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THIS ADDENDUM SHALL BECOME A PART OF THE SOLICITATION
AND MUST BE ACKNOWLEDGED


Request for Proposal RFP-26-022 – IT Service Management (ITSM) Platform and Implementation Services - dated April 9, 2026


CLARIFICATIONS: 

Unlocked copies of Attachment 3 – Software Provider Response Matrix and Attachment 4 – Implementation Partner Response Matrix are provided as attachments to this addendum. No information has been changed from the original copies published with the original RFP. Vendors shall not change any data in either response matrix outside of providing information clearly requested in the matrix and RFP. 

The County shall consider one alternate Response from the same Vendor, provided, however, that the alternate Response meets or exceeds the requirements.  In order for the County to consider an alternate Response, the Vendor shall complete separate response forms, response matrices, and pricing forms and shall clearly mark each as ‘Alternate Response’. Vendors shall also clearly identify implementation partners proposed to implement which software solution. The alternate Response shall be placed in the same envelopes with the regular Responses – providing technical documents in the first envelope and pricing documents in the second envelope.  The County reserves the right to consider and award any alternate Response based on the method of award prescribed in this Solicitation in its best interest.

The County reserves the right to verify mathematical accuracy of submitted pricing, request clarification of pricing, correct obvious clerical errors, and reject proposals determined to be unbalanced. Proposals containing materially unbalanced pricing may be rejected if the County determines that award would not result in the lowest overall cost or best value. 

The County reserves the right to conduct negotiations with Vendors and to accept revisions of Responses during the negotiation period. During negotiations, the County shall not disclose any information derived from Responses submitted or from discussions with other Vendors. Upon award, the Solicitation file and all Responses contained therein shall become part of the public record.

El Paso County will only accept electronic bid proposals submitted through the Rocky Mountain E-Purchasing system.  A Submittal Log will be posted after the County has had an opportunity to review and verify the submittals offered to the County.

[bookmark: _Hlk153438461]The original Offer must be received before the due date and time through an electronic package transmitted through the Rocky Mountain E-Purchasing system.  The Vendor is responsible for ensuring its Response is posted in its entirety by the due date and time outlined in the solicitation document.  No allowances will be provided to those Vendors whose submittal is not uploaded prior to the due date and time outlined in the solicitation.

If the submittal arrives late and/or is not uploaded in its entirety, it will not be included in the electronic lockbox. 


[bookmark: _Hlk153438446]ADMINISTRATION:

· The question period has expired 
· Responses should follow the Response Format on pages 12-13 and include all responses to all mandatory requirements. 
· We will be verifying submittals include the following: 
· Completed and signed Cover Sheet
· Addendum(s) acknowledged 
· Vendor Information Form
· Exhibits 1-4
· Proprietary/Confidential Statement
· Attachments 1, 3 & 5 for Software Providers
· Attachments 2, 4 & 6 for Implementation Partners

If a submittal is missing any of the above-mentioned documentation the submittal may be returned to the vendor as non-responsive and be deemed ineligible to participate.

RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS:

1.) Hey this is Q with Fixalize IT. In order to properly bid on this Contract we just want to inquire a couple pieces of information in order to ensure we will be providing the most accurate & comprehensive service. You can reach me at 720-844-0505 or email at sales@fixalizeit.com so we can schedule a meeting to gather more information regarding this request. We are looking forward to provide the most comprehensive service for El Paso County. Thank you for your time, we're willing to travel to you if you'd rather have an in person meeting. Otherwise we might simply send a Zoom link. Qusai Sawaqed - Owner & Lead IT Specialist at Fixalize IT qsawaqed@fixalizeit.com Main Work line: 720-844-0505 (Text-able!) 10343 Federal Blvd, Unit I, Westminster, CO 80260 https://maps.app.goo.gl/8Q3Vvo4pdksXZvrq9 www.fixalizeit.com Support@fixalizeit.com

1a.) Questions regarding this solicitation can only be submitted through Bidnet. Individual meetings or calls to answer questions will not be performed. 

2.) The mandatory requirement states implementation partners must have performed at least 3 implementations for organizations of similar size (5,000–10,000 endpoints, 3,000–8,000 tickets/month, 50–100 IT agents). Can government or defense agency implementations with similar scale metrics qualify even if the endpoint count was managed differently (e.g., classified environments)?

2a.) Yes

3.) The RFP states the County may award to a software provider without an implementation partner. Will implementation partners be notified if the County is leaning toward a software-only award before the proposal deadline, or only after scoring?

3a.) Notice of award and non-award will be sent to individual submitters after each phase of evaluation. Intent to award will specify choice of software provider and, if selected, implementation partner. 

4.) Will the implementation partner be expected to recommend the software platform, or has the County already selected or shortlisted specific platforms (e.g., ServiceNow, Jira Service Management, Freshservice)?

4a.) Yes. The County expects the implementation partner to recommend a software platform. The County has not pre-selected a solution.

5.) What is the County's current ITSM solution, and what data migration requirements are anticipated (open tickets, historical data, asset records)?

5a.) The County is currently using ServiceNow. The County does not plan to migrate historical tickets or configuration items. Knowledge articles will be recreated manually. Approximately 8,000 assets will be imported. Minimal data transformation is expected.

6.) How many departments are expected to be onboarded in the initial implementation vs. phased later? The RFP mentions 30 departments for virtual stockrooms — is full HAM rollout expected within the initial contract period?

6a.) All 30 departments will require virtual stockrooms. Refer to Section II, Subsection 2.14 for Hardware Asset Management requirements.

7.) Are there existing integrations with Cisco Catalyst Center and VMware vSphere that need to be preserved/migrated, or are these new integrations to be built?

7a.) These integrations are new and will need to be implemented.

8.) What is the County's current CMDB maturity level? Is there an existing asset dataset that will serve as a starting point?

8a.) CMDB maturity is currently low. The vendor will configure initial service mapping for Tier 1 disaster recovery applications and train County staff to expand coverage.

9.) The pricing form requires a managed services rate sheet post-go-live. Is the County expecting a formal managed services scope, or is this informational for potential future work?

9a.) This information is for potential use as the County would like to fully support the solution post implementation.

10.) Is there a published budget range for the implementation services portion of this engagement?

10a.) Budget for this project will not be disclosed as part of this solicitation. 

11.) Will there be a Mandatory Proof of Concept (POC) demo required of implementation partners, or only of software providers? The RFP references a POC scenario section — clarification on which vendors must demo would be helpful.

11a.) Shortlisted vendors will be required to participate after the written evaluation phase.

12.) The RFP indicates interviews/presentations will occur after written scoring. Are implementation partners interviewed separately from software providers, or jointly?

12a.) Interviews will be conducted jointly.

13.) Does the County have a preference for on-site vs. remote implementation delivery, given that this is a Colorado county and Kryptek is Alabama-based?

13a.) The County prefers onsite engagement for key phases such as kickoff, discovery, and go-live, but is open to a hybrid approach.

14.) What was the annual spend for the previous year on this project? 

14a.) This information will not be disclosed as part of this solicitation.

15.) If this is a new Contract, What is the annual Budget for this? 

15a.) Budget for this project will not be disclosed as part of this solicitation. 

16.) Are you open to a hybrid delivery model with a mix of offshore onshore resources? 

16a.)  Yes.

17.) Work will be onsite or remote? 

17a.) The County prefers onsite engagement for key phases such as kickoff, discovery, and go-live, but is open to a hybrid approach.

18.) Can you please give us an extension of 1-2 weeks to submit our proposal? 

18a.) Submittal deadline was extended to Wednesday May 20, 2026 at 12:00 p.m. in Addendum 1.

19.) Is this contract intended to be awarded to a single vendor or to multiple vendors? 

19a.) The County intends to select a single software provider and a single implementation partner. A single vendor may fulfill both roles.

20.) Who are the previous incumbents on this project? 

20a.) ServiceNow is current ITSM platform.

21.) Can you please describe/confirm the number of expected users? 75 IT users. Are these all Ticket/Service Request Fulfillers? 60 non-IT approvers: are these internal staff that need access to all the modules: Incident/SR/Problem, Change Management? And should they also be able to submit tickets and requests as well? 

21.) Approximately 2,000 users will access the portal. 75 IT users will manage tickets. 60 users will have approval capabilities and can submit requests.

22.) Portal users, or ticket submitters/requesters: how many portal users/requesters do you expect to have? Can you share an approximate average of portal logins per user/month? We assume the Portal and ticket submission is only for internal staff/employees and not for external customers, is this correct?

22a.) Approximately 400 users log in monthly, with 2,000 total potential users. Portal access is limited to internal staff.

23.) Can you please describe how many assets/Config Items CIs are expected to be synced from/to: MS Intune, number and what type of CIs do you manage here? Cisco Catalyst Center, how mane CIs do you manage here? Microsoft AD: how many servers should be pulled from here? Any other?

23a.) The County anticipates 5,000 to 10,000 endpoints. Additional details are not currently available.

24.) Cortex XSiam: we understand a ticket2ticket integration is expected, is this right? OpManager: generated events might create incidents, right? Should the proposed scope consider both the integrations "in use" and "planned" status?

24a.) Each solution will be evaluated on its capabilities and cost.  Please provide information on the capability of the integration, the recommendation and any licensing implications and the cost to implement.  For each “in use” and “planned” integration provide information on the capability and cost.  The County may choose to include integrations in the initial role out, or in future phases.

25.) Do you expect the implementation partner to migrate existing/historical data to the new solution? If this is the case, can you share a number & type of records, and number of files and Gb size?

25a.) No migration of tickets or configuration items is planned. Approximately 8,000 assets will be imported.

26.) Is it possible for the Partner to leverage non-US based resources to work on the implementation in data-less environments?

26a.)  Yes. Resources must support 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM Mountain Time.

27.) What ITSM platform is currently in use, and what are the primary gaps or limitations driving this replacement? Does the County prefer vendors to adopt out-of-the-box (OOTB) ITIL-aligned processes, or to replicate current workflows where they exist?

27a.) The County currently uses ServiceNow and seeks improved price stability, reduced administrative complexity, and expanded included capabilities. Out-of-the-box processes are preferred, with catalog workflows replicated where needed.

28.) Can the County confirm or refine the estimated ticket volumes (3,000–8,000/month) and IT agent counts (~75) provided in the RFP? Are there external or non-County users (e.g., partners, contractors, public users) expected to access the platform?

28a.) These estimates are accurate. External access will be minimal and limited to select vendors supporting ticket resolution.

29.) What systems will serve as the primary sources for data migration (e.g., Cherwell, spreadsheets, email)? 

29a.) Hardware asset data will be exported via spreadsheet from the current system.

30.) What scope of historical data is required for migration (e.g., active records only vs. full historical dataset)? 

30a.) No historical ticket or CI migration. Approximately 8,000 assets will be imported.

31.) Are there known data quality issues (e.g., duplicate or incomplete CI records) that vendors should account for during migration?

31a.) No known data quality issues exist for hardware assets.

32.) Beyond Cortex XSIAM, what additional security or monitoring tools must be integrated with the ITSM platform? 

32a.) Refer to Section II, Subsection 2.12.

33.) Should integrations with security tools support bidirectional communication (e.g., ticket updates closing or modifying alerts), or is alert-to-ticket creation sufficient? 

33a.) Yes.  See answer to 24a.  Please provide information on the capabilities and cost of each option. 

34.) Are there requirements to restrict visibility of certain incidents (e.g., security-related) from general IT service desk users?

34a.) No restrictions on incident visibility are required. However, catalog item access may be restricted by role.

35.) What is the current maturity level of the County’s CMDB, and what gaps should be prioritized for improvement? 

35a.) CMDB maturity is low. Initial service mapping will focus on Tier 1 applications, followed by training for County staff.

36.) Which systems are considered authoritative sources for configuration items (CIs) and asset data? 

36a.) Refer to Section II, Subsection 2.12.

37.) What level of service mapping is expected at go-live versus phased in over time?

37a.) Initial focus is Tier 1 service mapping, followed by phased expansion.

38.) Are there expectations for event correlation or deduplication to prevent multiple alerts from generating duplicate tickets? 

38a.) Not required but considered beneficial.

39.) Should the platform support automated remediation actions (e.g., script execution, service restarts) as part of incident or event handling? 

39a.) Automated remediation is not required. Automation for assignment and workflow triggering is preferred.

40.) Are existing automation processes (e.g., PowerShell-based workflows) expected to be retained, integrated, or replaced?

40a.) Existing automation should be retained or integrated where necessary.

41.) Which AI-driven capabilities are considered essential for initial implementation (e.g., knowledge suggestions, ticket summarization, intelligent routing)? Are there governance or approval requirements for AI-generated recommendations or actions?

41a.) Capabilities will be evaluated comparatively. Governance is in place.

42.) Beyond MTTR, CSAT, and change success rate, what additional KPIs are most important to County leadership for Day 1 reporting?

42a.) Reporting capabilities will be evaluated across proposals.

43.) What is the County’s preferred post-implementation support model (e.g., fully County-managed, vendor-supported, or hybrid)?

43a.) The County prefers a County-managed model with vendor support included in licensing.

44.) Does the County have a preference for prime contractor structure (software provider vs. implementation partner), or will proposals led by authorized partners/resellers be evaluated equivalently to direct software vendor submissions? Additionally, should the proposing entity be the contracting party for both software and implementation if submitted jointly?

44a.) Separate contracts may be executed if it is in the best interests of the County.

45.) Does the County intend to award a single contract encompassing both the ITSM platform and implementation services, or does the County anticipate the possibility of separate awards for software and implementation?

45a.) The County may issue separate or combined awards.

46.) If the County elects to award to a software provider without an implementation partner, how does the County intend to procure implementation services (e.g., separate solicitation, use of internal resources, or post-award partner engagement)?

46a.) Implementation services would be procured through a separate solicitation.

47.) Can the County confirm its current ITSM platform and any primary drivers for seeking a new solution (e.g., cost, functionality gaps, administrative complexity, or user experience)?

47a.) Drivers include cost stability, reduced complexity, and expanded functionality.

48.) What is the expected scope of data migration from the current ITSM platform (e.g., incidents, requests, CMDB, knowledge articles), and are there any known data quality challenges that vendors should account for?

48a.) No ticket or CI migration. Approximately 8,000 assets will be imported.

49.) Is the timing of this procurement aligned with an existing ITSM platform contract or licensing renewal milestone?

49a.) No.

50.) Can the County provide estimated user counts segmented by role (e.g., IT agents, approvers, etc.) for the in-scope ITSM capabilities outlined in this RFP? 

50a.) Refer to Section II, Subsection 2.



51.) Can the County provide estimated user populations specifically associated with Hardware Asset Management (e.g., inventory/stockroom managers, asset administrators) and Software Asset Management (e.g., license or procurement managers), as well as anticipated usage across departments, to support accurate scoping and licensing?" 

51a.) Refer to Section II, Subsection 2 in the RFP for the anticipating license count needs. We need roughly 60 non-IT individuals to have read-only access to their specific stockroom. We will need roughly three IT individuals to have access to be software asset managers and asset administrators. 

52.) Additionally, can the County provide estimated user populations for the capabilities identified as out of scope (e.g., Project Portfolio Management (PPM), Project Scheduling, Idea Management/Project Intake, Resource Management, Field Service Management, and Enterprise Resource Management (ERP)) to help inform optional or future-state considerations?

52a.) We are not considering these as future-state considerations for our ITSM solution.

53.) Beyond the anticipated contract award date, can the County provide expected target timelines for key milestones such as project kickoff, initial go-live (e.g., core ITSM capabilities), and full implementation completion?

53a.) No.

54.) Can the County provide guidance on any budgetary expectations, cost constraints, or target total cost of ownership considerations that vendors should be aware of when proposing solutions?

54a.) No.

55.) Page 13 of the RFP states “Provide response without reference to El Paso County logo or company logo in one PDF document.” Should the six Response Forms, Response Matrices, and Pricing Forms be integrated into the “one PDF document?” Or can they be submitted as individual files, in addition to the main response document?

55a.) Attachments with distinct signature lines should be submitted separately. Required main RFP documents can be submitted together in one PDF. Required main RFP documents and all technical attachment forms will need to be submitted in first digital envelope for technical submittals. Pricing forms will need to be submitted in separate digital envelope for pricing submittals. 

56.) Both the Software Provider Response Form and the Implementation Partner Response Form require references. If our solution covers both provision and implementation, are we required to provide references in both documents? Can we use some of the same references if applicable?

56a.) Yes.

57.) The RFP identifies a broad set of capabilities (Incident, Request, Knowledge, Portal, Change, HAM, Integrations, Discovery, CMDB, Problem, Service Mapping, and SAM). Please confirm whether the County expects full implementation of all listed capabilities at initial go-live, or if a phased approach with prioritized early deliverables and subsequent enhancements is acceptable.

57a.) A phased implementation approach is expected.

58.) What is your current ServiceNow architecture (single instance / multi-instance / domain separation)?

58a.) Single instance for three environments. No domain separation.

59.) How are you managing environmental strategy (Dev, Test, Prod, Sub-prod)?

59a.) One environment for development, one for testing and a production environment.

60.) You are currently on Quebec release—what is your upgrade roadmap (Rome → San Diego → beyond)?

60a.) We are currently on Zurich.

61.) What governance exists, for instance, upgrades and regression testing

61a.) We do have an ITSM governance board to review significant changes.  We rely on governance approval and project management to plan and implement upgrades. We regression test what we consider high risk functionality including customizations, critical catalog items and all ticket types. 

62.) How do you ensure ADA compliance and security controls within ServiceNow?

62a.) We rely on out-of-the-box security compliance within ServiceNow.

63.) What is the current Ticket volume of Incidents and Requests?

63a.) Refer to Section II, Subsection 2 in the RFP.

64.) Please provide additional detail regarding current CMDB maturity and expectations for initial implementation, including approximate number of configuration items (CIs), key CI classes, and whether service mapping is expected for all services at go-live or as a phased capability.

64a.) Please refer to section two In-Scope ITSM Capabilities for the approximate number of CIs. CMDB maturity is low. Initial service mapping will focus on Tier 1 applications, followed by training for County staff.

65.) The RFP references integrations with systems such as Microsoft Intune, Entra ID (Azure AD), Cisco Catalyst Center, and OpManager. Please clarify which integrations are required for initial implementation versus later phases, and whether API access, documentation, and test environments will be made available to the selected vendor.

65a.) Section II, Subsection 7 lists the implementation priorities for this effort. We are comfortable going live with our existing maturity of integration and above on that list. Our existing integrations include email notifications creating tickets from multiple sources and automated provisioning of active directory accounts. We will have a TEST environment for the ITSM solution, we do not have TEST environments for our current integrations.

66.) The RFP emphasizes a right-sized, mid-sized, and efficient implementation. Please confirm the County’s expectations regarding use of out-of-the-box functionality versus custom development, and whether proposals that prioritize configuration over customization will be viewed more favorably.

66a.) Yes, proposals prioritizing configuration over customization is preferred.

67.) The RFP includes multiple AI use cases (e.g., summarization, knowledge generation, conversational support). Please clarify whether AI capabilities are expected to be included in the base solution for full scoring, or may be proposed as optional features. Additionally, what level of maturity or adoption does the County expect at initial implementation.

67a.) Scoring is based on full capabilities for each platform. Please provide transparent licensing and cost information for all features and capabilities.

68.) Please list any constraints related to budgets or resources.

68a.) Budget will not be disclosed as part of this solicitation. We currently have 2.5 employees dedicated to this implementation.

69.) Should the resources for the implementation project be onshore, offshore, or a blended model? 

69a.) Can be blended. Resources must support 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM Mountain Time.
70.) Are there different user roles or license types (e.g., admin, end-user) that need to be considered?

70a.) Refer to Section II Subsection 2 in the RFP.


71.) Are there any existing documentation or resources available to support the discovery process? 

71a.) Documentation and historical configuration artifacts will be available.

72.) What type of data needs to be migrated from Legacy to the new SaaS system? a. Will current case data be included in the migration? If not, how will this data be handled? b. Are there any specific data formats, structures, or volumes that need to be considered? c. Are there any data cleansing or transformation requirements before migration? 

72a.) We are not looking to migrate any old tickets or CI’s. We would like to import 8,000 assets for our current system. We do not expect any significant data transformation will be required.

73.) Are there any unique asset management requirements (e.g., lifecycle tracking, compliance)? a. Are there any specific timelines or deadlines for completing the data migration? b. Are there any existing tools or resources available to support the migration process? 

73a.) The County does not plan to migrate historical tickets or configuration items. Approximately 8,000 assets will be imported. Minimal data transformation is expected.

74.)  What level of involvement is expected from the client’s team during the migration? 

74a.) Roles and responsibilities will be defined with the selected vendor.

75.) Are there any existing constraints or challenges that the vendor should be aware of? 

75a.) Drivers to move away from ServiceNow include cost stability, reduced complexity, and expanded functionality.

76.) Are there any specific reporting or analytics requirements? 

76a.) Only those stated in the RFP.

77.) What are the client’s expectations for ongoing support and maintenance? a. Is there a preference for onshore, offshore, or hybrid support models? 

77a.) County-managed with vendor support included.

78.) Are there any specific ITIL processes that the client wants to prioritize? 

78a.) Refer to Section II, Subsection 7 in the RFP.

79.) What is the County's current ITSM platform, and what are the primary reasons for replacing or considering a new one? 

79a.) We currently use ServiceNow. Drivers to move away from ServiceNow include cost stability, reduced complexity, and expanded functionality.

80.) What is the budget range or not-to-exceed ceiling for licensing and implementation? 

80a.) Budget will not be disclosed as part of this solicitation.

81.) Is this a net-new implementation or a migration? If migration, what data (historical tickets, CMDB, assets) must be carried over? 

81a.) No historical ticket or CI migration. Approximately 8,000 assets will be imported.

82.) Of the 75 IT agents, how many are frontline service desk vs. specialized teams (network, security, desktop support, etc.)? 

82a.) 12

83.) Are the 60 non-IT approvers spread across all departments? Will they need full portal access or approval-only access?

83a.) Yes, they will need access to the service portal. They also need access to approve, but not to fulfill tickets. 

84.) What is the total end-user population (employees submitting tickets), beyond just IT agents? 

84a.) Roughly 2,000.

85.) Are any users external (citizens, contractors, vendors) who would need guest/external portal access? 

85a.) No.

86.) Are there any additional integrations not listed that are under consideration (e.g., HR system for new hire workflows, telephony/CTI for call center, monitoring tools beyond OpManager)? 

86a.) No.

87.)  What is the approximate total number of CIs expected in scope (endpoints, servers, network devices, applications)? 

87a.) Refer to Section II, Subsection2 in the RFP.

88.) Which specific business services/applications should be modeled in the Service Map as a starting point? 

88a.) The vendor will configure initial service mapping for Tier 1 disaster recovery applications and train County staff to expand coverage.

89.) Does the County have an existing CMDB today? If so, what is the data quality level, and is there an expectation to migrate it? 

89a.) Yes, we consider the maturity low with no discovery tools. All configuration is manual.

90.) For the 30 virtual stockrooms (departments) are these purely logical groupings, or do some departments have physical receiving locations? 

90a.) 2-3 departments have physical receiving locations.

91.) Is barcode/QR scanning expected on mobile devices, or via dedicated scanners? 

91a.) No.

92.) Is the County open to AI features that require data to leave the County's environment (e.g., cloud-based LLMs), or is there a data sovereignty/privacy requirement that mandates on-premises or private AI? 

92a.) This is dependent on the Terms and Conditions of the LLM. May need to be reviewed by the County Attorney and Cyber Security team. 

93.) Are there any existing AI governance policies that vendors must comply with?

93a.) Yes.  The tool will be assessed for security risk and AI risk, and must be approved to be implemented.  Please provide robust information on your security standard, data protection policies and practices, and AI security policies and protections.
 

94.) Beyond SOC 2 Type II, are there specific compliance frameworks required (FedRAMP, CJIS, HIPAA, StateRAMP)? 

94a.) No.


95.) Does the County require the platform to be hosted in a specific cloud region (e.g., US-only data residency)? 

95a.) Hosting must be within the United States.

96.) What are the County's specific RPO/RTO expectations for disaster recovery? 

96a.) Will be evaluated per proposal.

97.) Is multi-factor authentication (MFA) required for all user types, or just IT agents/admins?

97a.) MFA required for all users via Azure.

98.) Are you currently using any ITSM tool? If yes, please share which tool is currently in use and what problem areas you are facing so we can address them effectively in our solution?

98a.) We currently use ServiceNow. Drivers to move away from ServiceNow include cost stability, reduced complexity, and expanded functionality.

99.) Is data migration required? If yes, please specify the data type and volume to be migrated.

99a.) No historical ticket or CI migration. Approximately 8,000 assets will be imported.

100.) Is there any preferred implementation model from a project resource perspective? Remote, onsite, onshore in the US or a blend of these options etc.?

100a.) The County prefers onsite engagement for key phases such as kickoff, discovery, and go-live, but is open to a hybrid approach.

101.) As mentioned in the ‘In-Scope ITSM Capabilities’ section, there are 60 non-IT approvers. Can you clarify if these users will actively work on the tickets (resolving, updating, or modifying) or only approve them?

101a.) These users will approve purchases or service requests on behalf of their department. They will not resolve, update, or modify tickets.

102.) What is the budget for this RFP?

102a.) Budget for this project will not be disclosed as part of this solicitation. 

103.) Can you please let us know the expected go-live date?

103a.) The go-live timeline will be developed collaboratively with the selected partner based on a realistic project schedule.

104.) Can the County confirm whether all required forms, exhibits, and technical response must be combined into a single PDF file, excluding pricing forms?

104a.) Required forms and technical evaluation response forms can be combined into one PDF or submitted separately. Pricing forms will need to be submitted in second digital envelope. 

105.) Do the required forms, exhibits, and attachments count toward the 50-page limit, or is the limit applicable only to the narrative response?

105a.) Required forms, exhibits, and attachments will not count towards the total page limit. 

106.) Can implementation partners submit a proposal independently without including Software Provider forms or documentation?

106a.) Yes

107.) The solicitation includes both Software Provider and Implementation Partner forms. In the case of separate submissions, can the County confirm that each party is required to complete only the forms applicable to their role, and that implementation partners are not required to submit Software Provider forms (and vice versa)?

107a.) Yes. Each party should complete only the forms applicable to its role. If submitted jointly, each will be evaluated independently.

108.) In the Proof of Concept (POC) evaluation criteria, the term ‘erase/config effort’ is referenced. Could the County please clarify what is meant by ‘erase’ in this context, and confirm whether this refers to ease of configuration (Reference: POC Evaluation section)

108a.) This refers to modifying or replacing out-of-the-box functionality to meet requirements. Solutions that achieve requirements through configuration without scripting are preferred.

109.) The RFP requires submission of the response in a single PDF document. In the case of a joint submission (Software Provider and Implementation Partner), can the County confirm whether all forms and attachments from both parties should be combined into one consolidated PDF, or if separate PDFs/attachments are acceptable for each party’s documentation?

109a.) The only documents that will need to be separate are the pricing forms, which will need to be submitted on their own in the second digital envelope. 

110.) Should the Implementation Partner Response Matrix be submitted in its native Excel format, converted to PDF within the main proposal, or both?

110a.) Native excel is fine.

111.) The RFP lists a number of in-use and planned integrations such as Microsoft Entra ID, Intune, Microsoft 365, AD, Cisco Catalyst Center, OpManager, Cortex XSIAM, email triggers, and PowerShell or MID Server automations. Can you confirm which of these integrations are required for initial go-live and which can be delivered in later phases?

111a.) Section 7, Subsection 3 outlines implementation priorities. The County is comfortable going live with current integration maturity. Existing integrations include email-to-ticket creation and automated Active Directory account provisioning.

112.) For the integrations listed in the RFP, is the County expecting only prebuilt platform connectors where available, or is API-based integration acceptable where a certified connector is not available, provided security and support requirements are met?

112a.) Yes.

113.) The RFP includes several generative AI use cases across incident, request, knowledge, problem, and conversational support. Does the County expect these capabilities to be available at initial go-live, or can they be introduced in later phases after the core ITSM processes and data foundations are established?

113a.) Capabilities will be evaluated based on functionality and ease of administration. Phased introduction is acceptable.

114.) The RFP references WCAG 2.1 AA in the accessibility compliance section, but section 2.10 references WCAG 3.1 AA. Can the County please confirm which WCAG version and conformance level will be used for evaluation and compliance purposes?

114a.) WCAG 3.1 AA

115.) For accessibility compliance, will a current VPAT and third-party accessibility testing report satisfy the County's documentation expectations, or does the County expect additional testing as part of the proposal or proof of concept process?

115a.) A current VPAT and third-party accessibility report are sufficient for proposal evaluation. Additional validation may be requested during later phases if needed.

116.) For CMDB and service mapping, does the County already have a defined list of priority business services for the initial phase, or should vendors propose an approach for identifying and prioritizing those services during discovery.

116a.) Yes, we have tiered approach to disaster recovery.  We would like the vendor to set up the first few applications in our tier 1 list while training EPC staff to setup the rest.  

117.) The RFP provides planning assumptions for approximately 75 IT agents, 60 non-IT approvers, 5,000 to 10,000 endpoints, and 3,000 to 8,000 tickets per month. Can the County provide expected user licensing categories and any anticipated growth over the next three to five years that should be considered in pricing and sizing?

117a.) We do not anticipate significant growth for any of these metrics.

118.) For dashboards and analytics, does the County expect the ITSM platform itself to serve as the primary reporting and dashboard layer, with export to Power BI only where needed, or does the County expect broader reporting to be delivered primarily through Power BI?

118a.) The ITSM platform is expected to provide core reporting and dashboards. The ability to export data for use in Power BI is required.

119.) If an Implementation Partner is proposing a third-party OEM SaaS platform, does the $50 million revenue and 200-employee requirement apply strictly to the software OEM, or must the Implementation Partner also meet these financial thresholds?

119a.) The revenue and employee requirements apply to the software provider only. Implementation partners are not subject to these thresholds.

120.) If an Implementation Partner is functioning as the prime contractor, are we permitted to complete and sign the Software Provider forms (Attachments 1, 3, & 5) on behalf of the software OEM based on their publicly available technical specifications?

120a.) You may do so if you are also reselling the software.  Provide a very clear explanation as to what the contracting relationship is.  Otherwise, we would like the software provider to respond to the RFP as well.  

121.) If a combined bid is submitted featuring a third-party software OEM and an Implementation Partner, will the County evaluate and award it as a unified solution, or might the County procure the software directly from the OEM separately?

121a.) The County will evaluate the solution jointly but reserves the right to procure software and implementation services separately.

122.) In the Response Matrix, if a core workflow is built natively using drag-and-drop declarative administration tools without custom code, should this be scored as "Meets OOTB" (5 points) or "Extension/Low-code" (3 points)?

122a.) If the workflow is prebuilt and requires no modification, it is considered out-of-the-box. If configuration is required using tools such as drag-and-drop, it is considered configuration.

123.) If a vendor utilizes a tightly integrated, certified partner application from the platform's native marketplace for capabilities like Hardware or Software Asset Management, what is the appropriate scoring category ("Partner/3rd party" or higher)?

123a.) The appropriate category is partner or third party.

124.) Will the matrix scoring penalize platforms that utilize iPaaS middleware to execute complex orchestration tasks, provided the end-user experience remains completely automated and zero-touch?

124a.) Solutions will be evaluated based on overall capability and ease of administration. Use of middleware will not be penalized if it meets these criteria.

125.) Capability A-70 in the Response Matrix requires WCAG 2.1 AA accessibility conformance, but Section 2.10 of the RFP specifies WCAG 3.1 AA. Could the County please clarify which standard is the mandatory baseline?

125a.) WCAG 3.1 AA

126.) Regarding the existing "PowerShell scripts running on a MID Server," is the County open to transitioning these to modern REST API webhooks or secure cloud-agent architectures, or is maintaining a localized MID Server mandatory?

126a.) The County is open to different approach based on the service provider’s suggested best practice.

127.) For the planned integrations with Cisco Catalyst Center and Cortex XSIAM, should the Implementation Partner include scope and effort for configuring the API layers on the target systems themselves, or just on the ITSM platform side?

127a.) Scope should include configuration on the ITSM platform side. Vendors may include reasonable troubleshooting support as needed.

128.) For Software Asset Management, does the County expect the platform to actively discover software installations via agent-based scanning, or is it sufficient to ingest inventory data strictly from Microsoft Intune/MECM?

128a.) The County does not require agent-based software discovery. Integration with existing systems such as Intune is sufficient.

129.) Will the County provide the exact scenario scripts, testing data parameters, and evaluation rubrics prior to the POC presentation date so vendors can appropriately configure the sandbox? 

129a.) No.

130.) For POC Scenario 9 (API/Automation), will the County provide a distinct endpoint URL to verify the transaction payload during the live test, or should the vendor simulate the external endpoint?

130a.) No.

131.) For POC Scenario 4 (New Hire Bundle), is a live connection to a Microsoft Intune instance required during the demonstration, or is an architectural demonstration using simulated API data acceptable?

131a.) A live connection would be preferred.

132.) On the Implementation Partner Pricing Form (Attachment 6), are vendors permitted to submit a hybrid pricing model that details fixed-fee core deliverables alongside Time & Materials/retainer pricing for ongoing managed support?

132a.) Yes.

133.) The Software Provider Pricing Form requests 3-year pricing, but the RFP mentions an initial term plus four optional one-year renewals. Should the pricing form reflect costs strictly for the first three years or the complete five-year potential lifecycle?

133a.) Three-year pricing is a submittal requirement for this RFP. Renewal options beyond the third year are a County prerogative and may be considered at that time. Should the County decide to extend beyond the third term, pricing will be discussed ahead of the renewal. is not a requirement to submit a response. 


134.) When calculating software subscription costs, should vendors entirely exclude all software-related taxes in the pricing sheets due to the County's tax-exempt status?

134a.) Yes.

135.) What are the anticipated changes in project scope or priorities?

135a.) No changes anticipated at this time.

136.) Can you detail any previous challenges encountered in similar projects?

136a.) No.

137.) What were the challenges with the previous solutions?

137a.) Drivers to move away from ServiceNow include cost stability, reduced complexity, and expanded functionality.

138.) Is there an incumbent? How much was their contract worth?

138a.) We previously used ServiceNow. Contract cost will not be disclosed as part of this solicitation. 

139.) Is the incumbent allowed to bid on the contract?

139a.) The incumbent may propose to this solicitation. 

140.) Do commercial or government references carry different significance?

140a.) No.

141.) Have you worked with any vendor to do market research/put together this RFQ?

141a.) Yes, Gartner.

142.) Are you interested in a vendor who has GSA Schedule pricing?

142a.) Pricing will be scored as outlined in the evaluation criteria section of the RFP.

143.) Looking for in person training or virtual?

143a.) The County will work with whomever is selected to determine what works for the County.

144.) Are Key Personnel allowed to work remotely?

144a.) The County prefers onsite engagement for key phases such as kickoff, discovery, and go-live, but is open to a hybrid approach.

145.) We would like to kindly request a 1-week extension in order to incorporate new information from QnA?

145a.) The submittal deadline was extended by two weeks in Addendum 1.

146.) Upon Award-decision what kind of feedback can bidders expect to get on proposal submissions?

146a.) Debriefs covering a proposers scoring can be coordinated with the procurement specialist after final award has been announced. 




147.) Upon Award-decision what kind of feedback can bidders expect to get on proposal submissions?

147a.) Debriefs can be coordinated with the procurement specialist for this RFP after final award has been announced.

148.) What platform is the county currently using for IT Service Management?

148a.)  ServiceNow.

149.) What are the primary issues with existing platform they are looking to address?

149a.) Drivers to move away from ServiceNow include cost stability, reduced complexity, and expanded functionality.

150.) Will data from existing platform need to be migrated?

150a.) We are not looking to migrate any old tickets or CI’s. We would like to import 8,000 assets for our current system.

151.) Will the county require login access for employees during POC?

151a.) No.

152.) What types of data does, and quantity of data does the county intend to provide for POC?

152a.) The County will not provide data for the POC. Vendors may use sample data.

153.) Is the county ok with just demonstration of scenarios using vendors own sample data?

153a.) Yes.

154.) Is there any attachment or format to fill Subcontractor List?

154a.) There is no provided subcontractor list format. Subcontractor lists must be comprehensive but there is no preferred format. 

155.) Is there any attachment or format to give Addendum(s) Acknowledgement

155a.) Addendum(s) will be posted separately from original posting, on this solicitation’s page on Bidnet and the EPC Contracts & Procurement website. Any and all addendums published must be signed/completed and included with submittals. 

156.) Could you please confirm that ServiceNow is the tool in place today?

156a.) Yes.

157.) What ServiceNow licensing does the County currently have?

157a.) ITSM and business stakeholder licenses.

158.) What modules/processes are currently in use and live today?

158a.) Incident management, request management, knowledge management, problem management, change management, limited configuration management, limited asset management, reporting, and service portal.

159.) What ITSM or ticketing solution did you use before ServiceNow?

159a.) Heat.

160.) What triggered the creation and release of this RFP?

160a.) Drivers to move away from ServiceNow include cost stability, reduced complexity, and expanded functionality.

161.) How would the County characterize the maturity of its current ITSM processes (e.g., standardized, partially standardized, ad hoc) across departments?

161a.) Standardized across teams.

162.) What is the current state of the CMDB and asset data (e.g., completeness, accuracy, sources of truth, discovery tools in use)?

162a.) Low maturity with no discovery tools. All configuration is manual.

163.) Which integrations listed as “planned” are currently in progress versus not yet initiated, and what limitations exist with current integrations?

163a.) All planned integrations have not been initiated.

164.) What level of service catalog maturity exists today (e.g., number of catalog items, standardization, automation of fulfillment)?

164a.) The County’s catalog is mature with some automation. We roughly have 225 active catalog items.

165.) What business services or departments are most impacted today by limitations in the current ITSM environment, and how does that impact manifest (e.g., delays, service outages, user dissatisfaction)?

165a.) The IT department experiences delays and complexity impacting service delivery across departments.

166.) What challenges exist today in reporting, visibility, or decision-making due to limitations in current ITSM data or dashboards?

166a.) Challenges include reporting on internal notes and identifying the correct data sources.

167.) What specific business outcomes will define success for this initiative within the first 12–24 months (e.g., improved service delivery metrics, reduced downtime, increased self-service adoption)?

167a.) Refer to Section II, Subsection 1 in the RFP.

168.) How would the County describe the effectiveness of prior implementation partnerships in delivering ITSM capabilities, and what aspects of those engagements would you look to replicate or improve?

168a.) The County prefers an out-of-the-box implementation that can be maintained internally without reliance on managed services.

169.) What delivery approaches or engagement models (e.g., governance, communication cadence, roles/responsibilities) have proven most and least effective for the County in past implementations?

169a.) A hybrid delivery model with defined outcomes and governance oversight has proven effective.

170.) What lessons has the County learned regarding user adoption, organizational change management, and stakeholder engagement from past ITSM-related initiatives?

170a.) Strong user adoption, change management, and stakeholder engagement are critical to success.



171.) Has the County already decided to move off of it's current platform? Or depending on this RFP, could the County decide to remain on its current solution?

171a.) Incumbent is welcome to submit.

172.) Can you confirm whether our understanding of the RFP requirements and the 50-page limit is accurate? COUNTS AGAINST 50-PAGE LIMIT: Response to Key Outcomes (pg 5); identifying prebuilt connectors (pg 8); implementation plans (pg 11), response to Mandatory Requirements (pg 11), Subcontractor list (pg 13), UEI# (pg 14); Value Added proposal (pg 17)? DOES NOT COUNT AGAINST 50-PAGE LIMIT: Exhibits 1-4, Attachments 1-6, cover sheet, table of contents, cover letter, Vendor Information Form, Proprietary/Conf statement, signed copies of Addenda, submission form?

172a.) Required forms do not count against page limit. 

173.) On page 13 of the RFP, the County requests that the proposal be laid out in tab format. Does this refer to adding bookmarks to the PDF, or is something else required?

173a.) Bookmarks to the PDF.

174.) Attachments 3 and 4 are protected and do not allow input. Will you please reissue?

174a.) Unlocked attachments 3 & 4 are provided with this addendum. 

175.) Attachment 3, A-9 - AI Agent Collaboration: "@mentions and internal notes" - Can you please elaborate on what this functionality is or provide a use case example?

175a.) This refers to AI-generated internal notes that can notify or tag users based on assignment.

176.) Attachment 3, A-18 - "Task plans per catalog item with SLAs": Can you please elaborate on what this functionality is or provide a use case example?

176a.) This refers to configurable workflows tied to catalog items with associated service level tracking.

177.) Attachment 3, A-46 - "Discovery/integration/import for CI Data": What kind of CIs are you looking to import and track in the platform?

177a.) Configuration items include servers, endpoints, network devices, and applications.
178.) Attachment 3, A-77 - "Upgrade windows with backward-compatibility guidance": Is this referring to the platform upgrades provided by the software vendor?

178a.) Yes.  

179.) The RFP requests TCO pricing for both three-year and five-year terms, but the Pricing Form only allows for three years. How would you like us to provide five-year pricing?

179a.) The attachment E- Software Provider Pricing Form is not intended to estimate total cost of ownership, just the licensing cost. In the RFP submission, please include estimated total cost of ownership for three and five years.

180.) How many computers, servers, and VMs are being managed?

180a.) Approximately 500 servers, including virtual machines, and 4,000 computers.

181.) What solution is currently in use, and when does the contract expire?

181a.) The County currently uses ServiceNow. Contract expiration date will not be disclosed as part of this solicitation.

182.) Per item 1 on page 13 of the RFP, the County prefers that we use no logos in our submittal. If we are down-selected, will we have the option to brand a sample site for the demo, to best recreate the experience of using a County-tailored site?

182a.) County branding may not be used in sample environments.

183.) We noticed there are three separate sections requesting reference information. Can you please confirm whether you’d like us to complete this section in all three forms?

183a.) Vendor information form will need to be signed and included as part of submittals. Vendors shall include references in all sections requesting references. 

184.) Please provide the date and time for the solicitation opening described on page 13.

184a.) The due date and time can be found on Bidnet or this URL: https://admin.elpasoco.com/financial-services/contracts-and-procurement/solicitations/details/it-service-management-itsm-platform-and-implementation-services/

185.) On the Vendor Proposal Form, in the reference section, what does “percentage of work by bidder” mean?

185a.) This refers to the approximate percentage of work performed by the vendor versus other parties.

186.) Are purchasing avenues such as OMNIA, E&I, TIPS, and MS Marketplace of interest to the County?

186a.) The County seeks to execute its own contract for these services. 

187.) Will the County consider extending the proposal deadline?

187a.) Yes, by two weeks.

188.) Can the County clarify whether the "first 12 months" outcome expectation in Section 2 refers to full platform go-live across all in-scope modules, or to a prioritized subset? If the latter, which modules does the County consider highest priority for the initial 12-month window?

188a.) Section II, Subsection 1 is asking for vendors to describe how those outcomes will be reached within 12 months. Section II, Subsection 7 sub illustrates the county’s priorities.

189.) The RFP includes SAM as an implementation priority "without discovery," and the Specifications advise avoiding heavy discovery mechanisms. However, the POC scenario asks vendors to demonstrate "discovery strategies" for SAM. Can the County clarify the expected scope of SAM? Is SAM intended to rely solely on manual entitlement tracking and integration with existing data sources (e.g., Intune), or does the County expect any level of automated software discovery?

189a.) Automated software discovery is not required. 

190.) Should the Implementation Partner’s responses in Attachment 4 reflect their ability and experience to implement and configure each requirement, or should they independently assess the proposed software’s capability for each requirement? If the former, should the response options be interpreted differently (e.g., "Meets OOTB" = "Have implemented this OOTB capability before")?

190a.) Independently assess the proposed software’s capability for each requirement.  The County wishes to know the software’s capabilities and have the implementation partner’s commitment to implement those capabilities.  Please specify if you have any concerns implementing one of the features.

191.) Will the County reissue these workbooks with the entry tabs unprotected or should providers create their own versions of these workbooks?

191a.) Unlocked copies are provided with this addendum. 

192.) Can the County confirm the approximate volume of data (tickets, assets, CIs, knowledge articles) that would need to be migrated or archived as part of the transition?

192a.) We are not looking to migrate any old tickets or CI’s. We would like to import 8,000 assets for our current system.

193.) The response documents do not reference the implementation of these virtual stockrooms. Should implementing these 30 virtual stockrooms be considered as in-scope or is this a post-implementation activity that is out-of-scope for this RFP?

193a.) Implementation of virtual stockrooms is in scope.

194.) As this is a fully electronic submission, please confirm that pricing forms should be submitted only as a separate attachment within the overall submission and that the provision of a “separate sealed envelope” should be disregarded.

194a.) “Separate sealed envelope” refers to the digital envelope in the Bidnet submittal system. Only digital submissions will be accepted. Pricing forms will need to be submitted separately in second digital envelope.


Signature below indicates that applicant has read all the information provided above and agrees to comply in full. This addendum is considered as a section of the Request for Proposal and therefore, this signed document shall become considered and fully submitted with the original package.
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