Contract Lifecycle Management (CLM) x x v x x v
LinkSquares * * x Contract Lifecycle Management (CLM) | P v P P 7
Ironclad & x * Contract Lifecycle Management (CLM) | % * v x x v



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
As a result, it is recommended that a separate category specifically for Contract Lifecycle Management is created when the State goes to bid. This will allow companies with dedicated CLM functionality to bid across the board on mandatory features and will also allow dedicated CLM software platforms with integration capabilities to partner with the selected Procurement Platform to create a “best-of-breed” solution.


OUTSTANDING ISSUES &

RISKS



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
When this project kicked off, DES’s approach included using Workday as a baseline for comparison and ensuring integration considerations are addressed. 
Research was approached from three angles: (1) use Workday as a baseline for comparison; (2) determine what is currently on contract/what are other states using; and (3) evaluate what other options are available in the broader market. 



RISKS

. o Procurement/Finance touchpoints:
* Implementation of an enterprise-wide

eProcurement solution will require funding * The project team will need to work
resources and dedicated staff. extensively with the solution provider, an S,

and One Washington to understand where
Workday ends and the new eProcurement
system (and potentially CLM) begins.

 Price of a solution will be highly dependent
on the solution chosen, licensing cost, and
decisions surrounding full vs. phased
implementation.


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Risk 1: Resources: Implementation of an enterprise-wide eProcurement solution will require sufficient funding resources and dedicated staff. The price of a chosen solution will be highly dependent on the solution chosen, licensing cost, and decisions surrounding full implementation vs. a phased implementation approach. DES C&P PMO will need to work with the IT Procurement Team closely during the procurement process to determine overall cost of the software solution. The PMO may be able base staffing estimates on what was determined to support the One Washington Project for Phase 1B, but that should only serve as a baseline estimate as the PMO will remain the functional business owner of procurement in OneWA. It is imperative the relationship with OFM be maintained for configuration purposes now, and future integration points. DES will still need to stay involved, which will take staff time and attention. �
Risk 2: Lack of clarity on Procurement/Finance touchpoints in general: The project team will need to work extensively with the new solution provider, a systems integrator, and the One Washington team to understand where Workday ends and the new eProcurement system (and potentially a CLM) begins. For example, research found that encumbrance accounting is typically housed in a budget management functional area of an eProcurement platform. The State would need to assess if it would continue to use Workday as its financial source of truth, or if additional procurement-related financial functionality is necessary for state accounting needs. 



RISKS

RISK #3: Language RISK #4: Artificial Intelligence (Al):

» There are language barriers between the « Many eProcurement software tools are
State, eProcurement software providers, incorporating artificial intelligence (Al) to
and systems integrators enhance their performance, specifically

Generative Al (GenAl) and Large Language
Models (LLMs).

» While the state cannot necessarily exclude
use of a company based on Al, we must be
aware of the inherent risks and failures of Al

« Most companies use unique terms despite
having similar functionality

* The State needs to be clear in its
understanding and descriptive language
when writing business requirements,


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Risk 3: Precision of Language: There are language barriers between the State, eProcurement software providers, and systems integrators. DES has already learned through the fit-gap analyses of linguistic differences in terms employed by Workday vs. terminology used by the State (e.g., suppliers vs. vendors, company vs. agency, etc.). In the case of potential eProcurement software, many companies call their products different names despite having similar functionality; for example, for some software companies, “contract management” functionality includes header-level information, but they lack a repository, milestone tracking capabilities, etc. The State needs to be clear in its understanding and descriptive language when writing business requirements, during the solicitation, and when conducting supplier interviews.�
Risk 4: Artificial Intelligence (AI): An unavoidable risk to procuring a dedicated eProcurement solution for the state of Washington is the proliferation of emergent artificial intelligence (AI) technology and tools in the field. Many eProcurement software tools are incorporating artificial intelligence (AI) to enhance their performance, specifically Generative AI (GenAI) and the related subset of GenAI, Large Language Models (LLMs). These AI models are deployed in a variety of capacities across the entire procurement lifecycle in nearly every eProcurement solution researched; publicly available information for these platforms touting “agentic AI” functionality; AI-guided scoring and award recommendations; or AI-powered automated workflows. While the state cannot necessarily exclude use of a company based on their utilization of new technology, the state must be aware of the inherent risks and failures of AI, how these tools are marketed and sold, and assess how these issues fail to align with state values/priorities. For a full list of the risks and failures of GenAI and LLMs, see Appendix III: Artificial Intelligence (AI) Risk. 


NEXT STEPS




WE WANT TO HEAR FROM YOU

We look forward to collaborating more closely with you as our
Procurement stakeholders, with many future opportunities for
feedback including, but not limited to:

v' Updating previously developed system requirements

v' Participating in any future potential sourcing/evaluation teams

v' Sharing your current system challenges, successes, your wish lists, and
lessons learned, including experiences with Workday.

But today we have our first question for you:



IF YOU WERE TO PRIORITIZE THESE EPROCUREMENT
SYSTEM AREAS, WHICH ORDER WOULD YOU PLACE THEM
IN FOR IMPLEMENTING FIRST, BASED ON YOUR AGENCY’S
CRITICAL NEEDS?

1. Supplier Management
2. Sourcing Management
3. Contract Management
4. Purchasing/eMarketcenter/Shopping



THOUGHTS &
QUESTIONS FOR US?



THANK YOU

© ©O

DESCPPMOTeam@des.wa.gov Home | Department of
Enterprise Services



https://des.wa.gov/
https://des.wa.gov/
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