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• Recognize when cooperative activities can be an 
effective use of limited OIG resources.

• Identify how to use personnel strengths to 
maximize the effectiveness of OIG activities.

• List the benefits from “joint” OIG projects.
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Joint Reports & Activities:
• A cooperative effort.

• Shared work between different IG departments/divisions, 
such as: Investigations, Audit, Contract Oversight. 

• The effective use of personnel and resources to 
accomplish an activity.

• Develop positive office working relationships.

• Improves report focus on the key issues and better 
manages next step actions.

• Timely accomplishment of the report/conclusion of 
activities. 
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Lifeguard Towers

Case Study #1
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The Complaint

IG Intake received a citizen’s complaint that a City’s award of a Request For 
Proposal (RFP) was:

• Improper and unfair because there was only one bidder

• The City did not confirm the vendor’s qualifications

• The specifications limited competition

• The vendor qualifications were too restrictive

• The price was higher than other public purchases of similar items.
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Intake

Intake developed the complaint further by working with the citizen to define their 
concerns, their desired outcomes, and obtain documentation relevant to the 
complaint from the citizen.  

Intake concluded that:

• The citizen was alleging misconduct by public officials.

• The complaint issues were very complicated and would require an in-depth 
look.

• Researching the complaint would require expert knowledge in municipal 
proceedings, contracts and solicitations, and technical specifications.
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Investigations

Since the complaint alleged misconduct by public officials, Investigations took the lead in 
reviewing the complaint documentation.    

Investigations’ review determined that:

• The allegations of misconduct were declaratory statements only, not supported by 
any fact, document, or information in the complaint.

• The documentation did not readily reveal any improprieties executed by City staff in 
violation of their duties.

• The substance of the complaint concerned possible violations of Purchasing 
policies, City procedures, and industry/business practices.
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Contract Oversight

While Investigations used it’s resources to perform checks on the award vendor, and for any 
conflict of interest or ethics violations with City staff, Contract Oversight took lead in 
researching the remaining policy and procedural issues.

Contract Oversight performed extensive research on:

• The City’s Purchasing code and policies regarding solicitations.  In particular: bid 
specifications, bid evaluation procedures, vendor responsibility determinations, 
proposal responsiveness, and single bids.

• Other municipal bids for Lifeguard Towers comparing specifications and prices with 
the City’s contract.

• Industry standards, business practices, construction codes and fabrication 
techniques, and an elemental cost analysis.
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Challenges

While working to expedite a response to the citizen’s complaint, there were a number of 
impromptu challenges:

• By the time the complaint was received, the award had already been approved by 
City Council after a long and spirited public debate.

• The citizen continuously updated the complaint with mostly repeated, but 
occasionally new, allegations and documentation.  (Shotgun approach)

• The citizen was experienced with complaints, and widely distributed the complaint 
updates to public officials and the media, which prompted at least 4 different news 
reports. 

• A City Council Member contacted the IG and expressed support of the citizen’s 
complaint.

• A municipal election was being held 2 months after the IG received the complaint, 
and the award for the Lifeguard Towers was a political talking point.
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Results

The review of the RFP and award process found: 

• The public entity’s bid specifications and vendor qualifications 
were justified and not unduly restrictive.

• The City followed its policies and procedures for the award to 
the sole bidder.

• The price was fair, reasonable, and within the market range. 
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What were the benefits from the joint activity?

• The total complaint processing time, from receipt to report, 
was only 2.5 months.

• Each division was able to focus on the subject areas inherent to 
their abilities.

• The utilization of personnel skilled in construction, 
engineering, purchasing, fraud detection, and cost analysis 
yielded a comprehensive review of the issues.  
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Disparity Study

Case Study #2
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The Complaint

A Board Member for a local public entity contacted the IG to express 
concern about the process and procedures used by the entity to 
acquire and utilize a consultant to assist in drafting a Request For 
Proposal (RFP) for professional services to conduct a disparity study.

The Board Member also communicated to the IG that a second Board 
Member was also very concerned about staff actions and statements 
made during Board Meetings, and had documentation for the IG.
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Challenges

• The disparity study was a hotly contested subject replete with charges of 
racism, and malfeasance made by the public during Board meetings 
towards the Board, staff, and the vendors.

• Negative aspersions were publicly made about the vendors regarding their 
qualifications, and questionable intentions towards the disparity study. 

• The story was a widely covered by the media on a continuous basis. 

• The disparity study could directly impact the awards for 7-year, $500M 
franchise agreements that were in the process of bidding.
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Challenges

• A significant cost increase to the public might occur if the Board agreed to 
delay the new franchise bids and extend the current contracts for one 
additional year to implement the study.

• Numerous parties were threatening legal actions, regardless 
of any decisions made or not made, by the entity or Board. 
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What versus Why

The IG assigned Contract Oversight the task of reviewing the 
documentation and determining WHAT actually transpired between the 
entity and the vendors, starting with the hiring of the first RFP consultant, 
the delivery of the final disparity study by a second consultant, and the 
hiring of a third vendor to review the results.

The IG charged Investigations with conducting interviews of Board 
Members, staff, and the vendors to determine WHY these allegations were 
being made, and the reasons behind any issues identified by Contract 
Oversight.
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Contract Oversight

• Created 4 separate timelines spanning 4.5 years annotating each significant event, 
milestone, meeting, and decision.  Required the use of special software to organize 
the timelines and events.

• Reviewed the minutes of every Board Meeting since 2014 searching for discussions 
about the disparity study bid, current and future franchise bids, current diversity 
programs, and the consultant contracts.

• Reviewed all the Purchasing policies and procedures.

• Reconciled all invoices, work hours, and deliverables against the contracts for all 
vendors.

• Reviewed all emails since 2014 concerning the 3 vendors, and emails from 4 senior 
staff members responsible for selecting the consultants, and managing the disparity 
study contracts.
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Investigations

• Interviewed the Board members about their specific concerns regarding staff 
actions, the vendors selected, and obtained a copy of any documentation.  The first 
Board member interview established the preliminary timeline.

• Reviewed all the emails collected by Contract Oversight, and analyzed any potential 
issues. 

• Interviewed 5 current and former staff members to address identified issues, but 
more importantly to ascertain why certain decisions were made, and what were the 
motivations behind those decisions, choices, and selections made by staff.  Also to 
determine why an adversarial relationship developed between the Board and staff 
over the disparity study.

• Interviewed 2 of the 3 vendors regarding their participation in the disparity study.  
One consultant declined an interview based on disparaging discussions about them 
during a Board meeting.
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Results

The review found: 

• The Executive Director did not sufficiently document “a set of such unusual 
circumstances” that would justify waiving normal procedures for hiring a 
consultant.

• The entity exceeded its contracting authority by extending the RFP 
consultant’s contract beyond three years without Board approval.

• The entity paid for consulting services performed after the contract expired 
and in excess of the contract amount. 

• $104,533.03 in Questioned Costs, and recommendations were made to 
strengthen internal controls for contract payments and compliance with 
agreements. 
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Results

The review did NOT find any information to support allegations that: 

• The entity intentionally misled the Board about the length of the 
consultant’s contract.

• There were improper communications between the study 
consultants.

• Staff intentionally withheld or delayed the release of information to 
the Board or the public about the disparity study.
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What were the benefits from the joint activity?

• The discrete examination of documentation first by Contract Oversight 
didn’t rebroadcast any of the allegations before interviews could be held.

• Creating a timeline helped keep a common frame of reference around which 
to build an accurate accounting of the events and issues, and organize the 
next actions taken by the IG.

• With the advanced information, Investigations was able to conduct sensitive 
interviews that were focused and meaningful.  Investigations was able to 
get staff to open up honestly about perceptions and frustrations.
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What were the benefits from the joint activity?

• Significant time savings by allowing Investigations and Contract Oversight 
to proceed concurrently, even while drafting the report. 

Although not identified in the report, the IG drew the entity’s attention to 
transparency issues that contributed to their lapses in communications, and 
procedures and helped to fuel the public allegations of impropriety.  

By methodically analyzing the situation and conducting the joint activity, the IG 
was able gain a unique steadfast perspective on the issues.      
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Mosquito 

Spraying

Case Study #3
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The Complaint

A citizen filed a complaint against Mosquito Control alleging that:

• The pilots were not properly certified.

• The amount of chemicals is insufficient to kill mosquitos.

• The entity’s contractual relationships with this vendor was 
unusually long.
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Challenges

• The primary allegations from the citizen were based on pages of 
math calculations derived from flight logs, maps, and aerial spraying 
contracts written by other entities.

• Aerial spraying techniques, mosquito control, and chemical pesticide 
applications would be important factors in analyzing the complaint.

• Knowledge of the FAA, aircraft certifications, and pilot type ratings 
would be beneficial to expedite reviewing the complaint.
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Intake

The complaint started verbally, which Intake formulated into a basic complaint.  
Through additional discussions with the citizen, and obtaining their documentation 
Intake was able to focus the allegations into a cogent complaint. 

Contract Oversight

The complaint was assigned to Contract Oversight for research and response.  Even 
though the contractual issues were minor, Contract Oversight had a specialist who 
was a former pilot and aero engineer.  The IG was able to match this employee’s 
skill set to a unique situation.   

Results
The IG’s review found that the allegations were unsupported.
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What were the benefits from the joint activity?

• Intake served as a remarkable interface with the citizen to formulate the 
allegation in a coherent complaint which saved enormous time and effort in 
conducting a focused review.

• Contract Oversight’s specialist was easily able to locate the FAA resources 
for aircraft and pilot certifications.  The vendor’s planes and pilots were in 
compliance with FAA requirements and the entity’s contract.

• The numerous calculations used by the citizen as the basis for their 
complaint were reviewed.  Contract Oversight was able to quickly identify 
mathematical errors and assumptions that yielded inaccurate results. 
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What were the benefits from the joint activity?

• Contract Oversight was able to interpret the published technical data and 
specifications on both the aerial spraying system and the pesticide to verify 
the dosage and coverage area were accurate.  

• Matching other personnel skills to a unique situation yielded a better and 
faster resolution to the complaint than would have normally been possible.
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Questions?
Comments?
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