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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

In March 2023, the City of Atlanta Office of the Inspector General initiated an investigation 
into the connection between a City employee and a senior executive of a City vendor after 
discovering email communications where the City employee shared confidential information 
pertaining to City solicitations and contracts. OIG also found an email communication where the 
City employee forwarded a City anti-corruption/anti-bribery policy to the senior executive, 
suggestive of a potential financial relationship between the parties. While OIG ultimately found 
no financial relationship between the City employee and the senior executive, the conduct of the 
City employee and the senior executive raised concerns regarding the inflation of task order quotes 
and the integrity of the solicitation process for an active City contract.   

OIG found several instances where the City employee shared project budget information 
with the senior executive in connection with task orders.  The senior executive’s company, in 
consultation with its prime contractor, would initially provide proposed costs for task order 
services; however, once the City employee provided budget details, the company and its prime 
contractor increased proposed costs to meet the budget allocations.  On the identified task orders, 
quotes increased at least $850,000 following the disclosure of budget information. 

OIG found the City employee attempted to influence the outcome of solicitations in favor 
of the senior executive’s company. The senior executive drafted the scope of work that would form 
the basis for two separate City solicitations.  The City employee and the senior executive used 
their personal email accounts to relay this draft scope of work. In addition, for one proposed City 
project, the senior executive edited and revised, as well as provided feedback on, the scope of work 
and a cost sheet submitted by the City employee. The City employee, in turn, listed the senior 
executive’s company as a potential bidder on the (subsequently canceled) proposed solicitation.  

  The senior executive’s company participated as a subcontractor for a joint venture on a 
later solicitation that incorporated the same draft scope of work. The City employee served as an 
evaluator on the project.  While the solicitation was pending, in breach of solicitation rules, the 
City employee provided information to the senior executive regarding the solicitation. The joint 
venture with which the subcontractor was associated won the award.  

In light of the communications between the City employee and the senior executive during 
the active solicitation, by rule, the joint venture for which the senior executive’s company served 
as a subcontractor should have been disqualified.  The joint venture was positioned to receive an 
unfair advantage in the City solicitation.  OIG did not make a recommendation regarding the joint 
venture because the extent to which the joint venture realized this potential advantage cannot be 
determined.  However, given the benefit to the senior executive’s company, OIG recommended 
the City suspend the senior executive’s company from further work on the contract.  
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BACKGROUND 
                                                                                    

The Compliance Division of the City of Atlanta Office of the Inspector General (OIG)  
conducted an investigation into communications between former Senior Public Works Manager 
Carla Lipscomb (currently a Department of Aviation employee) and former Senior Vice President 
for Oasis Construction Services (Oasis) J. R. “Robbie” Blanton. In March 2023, OIG found 
communications between Blanton and Lipscomb suggestive of collusion on Oasis transactions 
with the City. These emails were discovered as part of a separate investigation into alleged 
misconduct at a DPW facility.  

OIG initiated an investigation and took several investigative actions, including, but not 
limited to, reviewing City contracts and records, employee personnel files, employee financial 
records, and internal communications; and conducting interviews with City staff and vendor staff.   
 

FINDINGS 
 

DISCOVERED COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Lipscomb 
 
 According to records obtained from the City’s cloud-based human resources database, 
Oracle, Lipscomb was employed with DPW from July 2013 to July 2022. Lipscomb is currently 
employed with DOA as an airport assistant director. From July 2019 through July 2022, Lipscomb 
held the position of senior public works manager with DPW. In interviews and communications 
with Lipscomb, Lipscomb informed OIG that her duties as senior public works manager were to 
manage the City’s four landfills and the Hartsfield Yard Trimming Facility, review DPW contracts, 
complete “trigger packages” for new DPW contracts, and evaluate whether existing contracts 
needed to be renewed or extended, or whether additional funds need to be added.   

Arcadis, Oasis, and Blanton 

In 2009, the Atlanta City Council passed Resolution 09-R-1633, approving an 
architectural, engineering, and design services (A-E) agreement with Arcadis Joint Venture, a joint 
venture of Arcadis G&M, Inc. and Brindley Pieters and Associates, Inc. (Arcadis) for DPW, as 
well as other city departments. The initial term of the agreement was for two years, with three one-
year renewal options.  In September 2015, the City passed Resolution 15-R-4032, authorizing the 
City to enter into contract FC-7383A (the “Citywide Agreement”), a subsequent A-E agreement 
with Arcadis. The Citywide Agreement was to be completed on a task order basis. The City 
renewed the Citywide Agreement in 2018 and 2019. The contract was then extended multiple 
times until 2022.1 

 City records and communications indicate that Oasis has been a subcontractor for Arcadis 
for several years. Blanton informed OIG that Oasis performed a variety of tasks at City landfills 

 
1 Arcadis has two separate outstanding agreements with the City to provide A-E and construction services for the 
Department of Watershed Management and Department of Transportation expiring in July 2024 and November 2025 
respectively.  
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related to post-closure landfill care. These tasks included but were not limited to, managing design 
and permitting contracts to be approved by the Environmental Protection Division of the Georgia 
Department of Natural Resources (Georgia EPD), performing remedial projects, performing 
construction for groundwater protection, monitoring methane gas, and collecting gas. 

Blanton explained that Oasis had two main divisions, Environmental Solutions and a 
subsidiary company called Hybrid Consulting Services. Blanton informed OIG that as senior vice 
president for Oasis, he oversaw the Environmental Solutions side of the company. Blanton told 
OIG that he managed contracts that had designs and permitting requirements. Blanton informed 
OIG that Oasis worked extensively with DPW.2 Blanton identified Lipscomb as his contact with 
DPW and Lipscomb identified Blanton as her contact with Oasis. Although Arcadis was the named 
contracted party, according to Blanton, Oasis had assumed most of the responsibilities regarding 
post-closure care. This arrangement was echoed in a January 14, 2022, email from Arcadis Vice 
President John Dean to Lipscomb in which Dean wrote:  

I am glad that the City has seen fit to extend the time frame for the Arcadis-BPA 
contract (FC-7383A) such that Oasis can complete the Post Closure Care Services 
for FY22…. As always, our sub consultant Oasis Construction Services will be 
performing the bulk of the work under the direction of Robbie Blanton. 

Communications between Blanton and Lipscomb 

As part of this (and the prior) investigation, OIG found several emails between Blanton 
and Lipscomb in which Blanton communicates with Lipscomb regarding DPW contract execution, 
task order funding, solicitations, as well as City contract proposals.  OIG found emails where it 
appeared that Lipscomb provided potentially confidential information to Oasis and/or Arcadis on 
anticipated contract negotiations. Summaries of some of these communications are below.  

I. Communications in June 2017 
 

  On June 12, 2017, Lipscomb inquired with a DPW financial manager about the funding 
amount DPW had allocated for an upcoming task order, stating that she wanted to prepare 
legislative documents. On June 18, 2017, after being informed by DPW officials that two million 
dollars had been allocated, Lipscomb forwarded the internal DPW communications to Blanton 
with the instruction “See below. We need the task order for FY ’18.” Blanton responded by asking 
if Lipscomb knew “yet if there is 2MM or 3MM?” Lipscomb informed Blanton that it was 
$2,068,325.39. On June 18, 2017, Blanton then informed Lipscomb that he could “work up 
something for you to review.”  

 On June 22, 2017, Blanton emailed Dean (with Lipscomb carbon-copied) a cost scope 
summary for fiscal year 2018 and an Excel file titled “Landfill 5 Year Post-Closure Care Plan rev 
with FY17 actual (2) updated 3'13'2017.” In the email, Blanton told Dean that “Carla has 
confirmed the $2MM dollar amount for FY18. She asked me to start the legislation package…She 
is reviewing the attached currently. Once the summary is approved, I will work up the Task Order 

 
2 Oasis, along with Terracon Consultants, Inc., is part of a joint venture contract (expiring September 2025) with the 
City to provide inspections, subsurface investigations, and testing during the construction of various airport projects 
for the Department of Aviation on a task order basis.  
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buildup for you.” Blanton stated that he created the summary by “using the routine items plus some 
of the FY18 items from [Lipscomb’s] 5-yr estimates.”  

 On June 22, 2017, Blanton emailed Lipscomb a draft of the scope. Blanton told Lipscomb 
that he could “start working up the legislation for ARCADIS” and added that he “owe[d] them 
stuff for billing the balance of FY17” and that he had “the numbers from them to build it up.”  

II. Request to “Sell” a Task Order 
 

On May 26, 2020, Lipscomb emailed Blanton instructing him to revise a task order. In 
the email, Lipscomb wrote: 

I can only request funding for ~6 months since the contract expires in in 
(sic) Dec. Please revise the scope and dollar amount to reflect work for 6 
months (gown sampling, sewer line project, etc.). Lets (sic) discuss prior 
to asking Arcadis to revise T.O.  

After receiving a revised task order, Lipscomb inquired if $202,000 was enough money to 
complete a sewer project, to which Blanton replied that he did not know. Blanton and Lipscomb 
continued to discuss adjustments that could be made to the task order. Eventually, Lipscomb told 
Blanton to make sure the sewer project was fully funded in the task order, “because if something 
happens and Arcadis does not get the contract, [she] needs for the sewer project to be completed 
by the same company that starts it.”  In response, Blanton wrote Lipscomb:  

Ok I understand and makes sense. So I talked with Hybrid today and am 
trying to get a quick turnaround at least a high-side number. Then we can 
look at what we have and if we need more than 50% of the FY21 to get 
through CY20 to include the full sewer project and need to be at let’s say 
$900K or $1MM can you sell that? (emphasis added) 

III. Communications regarding Unidentified 2020 Engineering RFP 
 

On March 12, 2020, there were internal communications with Oasis staff about an 
engineering contract proposal the City had posted. An Oasis employee stated that they had left a 
voicemail with the City Department of Procurement (DOP) about the contract. On March 16, 2020, 
Blanton forwarded this discussion to Lipscomb and asked, “Is this totally separate from what DPW 
will use for consulting?” Lipscomb replied that she “guess[ed] so” as the solicitation “did not 
mention streets, sidewalks, landfills, etc.”  Lipscomb stated that she did not know “they were 
issuing a separate A&E solicitation.”  Blanton informed Lipscomb he would “[ask] John Dean 
what he knows.” Later, Blanton wrote Lipscomb: 

This is what I got from John Dean: 
 
Our understanding is that it will cover only DWM work. Public Works 
Renew ATLANTA ate (sic) developing a similar RFP we are told.  The 
FC-7383 contract expires on 11/09/2020, so FY2021 post closure work 
would either be awarded prior to expiration or under a new contract. 
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IV. Communications about an RFP from the Department of Enterprise Asset 
Management (DEAM) 

 
On January 7, 2021, in an email titled “A-E RFP,” Blanton emailed Lipscomb: 

This is what Arcadis told us: 

“Our focus is Watershed and Atlanta DOT.  We have been burned several 
times by the Department of Enterprise and Asset Management who will 
be the primary user of this contract.” 

So I am very confused about the new RFP and how it is similar/different 
than A-E contract we are currently in. 

Lipscomb replied to Blanton “it should be similar o (sic) to current contract. I provided my scope 
to DEAM. Will Oasis be able to submit alone?” Blanton replied that he was “not sure.”  

 
V. Communications about a DPW RFP 

 
In December 2020, Lipscomb emailed a document titled “LF Scope Draft 2020” (2020 

Scope) to Blanton. The document outlined the scope of services to be requested in, what seemed 
to be, an upcoming RFP to continue post-closure care for City landfills.  

From December 2020 through January 2021, Blanton submitted to Lipscomb several 
revisions to the 2020 Scope accompanied by instructions and guidance on which items Lipscomb 
should include in the finalized scope of work. For example, on December 15, 2020, Blanton 
emailed Lipscomb a revision to the 2020 Scope. The revision included comments and edits from 
Blanton.  

 

 
(Excerpt of the revised 2020 Scope with comments from Blanton) 

On December 21, 2020, Blanton advised Lipscomb that “the best way to handle the 
unknown line items is to just put in a number.” Lipscomb replied informing Blanton that she did 
not think “[they] will allow me to tell them my budget.” Blanton told Lipscomb that “each line 
item must be defined” and asked Lipscomb to put herself “in the bidder’s shoes.”   
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 On December 23, 2020, Blanton sent Lipscomb an email with the subject “revised post-
closure scope docs.” Attached to the email was a Word document titled “LF Scope Draft 2020 incl 
1.4 r2.” This document, like the “r1” document submitted eight days earlier, was a revised version 
of the 2020 Scope with comments and edits from Blanton. Also included in the email was an Excel 
spreadsheet titled “Landfill Post Closure Care RFP 12.2020 r3.” This document provided the 
estimated activity costs for all four City landfills. In the email, Blanton wrote: 

This required more work than I anticipated. I incorporated everything I already 
sent you so the Word doc has everything. I intended to send you a tracked-changes 
version and a clean version but I accidentally saved the clean version only. I made 
sure the scope tasks match the cost sheet. 

VI. Sharing Anti-Corruption and Anti-Bribery Policy (Hobbs Act Policy) 
 

On June 10, 2020, Lipscomb sent Blanton an email titled “HOBBS.” Attached to the email 
was the City of Atlanta Department of Human Resources “(HOBBS ACT) Anti-Corruption and 
Anti-Bribery Policy” which had been enacted on June 1, 2020. The policy was signed by Lipscomb 
and dated June 8, 2020. The email contained no message in its body.  
 

INVESTIGATION 

Blanton and Lipscomb 

Having discovered the above communications, OIG initiated an investigation into the 
relationship between Blanton and Lipscomb. OIG reviewed Lipscomb’s financial records to 
determine whether Blanton and/or Oasis had provided any financial compensation to Lipscomb. 
After reviewing Lipscomb’s financial records, OIG did not discover any evidence that Blanton 
and/or Oasis had paid, or otherwise compensated Lipscomb.   

 During interviews, Blanton and Lipscomb were asked to describe their relationship to one 
another. Lipscomb described Blanton as a professional acquaintance, whom she does not engage 
with socially. Blanton, conversely, indicated that he and Lipscomb are friends and that they have 
interacted socially. Blanton told OIG that Lipscomb attended annual client parties hosted by Oasis 
President Majid Zibanejadrad and shared personal details about herself and her family; and that he 
and Lipscomb had engaged in social activities together during professional conferences they had 
both attended and had family members who attended the same charter school.  

Task Orders Communications 

Blanton explained to OIG that the task order email communications, in which he appears 
to give instructions to Lipscomb on how to fund task orders, were part of the process to ensure that 
DPW projects were adequately funded. Blanton informed OIG that task orders have a fixed budget, 
so Oasis would “shift money around” by pulling from separate line items in a project budget to 
cover unexpected or emergency costs. Blanton said that, due to delays in City Council approval, 
Oasis always worked behind on task orders (i.e., by the time one task order was approved, another 
would be needed). However, Blanton said that one of the benefits of a smaller company like Oasis 
is that it had the flexibility to continue the work while payments were processed.  
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According to Blanton, Lipscomb was responsible for getting task orders through the 
legislation process. Blanton told OIG that Lipscomb did not have input on Oasis’ projected costs, 
adding that Lipscomb “didn't really have a way to” negotiate with Oasis and that Lipscomb “had 
to rely on [Oasis] to put together what the estimated costs were.” Blanton said that he did not recall 
Lipscomb ever referring Oasis’ estimates for an internal review process. OIG asked Blanton what 
Blanton meant by his comments in the June 22, 2017, email that he owed Arcadis “stuff for billing 
the balance of FY17” and that he had “the numbers from them to build it up.” Blanton informed 
OIG that the comment meant that he was “just filling out whatever’s left in the fiscal year 17 task 
order.”3   

 Lipscomb informed OIG that there were no internal sources that could validate Oasis’ 
projected costs. Although Lipscomb opined that she may have been able to discuss quote costs 
with the Department of Watershed Management (DWM), Lipscomb dismissed the feasibility of 
such an option stating that DWM would also have to rely on a vendor for information. In addition, 
Lipscomb informed OIG that she could not go around Oasis because Oasis would have to sign off 
on any work performed as the certified engineer for all projects related to the Citywide Agreement.   

OIG also asked Blanton and Lipscomb about the May 2020 emails (regarding funding for 
a sewer project that was to be part of a task order request).  Blanton and Lipscomb informed OIG 
that they were discussing items that needed to be funded for a six-month extension to a task order. 
Lipscomb stated that she went to Oasis for an evaluation of potential costs to fund the project. 
When asked to explain the “sell” language used by Blanton in the emails, Lipscomb stated that the 
“sell” language was Blanton asking Lipscomb to “pitch” to DPW management so that they could 
obtain enough money to get the project finished. Blanton told OIG that the “sell language” meant 
that he was seeking confirmation as to whether Lipscomb could get the legislation passed for the 
task order.4  

 Regarding Lipscomb’s direction that Blanton fully funds the sewer project for a 2020 task 
order in case Arcadis “does not get the contract,” Lipscomb told OIG that she wanted to make sure 
the sewer work was done by Oasis. Lipscomb told OIG that she trusted Oasis from its previous 
work. Lipscomb explained that she had bad experiences with other vendors. Lipscomb stated that 
she would not do an RFP for the sewer project because she would have to justify the work, and it 
is a longer process with plans that would need to be approved by Oasis and Georgia EPD.  

          In its review, OIG found several emails between Blanton and Lipscomb discussing funding 
for various task orders. In addition to the previously referenced communications from 2017 and 
2020, OIG found several other communications in which Lipscomb appeared to give Blanton 
notice of funds the City had made available for a task order before a service quote was requested 
by DPW from Arcadis. For example, in the communication below, Lipscomb alerted Blanton and 
Arcadis of funds that DPW had allotted for a task order, before the formulation of said task order.  

 
3 On September 5, 2017, approximately 80 days after Lipscomb informed Blanton that the City had allotted 
$2,068,325.39 in funding for the fiscal year 2018 task order, the Atlanta City Council adopted Resolution 17-R-4090 
issuing Task Order 60 to Arcadis “for architectural, engineering and design services, for post-closure care, 
maintenance, and upgrades of city-owned landfills in an amount not to exceed $2,068,325.39.” 
 
4 On August 17, 2020, approximately 80 days after Lipscomb and Blanton’s discussion regarding “selling” a task 
order for $900,000 to $1,000,000, the Atlanta City Council adopted Resolution 20-R-4186 issuing Task Order 138 to 
Arcadis on behalf of DPW for post-closure and landfill maintenance in an amount not to exceed $917,500. 
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OIG found other communications where it appeared that task orders were updated to meet the 
maximum amount of funding that DPW had budgeted, rather than for the costs of any proposed 
services requested by DPW. A sample of these communications can be found below.   
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RFP Communications 

I. The March 2020 Unidentified RFP           

As noted, in March 2020, Blanton sought verification from Lipscomb on whether a 
published City A-E solicitation was separate from the DPW consulting contract. Although 
Lipscomb could not provide any information about that solicitation, OIG asked Blanton what 
information he expected to acquire from Lipscomb that was not already listed in the RFP. Blanton 
told OIG that “if the City [was] going to be going through another contract mechanism that was 
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now a public offering….it would be good to just know [if the] solid waste work was moving too”  
so Oasis would “get on a team that's going to go after [the RFP] because maybe the way that [the 
City] is doing it now is going away.” OIG asked if Blanton was looking for advanced information, 
or a “heads up,” on the RFP; Blanton refuted this characterization and stated that the questions to 
Lipscomb were just for “informational” purposes. 

II. The DEAM RFP 

On September 4, 2014, Blanton forwarded a document called “LF post-closure RFP” (the 
2014 RFP) from his Oasis email address to his personal Gmail address. From his Gmail address, 
Blanton forwarded the document to Lipscomb’s Hotmail account. Five years later, on May 29, 
2019 (in the same email chain),  Lipscomb forwarded the 2014 RFP from her Hotmail account to 
her City email address. According to its file information, the 2014 RFP was created by Blanton on 
October 17, 2013.  

 
(File information for the 2014 RFP forwarded by Blanton to Lipscomb) 

The 2014 RFP described an unknown City solicitation for post-closure care services for city 
landfills. In the purpose section of the 2014 RFP, the following was written:  
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     (Excerpt of the 2014 RFP) 

In June 2019, a project manager for the Office of the Mayor (OOM) contacted then DPW 
Commissioner James Jackson to alert DPW that there would be an A&E “refresh” coming in 2020 
and to ask if there was a staff member in the Solid Waste division that could be part of the planning 
team. Jackson informed OOM that he would assign Lipscomb to the planning team. On August 2, 
2019, Lipscomb emailed OOM the “landfill post-closure scope.” Attached to the email was a 
document titled “DPW Landfill Post Closure Care_2020 AE Contract” (the 2019 Scope). 

 The 2019 Scope mirrored the language found in the 2014 RFP that Blanton had emailed 
Lipscomb. According to its file information, the 2019 Scope was authored by Blanton on August 
2, 2019.   
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(File information for the 2019 Scope) 

 

In March 2020, Lipscomb contacted DOP to ask about the status of the Citywide 
Agreement. In the communication, Lipscomb also informed DOP that she had submitted a scope 
of work to OOM for an upcoming A-E solicitation but never heard back. In response to the inquiry 
about the status of the Citywide Agreement, DOP informed Lipscomb that the City is no longer 
doing a “Citywide A/E.” Lipscomb was also informed that DOP had not received a trigger package 
for the upcoming A-E solicitation and that she should work with DEAM to ensure that DPW’s 
needs were captured in the trigger package that was being prepared. Lipscomb was given the 
contact information for the OOM procurement manager who had been assigned to manage the 
solicitation for DPW.  

In March 2020, DEAM informed DPW that it had received the scope of work that DPW 
had requested to be put into the upcoming A-E RFP. The scope of work DEAM attached in the 
email was the 2019 Scope.    

In April 2020, Lipscomb emailed the OOM procurement manager requesting an update on 
the new A-E solicitation. Lipscomb also asked the OOM procurement manager whether the City 
had done any advertising for the A-E solicitation, and if an evaluation team had been selected. 
Lipscomb inquired as to whether the new A-E solicitation would be executed before November 
2020 and informed the OOM procurement manager that she needed to know because she was 
“trying to decide funding for the remainder of the current contract.”  
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In April 2020, the OOM procurement manager informed Lipscomb that, as DEAM had not 
submitted its trigger package, they could not speak to any evaluators. Lipscomb was instructed to 
reach out to DEAM if she wanted input on evaluators. Lipscomb would later email the OOM 
Procurement Manager in July 2020 and again in August 2020 seeking updates on the A-E 
solicitation. During these same months, Lipscomb also emailed DOP and DEAM for updates on 
the A-E solicitation and to inquire as to whether the A-E solicitation would be executed prior to 
the Citywide Agreement expiration. In August 2020, DEAM informed Lipscomb that the new A-
E solicitation would not be executed before the expiration of the Citywide Agreement.   

On December 15, 2020, the City of Atlanta published advertisements for RFP-S-1210025 
and RFP-S-1210026 (referred to collectively as RFP-S-1210025/26). These RFPs were published 
on behalf of DEAM and sought “qualified contractors to provide as-needed citywide architectural, 
planning, design, engineering, and construction phase services for City facilities.” Both RFPs 
required interested parties to submit proposals to the DOP between December 15, 2020, and 
February 18, 2021.  

Included in RFP-S-1210026 was a Scope of Services containing paragraph-long 
descriptions of services to be provided to the City. Item 25 of the Scope of Services described the 
solid waste services solicited by the City. The description used nearly identical language to that 
found in the Purpose sections in the 2014 RFP, the 2019 Scope, and the 2020 Scope. OIG also 
notes that, although the published Scope of Services only featured a single paragraph, a draft 
version of the Scope of Services that had been submitted by DEAM included more detailed 
descriptions of the services to be provided and borrowed significant language from the 2014 RFP.  

 

 
(Section 25 Scope of Services summary for RFP-S-1210025/26) 

                                         
In December 2020, Lipscomb was selected as one of six evaluators for RFP-S-1210025 

and RFP-S-1210026. As a potential evaluator, Lipscomb was required to complete and sign a form 
titled “Agreement of Procurement Evaluators To Abide by the City’s Standards of Ethical 
Conduct” (Ethics form). The Ethics form required evaluators to agree that they “understand that 
each bid or proposal may contain sensitive or proprietary information concerning the bidders or 
proponents and that the City’s and [their] evaluation of the bids or proposals are confidential 
information until the contract is executed.” 
 

Evaluators were also required to agree that they would: 
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1. Not disclose any confidential information that [they] learn as a city employee 
while evaluating the bids or proposals 

2. Refer to the Chief Procurement Officer any request under the Open Records 
Act for information about the bids or proposals, the bidders or proponents, or 
the evaluation process, and 

3. Not use any confidential information for [their] own personal gain. 
 
For RFP-S-1210025 Lipscomb submitted a completed Ethics form, signed and dated on January 
6, 2021.5 

  On January 6, 2021 (the same day Lipscomb signed the Ethics form), Blanton wrote 
Lipscomb to ask her how DEAM’s A-E RFP differed from the (original) agreement. On January 
7, 2021, Lipscomb emailed Blanton to inform him that DEAM’s agreement should be similar to 
the (original) agreement. Lipscomb also informed Blanton that she had provided her scope to 
DEAM, and asked Blanton if Oasis would be able to submit a bid alone.   

 In January 2022, DOP informed four vendors that they were recommended for the award 
of RFP-1210026. Each of the awardees was issued a review score based on selected criteria during 
the evaluation process. One of the four awardees was ‘Design Renovation Engineering 
Architectural Management (DREAM) ATL Joint Venture’ (DREAM ATL), a joint venture of 
Engineering Design Technologies, Inc., KHAFRA Engineering Consultants, and H.J. Russell & 
Company. DREAM ATL had the third-highest score among the four awardees (finishing one point 
ahead of the fourth-place awardee). According to the scoring matrix for RFP-S-1210026, DREAM 
ATL received its highest6 evaluation points for “experience and past performance on similar 
projects.”  

 
5 OIG could not locate Lipscomb’s completed Ethics form for RFP-S-1210026.  In its Independent Procurement 
Review report for RFP-S-1210026, OIG noted that Lipscomb’s completed Ethics form was not on file. 
 
6 Technically, DREAM ATL received its highest evaluation points for OCC requirements; however, OCC evaluation 
points are issued under a responsive/non-responsive criterion.  
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     (Scoring Matrix for RFP-S-1210026)  

As part of the solicitation process, DREAM ATL was required to submit a ‘Contractor 
Disclosure and Declaration’ form. On that form, there is a section titled “Representations” in which 
DREAM ATL agreed to the following: 

All Offerors, including agents, employees, officers, representatives, lobbyists, 
attorneys and proposed partner(s), subcontractor(s) or joint venturer(s), will 
refrain, under penalty of the Offeror’s disqualification, from direct or indirect 
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contact, for the purpose of influencing the selection or creating bias in the 
selection process, with any elected or appointed City officials, City agencies, 
employees, representatives or agents, evaluation committee members, or any 
person who may play a part in the selection process. 
 

AND 

The blackout period begins with the advertisement of the synopsis and shall 
remain in effect until execution of the contract or the solicitation is canceled and 
will not be resolicited, whichever comes first. During the blackout period, all 
questions pertaining to this solicitation must be directed to the Department of 
Procurement’s assigned Procurement Professional or the appropriate Supervisor. 
Offeror or any representative, agent or other person acting on behalf of Offeror is 
prohibited from contacting any other City agency, employee, representative, or 
elected or appointed official regarding questions about this solicitation. 
Violations of this section will result in Offeror’s disqualification. 
 
In its submission to the City, DREAM ATL identified Oasis as one of the 

subcontractors/suppliers on the joint venture for RFP-S-1210026. According to the Subcontractor 
Contact form submitted by DEAM, Oasis would manage solid waste services for DREAM ATL. 
Oasis was responsible for two percent of DREAM ATL’s total bid evaluation and was to be 
responsible for two percent of the contract’s work.  

 DREAM ATL submitted to the City a prospectus titled Informational Proposal Volume 1 
(the Informational). In the Informational, DREAM ATL wrote that “DREAM Team member” 
Oasis has “performed post-closure maintenance and monitoring services for four closed City of 
Atlanta landfills” since 2011. DREAM ATL also provided the City a synopsis of Oasis’ history, 
and prior experience and identified Oasis as an award-winning “small women’s business 
enterprise.” DREAM ATL listed three Oasis employees as part of the joint venture’s “key 
personnel” and included those employees’ resumes in its submission to the City.  

On January 29, 2021, the City sent a letter to Oasis informing it that it had been certified 
as a Female Business Enterprise (FBE) with the City of Atlanta’s Equal Business Opportunity 
Program (EBO). Oasis CEO C. Lynn Zibanejadrad filled out a letter of intent for RFP-1210026 on 
February 4, 2021.  

On June 21, 2022, the Atlanta City Council passed Resolution 22-R-3847, authorizing the 
City to execute RFP-S-1210026(A) (the DEAM agreement) with DREAM ATL for architectural, 
planning, design, engineering, and construction phase services. The DEAM agreement was for 
three years, with two one-year renewal options, and for an amount not to exceed $25,000,000. The 
DEAM agreement specifies that services are issued on a task order basis. Approximately 20 City 
departments and agencies, including DPW, were authorized to issue task orders under the DEAM 
agreement.   
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III. The DPW RFP 

As discussed, from December 2020 through January 2021, Blanton advised Lipscomb on 
drafting the 2020 Scope. Although Blanton and Lipscomb made minor adjustments to the 2020 
Scope—such as including an overview section, revising word choice, and updating sections—the 
format, content, and language used in the 2020 Scope, like the 2019 Scope, largely mirrored the 
2014 RFP.  

 On January 8, 2021, Lipscomb sent DOP an email titled “DPW Landfill Post Closure Care 
Solicitation Trigger Packet.” The email had the following documents attached:  

• Landfill PCC Exhibit 3_Procurement Request Form_2021.rtf  
• Landfill Post Closure Care RFP Scope of Work 12.2020.docx 
• Landfill Post Closure Care RFP Minimum Requirements 12.2020.docx  
• Landfill Post Closure Care RFP Cost Sheet 12.2020.pdf  
• Landfill Post Closure Care Exhibit 4_TRANSMITTAL FORM-OCC-Risk-Dec 

2020.docx  
 

In the email, Lipscomb informed DOP that the attached documents were DPW’s landfill post-closure 
care trigger package. The document titled “Landfill Post Closure Care RFP Scope of Work 12.2020” 
was the same as the revised 2020 Scope. According to file information, the scope of work that 
Lipscomb had submitted to DOP, as part of DPW’s trigger package, was created by Blanton on 
December 14, 2020.  Additionally, the document titled “RFP Cost Sheet 12.2020” mirrored the cost 
sheet forwarded by Blanton to Lipscomb 

  
(File information for “Landfill Post Closure Care RFP Scope of Work 12.2020” document submitted by Lipscomb)   
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The document titled “Landfill PCC Exhibit 3_Procurement Request Form_2021.rtf” 
contained a City “Procurement Request Form.” Lipscomb filled out the form, identifying herself 
as the project manager. Lipscomb also identified herself as one of the proposed solicitation’s 
evaluation team members.  

In the Procurement Request Form, the filer is asked to list the name and complete contact 
information for contractors, that the filer is aware of, that may be interested in bidding on the 
solicitation. On the Procurement Request Form completed by Lipscomb, Lipscomb identified 
Oasis, along with two other vendors, as a vendor that may be interested in bidding on the 
solicitation and provided the contact information for Majid Zibanejadrad. 

 
(Excerpt of Procurement Request Form submitted by Lipscomb to DOP) 

When interviewed, Lipscomb explained that the 2020 Scope circulated by Blanton and 
Lipscomb was part of a potential DPW contract for landfill post-closure care services. Lipscomb 
explained that DPW had decided to do a department-only contract for these services as opposed to 
a citywide agreement. Lipscomb stated that DPW transitioning to a direct contract for post-closure 
care services would save costs. 

Lipscomb informed OIG that Oasis had assisted her in the past with developing 
procurements. Lipscomb stated that Oasis would not be able to participate in procurements it 
helped her on.  OIG pointed out to Lipscomb that she identified Oasis as a possible vendor for the 
post-closure care contract on the Procurement Request Form even though Oasis had assisted with 
drafting the scope of work. Lipscomb stated that she understood that putting Oasis as a potential 
bidder on the form “looked like a conflict” and stated that she “shouldn’t have done that.”  

Blanton initially told OIG that Oasis had not aided Lipscomb or DPW in drafting RFPs. 
However, after being shown the communications between him and Lipscomb regarding the 2020 
Scope, Blanton explained that Lipscomb had reached out to him for assistance on an RFP and that 
he had provided her a “boilerplate” form he had on hand. Blanton told OIG that Lipscomb did not 
have the background or expertise required to draft an RFP. Blanton stated that he assisted with 
Lipscomb’s revisions to be helpful and that Oasis had no interest in placing a bid on the RFP. 

  Blanton also told OIG  that, although the scope of work requested in the RFP did not detail 
services Oasis provided, he attended a pre-proposal conference for the RFP 7 to see which vendors 
were participating in the RFP. Blanton stated that he did not know that Lipscomb would list Oasis 
as a potential vendor for the RFP and offered that she listed Oasis just to fill in the blank on the 
Procurement Request Form.  

 
7 OIG discovered no evidence that a pre-proposal conference for this RFP ever took place.  
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From communications between DPW and DOP, OIG discovered that the trigger package  
Lipscomb submitted to DOP would later become City solicitation RFP-S-1210244.  

 According to the projected schedule sent by DOP to Lipscomb, the City intended to 
publicly advertise RFP-S-1210244 from March 15, 2021, through April 9, 2021. However, the 
City Department of Law (DOL) did not approve the RFP until June 2021. After DOL approved 
RFP-S-1210244, in June, July, September, and October 2021, DOP reached out to Lipscomb about 
setting up a pre-proposal conference meeting for the agreement. On October 4, 2021, Lipscomb 
emailed DOP that the City could cancel the solicitation. Lipscomb explained to DOP that DPW 
added funds to the existing contract8 and, also, that “the new AE solicitation” should be able to 
cover the landfill post-closure needs.  

The Anti-Corruption and Anti-Bribery Policy (Hobbs Act Policy) 

As previously mentioned, in June 2020, Lipscomb forwarded her completed Hobbs Act 
Policy paperwork to Blanton. The Hobbs Act Policy’s stated purpose was to: 

1. Set out the ethical guidelines for observing and upholding the City’s position 
on corruption or extortion and bribery; and 
 

2. Provide guidance to elected officials, members of management and appointed 
officials working for the City on how to recognize and manage potential 
corruption and bribery issues. 

The Hobbs Act Policy stated that it was only applicable to the City of Atlanta elected officials, 
members of management, and appointed officials. Nothing in the document suggested that the 
document was to be distributed to third parties or City vendors. OIG asked both Blanton and 
Lipscomb if they could explain why Lipscomb sent the policy to Blanton. Neither Blanton nor 
Lipscomb could explain why Lipscomb had forwarded the policy. 

The Citywide Agreement 

In the Citywide Agreement, it is stated that “cost estimating will be a means of ensuring 
budgetary discipline throughout the project development process.” Under the Citywide 
Agreement, the Commissioner of the user departments was assigned the responsibility for 
soliciting, authorizing, and implementing services. Arcadis was to furnish services for assigned 
work items or tasks based upon the written authorization to proceed from the user department 
commissioner or his/her designees.  In the event the City required the performance of any services, 
the City was to request from Arcadis a proposal detailing the scope of services, the schedule for 
completion of such services, and the fee budget based upon the hourly rates established in the 
Citywide Agreement.  

Upon the mutual acceptance of a proposal, the City (represented by the commissioner of 
the user department using the services) and Arcadis were to develop and execute a task order 
specifying the scope, schedule, and compensation for the services.  All task orders were to be 

 
8 On October 18, 2021, the Atlanta City Council approved Resolution 21-R-4065 which added $400,000 to the 
Citywide Agreement for landfill post-closure care and operations.  
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covered by the terms and conditions of the Citywide Agreement. Task Orders were to be reviewed 
and approved by “the Engineer” (unidentified).   

As far as implementation, for all services requested under the Citywide Agreement, the 
City was required to give Arcadis 15 days prior written notice setting forth the City's proposed 
scope of services. Arcadis was required to respond to the City, in writing, within 15 days after 
receipt of the City's proposal for services, including submittal of the estimate of the costs 
associated with the services, and other details necessary for the proper performance of the proposed 
services. The City or an authorized representative was required to examine documents submitted 
by Arcadis and render decisions within a reasonable time.  

 After the development of a cost estimate, the City could enter negotiations with Arcadis 
regarding those services and the compensation that would be paid for the services. The Citywide 
Agreement stated that negotiations would be based on the data submitted by Arcadis and an 
evaluation of the specific work hours required for each service. 

The City reserved the right to validate Arcadis’ cost estimates before acceptance. The City 
also could conduct an independent cost analysis to determine any differences in the work-hour 
estimates provided by Arcadis. The City maintained the option to reject any cost proposals 
submitted by Arcadis or request modifications to any cost estimates provided by Arcadis. The City 
and Arcadis were required to reach a mutual agreement concerning the scope and costs of the 
services before a work authorization for services was issued.   

Under the terms of the Citywide Agreement, Arcadis was intended to be the sole point of 
contact for the City regarding services. Section 6.5 of the Citywide Agreement states that if Arcadis 
subcontracted any of its services, it shall: 

(i.) Be responsible for the performance of services by the subcontractors;  
(ii.) Remain the City's sole point of contact for the services; and  
(iii.) Be responsible for the payment of any subcontractors. 

 
In addition, the Citywide Agreement stated that any sub-consultants9 performing services 

under a task order issued under the Citywide Agreement “shall not be permitted to participate in 
or provide services or work, as a proponent, bidder, joint venture partner, contractor or 
subcontractor, for any procurements or contracts involving construction, design-build, 
construction management at risk or similar construction project work for any project for which 
Services were performed under this Agreement, which shall be considered a conflict of interest for 
purposes of this Agreement.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 
9 The Citywide Agreement refers to sub-contractors and sub-consultants interchangeably. 



 

21 
 

ANALYSIS 

Blanton and Lipscomb 

The course of conduct between Blanton and Lipscomb, along with their communications 
and actions on task orders and solicitations raises several concerns.  

OIG found some indication that Blanton and Lipscomb were friends. Although Lipscomb 
described Blanton as merely a professional acquaintance with whom she had no social interaction, 
Blanton described a more personal relationship with Lipscomb. Blanton knew details about 
Lipscomb’s personal life and recalled social interactions with Lipscomb. Blanton also told OIG 
that Lipscomb attended annual holiday parties thrown by Oasis. Friendly communication, and/or 
friendship, between a vendor and program manager is not, by itself, improper. However, it is 
concerning if friendly relations extend into matters where there is, or may be, conflict with the 
City’s interests.  

 At times, Blanton and Lipscomb’s working relationship seemed more akin to a partnership 
than the arm’s length business arrangement one would expect between a vendor and program 
manager. For example, when Blanton and Lipscomb collaborated on drafting the scope of work 
for a City RFP, Blanton suggested assigning a dollar amount to undefined line items in the 
solicitation. However, Lipscomb informed Blanton that the City did not allow her to share budget 
information in a solicitation. After being told this, Blanton  instructed Lipscomb to “put [herself] 
in the bidder’s shoes.” Disregarding the conflicts that arise from Blanton and Lipscomb co-
authoring a City RFP (which will be discussed later), it is informative that Blanton asked 
Lipscomb, the City’s representative, to consider the bidder’s needs despite the apparent conflict 
between Blanton’s desire to include dollar amounts in the solicitation and the City’s position that 
budget information not be shared.     

   There is also the May 2020 email where Blanton asked Lipscomb to “sell” the City on a 
task order quoted price. Neither Lipscomb’s description that the “sell” language was meant as a 
substitute for “pitch,” nor Blanton’s explanation that he was asking about Lipscomb’s likelihood 
of getting task order legislation approved, completely explains why the two were having such 
discussions. It was not Lipscomb’s role to “sell” or “pitch” the City on anything on behalf of a 
vendor. Rather, Lipscomb’s role was to identify which services the City needed, solicit a task order 
quote from the vendor for such services, and then present the quoted costs to the City for approval. 
Moreover, as the City’s representative, Lipscomb should have been negotiating costs in favor of 
the City. Lipscomb should have been “selling” or “pitching” the City’s position to Blanton, not 
the reverse.  

In addition to collaboration, OIG observed communications in which Lipscomb, Blanton, 
and/or Arcadis, shared private or confidential information. At times, it seemed as though Lipscomb 
was treated as a quasi-Oasis employee, as Lipscomb’s email address was included on addressee 
lists that were otherwise exclusive to Arcadis and Oasis employees. In some of these 
communications, Arcadis and Oasis would provide Lipscomb updates on items such as due dates 
and meeting topics. On others, however, matters such as pricing and proposed activities on City 
contracts are discussed; matters one would expect that Oasis and Arcadis would want to keep 
confidential from the City.  
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Lipscomb, likewise, shared with Oasis and/or Arcadis internal City conversations that 
should have remained confidential. OIG observed a repeated pattern where Lipscomb would email 
other City employees to ask, what would seem to the City employee to be, innocuous questions 
about DPW projects (e.g., the status of a pending task order or procurement, or the available 
funding for a project) only to then forward these internal communications to Oasis and/or Arcadis.  

An example of the above-described pattern can be seen in the June 2017 communications 
between Lipscomb and a DPW financial manager. In those communications, Lipscomb asked the 
DPW financial manager the funding amount DPW had allocated for an upcoming task order so 
that she could “prepare legislative documents.” After being informed that DPW had allocated 
approximately two million dollars, Lipscomb forwarded her communications with the DPW 
financial manager to Blanton with the instruction “See below. We need the task order for FY ’18.”  

Sharing the City’s confidential information to assist Oasis and/or Arcadis would violate 
Section 2-1487 of the City of Atlanta Code of Ordinances (Atlanta Code) which states that it is 
“unethical for any employee…to willfully use confidential information for actual or anticipated 
personal gain or for the actual or anticipated personal gain of any other person” as well as Section 
2-819 of the Atlanta Code which states: 

No official or employee shall disclose confidential information concerning the 
property, governing operations, policies or affairs of the city, except when 
required by state or federal law or by a court order or lawful subpoena, nor shall 
such official or employee use such confidential information acquired in an official 
capacity to advance the financial interest or personal interest of the official, 
employee or others in any instance where such would conflict with the best 
interest of the city. 

Even if Lipscomb did not intend to provide any financial or other benefit, or actual or anticipated 
gain to Oasis and/or Arcadis, forwarding internal City communications regarding City business to 
a non-city actor defies general expectations for City employees. Sharing confidential 
communications undermines the City’s interests. By forwarding internal conversations to Oasis 
and Arcadis, Lipscomb abused her colleagues’ trust and disregarded their legitimate expectation 
that their communications with each other would be kept confidential. 

Task Orders 

The communications between Blanton and Lipscomb on task orders raised concerns 
regarding a lack of oversight and improper process.  

As a threshold matter, according to the Citywide Agreement, Arcadis was to serve as the 
City’s point of contact. However, it appears that Arcadis had delegated that role to Oasis, as  
Lipscomb solicited task orders directly from Oasis, which in turn would relay its proposals to 
Arcadis so that they could be formally submitted to DPW. 

  Under the Citywide Agreement, task orders were to be issued after the user agency 
requested a quote for specific services from Arcadis. After receiving a quote, the City then had the 
option to either reject the proposal, accept the proposal, and/or negotiate different terms. The 
Citywide Agreement also permitted the City to independently validate proposed task order costs 
and to negotiate with Arcadis about task order costs. These provisions suggest that the City 
contemplated a need to verify, adjust, and/or decline Arcadis’ proposed task order costs. These 
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provisions accord with the Citywide Agreement’s stated intention that cost estimating be used to 
ensure budgetary discipline throughout the project development process. 

However, the evidence suggests that the cost control provisions contained in the Citywide 
Agreement were to an extent disregarded.  In several communications, Lipscomb disclosed to 
Oasis and Arcadis the funds that the City had budgeted before the request for a task order quote. 
There is evidence that Oasis and Arcadis would draft task order quotes to match the funds the City 
had made available, as they became available. In the discussions observed, Oasis quoted 
approximately $850,000 in services to match increases made to DPW’s budget.  

Based on OIG’s review of email correspondence, Lipscomb requested task order updates 
with minimal, if any, direction as to what content would be included in the task order quote. It is 
not clear whether the increased quoted costs were for services Lipscomb had determined the City 
needed. However, the need for the services included in the updated task order quotes could not 
have previously been determined, as they were not included in the original task order quotes 
submitted by Oasis. It is curious then that Lipscomb would allow the vendor such autonomy in 
apportioning the increased funds and/or adding services to the task order. 

It appears the changes to task order quotes were made to reflect the maximum City funds 
available, and not to specific services Lipscomb wanted added. For example, in the July 2019 
email where Lipscomb informed Blanton that the budget had been increased to $1.5 million, 
Lipscomb instructed Blanton to add the “additional funds” to a project, without referencing a 
particular item or service she wanted added to the project.  

It is reasonable for a project manager to adjust a task order quote to match increases in 
funds. There may have been, for example, items and services excluded from the original task order 
quote due to budgetary limitations. However, upon being notified of any increases to DPW’s 
budget, Lipscomb could have requested that Oasis provide a quote for specific services she wished 
added to the task order quote without discussing the funds the City had made available.   

Both Blanton and Lipscomb stated that there was no validation or negotiation process for 
task order quotes and, according to Blanton, Lipscomb was “reliant” on Oasis for estimates.  
Lipscomb informed OIG that there were no other parties who could assist her in reviewing Oasis’ 
quotes.   

Failure to exercise oversight on task orders exposes the City to an increased risk of waste, 
as the City may allot more money than was required for solid waste projects and/or acquire 
unnecessary services. Oasis and Arcadis, as vendors, have an incentive to quote at higher rates 
and/or to provide extra billable services. Lipscomb, as DPW’s representative and the subject matter 
expert, had a responsibility to make sure that task orders were crafted to acquire necessary services 
at a fair and reasonable cost. The need for such oversight is clear in situations such as this, where 
the vendor requests that City employees “sell” task order quotes or states that they “owed” the 
primary contractor for billing the balance of a fiscal year budget and would give the primary 
contractor “the numbers…to build it up.” 

Solicitations 

In March 2020, when Blanton reached out to Lipscomb for information on a DWM 
solicitation, Blanton told OIG that he had contacted Lipscomb to find out whether Oasis needed 
to “get on a team that is going to go after the RFP.” Although Lipscomb could not provide any 
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substantive information, the fact that Blanton reached out to Lipscomb, rather than DOP, for 
information on a public solicitation for a different City department, illustrates the pattern of 
exchanging confidential information about City solicitations between Blanton and Lipscomb. In 
that instance, a prospective bidder on a City solicitation reached out, in private, to a  City employee 
for information about a public solicitation. Actions like this lead to unfair solicitation awards and 
demonstrate conduct the City’s Procurement Code prohibits. 

The exchange of information between Blanton and Lipscomb was not limited to simply 
information gathering. The evidence suggests that Blanton and Lipscomb coordinated with one 
another to secure solid waste work for Oasis on at least two occasions. The 2014 RFP, which 
Blanton drafted and shared with Lipscomb, would become the basis for three City solicitations in 
which Lipscomb participated. The manner in which Lipscomb came to possess the 2014 RFP is 
itself indicative of collusive activity between Blanton and Lipscomb, as Blanton first emailed the 
2014 RFP from his Oasis email address to his personal email address and then from his personal 
email address to Lipscomb’s personal email address, and Lipscomb then emailed the 2014 RFP to 
her City email address.   

Lipscomb used the 2014 RFP as the basis to form the scope of work for  RFP-S-1210025/26 
as well as (the later canceled) RFP-S-1210244. For RFP-S-1210244, the use of a scope of work 
drafted by Blanton, alone, gave Oasis an unfair advantage in securing the solicitation. However, 
Lipscomb also shared revisions made to the 2014 RFP with Blanton, consulted Blanton on the 
language and provisions that should be included in the scope of work, and also provided the 
estimated costs for RFP-S-1210244. Despite Blanton’s participation in drafting the scope of work 
for RFP-S-1210244, Lipscomb included Oasis on the Procurement Request Form as a vendor that 
might be interested in participating in the solicitation.  

Had RFP-S-1210244 not been canceled, Oasis would have had an unfair advantage over 
other potential bidders. Oasis would have had early knowledge of the City’s proposal which would 
provide additional time to prepare its response and knowledge of the substance of the work that 
had been requested. Oasis also would have had the opportunity to propose modifications to the 
scope of work that better fit Oasis’ specifications. 

Lipscomb acknowledged that Oasis should not have been permitted to participate in the 
solicitation and that her inclusion of Oasis as a potential vendor created a conflict. However, 
Blanton told OIG that he was merely helping Lipscomb because she did not have the requisite 
experience or background to compose solicitations. Blanton described the scope of work he had 
provided to Lipscomb as a “boilerplate” form.  Blanton also stated that Oasis had no interest in the 
solicitation, as the work requested in the solicitation were not services Oasis provided, stated that 
he did not know Lipscomb included Oasis on the list of potential vendors, and suggested that 
Lipscomb did so to fill in a blank question.  

For several reasons, OIG questions the veracity of Blanton’s statements. First, Oasis’ 
participation in RFP-S-1210026 (which had the same scope of work as RFP-S-1210244) indicates 
that Oasis did indeed perform the services identified in RFP-S-1210244. Also, contrary to 
Blanton’s statements, the scope of work Blanton provided Lipscomb was not a “boilerplate” form; 
it was crafted specifically for post-closure operations managed by DPW.  

OIG also questions Blanton’s assertion that he only assisted Lipscomb with drafting the 
solicitation to be helpful. Blanton submitted multiple edits to and revisions of the 2020 Scope 
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which, in his own words to Lipscomb, consisted of “more work” than he had anticipated. Blanton 
also advised Lipscomb throughout the revision process and created a cost sheet with individualized 
line items and cost projections. It is implausible that Blanton would commit as much time and 
effort assisting Lipscomb on the solicitation if there was no potential benefit to Oasis.  

Lipscomb sought consultation in drafting a City solicitation from a vendor who, she would 
later acknowledge, might have been interested in bidding. At best, this demonstrated a serious 
lapse in judgment; at worst, Lipscomb knew it was improper to have Blanton consult on the 
solicitation and intended to influence RFP-S-1210244 for Oasis’ benefit. The fact that DPW 
canceled RFP-S-1210244 does not mitigate the impropriety of Lipscomb’s conduct.  

Lipscomb’s actions suggest a pattern of behavior to ensure that Oasis would be awarded 
solid waste work for DPW. This pattern is consistent with other measures Lipscomb has taken 
regarding Oasis, such as fully funding a sewer project on a task order to ensure that Oasis would 
complete the assignment. Lipscomb informed OIG that she did this because she “trusted” Oasis.    

For RFP-S-1210025/26, as in RFP-S-1210244, Lipscomb used the 2014 RFP to form the 
basis for the solicitations’ solid waste scope of work. Lipscomb secured a spot as an evaluator on 
RFP-S-1210025/26, as she had done for RFP-S-1210244 before the cancellation of that 
solicitation. In both solicitations, Lipscomb had improper communications with Blanton about the 
solicitations: for RFP-S-1210244, the improper communications occurred before the solicitation 
had been made public; for RFP-S-1210025/26, the improper communications occurred after the 
solicitation had been announced but before the contract had been executed, a time known as the 
blackout period. According to the City’s blackout period policy, during the blackout period, 
solicitation respondents and their representatives are prohibited, under penalty of disqualification, 
from communicating with any City employees or officials except the assigned DOP employee(s).   

While serving as an evaluator for RFP-S-1210025/26, Lipscomb contacted Blanton to 
inform him that the solicitation should be similar to Oasis’ current contract. Lipscomb also 
informed Blanton that she had sent her scope of work to DEAM. Finally, Lipscomb inquired 
whether Oasis would be able to submit a bid by itself, to which Blanton stated that he was 
uncertain. 

Considering that Blanton had, only a day prior, reached out to Lipscomb to inform her that 
Oasis’ (soon-to-be former) primary contractor, Arcadis, would not enter a bid for RFP-S-
1210025/26 and that Oasis was uncertain how it could participate in the solicitation, the 
information Lipscomb provided could have been used to help Oasis secure a new primary 
contractor.  Having detailed knowledge about the DPW scope of services, as well as direct 
communication with someone on the evaluation team for RFP-S-1210025/26, would make Oasis 
an advantageous partner for a potential bidder.  

Ultimately, Oasis was able to participate in the solicitation of RFP-S-1210026 by joining 
DREAM ATL. Records published on the City’s financial transparency website, 
checkbook.atlantaga.gov (Checkbook), indicate that between July 2023 and January 2024, the City 
has paid DREAM ATL $1.38 million dollars for services. All services billed were for DPW landfill 
closure and post-closure care. OIG found no other invoices for DREAM ATL. This suggests that, 
as of the date of this report, Oasis has been responsible for all paid services rendered by DREAM 
ATL.  
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In light of Blanton’s and Lipscomb’s communications on RFP-S-1210025/26, and other 
conduct between Blanton and Lipscomb, Oasis, and by extension, DREAM ATL, should have 
been disqualified from the solicitation. DREAM ATL affirmed, under penalty of disqualification, 
that it would not contact any City employees to discuss the solicitation during the blackout period.  
DREAM ATL also affirmed, again under penalty of disqualification, that all its subcontractors 
would refrain from direct or indirect contact with any evaluation committee members to influence 
or create bias in the selection process. 

 Although OIG does not have any information that DREAM ATL received, or otherwise 
acted upon any information Lipscomb provided Blanton, the potential for DREAM ATL to have 
used such information to help shape its proposal and the potential for Lipscomb to have exerted 
influence on the evaluation of the proposal tainted the solicitation process.  

Omitting Oasis from DREAM ATL’s bid, by itself, would not remedy the potential 
advantages DREAM ATL obtained. In addition, there are practical considerations that prevent  
Oasis’ omission from DREAM ATL’s bid evaluation. As discussed previously, much of DREAM 
ATL’s evaluation score was attributed to its prior experience and past performance on similar 
projects. In its submission for RFP-S-1210026, DREAM ATL cited, on multiple occasions, the 
experience and expertise Oasis added to its team, listed Oasis employees as key personnel, and 
identified City projects that Oasis had worked on previously.  
 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

OIG’s review confirmed that Blanton and Lipscomb collaborated on the scope of work and 
cost sheet for an RFP submitted (and later rescinded) by DPW before DPW had released the RFP 
to the public. OIG’s review also confirmed that Lipscomb, while serving as an evaluator on a 
DEAM RFP, provided information about the solicitation to Blanton. Communications between 
Blanton and Lipscomb revealed inappropriate coordination and collaboration on matters 
concerning project billing and suggested, generally, that Lipscomb abdicated her oversight 
function regarding reviewing task orders. Although, OIG found no evidence of a financial 
relationship between Blanton and Lipscomb, the communications between Blanton and Lipscomb 
violated several Atlanta codes, policies, and professional standards.   

The repeated instances of Oasis improperly soliciting and/or receiving information from 
City employees about City contracts raises questions about whether the City should continue to do 
business with this vendor. The potential unfair advantage Lipscomb provided to Oasis on the 
DREAM ATL bid for RFP-S-1210026 merits, at minimum, excluding Oasis from performing any 
further work under the contract. It is unclear how the City might excise Oasis from its evaluation 
of DREAM ATL’s bid or otherwise remedy any unfair advantage DREAM ATL may have directly 
or indirectly obtained from Blanton/Oasis. OIG notes that Section 22.1 (d) of the DEAM 
agreement permits the City to terminate the agreement immediately if it is determined that 
DREAM ATL engaged in any behavior that is dishonest, fraudulent, or that violates any City 
Ethics ordinance.10  

 
10 If RFP-S-1210026(A) was terminated by the City for cause, Section 22.2 of the DEAM agreement states that 
DREAM ATL would be liable for all costs in excess of the charges for all terminated services reasonably and 
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OIG referred this matter to DPW and DOP so that these departments may take any remedial 
actions deemed appropriate. OIG also recommended the following: 

1. DOP suspend Oasis from further work on RFP-S-1210026.  

 

 
necessarily incurred by the City in completion of the lost services, including the cost of administration of any 
agreement awarded to other persons for completion.    

 


