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FROM THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
Welcome to the 2024 Annual Report of the City of Atlanta Office of the Inspector General (OIG).  This 
report details the work OIG has produced and the challenges OIG has faced in its fourth year of operation. 

2024 ushered continued progress towards building and strengthening the infrastructure of the office.  OIG 
entered the configuration phase of its long-awaited case management system, a system that will serve as 
the foundation of OIG recordkeeping and performance reporting.  At the beginning and end of the year, 
OIG finalized internal policies and procedures that codified guidance on the operations of the office.  The 
office’s greatest resource is its professionals: this year reflected solidity of OIG personnel with full 
staffing and no employee turnover. 

The two divisions of the office, Independent Procurement Review and Compliance, continued to fulfill 
their mandate, working to prevent and detect fraud, waste, abuse, and corruption.  The solicitation reviews 
performed by Independent Procurement Review gained renewed consideration as the Council increased 
its focus on the range of deficiencies the division identifies in its reports.  The public reports issued by 
Compliance identified abuses of authority, bribery, and procurement-related misconduct.  

We faced unprecedented challenges throughout 2024.  Since its inception, OIG has encountered a lack of 
receptivity to its work, but this rose to new heights in 2024, as the City twice declared that it would (at 
taxpayer expense) re-investigate matters OIG had investigated and publicly reported.  In the majority of 
instances where OIG issued policy and procedure recommendations (PPRs) to address identified system 
vulnerabilities, the City did not respond to the PPRs; in one instance, the City Attorney challenged OIG’s 
right to issue recommendations at all.  OIG faced hostility to its execution of fundamental operations, 
including accusations of theft from City leadership when OIG performed the routine (and Charter-
sanctioned) function of obtaining City property to conduct its investigations.  OIG identified City records 
that showed that City leaders worked to obstruct OIG investigations—and when OIG relayed as much to 
the City’s executive and legislative leaders, nothing was done.  Notwithstanding the Charter requirement 
that OIG receive immediate access to City records, in 2024, the City instructed its employees to treat OIG 
investigative requests for records like Open Records Act requests.  This treatment created a systemic 
roadblock delaying OIG’s work and exposed confidential OIG investigations to an increasing number of 
employees, thus compromising the integrity of investigations and damaging the reputations of employees 
connected with those investigations.  Finally, the City established a task force to review OIG operations 
and provided that body with insufficient time to conduct a full and fair review.   The result of which was a 
set of reform recommendations based on spurious claims about OIG operations and with no apparent 
regard to industry standards and best practices. 

Individually, each of these challenges impaired the work of the office; collectively, they nearly ground the 
investigative reporting to a halt, slowing productivity as OIG leadership diverted time away from 
managing investigative functions and reviewing and finalizing reports of completed investigations in 
order to fight for the survival of the office.   

We did not anticipate that 2024 would necessitate a call to Stand With OIG but we are grateful for the 
organizations and members of the public who did just that. With ongoing scrutiny of the office and the 
prospect of legislative reform, OIG hopes that 2025 will bring increased understanding of offices of 
inspector general in general, increased appreciation of the benefits of having an independent and effective 
office of inspector general, increased recognition of the resources offices of inspector general need in 
order to be effective, and increased fulfillment of the same for OIG, so that it can best serve Atlanta. 
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CITY OF ATLANTA OFFICE OF THE 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
In 2019, in the wake of federal indictments and 
guilty pleas detailing municipal corruption, the 
City of Atlanta (the City) convened a group of 
civic leaders to evaluate the structure and 
systems of oversight in the City and to 
determine what might be done to combat 
government misconduct and help restore the 
people of Atlanta’s trust in its government. The 
Task Force for the Promotion of Public Trust 
(Task Force) held a series of public hearings, 
which included testimony from City oversight 
offices, a national municipal integrity expert, 
and the IGs of Philadelphia and Baltimore. 
Ultimately, the Task Force issued a report with 
one primary recommendation: the City should 
form an office of inspector general, a 
“centralized and effective enforcement agency” 
“with the jurisdiction and power to identify and 
investigate fraud, waste, corruption, abuse, and 
misconduct” “that can hold all City officials and 
those doing business with the City, 
accountable.” 

Accepting the Task Force’s recommendation, 
the mayor and the Council quickly moved to 
form the office. In February 2020, the City 
amended the Charter of the City of Atlanta to 
include a new article (Article 8), establishing the 
City of Atlanta Office of the Inspector General. 

OFFICES OF INSPECTOR 
GENERAL: JIMMY CARTER’S 
LEGACY 
On October 12, 1978, former President Jimmy 
Carter signed the 1978 Inspector General Act 
(IG Act) introducing a system of oversight that 
now includes offices of inspector general at the 
local, state, and federal levels. Modern IGs—
from those of federal agencies to those of U.S. 
cities—prevent and detect fraud, waste, abuse, 
mismanagement, and corruption within their 
respective jurisdictions. 

Carter considered IGs “perhaps the most 
important new tools in the fight against fraud.” 
His vision for government oversight was to 
ensure that watchdog agencies maintained 
integrity and accountability within the federal 
government, promoting economy and 
efficiency in government operations.  In 
signing the IG Act, he stated that he was “very 
grateful that we have this chance to protect the 
taxpayer's dollar, to root out corruption, fraud, 
waste, mismanagement in the most effective 
and enthusiastic fashion.”    

President Jimmy Carter 
1924 - 2024 

BACKGROUND 

  



GOVERNING BOARD OF THE OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
AND THE ETHICS OFFICE  
The Governing Board of the Office of the Inspector General and the Ethics Office (Governing 
Board) was established to ensure the independence of OIG. Independence is critical to the overall 
effectiveness of OIG because it allows the office to conduct investigations and reviews without 
interference or undue influence from the entities OIG oversees. 

The Governing Board consists of nine members with residency, employment, or business interests 
within the City of Atlanta. The following organizations may each nominate one person to serve on 
the Board – Association of Certified Fraud Examiners, Atlanta Bar Association, Atlanta Business 
League, Atlanta Planning Advisory Board, Gate City Bar Association, Georgia Society of Certified 
Public Accountants, League of Women Voters of Atlanta-Fulton County, Metro Atlanta Chamber 
of Commerce, and Seven Major Universities. Each member serves a three-year term. 

COMPLIANCE DIVISION 
Compliance investigates allegations of fraud, waste, abuse, and corruption; provides education and 
training for City employees, elected officials, board members, and staff regarding potential hazards; 
and recommends measures to address vulnerabilities. 

INDEPENDENT PROCUREMENT REVIEW DIVISION 
Independent Procurement Review (IPro) reviews all solicitations with a combined value of $1 
million dollars or more that require City Council authorization, and may perform discretionary 
reviews of contracts of any value. 

* * *

WHO WE ARE 

 
  
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

MISSION 
 OIG endeavors to ensure that the government of the City of Atlanta operates with integrity and 
e fficiency. Through prevention, investigation and review, and enforcement, OIG seeks to eliminate 
fraud, waste, abuse, and corruption, and thereby build community trust and make City government 
 more accountable to its constituents. 

JURISDICTION 
OIG’s authority to conduct its investigations and reviews derives from Article 8 which outlines the 
general jurisdiction of the office, including matte rs of fraud, waste, abuse, and corruption within the 
City’s governmental entities by employees, elected officials, vendors, and members of boards, 
authorities, commissions, etc. (BACE). 
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PROFESSIONAL STAFF 
COMPETENCES and TRAINING 
OIG is comprised of investigators, data analyst, 
auditors, attorneys and other professionals with 
undergraduate and graduate degrees in diverse 
disciplines, and experience in working with 
regulatory and oversight bodies, law 
enforcement, and the military.  

Collectively, OIG staff possesses the education, 
experience, and training to effectively engage, 
review, investigate, and assess operations of the 
City of Atlanta. 

CERTIFICATIONS 
The Association of Inspectors General, a 
professional, non-profit organization that 
supports and advances the professionalism 
and integrity of IG offices, offers programs 
on core competencies, and certifications upon 
successful completion and examination.  

OIG staff hold the following certifications: 
 Certified Inspector General
 Certified Inspector General Auditor
 Certified Inspector General

Investigator
 Certified Inspector General

Inspector/Evaluator
 Certified Fraud Examiner
 Certified Law Enforcement Officer

WHO WE ARE 

STRUCTURE 
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WHO WE ARE 

BUDGET AND PERSONNEL 

FY 25 Budget............................................. $2.47 million 

Employees (FTE)....................................... 16 

Vacancies as of 12/31/24........................... 0 

Vacancy Rate as of 12/31/24...................... 0% 

Positions Filled in 2024.............................. 1 (backfill) 

 SCOPE OF RESPONSIBILITY 

City FY 25 Budget..................................... $2.75 billion 

City Departments....................................... 28 

City Vendors.............................................. 2084 

BACE......................................................... 141 

City Employees.......................................... 10,416 
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OIG continues to focus efforts on increasing awareness of the office, and knowledge about OIG’s 
mission, jurisdiction, and outcomes of its investigations and reviews. The Director of Information and 
Outreach performs this work through a myriad of activities including but not limited to, participating 
in outreach events, engagement with media and journalists, connecting with community focused 
organizations, increasing engagement on OIG’s social media platforms, coordinating and developing 
anti-corruption trainings, and deployment of print and advertising campaigns. 

PROFESSIONAL ENGAGEMENT 
The Inspector General and the Director of 
Information and Outreach participated in several 
symposiums, seminars, and outreach activities 
during 2024.  

Events included: 
 Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation

Authority Speakers Series
 Association of Local Government Auditors

Regional Training Conference
 Midwestern Intergovernmental Audit Forum
 Association of Inspectors General Annual

Training Conference
 Center for Civic Innovation Leadership

Breakfast
 Midtown Atlanta Rotary Club
 Neighborhood Planning Units Meetings
 Atlanta Planning Advisory Board Meetings
 Agnes Scott College Career Fair
 NPU Engagement Day

PRINT MATERIALS 
OIG has developed materials that communicate 
the work of the office, its processes, procedures, 
jurisdiction, and public policies. These guides are 
available in print form and on the OIG website.  

INFORMATION, OUTREACH, AND EDUCATION 
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INFORMATION, OUTREACH, AND EDUCATION 

OIG IN THE MEDIA 
OIG continues to engage with media to create awareness of OIG’s initiatives, responsibilities, 
and results. By doing so, OIG is able to help (1) build trust through transparency and 
accountability with constituents throughout the City and (2) deter misconduct. OIG has been 
featured across all major mediums including print, television appearances, radio, and web.  The 
Inspector General penned an opinion piece that was published, highlighting the tools necessary 
for an office of inspector general to be effective. 

PUBLIC AWARENESS CAMPAIGN 
In 2023, OIG launched its public awareness campaign ‘Eyes on ATL’ to encourage City of 
Atlanta residents, employees, businesses, and others to come forward in reporting instances of 
fraud, waste, abuse, and corruption. During 2024, OIG continued the campaign with advertising 
across the Metro-Atlanta area on MARTA transit shelters. Channel 26 and TSA monitors 
throughout the Atlanta Hartsfield International Airport also feature the campaign. 
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INFORMATION, OUTREACH, AND EDUCATION 

OIG WEBSITE 
In December 2023, OIG launched its newly redesigned website. Throughout 2024, OIG utilized 
many of the sites features to more effectively reach the public and internal constituents. OIG 
introduced new web pages: in the ABOUT section, OIG added OIG EDUCATIONAL 
MATERIALS featuring a repository of information about its formation; and OIG added a 
section, TEMPORARY TASK FORCE, to help City stakeholders more fully understand the 
office, its operations, and the process and results of the task force review.   

OIG highlighted videos, letters of interest, and PowerPoint presentations on OIG’s main page, 
utilizing this website feature to provide easy access to critical information about OIG, enhance 
transparency, and encourage public engagement in OIG’s oversight efforts. 
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ANTI-CORRUPTION TRAINING 

OIG provides education and training to 
employees and officials on fraud, waste, abuse, 
and corruption. OIG’s sessions on anti-
corruption are designed to inform employees of 
OIG’s purpose, the shared mission of upholding 
the integrity of City operations, common issues 
of municipal misconduct, how to avoid 
corruption vulnerabilities, and ways to report 
fraud, waste, abuse, and corruption. OIG tailors 
training to each department and invites 
participation from employees to explore 
potential pitfalls more fully. 

Anti-Corruption Trainings........... 51 

City Departments......................... 6 

City Employees........................... 1,481 

INTERNAL RESOURCES 
GOVERNANCE 
At the beginning and end of 2024, OIG finalized comprehensive internal policies and procedures that 
codified guidance on the operations of the office.  To credibly perform its function for the City, OIG 
must adhere to its own rules and regulations. OIG is committed to ensuring that its staff adhere 
to the highest professional standards. 

CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
In 2024, OIG moved one step closer to replacing its manual system of maintaining 
Compliance case information and shared case documentation portal. A specialized online case 
management system will allow the division to maintain all of its investigative data, from 
intake to case closure, on one comprehensive platform. IPro will also reap the benefits of a 
consolidated management system. Significantly, particularly for purposes of an annual report, 
the case management system will facilitate the efficient production of case statistics and 
performance metrics. After years of procuring a vendor to provide the system, in 2024, OIG 
began the process of configuring the system to be tailored to OIG’s needs and processes.   

CITYWIDE TRAINING
In addition to educational anti-corruption outreach, Compliance has identified workplace 
violence prevention training as an area of concern for which the office proposes to conduct 
training this year.1   OIG received a number of complaints this year that included some type of 
verbal or physical altercation between City employees linked to allegations of retaliation, 
bullying, abuses of authority, and discrimination.   The training would focus on conflict 
resolution and de-escalation strategies, such as remaining calm, using neutral language, and 
maintaining a non-threatening body posture.

1 The Charter requires the Compliance Division to annually report its “determination of area(s) of greatest concern on which the Inspector 
General proposes to conduct training during the calendar year of the report for approval by the council.”  
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2024 TEMPORARY TASK FORCE 

In September, the Atlanta City Council passed Resolution 24-R-3983, which created a temporary 
task force to review the operations of OIG (the task force).  In light of the considerable resources 
OIG expended in 2024 to respond to the creation of the task force, the execution of the task force, 
and the task force recommendations—and the resulting impact on the remainder of the office’s 
performance—it is worth highlighting in this report the below summary and snapshot of the work 
product generated.  (All materials are available via the OIG website, atloig.org.)   

SUMMARY 
What follows is a brief summary of the activity surrounding the task force. 

 On September 3, 2024, City Council approved legislation “walk[ed]-in” by the mayor’s
office that created a temporary task force to examine Office of the Inspector General’s
(OIG) work and make recommendations to the mayor and the Council to update OIG’s
Charter provisions.

 OIG received no notice of this legislation and was afforded no opportunity to respond to
the mayor’s office’s presentation, which contained multiple misstatements and
mischaracterizations concerning our work.

 The mayor’s office identified as “areas of concern” OIG investigative actions that are
consistent with industry standards and practices in offices of inspector general across the
country.

 For several months, OIG and its board had provided resources and offered to assemble
experts for the mayor’s office to give a greater understanding of how offices of inspector
general operate.

 Instead, the mayor’s office assembled a task force that excluded subject matter experts in
offices of inspector general and gave the task force a mandate with a timetable that
prevented comprehensive fact finding and analysis: as passed on September 3, the task
force was to complete its review and offer its assessment within 45 days of the passage of
the legislation (October 18).

 OIG looked forward to an open and frank discussion where it might inform the task force
and the public regarding how its practices fit within national standards.

 OIG was provided no meaningful opportunity to do so.  Instead, staff to the task force—the
mayor’s chief of staff and City attorney—executed the task force in a manner that
negatively impacted OIG.  The staff:

 Withheld details of the first task force meeting from OIG
 Provided the task force no information reflecting OIG concerns
 Limited OIG to 15 total minutes of presentation
 Excluded OIG from the process of selecting witnesses to present to the task force
 Barred remote testimony of subject matter experts (despite technical viability)
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2024 TEMPORARY TASK FORCE 

 Neglected to circulate the written submission of the Georgia OIG
 Stifled public engagement by meetings scheduled during the daytime and

scheduled in conflict with City Council meetings, thus foreclosing full live-
streaming

 Subjugated discussions with subject matter experts to non-public discussions with
fewer than half of the task force members

 Amplified false allegations against OIG, through mayor’s office presentations and
statements of mayor’s administration witnesses

 Omitted discussion regarding OIG’s documented obstruction concerns

 On November 6, the task force issued its report with recommendations for reform.  In its
report, the task force, which had held one public fact-gathering meeting, touted its efforts
as “exhaustive.”

 Of the resultant recommendations:

 One (regarding internal counsel) spoke to an identified OIG need and another
(peer review) spoke to a stated OIG intention.

 Some recommendations reflected current OIG practices.

 Other recommendations, however, arose from repeated falsehoods regarding OIG
operations; these recommendations perpetuated negative misconceptions and
thereby served to damage OIG’s reputation and ability to carry out its duties.

 The most troubling recommendations posed threats to the independence and effectiveness
of OIG.  These recommendations ran afoul of industry norms and best practices:

 Board involvement in OIG operations, including by tasking the board with:
 Evaluations of OIG initiation of investigations
 Decision making regarding issuing referrals
 Decision making regarding releasing investigative reports

 Limiting OIG investigations to allegations of “substantial misconduct, such as
gross mismanagement, gross waste of funds, or a substantial violation of law”

 Informing subjects of investigations about the investigations once they commence

 Barring OIG from using interview statements to hold bad actors accountable

 A number of the substantive and procedural concerns noted above were echoed in letters
and statements from the Association of Inspectors General, the Atlanta Planning
Advisory Board, and the NAACP Legal Defense Fund.

* * *

 In sum, the task force was executed in a manner that did not allow a full or fair review.
Many of the task force recommendations would facilitate interference in OIG
investigations and reporting, curtail accountability, and suggest that some level of
fraud/waste/abuse/corruption is acceptable in City of Atlanta government.
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2024 TEMPORARY TASK FORCE 

WORK PRODUCT GENERATED 
Below please find a brief description of the work product OIG generated in 2024 in connection 
with the task force.  The documentation was intended alternately to provide information to the task 
force, City leadership, and the public.  

 Submission to Task Force – Memorandum
 Outlining the history and challenges faced by OIG

 Submission Binder
 31-tab binder providing material to the task force, from best practice

documentation to memoranda of support for the independence of offices of
inspector general to internal correspondence

 Slide decks
 Providing background information and correcting misinformation from the City’s

presentation to Council in support of the creation of the task force
 Detailing the procedural concerns with the staffing and execution of the task force
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2024 TEMPORARY TASK FORCE 

 One pagers
 Describing the intent behind the

task force, as reflected by the
“timeline” revealed in a media
Open Records request

 Highlighting unaddressed issues
of obstruction

 Summarizing substantive concerns
regarding the task force
recommendations

 Summarizing procedural concerns
regarding the task force
recommendations

 Detailing OIG’s plan to address
transparency and education issues
raised by the task force

 Side-by-Sides
 Separating fact from fiction

regarding statements about OIG
operations

 Addressing specific criticisms
raised by invited presenters during
the sole fact gathering meeting of
the task force

 Detailing substantive concerns
regarding the task force
recommendations



COMPLIANCE DIVISION INDICATORS 
INTAKE 
OIG received 305 intakes in 2024. The majority of these complaints were emailed to the OIG 
Inbox (inspectorgeneral@atlantaga.gov) and submitted through the OIG Tip Line/Main Line 
(404-546-2271/70). The Other category includes referrals from other government offices and 
direct outreach to Compliance staff. 

In determining whether to open an investigation into issues raised in a complaint, Compliance 
evaluates the allegation to determine if it falls within the jurisdiction of OIG, both in subject 
matter and relevant party; whether sufficient information is provided to pursue the matter; the 
scope, significance, and/or severity of the alleged conduct; and whether the division has 
sufficient resources to complete an investigation. 

Upon conducting this evaluation, a complaint will typically receive one of three dispositions: the 
division will open the matter for investigation; the division will refer the matter to another City 
department or outside agency with appropriate jurisdiction for investigation or relevant 
follow-up (an External Referral); or the division will file the matter for intelligence, cataloging 
those complaints outside of OIG jurisdiction and allowing future investigation if the division 
receives additional actionable information and/or resources. (Note that a large volume of 
complaints received that are filed for intelligence do not involve fraud, waste, abuse, corruption, 
and/or City government). 

Opened for Investigation............................ 75 

Filed for Intelligence.................................. 64 

External Referral........................................ 114 

TOTAL....................................................... 305* 

*50 intakes pending disposition

INVESTIGATIONS 
Compliance conducts investigations of fraud, waste, abuse, and corruption into City programs, 
operations, contracts, employees, elected and appointed officials, and vendors. Compliance 
may initiate an investigation in response to a complaint, upon receiving a referral, or on its own 
initiative based on an identified or observed issue, or risk area susceptible for fraud, waste, 
abuse, and/or corruption. 

OPEN CASES 
As of December 31, Compliance had 118 open investigations involving a range of subjects and types of 
alleged fraud, waste, abuse, or corruption. 
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COMPLIANCE DIVISION INDICATORS 

CLOSED CASES 
In 2024, OIG closed 23 investigations involving a range of subjects and types of alleged fraud, 
waste, abuse, and/or corruption from bribery to safety/security to fiscal controls. OIG acts as a 
factfinder, obtaining evidence, identifying elements of alleged offenses, and applying evidence 
to each element as it determines whether an allegation is substantiated or unsubstantiated.  OIG 
utilizes a preponderance of the evidence standard, an assessment whether it is more than likely 
than not that the alleged misconduct occurred. 

Substantiated............................................. 9 

Partially Substantiated................................ 4 

Unsubstantiated........................................... 10 

SUBSTANTIATED CASE OUTCOMES 
Compliance works to identify and eliminate 
corruption, safeguard City resources, and 
enhance public trust in City government by 
espousing adherence to laws, rules, and 
regulations. Compliance investigates 
allegations of fraud, waste, abuse, and 
corruption; educates City employees, 
elected officials, board members, and staff 
regarding potential hazards; recommends 
measures to address vulnerabilities; and 
holds accountable those found to have 
engaged in misconduct. 

When Compliance substantiates an 
allegation—that is, when the division finds 
the alleged conduct more likely than not 
occurred—it refers its findings to relevant 
parties. If Compliance finds individual 
misconduct of a City employee or a City 
vendor, it will refer the findings of the 

investigation to the relevant department head 
or applicable City leader for whatever action 
that office deems appropriate. If the 
investigation reveals one or more corruption 
vulnerabilities or other gaps in controls, 
Compliance will suggest policy and 
procedure recommendations to the relevant 
department head or City leader to shore up 
such gaps. If Compliance finds criminal 
misconduct, it will make a criminal referral 
to the relevant prosecutor (depending on the 
nature of the criminal activity, the referral 
would be directed to a district attorney’s 
office, office of attorney general, or U.S. 
attorney’s office). Compliance might also 
recommend to the City and/or work with 
relevant prosecutors to pursue monetary 
restitution where investigation findings 
indicate the City has improperly lost funds. 

Administrative Referrals................................................ 13 
Policy & Procedure Recommendations......................... 37 

Criminal Referrals (Subjects)........................................ 6 

Savings Identified / Recovered...................................... $1,771,000 / $131,000 
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COMPLIANCE DIVISION INDICATORS 

CLOSED CASE DETAILS 
C2021-0005: OIG received a complaint alleging that Atlanta Information Management (AIM) 
lacked oversight of Oracle, the City’s cloud-based application and data source for finance, 
human resources, and procurement. The allegation was unsubstantiated. OIG found that the 
Oracle database was initially engaged as a financial system and was later expanded to include 
cross departmental functions. While OIG found evidence to support the allegation that AIM 
lacked oversight over Oracle, considerable changes were implemented in 2022 resulting in the 
formation of the Oracle governance and steering committee which includes representatives from 
the mayor’s office, finance, human resources, procurement, and AIM.   

C2022-0002: OIG received a complaint alleging that a desktop support technician installed 
unauthorized software on City computers. The allegation was substantiated. OIG found that the 
software was not authorized for use and AIM management stated that the employee did not 
obtain the necessary permissions to use the software. The employee received a one-week, unpaid 
suspension for violating city policy. OIG found that AIM discovered other unapproved software 
that was being used at that time, but found no evidence that AIM took steps to identify and/or 
discipline any other employees responsible for downloading unapproved software. OIG referred 
this matter to AIM early in its investigation, due to the potential security risk to the City’s 
technology environment.  

C2022-0005: OIG received a complaint alleging that the Code Enforcement director did not 
properly respond to a tenant’s concerns regarding an electrical hazard. The allegation was 
partially substantiated. OIG found that Code Enforcement immediately responded to the 
residence to address the concerns, however, the deficiencies went unaddressed for over a year 
because the property owner was not notified. OIG found that the lapse occurred due to a process 
failure. OIG referred this matter to Code Enforcement.    

C2022-0023: OIG received a complaint alleging that multiple Department of Transportation 
(DOT) employees had engaged in various forms of misconduct while on the job, that included 
personal use of city vehicles, the sale of illegal drugs, bringing a child to the worksite, physical 
violence among co-workers, and inappropriate relationships between supervisors and 
subordinates allegedly caught on dashcam. Four of the five allegations were unsubstantiated. The 
allegation of physical violence was substantiated. OIG found the Office of Labor and Employee 
Relations (OLER) had conducted an investigation into the matter and found two DOT employees 
in violation of the City’s Anti-Bullying & Workplace Violence Policy. Both employees received 
a five-day suspension without pay and completed training on emotional intelligence. 

C2022-0037: OIG received a complaint from a former City employee alleging the City’s Ethics 
Office did not permit her to engage in outside consulting work, despite other employees in her 
division being allowed to engage in outside consulting work for many years. The employee also 
alleged that she was the subject of retaliation by her department management for filing a 
complaint with Ethics regarding the disparity in granting outside employment authorization. The 
allegations were unsubstantiated. OIG found that the complainant had not requested 
authorization from the department to engage in outside employment. The investigation also  
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found evidence that indicated three (now former) division employees engaged in outside 
employment without written authorization from the department. Regarding the retaliation, OIG 
found that the department was aware of the employee’s complaints filed with OLER and OIG, 
and the department did take adverse action against the employee; however, the employment 
action taken was unrelated to her filed complaints.  OIG referred this matter to DOF, DHR, and 
Ethics with policy and procedure recommendations. 

C2022-0047: OIG received a complaint alleging that a Department of Aviation (DOA) employee 
had lobbied for a vendor to receive an aviation contract renewal because the employee’s son 
worked for the vendor. The complaint also alleged that the vendor did not have the proper airport 
badging to access restricted areas of the airport. The allegations were unsubstantiated. OIG found 
that DOA was the user agency for the contracts and the Department of Procurement (DOP) 
approved the renewal recommendation. Staff approved by DOP evaluated the proponents and 
developed the questions that recommended the vendor for the award. OIG confirmed that the 
employee’s son did work for the vendor. As it relates to the allegation regarding the airport 
badging, OIG found that the vendor did have the required airport badging to access restricted 
areas of the airport.  

C2022-0048: OIG received a complaint alleging that during the blackout period of an aviation 
department solicitation, a senior project manager from a DOA vendor company, solicited an 
internship opportunity for a co-worker’s daughter from the proponent. The allegation was 
substantiated. OIG found that the co-worker’s daughter did not receive an internship, however a 
request for an internship was made on her behalf during the blackout period. OIG found that no 
violation of the blackout period occurred because the communications were not expressly related 
to the solicitation. OIG notes, as it is stated in the IPro report, that this conduct creates an 
appearance of impropriety and OIG found that it might also violate other provisions of the Code. 
OIG referred this matter to DOP.   

C2023-0003: OIG initiated an investigation into activities between a councilmember and a 
vendor after receiving a complaint with multiple allegations including lobbyist identification and 
City rules regarding lobbyists. OIG found no misconduct by the councilmember. OIG found that 
the vendor has personal and financial relationships with several City officials and employees that 
were not disclosed, as required by City code. OIG also found that a City employee was listed as a 
reference for the vendor on a solicitation for which the vendor was competing with the City. OIG 
found that in addition to serving as a reference, this employee engaged in outside employment in 
connection with the employee’s City work, and billed the City for the services. Records indicate 
that the employee submitted false documentation to the City to circumvent City procurement 
rules. OIG referred this matter to City Council, the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), 
Department of Public Works (DPW), the Department of Human Resources (DHR), the Mayor’s 
Office of Constituent Services (OCS), and the Ethics Office for review. OIG also made a 
criminal referral to the Fulton County District Attorney’s Office.  OIG identified approximately 
$276,000 in potential cost savings to the City.  

C2023-0006: OIG initiated an investigation into a former DPW employee and the former 
employee of a City consulting company after it found communications that suggested collusion 
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between the parties related to a request for proposals (RFP) for post closure care of the City’s 
landfills. The allegation was substantiated. OIG found that the former public works employee 
collaborated with the consultant’s employee on the scope of work for the new post landfill care 
RFP and provided confidential budget information to the consultant’s employee related to an 
existing task order contract for post landfill care. OIG referred this matter to DPW and DOP with 
a policy and procedure recommendation. OIG also made a criminal referral to the U.S. 
Attorney’s Office for the Northern District of Georgia.  OIG identified approximately $945,000 
in potential cost savings to the City.  

C2023-0007: OIG initiated an investigation into the activity of an employee, in the Department 
of City Planning (DCP), when the Department notified OIG that a customer alleged the 
employee solicited a payment – from the customer – to have the customer’s permit applications 
expedited. The allegation was substantiated. In addition to the employee identified in the 
complaint, OIG found additional DCP employees engaged in the same activity. OIG referred this 
matter to DCP and Ethics. OIG also made a criminal referral to the Fulton County District 
Attorney’s Office.  OIG identified approximately $27,000 in potential cost savings to the City. 

C2023-0013: OIG received a complaint alleging the DHR commissioner created a position for 
her daughter, then retaliated against the supervisor when the daughter was not allowed to 
telework. The allegation was substantiated. OIG found that the DHR commissioner used her 
authority to create a position for her daughter, who did not meet the qualifications for the created 
position. OIG found that once in the position, and after four weeks of training, the daughter made 
a request to telework that was denied by the supervisor. When the supervisor attempted to hold 
the daughter accountable for tardiness and absenteeism, the supervisor was targeted for 
termination by DHR. OIG also noted issues with access to records during this investigation. OIG 
referred this matter to the mayor’s office with policy and procedure recommendations to address 
the access issues. OIG identified approximately $148,000 in potential cost savings to the City.  

C2023-0015: OIG received a complaint alleging several police officers had used the retired 
police officers’ pension fund for personal expenditures. The allegation was unsubstantiated. OIG 
confirmed that one of the officers identified in the complaint sits on the pension fund 
administrative committee, but does not have access to nor signatory authority on the pension 
fund accounts. The other officers identified in the complaint do not have access to the pension 
fund accounts. During the course of the investigation, OIG discovered that one of the officers 
named in the complaint was the former union president, and had opened a 501(c)(3), and 
funneled union money into the 501(c)(3) account. The Atlanta Police Department Office of 
Professional Standards conducted the investigation. 

2023-0033: OIG initiated a proactive review of cameras pursuant to a City Council resolution 
passed to improve safety measures in the City’s parks. OIG met with DPR security officials to 
gather information on the installation, location, and functionality of the park cameras, which 
included site visits to various parks. OIG found that APD and DPR complied with the Council’s 
directive, and the process is ongoing. OIG will monitor the project until completion.  

2023-0043: OIG received a complaint alleging a Department of Watershed Management (DWM) 
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employee was working in the DWM without a required license. The allegation was substantiated. 
OIG found that the employee’s license had expired in 2023 and the employee had not renewed 
the license, in part because the employee did not have sufficient continuing professional 
education credits to renew the license. OIG referred this matter to the department with policy and 
procedure recommendations regarding license tracking on the basis of reports from a DWM 
manager; DWM provided OIG with information regarding its tracking systems. 

2023-0054: OIG received an anonymous complaint alleging a city employee was using a city 
vehicle to harass and threaten a complainant. OIG found that the city employee is assigned to a 
city vehicle with take home privileges, however, OIG was not able to substantiate the allegations 
due to insufficient evidence. 

2023-0062: OIG received a complaint alleging that the mayor and city council members are 
required to have public official surety bonds available for the public to view online. OIG 
reviewed the state statute and city code and found no requirement for the mayor or city council 
members to have such a bond. City Code requires the Chief Procurement Officer, Chief 
Financial Officer, and the Court Administrator to each have a bond. OIG found that these three 
officials have the required bond, but the Court Administrators bond was less than the amount 
required by the code. The allegation was unsubstantiated, and Department of Finance Office of 
Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) advised that it is in the process of correcting the Court 
Administrator’s bond.   

C2023-0069: OIG initiated an investigation into the activity of the City Clerk’s Office when it 
received 13 complaints alleging the clerk violated a City resolution. The allegation was partially 
substantiated. The resolution required the clerk to redact personally identifiable information, in 
this case unlisted telephone and cell phone numbers, in accordance with the Georgia Open 
Records Act before publishing the public record. OIG found that the clerk’s office did not redact 
this information from the public record, prior to the public record being published on its website. 
OIG referred the matter to the clerk’s office. 

2023-0085: OIG concluded an investigation alleging that the former mayor, after leaving office, 
had APD executive protection patrol her residence while she was out of state. City ordinance 
provides security services to former mayors up to 180 after they leave office and allows for 
“suitable executive protection services.” OIG learned that this term is not defined in the City 
code nor in APD’s executive protection unit protocols, leaving it up to the former mayor to 
determine what is suitable. The allegation was substantiated and this matter will be referred to 
the Council and APD with recommendations to establish protocols and define minimum 
standards. 

C2023-0090: OIG initiated this investigation after receipt of a referral from IPro. IPro discovered 
communications between City staff and an awardees’ employees before and during an active 
solicitation, in violation of the blackout period. OIG found that the awardee was able to use its 
connections to the City’s executive offices to coordinate and engage in direct communications 
with City officials, a connection that the other proponents did not have and were not provided. 
OIG learned that these issues were identified by the CPO, who advised a member of the City’s 
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executive office that the vendor should not be allowed to participate in the solicitation. The 
CPO’s advice was disregarded. The vendor was allowed to participate in the solicitation and was 
ultimately awarded the contract. OIG referred this matter to Atlanta Information Management 
(AIM), the Department of Customer Service/ATL 311, DOP, and the Office of the Mayor.  OIG 
identified approximately $375,000 in potential cost savings to the City. 

2023-0095: OIG received an anonymous complaint alleging that a city planning employee was 
running a sexual escort service on social media and offering services in city offices. OIG 
reviewed social media accounts and other sources related to the subject and found no evidence to 
support the claim.  

2024-0025: OIG received a citizen complaint alleging a City employee stole a battery jump 
starter box that she left in the grass to cool while she placed her infant in her car. The allegation 
was unsubstantiated. OIG reviewed video and explored other sources of information in its efforts 
to locate and identify the employees described by the complainant. OIG found that the camera 
that should have recorded the incident, was working but not recording. DPR immediately 
contacted the vendor and had the matter corrected.     

C2024-31: OIG initiated this investigation after receipt of an anonymous complaint alleging that 
a former City official used City of Atlanta money to promote a political campaign.  The 
allegation was substantiated. Upon discovery that Ethics was conducting an investigation into 
similar allegations, OIG ceased its investigation.  OIG referred this matter to Ethics.  

C2024-52: OIG initiated an investigation upon receipt of a complaint alleging a DWM employee 
was operating heavy-equipment without a commercial driver’s license. The allegation was 
unsubstantiated. OIG found that the employee currently holds a valid CDL and holds current 
certifications to operate heavy-equipment and machinery. 

CHALLENGES 
Compliance works to ensure the effectiveness and efficiency of City operations through its 
investigations and anti-corruption training, with emphasis on prevention and detection.  
Compliance serves to inform City employees and other stakeholders of red flags that are 
indicators of fraud, waste, abuse, and corruption. 

Compliance approaches its work objectively, understanding that the vast majority of City 
employees work hard on the frontlines keeping the city functioning and providing services for 
the city’s residents and visitors. 

The goal of Compliance is to ensure the continuity of good governance through transparency and 
accountability, free from political influence. This goal becomes increasingly difficult without the 
proper tools and resources to perform the work, including cooperation and access to information 
and records. Below are a few examples highlighting the access and interference challenges OIG 
experienced this year: 
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 In April, OIG requested copies of a department’s Service Level Agreements (SLAs) in
furtherance of one of its investigations. An employee had assembled and was ready to
provide OIG with the requested SLAs, but the employee then advised OIG that they were
told to withhold the SLAs pending a commissioner’s approval to release the information.

 Beginning in April, OIG made several direct requests for records and information to
various city departments maintained by the respective departments. OIG was repeatedly
advised and instructed to submit Open Records Act requests for the records and
information sought.  The Charter grants OIG immediate access to city records, property,
and personnel.  By subjecting OIG to Open Records processes, departments (as instructed
by City leadership) have violated the Charter, delayed investigations, exposed
investigation details, risked reputational harm to employees, and compromised the
integrity of investigations.

 In May, OIG shared concerns regarding obstruction of OIG investigations based on
records it uncovered while conducting investigations. OIG found documentation
reflecting:
 Disclosure, requested by department leadership, of the substance of a confidential

OIG interview
 Attempted recall of an email provided to OIG per the advice of department

leadership
 Preparation for the revocation of OIG’s access to a component of a City database

by department leadership
 Disclosure of OIG investigative requests made through a department records

custodian and withholding of assembled records

 In June, OIG also shared with the City a specific matter demonstrating the intentional
disclosure to an employee that the employee was the subject of an OIG investigation. The
circumstance was created as a result of OIG not having direct access to records, but
worse, the employee was informed that the employee could not pursue an internal
transfer because the employee was under investigation by OIG; a mayoral department
weaponized an OIG investigation to harm an employee.

These actions have posed significant operational impediments to OIG.  With regard to what 
appears to have been intentional obstruction of OIG investigations, with the exception of one 
high level employee who faced discipline for other reasons, it is not clear if there were any 
consequences for any of the individuals engaged in this conduct.  

OIG has noted the impact of these actions. Employees asked to report back regarding the 
substance of confidential Compliance interviews cannot be expected to provide candid, forthright 
information. Disclosure of the existence of investigations, let alone the substantive areas of 
inquiry, increases the likelihood that evidence will be compromised or destroyed. The 
withholding of records from OIG delays or denies its ability to gather facts; facts, importantly, 
that can as likely exonerate as incriminate one accused of misconduct. The weaponization of an  
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ongoing OIG investigation to hinder the opportunities of an employee who had merely been 
named in an allegation (in an investigation that was ultimately unsubstantiated) is an assault on 
fairness by a department entrusted with employee welfare. And that such conduct was exhibited 
by department leadership, on display to multiple department and City employees, cultivates a 
culture of noncompliance and noncooperation—undermining not only the work of the agency 
established to uphold integrity in City operations, but any broader messaging regarding the 
City’s “effective and ethical government.” 

In addition to these investigative hurdles, Compliance experienced broader issues (which were 
described in detail in the memorandum OIG provided to the 2024 task force): 

 Lack of receptivity
 City non-response to policy and procedure recommendations (PPRs), which

provide opportunities to the City to address any vulnerabilities identified in the
course of Compliance investigations in order to mitigate risk

 City re-investigation (via outside law firm) of at least two matters OIG
substantiated and publicly reported

 Vilification of routine operations
 Accusation of theft for OIG obtaining three City devices in connection with

investigations conducted and access to City property authorized pursuant to the
Charter

 Intimidation / Retaliation
 Call from the mayor to the OIG board chair accusing OIG of going rogue (for

obtaining City devices in furtherance of its investigations pursuant to Charter)
 Mayor’s office broadcasting of City investigation of quotidian OIG personnel

complaints
 Threats from a Council member to do a “deep dive” of OIG in response to OIG

reporting obstruction (a threat that appears to have been crystallized with the
creation of the 2024 task force)

 Planned reform of the Charter, as reflected in a “Timeline” generated by City
leadership, immediately following the issuance of findings from an investigation
involving Council members and a City vendor/lobbyist

Compliance faced these difficulties head-on in 2024 (and continues to face them), persevering, 
despite these obstacles, to perform its Charter mandate.  Such perseverance is not without cost. 
The systemic roadblocks have frustrated investigations and the task force has had a 
disproportionate impact on Compliance, as investigative protocol has been at the heart of the task 
force inquiry.  Compliance has sacrificed time and diverted resources away from some of its core 
functions—offering anti-corruption training, processing complaints, and conducting and 
reporting investigations—to combat actions that would render the office ineffective.  The 
attempts to disqualify and discredit the professional experience, expertise, knowledge, and 
abilities of Compliance investigators, have, unfortunately, also impacted the morale of the 
dedicated members of the staff. 

21



 
 
CITY OF 

 
ATLANTA

 
 OFFICE 

 
OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL | 2024 ANNUAL REPORT    22

 

INDEPENDENT PROCUREMENT 
REVIEW DIVISION INDICATORS 

Article 8 requires IPro to generate reports for Atlanta City Council as it considers procurement 
legislation. IPro reviews assess the completeness of procurement files and any perceived 
deficiencies in the procurement process; IPro reports chronicle the findings or observations of 
the reviews. Article 8 mandates that IPro provide to Council reports on all City solicitations and 
cooperative purchases with an aggregate value of $1 million or more. Article 8 grants IPro the 
discretion to conduct additional reviews of solicitations of any value. 

SOLICITATION REVIEW REPORTS 
In 2024, IPro published 70 reports. Aviation accounted for most of the reports with 28, followed 
by Watershed Management with 12 reports. The estimated value of the report solicitations was 
over $1.56 billion. Aviation accounted for nearly 65% of this with over $1 billion. Watershed 
followed with 10.5% of this with over $164 million. Parks and Recreation accounted for 8 
reports with $103.6 million; Enterprise and Asset Management accounted for 7 reports with an 
estimated value of nearly $155 million. 

Requests for Proposals (RFPs)—competitive solicitations that are evaluated based on a variety of 
factors such as price, understanding of scope and objectives, and expertise—accounted for 35 of 
the reports and approximately $1 billion; Invitations for Bids (IFBs)—competitive solicitations 
that include definitive scopes of work and are typically awarded to the lowest responsible 
bidder—accounted for 17 reports and approximately $426.5 million. Alternative procurements— 
the limited competition solicitations used in unique or special circumstances and requiring fewer 
steps in the procurement process than RFPs and IFBs—accounted for 18 reports and 
approximately $133.9 million.  

Total Value............................ $1,564,237,994 

Total Findings....................... 301 

Total Proponents................... 241 

DAIM Information Management 
DOA Aviation 
DOC     Corrections 
DEAM Enterprise Asset 

Management 
EXE      Executive Offices 
DOF Finance 
DPR      Parks and Recreation 
DOT Transportation 
DWM Watershed Management 
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OBSERVATIONS 
There were 301 total observations—notations of file incompleteness or perceived deficiencies—
in the 70 reports; one report contained no observations. There were 232 observations in the 52 
reports from 2023; all reports contained observations. 

IPro found limited competition, as indicated by instances where there were two or fewer 
submittals, in 20 of its 52 reviews of competitive procurements (RFPs and IFBs). Limited 
competition decreases the likelihood that the City gets the best value for its procured goods and 
services. The 18 alternative procurements were excluded from the limited competition 
observations due them being more specialized. Overall, the average number of submissions per 
project increased from approximately 2.8 in 2023 (148 submittals and 52 procurements) to 
approximately 3.4 submissions per project in 2024 (241 submissions and 70 procurements) over 
a 20% increase in overall participation. The 3.4 submissions per procurement in 2024 
approximates the 3.4 submissions per procurement in 2022 (160 submittals and 47 procurements). 

Bid spread was another area of multiple observations. A bid spread is the difference between the 
highest and lowest bids for projects. When a bid spread exceeds 20%, it is an indication of risk 
since costs for similar goods or services should be comparably influenced by current market 
rates. IPro identified four solicitations where the differences ranged from approximately 24% to 
27,952% (for a bid that was deemed non-responsive by DOP). This could indicate collusion or 
defective pricing in the submittals. 

The procurement with the 27,952% bid spread was for the non-responsive high bid from the 
awarded bid; this also had a 136% bid spread for the lowest non-responsive bid from the 
awarded bid. DOP confirmed these quotes were correct. Both these bid spread amounts exceed 
the 20% that could indicate defective pricing or collusion. The non-responsive high bidder 
submitted as a subcontractor for the proposed awardee; this means the high bid may not have 
been a genuine bid. Bids that are not genuine attempts to win a contract give the illusion of 
genuine bidding but could indicate collusion. IPro reviewed three additional procurements where 
members of competing bids submitted as subcontractors to proposed awardees. 

As part of the procurement process, vendors must submit financial information to help inform 
the City’s determination as to whether they can satisfy obligations under a contract. For 30 
projects, IPro observed missing or incomplete financial submission documents. These 
observations included DOP not completing forms to document receipt of documents or note 
their responsiveness as well as documents missing from company leadership.  

One procurement involved DOP requesting revised financial documents be submitted 19 days 
after the solicitation due date. Two weeks after this due date, DOP sent a reminder to the 
proposed awardee about the submitting the financial submission. On another procurement, 
DOP sought revised financial submissions from the proposed awardee 83 days after the 
solicitation closed due to an initial “fail” assessment. The clarification resulted in an amended 
“pass” score. Allowing certain proponents and not others to submit information after 
solicitation close dates could cause unfair outcomes that could damage the integrity of the  
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procurement process.  

As another part of the procurement process, vendors must submit information documenting 
planned use and outreach to small, minority, female, and disadvantaged businesses to be 
scored by the Office of Contract Compliance (OCC). IPro reviewed 16 procurements where 
there were observations about OCC submissions. On one procurement, OCC documents were 
not present in the contract file for a proposed awardee. DOP and OCC both deemed this 
bidder as responsive despite the absence of documents. OCC’s memo cites all bidders for the 
project with subcontractors and percentages of work for the other bidders on the procurement 
but listed types of work with fields of “TBD” for the bidder where the documents were 
lacking. It is unclear what supported this score.  

Other observations included vendors not reaching OCC goals, scoring bidders as “responsive” 
and “non-responsive” in an inconsistent manner as confirmed by DOP in its response to an 
IPro report, the name of a proponent on OCC memos not matching the name on submissions, 
and accepting a subcontractor letter of intent to work addressed to a party who was not the 
proposed awardee for that procurement. 

All evaluators of City solicitations are required to submit ethics forms that detail their obligations 
and affirm their willingness to comply with ethical guidelines during the procurement. IPro made 
observations regarding evaluator ethics forms for 16 projects. IPro seeks to determine whether 
those scoring projects are approved, documented, and cite compliance with ethical requirements; 
accordingly, IPro notes when evaluator ethics and associated forms, such as sign-in sheets for 
scoring sessions, are not present. 

IPro identified three procurements where the evaluation forms had been altered by whiting out or 
pasting over ethics forms. To the extent information was inserted that was not included on the original 
forms, this could inhibit the ability to hold individuals accountable to project-specific expectations. 
Additionally, it is unlawful to knowingly alter a document to file in a public record.  

Of the 18 alternative procurements, 12 lacked approved requisitions to identify available 
funding. Without approved funding identified, the city could be at financial risk when entering 
agreements. The largest alternative procurement lacking a requisition was nearly $69 million in 
value; the total value of alternative procurements lacking requisitions was over $99,960 million. 

An additional procurement review included a user agency communicating with a proposed 
awardee during the black-out period, which would end after the first public vote on a proposed 
award. DOP responded that, due to the public nature of a press release, the black-out period 
ended instead of after the first vote that occurred 109 days later. 

SOLICITATION CANCELLATIONS 
IPro was notified or otherwise identified 37 cancellations in 2024. In two occasions, DOP 
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cancelled a solicitation and changed project numbers. In another occasion, DOP cancelled a 
project due to the incorrect procurement method being selected; this project was re-solicited. The 
new solicitation numbers would contain later project initiation dates within them that reflected 
start times of seven to eight months later. This would obscure the actual start dates by replacing 
the original dates with the start month and year with the new numbers indicating later start dates 
for measuring procurement turnaround times. 

Watershed accounted for approximately 21.6% of the cancellations with eight cancellations, and 
Aviation accounted for nearly 19% with seven cancellations. The minimum estimated value of 
these solicitations totaled over $916.4 million. Aviation accounted for nearly 74% of this with 
$676.4 million, and Watershed accounted for approximately 13% with nearly $122.3 million. 

The stated reasons for cancellations included exceeding the project budget, lack of competition, 
bids being non-responsive, scope revisions, changing the procurement method, failing to gain 
legislative approval, changing the project number, the need to break a project into smaller 
procurements, and the receipt of no bids. 

There was a sole source procurement—procurements where there is one cited source for goods 
or services—that was cancelled to adjust the scope “to ensure a plethora of vendors” to provide 
services. The original request from the requesting agency stated the cited vendor as the only one 
who could provide parts and services. Another project exceeded the project budget by 180% and 
was noted in an IPro report. The item was held in committee due to the cost and was ultimately 
cancelled by the user agency citing an unbalanced bid. 

IPro submitted a draft report that cited a bid spread of nearly 31% between the highest and 
lowest bidders; bids more than 20% apart could indicate collusive bidding. The draft also cited 
the lowest and highest bidders sharing the same business address, which could indicate collusive 
bidding. The user agency’s award recommendation also added over $518,000 to what would 
have been the lowest bid, making it the higher cost by 0.22%. This resulted in what would have 
been the low bid on this IFB not being recommended for award. This was referred to the OIG 
Compliance Division due to this being an indication of collusion and/or bid manipulation. The 
user agency requested the procurement be cancelled nine days after the draft report was shared, 
citing “irregularities in the procurement process.” This project’s estimated value was $1 million. 

IPro shared another draft report that cited bid spreads of nearly 30% and 48% for weekend and 
holiday work. A DOP generated document reflected costs that did not match any price quotes 
from vendors where there was a bid spread of 3.8%. The user agency requested the procurement 
be cancelled 19 days after the draft report was shared “due to inconsistencies and discrepancies 
submitted with the vendor’s pricing.” This project’s estimated value was $8 million. 

IPro had multiple reviews where new procurements were initiated prior to active procurements 
for identical or similar services. For one project, the user agency requested the new procurement 
43 days before cancelling the active procurement. For a second project, the user agency 
requested the new procurement seven days before requesting the cancellation of the active  
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procurement. 

For a third project, the user agency requested a new special procurement (a procurement that is 
not publicly advertised) for services that had been competitively bid and recommended for 
award. The competitive procurement was held at the request of the user agency in committee 
while the closed special procurement occurred with the user agency and DOP citing the black-
out period to prevent discussion. The special procurement was cancelled due to no responses 
being received. The competitive procurement was never cancelled. Council approved the 
legislation for the competitively bid procurement upon the special procurement being cancelled. 
Multiple procurements for the same purposes could undermine confidence in the integrity of the 
procurement process. 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Dept. Cancellations % Value % 
AFRD 1 2.70% $1,157,479 0.13% 
DAIM 3 8.11% $16,225,000 1.77% 
DOA 7 18.92% $676,400,000 73.81% 
DCP 1 2.70% $2,000,000 0.22% 
DEAM 5 13.51% $18,665,000 2.04% 
EXE 1 2.70% $5,000,000 0.55% 
DOF 1 2.70% $2,000,000 0.22% 
DPR 3 8.11% $16,494,000 1.80% 

DPW 5 13.51% $42,391,437 4.63% 
DOT 2 5.41% $13,797.864 1.51% 
DWM 8 21.62% $122,290,992 13.34% 
TOTALS 37 100.00% $916,421,773 100.00% 

AFRD   Fire Rescue 
DAIM    Information Management 
DOA Aviation 
DCP     City Planning 
DEAM Enterprise and Asset 

Management 
EXE     Executive Offices 
DOF     Finance 
DPR Parks and Recreation 
DPW Public Works 
DOT Transportation 
DWM Watershed Management 
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INDEPENDENT PROCUREMENT REVIEW DIVISION INDICATORS 

CHALLENGES 
By design, IPro reviews run concurrently with a solicitation. When a new project appears to meet 
the threshold for mandatory IPro review, DOP contacts IPro, IPro assigns an officer, and the 
officer then conducts the review in lockstep with the solicitation. IPro works closely with DOP, 
meeting each week to discuss progress of projects and to identify any missing or needed 
documentation. These meetings are critical to prioritizing reviews: when IPro receives notice that 
a matter is slated to be discussed at Council, it works to ensure that its review is completed to 
that councilmembers can have the benefit of the review findings as it considers procurement 
legislation. IPro endeavors to provide its complete reports, which include responses from DOP, 
to Council in time for the reports to be made available with committee agendas in advance of 
meetings. Because IPro reports are required before the Council can approve legislation (for 
procurements valued at $1 million or greater), when IPro reports are not completed when 
legislation is discussed, the legislation must be held. While IPro is sensitive to the operational 
needs of the departments and makes every effort to complete its reviews in time for committee 
meetings, the timing of report completion is often dictated by factors outside of IPro control (e.g., 
delays in providing documentation; premature legislation submissions (those before awardees are 
selected); delays in DOP responses; etc.). IPro accommodates urgent needs as much as possible, 
but ultimately has a duty to maintain its review standards as it performs its charter mandate. 

In one procurement review, IPro shared a draft report with DOP in December 2024 that noted 
incorrect or missing project information on evaluator ethics forms. The project was held starting 
November 29, 2023, for the IPro report due to DOP not submitting complete responses. DOP 
responded with forms that appeared identical to the original forms except for the project 
references. Images of the forms follow.   

DOP failed to provide relevant and complete responses to the draft observations. IPro 
documented the responses from DOP by communicating the attachments and sharing images 
supporting the report with City Council January 31, 2024. Councilmembers stated it appeared to 
them the IPro process had morphed although it was DOP that continued delaying finalization of 
the report with what had historically been its response process. IPro spoke about the process with 
DOP’s lack of response. A Councilmember asked the user agency about the urgency of the 
project if it were to be held for DOP to submit complete responses. The user agency 
communicated the procurement was attached to Moving Atlanta Forward projects. This item was 
passed on condition that DOP provide relevant responses to IPro to attach to its report for full 
council on February 5.  
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DOP provided a memo to be attached to the report late on February 2, 2024, which was too late 
to review for quality and share while ensuring consideration by Council. A Councilmember 
contacted IPro on February 6 expressing concern that the IPro report was delaying Moving 
Atlanta Forward projects. IPro stated it had communicated the risk and tried to work with DOP 
to gather responses in a timely manner, but delays had resulted in the project being repeatedly 
held citing the IPro report although IPro was unable to gather responses from DOP. The 
procurement was approved by full council on February 19, 2024.  

In February, DOP leadership shared they had completed a new version of standard operating 
procedures (SOPs) and shared this with IPro. Leadership represented the document resided 
online so it could be amended. The file had limited accessibility to save the file, copy text from 
the file, or capture screenshots of its contents. It is unclear how accessible this document was and 
is to DOP staff nor is its application. IPro conducted trainings for DOP in February and 
November to go over the IPro process and how it adapts to the DOP’s criteria from SOPs, 
solicitations, and other documents. 

DOP management expressed inconsistencies in scoring. There were two projects advertised the 
same day that communicated two different scoring methodologies to potential vendors. DOP 
initially stated the new methodology only applied to one and not the other due to the dates they 
were advertised, but provided a different response when it was brought to its attention the 
projects were advertised concurrently. DOP stated the criteria in the solicitation should apply 
despite the SOP’s direction. There was also inconsistency with how OCC and ERM goals were 
scored using the new methodology and how much weight they carried. 

In one review for a cooperative agreement that was requested in August for October legislation. 
IPro shared a draft report that noted the contract file lacked a copy of the active cooperative 
agreement and a copy of corresponding quote, authorities to transact business, and conflict of 
interest forms from vendors. This item was held while DOP gathered documents to submit with 
its response on October 10. While documents were being gathered DOP issued an updated 
designation memo updating the costs from $2 million to $5.85 million, 193.5% more than the 
original amount. IPro shared its final report October 11 after examining the documents to ensure 
responses were supported.  

Other challenges have included legislation being drafted for initial amounts that do not exceed 
$1 million, which would not require an IPro report. Other occasions have included IPro requests 
being made and legislation being submitted prior to DOP providing documents needed to 
conduct reviews. IPro had one review requested on November 28, 2023. Legislation was drafted 
for this project and placed on a committee for a January 17 agenda prior to an awardee being 
selected, which would have allowed the IPro review to be completed. The legislation was held 
and substituted by the department. The final IPro report was shared after receipt of the proposed 
awardee’s information on January 26, 2024. 

Additionally, IPro has worked to apply the appropriate criteria to solicitation types. DOP had 
two procurements where different procurement methods were used in two sets of procurement. 
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The method of procurement arose with an IPro review of an IFB. IFBs are to be awarded based 
on cost. DOP stated this procurement had multiple phases. The first phase was to obtain 
qualified bidders, which is typical of a Request for Qualifications (RFQ). Due to DOP selecting 
an IFB method, where “cost is evaluated based on best value to the City” per DOP’s SOPs, the 
absence of cost was noted in the IPro report. DOP confirmed costs would be required in later 
project/task/work orders from the user agency. 

IPro “shall not opine regarding the procurement process” according to charter language. IPro 
reports are to communicate “to the council that the contract file is complete or shall note areas 
of perceived deficiencies.”   IPro abstained from opining regarding a procurement it referred to 
the OIG Compliance Division in late 2023 due to communications between a proposed awardee 
and a user agency during a Request for Information. The user agency decided to proceed with 
the procurement after receiving and responding to the IPro report. In its response, DOP stated 
that unlike formal solicitations, RFIs do not result in an award or execution of the contract 
where the black-out period would apply. Additionally, the City responded to the report from the 
Compliance Division and stated the IPro report “in no way advised the administration that there 
were any concerns about our responses that would preclude the City from proceeding with the 
active procurement.” This would have been offering an opinion instead of communicating risk 
areas for management to make informed decisions. IPro continues to refrain from opining and 
communicates risk as required in its charter. 

The examples outlined above highlight the challenges IPro has faced this year as it seeks to fulfill 
its charter mandate and protect the City. To address these challenges in 2025, as it did in 2024, 
OIG intends to continue to increase its communication and collaboration with stakeholders 
regarding the responsibility of the division, the risks to the City posed by the issues uncovered 
by IPro reviews, and the shared role played to ensure the integrity of the City’s procurement 
process. 
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POLICY & PROCEDURE 
RECOMMENDATIONS (PPRs) 

(Shaded rows denote PPRs issued in 2024) 

Dept.2 Date 
Issued 

Recommendation Acceptance 
Status 

Explanation  
(Rejection) 

Implementation 
Status 

Date 
Implemented 

ACC 4-16-24 Adopt legislation to define minimum 
standards for the suitable executive 
protection provision granted in 
Atlanta Code. 

Rejected 
5-21-24

Per City Law, Ordnance 
21-O-0703 by which
Atlanta City Council
adopted Section 2-185 of
the City Code anticipates
and authorizes the EPU to
provide executive
protection for the residence
and/or the immediate
families of a former mayor,
and the Chief of Police is
authorized to designate the
EPU to do so pursuant to
APD.SOP.5200.

N/A N/A 

ACC 8-14-24 Council members and staff engage in 
re-training regarding the City’s 
outside employment policies. 

Pending Pending Pending 

ACC 8-14-24 Council members and staff engage in 
re-training regarding the City’s 
conflict of interest policies. 

Pending Pending Pending 

ACC 
(with 
Law 
and 
Ethics) 

8-14-24 Collaborate to adopt internal City 
policies for lobbyists to increase 
transparency, including but not 
limited to a requirement that 
lobbyists identify themselves on City 
property. 

Pending Pending Pending 

2 ACC=Atlanta City Council; APD=Atlanta Police Department; CC=City Clerk; COA=City of Atlanta; COO=Chief 
Operating Officer; CPO=Chief Procurement Officer; DHR=Department of Human Resources; DOP=Department of 
Procurement; DOL=Department of Law; DPR=Department of Parks and Recreation; DPW=Department of Public 
Works; DWM=Department of Watershed Management; ERM=Office of Enterprise Risk Management; 
Ethics=Department of Ethics; OCS=Mayor’s Office of Constituent Services; OLER=Office of Labor & Employee 
Relations; OOB=Office of Buildings 
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Dept.2 Date 
Issued 

Recommendation Acceptance 
Status 

Explanation  
(Rejection) 

Implementation 
Status 

Date 
Implemented 

APD 4-16-24 Establish protocols that define 
protections of former mayors in APD 
Policy Manual Section 
APD.SOP.5200-Executive 
Protections Unit consistent with 
standards set forth in the (updated) 
Atlanta Code. 

Rejected 
on behalf 
of APD, 
by City 
Law 
5-21-24

Per City Law, Ordnance 
21-O-0703 by which
Atlanta City Council
adopted Section 2-185 of
the City Code anticipates
and authorizes the EPU to
provide executive
protection for the residence
and/or the immediate
families of a former mayor,
and the Chief of Police is
authorized to designate the
EPU to do so pursuant to
APD.SOP.5200.

N/A N/A 

APD 
(Code 
Enforc
ement) 

11-20-24 Implement internal controls to 
monitor and prevent the lapse of 
notice of noncompliance to property 
owners. 

City 
Clerk 

9-17-24 Redact unlisted and cellular 
telephone numbers from the Petition 
posted on the Clerk’s website. 

Rejected 
9-27-24

The petitions do not 
delineate between cell, 
unlisted, or other telephone 
numbers. Per City Law, 
without those delineations, 
the GA Open Records Act 
does not allow numbers to 
be removed. 

COA 11-21-24 Cease using Accenture for any 
further work related to RFP-S-
1230072. 

Rejected 
11-27-24

City Law disagrees with 
the findings outlined in the 
report. 

N/A N/A 

COA 8-22-22 Take legislative action to remove or 
revise Section 3-305 of the Code of 
Ordinances to conform with Georgia 
Code. 

Rejected 
11-30-22

As Georgia constitutional, 
statutory and case law 
addresses this matter, there 
is no need for the City of 
Atlanta to take any action. 

N/A N/A 

COA 8-22-22 Conduct a broader review of the 
Code of Ordinances to remove or 
revise other residency requirements 
that conflict with Georgia Code. 

Rejected 
11-30-22

As Georgia constitutional, 
statutory and case law 
addresses this matter, there 
is no need for the City of 
Atlanta to take any action. 

N/A N/A 
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Dept.2 Date 
Issued 

Recommendation Acceptance 
Status 

Explanation  
(Rejection) 

Implementation 
Status 

Date 
Implemented 

COA 1-11-23 Implement a citywide policy for 
vendor references that establishes: a 
comprehensive review process to 
identify vendor activity across City 
departments; a structure to direct 
vendor reference requests to the 
appropriate parties for completion; 
policies to safeguard the authenticity 
and legitimacy of City vendor 
reference letters; and uniform 
evaluation criteria, with standardized 
descriptive terminology, for the 
production of all vendor reference 
letters. 

Accepted 
(2-21-23 
per 
discussion
) 

N/A Pending Pending 

COA 5-9-24 Provide OIG with direct access to all 
DHR hard copy personnel records. 

Pending 
5-16-24

City Law believes that the 
OIG and other compliance 
organizations should 
conduct investigations in 
partnership with the 
administration to ensure 
the safeguarding of 
records. This 
administration has been in 
discussions with [OIG] on 
the process to access 
information that allows for 
timely response and 
safeguards those records in 
accordance with the law 
and best practices. 

Pending Pending 

COA 5-9-24 Provide OIG with direct access to all 
OLER investigative records, 
including those on electronic 
databases. 

Pending 
5-16-24

City Law believes that the 
OIG and other compliance 
organizations should 
conduct 
investigations in 
partnership with the 
administration to ensure 
the safeguarding of 
records. This 
administration has been in 
discussions with [OIG] on 
the process to access 
information that allows for 
timely response and 
safeguards those records in 
accordance with the law 
and best practices 

Pending Pending 
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Dept.2 Date 
Issued 

Recommendation Acceptance 
Status 

Explanation  
(Rejection) 

Implementation 
Status 

Date 
Implemented 

COA 5-9-24 Provide OIG with super user 
sensitive read only access to the 
DHR component of Oracle. 

Pending 
5-16-24

City Law believes that the 
OIG and other compliance 
organizations should 
conduct investigations in 
partnership with the 
administration to ensure 
the safeguarding of 
records. This 
administration has been in 
discussions with you on the 
process to access 
information that allows for 
timely response and 
safeguards those records in 
accordance with the law 
and best practices. 

Pending Pending 

COA 7-19-24
Follow-
up
Referral
Letter

Terminate T. Smith 
(Section 8-106(b)(2) of the Charter 
requires OIG to make specific 
recommendations for “disciplinary, 
punitive, or other adverse action” for 
select categories of officials and 
employees.) 

(Accepted) 
7-25-24

City Law has concluded its 
independent investigation 
into allegations raised in 
OIG’s report of 5-9-24. 
Accordingly, T. Smith’s 
employment with the City 
has been terminated. 

Completed 7-25-24

COO 7-18-23 Direct City departments to comply 
with the property damage 
reimbursement requirements set forth 
in Atlanta Code. 

Pending Pending Pending 

COO 7-26-23 Utilize the City’s Friendship Club to 
manage the City’s annual employee 
fundraising campaign as required by 
Atlanta Code. 

Pending Pending Pending 

COO 7-26-23 Monitor future City of Atlanta 
employee giving campaigns to ensure 
that no City resources are used on 
private non-city related activities. 

Pending Pending Pending 

COO 3-27-24 Require departments to review the 
Ethics financial disclosures of their 
respective employees to ensure those 
who indicate engagement in outside 
employment on financial disclosures 
have also indicated such outside 
employment on their Form(s) 
#HR226OJ. 

Pending Pending Pending 

COO 3-27-24 Require departments to use Form 
#HR226OJ to compile annual lists of 
employees engaged in outside 
employment. 

Pending Pending Pending 

COO 3-27-24 Compile annual departmental lists of 
employees engaged in outside 
employment into one citywide list 
and provide such list to Ethics. 

Pending Pending Pending 
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Dept.2 Date 
Issued 

Recommendation Acceptance 
Status 

Explanation  
(Rejection) 

Implementation 
Status 

Date 
Implemented 

DHR 6-30-22 Coordinate with the Department of 
Finance to ensure that hazard pay 
comp time is reclassified to a more 
accurately descriptive code. 

Accepted N/A Pending Pending 

DHR 6-30-22 Ensure that this misclassification is 
communicated to City of Atlanta 
employees, preferably via a citywide 
announcement. 

Accepted N/A Pending Pending 

DHR 6-30-22 Clarify to City of Atlanta employees 
the distinction between Family First 
Coronavirus Relief Act (FFCRA) 
Comp Time and hazard pay comp 
time. 

Accepted N/A Pending Pending 

DHR 6-30-22 Evaluate any other programs using 
the FFCRA label and, if it is 
determined that additional programs 
were misclassified, reclassify the 
codes to a more accurately 
descriptive code and provide similar 
clarifying information to City of 
Atlanta employees. 

Accepted N/A Pending Pending 

DHR 6-30-22 Coordinate with Department of 
Finance to initiate a comprehensive 
review of City of Atlanta employee 
leave usage from 2020-2022 and 
determine if any City of Atlanta 
employee(s) should be credited for 
any leave usage that was incorrectly 
or mistakenly applied.   

Accepted N/A Pending Pending 

DHR 7-18-23 Take measures to ensure that City 
Departments comply with the 
discipline policies established by 
Atlanta Code. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DHR 7-18-23 Remove or revise Section 7.6 of the 
City of Atlanta Drug and Alcohol 
Policy so that it complies with 
Atlanta Code. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DHR 
(with 
DPW, 
ERM, 
and 
DOL) 

7-18-23 Ensure all additional sections of the 
Vehicle Use Policy, Drug and 
Alcohol Policy, and any other 
relevant policies currently 
implemented pertaining to post-
accident discipline and procedures 
comply with Atlanta Code. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DHR 10-20-23 Develop cooperative investigatory 
procedures for cases with shared 
jurisdiction. 

Pending Pending Pending 
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Dept.2 Date 
Issued 

Recommendation Acceptance 
Status 

Explanation  
(Rejection) 

Implementation 
Status 

Date 
Implemented 

DHR 10-20-23 Review with its staff city, state, and 
federal guidelines regarding 
employee medical privacy and the 
confidentiality requirements of 
employee medical documents 
including medical questionnaires and 
communications from medical 
facilities. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DHR 12-8-23 Ensure that City of Atlanta 
departments are compliant with 
Atlanta Code regarding the 
requirements for placing an 
employee on administrative leave. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DHR 3-27-24 Require all City employees to 
complete Form #HR226OJ. Mandate 
filling of separate request forms for 
each outside employer. Require all 
City employees with no outside 
employment to complete the “No 
Outside Job” section by Dec. 31st 
annually (truncated). 

Pending Pending Pending 

DHR 3-27-24 Provide training to all City 
employees regarding outside 
employment requests and the proper 
completion of Form #HR226OJ. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DHR 3-27-24 Designate, per department, 
employees responsible for managing 
the outside employment request 
process and the filing of Form 
#HR226OJ. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DOP 3-29-24 DOP suspend Oasis from further 
work on RFP-S-1210026. 

Pending 
(5-22-24) 

City Law Department has 
initiated an investigation 
into the matter. Once 
concluded, a determination 
of actions necessitated by 
findings will occur. 

Pending Pending 

DOP 9-19-24 Amend its SOP and Contractor 
Disclosure and Declaration Form to 
restrict all communications between 
representatives and stakeholders 
involved in a public procurement and 
any City employee(s) or any third-
party representatives of the City 
throughout a solicitation’s blackout 
period. 

Accepted 
(9-27-24) 

We acknowledge the 
recommendations that were 
presented and will consider 
the same to the extent that 
we deem appropriate in 
any future changes to our 
procurement code. 
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Dept.2 Date 
Issued 

Recommendation Acceptance 
Status 

Explanation  
(Rejection) 

Implementation 
Status 

Date 
Implemented 

DOP 9-19-24 Require project managers attending 
meetings regarding solicitations, 
including pre-bid conferences, to 
sign documentation acknowledging 
the City’s Standards of 
Conduct/Ethics Code and the 
blackout period. 

Accepted 
(9-27-24) 

We acknowledge the 
recommendations that were 
presented and will consider 
the same to the extent that 
we deem appropriate in 
any future changes to our 
procurement code. 

DOP 8-14-24 Suspend or debar Cloverhurst 
Strategies LLC from doing business 
with the City. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DOP 8-14-24 Suspend or debar Shaking the 
Nations, Inc. from doing business 
with the City. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DOP 8-14-24 Suspend or debar Groundwork 
Consulting LLC from doing business 
with the City. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DOP 8-14-24 Suspend or debar V. Manley from 
doing business with the City. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DOP 8-14-24 Change the Contractor Disclosure 
and Declaration form to clarify the 
terms “offeror” and “interests held.” 

Pending Pending Pending 

DOP 8-14-24 Change the Contractor Disclosure 
and Declaration form to add a 
requirement that offerors report all 
employment relationships with City 
employees. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DOP 8-14-24 In consultation with Ethics, clarify 
the definition of financial or personal 
interest in the Ethics’ Pledge section. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DOL 
(with 
City 
Counci
l and
Ethics)

8-14-24 Collaborate to adopt internal City 
policies for lobbyists to increase 
transparency, including but not 
limited to a requirement that 
lobbyists identify themselves on City 
property. 

Rejected 
8-16-24

Because the Georgia 
General Assembly has 
adopted an extensive 
statutory scheme to 
regulate lobbyists in the 
State of Georgia, including 
those who lobby at the 
municipal level, the City of 
Atlanta is preempted from 
enacting its own 
regulations. 

N/A N/A 

DOL 
(with 
DPW, 
DHR, 
and 
ERM) 

7-18-23 Ensure all additional sections of the 
Vehicle Use Policy, Drug and 
Alcohol Policy, and any other 
relevant policies currently 
implemented pertaining to post-
accident discipline and procedures 
comply with Atlanta Code. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPR 8-14-24 Cease using Cloverhurst Strategies 
LLC on IFB-S-1220215(a). 

Pending Pending Pending 
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Dept.2 Date 
Issued 

Recommendation Acceptance 
Status 

Explanation  
(Rejection) 

Implementation 
Status 

Date 
Implemented 

DPW 7-18-23 Remove or revise the use of 
preventability as a criterion for 
issuing drug and alcohol tests, as per 
Section 25 of the Vehicle Use Policy 
so that it complies with Atlanta 
Code. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 7-18-23 Remove or revise the preventability 
framework from Section 29 of the 
Vehicle Use Policy so that it 
complies with the progressive 
discipline requirements of Atlanta 
Code. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 7-18-23 Remove or revise the point system 
framework described in Section 14 
and Appendix C of the Vehicle Use 
Policy so that it complies with 
Atlanta Code. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 7-18-23 Revise the reimbursement language 
from Section 27 of the Vehicle Use 
Policy to comply Atlanta Code. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 7-18-23 Revise its Safety Standard Operating 
Procedure so that it complies with the 
Vehicle Use Policy and Atlanta 
Code. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 7-18-23 Include in the Vehicle Use Policy a 
set timeframe that a drug or alcohol 
test must be performed after an 
accident. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 7-18-23 Follow the United States Department 
of Transportation regulations 
regarding the administration of drug 
and alcohol tests. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 
(with 
DHR, 
ERM, 
and 
DOL) 

7-18-23 Ensure all additional sections of the 
Vehicle Use Policy, Drug and 
Alcohol Policy, and any other 
relevant policies currently 
implemented pertaining to post-
accident discipline and procedures 
comply with Atlanta Code. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 10-20-23 Evaluate the Solid Waste Landfill 
Division’s time clock procedures. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 10-20-23 Review with its supervisors the 
City’s policies regarding overtime 
allocation.  

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 10-20-23 Install a biometric scan for the Solid 
Waste Landfill Division for time 
entry. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 10-20-23 Restore the video surveillance system 
at Hartsfield Yard if it has not 
already been re-established. 

Pending Pending Pending 
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Dept.2 Date 
Issued 

Recommendation Acceptance 
Status 

Explanation  
(Rejection) 

Implementation 
Status 

Date 
Implemented 

DPW 10-20-23 Replace the video surveillance 
system at Hartsfield Yard to a cloud-
based operational system so that the 
information stored is more readily 
available for review and less 
susceptible to employee sabotage. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 10-20-23 Restrict the users authorized to 
operate the vehicle scale application 
at Hartsfield Yard and/or issue each 
employee an individual login 
username. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 10-20-23 Ensure that DPW supervisors provide 
oversight of vehicle scale operations 
at Hartsfield Yard. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 10-20-23 Review vehicle scale operations to 
determine the cause of—and then 
remedy—the inaccurate time entry 
data on tickets issued at Hartsfield 
Yard. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 10-20-23 Require Landfill Division 
supervisors to document the 
justifications, tasks performed, and 
hours worked for overtime issued to 
Landfill Division staff. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 10-20-23 Monitor the issuance of overtime 
hours to Landfill Division staff to 
ensure that overtime hours are 
distributed equitably. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 10-20-23 Review applicable federal, state, and 
city laws regarding the use of heavy 
machinery with its staff to ensure that 
only authorized parties operate heavy 
machinery. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 10-20-23 Provide oversight to ensure that City 
solid waste collection employees are 
accurately reporting their collection 
routes to DPW. 

Pending Pending Pending 

DPW 8-14-24 Cease using Cloverhurst Strategies 
LLC on IFB-S-1220215(a). 

Pending Pending Pending 

DWM 
(OSSEM)

12-8-23 Consider employing/securing an 
information technology professional 
to perform maintenance on CCTV 
cameras until the CCTV upgrade 
takes effect. 

Pending Pending Pending 
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Dept.2 Date 
Issued 

Recommendation Acceptance 
Status 

Explanation  
(Rejection) 

Implementation 
Status 

Date 
Implemented 

DWM 7-15-24 Implement a policy and system 
department wide to verify licenses 
required to fulfill job responsibilities, 
including but not limited to driver’s 
license for operating city vehicles 
and professional licenses or 
certifications. 

Rejected 
7-28-24

DWM University 
coordinates and promotes 
various training 
opportunities, ensuring that 
employees meet their 
continuing their CPE 
requirements. Employees 
are expected to keep track 
of their certifications, 
licenses, and training 
hours. 

N/A N/A 

DWM 7-15-24 Provide employees with a list of 
opportunities to earn CPE credits 
across various disciplines to facilitate 
earning CPE credits to fulfill 
licensure or certification 
requirements. 

Rejected 
7-28-24

DWM University 
coordinates and promotes 
various training 
opportunities, ensuring that 
employees meet their 
continuing their CPE 
requirements. Employees 
are expected to keep track 
of their certifications, 
licenses, and training 
hours. 

N/A N/A 

ERM 
(with 
DPW, 
DHR, 
and 
DOL) 

7-18-23 Ensure all additional sections of the 
Vehicle Use Policy, Drug and 
Alcohol Policy, and any other 
relevant policies currently 
implemented pertaining to post-
accident discipline and procedures 
comply with Atlanta Code. 

Pending The office of the City 
Attorney is now engaged to 
provide legal guidance on 
recommendations. 

Pending Pending 

ERM 7-18-23 Communicate with all City 
departments the Vehicle Use Policy 
guidelines regarding entering 
accident information into Origami. 

Accepted Completed 11-25-23

ERM 11-15-23 Implement policies or rules limiting 
the amount of time after purchases 
that ERM will accept expense 
reimbursement requests. 

Accepted N/A Pending Anticipated 
3-30-24

Ethics 3-27-24 Amend the categories of those 
required to complete financial 
disclosures to include any employee 
engaged in outside employment and 
use the citywide list of employees 
engaged in outside employment to 
identify such required filers. 

Pending Pending Pending 

Ethics 8-14-24 Collaborate to adopt internal City 
policies for lobbyists to increase 
transparency, including but not 
limited to a requirement that 
lobbyists identify themselves on City 
property. 

Pending Pending Pending 
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OLER 10-20-23 Review its case referral protocols to 
ensure that all complainants’ 
allegations, including those not under 
OLER’s purview, are addressed by 
the appropriate investigative body. 

Pending Pending Pending 

OLER 10-20-23 Review its protocols for 
communications with the 
complainant’s agencies and 
supervisors during an investigation 
so as not to expose complainants to 
retaliation and/or harassment at the 
workplace. 

Pending Pending Pending 

OLER 10-20-23 Review official (city, state, and 
federal) guidelines for assisting 
employees with disabilities and/or 
health conditions. 

Pending Pending Pending 

OLER 10-20-23 Develop cooperative investigatory 
procedures for cases with shared 
jurisdiction. 

Pending Pending Pending 

OOB 9-18-24 Require, as practicable, that 
communications between customer-
facing staff and OOB customers take 
place over more transparent mediums 
such as the shared office inbox, 
and/or via office/desk telephones. 

Accepted 
(10-3-24) 

We acknowledge the 
recommendations and will 
consider the same as 
appropriate for our 
operations. Employees are 
aware of their obligation to 
report criminal activity 
when they become aware 
of it. We will continue to 
reinforce this requirement. 






