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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In November 2023, the Compliance Division of the City of Atlanta Office of the Inspector
General initiated an investigation into the solicitation of a customer relationship management
system for ATL311 after an OIG Independent Procurement Review Division review of a request
for proposals, RFP-S-1230072, revealed communications between employees from the proposed
awardee, Accenture LLP, and staff within the City of Atlanta Office of the Mayor, Atlanta
Information Management, and the City of Atlanta Department of Customer Service/ATL311. IPro
found that these communications occurred before and during the public announcement of a request
for information preceding RFP-S-1230072, RFI-S-1230013, in violation of the City of Atlanta’s
procurement policies and the terms of RFI-S-1230013. [Pro detailed its findings in a report for
RFP-S-1230072 and referred the matter to Compliance for investigation.

During its investigation, OIG found that Accenture had violated Section 5.0 of RFI-S-
1230013 by communicating with City officials while the RFI was active. OIG discovered that City
Chief Procurement Officer Jaideep Majumdar communicated with the chief operating officer about
Accenture’s violation of RFI-S-1230013’s terms, and advised that Accenture be barred from
participating in any solicitations for the CRM project. This advice was not heeded. Accenture was
able to participate in the solicitation and was ultimately awarded the contract for RFP-S-1230772.

In addition, OIG found that before and during the CRM project’s solicitation phase, City
officials did not follow the City rules and procedures designed to ensure a level playing field for
bidders, resulting in a competitive advantage ceded to Accenture. Several Accenture employees
worked on Mayor Andre Dickens’ transition team and cited that participation in communications
to gain access to discuss the CRM project with key City project personnel including the ATL311
commissioner, the chief information officer, the chief of staff, and the mayor.

During its review of RFP-S-1230072, IPro noted other perceived deficiencies in
Accenture’s bid for RFP-S-1230072, including Accenture’s failure to report a tax lien as required,
and Accenture’s inability to meet the City’s Small Business Enterprise participation thresholds. In
response to these issues, the City Department of Procurement informed [Pro that Accenture’s score
would not have been affected by the existence of a tax lien and that Accenture had made good faith
efforts to meet the City’s SBE participation thresholds. On the latter issue, the OIG investigation
found that Accenture did not make good faith efforts to meet the City’s SBE participation
threshold; rather, it appears that the City exempted Accenture from the SBE requirement in
violation of the City’s Procurement Code.

As a result of its investigation, OIG recommended that the City cease using Accenture for
work under RFP-S-1230072.

In response to the findings of the OIG investigation, the City issued a letter in which it
raised legal and factual objections and rejected OIG’s recommendation.



BACKGROUND

On November 17, 2023, the Independent Procurement Review Division (IPro) of the City
of Atlanta Office of the Inspector General (OIG) referred observations from its solicitation review'
of RFP-S-1230072 to the OIG Compliance Division (Compliance) upon discovering
communications between City officials and Accenture LLP (Accenture) during an active
solicitation period that may have violated the City’s procurement policies and the terms of a
separate City solicitation.

OIG initiated an investigation and took several investigative actions, including, but not
limited to reviewing City laws and policies, solicitation documentation, and communications, and
interviewing employees of the City and Accenture.

FINDINGS
Customer Relationship Management System Solicitations

On July 21, 2022, the City published a request for information (RFI), RFI-S-1230013. The
RFI asked respondents to provide answers to several logistical, service, and security questions
about a potential customer relationship management (CRM) application for the City of Atlanta
Department of Customer Service/ATL311 (ATL311). Respondents were instructed to upload
responses into Oracle ATLCloud (Oracle), the City’s online cloud-based database, by July 29,
2022. Section 5.0 of the RFI informed respondents that any questions regarding this RFI should
be submitted in writing to the City’s Department of Procurement (DOP) contact person by fax or
email on or before July 26, 2022. Section 5.0 also stated that “all communications by any
Respondent concerning this RFI must be made to the City’s contact person, or any other City
representative designated by the CPO in writing.” Finally, Section 5.0 stated that “all Respondents
and representative [sic] of any Respondents are strictly prohibited from contacting any other City
employees or any third-party representatives of the City on any matter having to do with this RFIL.”

From Oracle and DOP records, OIG found that there were at least nine respondents to RFI-
S-1230013. One of the respondents to the RFI was Accenture. 3Di, Inc. (3Di) and Microsoft
Corporation (Microsoft) also submitted a response to RFI-S-1230013. As part of the RFI process,
Microsoft listed two contacts for the City—one identified contact was an account director for
Microsoft (Microsoft’s AD).

On August 8, 2022, ATL311 Commissioner Myesha Good sent a letter to City Chief
Procurement Officer (CPO) Jaideep Majumdar to alert procurement that ATL311 had vetted

! Pursuant to Article 8 of the Charter of the City of Atlanta (Charter), [Pro conducts reviews for every solicitation for
any contract with an aggregate value of $1 million or greater that is to be presented to City Council for
authorization. IPro issues reports documenting the results of its reviews, noting the completeness of the contract file
and any areas of deficiency. IPro shares drafts of these reports with the Department of Procurement for review and
inclusion of City responses, as applicable, prior to releasing final reports to City Council. The Charter prohibits IPro
from opining regarding the procurement process in its reviews. (Section 8-107)



potential vendors for the CRM system through the RFI process and was moving forward with a
formal Request for Proposal (RFP). On November 23, 2022, the City published RFP-S-1230072,
a request for proposals for the implementation and management of a CRM system for ATL311.

According to the proposal tabulation completed by DOP, there were 12 respondents to
RFP-S-1230072. In its response to RFP-S-1230072, Accenture submitted an informational
proposal. In the executive summary of the proposal, Accenture stated that its partnership with
Microsoft and Diversified Technologies combined “industry-leading capabilities” with “local
know how.” Accenture wrote that “[U]sing our Houston 311 implementation as a baseline will
help put our proposal in context and provide Atlanta with a clear view of what success looks like.”
Accenture also noted that it was “an active participant on the mayor’s transition team” and was
“grateful for this opportunity to help implement [the mayor’s] vision.” DOP documents indicate
that the four top bidders for RFP-S-1230072 were: Accenture, Incapsulate, 3Di, and another
company called SDi. Accenture garnered the highest score with 625, fifty points higher than the
second-highest scored bidder, Incapsulate.

As part of RFP-S-1230072’s selection process, DOP distributed to potential bidders a form
titled “Small Business Opportunity SBE GOALSs for the Project” which listed the SBE goals that
the City’s Office of Contract Compliance (OCC) had established for RFP-S-1230072. For RFP-
S-1230072, OCC reported that the SBE participation goal was 25%. On December 19, 2022,
Accenture submitted three forms, titled SBO 1 — 3, as part of its response to RFP-S-1230072. On
SBO 2, Accenture was required to report all subcontractors or suppliers (SBE or Non-SBE
certified) that were contacted regarding the project. Accenture listed one subcontractor
(Accenture’s subcontractor) on SBO 2. For SBO 3, Accenture was required to report the SBE
percentage total for the subcontractor. According to the information provided by Accenture on
SBO 3, Accenture’s subcontractor was to account for 15% participation.

On September 8, 2023, Good and AIM Chief Information Officer (CIO) Jason Sankey sent
a letter to Majumdar recommending that Accenture be awarded RFP-S-1230072. By City Charter,
IPro is required to review all City solicitations with an aggregate value of $1,000,000 or greater
and provide a report to the Atlanta City Council (City Council) detailing its findings. IPro reviewed
RFP-S-1230072 and submitted a report to City Council on November 29, 2023. In its report, IPro
made five observations, three of which directly concerned Accenture’s bid. IPro noted the
following observations concerning Accenture:

1. The recommended awardee failed to disclose a state tax lien within the last
five years as required by DOP’s Financial Disclosure form.

2. The recommended awardee provided a subcontractor utilization form with a
total of 15% Small Business Enterprise (SBE) participation. The participation
listed is lower than the Office of Contract Compliance (OCC) SBE required
goal of 25%. OCC provided 15 points although the proposed awardee did not
meet the SBE participation goal.?

215 points is the maximum score. Points are awarded on an all or nothing basis.



3. Before the Request for Information (RFI) process, the recommended awardee
and one of its representatives communicated with the Office of the Mayor and
with the UA about the ATL311 digital transformation project. During the RFI
process, the mayor, members of the mayor’s cabinet, and members of the UA
met with the proposed awardee to discuss project implementation. After the
meeting, during the RFI period, members of the UA and the recommended
awardee communicated expressing excitement about working together.

For the third observation, IPro alerted the City that the matter had been referred to OIG Compliance
Division for investigation.

DOP’s responses to the IPro observations were included in IPro’s report to City Council.
DOP’s response to the first IPro observation was “[I]f the proponent had disclosed the tax lien,
[the City’s Department of Enterprise Risk Management] stated that they would have provided the
same score but would have entered a note on the scoring summary sheet for the user agency's
consideration.” For the second observation, DOP responded that:

Based on the observation in which the SBE Minority / Diversity Participation Goal
of 25% SBE was not fully achieved by the proponent, the following [OCC]
considerations were applicable in deeming the proponent responsive and awarding
the fifteen (15) evaluation scoring points: The proponent demonstrated acceptable
documentation of Good Faith Outreach Efforts (GFE) as described as part of the
Appendix A guidance and instructions, to identify, contact, contract with, or utilize
businesses, specifically SBE’s, as subcontractors or suppliers on the contract.

Finally, for the third observation, DOP responded:

The Office of the Mayor, Members of the Mayor’s Cabinet and members of the
User Agency will be advised by [DOP] to refrain from any procurement
discussions regarding this service and any future services during the sourcing
period. Should any communication be required, [DOP] and the Department of Law
should be engaged in all such communication and if necessary, obtain approval
from both DOP and Law.

Also, according to the City of Atlanta’s Procurement and Real Estate Code Section
2-1188(b) (Invitation for Bid) and 2-1189(b) (Request for Proposal), both are
considered formal procurements and will subsequently result in an award (2-
1188(k) and 2-1189(g). In the Required Submittal forms for all formal
solicitations, the blackout period states on Form 2, Page 7 (“The blackout period
begins with the advertisement of the synopsis and shall remain in effect until
execution of the contract, or the solicitation is cancelled 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.”) Unlike an IFB and an RFP,
which are formal solicitations, an RFI does not result in an award or the execution
of a contract. It is only a Request for Information to acquire information from the
vendor community in a specialized or unique field, prior to soliciting a formal bid
or proposal.

On December 4, 2023, City Council approved Resolution 23-R-4461, authorizing the
Mayor or his designee to execute an agreement for RFP-S-1230072 with Accenture on behalf of
AIM and ATL311 for an initial one-year term, with four one-year renewal term options, in an
amount not to exceed $3,371,431. The City designated that up to $1,000,000 of the $3,371,431
would be paid from funds received by the City from the United States Department of Treasury
under the American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA). On June 3, 2024, the City adopted Ordinance 24-
0-1230, which amended the 2024 General Fund Budget and 2024 Capital Finance Budget by
adding to anticipations and appropriations to transfer an amount not to exceed $3,371,431.
According to the ordinance, this amendment was needed due to a finding that the City could not
use ARPA funding for the CRM system, as described in 23-R-4461. OIG reviewed Oracle and
could not find any indication that, as of the date of this report, the City had executed an agreement
for a CRM system with Accenture.?

Accenture and Microsoft Communications with City Staff Prior to RFI Public Advertisement

On May 9, 2022, the Microsoft AD emailed Sankey that Microsoft had met with its partners
“Zammo and Avanade” and started revising an implementation plan based on the feedback that
Good shared from a City Council meeting the prior week. From the subject of the email, it appears
that the email was a follow-up to a meeting that occurred on May 6, 2022. In the email, the
Microsoft AD listed four revisions to an initial plan of action:

1. Revise [the deployment plan] to include a Mobile App solution as the 1st
deliverable; as well as
2. Implement all quickly deployable “citizen facing” interfaces as soon as
possible (leverage Conversational AI IVR)
Consider the C-Click Fix interface as a possible add-on (if feasible)
4. Provide the Milestone, Cost, Timeline, and pre-requisites of each step in the
process from Day 0 to full deployment of the CRM
(a)This will include MSFT investments, training and support resources
provided.

(98]

On May 10, 2022, Sankey responded to the Microsoft AD with a suggestion that tasks be
completed in two phases, with Phase Two (which was to be done concurrently with Phase One)
being identified as moving forward with CRM solutions “that incorporate the technologies
implemented in phase 1 and addresses remaining challenges with current system.” This was
estimated to take place over a “6-12” month period.

3 Oracle records indicate that the City has made three payments to Accenture under RFP-S-1230072 from May 2024
through August 30, 2024, for a combined total of $1,498,413.84.



That same day, a strategy and consulting manager with Accenture (Accenture’s SC
manager) emailed (then) Deputy Chief Operating Officer (DCOO) LaChandra Burks:

Some Accenture team members were recently invited to COA call with Microsoft
for 311. They asked for us to share a point of view on citizen experience for an
ATL 311 application solution. Is this an initiative you are engaged with? I was
asked to request a follow-up call with Jason the CIO and Accenture. Would you
be willing to introduce me to Jason via email to learn more about this?

On May 11, 2022, Burks emailed Accenture’s SC manager, along with Sankey, that she
had not been involved in that project and that she included Sankey in the email to provide details.
In the email, Burks wrote “@Sankey, Jason — [Accenture’s SC manager] lead [sic] the Accenture
team that provided support to the Mayor’s Safe Streets Transition Team Sub Committee. Any
assistance you can provide to bring her up to speed on the below would be greatly appreciated.”
That same day, Sankey emailed Accenture’s SC manager advising that he “met with members of
the Accenture team last week through a partnership with Microsoft. [He had] a follow-up call this
morning. At a very high level [the City was] working expeditiously to improve the citizen
experience through technology for customer service/311.”

On May 11, 2022, Sankey emailed the Microsoft AD to ask if the CRM’s integration into
the “mobile app” would be “a seamless integration?” The Microsoft AD replied: “Yes. It will be
a seamless integration,” and added that “[Microsoft sees] this as a required step in the
comprehensive deployment of the new CRM. [Microsoft] will make sure this is detailed in the
scope of the CRM deployment.”

On May 12, 2022, the Accenture SC manager introduced herself to Sankey, noting that the
two “didn’t get a chance to meet during the Mayor’s transition work™ but that they heard “great
things” about Sankey. The Accenture SC manager asked to schedule a meeting with Sankey to
further discuss “the 311 citizen experience framework deployed in Houston and a few other cities,
so [Accenture could] learn more about the specific needs of ATL 311.” A meeting was scheduled
between Sankey and the Accenture SC manager for May 31, 2022.

On May 13, 2022, the Microsoft AD emailed Sankey that they were “not sure when
[Sankey would] be meeting with procurement” but they thought Sankey should have the
presentation from their “Wednesday meeting.”* The attached presentation included the planning
stages for improvements to ATL311, including the introduction of a new CRM.

4 Presumably, May 11, 2022.
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(Excerpt of May 2022 Microsoft presentation submitted to AIM)

On May 24, 2022, Good was added to the May 31, 2022, meeting with the Accenture SC
manager and Sankey. On May 25, 2022, the Accenture SC manager emailed Good:

[T]hank you for accepting the ATL 311 Follow-Up w. Accenture. I recently served
as a consulting lead on Mayor Dickens’ Transition Team, I didn’t get a chance to
meet you during the transition work, but I’'m looking forward to meeting you soon.
We were connected to you and Jason through the Mayor’s office.

Microsoft reached out to my team a couple of weeks ago and requested we provide
a point of view on improving the citizen experience for 311, so we have analyzed
the voice of the customer feedback that you shared with Microsoft and can share
some insights with you and Jason on how we believe the department can realize
some “quick wins” with a slightly more customer-centric approach.

While you all are still considering a technology solution, the approach we will
share is technology agnostic and can begin even before a CRM vendor is selected.

On May 31, 2022, the Accenture SC emailed Good and Sankey to thank them for a meeting that
took place earlier that morning. In the email, the Accenture SC wrote “as you embark on the 311
improvement project, please don't hesitate to reach out to us at any point to leverage us as a thought
partner for any clarification on the "quick wins" approach we outlined." Attached to the email was
a presentation that discussed issues concerning ATL311. The presentation recommended that the



City address these issues in three work streams, including developing early requirements to
“accelerate the 311 tech improvement and CRM timeline.”

ATL311 USER EXPERIENCE IMPROVEMENT & ATL311
CHANGE PROGRAM: VALUE PROPOSITION B

VALUECASEFOR3M @9 g . ACCELERATED CRM
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(Excerpt of May 2022 Accenture presentation to ATL311 in which the acceleration of the CRM
timeline is discussed)

That same day, Good emailed an AIM IT program manager that “Sankey and I met with a
consulting firm called Accenture today that assisted with the Mayor’s Transition Team.” Included
in the email was a presentation that Good described as “quick-wins” for ATL311's overall
customer service experience.

On June 27, 2022, the Accenture SC emailed Good and Sankey that they had met with
DCOQ Jason Ingram to discuss points “on improving the 311 experience alongside technology
enhancements.” The Accenture SC also mentioned that Accenture had considered some of Good’s
points about the departments previous efforts around understanding customer issues and preferred
channels. Included in the email was a presentation, an updated version of the presentation
forwarded on May 31, 2022, to Sankey and Good. This presentation added a “suggested activity”
checklist for ATL311 to “review and consider” when thinking about the ATL311 experience. The
new presentation also included changes to the suggested approaches for ATL311 to address these
issues, with references to the upcoming CRM project.



311 SERVICE TRANSFORMATION CHECKLIST

U Define target outcomes for 311 improvements across all relevant stakeholders
U Gather customer and employee feedback on 311 improvements
U Map the current-state 311 Service Journey (from customer and employee lens)

a Develo? 31 Change Program (stakeholder engagement , communication and training plan for
technology and implementation improvements)

U Design target-state 311 Service Journey (w/ customer and employee lens)
O Develop business and system requirements (CRM, mobile application, website, portal, etc.)

U Track the inventory and implementation timeline improvements across 311 channels and the
technology stack

ATL 311 Service Experience Improvement & ATL311
Change Program: A Proven Approach

We recommend the City consider a holistic, 311 improvement project that can begin within the next
30 days, prioritizing the first 8 Weeks to enable quick wins for improving customer experience

UX Strategy & Design |E_§| Impm\lrement Inventory Change Program & CRM
(Website, App, CRM, etc. ) Implementation Services
+ Identify quick wins across + 311 Improvement Inventory . Design & Execute 311 Change
multiple 311 channels. Roadmap to address customer Program alongside IVR and/or
. pain points across the CRM implementation phases.
Design a future-state Customer technology stack.
and Employee-User Journey . ] + Implement 311 Stakeholder
Framework to inform additional + Integrate the implementation of Engagement Plan for
business requirements. 311 improvements across stakeholders that will be
platforms, channels and impacted by improvements.
Develop a story for stakeholders vendors.
including employees, customers + Communications plan to keep
and city leadership. relevant stakeholders engaged
- in 311 improvement progress.

(Excerpt of Accenture’s June 2022 presentation, including CRM recommendations)

On June 3, 2022, a representative from Dentons US LLP (Dentons), on behalf of
Accenture, emailed Chief of Staff (COS) Odie Donald II the following:



The Accenture team that supported the Mayor’s transition has been following the
City’s efforts to improve citizen engagement and digital services. We know there
are challenges with the current mobile app and that the City is evaluating other
elements of its 311 system.

Accenture would like to share with Mayor Dickens their thoughts on turning the
311 modernization effort into a core element of his citizen engagement
strategy. They have a perspective on implementing these solutions and, more
importantly, ensuring the customer experience drives all modernization
decisions. The Mayor understands technology and we believe our perspective can
improve the odds of giving him a win with a 311 modernization.

We understand the Mayor is busy. We also know that some pieces of the 311
solution are moving quickly and we believe he would benefit from our perspective
before the City gets too far down a path.

On June 8, 2022, Donald forwarded the Dentons representative’s email to the Mayor’s executive
assistant with the message “I’d imagine Mayor Dickens would want to take this meeting, although
his schedule is fairly packed, and the matter is not urgent. Can you find a time for the below
request?” A meeting was scheduled with Mayor Andre Dickens (the mayor), Donald, Good, and
Accenture representatives for the week of July 25, 2022.

Communications While RFI-S-1230013 was an Active Solicitation

From emails and communications, it appears that, between July 25, 2022, and July 27,
2022, a meeting attended by the mayor, Donald, Good, and Accenture staff took place. On July
25,2022, an Accenture representative (Accenture Representative 1) emailed Good the following:

It was a pleasure to meet you in person this morning, thank you again for your
time and the engaging discussion.

Mutually Agreed Next Steps Recap:
We aligned on three Accenture action items that would support your planning for
the next phase of the ATL 311 capability redesign:

1. Incorporate ATL 311 data into the 311 Performance Dashboard we reviewed
this morning (Odie tagged onto that by asking how we might incorporate
additional cost-to-serve analysis)

2. Plan for and conduct an ATL 311 Value Lab

Share a representative timeline, inclusive of #1 and #2 above, of the high-level

phased activities City of Atlanta might expect implement [sic] a

comprehensive ATL 311 future-state solution

(98]

Included in the email was a plan for an upcoming “dashboard data request.”

10



On July 27, 2022, another Accenture representative (Accenture Representative 2) emailed
Good that they were “pumped about working with y’all.” Good responded by saying that it was
great meeting with Accenture staff that morning® and that “we are excited too.” Accenture
Representative 2 also remarked that “going back over notes from the meeting with Mayor Dickens,
the commitment was to come back within 2-3 weeks. Does that timeline work for y’all? I will only
need 1-2 days with the data to map it to the dashboard.”

On July 28, 2022, another Accenture representative (Accenture Representative 3) emailed
Good and Donald to thank them for their “time on Monday.”® Accenture Representative 3 also
wrote:

The Mayor asked us to flesh out the notional timeline we discussed. We have done
so and attached it to this email. A few important points: This is broadly based on
our general understanding of the City’s current plans and uses our work in Houston
as a model...There are any number of decisions that the City could make that
would shorten (or lengthen) the timeline. In particular, how the City chooses to
release the ultimate procurement will have an outsized effect on when and how
long the work takes. For example, the City of Houston chose to use a backdrop
contract vehicle for its competitive process, which significantly reduced the time
from RFP to project start. And though we noted three months for a traditional
procurement, in the middle of the holidays, that could easily bleed into 2023.

You will see that our Dashboard and Values Lab offers are running in parallel with
the RFI. The Dashboard, as you know, is underway. We are ready to begin
planning for the Values Lab, but we need to set a date, ideally the week of August
15 or 22, and certainly before the RFP is released. Do you have any preferences
at this point? Thank you so much for the continued conversation. We really believe
that a process and decision that focuses more on ultimate outcomes rather than just
a technological platform will best serve the City in both the short and long term.

Happy to hop on a call to discuss. Or we can wait until the Dashboard is ready to
view.

Attached to the email was a set of slides giving an overview of Accenture’s proposed timeline.
That same day, Good and Accenture Representative 1 communicated further regarding the
timeline, with Good assuring the Accenture Representative 1 that the City would have data sent
over for “phase 1”7 soon. In addition, another meeting was proposed for the week of August 22,
2022, to be attended by Good, other City department leadership, and Accenture staff. Accenture
Representative 1 offered to host this meeting at Accenture’s Midtown Atlanta office.

5 Presumably July 27, 2022.
¢ Presumably July 25, 2022.
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311 Implementation — Notional Project Timeline Part 1

August 2022 September October November December

RFP Solicitation Process

Milestone

Disclaimer: Based on current understanding of the City of Atlanta’s plans.

(Excerpt of Accenture’s proposed timeline)

DOP Informs COO that Accenture Should Not Participate in RFP-S-1230072

Communications between Accenture staff and ATL311 continued through early August
2022. On August 4, 2022, Good emailed then Chief Operating Officer (COO) Lisa Y. Benjamin,
and DCOO Ingram the message “Per DCOO Ingram, I am forwarding to you any communications
my team and I had with Accenture.” Attached to the email were messages between Accenture and
ATL311 staff. In the same email chain, DCOO Ingram emailed Benjamin:

Jaideep is pulling together responses to your other inquiries, regarding
procurement rules related to communications (i.e., communications from potential
vendors with the City), including ex parte communications and communications
during blackout periods. I’ve asked that we respond with citations to the following
questions:

o What are the rules pertaining to vendors’ communications with City officials
before, during, and after the release of an RFP?

o What are the consequences of vendors not adhering to the communication
guidelines (e.g., exclusion, debarment, etc.)?

Benjamin responded that she would like to have a discussion regarding this topic with Ingram and
Majumdar “versus email exchanges.” Benjamin elaborated that this was because “it’s not just the

12



RFP” but other processes where she sought “clarity of policy and guidelines.” That same day,
Good emailed several COA employees that she had “been advised by the Mayor’s office that we
should not engage with the vendor, Accenture.”

On August 5, 2022, Accenture Representative 3 emailed Benjamin a letter that was sent to
Benjamin the prior morning but had “bounced back” (the bounced back email). The bounced back
email contained a message to Benjamin in which Accenture Representative 3 thanked Benjamin
“for [her] time [that] morning.” Accenture Representative 3 stated that Accenture would “stand by
for direction or information on your conversations with Peter and/or LaChandra” and that
Accenture “will do likewise on [Benjamin’s] conversation with Mr. Donald.” The bounced back
email concluded with Accenture Representative 3 stating “As promised, here is the note we sent
last with the notional timeline, which we stressed was just that: notional and informational, not
intended to be an actual or proposed timeline, i.e., an idea, from our experience, of how long and
in what order these projects play out.”

Also on August 5, 2022, (for what appears to be a separate potential City solicitation) a
chief administrative officer (CAQO) for the Atlanta Police Department (APD) received an email
from the Dentons representative who had scheduled the June 2022 meeting with the mayor,
Donald, and Good. In the email, the Dentons representative wrote that the CAQO’s “love of public
service will surely assist the Police Department” and asked if it was possible for Accenture to meet
with the CAO to discuss “modernization” of the APD. On August 9, 2022, the CAO emailed this
communication to Majumdar and asked if the City’s procurement code allowed for APD to take
“general insight sharing” sessions with vendors if the City was not in the “quiet period.” On August
10, 2022, a deputy chief procurement officer responded to the CAO’s question with “[P]lease
provide a level playing field to all vendors to ensure fair and open competition as long as you are
not in the ‘blackout period’.”

On August 11,2022, Accenture Representative 2 emailed Good to schedule a “quick catch-
up.” Good responded to Accenture Representative 2 that she had “been advised that these projects
[had] been halted until further notice” and suggested that if Accenture Representative 2 had any
questions or concerns to contact Benjamin for further guidance.

On August 12, 2022, Benjamin forwarded to Majumdar an email chain including the
bounced back email and the July 28, 2022, email from Accenture to Good in which Accenture
discussed the proposed notional timeline. Benjamin requested that Majumdar review the email
chain and “reference to the vendor contact, RFI and future procurement.” Benjamin asked that
Majumdar “advise on any issues regarding this matter.”

On August 18, 2022, in follow-up to the August 5, 2022, email to Benjamin, Accenture
Representative 3 emailed Benjamin to ask if Benjamin had “any further direction” for Accenture.
Accenture Representative 3 stated that they assumed “that the 24 workshop should be postponed”
but they wanted to confirm that and “anything further on the crime analytics conversation.”
Benjamin forwarded this email to Majumdar and DCOO Ingram with the message, “FY1, please
advise on appropriate response.” Approximately forty minutes later, Benjamin replied to
Accenture Representative 3’s email stating that she was traveling that week, and a response would
be forthcoming the following week. Benjamin also wrote:
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[I]n terms of the meeting on the 24™ or on any subsequent date, it would not be
appropriate to conduct a meeting/work session without a pro bono agreement in
place and your firm’s understanding that you would be precluded from
participating in any procurements related to this work. I would also advise you to
review the requirements of the city’s procurement policy including the recent RLI
packet.

On August 19, 2022, Majumdar responded to Benjamin’s August 12, 2022, email with the
following email advising Benjamin that, due to its communications with City officials while the
RFI was active, Accenture should be precluded from participating in any upcoming RFP related
to RFI-S-1230013.

RE: Thank You / 311 Notional Timeline

. . 5 Repl & Reply Al Fi d
Majumdar, Jaideep )Ry ] ) e 7 Fonar
To © Gordon, Lisa ¥ Fri 8/19/2022 9.27 AM

Cc @ Ingram, Jason

M

Hello Lisa,
Thank you for sharing the below email pertaining to vendor contact, RFl and proposed procurement. Below are my thoughts on this subject :

Upon review of this matter, and to the best of my knowledge, it can be concluded that the vendar was in contact with City employees during an active
“Request for Information” (RFI-5-1230013 / ATL311 Customer Relationship Management (CRM) Software Platform). The RFI was released on July 21*,
2022, with a closing date of August 5, 2022. From the below email it can be inferred that the vendor was in contact with city representatives during
that timeframe without obtaining written approval from the RFI contact person or any representative designated by the Chief Procurement Officer. The
vendor was one of the several respondents that submitted the requested information at the closing of the RFI.

Section 5.0 (Questions) in the RFI document explicitly states that “All Respondents and representative of any Respondents are strictly prohibited from
contacting any other City employees or any third-party representatives of the City on any matter having to do with this RFI. All communications by
any Respondent concerning this RFI must be made to the City's contact person, or any other City representative designated by the Chief Procurement
Officer in writing".

As such, it can be inferred that the vendor was able to meet the City employees with the notion of obtaining and exchanging information that was related
to RFI-5-1230013 and the proposed / upcoming RFP on the same subject (project).

At City of Atlanta, we run a fair, open, transparent, and competitive procurement process related to RFI, RFQ, and RFP. As such this infraction by the
below vendor can be deemed as unfair to other vendors since they were able to obtain information that no other vendors had preview to.

Hence, in order to maintain integrity and fairness of the City of Atlanta procurement process, the vendor that has or will be participating in the development
of the procurement event, such as by proposing solutions , or drafted specifications or requirements must acknowledge the breach of confidentiality
and the appearance of a conflict-of-interest; therefore, to avoid any appearance of a prejudiced procurement process, the vendor shall agree that it will
not submit a competitive bid / proposal in response to the project and shall not perform on any contract resulting from the particular engagement.

Hape this helps. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Jaideep

(Majumdar’s letter to Benjamin, emphasis in original)
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On August 24, 2022, Benjamin replied to Majumdar with the brief message “Hi Jaideep,
this is helpful. Thanks, Lisa.” OIG found no further communications regarding Majumdar’s
advice. OIG also did not find any further communications between City staff and Accenture
regarding the CRM until May 2023 (after RFP-S-1230072 was advertised).

OIG Review

As discussed above, IPro referred this matter to Compliance for investigation. In November
2023, OIG initiated its investigation.

OIG found that several of the Accenture employees who met with City officials and staff
to discuss ATL311 CRM implementation worked as consultants on a subcommittee of the mayor’s
transition team. OIG did not find other ties between the vendor and the City.” The City’s online
financial transparency website, Open Checkbook, lists only two transactions between the City and
Accenture prior to 2024 (both of which occurred in 2018, totaling approximately $20,000).

OIG conducted interviews with Good, Donald, Mayor Andre Dickens, and Accenture. OIG
attempted to interview Benjamin, Majumdar, and Sankey, however these parties declined to be
interviewed.®

I Good

On August 12, 2024, OIG interviewed Good. During the interview, Good informed OIG
that the CRM project came about because of customer complaints about ATL311’s service. It was
determined that many complaints stemmed from technological issues. Good told OIG that the
collective City operating systems “don’t talk to each other.”

OIG asked about Good’s interactions with Accenture. Good informed OIG that she had
been in communication with Accenture prior to the RFI/RFP, on a project concerning a public
dashboard and a mayor’s dashboard the mayor’s office wanted to set up. Good said that she met
with Accenture, along with the mayor and Donald to discuss the dashboard. Good said that the
CRM was not discussed during that meeting. When asked to describe the difference between the
dashboard and the CRM, Good explained that the CRM “is an end-to-end solution to handle all
customer service requests that come into the City through 311" whereas the dashboard is for
“personal viewing” and allows the user to see daily data that is coming into the City. Good further
explained that the CRM also has a dashboard, which requires training to use. Good was asked
what the finished product for the dashboard would look like. Good told OIG that “it would be

7 Mayor Andre Dickens serves on the board of his former employer, Techbridge Inc., alongside (then) Accenture Chief
Executive Officer Jimmy Etheredge. In addition, from news articles and press releases, it appears that as a Techbridge
Inc. employee, the mayor partnered with Accenture (and Etheredge specifically) on several initiatives to provide
services to low-income communities and local youth.

8 Benjamin, who was a former employee at the time of OIG’s interview request, instructed OIG to direct questions to
current City officials. Majumdar met with OIG for an interview but declined to sign OIG’s Voluntary Interview
Warning form, a prerequisite for an interview with OIG; the scheduled interview was terminated. Sankey declined to
be interviewed by OIG without a representative from the City Law Department present.
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similar to what our CRM” looks like, however the CRM ATL would “be able to drill down in the
data by case topic.”

Good informed OIG that although the project was initially for ATL311, all other City
departments, including the mayor’s office, had also joined in on the procurement to have their
systems upgraded. Good said that AIM “spearheaded” the project. Good told OIG that she would
later find out that Accenture was a bidder on the RFI/RFP. Good said she was “very shocked” to
discover this.

OIG asked Good about the August 2022 email communications between herself and
Benjamin regarding communications that Good had had with Accenture. Specifically, OIG asked
how it was determined that a review of Good’s emails was needed. Good told OIG:

I honestly don't know...[Benjamin] called me. We met. [Benjamin] asked if I
knew that Accenture was going to file for RFP. I said ‘no ma'am.” They had no
clue, right, because we have been already meeting with them since year one on
customer service experience and how we can better serve. So when I saw that they
applied, I was actually very shocked. They had no clue. So I provided to her every
conversation | had. There's nothing there that stated anything, you know, about
CRM, you know, any conversations about the CRM, but it was provided to her
and I didn't hear anything back from it.

Good said she had no follow up from Benjamin, DOP, or anyone else regarding her
communications after she sent the emails to Benjamin. Good said that her department had no
communications with Accenture during the City’s blackout period.

1I. Donald

On October 28, 2024, OIG interviewed Donald. Donald told OIG that he does not work on
procurements, as such items are not under his “purview,” however, he remembered receiving a
request for a meeting from Accenture. When asked what was to be discussed at the meeting,
Donald stated that as the mayor’s administration was transitioning from its campaign into a
mayoral administration, “based on some of the outcomes from the transition report, [Accenture]
thought [it] could be helpful...So [Accenture] asked for a meeting to discuss some of the
outcomes.” Donald also added that he did not believe that the meeting was related to an RFI.
Donald informed OIG that the meeting was about a transition document that was coming out, and
Accenture had identified some things that it thought could be helpful.

Donald confirmed that the July 2022 meeting with Accenture occurred but could not recall
who attended. Donald said that he believed he attended parts of the meeting. Donald stated that he
did not remember if Dickens attended the meeting, but noted that he imagined the mayor attended
for “a part of it.” Donald stated that he did not “necessarily recall” what was discussed at the
meeting but informed OIG that he knew “that they were working on something as a part of the
transition, thought they could be helpful and you know, bring some stuff to our attention, but that’s
about it.”
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When asked if Accenture mentioned a City RFI during the meeting with OOM, Donald
stated that he did not believe there was an RFI when the meeting request was received, but he was
uncertain about whether an RFI was active during the meeting. Donald added, “I don't think an
RFI would have restricted anything,” noting that an RFI was “not a procurement activity,” and not
a “contractual binding activity or something that leads to a contract.”

When asked if someone from the City had advised Donald that an RFI is not a procurement
activity, Donald informed OIG:

I look at [OIG’s] reports, for example, your IPro report right? And some of the
responses to them and then looking at some of those, just having that knowledge,
it would say that [an] RFI for example is something where you have your request
for information. You know, you're trying to learn about activities and documents,
which is one thing, but then the difference is that the RFP, for example, is
something that's in our code and all those things and it's subject to like a blackout.

When asked if it was his understanding that an RFI is not subject to any restrictions as far as
communications with city officials and agencies, Donald replied, “From my understanding, I
believe that the RFI is the time period for which you would actually have discussions because it's
a request for information.” When asked if any other vendors were present during the July 2022
meeting, Donald said that he did not think so. Donald also stated that he would not know whether
the discussion was shared with other vendors. Donald informed OIG that he did not believe that,
during the mayoral transition, anyone from the City had provided training to Donald regarding
communications with vendors during a procurement.

OIG inquired with Donald if Benjamin had ever contacted OOM about the July 2022
meeting with Accenture to discuss how it related to RFI-S-1230013. Donald stated that he did not
think so. When asked, Donald stated he could not recall having any discussions at all with
Benjamin about Accenture and the CRM project.

I11. Dickens

On October 31, 2024, OIG interviewed Dickens. OIG asked Dickens about his relationship
with Accenture. Dickens stated he has “known Accenture as a Big Five tech consulting firm and
that Accenture has been working with the City.” With regard to the role Accenture played on his
transition team, Dickens told OIG “Accenture was one company that said we can help [OOM] in
any kind of way possible” and that Accenture provided “helping hands” as part of the transition
team.

Dickens told OIG that he did not remember the July 2022 meeting between OOM and
Accenture or what was discussed at the meeting. When asked if he communicated with, or received
any communications from Benjamin about Accenture and a meeting that took place in connection
with the RFI, Dickens said he did not. When asked if he had heard anything from Majumdar about
the July 2022 meeting, Dickens responded “No” and added that it would be “odd” for him “to even
hear from the Chief Procurement Officer about a procurement.” When asked if he heard anything
at all regarding the July 2022 meeting and its relation to a City solicitation, Dickens said “No, I
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didn't. It's rare for me to even be involved in any of these things until like now. This is one of the
few times that I'm ever really brought into it.”

IV. Accenture

On November 8, 2024, OIG interviewed Accenture’s Public Service Principal Director (the
Accenture Director). During the interview, OIG asked the Accenture Director how Accenture
became aware of the CRM project. The Accenture Director informed OIG that “Accenture
supported the mayor's transition team...and it was during that time, before the mayor was sworn
in, that we learned of his vision...[and] some of the programs that were on his agenda, including
modernizing the city's 311 system.” The Accenture Director informed OIG that he knew the
Dentons representative and that Dentons is Accenture’s contracted government affairs
professional. The Accenture Director informed OIG that Accenture executed a contract with the
City in February 2024 and that Accenture has been implementing the program since that time.

During the interview, OIG discussed with Accenture the July 2022 meeting between
Accenture and City officials. The Accenture Director confirmed that they were aware of the
meeting. The Accenture Director said that they did not attend the meeting but confirmed that
Dickens and Donald were at the meeting, as well as four Accenture employees, the Accenture SC
Manager, and Accenture Representatives 1-3. OIG asked what was discussed at the meeting. The
Accenture Director told OIG that Accenture focused “on where [Accenture] had worked with the
City of Houston on the implementation of a system similar to what [Accenture] believed the city
was considering.” OIG asked if the system the Accenture Director referred to would be the CRM
system. The Accenture Director replied “Yes.” OIG asked if they remembered any feedback from
the City from the meeting. The Accenture Director stated that they did not. OIG asked if they
remembered any subsequent communications from the City, and Benjamin specifically, regarding
the July 2022 meeting in relation to the City’s CRM project. The Accenture Director stated that
they did not know.

With regard to Accenture’s response to RFI-S-1230013, the Accenture Director told OIG
that whoever had signed Accenture’s RFI submission would have read the terms of the RFI. OIG
informed the Accenture Director of RFI-S-1230013’s requirement that communications regarding
the RFI be submitted in writing to DOP and that all respondents and representatives were strictly
prohibited from having contact with other City employees on any matter having to do with the
RFI. OIG asked if Accenture had contacted a DOP representative for the July 2022 meeting. The
Accenture Director stated that they did not recall. In regards to the prohibition against speaking to
City staff, the Accenture Director stated “we are aware of that, we're familiar with RFIs and it's
common that we respond to those and we certainly take all of those types of provisions seriously.”
OIG clarified if Accenture was aware at the time of the meeting of the restriction in the RFI. The
Accenture Director responded, “If we had read it, we would have been,” and added that they
understood that “any meetings with the City had begun well in advance of the RFI, dating back to
the transition time.”

With regard to IPro’s observation that Accenture failed to disclose a tax lien in its response

to RFP-S-1230072, the Accenture Director informed OIG that they believed that the tax lien was
from one of Accenture’s subcontractors and that Accenture was not aware of the tax lien at the
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time of its response to RFP-S-1230072. The Accenture Director told OIG that the tax lien issue
was resolved after the contract with the City was executed.

With regard to the 25% SBE threshold required for RFP-S-1230072, the Accenture
Director informed OIG that “the scope of work didn’t allow for that threshold.” The Accenture
Director told OIG that Accenture had informed the City during the RFP process “that the scope of
work and requirements necessitated some flexibility and that [Accenture] would work with the
City to do what [Accenture] could to meet [the City’s SBE] goals, that that was [Accenture’s]
intent, but given the nature of the project and the specialized skill sets required then [Accenture]
needed to proceed in the way that [Accenture] proposed.” OIG asked if Accenture contacted any
other companies besides Accenture’s subcontractor. The Accenture Director answered, “No.”

Atlanta Code and Policy
1. The Procurement Process

The City’s procurement laws are contained in Article X (the Procurement Code) of the City
of Atlanta Code of Ordinances (Atlanta Code). The City has also implemented procurement
policies to supplement the language found in the Procurement Code. Atlanta Code vests in the
City’s CPO the authority to make policies concerning procurements.” DOP’s procurement policies
are contained in the DOP Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) manual.

In 2022, when RFI-S-1230013 was solicited, the DOP SOP!? listed four “formal”
procurement methods:

RFI

RFP

Invitation to Bid (ITB)

Request for Qualifications (RFQ)!! 12

° Atlanta Code Section 2-1138(e) states:

The chief procurement officer shall establish written procedures for the execution of contracts for
the procurement of supplies, services, construction, professional or consultant services and real
estate for all using agencies of the city.

AND

The chief procurement officer, in consultation with the ethics officer, shall also develop policies
and procedures that describe conflicts of interest which may preclude an organization or an
individual from competing for a particular contract, as well as establishing written procedures for
identifying conflicts and enforcing those policies.

10 In July 2023, DOP distributed an updated draft version of the DOP SOP, identified by DOP as “Version 3.0.” In
this version, the definitions of formal procurement and formal solicitation are unchanged. In February 2024, DOP
published a new official SOP, identified as “Version 4.0.” Neither formal procurement nor formal solicitation are
defined in the current SOP.

T All references and citations to the DOP SOP are for the official DOP SOP from 2014-2024 (Version 1.0).

12DOP SOP Section 4.0.
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The DOP SOP also defined a “formal solicitation” as “a document issued by the City for the
purpose of soliciting information, quotes, bids, proposals or information to perform future service
or to process goods (e.g., Invitation to Bid, Request for Proposal, etc.).”!® The term “formal”

procurement and “formal” solicitation do not appear in the Procurement Code, rather this term
appears in the DOP SOP.

The DOP SOP provided the following guidance regarding communications during formal
solicitations:

All communications regarding a formal solicitation must be addressed to the
attention of the assigned Procurement Professional, or any other City
representatives designated by the CPO in writing. All representatives and
stakeholders involved in a public procurement process are strictly prohibited from
contacting any other City employee(s) or any third-party representatives of the
City on any matter having to do with a public procurement, until such time as the
formal procurement process has been concluded. '

The DOP SOP listed nine steps in the formal procurement cycle. Step 1 of the formal
procurement cycle was called “Need Establishment.”!> The DOP SOP stated that once a City
agency or department identified a need, it should “contact the corresponding Deputy or appointed
Procurement Professional within the DOP to involve him/her in the strategic planning phase of
and for the future procurement.”'® The DOP SOP also states that the user agency or department
is primarily responsible for the “development and preparation of specifications for commodities,
construction or other professional and non-professional services” and may “seek assistance from
the DOP in the development of specifications.”!” '* However, the DOP SOP stated that
“contractors, vendors, and suppliers shall in no instance, prepare or assist in the preparation of
specifications.”!® The DOP SOP also stated that “the agency or department that develops the
specifications for a particular initiative shall include [the City Department of Law] and other
applicable stakeholders from the inception of the need.”?°

According to DOP SOP Section 3.4, “before the formal Procurement Cycle can be initiated,
all stakeholders must roundtable to gain clarity of the specific service or product(s) needs, current
conditions, service levels, etc., and gain a clear understanding of what is available in the current
market.” This is initiated by a meeting hosted by DOP, and the SOP makes clear that “subsequent
team meetings may be required, to ensure the appropriate procurement method is applied to the
current need.”

13 DOP SOP Section 2.1.

4 DOP SOP Section 3.3.

13 DOP SOP Section 4.0.

16 DOP SOP Section 1.2.

7 DOP SOP Section 4.3.3.1.

¥ DOP SOP Section 2.1 defines “specifications” as “the directions, provisions and requirements specifying the
space, method, and manner of performing the work. Additionally, the quantities and/or the qualities to be furnished
and standards for specifying materials or testing are outlined in the solicitation document.”

1 DOP SOP Section 4.3.3.1.

20 DOP SOP Section 4.0.
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Regarding RFIs, the DOP SOP Section 4.1 stated in relevant part:

An Agency or Department may consider a formal request to DOP to solicit
additional information concerning specialized services or commodities associated
with a particular service. This procurement method shall be identified as a Request
for Information (“RFI”). This solicitation effort shall be utilized to acquire
information from the vendor community in a specialized or unique field, prior to
soliciting a formal bid or proposal. The information in this RFI may ultimately
become the basis for a subsequent invitation advertised by the DOP. After
responses have been submitted to the City for informational purposes only, an
Agency or Department should be mindful and avoid developing specifications that
may be tailored for a specific company or product. Once the need is established
with the DOP, the Procurement Professional has a responsibility to collaborate
with the Agency or Department point-of-contact, to ensure specifications are not
restrictive.

II. SBE Requirements

The City’s SBE laws are contained in the Procurement Code. Section 2-1371 of the
Procurement Code states:

The city shall indicate, in solicitations for contracts that provide opportunities for
SBE participation, goals for the use of SBE firms. Solicitations shall require all
bidders to submit a written assurance of meeting the goals in their bids or
proposals. Bids must also include a proposed schedule of SBE participation that
lists the names of SBE subcontractors, a description of the work each is to perform,
and the dollar value of each proposed SBE subcontract. If the SBE participation
does not meet the SBE contract goals, the bidders must submit sufficient
information and evidence demonstrating that the bidder made good faith efforts to
meet the goals. Bidders are required to submit this information with their bids and
bidders are so informed at the time of solicitation. Agreements between a bidder
and [an] SBE in which the SBE promises not to provide subcontracting quotations
to other bidders shall be prohibited.

Section 2-1372(b)(5) of the Procurement Code provides a non-exhaustive list of measures
to be considered in the evaluation of “good faith” to meet SBE contract goals. To demonstrate
good faith efforts to negotiate with SBEs for subcontracts, the bidder should show:

a. The names, addresses, and telephone numbers of SBEs that were contacted;

b. A description of the information provided to SBEs regarding the plans and
specifications for portions of the work to be performed;

c. A statement of why additional agreements with SBE were not reached;

d. Concerning each SBE, the SBE contacted but rejected as unqualified, and the
reasons for the bidder's conclusion; and

e. Efforts made to assist the SBEs contacted that needed assistance in obtaining
bonding or insurance required by the competitor or the city.
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Section 2-1372(c) of the Procurement Code states in relevant part:

To determine whether a competitor that has failed to meet SBE goals may be
awarded the contract, the city will determine whether the efforts the bidder made
to obtain SBE participation were "good faith efforts." Efforts that are merely pro
forma are not "good faith efforts" to meet the goals. In order to award a contract
to a bidder that has failed to meet SBE contract goals, the office of contract
compliance will determine whether the bidder actively and aggressively made
efforts to meet the city's SBE goals...In determining whether a bidder has made
good faith efforts, the office of contract compliance will take into account the
performance of other bidders in meeting the contract. For example, when the
apparent successful bidder fails to meet the contract goal, but others meet it, the
office of contract compliance may reasonably raise the question of whether, with
additional reasonable efforts, the apparent successful bidder could have met the
goal...Competitors that fail to meet SBE goals and fail to demonstrate "good faith
efforts" shall be deemed non-responsive to the city's SBE requirements and shall
not be eligible to be awarded the contract.

ANALYSIS

After reviewing all facts and evidence obtained, OIG identified several areas of concern:
the communications between Accenture employees and City officials before the announcement of
RFI-S-1230013; the communications between Accenture employees and City officials while RFI-
S-1230013 was active; the departure from Majumdar’s advice that Accenture not be allowed to
participate on RFP-S-1230072; DOP’s response to [Pro’s observations regarding Accenture; and
the potential that Accenture leveraged its connections to OOM to improperly influence the
solicitation process for RFP-S-1230072. OIG will address each of these concerns in order.

Communications Before RFI-S-1230013

The record shows that the City had identified a need for a new CRM for ATL311 at least
two months prior to public announcement of RFI-S-1230013. By May 2022, Microsoft and AIM
had already began discussions regarding the implementation of a CRM system for ATL311. As
per the requirements of the DOP SOP, once the City had determined that there was a need for
CRM services, the relevant stakeholders should have contacted DOP and/or the Law Department
to begin meetings to discuss the specifications needed for the new CRM and the appropriate formal
solicitation. However, City officials began discussions regarding the CRM with first Microsoft
representatives, and later Accenture representatives before involving DOP.

For example, on May 13, 2022, Microsoft sent a presentation to AIM that detailed a
proposed timeline to introduce a CRM to ATL311. In that email, the Microsoft AD remarked that
they were not sure when Sankey would be meeting with Procurement, and attached a presentation,
which included a proposed timeline for ATL311’s CRM development, “in support.” In another
example, Accenture was able to schedule a meeting with Good and Sankey to ‘“share some
insights” with the City on how ATL311 can realize some “quick wins” with a more customer-
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centric approach. During the meeting, Accenture was able to recommend a technologically
“agnostic” approach that could “begin even before a CRM vendor is selected."

OIG observed several communications between Microsoft and/or Accenture
representatives regarding the specifications for the City’s CRM. For example, in May 2022, the
Microsoft AD sent Sankey an initial plan of action which included as one of its set goals “Provide
the Milestone, Cost, Timeline, and pre-requisites of each step in the process from Day 0 to full
deployment of the CRM.” This goal included “investments, training and support resources
provided.” Also, Sankey confirmed with Microsoft that the CRM integration with “the mobile
app” would be seamless, with Microsoft stating that it was ““ a required step in the comprehensive
deployment of the new CRM.”

As a result of the May and June 2022 discussions with City officials, Accenture may have
been given advanced knowledge of, or could have influenced, the technological requirements that
the City would later include in the solicitations for the CRM. Had AIM, ATL311, and OOM
coordinated the CRM project through DOP from the outset, DOP could have developed a
solicitation that allowed multiple vendors to participate. Two of the companies that responded to
RFI-S-1230013, 3Di and Incapsulate, were among the top bidders for RFP-S-1230072. However,
Accenture had a two-month advantage on those competitors to prepare its response to the
upcoming RFI and RFP. In addition to the potential advanced information these pre-RFI
communications conferred to Microsoft and Accenture, these discussions also appear to violate
the DOP SOP which prohibited vendors from assisting in the preparation of specifications.

Communications During RFI-S-1230013

There is no requirement for the City to issue an RFI. Additionally, although the DOP SOP
instructs City agencies and departments to coordinate with DOP and/or DOL once a need is
determined, there is no explicit prohibition on gathering information from companies about
improvements to existing City services outside of the blackout period. As observed, when an APD
official solicited guidance from DOP on the propriety of having “general insight sharing” sessions
with vendors outside of the City’s blackout period, DOP’s only instruction to the APD official was
to “provide a level playing field to all vendors to ensure fair and open competition.”

However, once the RFI was issued on July 21, 2022, City procurement policies prohibited
conversations between RFI respondents and City officials without DOP coordination and approval.
The record shows that while RFI-S-1230013 was still active, Accenture, who was a respondent to
RFI-S-1230013, continued to engage in direct communications with City officials without DOP
involvement. Between July 25, 2022, and July 27, 2022, while RFI-S-1230013 was still active,
Accenture had at least one meeting with Dickens, along with Donald and Good. According to the
Dentons representative who arranged this meeting, the meeting had the express goal of sharing
with Dickens Accenture’s ideas “on turning the 311-modernization effort into a core element of
his citizen engagement strategy.” The Dentons representative also stated that “the Mayor
understands technology” and that Accenture believes that its perspective could improve the odds
of giving the mayor “a win” with a 311 modernization. The Dentons representative told Donald
that Accenture was aware that “some pieces of the 311 solutions are moving quickly” and that
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Accenture believed that Dickens would benefit from Accenture’s perspective “before the City gets
too far down a path.”

All parties interviewed confirmed that the meeting took place. Good informed OIG that the
meeting concerned the implementation of a dashboard, and that the CRM was not discussed.
Donald informed OIG that the meeting concerned transition documents. However, in follow-up
emails to the meeting, Accenture referenced not only the dashboard, but RFI-S-1230013 and (then
upcoming) RFP-S-1230072. Accenture emailed Good the “mutually agreed steps” for the next
meeting: this included the step that Accenture share a representative timeline, inclusive of the
dashboard and values lab, of the “high-level phased activities” the City might expect to implement
in a comprehensive ATL311 future-state solution. In addition, the Accenture Director confirmed
that the meeting covered Accenture’s prior work on a City of Houston CRM project and how that
related to the City’s current CRM needs.

At the meeting, according to communications from Accenture employees, Dickens
requested that Accenture provide the City a “notional timeline” and to come back “within 2-3
weeks.” Accenture submitted a notional timeline to Donald, based on Accenture’s “general
understanding of the City’s current plans” and using Accenture’s prior work in Houston as a model,
the same model Accenture referenced in its response to RFP-S-1230072. Accenture noted that the
“dashboard and values Lab offers” would run in parallel with the RFI, and that the implementation
of a “values lab” would need to start “certainly before the RFP is released.” Accenture also
informed Donald that “how the City chooses to release the ultimate procurement will have an
outsized effect on when and how long the work takes” and suggested to Donald a specific contract
vehicle that reduced the time from the RFP to the project start on Accenture’s Houston project.

In the August 19, 2022, email Majumdar sent to Benjamin, Majumdar noted that Section
5.0 in the RFI document “explicitly” stated that “all Respondents and representative [sic] of any
Respondents are strictly prohibited from contacting any other City employees or any third-party
representatives of the City on any matter having to do with this RF1.” In addition, the DOP SOP
stated that all communications regarding a formal solicitation must be addressed to the attention
of the assigned Procurement Professional, or any other City representatives designated by
Majumdar, in writing and that all parties involved in a public procurement ““are strictly prohibited”
from contacting the City officials and staff until the procurement has concluded.

No parties interviewed mentioned any coordination with DOP regarding the meeting.
Taken together, Accenture not only met with City officials without DOP intervention, but was able
to propose an implementation timeline directly to Dickens, pitch how its ideas could help Dickens
achieve a “win,” make recommendations before the City started to finalize its plans, and even
make suggestions on the design of the ultimate procurement. These communications violated both
the DOP SOP and Section 5.0 of RFI-S-1230013.

City Departure from CPO Advice

Having discovered that Accenture violated the terms of RFI-S-1230013, Majumdar
informed Benjamin that, “to avoid any appearance of a prejudiced procurement process,
[Accenture] shall agree that it will not submit a competitive bid/proposal in response to the project
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and shall not perform on any contract resulting from the particular engagement.” Majumdar
explained that the City runs a “fair, open, transparent, and competitive procurement process related
to RFI, RFQ, and RFP” and that Accenture’s “infraction...could be deemed as unfair to other
vendors since [Accenture was] able to obtain information no other vendors had preview to.”
Despite Majumdar’s letter, Accenture not only later participated on RFP-S-1230072, but
ultimately was awarded the contract for RFP-S-1230072, with Majumdar’s approval.

OIG did not discover what occurred between Majumdar’s August 2022 letter and the public
advertisement and award of RFP-S-1230072, that caused the deviation from Majumdar’s advice.
OIG found no further communications between City officials and Accenture staff until May 2023.
Good informed OIG that she received no further input after forwarding her communications to
Benjamin for review, although in an August 4, 2022, internal communication, Good told staff that
ATL311 had “been advised by the Mayor’s office” to not engage with Accenture. IPro’s
subsequent reporting of this issue to DOP did not elicit an explanation either. Accordingly, without
evidence to the contrary, it appears that the City elected not to follow its CPO’s advice by allowing
Accenture—a vendor that Majumdar determined may have had an unfair advantage—to bid for
and ultimately win, the CRM contract.

City Response to IPro Observations

As discussed earlier, in its report to City Council, IPro made three observations regarding
Accenture. DOP’s responses to [Pro’s observations did not fully address the issues raised by IPro.

I Tax Lien

In its first Accenture-related observation, IPro noted that Accenture had failed to report a
tax lien on its financial disclosure as required. In response to this, DOP stated that if Accenture
had disclosed the tax lien, the City of Atlanta Department of Enterprise Risk Management (Risk)
“would have provided the same score but would have entered a note on the scoring summary sheet
for the user agency's consideration.” This response suggests that, as Accenture’s score was
unaffected by the omission, Accenture’s omission was a harmless error.

Accenture failed to disclose required information in its bid for RFP-S-1230072. Even if it
is true that this had no effect on Accenture’s scoring, there’s no reason to presume Accenture knew
that it would have no impact; and, although Accenture informed OIG that it was unaware of the
tax lien, Accenture’s omission of its tax lien could raise concerns that Accenture concealed
information from evaluators.

II. SBE

IPro also noted that Accenture was awarded full credit for SBE participation, despite
Accenture’s 15% SBE participation being lower than OCC’s recommended 25% SBE participation
goal. DOP responded that, although Accenture’s participation did not meet OCC’s 25% threshold,
Accenture demonstrated acceptable documentation of good faith efforts “as described as part of
the Appendix A guidance and instructions, to identify, contact, contract with, or utilize businesses,
specifically SBEs, as subcontractors or suppliers on the contract.”
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Section 2-1372(c) of the Procurement Code states, procurement bidders must “actively and
aggressively” make efforts to meet SBE contractor goals, and “pro forma efforts” are not good
faith efforts. Section 2-1372(c) also states that a respondent who fails to meet SBE goals and fails
to establish good faith efforts “shall be deemed non-responsive to the city’s SBE requirement and
shall not be eligible to be awarded the contract.”

As Accenture failed to meet RFP-S-1230072’s SBE goal, to be awarded the contract,
Accenture needed to demonstrate to the City that it established good faith efforts. However, on the
SBO 2 form Accenture submitted for RFP-S-1230072, where it was required to list all
subcontractors contacted for the solicitation, Accenture only listed its subcontractor that accounted
for Accenture’s 15% SBE participation level. Accenture confirmed that it did not contact any other
companies besides Accenture’s subcontractor. It is unclear how contacting only one SBE vendor
meets the “active and aggressive” criteria established in the Procurement Code for good faith
efforts.

In addition, Section 2-1372 (c) states that, in determining whether a bidder has made good
faith efforts, OCC will consider the performance of other bidders in meeting the contract goals
and, should there be other bidders who successfully achieved the SBE goal, OCC may make a
negative inference on a non-responsive bidder’s efforts to meet the SBE goal. The record shows
that other respondents for RFP-S-1230072 were able to meet the 25% SBE threshold established
by OCC. Accordingly, the contract file contains no documentation to support the determination
that Accenture made good faith efforts.

Finally, DOP’s response that Accenture had made good faith efforts does not accord with
Accenture’s statements to OIG. Accenture informed OIG that it told the City during the RFP
process that it could not meet the 25% SBE threshold due to “the scope of the work,” “the nature
of the project,” and “the specialized skill sets required,” and that the City would need to be
“flexible” on the SBE requirement. If these communications occurred as Accenture stated, and
given the lack of any evidence in the contract file of Accenture having made good faith efforts,
DOP's assertion to IPro that Accenture had made good faith efforts would appear to be a false
statement. It appears that the City exempted Accenture from RFP-S-1230072’s SBE requirements.

II1. Communications With City Officials

Finally, in its report to City Council, IPro reported that it had observed CRM
implementation discussions between Dickens, members of Dickens’ cabinet, and members of
ATL311 and Accenture before and while RFI-S-01230013 was active. DOP’s response to IPro
had two parts, which OIG will discuss below.

In the first part of DOP’s response, DOP said that it would advise OOM and ATL311 to
refrain from any procurement discussions during the contract’s sourcing period. This response
ignores the fact that DOP had advised OOM, before RFP-S-1230072 was advertised, that the
communications with Accenture violated City policy. OOM had already been advised that
Accenture should not be allowed to participate on RFP-S-1230072, and that advice was not
followed.
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The second part of DOP’s response implies that contrary to any suggestion by IPro, the
communications between the City and Accenture did not violate the City’s blackout policy. In its
response, DOP stated that ITBs?! and RFPs are considered “formal procurements” under
Procurement Codes Section 2-1188(b) and 2-1189(b), respectively. DOP also noted that the
“Required Submittal forms™?? state that the blackout period begins “with the advertisement of the
synopsis and shall remain in effect until execution of the contract, or the solicitation is cancelled
and will not be resolicited, whichever comes first.” DOP then asserted that “unlike an [ITB] and
an RFP, which are formal solicitations” an RFI “is only a Request for Information to acquire
information from the vendor community in a specialized or unique field, prior to soliciting a formal
bid or proposal.”

However, the issue here is that the terms “formal” procurement or “formal” solicitation do
not appear in the Procurement Code. Formal procurement/solicitation are terms found in the DOP
SOP. The DOP SOP lists four types of formal procurements: RFIs, RFPs, ITBs, and RFQs. Also,
the DOP SOP defines a “formal solicitation” as “a document issued by the City for the purpose of
soliciting information, quotes, bids, proposals or information to perform future services or to
procure goods.” Since an RF1 is a “formal procurement” and the definition of “formal solicitation”
twice references the solicitation of information, it is unclear how an RFI would not fall under the
criteria of a formal solicitation.

DOP’s response implies that since an RFI does not result in an award, or the execution of
a contract, communications during active solicitation would not violate the blackout
period. However, IPro’s observation regarding the communications between City officials and
Accenture during RFI-S-1230013 did not reference the City’s blackout period. In its observation,
IPro noted that “[d]uring the RFI process, the mayor, members of the mayor’s cabinet, and
members of the UA met with the proposed awardee to discuss project implementation.” As
Majumdar noted in his August 2022 letter to the OOM, Section 5.0 of RFI-S-1230013 “strictly
prohibited” all Respondents and their representatives from contacting City employees about the
RFI without DOP involvement. Accenture was a respondent for RFI-S-1230013; accordingly, its
communications with the City while RFI-S-1230013 was active violated the terms it agreed to in
the solicitation.??

2! Called Invitation for Bids in the response.

22 As a threshold issue, DOP referenced an inapplicable source in its response. The Required Submittal form referenced
by DOP is a form respondents submitted as part of the bid for RFP-S-1230072. As IPro noted in its observations, the
questioned communications occurred before (and during) the issuance of RFI-S-1230013, well before Accenture
submitted its bid to RFP-S-1230072. As such, the terms of the Required Submittals form are inapposite to the
communications identified by IPro. The relevant authority for this matter are the terms found in RFI-S-1230013, on
which Accenture was also a respondent. Even if the terms of the Required Submittal form were applicable, as DOP
noted in its response, the Required Submittal form states that the blackout period remains in effect until the execution
of a contract or until the solicitation is canceled and will not be resolicited. While it is true that an RFI does not result
in the execution of a contract, there is a period when the RFI can and/or will be cancelled and not resolicited.

23 As discussed earlier, these communications also violated the DOP SOP.
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Undue Influence on the Solicitation Process

Accenture learned of the City’s CRM need through its partnership with Microsoft.
Microsoft appears to have invited Accenture representatives to a meeting it held with Sankey about
the CRM in May 2022. News of this meeting was shared with the Accenture SC. The Accenture
SC, who was a member of Dickens’ transition team, reached out to Burks, another member of
Dickens’ transition team, to tell Burks that they had been asked to arrange a follow-up call with
Sankey, and asked if Burks would be willing to introduce the Accenture SC to Sankey to learn
more about the project. Burks agreed and introduced the Accenture SC to Sankey.

When introducing the Accenture SC to Sankey, the only information provided was that the
Accenture SC was a member of Dickens’ transition team. After communicating with Sankey, the
Accenture SC later would contact Good. In the Accenture SC’s May 25, 2022, introduction letter
to Good, the Accenture SC wrote that they “recently served as a consulting lead on Mayor Dickens’
transition team” and that they were connected to Good and Sankey through the mayor’s office. As
a result of these communications, the Accenture SC was able to schedule a meeting with Sankey
and Good in May 2022.

Later, in June 2022, the Dentons representative separately reached out to Donald, the COS,
to arrange a direct meeting with Dickens and Accenture to discuss the CRM project. In the email
to Donald, the Dentons representative stated that “the Accenture team that supported the Mayor’s
transition” had been following the City’s efforts to improve citizen engagement and digital
services. As a result, a meeting was scheduled in July 2022 between Dickens, Donald, Good, and
Accenture representatives.

Accenture made clear to City officials that Accenture was involved on Dickens’ transition
team, even though the CRM project was unrelated to the services performed on Dickens’ transition
team. Accenture’s repeated references to its work on Dickens’ transition team may have had the
consequence, intended or unintended, of influencing City officials. These references could signal
to a decision maker that Accenture should be treated favorably because it supports the mayor’s
initiatives, or because the mayor trusts its work. It could also communicate to a decision maker
that Accenture is close to OOM and that there could be negative consequences for not providing
Accenture preferential treatment (i.e. refusing to meet with Accenture, or for selecting a different
vendor).

While Accenture’s pointed references to its work on Dickens’ transition team may have
unduly influenced the City’s decision to award it RFP-S-1230072, communications make clear
that Accenture used the access afforded to it from its work on Dickens’ transition team to arrange
introductions and meetings to discuss the CRM project with City officials, including the CIO,
ATL311’s commissioner, the COS, and the mayor. Vendors that did not serve on Dickens’
transition team were at a competitive disadvantage for RFP-S-1230072 because they did not have
the same “in” that could be exploited.

There are other reasons to be concerned that Accenture may have leveraged its access to

City officials, specifically the mayor, to obtain the City’s CRM contract. As discussed, there were
defects in Accenture’s bid for RFP-S-1230072, such as Accenture’s failure to report a tax lien as

28



required and the failure to meet the City’s SBE participation threshold. However, Accenture’s bid
suffered no consequence for these defects. Majumdar gave the opinion that Accenture not be
allowed to participate in RFP-S-1230072, but Accenture was allowed to participate and was
awarded the contract. It could be that Accenture’s close ties with OOM were the underlying reason
that these issues appear not to have been addressed. Under the circumstances, it can be concluded
that Accenture was given preferential treatment to its competitors for the CRM contract and
Accenture’s work on Dickens’ transition team was the source of this preferential treatment.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

In November 2023, IPro referred its observations on RFP-S-1230072 to OIG’s Compliance
Division for investigation. During the investigation, OIG confirmed that Accenture’s
communications with City officials during the active period for the related RFI-S-1230013
violated the terms of that solicitation. OIG also found that Accenture was given a competitive
advantage over other bidders on RFP-S-1230072. City officials did not follow procedures to ensure
that there was a level playing field for other bidders. Prior to the announcement of RFI-S-1230013
and RFP-S-1230072, Accenture was able to use its connections to Dickens to facilitate direct
communications with City officials, including Dickens, that other bidders were not provided.
These issues were identified by the CPO, and it was advised that Accenture not be allowed to
participate in this solicitation. However, this advice appears to have been disregarded.

From the discovery of advance discussions with City officials regarding CRM project
implementation, the discovery of violations of RFI-S-1230013, the departure from Majumdar’s
advice, the disregard for Accenture’s omission of financial information from its bid response, the
full SBE credit award to Accenture despite not meeting the contract 25% SBE participation
criteria, and the later finding of good faith efforts on Accenture’s behalf without any apparent
justification, it appears that the ultimate award of RFP-S-1230072 to Accenture would not be
derailed.

To ensure the fair, transparent, and inclusive procurement process that the City strives for,
OIG recommends that the City:

1. Cease using Accenture for any further work related to RFP-S-1230072.

* * *

The City issued a letter responding to the findings of the OIG investigation. The City
rejected the above recommendation, citing legal and factual concerns.
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