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SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT 
TO THE CITY OF JOHNS CREEK CITY COUNCIL 

PENDING PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 
FROM MAYOR BODKER 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
 As you are aware, pursuant to this Council’s authorization, on December 4, 

2013, we served subpoenas on Mayor Bodker, AT&T, Atlantic Realty Partners and 

Redus Atlanta Subdivision, LLC (“Redus”) as part of the investigation into the 

office of the Mayor.   On December 11, 2013, Mayor Bodker filed a Complaint for 

Declaratory Judgment against the City Council to stop this Council’s investigation 

and to declare these subpoenas and this investigation unlawful, in spite of the clear 

language set forth in the City Charter allowing for authorization of the same.     

The Complaint against the City is the Mayor’s latest strategy to delay this 

investigation until the newly-elected council takes office on January 6, 2014.  We 

fully expect that the newly-elected city council members will vote to terminate the 

investigation of the Mayor as one of its first orders of business.1  As such, we 

believe it is appropriate to provide the current council with an update as to the 

status of this investigation and the additional information we have obtained since 

the Interim Report. 

                                                 
1 Based on the published Agenda for the January 6, 2014 meeting. 
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The Mayor’s Continued Refusal to Cooperate and 
Contempt of this Council’s Subpoenas 

 
 In blatant contempt of this Council’s authority, the Mayor has refused to 

comply with the subpoenas authorized by this Council and issued as part of this 

Council’s investigation.  The Mayor has claimed from the beginning that this 

investigation was politically motivated to prevent his reelection.   But the election 

is now over.  The Mayor has been re-elected to another term.  And yet he still 

refuses to produce the requested documents in response to a subpoena.  Rather than 

simply produce documents that he claims will disprove the allegations against him, 

the Mayor has opted to sue the City.   

The Mayor’s Complaint is yet another delay tactic to avoid producing 

relevant documents.  As outlined in the Interim Report (pp. 3-5), the Mayor has 

played a cat and mouse game since the inception of the investigation.  We made 

every effort during this investigation to be fair to the Mayor and allow him the 

opportunity to voluntarily produce requested records without a subpoena. We first 

requested records from the Mayor on September 3, 2013.  We assured him that we 

would redact any private or irrelevant information from the documents if it became 

necessary to use them in any report.  But the Mayor refused to produce any 

documents, while at the same time proclaiming to the public that he was 

cooperating with the investigation.   
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At the Mayor’s interview on October 1, 2013, he did present copies of what 

was purported to be one lease, a part of another lease and rent checks, but refused 

to allow us to have copies so that we could perform a thorough examination.  

However, he did agree to secure and produce certain records in response to our 

limited request for seven time frames related to the issues discussed in his 

interview. 

A week after the interview, his attorney assured us that the Mayor was 

working on securing the documents, had already obtained the telephone records 

that were available online (which would go back three years), and that we could 

expect to receive them no later than Thursday, October 10th.   Late on the afternoon 

of the 10th, instead of the records, we received a letter from the Mayor’s attorney 

refusing to produce the very documents he had just told us were in the Mayor's 

possession. 2   

He claims in his lawsuit against the City that the subpoenas seek documents 

that violate his right to privacy, most principally the phone records.   However, 

government officials cannot skirt open records laws by using personal phones, 

computers, tablets, etc. to conduct city business in an effort to avoid public 

                                                 
2 The Mayor contended through his counsel that our requests for documents 
violated his right to privacy because they are allegedly not connected to any 
specific allegation and are overbroad. In fact, we spent nearly eight hours with the 
Mayor at his interview on October 1, 2013, during which time we explained to him 
in detail the allegations against him and why the various documents and telephone 
records are relevant to those allegations. 
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disclosure.  The Mayor’s city cell phone records are most certainly public 

documents.  Thus, he cannot hide his actions on behalf of the City by using his 

personal cell phone instead. 

It is undisputed Mayor Bodker has routinely used his personal cell phone to 

conduct City business.  He has even gone so far as to put his personal cell phone 

number on correspondence to the public so that they can personally contact him 

with questions about city affairs.  He has used his personal cell phone to talk to 

fellow mayors, city council members, state representatives, developers, city staff 

members, etc. about city business.  And the Mayor has been very open about his 

use of his personal cell phone for city business.  Thus, it is inconceivable that he is 

now attempting to use his right of privacy as a shield to hide the public’s business 

from its taxpayers. 

Additional Documents Obtained Through a Subpoena  
Show the Mayor Received a Gratuity and Lied About It 

  
 It is not surprising that the Mayor would go to such lengths to protect 

himself from scrutiny.  Subsequent to the issuance of the Interim Report to the 

Council, we obtained documents from a third party, Redus, 3 in response to one of 

our subpoenas.  One of those documents reveals that the Mayor misled the public, 

these investigators and this Council as to the extent of the discount he received on 

                                                 
3 Redus took over Aaronson’s Johns Creek Walk properties after they were 
foreclosed on. 
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his lease.  These documents substantiate our initial determination that by obtaining 

this discount, the Mayor received a gratuity from the developer and that he had a 

conflict of interest when he voted on a matter that the developer had before the 

council at the very time the Mayor was receiving this benefit.  Interestingly, these 

documents also reveal that the developer who gave the Mayor reduced rent on his 

lease and a free vacation was also less than candid with these investigators. 

 In the Interim Report, we indicated that there was a conflict in the evidence 

over the amount of the discount the Mayor received.  As stated in the Interim 

Report, it is undisputed that Mayor Bodker received a free vacation in Destin, 

Florida and a discount on his rent at Johns Creek Walk for a one year period from 

his friend, Richard Aaronson, a developer in the John’s Creek area.  The Mayor 

initially denied to the public that he received any lease discount.  After we 

reviewed the Mayor’s lease documents at the time of the his interview, however, 

Mayor Bodker admitted that he did receive a discount but said it was only $70 per 

month, and claimed that it was consistent with the market at the time.  We also 

reviewed lease agreements for other tenants living in the same complex and 

learned that tenants living in either smaller townhomes than the Mayor or in an 

exact model as the Mayor’s unit paid more in rent than Mayor Bodker by at least 

$170.   
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Based upon the new evidence, we now conclude that the discounted rent was 

even greater than the evidence initially revealed.  The recent documents from 

Redus show that, in fact, Mayor Bodker was actually paying $300 less per month 

than other renters with townhomes of the same size.  These documents are 

consistent with and support the statements of two witnesses.  As the Mayor was 

entering into this lease arrangement, he first approached the City Manager and then 

the City Attorney and told them that Aaronson had offered him a “good deal” and 

asked whether a $200-300 discount on his rent would create a problem for him.  It 

was clear that he was seeking approval from them to justify his receiving such a 

benefit, especially from a developer who regularly had business before the council.  

Neither individual gave him such approval.  The documents from Redus reflect the 

level of discount the Mayor discussed with the City Manager and the City 

Attorney.  Nonetheless, he first told the public that he did not receive any discount 

on his lease, while later telling us that he received only a $70 per month discount.  

In both instances, the Mayor intentionally sought to mislead the public and these 

investigators.  

This investigation cannot be completed without securing and thoroughly 

reviewing the various records being sought by the subpoenas which the Mayor is 

so desperately trying to hide.  We believe those records would further reveal the 

extent of benefits received by the Mayor, and the disclosure of confidential 
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information by him for the benefit of a privileged few.  Thus the man who 

publically said at the beginning of this investigation that “one who has nothing to 

hide, hides nothing” continues to hide relevant information from the public and 

these investigators. 

Supplemental Conclusions: 

In sum, we reiterate the Findings and Conclusions set forth in the October 

21, 2013 Interim Report, and provide the following supplemental conclusions: 

1. Mayor Bodker received a $300 per month discount on his monthly 

lease payment at Johns Creek Walk from developer Richard Aaronson.  This 

discount is significantly greater than the amount the Mayor reported to us. 

2. Mayor Bodker misled the public, this Council and the Investigators 

regarding the extent of the discount he received on his rent.   

3. Mayor Bodker has made statements in his Complaint for Declaratory 

Judgment that are patently untrue in an effort to stop this investigation.   

 He claims he was never apprised of the specific allegations against 

him, notwithstanding an eight hour interview during which we 

painstakingly explained those allegations. 

 He contends that the telephone records requested from AT&T either 

do not exist or are not in his possession.  However, during this 

investigation, the Mayor’s attorney represented to us that the Mayor 
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had obtained records from AT&T for the last three years, which were 

available online.  Moreover, we have confirmed that these documents 

do exist in AT&T’s possession, and they were certainly within the 

Mayor’s control to request and obtain them.  As reflected in our 

Interim Report, another witness did exactly that in a short period of 

time. 

 Given the clear evidence from newly obtained documents that the Mayor 

misled the public, this Council, and these investigators, it is no surprise that he has 

gone to great lengths to prevent disclosure of his telephone and certain financial 

records.  Just as the recently obtained documents revealed additional information 

to substantiate the conclusions of the Interim Report, we expect that the AT&T 

phone records and bank records will also reveal information relevant to this 

investigation. 

 Please be advised that until we review the documents sought through the 

subpoenas we cannot complete our work.  Should the newly constituted council 

choose to terminate this investigation, then the results are incomplete.  If you have 

any questions, please feel free to contact us. 
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