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Recent news reports have exposed several problems in 
the administration of New Orleans’ Office of Inspec-
tor General (OIG), including high staff turnover, in-
ternal disputes and the inspector general’s significant 
absences.1 Facing concerns about the office’s produc-
tivity and his own potential dismissal, the inspector 
general resigned in October before completing his first 
term.2 Now, the New Orleans Ethics Review Board (the 
Board) must find and appoint the office’s next leader.

The appointment will be a crucial one. The next inspec-
tor general must have the leadership ability to address 
personnel problems, turn around the office’s perfor-
mance and revitalize its mission. The purpose of the 
OIG is to detect and prevent fraud, waste and abuse, as 
well as promote efficiency and effectiveness, in City of 
New Orleans government (City).3 

The Board, which consists of seven New Orleans resi-
dents, appoints the inspector general to a four-year 
term.4 The Board can reappoint the inspector general 
to unlimited additional terms and, if necessary, remove 
the inspector general for cause.5 The Board helps to 
protect the OIG’s independence from City government, 
while also providing public accountability for the office 
and its leadership.

The recent problems facing the OIG, combined with the 
inspector general’s resignation, have raised questions 
about the Board’s effectiveness in those key roles. They 
also demonstrate a need for the Board to strengthen its 
upcoming selection process for, and future oversight 
of the new inspector general. The Board has acknowl-
edged it must improve in these areas and, to its credit, 
has already taken or proposed steps to address these de-
ficiencies.

In this release, BGR discusses both the Board’s selection 
process and its oversight role. It examines recent mea-
sures either proposed or implemented by the Board to im-

prove the existing selection process and strengthen Board 
oversight of the next inspector general. Finally, the re-
lease makes recommendations for further improvement.

THE SELECTION PROCESS

The Board must initiate the selection process for a new 
inspector general within 60 days of a vacancy.6 The 
Board already has met this requirement as it began dis-
cussing the selection process at its October and Novem-
ber meetings.7

The City’s charter and ordinances establish the process 
to select the inspector general. In reviewing those laws 
and the previous inspector general search process, BGR 
identified three objectives important to the upcoming 
search:

 ● Developing a broad pool of candidates

 ● Conducting an efficient and effective nation-
wide search

 ● Ensuring a transparent selection process with 
public participation

Developing a Broad Pool of Candidates

Individuals applying for the inspector general position 
must meet the following minimum requirements: 

● Hold a bachelor’s degree from an accredited in-
stitution.

● Demonstrate knowledge or skills in conducting 
audits, investigations, inspections and perfor-
mance reviews.

● Have at least five years of experience as an 
inspector general or a supervisor within an in-
spector general’s office, a federal law enforce-
ment officer, a federal or state judge, a licensed 



Sources: City of New Orleans, Code of Ordinances Sec. 2-1120(3)(d) and City of New Orleans Ethics Review Board, Letter to the New Orleans City 
Council regarding Ethics Review Board Ordinance Request, received by the City Council on November 19, 2020.
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attorney experienced in audit or investigation of 
fraud, waste and other abuses, a senior-level au-
ditor or comptroller, or other professional with 
investigative experience.

● Obtain an inspector general professional certifi-
cation within one year of appointment.8

Additionally, City law requires a waiting period for cer-
tain candidates. Former or current elected officials and 
employees of City government as well as governmental 
entities that receive City funds are not eligible for the 
inspector general position unless at least four years have 
passed since their time of service.9 The four-year waiting 
period also applies to former or current elected officials 
and employees of the State of Louisiana (State) and its 
political subdivisions, such as other parish or municipal 
governments.10 The restriction, however, does not apply 
to current employees of the New Orleans OIG who have 
served in the office for at least two years.11

The rationale behind the waiting period is to maintain 
the office’s independence and prevent conflicts of in-
terest. The eligibility restrictions discourage potential 
applicants with City or State government connections 
who might politicize the work of the office or improp-
erly use information obtained for the OIG’s work (e.g., 
identifying a whistleblower whose complaints resulted 
in an investigation).

However, the Board contends that the eligibility restric-
tions limit the pool of potential candidates and prevent 
capable individuals from applying for the job. In 2017, 
for instance, the Board could not consider a candidate 
from another Louisiana inspector’s general office be-
cause of the four-year waiting period.  

The Board has asked the City Council to consider 
amending these restrictions.12 The Board proposes 
making employees of other inspector general offices 
in Louisiana immediately eligible as long as they have 
served in their respective offices for at least two years. 
The proposed change mirrors the eligibility exception 
currently given to employees of the New Orleans OIG 
and should enable more qualified candidates to apply 
for the position.

The Board also proposes reducing the four-year waiting 
period to two years for all former or current elected of-
ficials or employees of the City, government entities that 
receive City funds, and the State and its political subdi-
visions. A two-year waiting period may be sufficient for 
officials or employees of the State or its political subdi-
visions because their work or service likely does not di-
rectly involve City government or City funds. However, 
a two-year waiting period for employees and officials of 
the City and City-funded governmental entities would in-
crease the risk of conflicts of interest that could harm the 
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OIG’s independence. The public must have confidence 
that the next inspector general will audit, investigate and 
evaluate City government without bias and not use the 
office or its work for political purposes.13

Conducting an Efficient and Effective Search 

City ordinance requires the Board to conduct a nationwide 
search to find the next inspector general.14 The Board 
plans to hire a professional firm to assist with the search. A 
search firm can bring expertise and experience to the hir-
ing process, as well as generate interest in the position by 
using its professional networks and connections.

A search firm also can perform much of the time-inten-
sive legwork to attract and vet potential candidates. Typi-
cally, a search firm will develop a profile for the position. 
This would include the qualifications and requirements 
for the inspector general, issues facing the OIG, and a de-
scription of the Board’s ideal candidate. The firm would 
then create a job listing, advertise for the position, iden-
tify and evaluate applicants, and provide the Board with 
a shortlist of recommended candidates.

To find a qualified search firm, the Board is preparing a 
request for proposals (RFP). The RFP will provide the 
details about the search and the Board’s expectations of 
the search firm. The Board will ask prospective firms to 
provide a timeline for the search, a history of hiring suc-
cesses and an explanation of their candidate evaluation 
processes. It also will require the firm to advertise for the 
position in a manner that will produce a diverse pool of 
candidates. The Board has allocated up to $50,000 for 
search firm expenses based on preliminary information it 
gathered on current prices for executive searches.15

Selecting a firm through a competitive process will 
help support the overall quality and transparency of the 
search. By contrast, the Board did not pursue a request 
for proposals for the 2017 search. In an effort to expe-
dite the search, the Board asked a single firm to sub-
mit a proposal for slightly less than $15,000, the City’s 
threshold for requiring a competitive process.16 The 
City awarded the contract without advertising for the 
work or requesting proposals from other firms.17 

Once the Board hires a search firm, it must maintain en-
gagement with the firm throughout the search process 

and hold the firm accountable for performance and de-
liverables. The Board has proposed requiring the search 
firm to provide regular updates on its progress during 
open meetings. This would ensure ongoing communi-
cation between the Board and the search firm, as well as 
improve transparency and public awareness.

In addition, the Board is considering whether to cre-
ate a committee to work directly with the firm.  The 
creation of a formal committee would yield several 
benefits. It would allow a few board members to work 
efficiently and consistently with the search firm to de-
velop the shortlist of candidates for consideration by 
the full Board. The committee members could bring a 
mix of perspectives and insights to the discussions with 
the search firm. And, under Louisiana law, a committee 
of a public body must conduct its business during open 
meetings.18 This would give the public more access to 
the search process and elevate the work and decisions 
of the committee.
 
During its last search, two Board members worked with 
the search firm on behalf of the full Board. However, 
because the Board did not formally create a committee, 
it did not require the two members to conduct or discuss 
their work in open meetings.

Finally, though the Board must carefully evaluate each 
candidate on the shortlist, it has not defined a process 
for doing so. The Board should create an evaluation 
process to assess qualifications, record and weigh opin-
ions, and rank candidates. Under City law, inspector 
general candidates must meet the minimum education 
and professional requirements, as well as demonstrate 
integrity, potential for strong leadership, and ability 
to work with law enforcement agencies and the judi-
ciary.19 Given the recent problems within the inspector 
general’s office, the Board may wish to conduct an ex-
tensive background review of candidates and add crite-
ria that gauge candidates’ management skills.20 A well-

A well-structured evaluation and 
ranking process would help ensure 
full Board engagement in decisions 
on semi-finalists, finalists and 
ultimately the selected candidate.

“ “



structured evaluation and ranking process would help 
ensure full Board engagement in decisions on semi-
finalists, finalists and ultimately the selected candidate.

Ensuring a Transparent Search Process with 
Public Participation

For its upcoming search, the Board has not yet deter-
mined how the public will participate in the selection 
process, including which documents will be shared with 
the public (e.g., candidate resumes and shortlists), what 
mechanism the public will use to communicate with 
the Board throughout the process, and how the public 
will provide input and ask questions during meetings. 
A clear Board policy on these matters is necessary to 
support meaningful public engagement.

The Board also should interview and evaluate candidates 
during open meetings, unless there is a valid reason to 
move into a closed executive session. While the Board, 
at its discretion, can enter into executive session to pri-
vately discuss candidates’ character, professional compe-
tence and other matters specifically allowed by State law, 
it should do so only when necessary and not as a matter 
of course.21 Some observers say candidate interviews and 
evaluations in open meetings might discourage qualified 
individuals concerned about jeopardizing their current 
employment. However, conducting this work in executive 
session would remove transparency and public participa-
tion from the process. 

In addition, the Board’s current practice of holding 
virtual meetings, instead of in-person meetings at City 
Hall, has made it easier for members of the public to 
attend. The Board should consider offering this option 
throughout the selection process.

While the Board released the resumes of all candidates 
who made the shortlist for the 2017 search, it inter-
viewed the semi-finalists in a closed executive session. 
The opportunity for public participation occurred at the 
end of the process during the Board’s meeting to vote 
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on the two finalists. The Board held a public meeting 
during which each finalist gave a presentation and an-
swered questions from the Board. It also gave the pub-
lic an opportunity to comment on or question the final-
ists before it voted. 

By committing to an open process that limits executive 
session discussion only to necessary matters consistent 
with State law, the Board can assure the public it will 
act in a transparent and accountable manner. 

OVERSIGHT OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

The OIG is an independent office established in the 
City charter, separate from the Board. While the Board 
appoints and sets the salary of the inspector general, 
this person is not an employee of the Board.22 City law 
directs the OIG to follow professional standards and 
“work cooperatively with the ethics review board in 
carrying out its functions and duties.”23 

In addition, while the Board can remove the inspector 
general for cause, it faces a high bar. The Board must 
hold a public hearing, obtain an affirmative vote of at 
least five of its seven members, and then publicly report 
the reasons for removal to the City Council. According 
to the charter, causes for removing the inspector gener-
al may include an abuse of power, a felony conviction, 
discrimination, ethical misconduct in office, unprofes-
sional conduct or “other acts tarnishing the integrity of 
the office of inspector general.”24 Weak performance or 
ineffectiveness could keep an inspector general from 
being reappointed, but they are not causes for removal 
during the four-year term. The serious bases for remov-
al from office protect the inspector general’s indepen-
dence in a line of work that is often politically unpopu-
lar. 

Within this context, City law still provides the Board 
with specific avenues of performance oversight. The 
inspector general must present the OIG’s findings for 
each investigation, audit or evaluation to the Board, 

OIG employees brought complaints about the inspector general informally 
to individual Ethics Review Board members. In light of this, the Board has 
acknowledged the need for a policy or law that enables OIG staff to report 
concerns regarding the inspector general confidentially to the Board.

“ “
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as well as the office’s activities from the past year and 
its work plan for the upcoming year.25 In practice, the 
Board receives updates during its monthly meetings 
from the inspector general.

In addition, the Board receives periodic, external per-
formance evaluations of the OIG’s work. An annual 
citizen-led evaluation reviews the office’s work and 
processes from the prior year, but does not evaluate spe-
cific findings or recommendations.26 In 2019, the citi-
zen committee raised serious concerns about the OIG’s 
lack of productivity.27 In response, the inspector general 
pointed to problems he inherited as the reason for low 
productivity.28 While most Board members shared the 
committee’s concerns, they expected the OIG’s pro-
ductivity to improve in the coming year.29 In 2020, the 
citizen committee noted an increase in the OIG’s pro-
ductivity; however, it raised concerns that the savings 
uncovered by the office were not commensurate with 
its annual budget.30  

The OIG also undergoes a peer review every three 
years.31 The review, conducted by national peers of the 
inspector general, primarily focuses on whether the 
OIG’s audits, investigations and inspections follow pro-

fessional standards. This follows a national best prac-
tice for reviews by a nonpartisan and objective group 
every three to five years.32 The most recent peer review, 
conducted in 2018, found the OIG met all current and 
relevant standards for the previous three years.33 

However, periodic reporting to the Board and external 
evaluations did not bring to light the internal problems 
that led to the departure of the inspector general. OIG 
employees brought those complaints informally to in-
dividual Board members. In light of this, the Board has 
acknowledged the need for a policy or law that enables 
OIG staff to report concerns regarding the inspector 
general confidentially to the Board.34 It should define 
and limit the types of concerns to behavior by the in-
spector general that might qualify as cause for removal, 
and exclude complaints that should be addressed by 
OIG management or human resources staff. The Board 
also should establish a clear process to receive, inves-
tigate and resolve complaints in a manner that protects 
employee confidentiality.35 This process would allow 
the Board to field and address specific complaints about 
a future inspector general that might be grounds for re-
moval, without infringing on the OIG’s independence.

CURRENT GAP IN OVERSIGHT OF NEW ORLEANS’ INSPECTOR GENERAL
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Finding the right leader to turn around New Orleans’ 
OIG depends on the quality of the Board’s selection 
process. The Board is considering some steps to im-
prove the process, including the competitive selection 
of a search firm and the creation of a committee to in-
teract with the firm. However, the Board’s proposed 
change to shorten the waiting period for employees 
and elected officials of the City and City-funded gov-
ernmental entities from four years to two years would 
erode the OIG’s separation from City government and 
protection against conflicts of interest. The Board and 
City Council should not pursue it. The Board must also 
determine how it will evaluate and rank the candidates 
who emerge on the shortlist and include the public in 
the selection process. 

In addition, the current problems facing the OIG dem-
onstrate a need to strengthen the Board’s ability to hold 
the office and its leadership accountable for perfor-
mance. The Board should maintain existing oversight 
mechanisms, including regular updates from the in-
spector general and the external reviews. It also should 
follow through on its plan to create a confidential way 
for OIG staff to report serious concerns or complaints 
about the inspector general to the Board.

A well-structured, transparent selection process and 
stronger oversight of the next inspector general will 
help the Board revitalize the OIG so it can achieve the 
impacts its mission envisions for citizens and taxpay-
ers. With these goals in mind, BGR makes the follow-
ing recommendations.

Recommendations 

To broaden the pool of eligible applicants for inspector 
general while protecting the office’s independence, the 
City Council should:

 ● Retain the eligibility restriction that prohibits 
former or current City employees or elected 
officials, or those of government entities that 
receive City funding, from applying for the 
inspector general position unless at least four 
years have passed since their time of service.

 ● Approve the proposed two-year waiting period 
for former or current employees or officials of 
the State and its political subdivisions, as well 
as the immediate eligibility of employees in 
other Louisiana inspector general offices who 
have served at least two years.

To improve the inspector general selection process, the 
Board should:

 ● Clearly set forth the scope of work and deliver-
ables in its contract with the search firm. Pub-
lish the contract on the Board’s website, along 
with the RFP documents.

 ● Appoint a Board committee to work directly 
with the search firm in open meetings to in-
crease transparency, oversight and involvement 
in developing the shortlist of inspector general 
candidates for Board consideration.

 ● Develop a process to require Board members to 
rank candidates on the shortlist based on quali-
fications, experience, skill set and other relevant 
criteria.

 ● Conduct the Board’s interviews and evaluations 
of semi-finalists and finalists and other business 
related to the selection process during public 
meetings and adopt a policy that provides for 
public participation throughout the process. The 
Board should limit its executive sessions to nec-
essary private discussions of character and pro-
fessional competence of individual candidates 
and other matters allowed by State law.

To improve its oversight of the inspector general, the 
Board should:

 ● Establish a mechanism to properly and confi-
dentially handle complaints from OIG employ-
ees about behavior by the inspector general that 
might qualify as cause for removal. 
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