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CITY OF ATLANTA OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL RESPONSE TO  

CITY RELEASE / CITY ATTORNEY COMMENTS 
       

Below please find a statement of the City of Atlanta Office of the Inspector General (OIG) 
responding to the Dickens Administration’s unfounded and incendiary comments1 concerning 
the December 4, 2024 OIG report.2  
 

* * * 
 
As part of its oversight function, OIG will periodically release the results of an investigation that, 
based on a variety of factors, it has determined warrants public review. Before releasing its 
investigation results to the public, OIG will share its findings with persons, parties, and/or City 
departments who can confirm, supplement, or refute findings included in the investigation report. 
OIG does not respond generally to the input received but will make corrections to the record 
should such errors be discovered.  
 
In November 2024, OIG concluded an investigation into potential violations of City procurement 
provisions in connection with the ATL311 customer relationship management system 
solicitation. In advance of the public release of its investigative findings, OIG provided 
investigation details to the Office of the Mayor, Department of Procurement (DOP), Atlanta 
Information Management, and ATL311/Customer Service. The City issued a letter responding to 
the findings of the OIG investigation where it rejected OIG’s recommendation and disputed 
several legal and factual findings in OIG’s report. OIG reviewed the City’s letter and found no 
information contained in the City’s response that altered any of the conclusions or findings 
included in its report. As a result, in December 2024, OIG released a version of the report to the 
public that was virtually unchanged from the version the City had received in November 2024. 
OIG noted the City’s objections to the findings in its report and in its press release, and posted 
the full City response letter on the OIG website alongside the report.  
 
As the investigation has concluded, OIG considered its role in this matter to be finished. 
However, after the release of its findings, City officials, specifically the City Attorney, have 
made several public statements not only challenging the findings of the report but the 
professionalism of OIG’s staff and the motivations of this office. While it is OIG’s stated 
practice to allow for its work to “speak for itself,” due to the public accusations by City officials, 
OIG deems it necessary to take the unprecedented and unfortunate additional step of further 
correcting the record on an investigation OIG deemed settled.  
 
Before addressing the specific allegations that the City has lodged against this office, it is worth 
noting the following unchallenged findings included in the report:  

 
1 https://www.atlantaga.gov/Home/Components/News/News/15280/672  
https://www.fox5atlanta.com/news/atlanta-city-attorney-allegations-inspector-general-report-venor-favoritism  
2 https://atloig.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/report.accenture.12.4.24.pdf  

https://www.atlantaga.gov/Home/Components/News/News/15280/672
https://www.fox5atlanta.com/news/atlanta-city-attorney-allegations-inspector-general-report-venor-favoritism
https://atloig.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/report.accenture.12.4.24.pdf
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1. The vendor cited its work on the mayor’s transition team to arrange meetings with City 

officials.  
2. The vendor communicated with high-ranking City officials regarding the customer 

relationship management (CRM) project without DOP’s knowledge or consent while 
there was an active Request for Information (RFI).  

3. The vendor was a respondent on the RFI. 
4. No other vendors were privy to these communications.  
5. Section 5.0 of the RFI “strictly prohibited” respondents from “contacting any other City 

employees or any third-party representatives of the City” on any matter having to do with 
the RFI; Section 5.0 required that all communications from respondents concerning the 
RFI be made to the “City’s contact person, or any other City representative designated by 
the Chief Procurement Officer (CPO) in writing.”  

6. In August 2022, the CPO wrote a letter to the City’s chief operating officer (COO) 
advising that the vendor had violated the terms of the RFI by communicating with City 
officials about the CRM project while the RFI was active, and as a result, the vendor 
should be barred from any future solicitations related to the CRM project.   

7. The vendor was allowed to participate in the CRM solicitation and was awarded the 
contract for the CRM project.  

8. During the review of the vendor’s bid, prior to the award of the contract, OIG’s 
Independent Procurement Review Division (IPro) noted deficiencies in the vendor’s bid 
in addition to the above-referenced communications during the CRM’s RFI, such as the 
omission of financial information and the failure to reach the City’s small business 
enterprise (SBE) participation threshold.  

9. IPro communicated its findings to DOP in November 2023 and alerted DOP that the 
matter had been referred to OIG’s Compliance Division for review.  

10. During OIG’s review, it found evidence that the vendor had advanced communications 
regarding the solicitation and communicated with City officials during the RFI period in 
violation of DOP policies, and the terms of the RFI.  

11. OIG also found that the vendor did not meet the City’s SBE’s goal on the agreement.  
12. OIG found evidence that the City had exempted the vendor from the solicitation SBE 

requirement, and that the City made a false statement to IPro regarding the vendor’s 
purported good faith efforts to meet the SBE goal.  

13. A respondent who fails to meet a solicitation SBE goal and to make good faith efforts,  
by law, cannot be awarded the contract.   

Having detailed the uncontested facts of OIG’s report, OIG will now address the City’s specific 
allegations against OIG contained in the City’s December 4, 2024, press release on the City’s 
website.   

 
1. “The [OIG report] Conclusion Is Wrong Due to a Flawed and Unprofessional 

Investigation” 

Although the City has called OIG’s investigation unprofessional on several occasions, nowhere 
in its report does the City describe or elaborate on any specific conduct that it has determined to 
be unprofessional or inappropriate. OIG notes that, through the November 2023 IPro report, the 
City was given one-year prior notice of OIG’s investigation. In consideration of their schedules, 
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OIG was flexible in arranging interviews with City officials, allowing for multiple reschedules, 
with some interviews postponed for weeks and months. OIG provided all parties interviewed 
notice of what the subject of the interview would be in advance of the interview. OIG did not 
compel statements from parties that declined to be interviewed. Several of the interviewed 
parties were accompanied by outside counsel. OIG relied only on documents obtained, and 
statements made to draw its conclusions. Accordingly, the City’s unsupported statement that 
OIG’s investigation was unprofessional and conducted using inappropriate methods lacks any 
basis.  
 

2.  “OIG conflates the purpose of a Request for Information (RFI) with a Request for 
Proposal (RFP)”  

In its response, the City has repeatedly claimed that OIG “conflates the purpose of a Request for 
Information (RFI) with a Request for Proposal (RFP)” and that “an RFI does not have a 
“blackout” period.”  While the report details multiple instances where City officials referred to 
communications during the active RFI as occurring during the “blackout” period, OIG made no 
assertion that the vendor violated the City’s blackout period. At all times, OIG noted that the 
vendor violated Section 5.0 of the RFI, and also the policies contained in the (then-current) DOP 
SOP.  The report describes the two types of solicitations, RFI and RFP, generally, and the 
specific actions taken with regard to the CRM: RFI-S-1230013 and RFP-S-1230072.  The report 
does not conflate the two. 
 

3. “OIG failed to acknowledge that reviewing internal solutions with vendors like 
Microsoft, Accenture, and their partners before initiating a procurement is a best 
practice” 

OIG made no statement regarding the propriety of conducting informational meetings prior to 
the initiation of procurement. OIG only noted that the DOP SOP identifies that it is best practice 
to involve DOP and other relevant stakeholders in the solicitation process once a departmental 
need has been determined. This way, all potential vendors may have an opportunity to provide 
and/or receive input on the City’s desired project. In this instance, the vendor who was awarded 
the CRM contract participated in advanced communications on the project prior to its 
competitors.  

 
4. “The CRM solicitation received 12 responses and was awarded without protest, 

demonstrating a robust and fair procurement process” 

As the CPO informed the COO when the vendor’s transgression was discovered, the City of 
Atlanta seeks to maintain a fair, open, transparent, and competitive procurement process. The 
City’s response suggests that this standard is met simply because no respondent protested the 
solicitation award. The responsibility for running a fair and open solicitation lies with the City, 
and not with the solicitation’s respondents to detect deviations.  
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5. “OIG mischaracterized Accenture’s role within the Mayor's Transition Team, ignoring 
the fact that Accenture’s pro bono support was specific to the S.A.F.E. Streets 
subcommittee” 
 

OIG noted several times in its report that the vendor worked on the mayor’s transition team. 
Indeed, OIG found that the vendor used the access afforded to it from its work on the transition 
team to arrange introductions with City officials including, but not limited to the mayor.  The 
vendor’s particular role on the transition team had no bearing on the CRM solicitation. 
Accordingly, that role was not mischaracterized; it was irrelevant to and therefore not explored 
during the investigation into the CRM solicitation.   

 
6. “OIG’s [IPro] report, which was issued over two years ago, in no way advised the 

Administration that there were any concerns with our responses that would preclude the 
City from proceeding with the active procurement” 

OIG issued the referenced IPro report approximately one year ago.  IPro shared its draft report 
for RFP-S-1230072 with the City on November 17, 2023.  IPro circulated the finalized report, 
which incorporated the City’s responses, on November 21, 2023.  The City Council 
Finance/Executive Committee considered and unanimously approved the legislation to award the 
solicitation on November 29, 2023.   
 
IPro seeks clarification of DOP responses only if those responses appear to not address what is 
detailed in IPro reports.  As noted in the CRM report, Section 8-107 of the City’s charter 
prohibits IPro from opining regarding the procurement process in its reviews. IPro cannot and 
does not offer advice regarding decision-making on any solicitation.  Rather, IPro is required to 
document the completeness of the contract file and any perceived deficiencies in the solicitation 
process. Here, IPro not only noted the details of the potential violation in its November 2023 
report, it flagged the extent of the potential misconduct by noting that the matter had been 
referred to the Compliance Division for investigation.  
 

* * * 
 
In an interview following the City Attorney’s press release, the City Attorney offered further 
commentary on the inspector general: “She has been weaponizing her operations not to try to 
provide advice to the City, to help improve it, but to use it for political purposes.  And this is an 
example of that.”  The basis for that statement was not reported.  These remarks may have been 
an allusion to the inspector general’s recent participation in an event sponsored by the Atlanta 
Young Republicans, a public forum also attended by the Young Democrats of Georgia. OIG 
notes that its participation in that event had no political purpose.  OIG regularly engages with the 
public to increase awareness of the function of the office and its service to taxpayers.  In perhaps 
the same manner that Atlanta’s chief of police appeared before the Atlanta Young Republicans in 
March 20233 or Atlanta’s mayor appeared before the Buckhead Young Republicans in October 

 
3 https://www.eventbrite.com/e/atlanta-young-republicans-presents-atlanta-police-chief-darin-schierbaum-tickets-
570194295487 
https://fb.watch/wmU5fj5Cig/ 

https://www.eventbrite.com/e/atlanta-young-republicans-presents-atlanta-police-chief-darin-schierbaum-tickets-570194295487
https://www.eventbrite.com/e/atlanta-young-republicans-presents-atlanta-police-chief-darin-schierbaum-tickets-570194295487
https://fb.watch/wmU5fj5Cig/
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2023,4 because public safety and the wellbeing of the City are politically neutral topics of import 
to all City stakeholders, the inspector general appeared at the event in support of its efforts to 
safeguard City taxpayer dollars and increase transparency and accountability.    
 
The City of Atlanta Office of the Inspector General was formed, in part, to help bolster public 
trust in government.  By working to prevent and detect fraud, waste, abuse, and corruption in the 
City of Atlanta, OIG, like offices of inspector general across the country, plays a critical role in 
improving government function.  The office is comprised of experienced professionals who 
serve as neutral factfinders, focused on following the facts where they lead. The office has no 
stake in the outcome of any investigation it undertakes and investigates allegations irrespective 
of name, position, or political party. Independence affords the office the ability to do the work 
free from threats and political intimidation. 
 
It is a matter of public record that OIG and the City have had differences of opinion related to the 
functioning of this office. While discussion about operations and oversight for a new government 
entity can ultimately help benefit taxpayers, the public is not served by unsupported statements 
from the City in response to an OIG investigation conducted independently, scrupulously, and in 
good faith. 
  
Those members of the public without the time to review the entirety of the 29-page OIG report 
might accept representations from its City Attorney, as the position itself is imbued with the 
presumption of honesty and trustworthiness. It is then especially harmful to the public that the 
City Attorney’s statements denigrate the work and professionalism of OIG’s staff without any 
justification, evidence, or facts. The public is not served by the uncivil manner with which the 
City has responded to OIG’s factual reports; nor is it served by the City’s use of ad hominem 
attacks and accusations of political bias to cast doubt on the conduct of OIG’s investigation and 
its objective investigative findings.  
 
 

 
4 https://buckheadyoungrepublicans.org/andre 
https://www.facebook.com/buckheadyr/posts/714977410664370?ref=embed_post 

https://buckheadyoungrepublicans.org/andre
https://www.facebook.com/buckheadyr/posts/714977410664370?ref=embed_post

