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Investigative Finding: Substantiated. 
Summary 
We received and investigated allegations that the California High-Speed Rail 
Authority (Authority) did not comply with state regulations and contract requirements 
when reimbursing travel expenses for four consulting firms with whom it has 
contracts to provide consulting and design services. In total, the Authority paid more 
than $2 million in travel-related costs for consultants at the four consulting firms in 
fiscal years 2024-25 and 2025-26. Our investigation, which covered roughly half of 
these expenditures, revealed the following: 

• The Authority did not comply with state regulations requiring it to evaluate the 
business need for consultants to travel before approving travel. In fact, for 
about 69 percent, or $800,900, of the travel payments we reviewed, the 
Authority had not approved the travel before it occurred, indicating there was 
little to no upfront consideration of the need for or cost of the travel. 

• We often found little or no explanation of the need for consultants to travel, 
and when we did find stated purposes for travel those purposes frequently 
raised doubts about its necessity. For example, the provided reasons were 
often vague, such as “meetings with HSR executives” and at times described 
activities and services that appeared unrelated to the scope of work in the 
applicable contract. 

• Despite contract terms and Authority policy, contract managers appeared to 
have little functional authority to approve or deny consultant travel. The 
Authority often paid consultant travel expenses because of direction or an 
assumption that the CEO or a member of the executive team requested or 
desired the travel, without any explanation of the need for travel or 
consideration of its cost. 
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• During our investigation we identified $81,000 in consultant travel expenses 
paid by the Authority that appear to be unallowable under state travel 
regulations. Those expenses included flight and rideshare upgrades and trips 
to questionable destinations, including gyms, an escape room, and a 
nightclub, for which the Authority lacked documentation establishing a state-
business purpose. 

• We separately identified $543,000 in travel expense payments that were not 
allowable under the terms of the respective contracts, including international 
and out-of-state travel expenses. 

• Based on the evidence we reviewed during our investigation, the allegations 
of inappropriate travel reimbursements were substantiated. 

The Authority’s mission is to build and operate California’s High-Speed Rail, a 
technically complex endeavor for which it has reasonably hired consultants with 
needed expertise. Even so, as a state agency, the Authority has the responsibility to 
comply with state regulations, enforce the terms of its contracts, and safeguard 
public funds when reimbursing these consultants’ travel expenses. During our 
investigation we observed a pattern of Authority noncompliance with state travel 
regulations and contract terms. Paying for travel when it is not necessary or when it 
exceeds what is allowed by state regulations or the contract terms is waste of public 
funds and is behavior inconsistent with the Authority’s role as the steward of public 
resources. As such, we provide a number of recommended corrective actions in this 
investigative report that, if implemented, will help the Authority better carry out its 
statutory responsibilities. 

 
Background 

State law authorizes the Office of Inspector General, High-Speed Rail (OIG-HSR) to 
receive and investigate complaints regarding activity constituting waste, abuse, 
violations of law, rules, or regulations, and other issues within the California High-
Speed Rail Project (Project). We received multiple complaints and concerns 
regarding the Authority payments of consultant travel-related costs, particularly 
costs associated with travel originating from or involving locations outside California. 
Complainants alleged that certain travel payments were not allowable under the 
terms of the consultants’ contracts and that the Authority’s payments of those costs 
constituted waste of public funds. We investigated the Authority’s compliance with 
applicable state regulatory and contract requirements governing the approval and 
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payment of travel expenses during fiscal years 2024-25 and 2025-26 for the 
following four consulting firms whose travel-related costs included travel from 
outside California: 

1. Financial and commercial advisory services contractor (Financial Advisor) 

2. Legal services contractor 

3. Program delivery support (PDS) contractor  

4. Track and overhead contact system design (Track & Systems Design) 
contractor  

Table 1 summarizes the Authority’s travel-related payments identified for each of the 
four contractors during fiscal years 2024-25 and 2025-26 for the months in which 
travel reimbursements had been billed and paid at the time of our investigation. 

Table 1: Authority Travel Payments to Four Consulting Firms in Fiscal Years 
2024-25 and 2025-26. 

Consulting Firms 
Travel payments 

identified, Fiscal Years 
2024-25 to 2025-26 

Financial Advisor  
(July 2024 through January 2026) 

$488,000 

Legal Services contractor1  
(September 2024 through September 2025) 

$127,000 

PDS contractor  
(June 2024 through April 2026) 

$883,000 

Track & Systems Design contractor  
(July 2024 through December 2025) 

$515,000 

Total $2,013,000 

State travel policy provides that travel should be used when personal contact is the 
most economical way of conducting official state business. State regulations 
establish requirements governing reimbursement for travel on official state 

 
1All travel expenses reviewed were for a single individual on this contract who frequently traveled from 
Denver, CO to Sacramento or elsewhere. The consultant stopped billing this contract after October 3, 
2025, and began billing on the Financial Advisor contract. The amount of travel by other consultants we 
identified for the Legal Services contract was negligible (about $1,100). 
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business, including requirements concerning the necessity and method of travel. 
Among other requirements, state agencies must determine that travel is necessary 
and that the reimbursable mode of transportation is in the best interest of the State, 
considering applicable costs and other relevant factors. Effective October 2024, 
each state agency must make those determinations after leveraging available 
remote technology, such as video or telephone conferencing. Those requirements 
are intended to ensure that the State only pays for travel when it is necessary to 
conduct state business, and to ensure that necessary travel is performed in the 
most efficient manner. As part of achieving these purposes, regulations require that 
contracted consultants be reimbursed for necessary travel at amounts not 
exceeding those already established for non-represented state employees. State 
regulations specify that the signature of the officer approving travel and payment 
amounts to certification that the approving party has authorized the travel, that the 
expenses were incurred to conduct official state business, and that costs claimed 
are appropriate and in keeping with those regulations 

In addition to state regulations, each of the four contracts we reviewed has 
provisions establishing travel requirements for consultants. Those requirements 
varied across the four contracts, but each contract incorporates elements of the 
State’s travel-reimbursement framework, including the reimbursement-rate limits 
described above. Additionally, each of the four contracts we investigated requires 
that consultants obtain advance, written approval from the contract manager for 
travel. Depending on the contract, consultant travel may be specified in an 
approved work plan or task order but otherwise requires written authorization from 
the Authority’s contract manager before departure.  

Given the requirements in state regulations and the contracts, we expected that for 
each consultant travel expense claim the Authority paid, the Authority would have 
documented advance approval for the travel that contained an explanation of the 
reason why travel was necessary and efficient, including why the work could not be 
accomplished remotely for any travel commencing during or after October 2024. We 
also expected that those approvals would contain estimates of the cost of the travel 
because the Authority would reasonably need to include a consideration of those 
costs in its decisions to approve or not approve travel. Consistent with those 
expectations, we observed that Authority templates for travel requests—when and 
where we could identify such requests—included fields for estimated travel 
expenses, and we noted during the course of our investigation that the contract 
manager for the Legal Services contract directed the Legal Services contractor to 
include cost estimates in travel requests. Beyond the requirements already 
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mentioned, the four consulting contracts also include additional requirements for 
and limits or prohibitions on consultant travel, which we describe where applicable 
throughout this report. 

Consultants are reimbursed for travel by submitting travel expense claims with their 
invoices to the Authority. Each consultant staff member submits their own travel 
expense claim detailing the transportation, meals, lodging, and other travel 
expenses for which they are seeking reimbursement. The travel expense claims 
used under the contracts we reviewed also typically include fields for other 
information, including the purpose of the trip and the dates the trip occurred. 
Consultants may submit one travel expense claim per trip or may include multiple 
trips taken during the invoice period in one travel expense claim. 

Each contract has a designated contract manager, an Authority staff person whom 
the contract and Authority policy assign responsibility for ensuring compliance with 
all contract terms, including approving travel and reviewing and approving invoices 
and travel expenses. The contracts may also have assigned task managers who 
manage specific tasks or deliverables and assist the contract manager. Ultimately, 
Authority policy charges the contract manager with ensuring the contract is 
administered in accordance with all requirements. 

 
The Authority routinely paid contractor travel expenses 
without documented approval or explanation of the need 
for travel. 
To investigate the Authority’s compliance with regulations and contract terms, we 
reviewed the Authority’s contract management files for each of the four contractors 
to determine whether those files contained documented advance approval of travel 
by the contract manager. We also evaluated whether any such approvals or other 
records documented the estimated cost and stated business purpose of the travel, 
while also showing that the Authority had evaluated its necessity and economy. The 
specific number of travel expense claims we ultimately reviewed for each contractor 
differed based on what we saw during our investigation. We describe the scope of 
our review of each contractor’s travel expense claims in Appendix A.  

Although we observed some variation across the contracts, there was often no 
documented advance approval of the travel by the contract manager as required in 
each of the contracts. Where work plans or task orders for the contracts existed, 
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those documents sometimes established budgets for travel expenses but did not 
otherwise discuss the anticipated need for travel nor indicate for which specific 
consultant tasks travel would be authorized. Further, we were often unable to find 
any other record in the contract management files that contract managers had 
approved travel in advance. Table 2 displays the total consultant travel expenses we 
reviewed for each contractor as well as the total travel expenses that lacked 
advance approval. As the table shows, more than half of the travel expenses we 
reviewed were not approved in advance. Nearly all such expenses for the Financial 
Advisor and the Legal Services contracts lacked prior approvals. 

Table 2: Contractor Travel Expenses Lacking Advance Approval. 

Contractor Travel expenses 
reviewed 

Travel expenses with 
no advance approval 

Financial Advisor $487,900 $486,700 

Legal Services $40,800 $37,000 

PDS $141,600 $69,000 

Track & Systems Design $482,100 $208,200 

Total $1,152,400 $800,900 (69%)2 

Where we found an absence of any documented approval, it is not clear whether 
these trips were ever authorized by Authority staff or whether responsible Authority 
staff were aware that the consultants were traveling until the consultants submitted 
invoices to be reimbursed for travel expenses. Even when contract managers 
claimed to be generally aware of consultants’ planned travel, the Authority could not 
substantiate these claims with evidence demonstrating that the need for travel and 
the appropriate mode of transportation were analyzed; as such, those claims are 
themselves insufficient to comply with state regulations and requirements. Further, 
as we describe in more detail later, in some cases we confirmed the contract 
manager was unaware of the travel until receiving invoices. Similarly, we found in 
some cases that travel received the required written approval after the trip began or 

 
2 This number has been updated to correct a summing error. Previously the table stated the total 
unapproved expenses was $680,500, or 60 percent of the travel expenses we reviewed.  
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had already concluded. In such instances, that approval does not demonstrate that 
the Authority evaluated the necessity and the applicable costs of the travel before 
those costs were incurred. 

Accordingly, the Authority often paid contractor travel expenses despite little or no 
contemporaneous documentation demonstrating that it evaluated the state business 
need for the travel. Absent the required advance approval, a large portion of the 
travel expenses we reviewed was paid without any documented explanation of the 
business need for or the appropriateness of that travel. Even when advance 
approval for travel did occur, the documentation rarely demonstrated why the travel 
was necessary or, for travel occurring after October 1, 2024, whether available 
remote technology had been considered. In fact, the documented purpose for the 
travel frequently raised doubts about the necessity of the travel. For example, the 
stated purpose of the travel was often “meetings with HSR executives” with no 
explanation for why the consultant could not participate virtually. Other examples of 
questionable travel justifications included: 

• “Project management” 

• “Typical trip” 

• “TBD – digital engineering team meetings” 

• “General office day - collaborating on & supporting project management and 
delivery manager” 

• “Schedule reviews with the JV team & HSR” 

• “Meetings with senior leadership to discuss strategies moving forward”. 

• “Attend HSR Board meeting” 

During our investigation into why these problems occurred, we identified that a 
significant contributing factor was that the contract managers assigned to these 
contracts did not appear to have any practical authority to approve or deny travel 
requests. For three of the four contracts—the Financial Advisor, Legal Services, and 
PDS—the contract manager had either no role or an extremely limited role in 
approving travel requests, despite both the terms of the contracts and Authority 
policy assigning that responsibility to the contract managers. Instead, these 
individuals operated under the direction or assumption that the Authority's CEO or 
another member of its executive team wanted the travel to take place. At times, we 
saw this occur over objections by the contract manager that the travel did not 
comply with the terms of the contract.  
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As a result, the Authority approved payments for travel expenses under all three 
contracts when there was no advance approval, no explanation of the need for the 
travel, and no consideration of the substantial associated costs.  

Where the Authority’s records do not establish why travel was necessary or why 
available alternatives were insufficient, there is no record that the Authority properly 
considered the necessity or economy of the travel it paid for. Although this missing 
documentation does not necessarily mean that every such trip was unnecessary, it 
does mean that the Authority is unable to show that it properly reviewed and 
approved the travel it paid for. Further, where the evidence separately indicates that 
the Authority paid for travel that was unnecessary, those avoidable expenditures 
constitute waste. We discuss those contractor-specific findings below. 

Financial Advisor 
As Table 2 shows, we found almost no documented advance approvals or other 
documentation establishing the necessity of the travel claimed by and paid to the 
Financial Advisor. Although there were more than 200 travel expense claims 
submitted by individual consultants during the 18-month period we reviewed, most 
of which sought reimbursement for multiple trips, we identified only one documented 
request for approval within the contract management file itself. When we inquired 
with the Authority about the missing travel approvals, the Authority was able to 
provide documented requests for approval for only four additional trips. Only two of 
those related to travel that occurred during our investigative period, and only one of 
those two included documentation showing that the Authority approved the trip.  

Even the few travel requests and approvals the Authority could provide were 
inadequate to demonstrate the Authority had fully evaluated the travel because they 
did not include advance estimates of the cost of the travel and did not contain 
sufficient explanations of why the travel was necessary, including whether available 
remote technology had been considered 

In one such case, in November 2025, one day in advance of the travel, the 
managing director for the Financial Advisor emailed the Authority contract manager 
and requested approval for a consultant staff member to fly to Denver, Colorado 
from Atlanta, Georgia. In so doing, the managing director stated that the Authority 
CEO would be asking for an update, and that the managing director and consultant 
staff member were planning a working session so that the managing director could 
have the latest information for the Authority CEO and CFO. He stated that it would 
“be of immense help” if the consultant staff member could travel to Denver to work 
with him at the Financial Advisor’s office.  
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The managing director did not provide information regarding why the consultant 
staff member could not collaborate with him remotely to accomplish the same task. 
He similarly did not provide any estimate of the costs of the travel for the contract 
manager to consider when evaluating the request. The request therefore did not 
contain a basis for concluding whether the travel was necessary or economical. The 
Authority contract manager approved the request, but the approval also contained 
no documented analysis to address these shortcomings. 

Because there were almost no documented approvals for the travel, we also 
reviewed the travel expense claims within a selection of the Financial Advisor’s 
invoices to see if they contained explanations for the purpose and necessity of the 
travel. Notably, state regulations require state employees to include the purpose of 
the trip on travel expense claims. Although there is a field for inputting the purpose 
of the trip within the travel expense claim template the Financial Advisor uses, most 
we reviewed were either blank or simply contained a standard and vague statement 
“Trip [date range] – Meetings with executives, ad hoc CHSRA support.” For certain 
of these statements, even the dates of the trips were absent or inaccurate.  

When we requested from the contract manager for the Financial Advisor the missing 
documentation of advance approval for travel, he stated that the Authority and the 
Financial Advisor had verbal discussions about travel needs and expectations and 
acknowledged that there generally isn’t documentation of approval. He stated that 
the Financial Advisor can travel to Sacramento without approval when it is 
requested by a member of the executive team. He stated that the Authority only 
requires advance approval when travel is to locations other than Sacramento. 
However, such a practice is inconsistent with the contractual requirement for 
advance approval of travel by the contract manager and also does not ensure that 
travel is cost effective and occurs only when necessary. Further, we observed 
instances when Financial Advisor staff traveled to locations other than Sacramento, 
including to other states, without documented approval from the contract manager.  

As a consequence of this approach, the contract manager acknowledged that he is 
not always aware that consultant staff are traveling. He stated that there is a group 
of Financial Advisor consultants who travel to the Authority’s Sacramento office 
every week, though that arrangement or its rationale is also not documented. He 
further explained that when other consultants travel, such as when a member of the 
Authority executive team requests the travel, the Financial Advisor contractor will 
sometimes but not always notify him about the travel. When we noted to the 
contract manager that this practice creates risk that the Financial Advisor could 
travel and charge those travel expenses to the State without Authority direction, the 
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contract manager acknowledged the risk but stated that he believed the Authority’s 
CFO would notice in his reviews of the invoices. We question the assumption that 
the CFO would notice unauthorized travel given that the described practice is to 
allow a member of the Authority’s executive team to verbally request travel, and we 
found no record of the CFO having provided such verification to the contract 
manager. Indeed, the weakness of relying on staff to detect unauthorized travel 
after it has already occurred is likely one reason the contract requires advance 
written approval by the contract manager. 

Legal Services Contractor 
Similar to our findings for the Financial Advisor, we found that there were practically 
no approvals or explanations of the business need for the trips we reviewed. For 
this contract we reviewed all travel expense claims we identified from a single 
consultant who performed work on the contract for about one year, from September 
2024 through September 2025. During that period, the Authority reimbursed the 
consultant for more than 30 travel claims, nearly all involving trips to Sacramento 
from Denver, Colorado. Unlike the other contracts we reviewed in this investigation, 
the Legal Services contract requires that the hours consultants spend traveling be 
paid at 50% of the consultant’s typical hourly rate; for the consultant in question, 
that rate was approximately $570 per hour during the time period. As a result, over 
this yearlong period the Authority paid not only $40,800 in travel expenses but also 
$86,500 in travel time, for a total of $127,300 in travel costs. 

Despite the frequency of trips over that time period, we found only five travel 
requests for the consultant, and the Authority had documentation of advance 
approval for only three of those requests. None of those requests provided 
adequate explanations for why the travel was necessary, and as such did not 
contemplate the possibility of the consultants performing any of the work remotely 
apart from the suggestion that the meetings were to be in person. Instead, they 
referenced the need to attend meetings and other events in person, generally 
without details beyond the subject matter. Three of the five requests included a 
statement that the Authority CEO wanted the consultant present for these events, 
and the remaining two were not worded as requests but rather as the consultant 
informing the contract manager of his travel plans—in one case after travel had 
already begun. None of the requests included comprehensive cost estimates for the 
travel being proposed or undertaken.  

Other documentation we identified for this contract heightened our concerns about 
the culture of compliance at the Authority, as staff’s attempts to enforce contract 
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terms were apparently resisted or overridden. Specifically, proper travel justification 
and approval was absent despite multiple emails we found from the Legal Services 
contract manager to the Legal Services contractor and the consultant in question 
advising that, pursuant to the contract terms, the contractor must explain the need 
for travel and get advance written approval from the contract manager prior to 
traveling. The contract manager clearly explained, consistent with the contract’s 
requirements, the Authority’s expectation that the contractor provide specific details 
of the work to be performed at the destination and the need to be in-person versus 
teleconference, as well as the expected costs of flights and hotels.  

The consultant appeared to object to that direction. In response to one of the 
contract manager’s emails, he stated that it was not his responsibility to justify the 
need to be in-person when his presence at a meeting is requested by the Authority’s 
CEO. He stated that it is not appropriate for him to second-guess or ignore direction 
received from the CEO, even if the CEO is not the contract manager, “as other 
consultants in other Authority offices are learning the hard way.”  

In another email seeking approval for travel, the consultant stated that the CEO had 
requested the travel and if the contract manager disagreed with the travel she 
should meet with the CEO and provide clarification, further stating that the 
consultant would assume the direction from the CEO was approved unless hearing 
otherwise.  

In response to our questions, the contract manager acknowledged that the 
consultant normally did not get pre-approval for travel and that the contract 
manager would instead learn about the consultant’s trips upon receiving the 
invoices containing the travel expenses. When we asked why the contract manager 
approved the travel expenses despite the contractor’s noncompliance with the 
contract requirements, the contract manager stated that she received direction, 
primarily from the acting chief counsel at the time, to approve the consultant’s travel 
expenses because the travel had occurred at the request of the CEO. However, as 
described earlier, the travel approval processes in state regulation and in the 
contract are designed to ensure travel costs are necessary and appropriate, and the 
CEO does not have authority to override those requirements. 

Notwithstanding these concerning statements, we nonetheless searched the 
contract management file for indications of the purpose of the travel the Authority 
paid for. Those efforts did not alleviate our concerns about the necessity of the 
consultant’s travel and substantial related costs. Instead, descriptions we identified 
about the purpose of the consultant’s travel underscored those concerns, 
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particularly given the expenditure of these public funds within a contract intended to 
provide legal services under the direction of the Authority’s in-house legal counsel. 
Example descriptions, which do not appear to be critical in-person tasks for a 
contracted consultant nor inherently linked to providing specialized legal advice, 
include the following: 

• Attendance at “mandatory executive coaching” 

• Attendance at Authority “executive monthly senior staff meeting” 

• Meetings at Authority headquarters in Sacramento 

• Railhead event in Wasco 

• “Industry Day Prep Meetings” and “Industry Forum in Sacramento” 

• “Travel to Kansas City for Industry Meeting” 

PDS Contractor 
Although we found approved travel request forms for each of the PDS Contractor’s 
travel expense claims, a significant portion of the travel was approved either after 
the trip had already begun or after the trip had concluded—$69,000 of $141,600 in 
travel expenses we reviewed, as we show in Table 2. When we asked the contract 
manager about these issues, she agreed that obtaining approval for travel after the 
trip had already begun or concluded is a problem but stated that if an Authority staff 
member requests that the consultant travel, then the consultant can reasonably rely 
on that request without written advance approval. That may explain the consultant’s 
conduct; however, a request from an Authority employee is not the authorization the 
contract specifies. She also stated that she could not speak to the reasons why 
travel had not always been approved in advance. She stated that the task 
managers for the contract—currently, 11 individuals who are generally all members 
of the Authority’s executive office—have responsibility for managing travel for their 
own task orders and that she approves or denies travel only for consultants 
assigned to the work she directly oversees. However, such an approach conflicts 
with the explicit requirement in the contract that travel must be approved in advance 
by the contract manager unless the task managers were acting under valid 
delegated authority from the contract manager, and there was no evidence of such 
a delegation.  

Despite there being evidence of approval, if not always timely, for the travel 
referenced by the travel expense claims we reviewed, the documented explanations 



 
 

 
13 

To Report Waste, Fraud, Abuse, or Mismanagement Regarding the California High-Speed Rail 
Call our whistleblower hotline at (916) 908-0893 | www.hsr.ca.gov/office-of-the-inspector-general 

Investigation: 
Allegations of Wasteful and Unallowable Travel 
Expenses for Contracted Consultants 
SEPTEMBER 15, 2026 | #2026-INV-08 

within those travel requests were often inadequate because they frequently did not 
justify the need for travel. The PDS contract includes responsibilities for tasks that 
reasonably would require an individual to be on site, such as performing field 
observations at construction sites. We saw numerous instances of travel 
justifications that included such reasoning. However, we often also saw that the 
reasons provided for travel made no mention of those types of clearly on-site 
activities and instead indicated that the purpose of the travel was to attend an 
executive meeting or to discuss strategy. Examples included: 

• One consultant repeatedly flew in from Denver, Colorado and the justification 
for each trip was, “Meeting with senior leadership to discuss strategies 
moving forward. Also, meet with staff to discuss track and system contracting 
package at the HSR office.”  

• One consultant, who flew in from Denver, Colorado more than 20 times 
during the period we investigated, frequently provided only vague statements 
such as “Meet with the Executive Team” and “Attendance at executive 
meetings to align on strategic objectives and key initiatives.” 

Track & Systems Design Contractor 
Although we saw improvement over time in the Authority’s advance approval for 
Track & Systems Design consultant travel, we nonetheless identified instances 
throughout the period of our review wherein the Authority paid travel expenses that 
lacked any documented approval. The Track & Systems Design contract was 
signed in July 2024 and from that point through October 2024 the Authority paid 
more than $54,000 for travel but did not require advance approval for any of that 
travel. We determined that, beginning in November 2024, the Track & Systems 
Design contractor began submitting each month a spreadsheet listing the 
consultants who would travel the following month, the expected costs of the travel, 
and a brief statement of the work to be done during the travel. The contract 
manager indicated that before that time the travel approval process was evolving 
and most travel approval occurred via emails that he did not retain. However, we 
continued to see the Authority reimburse travel expenses for consultant staff who 
did not appear on the travel request spreadsheets. As Table 2 shows, we identified 
$208,200 in total travel expenses that the Authority paid the Track & Systems 
Design contractor from July 2024 through December 2025 without advance 
approval. 

Although the existence of travel approvals increased over time, the travel approval 
spreadsheets did not consistently explain the need for the travel or why the 
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consultants could not perform the work remotely. In some cases, the brief 
descriptions of the work to be performed during travel seemed reasonable on their 
face, such as geotechnical and survey work in the field. However, other descriptions 
made us directly question the necessity of the travel involved. Examples of those 
descriptions included: 

• “Typical M-F week trip” 

• “To attend the Leads meetings and for coordination purposes” 

• “Digital team coordination – digital briefing preparation” 

• “Working on communications plan activities with project leadership” 

• “General office day – collaborating on and supporting project management 
and delivery manager” 

Again, preference for in-person collaboration is not sufficient to satisfy state 
requirements for travel reimbursement. State travel policy directs agencies to use 
travel when personal contact is the most economical means of conducting official 
state business, and agencies must consider available remote technology when 
doing so. The contract manager for the Track & Systems Design contract 
acknowledged that the explanations of the need for travel could be improved. He 
stated that he considers whether there is an actual need for travel when he reviews 
the monthly travel spreadsheets but that he could do a better job requiring specific 
explanations of that need. 

 
The Authority improperly paid unallowable travel 
expenses for contracted consultants. 

• The Authority improperly reimbursed consultants for travel expenses that 
appeared unallowable under regulations intended to ensure economy to the 
State. These unallowable expenses—for which we found no justification in 
Authority contract files—included premium air fare, rideshare upgrades, and 
trips unrelated to state business, such as to the gym. 

• The Authority reimbursed significant travel expenses for both the PDS and 
Track & Systems Design contractors despite contractual provisions 
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prohibiting those payments without pre-approval and in conflict with 
provisions designed to control costs. 

• Table 3 displays the unallowable expenses we identified for each contractor. 
In the following sections, we describe the categories in the table in more 
detail and provide examples of the problems we observed.  

Table 3: Unallowable Travel Expenses the Authority Paid to Each Contractor. 

 Travel expense 
payments that were 
not allowable under 

state travel 
regulations1 

Travel expense 
payments that were 
not allowable under 

the contract2 

Total3 

Legal Services  $3,900   none identified   $3,900  

Financial 
Advisor 

 $46,900 $15,300   $57,200 

PDS  $4,500  $379,600   $379,600  

Track & Systems 
Design 

 $25,700 $148,100   $154,900  

Total  $81,000 $543,0004  $595,6004  
1This column includes both costs that the Authority could have avoided, such as rideshare 
costs for trips consultants took that were not shown to be for state business purposes, as 
well as costs for which the Authority could have paid a lower amount. As an example of the 
latter, the Authority should have disputed charges for first-class flights and required the 
consultant to provide documentation of the cost of an economy flight to ensure the State 
paid the lowest applicable rate.  

2This column includes costs associated with consultant travel from locations for which 
reimbursement is not allowed under the respective contracts. 

3The sum of the column values does not equal the Total column because some expenses 
were unallowable under both state regulations and contract requirements. 

4These totals have been updated to correct minor calculation errors totaling about $3,000. 

State regulations require travelers to travel using the most economical option. 
State regulations establish that contracted consultants must be reimbursed for 
travel at the same rates as non-represented state employees. All four of the 
contracts incorporate this requirement. Additionally, state regulations require that 
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the mode of travel be in the best interest of the state and be done in the most 
efficient and least costly manner. However, in our investigation into the Authority’s 
payments of travel expense claims for the four contractors, we found that the 
contractors submitted claims for, and the Authority paid, travel expenses that were 
not allowable under state regulation or contract terms. These payments were 
wasteful because they resulted in greater than necessary costs to the project and 
were therefore not in the best interest of the state. 

For each contractor, we reviewed a selection of travel expense claims. We did not 
conduct an audit to determine whether all expenses in the claims were appropriate; 
rather, we documented problems we saw as we reviewed the claims we had 
selected for each contract. Additionally, the number of expense claims we reviewed 
and the depth of our review differed across the contractors based on what we saw 
during our investigation. For example, although we saw problems with unallowable 
expenses claimed and paid for each of the four contractors, our initial review found 
significantly more issues in the Financial Advisor’s travel expense claims and 
therefore we proceeded to review a greater number of travel expense claims for that 
contractor.  

We observed significant inconsistency in the Authority’s oversight of consultant 
travel expenses. We found that Authority staff reviewing the claims sometimes 
identified some of the same types of unallowable costs we identified and then 
disputed those costs. For example, an Authority staff member disputed one 
consultant’s charges for trips to the Planet Fitness gym, noting “the state does not 
cover ride share[s] to gyms.” However, in other travel expense claims that same 
consultant included charges for trips to Planet Finess and the Authority did not 
dispute those charges, which we discuss further below. In our analysis we did not 
include improper expenses that the Authority disputed—all expenses we discuss 
below were paid by the Authority.  

Table 3 displays the unallowable expenses we identified for each contractor. In the 
following sections, we describe the categories in the table in more detail and 
provide examples of the problems we observed. When we shared these improper 
expenses with the contract managers for each contract, each generally agreed that 
the Authority should not have paid the expenses that were not allowable under state 
travel regulations, such as rideshare and flight upgrades. When asked why the 
expenses had been paid, the contract managers provided various reasons including 
the volume of travel expense claims, limited time to review them, and errors made 
during their review. The contract manager for the PDS Contract stated that she did 
not know why those expenses had been paid, and that the task managers are 



 
 

 
17 

To Report Waste, Fraud, Abuse, or Mismanagement Regarding the California High-Speed Rail 
Call our whistleblower hotline at (916) 908-0893 | www.hsr.ca.gov/office-of-the-inspector-general 

Investigation: 
Allegations of Wasteful and Unallowable Travel 
Expenses for Contracted Consultants 
SEPTEMBER 15, 2026 | #2026-INV-08 

responsible for reviewing travel expense claims. As we discuss in more detail later, 
both she and the contract manager for the Track & Systems Design contract 
disputed our findings that some travel expenses were not allowable under the 
contract, but neither was able to provide evidence that the expenses were 
allowable. 

The Authority routinely paid for consultants to take upgraded ride share rides 
and flights. 
State regulations require that the mode of travel to be reimbursed shall be in the 
best interest of the State. When travel is necessary, those regulations also require 
state agencies to ensure that allowable travel expenses are incurred in accordance 
with state policy; that policy, in turn, states that travel should be done in the most 
efficient and least costly manner. The contracts likewise impose limits intended to 
prevent the State from bearing unnecessary transportation costs, including requiring 
that consultants use the most cost-effective method of travel where practicable. 
Nonetheless, we found that the Authority frequently reimbursed consultants for 
premium modes of transportation without verifying that these modes were 
reasonable or cost-effective. For example, the Authority consistently reimbursed 
costs related to premium rideshare services without requiring explanation why the 
additional cost was necessary or otherwise appropriate. For example, some 
consultants billed travel taken via Uber Black or Lyft Black, a premium ride share 
provided in a luxury car, in one instance paying nearly $40 to travel less than one 
mile within downtown Sacramento. We also found that consultants frequently used 
“comfort” rides, where riders pay extra to ride in newer, more comfortable vehicles 
with extra leg room. For example, on a single trip one consultant working on the 
Financial Advisor contract took comfort Uber rides from his house to the airport, 
from the airport to the Authority’s office, and then from that office to a steakhouse in 
Folsom more than 25 miles away. 

The Authority also paid for some consultants to take premium flights, including first-
class and other premium fares, without justification. State regulations limit 
reimbursable airfare and generally do not permit the State to pay for higher-cost 
first-class or other premium airfare when a lower-cost fare is available, absent 
documented official necessity and required approval. If a traveler chooses a more 
expensive fare, the additional cost must be approved and supported by a full 
explanation of why those costs were necessary. Absent such a justification, the 
State must not pay the additional fare costs. For example, we observed an instance 
where the Authority questioned one consultant’s airfare because the consultant’s 
receipt reflected a first-class fare. In response, the consultant provided screenshots 
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of what the cost of the flight would have been if the consultant had flown economy 
class, and the Authority disputed the difference in cost between the first- and 
economy-class flights. However, we more often saw consultants take premium and 
first-class flights and receive reimbursement from the Authority without any 
justification or explanation. In one example, a consultant submitted a claim for a 
first-class flight from Los Angeles to Sacramento. Because the consultant provided 
no explanation or justification for the first-class flights, the Authority should have 
questioned those costs.  

In another example, a consultant flew his private plane from Washington DC to 
California. In an email he submitted with his travel expense claim, he proposed to 
the Authority that instead of seeking reimbursement for the cost of his private air 
travel—which he calculated would cost the state $4,182 in each direction—he be 
reimbursed the cost of a comparable commercial flight. The comparable commercial 
flight he proposed was a premium flight, and the Authority paid that cost. Use of 
privately owned aircraft requires prior approval, and the Authority must determine 
the appropriate mode of transportation prior to travel. We found no documentation 
showing that the Authority had approved the use of private aircraft before the trip or 
had determined that the consultant’s proposed premium fare was the appropriate 
amount to reimburse.  

Other related issues contributed to our conclusion that the Authority has not 
provided adequate oversight of consultant transportation expenses. We found 
repeated instances where the Authority paid the costs of rideshare or air travel even 
though the consultant’s receipts did not include information on the fare class beyond 
an undefined class code. For example, the Authority reimbursed a consultant for a 
round-trip flight from Denver, Colorado to Sacramento but the receipt the consultant 
provided did not state the fare class. The cost of the flight was $925. There was no 
record that the Authority ever requested additional information from the consultant 
before reimbursing the cost of the flight. The absence of that information does not 
prove that the fare was unallowable. However, it does mean that neither the 
Authority nor our investigation could determine from the file whether the amount 
paid complied with regulatory and contractual requirements that the mode of travel 
be in the best interest of the state.  

We also observed that consultants, most often the Legal Services consultant, 
frequently booked flights on the same day the flight occurred, a practice that created 
an obvious risk of paying substantially more for airfare. For example, a flight the 
consultant booked three weeks in advance cost $188, while flights booked on the 
day of travel cost as much as $588. State travel policy requires state employees to 
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book domestic airfare at least seven days in advance where feasible and requires 
justification for shorter-notice bookings. Given the language in each contract that 
consultants are to be reimbursed at the same rates as non-represented state 
employees, we expected the Authority to enforce the booking requirement for its 
consultants. However, we found no documented justification for these booking 
practices in the travel expense claims or the Authority’s files. Because these were 
not premium bookings, we did not quantify an overpayment or include these 
suspected additional costs in Table 3 despite our concerns about the economy of 
the practices we observed. 

The Authority paid for consultant travel to questionable destinations that 
appeared unrelated to state business. 
In our review of the travel expense claims, we found that consultants at each of the 
contractors, but most commonly the Financial Advisor, included costs for travel to 
destinations that did not appear related to state business. We determined that a 
destination was questionable if it was not a location where a consultant might 
reasonably travel on state business, such as an Authority work site, airport, or the 
hotel they were staying in. We also did not question trips consultants made to 
restaurants near their work site. For 
each questionable destination, as we 
determined it, there was no explanation 
in the travel expense claim or contract 
file of the state business need for the 
consultant to travel to that destination. 
The majority of the trips to questionable 
destinations were made via Uber or Lyft 
rides.  

For example, one consultant was 
repeatedly reimbursed for premium 
Uber rides to Planet Fitness gym 
locations in and around Sacramento. On 
one trip, this consultant also billed 
repeated premium Uber rides to and 
from a restaurant, bar, and nightclub 
between 9:40 p.m. and 2:30 a.m. These 
trips clearly appear to be for personal 
enjoyment rather than for the benefit of 
the State, and the Authority should have 

The Authority improperly paid for 
consultant rideshare trips to the 
following locations: 

• Planet Fitness gym 
• Escape room 
• Nightclub 
• Tiki Bar 
• Sushi restaurant in Denver, CO 
• Restaurants in Folsom, CA 
• Cigar lounge in Washington, 

DC 
• Various private residences in 

Sacramento, Folsom, Walnut 
Creek (CA), and Washington 
DC 

• Other questionable or 
unidentified locations 
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questioned the necessity of those costs rather than paying them outright. The text 
box contains additional examples of consultant rideshare trips to questionable 
locations—many of which were outside of normal working hours—for which the 
Authority paid. Nothing in the records we reviewed identified a state-business 
purpose for these trips. At minimum, the Authority lacked a sufficient basis in its 
records to approve payment without first obtaining an explanation and supporting 
documentation.  

Additionally, the origin and destination for rideshare trips were not always specified 
on the submitted receipt such that we could not determine from the Authority’s 
records specifically where the trip took place. In instances where the Authority’s own 
records likewise did not identify the destination or otherwise establish the trip’s 
state-business purpose, the Authority could not reasonably have verified the 
allowability of the expense without obtaining additional information before payment.  

We spoke about these trips to questionable destinations with the Authority’s 
contract manager for the Financial Advisor, who later notified us that the Authority 
had begun reviewing some of the questionable destinations with the Financial 
Advisor consultants, and through those conversations had found that some of the 
questionable destinations were across the street from the consultant’s true 
destination and represented a safe location at which to stop. However, he 
acknowledged that the Authority did not have documentation of those 
conversations. Before reimbursing a consultant for travel expenses, the Authority 
must verify that those expenses were incurred for a legitimate state business 
purpose. 

The Authority reimbursed consultants for travel from locations other than 
their approved office location. 
Each of the contracts requires that consultants’ travel expenses be calculated from 
their “approved office location". Under the contract, the Authority can approve the 
location where each consultant works and in doing so establish the origin from 
which the Authority will pay for travel. The contracts all establish that travel from 
other locations is not to be reimbursed unless specifically authorized by the contract 
manager. For example, if a consultant’s approved office location were in 
Sacramento and the consultant traveled to an Authority work site in Fresno but 
traveled from Austin, Texas, the consultant would only be eligible for reimbursement 
for the costs the consultant would have incurred had the consultant traveled from 
Sacramento. These contract terms are critical because they help to create certainty 
around and to control the State’s costs. State regulations include a similar limitation 
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for state employees by generally prohibiting reimbursement of expenses arising 
from travel between an employee’s home and headquarters. Figure 1 illustrates the 
contract requirement using a hypothetical example. 

Figure 1: Travel is Only Reimbursable from the Consultant’s Approved Office 
Location. 

 
In our investigation of the travel expense claims we found that the Authority often 
reimbursed consultants for travel from locations that were not their approved office 
locations, but rather a location that was farther away from the destination, thereby 
resulting in increased costs to the Authority. An example we frequently found in the 
Financial Advisor’s travel expense claims was that consultants would take rideshare 
rides—often premium rides—to the airport from their homes rather than their firms’ 
closest office location, and their homes were significantly farther from the airport 
than those offices. We also found that the Authority routinely reimbursed PDS 
consultants and Track & Systems Design key personnel for travel from out-of-state 
and out-of-country locations in spite of contract terms generally restricting such 
travel, which we discuss later. 

In fact, we found that the Authority had not actually established approved office 
locations for consultants whose office locations were not already designated in the 
contract itself. For example, when we requested the approved office locations for 
the Legal Services contractor and the Financial Advisor consultants, the contract 
managers could not provide them. The Legal Services contract manager did not 
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know where the consultant’s approved office location was documented, and the 
contract manager for the Financial Advisor acknowledged he could not locate home 
office locations and was in the process of compiling them for fiscal year 2025-26—
though at the time of our discussion the end of the fiscal year was eight days away. 
As a result, the Authority has not established locations it can use to validate the 
origins of consultant’s travel and did not meet its obligation to enforce cost control 
measures in the contracts. In the absence of approved office locations for the 
consultants, we used the contracted firm’s closest office location to the origin of the 
travel. For example, some of the Financial Advisor consultants frequently traveled 
from Denver, Colorado so we used the Financial Advisor’s Denver location for those 
consultant’s approved office location. 

We identified other questionable costs. 
We identified additional travel costs that did not fall within the above categories but 
that the Authority either paid without documentation required to establish their 
allowability, or that it paid under circumstances raising substantial questions about 
whether the costs were necessary and reasonable. For example, in some cases 
consultants did not provide receipts supporting their travel expenses when receipts 
or other supporting documentation were required. We also identified rideshare 
cancellation fees for which the records contained no explanation of the charge or its 
connection to state business. Without that information, the Authority had no 
documented basis to determine that the cancellation fee was an allowable business 
expense. 

The Authority reimbursed the PDS and Track & Systems Design contractors 
for costs that were not allowable under the contracts. 
Both the PDS and Track & Systems Design contracts contain provisions 
establishing additional limitations on travel expenses that are reimbursable to the 
contractors. However, as Table 3 shows, the Authority repeatedly reimbursed the 
two contractors for travel expenses those provisions prohibited. 

PDS Contractor 
The Authority paid for PDS consultants to travel from out-of-state despite 
contractual provisions limiting those reimbursements. The PDS contract requires 
that all travel for consultants be calculated from within the state of California: either 
from the consultant’s California office location or, if the consultant has no office in 
California, from the nearest Authority location.  

Because of these contract requirements, we reviewed the Authority’s records for the 
entire period to identify out-of-state travel. In doing so, we calculated nearly 
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$380,000 in travel expense claims for individuals travelling from out-of-state. Most 
recently, from February 2026 through May 2026, the Authority received and paid 26 
travel expense claims for individuals who traveled from out of state, at a total cost of 
$55,000.  

When we reviewed with the contract manager the contract provisions restricting 
reimbursement of travel from out-of-state, the contract manager questioned our 
conclusions, and pointed to language in the contract stating, “Travel to the 
Consultant’s approved office from other locations is not reimbursed under this 
Agreement unless specifically authorized by the Authority’s Contract Manager.” 
However, consistent with the contract manager’s earlier statements, the contract 
manager had not approved any of the out-of-state travel we reviewed. Instead, 
where we saw advance approval of travel, the approval came from task managers, 
and the Authority was unable to provide any documentation demonstrating that it 
had officially delegated travel approval responsibility to the task managers. Absent 
specific contract manager authorization, the travel in question is not reimbursable 
under the contract terms. Although task managers may play an important role on a 
large contract such as the PDS contract, that role should not include independently 
approving travel that is otherwise not allowable under the contract terms.  

The contractual provisions limiting travel expense payments are clearly designed to 
control travel-related costs and, in so doing, define what the Authority agreed to pay. 
Where the Authority did not observe or enforce these limitations, it spent project 
funds it was not required to spend. Those avoidable public expenditures are 
wasteful.  

In addition, the Authority included these travel expense prohibitions in its Request 
for Qualifications when originally advertising the contract, which raises a separate 
procurement concern. To the extent the advertised limitation on staff travel affected 
the participation or the proposed staffing or pricing of bidders, the decision to later 
not enforce these requirements may have in theory affected the number, range, and 
quality of bids it received for the contract. 

Track & Systems Design Contractor 
The Authority paid the Track & Systems Design contractor substantial travel costs 
that were either expressly prohibited by the contract or that the Authority otherwise 
had no contractual obligation to pay. First, the Track & Systems Design contract 
requires six consultants holding positions identified as “key personnel” to co-locate 
in Sacramento. The key personnel were therefore not entitled to reimbursement for 
travel to Sacramento from other locations without specific approval from the 
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contract manager. In December 2024 the Authority’s contract manager issued a 
letter to the Track & Systems Design contractor reiterating the requirement, stating 
that co-located staff were to use Sacramento as the starting and ending location for 
approval of business travel. 

Nonetheless, the Authority repeatedly paid for individuals designated as key 
personnel to travel to Sacramento from outside the State and, on several occasions, 
from outside the country. Up until the December 2024 letter, the Authority paid for 
two of these key personnel to travel from outside the State to Sacramento and back 
multiple times per month. Since the issuance of the letter, travel for these individuals 
was less frequent, but the Authority generally continued to reimburse them for one 
trip to Sacramento each month. In total, the Authority has paid more than $76,000 
for key personnel to travel from out-of-state. For about half of that amount, $37,600, 
we found that there was no advance approval for the travel, meaning that those 
expenses were not reimbursable under the contract. Even in instances where the 
Authority approved that travel in advance, we question the Authority’s decision to do 
so. Routinely reimbursing these individuals for travel to Sacramento raises concerns 
of waste because the contract requires them to co-locate there in the first place. 

The contract manager provided different reasons why key personnel have been 
reimbursed for travel expenses to Sacramento, but none that fully addressed our 
concerns. He stated that one of the key personnel, the design manager, had to be 
replaced, and that the Authority chose to accept the contractor’s proposed 
replacement even though she was located out of state. However, the letter from the 
Authority approving that replacement affirmed that the new consultant’s home office 
would be out of California. For another consultant identified as key personnel, the 
project manager, who submitted claims for travel from outside the State on 18 
occasions, the contract manager stated that the Authority had been paying for the 
project manager to travel to Sacramento from out of state during the initial stages of 
the contract and then the Authority just continued to allow it to happen. He noted 
that the contractor has a team located in Denver and that there is an expectation 
that the project manager be there with that team. However, eliminating the 
requirement that key personnel co-locate would require an amendment to the 
contract, and we identified no such amendments. Further, this practice contrasts 
with previous statements by the Authority that the co-location of key personnel is 
critical to the project.  

In addition to paying for key personnel to travel to Sacramento, the Authority paid 
more than $118,000 in travel-related costs associated with individuals traveling from 
other countries despite a contractual provision that expressly states that “[n]o 
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international travel is authorized under this Agreement.” Combined with the 
payments the Authority made for unapproved key personnel travel to Sacramento, 
the Authority has paid the Track & Systems Design contractor more than $148,000 
in travel expenses that are explicitly prohibited by the contract. 

The contract manager disputed our finding that the Track & Systems Design 
contract prohibits international travel. He stated that the Authority incorporated into 
the contract a provision requiring consultants to comply with the federal Fly America 
requirement, which generally requires the use of U.S.-flag air carriers for federally 
financed international travel. He stated that the Authority included that provision — 
which is boilerplate language for all contracts that include federal financing — 
because the Authority knew that contractor staff were located outside the country. 
That assertion is not legally sound. The inclusion of the provision prescribes how 
federally funded international transportation must be conducted when otherwise 
authorized; however, the prohibition in question means that this Agreement does not 
authorize international travel.  

Second, similar to the PDS contract, the Authority included these co-location 
requirements, as well as the prohibition on international travel, in its Request for 
Qualifications when advertising the contract in February 2024—before selecting a 
contractor. During the question-and-answer period of the procurement process, 
potential bidders inquired about the flexibility of those provisions, noting that they 
expected to have subject matter experts overseas and that provisions prohibiting 
international travel may limit the qualifications of the individuals they could propose 
in their bids. In response, the Authority reiterated both requirements, stating that in-
person collaboration and design reviews would be critical to the project and 
reaffirming that no international travel would be authorized under the contract. As 
with the PDS procurement discussed above, to the extent bidders structured their 
proposals around these restrictions, and because bidders expressly identified those 
restrictions as limiting the personnel they could propose, the Authority’s later failure 
to enforce them may have affected the competitive field in which the contract was 
awarded. 

Recommended Corrective Action 
1. The Authority should enforce requirements in state regulation and its contracts 

regarding allowable travel expenses, including that the mode of travel must be in 
the best interest of the state, that reimbursements for consultants cannot exceed 
those for non-represented and excluded employees, and that all travel must be 
for state business purposes.  
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2. The Authority should enforce contract requirements for obtaining written 
advance approval of travel by the contract manager and reimbursing travel 
expenses only from the consultant’s approved office location. 

3. The Authority should approve office locations for all consultants and maintain a 
list of approved office locations to support its review of travel expense claims. 

4. The Authority should update its travel policy to provide direction and criteria for 
contract managers regarding when travel is considered to be necessary and 
how to sufficiently document the explanation of the need for travel. 

5. The Authority should distribute to Authority staff from the CEO a memorandum 
that clarifies expectations that all travel, including when requested by the CEO or 
member of the executive office, must comply with regulatory and contract 
requirements that travel be necessary for state business and approved in writing 
in advance by the contract manager. 

6. The Authority should establish a uniform travel request form requiring 
explanation of the business need for travel and the reason why remote 
technology does not suffice. The form should have dedicated fields for the 
expected costs of the travel, explanations of why the work cannot be done 
remotely, and if applicable, why travel must be booked at short notice. 

7. The Authority should review the travel expense claims for the four consulting 
firms and seek reimbursement for unallowable expenses paid. 

 

Authority Corrective Action 
The Authority stated it would implement some of our recommended corrective 
actions and partially implement others. It stated that between January and March 
2027 it would finish implementation of corrective actions to enforce requirements in 
state regulation and the contracts regarding allowable travel expenses, approve and 
maintain a list of approved office locations for consultants, and review the travel 
expense claims to identify and seek reimbursement for unallowable expenses. The 
Authority also stated that by February 2027 it would implement our recommended 
corrective action to distribute a memorandum from the CEO clarifying travel 
expectations; however, it stated that the memorandum would be issued “at the 
appropriate executive level” indicating that it may not come from the CEO. 
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The Authority stated it would only partially implement other corrective actions.  First, 
the Authority stated it would partially implement our recommended corrective 
actions for establishing a uniform travel request form and for updating its travel 
policy. The Authority stated that between December 2026 and January 2027 it 
would develop a form for approving consultant travel but appeared to disagree with 
the need to explain why consultant work must be done in-person versus using 
remote technology, citing a recent executive order requiring applicable state 
employees to work in office four days a week—an order that does not address 
consultant travel and does not negate state travel regulations.    

Additionally, the Authority stated that it would only partially implement our 
recommended corrective action to enforce contract requirements for obtaining 
written advance approval of travel and reimbursing travel expenses only from 
consultants’ approved office locations. The Authority stated that by March 2027 it 
would review its procedures for potential improvements to consultant travel office 
location requirements and resulting reimbursement expenses and added in 
subsequent letter to our office that Authority contracts and state regulations do not 
require justification for each consultant trip.  However, we explained to the Authority 
that this interpretation is fundamentally incorrect. 

We will evaluate the corrective actions the Authority takes to address the issues 
identified in this report after the Authority’s stated implementation period lapses, 
after March 2027.  
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Appendix A 
We reviewed travel expense claims for each contractor to identify whether the travel 
was approved in advance by the contract manager in accordance with contract 
requirements, and whether the Authority had documented justification that the travel 
was necessary to conduct state business in accordance with state regulations. The 
number of travel expense claims we reviewed for each contractor differed based on 
what we saw during our investigation. Table A describes the scope of our detailed 
review of travel expense claims for each contractor, for purposes of determining 
advance approval, during the investigative review period, fiscal years 2024-25 and 
2025-26. For the purpose of identifying inappropriate or non-reimbursable 
expenses, our approach to detailed review of travel expense claims was generally 
similar but, in the cases of the Financial Advisor and Track & Systems Design 
contracts, was limited to a selection of individual claims rather than all claims during 
the period. 

Table A 

Contractor Scope of Review 
Financial Advisor Scope: All travel expense claims during investigative review 

period.  

Reason for Scope: We found almost no advance approval or 
documented justification of the state business need for travel 
for this contractor’s travel. 

Legal Services 
Consultant 

Scope: All travel expense claims for one consultant who 
performed work on the project from September 2024 through 
September 2025. 

Reason for Scope: This individual billed nearly all travel 
expenses for the contract during the period we reviewed, 
travelled from out of state, and the travel costs were 
significant. Additionally, we found almost no advance 
approval or documented justification of the state business 
need for the travel. 

PDS Consultant Scope: We selected 12 invoices paid during the investigative 
review period. From each of the selected invoices, we 
reviewed the travel expense claims for an average of four 
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consultants per invoice, focusing on consultants who traveled 
from out-of-state. 

Reason for Scope: The volume of travel for this consultant 
was the largest among the four contracts, and we saw more 
advance approval for travel than we did for certain other 
consultants. We focused our selection on individuals traveling 
from out-of-state because of the allegations that led to this 
investigation and because the PDS contract strictly limits 
reimbursement for individuals to travel from out-of-state, 
absent specific contract manager authorization. 

Track & Systems 
Design 
Consultant 

Scope: Reviewed travel expense claims in 16 of 19 invoices 
containing travel, or about 85 percent of travel expenses the 
consultant invoiced. 

Reason for Scope: We found inconsistencies in advance 
approval for travel, and justification for travel was limited. 
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