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REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 

Enterprise Asset Management (EAM) System 

Rend Lake Conservancy District 

ADDENDUM NO. 2 

Issued: July 29, 2026 

This Addendum No. 2 ("Addendum") is issued in connection with the Request for Proposals for an 

Enterprise Asset Management (EAM) System issued by the Rend Lake Conservancy District (the 

"District") on July 14, 2026 (the "RFP"). This Addendum is issued pursuant to Section 7.2 of the RFP and 

is hereby incorporated into and made a part of the RFP. All terms, conditions, and requirements of the 

RFP not specifically modified herein shall remain in full force and effect, including Addendum No. 1. 

Capitalized terms used but not defined in this Addendum have the meanings given to them in the RFP's 

Definitions section. All proposers must acknowledge receipt of this Addendum in their proposal 

submission, as required under Section 7.2. 

PURPOSE 

The District received questions from multiple prospective proposers on the topics addressed below. This 

Addendum consolidates those questions by subject area and provides a single response applicable to all 

proposers, in lieu of individual responses.  

Sales / Commercial 

Question 1: Section 6 states a preference for reference clients “preferably” located in Illinois or 

neighboring states. Will reference clients located outside this region, but of comparable scale and 

with two or more years of live use, be considered fully responsive and evaluated on equal footing? 

District Response: The District will consider reference clients located outside Illinois and neighboring 

states and will evaluate them on equal footing with in-region references, provided they otherwise meet the 

requirements of Section 6. The District reserves the right to consider a vendor's inability to provide any 

reference from Illinois or a neighboring state as a factor in its evaluation. 

Question 2: Is the reference evaluation limited strictly to the three reference clients required in 

Section 6, or may a vendor submit additional references for consideration? 

District Response: Vendors may submit additional references beyond the three required in Section 6. 

Additional references will be considered as supplementary information. 

Question 3: Given that implementation, configuration, and support services may be delivered using 

a combination of on-site and remote resources, can the District confirm any specific data residency 

requirements (e.g., District data must remain within the United States) and remote access protocols 

(VPN, MFA, session logging, etc.) that would apply to remote personnel accessing District systems 

or data? 

District Response: The District's position is that all District Data must remain within the United States. 

Specific remote-access protocol requirements include multi-factor authentication (MFA). 

Question 4: Section 3 requires a minimum of 600 completed or active deployments and 20 years of 

continuous operating history “in the public water/wastewater utility sector.” Please confirm 

whether these figures must be specific to water/wastewater utility deployments, or whether they 

may reflect the vendor's overall installed base together with demonstrated water/wastewater sector 

experience and references. 
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District Response: The 600-deployment and 20-year thresholds required in Section 3 may be satisfied by 

the vendor's overall installed base. However, the reference clients provided under Section 6 must be 

public water/wastewater utilities. 

Question 5: Section 3 states the District will not accept a reseller arrangement in which 

development and support responsibility is unclear or divided, without a clearly documented 

support escalation path to the product's developer. Can the District confirm this requirement is 

satisfied by a proposal from an authorized implementation partner that includes a documented 

support escalation matrix to the software developer, rather than requiring the software developer 

itself to be the contracting party? 

District Response: The District will accept a proposal submitted by an authorized implementation partner 

acting in support of the software developer, provided the proposal includes a documented support 

escalation matrix identifying the software developer as the ultimate point of escalation. The software 

developer is not required to be the contracting party. 

Question 6: Section 10 requests five-year pricing with escalation assumptions stated as footnotes. 

Will the District accept an all-inclusive SaaS subscription model that bundles hosting/infrastructure 

costs within the software subscription line, or does the District require hosting to be broken out as a 

separate cost line? 

District Response: Hosting and infrastructure costs may be submitted as part of an all-inclusive software 

subscription price. A separate cost line for hosting is not required. 

Question 7: Section 11 states the District intends to contract on the vendor's standard agreement. 

Where a vendor's proposed solution relies on a separate hosting/infrastructure partner, can that 

partner's terms be incorporated as an exhibit to the primary vendor agreement, rather than 

requiring a single agreement executed by all parties? 

District Response: The District will accept the incorporation of a hosting/infrastructure partner's terms as 

an exhibit to the primary vendor agreement, rather than requiring execution of a single agreement by all 

parties. 

Question 8: Given the platform capabilities outlined in Sections 3 and 5, is the District's evaluation 

open to both Tier 1 (enterprise-class) and Tier 2 (mid-market) CMMS/EAM platforms, or does the 

District have a specific tier, budget range, or peer-utility benchmark in mind for this procurement? 

District Response: The District intends to select a Tier 1, enterprise-class platform and is not seeking 

proposals for a basic or entry-level CMMS system. 

Question 9: Section 3 requires a minimum license of 30 named or concurrent users, with “room to 

scale as the platform expands to additional departments.” Can the District provide an estimate of 

anticipated user growth over the five-year pricing term (e.g., approximate additional users expected 

as the General and Recreation departments are onboarded)? 

District Response: The District anticipates a minimum of fifty (50) registered users once the General and 

Recreation departments are onboarded to the System. 

Technical 

Question 1: Section 3 requires a single, unified database of record “without requiring a separate 

parallel asset database that must be manually reconciled with GIS.” Would an architecture in 

which GIS geometry is maintained in ArcGIS and asset/maintenance attribute data is maintained 

in the EAM system, kept synchronized through a certified, near-real-time bi-directional integration 

(as opposed to a manual or batch reconciliation process), satisfy this requirement? 

District Response: An architecture in which GIS geometry is maintained in Esri ArcGIS Online and 

asset/maintenance attribute data is maintained in the EAM system, synchronized through a certified, near-
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real-time, bi-directional integration, satisfies the requirement of Section 3, provided the synchronization 

does not require manual reconciliation. 

Question 2: What identity provider does the District currently use (e.g., Microsoft Entra ID / Azure 

AD, Okta, or other) for single sign-on integration? 

District Response: The District's does not use an identity provider or single sign-on integration. 

Question 3: Section 3 requires the System be independently audited under SOC 2 Type II (or 

equivalent). Where the underlying cloud infrastructure holds a SOC 2 Type II / ISO 27001 

certification at the platform level, is a platform-level audit report acceptable, or does the District 

require an audit report specific to the vendor's application/tenant? 

District Response: The District requires both a SOC 2 Type II (or equivalent) certification at the 

underlying cloud infrastructure/platform level and a SOC 2 Type II (or equivalent) certification specific to 

the vendor's own application/tenant. 

Question 4: In what format is the District's existing Esri asset/GIS data currently maintained (e.g., 

file geodatabase, ArcGIS Online hosted feature layers, ArcGIS Enterprise)? 

District Response: The District's asset/GIS data is currently maintained in Esri ArcGIS Online, however, 

it is anticipated that ArcGIS Enterprise could be utilized in the future. 

Question 5: Does the District use a Mobile Device Management (MDM) platform for District-issued 

field devices, and what minimum iOS/Android OS versions should the proposed mobile application 

support? 

District Response: The District's does not currently use a Mobile Device Management platform for field 

devices. Minimum supported iOS/Android versions are Android 13 and iOS 18. 

Question 6: Has the District identified specific AMI meter reading or compliance/water quality 

management platform vendors it anticipates integrating with in a future phase? 

District Response: The District currently uses Badger Meter water metering infrastructure and has 

evaluated NJB Soft SAMS software for water quality management and compliance. Neither integration is 

required for initial Go-Live. 

Functional 

Question 1: Does CUSI Utility Business Solutions provide a documented, published API for UB4, 

and can the District facilitate an introduction or provide API documentation/sandbox access to 

support integration scoping prior to contract award? 

District Response: CUSI Utility Business Solutions provides a documented API for UB4. The District 

will provide vendor contact and technical information to shortlisted proposers to support integration 

scoping. 

Question 2: Section 5.2 references service request intake “from staff or, optionally, the public.” 

Does the District require a public-facing citizen request portal as part of this project's initial scope, 

or is service request intake limited to internal staff at this time? 

District Response: The District does not require a public-facing citizen service request portal as part of 

this project's initial scope. 

Question 3: Are there specific Illinois EPA or other regulatory reporting formats or templates that 

the System's reporting module should be able to produce natively (e.g., specific asset inventory or 

capital planning submission formats)? 

District Response: The District has not identified specific Illinois EPA or other regulatory reporting 

formats or templates that the System's reporting module must produce natively at this time. 
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Question 4: Does the District currently have a documented preventive maintenance program 

(schedules, intervals, checklists) that would be migrated into the new System, or should the vendor 

assume PM schedules will be built from scratch during implementation? 

District Response: The District's existing CMMS system is able to export data in .csv format. This export 

will be made available to the selected vendor for review and use in data conversion and PM scheduling 

planning. 

Question 5: Does the District have an existing asset criticality or risk-scoring methodology that 

must be replicated in the new System, or is the vendor expected to propose a standard framework 

during implementation? 

District Response: The District does not currently have an established asset criticality or risk-scoring 

methodology. The vendor is expected to propose a standard framework during implementation. 

Implementation 

Question 1: Is there a specific target Go-Live date the District is working toward, beyond the 

anticipated Notice to Proceed of approximately October 2026? 

District Response: The District does not have a fixed target Go-Live date beyond the anticipated Notice 

to Proceed in October 2026 and will work flexibly with the selected vendor to establish a mutually 

agreeable implementation schedule. 

Question 2: Approximately how many vertical and horizontal/linear assets does the District 

currently track in its Esri GIS environment, and what is the general completeness/quality of 

existing attribute data (e.g., install dates, materials, condition ratings)? 

District Response: The District currently tracks approximately 600 vertical assets and 3000 horizontal 

assets in its Esri GIS environment.  The District has records of install dates and materials for most assets 

but does not currently maintain condition ratings. 

Question 3: Given the current CMMS is described as largely paper-based, is there any digital work 

order, asset, or maintenance history available for migration, or should the vendor assume this 

information exists primarily in paper records and/or spreadsheets? 

District Response: Existing work order, asset, and maintenance history is maintained primarily in paper 

records and spreadsheets. The District will make its legacy CMMS system available to the selected 

vendor for assessment as part of data conversion planning. 

Question 4: Does the District expect implementation activities (workshops, training, go-live 

support) to be conducted on-site in Benton, Illinois, or is a hybrid/remote delivery model acceptable 

for some or all project phases? 

District Response: The District prefers implementation activities be conducted on-site in Benton, Illinois, 

but will accept a hybrid or remote delivery model for certain phases. The specific approach will be 

defined further with the selected vendor during the project kickoff meeting. 

Question 5: Approximately how many District staff, by role (administrator, supervisor, field/mobile 

user), are expected to require role-appropriate training, and what is their general availability for 

requirements workshops and user acceptance testing during the implementation period? 

District Response: The District anticipates the following personnel will require role-appropriate training: 

Administrators (2); Supervisors (3); Office Users (5); GIS Personnel (1); Field/Mobile Users (20); Read-

Only Users (none). The District will ensure appropriate staff availability for requirements workshops and 

user acceptance testing throughout the implementation period. 
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Question 6: Section 4 references confirming specific staff roles and responsibilities during a project 

kickoff meeting. Can the District confirm this kickoff would occur shortly after contract execution 

(on or about September 25, 2026) and prior to the anticipated October 2026 Notice to Proceed, or 

as part of the same milestone? 

District Response: The project kickoff meeting referenced in Section 4 may be scheduled at any time 

following contract execution, at the mutual convenience of the District and the selected vendor. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

Proposers must acknowledge receipt of this Addendum No. 2 in their proposal submission. Failure to 

acknowledge receipt of this Addendum may result in the proposal being deemed non-responsive, 

consistent with Section 7.2 of the RFP. 

 

Issued by: 

Rend Lake Conservancy District 

PO Box 907, Benton, IL 62812 

Attn: Tony Furlow, Water / Sewer Manager 

tfurlow@rendlakecdil.gov  

 

 

____________________________________ 

Signature of Bidder 

 

RETURN WITH BID 
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