
                    

 

City responses to questions received as of 4/3/2026 
RFP #2026-001-AR • View the complete RFP 

1. What challenges or limitations has the City experienced with the current 
recreation management system that this procurement is intended to address? 

The primary purpose of this procurement is to comply with the City of Walnut 
Creek’s procurement policies while also evaluating modern recreation management 
software capabilities and industry best practices. The City anticipates continued 
use of a recreation management software system for program registration, facility 
bookings, memberships, and point-of-sale transactions across multiple divisions 
and locations. 

Through this process, the City is evaluating whether systems can better support 
current and future operational needs, including improved reporting, accessibility 
compliance, system integrations, and ongoing system support and development. 
Staff have identified several areas where enhanced functionality could improve 
efficiency and customer experience, including reporting and financial tracking tools, 
customer account management and search functionality, customer-facing receipts 
and account clarity, marketing and communication tools, and access to regular 
training and ongoing support. The City is interested in solutions that reduce manual 
workarounds, improve customer-facing clarity, and provide more flexible program, 
facilities, and financial management tools. 

The City is seeking a long-term vendor partner capable of supporting evolving 
recreation management industry trends, maintaining a highly responsive customer 
service approach, and providing a system that strengthens the relationship between 
the City, patrons, and partner organizations. 

2. Beyond the published selection criteria weighting, are there areas within 
functionality, implementation, or support that will receive particular emphasis 
during evaluation? 

The City will place strong emphasis on the vendor’s ability to plan, implement, and 
support the software solution, as well as the overall fit of the software to meet both 
current and future City needs. Particular emphasis will be placed on 
implementation approach, ongoing support processes, system reliability, 
accessibility compliance, data security, and the vendor’s ability to provide a stable, 
high-performing system with minimal disruption to operations. 
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The City is also interested in vendors that demonstrate strong customer support, 
clear implementation planning, scalability for future needs, and the ability to 
maintain system performance and uptime in accordance with service level 
requirements. These areas align with the highest weighted evaluation categories, 
including software solution fit and implementation and support capability. 

3. Does the City have a preferred implementation timeline or target go-live 
window, and what are the primary drivers behind that schedule? 

The City has established a general project timeline as part of the RFP process. 
Based on the current schedule, the City anticipates selecting a vendor in May 2026, 
obtaining City Council approval in May 2026, and beginning work with the selected 
vendor in June 2026. The implementation schedule and go-live timing will be 
developed in coordination with the selected vendor as part of the implementation 
planning process.  

The City’s current recreation management system contract expires on December 1, 
2026. The City could seek an extension of the current contract to allow for a longer 
implementation timeline if needed. While the final implementation timeline will be 
developed in coordination with the selected vendor, the City is interested in vendors 
with a proven track record of efficient, accurate implementations and successful 
data migrations within similar timelines. 

The primary drivers for the implementation schedule include completing 
procurement in accordance with City procurement policies, ensuring sufficient time 
for implementation and data migration, minimizing disruption to ongoing programs 
and services, and ensuring staff are properly trained prior to full system 
deployment. 

4. Which departments or roles will participate in proposal evaluation and 
demonstrations? 

On the proposal evaluation team, including participation in the demonstrations, we 
have representatives from across the Arts and Recreation department, including 
three office specialists from the social services, arts education, and field and facility 
rentals divisions, one supervisor from the aquatics division, and one administrative 
analyst. Additional staff users may participate in demonstrations by observing and 
providing feedback on system functionality relevant to their operational areas 
directly to the evaluation team. 

Portions of the proposals will also be evaluated by the City’s IT, Finance, Risk 
Management and Attorney’s Office staff. 

5. Are there any contractual, technical, or policy constraints related to payment 
processing that vendors should be aware of? 

The Recreation Management System must include an associated payment 
processing system for credit card processing and must support cashiering and 



point-of-sale transactions with associated transaction accounting. The system 
must also support accounting and finance coordination with City policies, including 
integration or custom formatted data exports that can be uploaded to the City’s 
financial system (Munis software from Tyler Technologies). 

Vendors should also be aware that the selected vendor will be required to meet the 
City’s contract, insurance, and indemnification requirements and must be able to 
execute the City’s standard Consultant Services Agreement and provide the 
required insurance certificates and endorsements. 

6. In Table 3, the revenues broken down by description total over $11 million, while 
Table 4 reflects $6.8 million. Can you confirm whether Table 4 is accurate and 
whether some of the revenues shown in Table 3 are processed elsewhere, or if 
POS transactions are intended to include all sales channels (including online), 
as that total is very close to the amount shown in Table 4? 

Table 4 represents the total point-of-sale (POS) transactions processed through the 
system for FY25, broken down by payment type. Table 3 provides a breakdown of 
major revenue categories processed through the recreation management system, 
such as program registrations, facility reservations, and memberships. 

The purpose of Table 3 is to provide context on the relative proportion of revenue 
generated by these major activity types compared to overall transactions. Table 4 
reflects total POS activity across all transaction types, while Table 3 highlights 
specific revenue categories that make up portions of those overall transactions. 

Vendors should assume the recreation management system must support all 
transaction types totaling over $11 million, including program registrations, facility 
reservations, memberships, point-of-sale transactions, and online transactions. 

7. Regarding the Implementation Approach section (3C) in the RFP, since we are 
the incumbent, I'm wondering if you require us to complete this section, as 
much of it may not be applicable to our current situation. Could you please 
clarify whether this section needs to be filled out or if it can be omitted? 

Proposers should not omit Section 3C (Implementation Approach), including 
incumbent vendors. While the City recognizes that implementation for an 
incumbent vendor may differ from a new system implementation, the City still 
expects respondents to complete this section. 

For incumbent vendors, this section should describe the approach to contract 
transition, system review and optimization, data cleanup, staff training, system 
improvements, and implementation of new modules or functionality that would 
improve system performance and staff use. The City views the next contract period 
as an opportunity to improve processes, optimize system configuration, and 
implement enhancements rather than simply continue the current configuration. 



Proposers should outline a clear plan and timeline for onboarding, training, system 
updates, and ongoing improvements. This may include an initial system review and 
optimization period following contract execution; cleanup of duplicate accounts or 
outdated configurations; implementation of new or underutilized modules and 
features; updated reporting and financial tracking tools; improvements to customer-
facing receipts and account management; and a structured training plan for staff. 
The City is interested in a roadmap for system improvements and enhancements 
over the first 6-12 months of the contract. 

If the incumbent vendor anticipates deploying specific new features, system 
enhancements, or process improvements during the contract period, those items 
should be identified in this section along with anticipated timelines, and may be 
incorporated into the final contract scope of work. 

8. How many users do you anticipate needing access to the system? Provide break 
down as below: 

• Front desk (transaction processing only): 85 
• Back office (configuration and transaction processing): 25 
• Unique online visitors/month (website): The City does not currently track 

unique online visitors to its recreation registration website, and this 
information is not available at this time. Proposers may describe any built-in 
analytics or reporting capabilities that would enable the City to better 
understand website traffic and user behavior in the future. 

9. What is the volume of online transactions?  

The majority of the City’s transactions are processed via credit card through the 
recreation management system’s online and point-of-sale platforms. In FY25, total 
transaction volume was approximately $6.86 million, of which $5.63 million was 
processed via credit card.  

Approximately 90% of transactions are completed online through the City’s public-
facing registration system. 

10. How many physical credit card terminals will you require? How many need to 
be wireless?  

Table 2 included in the RFP reflects the City’s current inventory of point-of-sale 
hardware by facility and are intended to provide general context on current usage. 
The City anticipates a similar scale of operation but is open to vendor 
recommendations regarding the number and type of terminals, including wired or 
wireless configurations, based on the proposed solution. 

The department has used Square and Eventbrite as third-party platforms to capture 
on-site sales transactions at events with a lot of individual SKUs, and for walk-in 
registration/sales. As such, vendors are encouraged to describe their recommended 
approach to point-of-sale hardware, including any options for wireless or mobile 



transactions, and how those would support operations across facilities and 
programs. 

11. Are there any additional systems you are using in your department that you 
would like to have integrated with the recreation management system? 

The City does not currently require integration with additional systems beyond those 
identified in the RFP. 

Historically, the City’s recreation management system has been integrated with 
Active Directory LDAP and DSX Access (access control), as well as Musco Sports 
Lighting and SkyLogix wireless switching and monitoring solutions (lights and locks). 
These integrations are currently not active. 

The City is interested in exploring mobile or portable point-of-sale solutions (e.g., 
Square or similar platforms) to support flexible, on-site transaction processing in 
the field or at events. 

Proposers may describe any relevant integration capabilities or experience with 
similar systems, including mobile payment solutions and potential opportunities to 
support future integrations if desired. 

12. Has a budget been established for this project?  Will you share the amount? 

The City has not established a formal budget or not-to-exceed amount for this 
project and is not disclosing a specific budget as part of this RFP. 

The City is seeking to understand current market rates and cost structures through 
the proposal process. Proposers should provide clear, transparent pricing, including 
a detailed breakdown of implementation costs, ongoing annual fees, and a 5-year 
total cost of ownership, as outlined in the RFP. 

13. Would the City consider accepting proposals by email and waiving the 
requirement for a mailed hard copy/USB to help reduce environmental impact 
and avoid potential delivery delays? If hard copies are required, would the City 
consider reducing the number of requested copies from five to two or three, 
supplemented by the USB version for distribution? 

The City will maintain the proposal submittal requirements as published in the RFP 
and is not modifying the requirement for hard copy submissions. 

This approach ensures consistency and fairness across all proposers and supports 
internal distribution needs without requiring the City to reproduce proposal 
materials using public resources. 

As noted in the RFP, proposers must submit a digital copy. The City does not require 
a USB format; proposers may provide a cloud-based link for the digital submission, 
provided it is accessible and downloadable by the submission deadline. 

14. How many bookable spaces (including segmented spaces) do you have?  



The City currently manages approximately 345 bookable spaces across its facilities, 
including both standalone reservable areas and segmented/multi-use spaces. 
Spaces include a mix of classrooms, studios, multi-purpose rooms, aquatics 
facilities, fields/courts, and outdoor reservable areas. 

This number is expected to increase, with additional spaces to be added as the City 
prepares for the opening of the new Aquatics and Community Center in 2027. The 
City anticipates continued growth and adjustments to space inventory as 
programming needs evolve. 

15. How many courses, camps, or programs do you offer annually? For example, if 
you offer "Lesson 101" five times a year, that counts as five courses. (Options: Up to 
40, Up to 150, Up to 750, Up to 2,500, Up to 5,000, More?) 

Up to 5,000. The City offers approximately 3,000 courses, camps, and programs 
annually, with variation by season. 

16. How many active card-holding members do you have? 

The City’s definition of “active card-holding members” includes participants 
enrolled in membership-based programs as well as individuals holding active 
passes for drop-in activities. The total number of active card-holding members is 
approximately 3,000. 

This includes senior club members, drop-in passholders, arts guild members, 
transportation participants, aquatics participants, and more. The City anticipates 
continued growth in this area, particularly in drop-in and pass-based programs. 

17. Do you need membership cards to unlock doors or turnstiles? 

The City does not currently utilize membership cards for door or turnstile access. 

However, the City is interested in the potential for this functionality in the future, 
particularly for facilities such as aquatic centers where controlled access may be 
beneficial. 

Proposers may describe any available capabilities related to access control, 
including integration with membership credentials, for future consideration. 

18. How many registers are needed for Point of Sale? 

The City currently operates approximately 9 point-of-sale registers across its 
facilities, with an additional 2 registers anticipated with the opening of the new 
Aquatics and Community Center in 2027. 

19. Who is your preferred payment provider for integration? 

The City does not have a required or preferred payment provider at this time. 
Currently, the City utilizes WorldPay as the payment processor for its recreation 
management system; however, the City is open to transitioning to an alternative 



provider if it results in improved integration, functionality, reporting, or overall 
system performance. 

Proposers should identify their recommended payment provider(s) (e.g., Chase, 
Global Payments, Clover/First Data, or others) and describe the benefits of that 
integration, including any impacts to user experience, financial reconciliation, 
reporting capabilities, and implementation. 

The City is also interested in implementing the ability to pass through credit card 
transaction fees to customers, where permissible. As such, proposers should 
indicate whether their payment solution supports this functionality, including any 
configuration options, compliance considerations, and customer-facing experience. 

The City’s priority is a seamless, secure, and efficient payment processing solution 
that is fully integrated with the proposed system and supports operational and 
customer service needs. 

20. Would you prefer a one-time client data import, a full data migration or no data 
transfer from your current RMS? 

The City anticipates data migration from the current recreation management system 
to preserve customer accounts, transactional history, and other key records. 
However, a full migration of all historical records may not be required. 

The City expects to prioritize active and recently active accounts, based on a 
defined timeframe or criteria (e.g., accounts with recent transactions or activity). 

Proposers should describe their approach to data migration, including data 
mapping, validation, and quality assurance processes. This should include how 
migrated data will be tested and confirmed through user acceptance testing prior to 
system go-live, as well as any assumptions, limitations, risks, and cost implications 
associated with migrating varying volumes of data. 

21. Do you need staff scheduling software? If so, how many staff members will 
need scheduling? Do you want certification tracking? 

Staff scheduling and certification tracking are not within the core scope of this RFP. 

The City currently utilizes separate systems for these functions (WhenToWork for 
staff scheduling and NeoGov for certification and employee record tracking). 
However, proposers may describe any relevant capabilities or optional modules 
their system offers in these areas, including potential integration opportunities. 

22. (Section 3E – Pricing, Page 8) What is the City's budget or not-to-exceed 
threshold for this project, including both implementation and ongoing annual 
costs? 

The City has not established a formal budget or not-to-exceed amount for this 
project and is not disclosing a specific budget as part of this RFP. 



The City is seeking to understand current market rates and cost structures through 
the proposal process. Proposers should provide clear, transparent pricing, including 
a detailed breakdown of implementation costs, ongoing annual fees, and a 5-year 
total cost of ownership, as outlined in the RFP. 

23. (Section 2A – Current Business Technology, Page 4) What is the total annual 
contract value of the current software system, including a breakdown of all 
licensing, support, and payment processing fees paid annually? 

The City is not disclosing the current contract value or detailed fee structure for its 
existing system as part of this RFP. 

Proposers should provide clear, transparent pricing, including all licensing, support, 
implementation, and payment processing fees, as well as a 5-year total cost of 
ownership, as outlined in the RFP. 

24. (Section 2A – Current Business Technology, Page 4; Section 1C – Scope of Services, 
Page 4) What is the City's current blended credit card processing rate (percent 
per transaction and cost per transaction)? Could the City provide a recent 
merchant processing statement from VantivTerminal/WorldPay that includes 
percent per transaction, per-transaction cost, card brand fees, and any other 
fees charged to the City? 

The City is not disclosing its current blended credit card processing rates or detailed 
merchant processing statements as part of this RFP. 

Proposers should provide complete and transparent pricing for payment 
processing, including all applicable fees (e.g., percentage rates, per-transaction 
fees, card brand fees, and any additional costs), as well as a clear explanation of the 
proposed fee structure. 

The City is seeking to understand current market offerings and evaluate options that 
provide competitive pricing, strong integration, and an optimal customer 
experience.  

25. (Section 1C – Scope of Services, Page 4; Section 2A – Current Business Technology, 
Page 4) Does the City currently pay credit card processing fees directly, or are 
any fees passed to end users at the time of transaction? 

The City currently absorbs all credit card processing fees, as the existing payment 
processing system does not support passing these fees to end users at the time of 
transaction. 

The City has taken steps to implement this capability in the future, including 
updates to the Master Fee Schedule and exploration of alternative payment 
processing solutions. The City is interested in a solution that supports passing 
through credit card transaction fees where permissible. 



Proposers may describe their experience supporting this functionality, including 
configuration options, compliance considerations, and customer-facing impacts.  

26. (Section 2C – Current Level of Use, Tables 3 & 4, Pages 5–6) Approximately what 
percentage of total payment volume is completed online versus in-person? 

The majority of the City’s transactions are processed via credit card through the 
recreation management system’s online and point-of-sale platforms. In FY25, total 
transaction volume was approximately $6.86 million, of which $5.63 million was 
processed via credit card.  

Approximately 90% of transactions are completed online through the City’s public-
facing registration system. 

27. (Section 1A – Organization Background, Page 3) Is Boundary Oak Golf Course 
within the scope of this RFP, or is it managed through a separate system? 

Boundary Oak Golf Course is not within the scope of this RFP and is managed 
through a separate system. While the golf course is owned by the City of Walnut 
Creek, it is operated by CourseCo and functions as an enterprise fund. 

28. (Section 1A – Organization Background, Page 3; Section 1B – Purpose of the RFP, 
Page 3) Does this RFP include ticketing for performances at the Lesher Center 
for the Arts, or is ticketing managed through a separate dedicated ticketing 
platform? 

Ticketing for performances at the Lesher Center for the Arts is not within the scope 
of this RFP and is managed through a separate, dedicated ticketing platform. 
Integration with this system is not required. 

29. (Section 2B – Current Network Technology, Table 2, Page 5) Heather Farm 
Community Center is listed in the device table with a notation of "not until 
2027." Should vendors include Heather Farm in the proposed implementation 
scope with a phased go-live, or should it be treated as an out-of-scope future 
expansion? 

Heather Farm Aquatic and Community Center is not expected to be operational 
until the end of 2027 and should not be considered part of the initial 
implementation scope. However, as noted in the RFP, the City is seeking a system 
that can support both current and future needs. 

Proposers should account for Heather Farm as a future expansion, with the ability to 
incorporate the facility into the system through a phased approach at a later date. 
As the new facility becomes operational, it is anticipated that certain existing 
operations (e.g., Clarke Swim Center) will transition to the new site, resulting in a 
net-neutral shift in overall facility operations. 



30. (Section 3C – Implementation Approach, Page 6; Section 4 – Project Timeline, Table 
6, Page 9) Does the City expect a single simultaneous go-live across all 
locations, or is a phased rollout by site preferred? 

The City has previously completed a single, simultaneous go-live across all 
locations, reflecting the integrated nature of its operations and systems. 

However, the City is open to proposer recommendations regarding the most 
effective implementation approach. Proposers may suggest either a single go-live or 
a phased rollout, but should clearly describe how their approach will maintain 
system integrity across locations, minimize operational disruption, and support a 
smooth transition for staff and customers. 

31. (Section 2C – Current Level of Use, Table 3, Page 5) The RFP reflects 26,557 
lifetime account records and 15,168 accounts with transactions since July 1, 
2024. Should vendors scope a full migration of all records, or only active/recent 
accounts? 

The City is open to proposer recommendations regarding the appropriate scope of 
data migration. While a full migration of all historical records may not be required, 
the City anticipates prioritizing active and recently active accounts, based on a 
defined timeframe or criteria (e.g., accounts with recent transactions or activity). 

Proposers should describe their recommended approach to data migration, 
including any assumptions, limitations, risks, and cost implications associated with 
migrating varying volumes of data (e.g., full historical records vs. a subset of active 
accounts). Vendors should also outline options for retaining or accessing legacy 
data, if not fully migrated. 

32. Clarify section B - written responses - is that where the detailed responses go? 

Yes. The detailed written responses to the Functional and Technical Requirements 
should be provided in Section 3B – Proposed Solution, as described in the RFP. 

Vendors may structure those responses in a format that clearly aligns with each 
requirement, provided the response to each item is complete and easy for the City 
to evaluate. 

33. What are the City’s top priorities for the first year of implementation—
improving staff efficiency, enhancing the resident experience, increasing 
participation, or something else?  
Please see responses to Questions 1 and 2, which outline the City’s priorities for 
system functionality, implementation, and overall solutions, including improving 
operational efficiency, enhancing the customer experience, and supporting long-
term system performance and scalability. 

34. How will you define and measure success for this project in the first 12–18 
months? Are there specific KPIs you track today, such as program fill rates, 
facility utilization, or revenue by activity type? 



The City will define success based on a successful implementation, including 
system reliability, minimal disruption to operations, and the system’s ability to meet 
current and future operational needs. The City places strong emphasis on 
implementation approach, ongoing support, system performance, and improved 
reporting capabilities. 

The City is also interested in systems that provide enhanced reporting and analytics 
to support program management, financial tracking, and operational decision-
making. Proposers may describe how their system supports these capabilities. 

35. What has worked well with your current system, and what are the biggest gaps 
you’re hoping to address with a new solution? Can you describe any current 
challenges residents face when registering for programs, purchasing 
memberships, or reserving facilities online? Which current processes create 
the most friction for staff across your facilities—such as registration 
management, reporting, financial reconciliation, or facility scheduling?  

Please see response to Question 1, which outlines key areas where enhanced 
functionality could improve staff efficiency, including reporting and financial 
tracking, customer account management, and reducing manual workarounds. 

36. How are residents primarily interacting with your services today (mobile, 
desktop, in-person), and how would you like that experience to evolve over 
time?  

Residents primarily interact with the City’s services through the online registration 
system, with approximately 90% of transactions completed online. In-person 
transactions also occur at front desk locations across facilities. 

The City is interested in continuing to enhance the online experience, including 
mobile usability, clear customer-facing information, and intuitive navigation, while 
maintaining efficient in-person service options for customers who prefer or require 
them. 

37. Regarding the functional requirements table and the "detailed responses" - 
would the City like them answered within the same column or a separate 
column to the right of the answer selection? 

The City does not require a specific format for responses within the Functional and 
Technical Requirements table. Vendors may provide detailed responses within the 
same column or in a separate column, provided each requirement is clearly 
addressed and the format is easy to review and evaluate. 


