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 TOWN OF JUPITER INLET COLONY’S INSURANCE BENEFITS AND FORMER MAYOR 

AND COMMISSIONER’S TRAVEL EXPENSES AND PURCHASING CARD PURCHASES   

SUMMARY 
 

WHAT WE DID 
 
We conducted an audit of the Town of 
Jupiter Inlet Colony (Town)’s insurance 
benefits and the former Mayor and former 
Commissioner’s travel and purchasing 
card expenses. This audit was initiated in 
response to a management request. We 
performed this audit as part of the Office of 
Inspector General (OIG), Palm Beach 
County 2025 Annual Audit Plan.  
 
Our audit focused on insurance related 
benefits, activities, and expenditures and 
former Mayor Daniel Comerford’s and 
former Commissioner Marie Rosner’s 
travel activities and purchasing card 
expenditures for the period March 1, 2021 
through February 29, 2024. Additionally, 
we expanded the audit scope to include 
the Town’s payment of health, dental, and 
vision insurance premiums for the former 
Police Chief’s spouse from March 1, 2024 
through September 30, 2025. 
 
 

 
1 Questioned costs can include costs or financial obligations incurred pursuant to a potential violation of a provision of 
law, regulation, contract, grant, cooperative agreement, other agreement, policies and procedures, or document 
governing the expenditure of funds; a finding that, at the time of the OIG activity, such cost or financial obligation is not 
supported by adequate documentation; or a finding that the expenditure of funds for the intended purpose is 
unnecessary or unreasonable. As such, not all questioned costs are indicative of potential fraud or waste. 
2 Identified costs are costs that have been identified as dollars that have the potential of being returned to the entity to 
offset the taxpayers’ burden. 
3 Avoidable costs are costs an entity will not have to incur, lost funds, and/or an anticipated increase in revenue following 
the issuance of an OIG report. 

WHAT WE FOUND 
 
We found that the Town improperly paid 
insurance premiums for several ineligible 
individuals including former Mayor 
Comerford, the former Police Chief’s 
spouse, and former employees. 
Additionally, the Town lacked sufficient 
internal controls over credit card 
transactions, travel-related expenditures, 
and the administration of employee 
insurance benefits; and lacked sufficient 
information technology (IT) controls.  
 
Our audit identified $15,552.61 in 
questioned costs,1 $32,238.43 in identified 
costs,2 and $106.45 in avoidable costs3 
resulting from the payment of insurance 
premiums for ineligible individuals and 
noncompliance with the Town’s 
Accounting Policies and Procedures 
Manual for purchasing card and travel-
related expenditures.  
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The Town paid supplemental insurance 
premiums for a former Mayor in 
violation of its Charter and paid health 
insurance premiums for ineligible 
individuals in violation of its insurance 
policies.  
We confirmed that the Town paid for 12 
months of supplemental insurance 
premiums totaling $4,314.44 on behalf of 
former Mayor Comerford (Mayor) in 
violation of the Town’s Charter.  
 
We found the Town paid for 19 months of 
supplemental insurance premiums totaling 
$6,017.90 on behalf of former 
Commissioner Rosner in violation of the 
Town’s Charter. Commissioner Rosner 
reimbursed the Town a total of $6,017.90 
for the insurance premiums prior to our 
audit.  
 
The former Town administrator, Kevin 
Lucas, acknowledged that he enrolled the 
Town in the insurance plan using the 
former Mayor and former Commissioner’s 
participation as active full time employees, 
when they were not, in order to meet the 
insurance plan’s minimum employee 
threshold. However, there was not 
sufficient evidence to show the former 
Mayor voluntarily enrolled in the insurance 
plan or utilized benefits under the plan. 
Therefore, we considered the former 
Mayor’s supplemental insurance 
premiums totaling $4,314.44 to be a 
questioned cost.  
 
We found the Town paid for health, dental, 
and vision insurance premiums totaling 
$30,476.78 on behalf of a non-eligible 
individual. The insured was the spouse of 
the former4 Police Chief Daniel Kerr; 
however, former Police Chief Kerr was not 
enrolled in the same insurance plan, as 
required by the insurance contract. We 

 
4 Daniel Kerr was Police Chief until his resignation on October 14, 2025. 

consider this amount to be an identified 
cost because the former Police Chief’s 
spouse signed the insurance enrollment 
application identifying herself as a salaried 
employee when she was not. 
 
We also identified eight (8) premiums paid 
by the Town totaling $2,122.52 for five (5) 
former employees’ disability income, 
dental, and medical insurances. We 
consider this to be a questioned cost 
because the Town delayed notifying the 
insurance provider that the employees had 
separated from the Town.  
 
We found sufficient information to warrant 
referring our finding regarding premiums 
paid for the former Mayor, former 
Commissioner, and former Police Chief’s 
spouse to the respective insurance plan 
providers for review. 
 
The Town’s credit card process lacked 
sufficient controls, oversight and 
written guidance.  
We reviewed thirty (30) non-travel related 
credit card transactions made by or on 
behalf of the former Mayor and 
Commissioner. Our review found 
$4,798.72 in questioned costs, $201.49 in 
identified costs, and $101.49 in avoidable 
costs. Questioned costs primarily resulted 
from transactions lacking adequate 
documentation, insufficient support for a 
public purpose, and the lack of appropriate 
approval. Identified and avoidable costs 
included unrecovered Town property and 
unnecessary Florida sales tax paid on 
credit card purchases (see also Exhibit 1).  
 
During the audit, the Town Manager 
provided us with a $1,398.60 vehicle repair 
invoice for a 2019 Porsche Macan that the 
Town reimbursed to the former Town 
Mayor. The Town provided no evidence 
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that this charge primarily served a public 
purpose. This resulted in $1,398.60 in 
identified costs. 
 
The former Mayor and Commissioner’s 
travel expenditures did not comply with 
the Town’s Travel Policy.  
Our audit of thirty (30) travel-related 
transactions found $4,285.93 in 
questioned costs, $161.56 in identified 
costs, and $4.96 in avoidable costs 
resulting from noncompliance with the 
Town’s Travel Policies and Procedures. 
These amounts were primarily related to 
unsupported or unallowable meals, 
lodging, mileage reimbursements, 
unsupported conference registration fees, 
and the improper payment of sales tax, all 
of which lacked the required approval by 
the Commission (see also Exhibit 2).  

 
The Town lacked written policies and 
procedures for information technology 
processes.  
The Town did not implement the 
recommendations from OIG Audit Report 
2019-A-0004 to develop and implement 
written IT policies and procedures and 
provide training on the new policies and 
procedures to staff.  
 

WHAT WE RECOMMEND 
 
Our report contains four (4) findings and 
twenty (20) recommendations. 

Implementation of the recommendations 
will 1) assist the Town in strengthening 
internal controls, 2) save approximately   
$106.45 in future avoidable costs, and 3) 
help ensure compliance with the Town 
Charter and contractual requirements.  
 
The Town concurred and accepted our 
recommendations. We have included the 
Town’s management response as 
Attachment 1.  
 
Pursuant to Article XIII, Section 2-247 of 
the Palm Beach County Code, we 
provided former Mayor, Daniel Comerford; 
former Commissioner Marie Rosner; 
former Town Administrator, Kevin Lucas; 
and the former Police Chief’s spouse with 
the opportunity to submit a written 
explanation or rebuttal to Findings (1), (2), 
and (3) within twenty (20) calendar days.  
 
We have included former Mayor, Daniel 
Comerford’s, response as Attachment 3. 
 
We have included former Commissioner, 
Marie Rosner’s, response as Attachment 
2. 
 
We did not receive a response from former 
Town Administrator, Kevin Lucas, nor from 
the former Police Chief’s spouse. 
 
Former Mayor Comerford’s and 
Commissioner Rosner’s responses largely 
address the public purpose of expenses. 
Please note that findings (2) and (3) were 
directed to the Town for noncompliance 
with its written requirements and a lack of 
sufficient documentation of credit card and 
travel expenditures.  
 

  

With respect to credit card 
and travel expenditures, not 

all questioned costs are 
indicative of potential fraud 

or waste. 
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BACKGROUND 
 

The Town was incorporated on June 20, 1959, and the Town’s charter was 
approved by Laws of Florida 59-1434. 
 
On March 19, 2024, voters approved a referendum changing the Town from 
a strong mayor form of government to a commission/manager form of 

government.  
 
Under the new structure, members of the Commission are elected for Town Commission 
Groups 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. The Commission, by majority vote, shall select its Mayor to serve 
for one (1) year or until the next Town organizational meeting. The Mayor shall serve as 
the chairperson and shall serve as the executor of legal documents. The Mayor shall 
serve as the ceremonial head of the Town. The Vice-Mayor shall be selected in the same 
manner as the Mayor and will serve as the Mayor during absence or disability of the 
Mayor.  The Mayor is responsible for appointing the Town Manager, by majority vote, to 
be the chief administrative officer of the Town who shall serve at the pleasure of the 
Commission. The Town Manager is responsible for supervising Town operations, 
appointing Town employees as authorized, and ensuring that all laws, Charter provisions, 
and acts of the Town Commission within the Town Manager’s authority are faithfully 
executed.  
 
The Town’s major operations include general government, public safety, streets, 
sanitation, environmental, public works, civil defense, prospective inspections, and 
general and administrative services.  
 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 
 
The overall objectives of the audit were to determine whether:  

 The former Mayor and Commissioner received insurance benefits paid by the 
Town in violation of the Town’s Charter, and whether participation in the Town’s 
insurance benefit plans was restricted to eligible individuals;  

 The Town paid for the former Mayor or Commissioner’s travel expenses that 
lacked a public purpose, and; 

 The Town paid for the former Mayor’s and Commissioner’s purchasing card 
purchases that lacked a public purpose.  

 
The scope included, but was not limited to, insurance related benefits, activities, and 
expenditures and former Mayor Daniel Comerford’s and former Commissioner Marie 
Rosner’s travel and purchasing card activities and expenditures for the period March 1, 
2021 through February 29, 2024. Additionally, we expanded the audit scope to include 
health, dental, and vision insurance payments for the former Police Chief’s spouse from 
March 1, 2024 through September 30, 2025.  
 
The audit methodology included but was not limited to:  
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 Reviewing ordinances, policies, procedures, contracts, agreements, and related 
requirements;  

 Performing process walk-throughs for insurance, travel, and purchasing card 
activities; 

 Interviewing appropriate personnel; 
 Reviewing records, logs, and reports; and 
 Performing detailed testing of selected insurance benefits and expenditures, travel 

expenditures, and purchasing card expenditures. 
 

As part of this audit, we completed a data reliability assessment for the financial computer 
system used by the Town to process insurance and credit card payments and travel 
reimbursements. We determined that the computer-processed data was sufficiently 
reliable for the purposes of this audit. However, we noted minor exceptions for a lack of 
written IT policies and procedures, and weaknesses in user access controls (see Finding 
4).  
 
This audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a 
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. 
 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Finding (1): The Town paid supplemental insurance premiums for a former Mayor 
in violation of its Charter and paid health insurance premiums for ineligible 
individuals in violation of its insurance policies.  
Section 218.33(3), Florida Statute, states,  
 

Each local governmental entity shall establish and maintain internal controls 
designed to:  

a) Prevent and detect fraud, waste, and abuse as defined in s. 11.45(1). 
b) Promote and encourage compliance with applicable laws, rules, contracts, 

grant agreements, and best practices. 
c) Support economical and efficient operations. 
d) Ensure reliability of financial records and reports. 
e) Safeguard assets. 

 
Chapter 59-1434, Section 15 of the Town Charter, states,  
 

The Commission shall have power to employ and retain an engineer and an 
attorney and to appoint or employ such additional officers, assistants and 
employees as the business of the municipality may require; and it shall have the 
power to fix and determine the authority, duties and compensation of all appointed 
officers, assistants and employees, but all elected officials shall serve in their 
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elected and appointed capacities without compensation or salary. [Emphasis 
added] 

 
Combined Insurance Company of America issued a group disability income insurance 
policy to the Town of Jupiter Inlet Colony. The Town, as the policyholder, paid premiums 
to provide disability income benefits to eligible employees (and eligible dependents, if 
applicable) who become unable to work due to a covered illness or injury. The Combined 
Insurance Company of America Group Disability Income Insurance Policy, effective date 
July 1, 2022, states,  

 
GROUP DISABILITY INCOME INSURANCE POLICY 

Non-participating 
 

Policy Specifications 
POLICYHOLDER: TOWN OF JUPITER INLET COLONY 
POLICY NUMBER: CWMA28705 
POLICY EFFECTIVE DATE:  July 01, 2022 
POLICY ANNIVERSARY DATE: July 01, 2023  and each following July 1st 

… 
 

ELIGIBLE CLASS(ES): ALL ELIGIBLE EES 
    ALL ELIGIBLE DEPS 

… 
 

POLICYHOLDER PROVISIONS 
… 

 ENTIRE CONTRACT 
The Entire Contract consists of: 
1. This Policy; 
2. The Policyholder’s application; 
3. Any amendments and attachments issued; 
4. The Certificate(s) and any Rider(s); and 
5. Any enrollment data. 
 
INFORMATION REQUIRED FROM THE POLICYHOLDER 
The Policyholder must provide Us with detailed information about persons who are 
eligible to become insured under the Policy, information about Insureds, and any 
other information that may be reasonably required.  
 
Policyholder records that have a bearing, in Our opinion, on the Policy will be 
available for review by Us at any reasonable time as determined by Us.  

… 
 

INITIAL RATE GUARANTEE AND CHANGES IN PREMIUM  
… We may change premium rates at any time for reasons which materially affect 
the risk assumed, including but not limited to: 
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1) A change occurs in the Policy design; 
2) The number of Insureds changes by 10%; 
3) A new law or a change in an existing law affecting premium taxes or premium-

based fees or other fees or assessments affecting Us; 
4) There is a significant change in the geographic distribution of Insureds; or 
5) When a Policyholders subsidiary, affiliate, division, branch or other similar 

entity is added to or deleted from the Policy for any reason, including corporate 
restructuring, acquisitions, spin-off or similar situations. 

... 
 

DEFINITIONS 
… 
 

Eligible Class(es) means the people who may apply for coverage. The Eligible 
Class(es) are shown in the Policy Specifications. 
 
Insured means the person covered under the Policy according to the terms of the 
Policy and Certificate 

… 
 

GROUP DISABILITY INCOME INSURANCE CERTIFICATE 
… 
 

SCHEDULE OF BENEFITS 
 

Active Employee Requirement:   30 hours per week 
… 
 

SECTION A 
 

DEFINITIONS 
… 
 

Active Employee, Actively at Work, Active Employment means You are at work 
for pay on a permanent basis at least the number of hours per week shown on the 
Schedule of Benefits (see Active Employee Requirement) and performing the 
normal duties of Your Occupation. You are deemed to be Actively at Work on each 
day of regular paid vacation or legal holiday if: 

1. You are not Disabled; and 
2. You were Actively at Work on the last working day before such vacation or 

legal holiday. 
… 
 

SECTION D 
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ELIGIBILITY, EFFECTIVE DATE, TERMINATION OF COVERAGE, AND 
PORTABILITY PRIVILEGE  

 
ELIGIBILITY FOR COVERAGE 
To be eligible for coverage under this Certificate: 
1. Your enrollment must be approved by Us; 
2. You must be age 18 but not more than 72; and 
3. You are an Eligible Employee in an eligible class on the Certificate Effective 

Date. 
 

… 
 

APPLICATION FOR GROUP POLICY 
Name of Employer: Town of Jupiter Inlet Colony 

… 
 

The Employer hereby applies for the following Combined Insurance Company of 
America’s Policy/Policies: 

 Group Disability Income Insurance 
Classes of Eligible Employees: full time 
Deduction Method/Payroll Frequency: ⃣ Weekly x Bi-weekly  ⃣ Semi-monthly ⃣ 
Monthly  ⃣  Other: _______ 

… 
 

The Employer hereby authorizes Combined, its licensed agents or enrollers, to 
offer all of the eligible employees the opportunity to enroll for coverage under the 
Policy/Policies issued to the Employer. 
 
An eligible employee is one who works at least 30 hours per week and who is 
actively employed by the Employer.  
 
The Employer agrees to provide Combined’s licensed agents or enrollers direct 
access to its employees for the purpose of enrollment.  

 
The Town purchased a group health insurance policy from Florida Blue to provide health 
coverage to eligible employees and their qualified dependents. The Master Contract 
between Florida Blue5 and the Town of Jupiter Inlet Colony, effective February 1, 2023,6 
states, 

 
BlueOptions 
Group Master Policy for Small Groups 

… 
 

 
5 Florida Blue is a trade name of Blue Cross and Blue Shield of Florida, Inc., an Independent Licensee of the Blue 
Cross and Blue Shield Association.  
6 Based on the month billed in the first invoice.  



OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL                                                                                         2026-A-0003  
 

 
 

 
Page 9 of 55 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
… 
 

Definitions 
… 
 

Covered Dependent means an Eligible Dependent who meets and continues to 
meet all applicable eligibility requirements described in the ELIGIBILITY FOR 
COVERAGE section of the Booklet and who is enrolled, and actually covered, 
under the Policy other than as a Covered Employee. 
 
Covered Employee means an Eligible Employee, or other individual, who 
continues to meet all applicable eligibility requirements described in the 
ELIGIBILITY FOR COVERAGE section of the Booklet and who is enrolled, and 
actually covered, under the Policy other than as a Covered Dependent. 
[Emphasis added] 
 
Covered Person means a Covered Employee or a Covered Dependent. 

… 
 

Eligible Dependent means an individual who meets and continues to meet all of 
the eligibility requirements set forth in the ELIGIBILITY FOR COVERAGE section 
of the Booklet.  
 
Eligible Employee means an individual who meets and continues to meet all of 
the eligibility requirements set forth in the ELIGIBILITY FOR COVERAGE section 
of the Booklet and is eligible to enroll as a Covered Employee. An eligible 
employee is not a Covered Employee until actually enrolled and accepted for 
coverage as a Covered Employee by us.  

… 
Small Employer means any employer that has its principal place of business in this 
state, employed an average of at least one but not more than 50 employees on 
business days during the preceding Calendar Year, and employs at least one (1) 
employee on the first day of the plan year. The terms “employee” and “employer” 
have the same meaning as provided in 29 U.S.C. § 1002(5)7 and §1002(6)8, 
respectively, as may be amended from time to time. 

… 
 

PAYMENT PROVISIONS 
… 

 
 

 
7 29 U.S.C §1002(5) – The term “employer” means any person acting directly as an employer, or indirectly in the interest 
of an employer, in relation to an employee benefit plan; and includes a group or association of employers acting for an 
employer in such capacity.  
8 29 U.S.C §1002(6) – The term “employee” means any individual employed by an employer.  
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Other Rules Regarding the Payment of Premiums 
 
1. In the event we do not receive Premium payment prior to the applicable due  

date, we reserve the right to suspend payment of claims for Health Care 
Services rendered to a Covered Person, on or after the applicable Premium 
due date. 

 
2. We are not required to retroactively terminate this Policy or coverage for any  

Covered Person. 
… 

GENERAL PROVISIONS  
… 
 

Enrollment Records  
 
Furnishing and Maintaining Enrollment Records:  
 
You must provide any information required by us for the purpose of creating and 
maintaining enrollment records, processing terminations, and recording changes 
in family status. In addition, you and each Eligible Employee must submit accurate 
and complete Enrollment Forms in a timely manner. You are responsible for 
collecting the Enrollment Forms, reviewing them for accuracy and completeness, 
and forwarding them to us, along with the applicable Premium payment. All 
enrollment record information, which is relevant to the eligibility or coverage status 
of any individual, must be made available to us for inspection and copying upon 
request.  

… 
 
Representations on the Small Employer Application and the Enrollment 
Forms) 
We rely on the information you and your Eligible Employees provide, to determine 
whether to issue coverage; the appropriate Rate and financing method; and 
eligibility for coverage. All such information must be accurate, truthful, and 
complete. Statements made on the Small Employer Application and the Enrollment 
Forms are representations and not warranties. 
 
We may cancel, terminate, or void this Policy if the information you provide is 
fraudulent, or if you make an intentional misrepresentation.  

… 
 

ELIGIBILITY FOR COVERAGE 
 

Each employee or other individual who is eligible to participate in the Group Plan, 
and who meets and continues to meet our eligibility requirements described in this 
Booklet, shall be entitled to apply for coverage with us… 
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Employee Eligibility 
 
In order to be eligible to enroll as a Covered Employee, an individual must be an 
Eligible Employee. An Eligible Employee must meet each of the following 
requirements:  
 
1. the employee must maintain his or her primary residence in the Service Area 

or be regularly employed in the Service Area; 
 

2. be a bona fide employee; 
… 
 

Dependent Eligibility 
 
A person who meets eligibility criteria specified below is eligible to apply for 
coverage under this Booklet as an Eligible Dependent only if the person: 1) was 
named on the initial application for, or properly enrolled under, this Booklet; and 2) 
pays the required Premium; and is: 
 
1. The Covered Employee’s spouse under a legally valid existing marriage and 

who maintains his or her primary residence in the Service Area;  
… 

Other Rules Regarding Eligibility 
… 

3. The Covered Employee must notify us as soon as possible when a Covered 
Dependent is no longer eligible for coverage…. 

 
The Florida Blue Small Group Employer Application for vision and dental coverage, dated 
January 19, 2023, states,  

… 
 
 II. Group Information  

… 
 

13. What is the total number of employees, (including owners, partners, etc.) 
currently employed by your business? 8 

… 
 

III. Eligibility Information 
… 
 

Only eligible employees who have met any applicable waiting period and 
who regularly work a minimum number of hours each week as required by 
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F.S. 627.66999 or Florida Blue/Truli for Health /FHCP underwriting 
guidelines, and their eligible dependents shall be eligible for health 
coverage upon the Effective Date of this Policy.  

… 
 

IV. Benefit Information  
… 

 
Vision Coverage 

1. Employer Paid 2. Eligible Classes: active full time [Emphasis 
added] 

… 
 

Dental Coverage 
Dental Plan # 1 

1. Plan Name/#: BlueDental Choice CR Plan 307      
2. Eligible Classes: All FT Active Employees [Emphasis added] 

 
Former Mayor and Commissioner’s Insurance Benefits 
In April 2025, the Town Manager informed the OIG that both former Mayor Comerford 
and former Commissioner Rosner had been enrolled in the Town’s supplemental Group 
Disability Income Insurance Policy and raised concerns that such coverage may have 
violated the Town’s Charter which prohibits elected officials from receiving compensation 
or salary. We reviewed nineteen (19) monthly invoices paid by the Town for its 
supplemental Group Disability Income Insurance Policy premiums for all employees for 
the months of August 2022 through February 2024 to determine if former Mayor 
Comerford and former Commissioner Rosner received insurance benefits in violation of 
the Town’s Charter.  
 
We additionally reviewed a sample of the other insurance benefits offered to Town 
employees to determine if there were any other premium payments made on behalf of 
former Mayor Comerford and former Commissioner Rosner. We reviewed the months of 
June and November for the years 2021, 2022 and 2023 (a total of fourteen (14) invoices) 
for premiums paid for the Town’s medical, dental, vision, and short term disability, 
accident and life insurance policies.  
 
We confirmed that the Town paid for twelve (12) months of supplemental group disability 
income insurance premiums totaling $4,314.44 on behalf of former Mayor Comerford 
beginning August 2022 through July 2023 in violation of the Town’s Charter.  
 
We found the Town paid for nineteen (19) months of supplemental group disability income 
insurance premiums totaling $6,017.90 on behalf of the former Commissioner Rosner 
beginning August 2022 through February 2024 in violation of the Town’s Charter. 

 
9 Section 627.6699, Employee Health Care Access Act defines an Eligible employee as an employee who works full 
time, having a normal workweek of 25 or more hours and who has met any applicable waiting-period requirements or 
other requirements of this act.  
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Commissioner Rosner reimbursed the Town a total of $6,017.9010 for the insurance 
premiums prior to our audit. 
 
We contacted Combined Insurance to determine whether any disability income benefits 
were paid to the former Mayor or former Commissioner under the supplemental group 
disability income insurance policy.  
 
Combined Insurance did not provide a response to our request. Although we did not 
receive evidence of the payment of income replacement benefits for a claim for total or 
partial disability, the Town’s payment of insurance premiums provided a financial benefit 
to the former Mayor and former Commissioner. The Town Charter expressly prohibits 
elected officials from receiving compensation or salary; thus, we viewed the premium 
payments as inappropriate compensation under the Charter. Additionally, the Combined 
Insurance Policy provides coverage only to eligible employees. Thus, the Town’s 
payment of premiums on their behalf was inconsistent with both documents. Furthermore, 
on December 18, 2025, the Fifteenth Judicial Circuit in and for Palm Beach County 
concluded that Ms. Rosner’s receipt of insurance benefits constituted compensation 
under the 1959 Charter.  
 
The Palm Beach County Commission on Ethics’ (COE) Reports of Investigation Re: C25-
007; Marie Rosner, Former Commissioner, Jupiter Inlet Colony and C25-008; Daniel 
Comerford, Former Mayor, Jupiter Inlet Colony note that the former Town Administrator, 
Kevin Lucas, explained to the COE that the supplemental group disability income 
insurance plan required ten (10) employees for the Town to obtain the policy, and the 
former Commissioner and former Mayor agreed to enroll to meet the required number of 
participants. Lucas told the COE that former Commissioner Rosner paid the Town for her 
premiums in advance for the year, and that the Town paid for the former Mayor’s 
premiums because Lucas considered the former Mayor to be an employee. Lucas later 
acknowledged to the COE that the Mayor and Commissioners are officials, rather than 
employees, and are not compensated.  
 
In June 2025, former Commissioner Rosner told the COE that she did not seek out the 
opportunity to enroll in the insurance and would not have enrolled had Mr. Lucas not 
offered the policy. Rosner confirmed that the Optional Employee Benefits Selection Form 
(i.e. employee enrollment application) presented by COE had her signature, but that she 
was not aware that the form stated that the insurance was for employees only. In a 
hearing held during the Town’s Regular Commission Meeting on August 11, 2025, Rosner 
confirmed that she made two payments to the Town for the insurance premiums early on, 
and stated that she thought she was prepaying. She stated that the policy was “out of 
sight, out of mind” following the second payment, and that she did not receive any bills 
from the Town. She continued that in January 2024, she told the former Town 
Administrator (Lucas) to cancel the policy and asked if she owed money, to which he said 
no. Rosner stated she was not aware of the remaining amount of premiums paid by the 
Town until the current Town Manager informed her in April 2025.  
 

 
10 Checks dated September 7, 2022 for $824.28, February 23, 2023 for $2,709.96 and May 9, 2025 for $2,483.66.  
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Former Mayor Comerford provided a written response to the COE that stated there is no 
evidence that he was involved in the insurance enrollment.  
 
The Town provided the COE with the signed Optional Employee Benefits Election Form 
to enroll in the insurance plan for former Commissioner Rosner; however, no similar 
signed form for former Mayor Comerford or other documentation showing the former 
Mayor voluntarily enrolled himself in the insurance plan was provided to us by the Town. 
Commissioner Rosner signed the employee enrollment application identifying herself as 
an employee when she was not. Former Commissioner Rosner reimbursed the Town a 
total of $6,017.90 for the insurance premiums prior to our audit, as such we did not 
consider this amount to be an identified cost.  
 
The former Town Administrator, Lucas, acknowledged that he enrolled the Town in the 
insurance plan using the former Mayor and former Commissioner’s participation as active 
full time employees, when they were not, in order to meet the insurance plan’s minimum 
employee threshold. However, we did not find sufficient evidence to show that the former 
Mayor voluntarily enrolled in the insurance plan or made any insurance claims. Therefore, 
we considered the $4,314.44 in premiums paid by the Town on behalf of the former Mayor 
to be questioned costs.  
 
Insurance Benefits Paid for Other Ineligible Individuals 
Following our request for the sample of medical, dental, vision, and short term disability, 
accident and life insurance invoices, the Town Manager informed us that she identified 
an additional ineligible individual on the medical insurance invoices. Therefore, we 
expanded our audit to determine if the Town paid insurance premiums for any ineligible 
individuals.   
 
We found that the Town allowed an ineligible individual to be insured on the Town’s 
medical, dental and vision plan. The insured was the spouse of the former Police Chief 
Kerr; however, the former Police Chief did not enroll in the same insurance plan as 
required for dependent coverage eligibility. The former Police Chief’s spouse signed the 
insurance enrollment application identifying herself as a salaried employee of the Town 
with a hire date of August 14, 2023, despite not being an employee. As a result, the Town 
paid approximately $30,476.78 in health, dental and vision insurance premiums for this 
ineligible individual for the period from October 1, 2023 to September 30, 2025. We 
consider the premiums paid by the Town totaling $30,476.78 to be an identified cost 
because the ineligible individual signed an enrollment application identifying herself as an 
employee of the Town when she was not. 
 
We found eight (8) instances, totaling $2,122.52, in which the Town paid medical, 
disability, and dental insurance premiums for five (5) former employees. Premiums were 
paid from 2 to 12 months after separation. We did not find any evidence in the 
documentation the Town provided to us to suggest that the former employees were made 
aware of the premiums paid on their behalf. It appears the payments were made due to 
the Town’s delay in notifying the insurance provider of the employees’ separation from 
the Town. We consider the premiums paid by the Town on behalf of the former employees 
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totaling $2,122.52 to be a questioned cost because they were an unnecessary and 
unreasonable cost, and a waste of taxpayer dollars.  
 
The Town lacked adequate internal controls and written procedures to ensure that only 
eligible employees and dependents were enrolled in the Town’s health insurance plan.  
 
Additionally, the Town did not perform periodic reconciliations of health insurance 
invoices to current employee rosters and eligibility records.  
 
As a result, the Town paid health insurance premiums11 on behalf of individuals who were 
not eligible to participate in the plan, resulting in the improper use of public funds. This 
also exposes the Town to potential financial liability, including retroactive premium 
adjustments or penalties or cancellation of group coverage, if the insurer determines that 
coverage was provided to ineligible individuals or coverage was provided based upon 
material misrepresentations or inaccurate or false information. 
 
Recommendations: 

 
(1) The Town consider recouping $30,476.78 from the spouse of former Police 

Chief Kerr for the medical, dental, and vision insurance premiums incorrectly 
paid by the Town. 
 
 

(2) The Town establish and implement written procedures governing eligibility 
for participation in Town-sponsored health insurance plans. The procedures 
should clearly define eligible employees and dependents in accordance with 
Town policies, insurance contract provisions, and applicable laws.  

 
(3) The Town require periodic reconciliations of health insurance enrollment 

listings and premium invoices to current employee rosters and eligibility 
records to ensure that it pays the premiums for only eligible individuals. 
 

(4) The Town implement internal controls that include documented supervisory 
review and approval of insurance enrollments, terminations, and changes in 
coverage and establish appropriate segregation of duties over enrollment, 
payroll deduction, premium payment and eligibility verification functions.  

 
Management Response Summary: 
The Town concurred and accepted Finding (1) and recommendations (1) through 
(4).  
 
Former Commissioner Rosner’s written response is included in Attachment 2.  
 
 

 
11 The Town pays all employee premiums for all Town-sponsored insurance premiums.  
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Finding (2): The Town’s credit card processes lacked sufficient controls, oversight 
and written guidance. 
Section 218.33(3), Florida Statutes, states,   

 
Each local governmental entity shall establish and maintain internal controls 
designed to:  

a) Prevent and detect fraud, waste, and abuse as defined in s. 11.45(1). 
b) Promote and encourage compliance with applicable laws, rules, contracts, 

grant agreements, and best practices. 
c) Support economical and efficient operations. 
d) Ensure reliability of financial records and reports. 
e) Safeguard assets. 

 
The Town’s Accounting Policies and Procedures Manual, effective date May 13, 2013, 
states,  
 

 ACCOUNTS PAYABLE PROCEDURES 
This section describes the process through which the individual documents 
verifying purchases and the receipt of goods are brought together, reviewed and 
approved to assure valid payments of vendor invoices. The procedures can be 
grouped into daily and month-end categories.  

… 
 

INVOICES 
 
Invoices are normally received through the mail. The Administrative Secretary 
opens the mail, identifies the vendor invoices, stamps them with the date received, 
and, if necessary, forwards them to the appropriate Commissioner/Department 
head. Commissioner/Department head approves the invoices and returns 
them to the Town Administrator for processing and payment. [Emphasis added]  

 
State of Florida Attorney General Opinion (AGO) 98-81 states,  
 

It is a basic tenet that the expenditure of public funds must be primarily for a public 
purpose. Thus, the expenditure of municipal funds must meet a municipal purpose, 
rather than a private purpose.  

 
AGO 79-14 states,  
 

Any expenditure of public funds must be for a primarily public purpose, with only 
incidental or secondary benefit to private interests. 

 
We reviewed thirty-six (36) Town credit card statements and related supporting 
documentation, excluding bank fees, for transactions charged to former Mayor 
Comerford’s Town-issued credit card. Former Commissioner Rosner was not issued a 
Town credit card. We also reviewed the credit card statements and related supporting 
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documentation for any transactions that were incurred on behalf of the former Mayor and 
former Commissioner.  
 
We identified one travel-related transaction for the former Commissioner and the 
purchase of an IPad for the former Mayor, which we included in our testing. In total, we 
identified 30 credit card transactions totaling $5,701.64 by or on behalf of the former 
Mayor and Commissioner, unrelated to travel, which we tested separately.12  
 
Additionally, during the audit, the Town Manager provided our office with a copy of a 
Town-issued check and supporting invoice for the repair of the former Mayor’s personal 
vehicle, which we included in the audit to assess whether the transaction served a 
documented public purpose. 
 
We reviewed the credit card statements and supporting documentation for each of the 
thirty (30) non-travel related credit card transactions totaling $5,701.64 made by or on 
behalf of the former Mayor and former Commissioner to determine if the transactions 
were properly approved, had a documented public purpose, were in compliance with 
purchasing requirements, and were sufficiently supported. Of the thirty transactions, we 
found the following (see also Exhibit 1): 
 
 We did not note any evidence that the credit card statements were appropriately 

reviewed and approved by the Town Commission or department head prior to 
payment as required by the Town’s Accounting Policies and Procedures Manual 
(e.g. approver sign-off on the statement, email or memo indicating approval). This 
resulted in $3,552.15 of questioned costs.  

 Thirteen (13) credit card transactions lacked a receipt or lacked an itemized 
receipt showing what was purchased. Due to the lack of adequate documentation, 
we were unable to determine the public purpose for nine (9) of those transactions. 
This resulted in $1,197.10 in questioned costs. 

 On June 16, 2022, the former Town Administrator purchased an IPad for $801.43 
(including tax) on behalf of the former Mayor. The IPad was not surrendered to 
the Town upon the former Mayor’s resignation, effective June 16, 2023. We did 
not identify documentation indicating that the IPad was declared surplus, 
determined to be at the end of its useful life, formally removed from the Town’s 
asset inventory, or otherwise authorized for permanent transfer to the former 
Mayor in accordance with applicable Town policies. This is considered an 
identified cost of $100.00.13 

 Thirteen (13) credit card transactions included Florida sales tax totaling $101.49. 
The payment of sales tax on credit card purchases is an unnecessary cost to the 
Town which can be avoided. Therefore, the sales tax paid, totaling $101.49 is 
considered an identified cost14 and an avoidable cost.  

 
12 See Finding 3. 
13 According to former Mayor Comerford, this was the trade-in value offered to him by Verizon. 
14 The identified costs for the IPad included Florida Sales tax of $52.43 which was not included in this amount. 
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 Four (4) credit card transactions totaling $408.07 had a documented reason for 
the purchase; however, the reason did not reflect a benefit to the public or the 
Town.15  This resulted in $49.4716 in questioned costs. 

 Five (5) transactions totaling $2,424.83 were supported by an itemized receipt but 
lacked an explanation of the public purpose. Those transactions included a $2,000 
purchase of Publix gift cards. The documentation for the gift card purchase did not 
indicate the quantity or denomination of gift cards purchased or who received 
them.17 Gift cards are cash equivalents and present a risk of misuse. The absence 
of distribution records or supervisory documentation reflects a weakness in 
internal controls and prevents verification that the expenditures served a public 
purpose.  

 
During one of our meetings with the Town Manager, she provided us with a Town check 
remittance and repair invoice for a 2019 Porsche Macan for $1,398.60 and informed us 
that this vehicle was the former Mayor’s personal vehicle. The Town check was a 
reimbursement to the former Mayor that included the amount of the vehicle repair invoice. 
Additionally, the check, which was payable to the former Mayor, was also signed by the 
former Mayor and former Police Chief Pruitt.  We did not receive documentation that this 
expense related to a claim under the Town’s insurance or self-insurance program or that 
the Town had a legal obligation to pay for the repairs because the damage was caused 
by the Town’s conduct or damage occurred in the course of official Town business. 
Absent such documentation, we determined that this charge did not have a primarily 
public purpose and resulted in $1,398.60 of identified costs.  
 
The Town lacked established policies and procedures governing the use of credit cards, 
including minimum documentation standards, such as itemized receipts or invoices and 
documentation required to indicate and support a public purpose; allowable or prohibited 
purchases; pre-approval and spending limit requirements; reconciliation and supervisory 
review procedures for credit card statements; and guidance on the proper use of the 
Town’s sales tax-exempt status. Additionally, credit card expenditures lacked sufficient 
oversight and monitoring to identify unnecessary costs, such as sales tax, and potentially 
purchases made by cardholders that do not serve a public purpose. These deficiencies 
increase the risk of misuse, improper expenditures, and noncompliance with applicable 
laws and internal controls standards.  
 
The Town incurred expenditures for credit card purchases that lacked sufficient 
documentation, included Florida sales tax, and did not appear to be for a primarily public 
purpose. A lack of sufficient documentation for expenditures decreases transparency and 
increases the risk for fraud, waste, and abuse. Additionally, the Town is exposed to an 
increased risk of fraud, waste, and abuse if credit card transactions lack sufficient 
oversight and monitoring.  

 
15 To avoid duplicating costs, these purchases were already considered a questioned cost for lack of sufficient 
documentation.  
16 To avoid duplicating costs, $358.60 ($408.07 - $49.47) of these purchases was already considered questioned costs 
for lack of sufficient documentation and identified costs for sales tax. 
17 To avoid duplicating costs, these purchases were already considered questioned costs for lack of required review 
and approval. 
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Further, the Town’s policy allowed the Commissioners to approve invoices; however, the 
policy does not limit Commissioners or department heads from approving their own 
purchases. In addition, because the former Mayor had check-signing authority for the 
Town, he was able to approve and sign reimbursement checks issued to himself, 
indicating a lack of appropriate oversight. When Commissioners and department heads 
can approve their own purchases without appropriate oversight, it can create conflicts of 
interest which increases the risk that purchases were made in a primarily personal rather 
than primarily public interest. 
 
Recommendations: 

(5) The Town consider obtaining reimbursement for the $101.49 of Florida Sales 
tax paid to vendors. 
 

(6) The Town consider recouping the Town’s IPad. 
 

(7) The Town consider recouping $1,398.60 from the former Mayor for his 
personal vehicle repair.  

 
(8) The Town update its current Accounting Policies and Procedures Manual to 

include 1) limitations to prevent Commissioners and Department heads from 
approving their own reimbursement requests without appropriate oversight 
and 2) monitoring for compliance.  

 
(9) The Town implement written policies and procedures governing credit card 

use including but not limited to, establishing: 
a. Minimum documentation requirements (i.e., itemized receipts, 

documented public purpose); 
b. Guidelines for approving purchases, including internal controls to 

prevent cardholders from approving their own purchases. 
c. Guidelines for allowed purchases and identifying disallowed 

purchases; and 
d. Proper use of the Town’s sales tax-exempt status. 

 
(10) The Town implement a documented review and approval process for all 

credit card statements and related purchase supporting documentation to 
help ensure purchases are necessary and reasonable, supported, serve a 
valid public purpose, and in compliance with Town policies and procedures 
prior to payment.  
 

(11) The Town implement procedures to track, safeguard, and recover Town-
owned property, including maintaining an inventory of such assets and 
requiring confirmation of return upon separation of officials and employees. 

 
Management Response Summary: 
The Town concurred and accepted Finding (2) and recommendations (5) through 
(11). 
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Former Mayor Comerford’s written response is included in Attachment 3. 
 
Former Commissioner Rosner’s written response is included in Attachment 2. 
 
OIG Comments: 
Following the audit, former Mayor Comerford informed us that he is no longer in 
possession of the Town’s Ipad. Therefore, Recommendation (6) is closed as it is 
no longer applicable.  
 
Former Mayor Comerford informed us that the Town Commission approved a 
monthly warrant list of all checks issued. While our review of Town Commission 
meeting agendas and minutes during the audit period confirmed that warrant lists 
were occasionally provided to the Town Commission, the supporting invoices were 
not presented to the Commission, as required by the Town’s Accounting Policies 
and Procedures Manual. 
 
Former Mayor Comerford informed us that the $2,000 in gift cards purchased were 
in a denomination of $20.00 each and gifted to 100 senior citizens for Christmas, 
and that this purchase was authorized by the Town Commission. We reviewed the 
Town Commission’s agendas and meeting minutes for the month prior and month 
following the purchase;18 but we did not find any discussion of the gift cards. 
 
Lastly, former Mayor Comerford informed us that his vehicle was hit by a truck 
trailer while he was at the Town Hall. He stated the accident was written up in a 
Police report and that the Town was reimbursed by a third party for the repair 
expense. We reviewed the Town’s bank deposit records for three months following 
the date of former Mayor Comerford’s reimbursement; however, there was no cash 
or check bank deposit in the same or a similar amount.   
 
Finding (3): The former Mayor and Commissioner’s travel expenditures did not 
comply with the Town’s Travel Policy. 
Section 212.08, Florida Statutes, states, 
 

The sale of retail, the rental, the use, the consumption, the distribution, and the 
storage to be used or consumed in this state of the following are hereby specifically 
exempt from the tax imposed by this chapter. 

… 
 

(6) EXEMPTIONS; POLITICAL SUBDIVISIONS. 
(a) There are also exempt from tax imposed by this chapter sales made to 
the United States Government, a state, or any county, municipality, or political 
subdivision of a state when payment is made directly to the dealer by the 
governmental entity. This exemption shall not inure to any transaction otherwise 
taxable under this chapter when payment is made by a government employee 

 
18 The Town informed us that the Town Commission meeting agendas and minutes for the month of the purchase were 
not available. 
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by any means, including, but not limited to, cash, check, or credit card when that 
employee is subsequently reimbursed by the governmental entity... 
[Emphasis added] 

 
The Town’s Accounting Policies and Procedures Manual, Travel Policies and Procedures, 
approved May 13, 2013, states, 
 

Eligible Expenditures 
 
Eligible travel expenditures include only those costs described below that are 
incurred in connection with and during the period of travel, and that the expenses 
were actually incurred by the Traveler as necessary travel expenses in the 
performance of their official duties.  

… 
 
All travel requests and final travel expense reports are also subject to audit by the 
Mayor and Town Commission before final processing by the Town Administrator. 
The Town Mayor and/or Town Administrator may, for any violation of these Travel 
Policies and Procedures, regardless of prior approvals obtained, reject a travel 
request or Final Travel Expense Report. If rejected, no prepayments or 
reimbursement will be made until the Travel Request Form, is corrected to comply 
with these policies and procedures.  

 
Failure to obtain the required approvals described above prior to traveling 
will render all expenses incurred ineligible for reimbursement. Exceptions to 
this provision shall be made only for situations requiring emergency travel. As all 
other Town expenditures/disbursements, processed and paid travel 
expenditures are approved as part of the Consent Agenda by the 
Commission at every regular commission meeting. [Emphasis added]  
 
1.  Tuition/Registration Fees 
 
Tuition for classes, registration fees for seminars or conferences and other fees 
that relate to attending the event for the stated purpose are considered registration 
fees. Registration fees must be substantiated by a complete brochure or 
agenda for the conference, seminar, class or convention being attended… 
[Emphasis added] 
  
2.  Transportation 
 
The Traveler should generally take the most direct and commonly traveled 
routes…  

 
 Private Vehicles – If travel is by personal vehicle, the Town will reimburse 

the Traveler at the latest allowable IRS per mile rate for mileage traveled 
either during regular travel or local trips in the immediate vicinity of the Town. 
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This should be documented on the travel reimbursement request form 
with the beginning and ending odometer reading from Travelers’ personal 
vehicle. Mileage will not be reimbursed to employees receiving car allowances. 
Tolls and parking will be reimbursed upon presentation of a receipt. 
[Emphasis added] 

 
3.  Meals 

 
All Travelers shall receive subsistence when traveling to a convention or 
conference or when traveling within or outside the state in order to conduct bona 
fide Town business, which convention, conference or business serves a direct and 
lawful public purpose with relation to the Town served by the person attending 
such meeting or conducting such business. No one, whether traveling out of state 
or in state, shall be reimbursed for any meal or lodging included in a convention or 
conference registration fee paid by the Town.  For purposes of reimbursement 
rates and methods of calculation, per diem and subsistence allowances are divided 
into the following group rates: [Emphasis added]  

 
 Reimbursement Rate – If the reimbursement rate is chosen the Town will pay 

for three (3) meals a day for the Traveler only, up to $36.00 per day. Under no 
circumstances will the Town reimburse for alcoholic beverages. This expense 
should be broken out from any submitted receipts. The actual expenses 
permitted for meals, plus actual expenses for lodging at a single-occupancy 
rate, are to be submitted and substantiated by paid receipts to be 
reimbursed upon return. [Emphasis added]  
 
Per Diem – All Travelers shall be allowed the following amounts for 
subsistence while on official business as outlined in Florida Statutes 112.061:  
 
 Breakfast …………… $  6.00 
 Lunch  …………… $11.00 
 Dinner  …………… $19.00  
  

 Travel beginning after 10:00 a.m. will not be eligible for breakfast 
reimbursement and travel concluding before 5:00 p.m. will not be eligible for 
dinner.  

 
4. Lodging 

 
If attending a conference, seminar or convention that has hotels recommended, 
the convention rate will be paid for a recommended hotel. The Traveler should 
make every effort to register early to obtain the most economical lodging rates 
offered. Hotel and motel charges shall be based on single occupancy rates. The 
Town will not pay or reimburse Travelers for lodging expenses incurred by 
family members or guests accompanying the Traveler and/or occupying the 
same room. Lodging, in general, should be selected on the basis of the most 



OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL                                                                                         2026-A-0003  
 

 
 

 
Page 23 of 55 

reasonably priced accommodations available consistent with the purpose and 
goals of the trip and budgetary limitations. [Emphasis added]  
 
Reservations for lodging should be made whenever possible. Rooms may be held 
using the Town credit card or Traveler’s personal credit card. If the Traveler does 
not have access to a Town credit card, the Traveler may use personal funds to pay 
lodging costs and request reimbursement by attaching the proper receipt to the 
reimbursement request form. However, lodging costs paid directly by the Traveler 
will not be eligible for exemption for Florida Sales Tax. Accordingly, any sales tax 
paid directly by the Traveler to a Florida hotel will not be subject to reimbursement.  

… 
 

Valet parking at hotels will be reimbursed if no reasonable or efficient alternative 
exists. 

 
We reviewed thirty-six (36) credit card statements for travel-related transactions charged 
to former Mayor Comerford’s Town-issued credit card.  Because the Town did not issue 
a credit card to former Commissioner Rosner, we examined all available credit card 
statements and supporting documentation, including receipts and hotel invoices, to 
determine whether any Town-issued credit cards were used for travel on her behalf. Our 
review identified fifteen (15) travel-related charges by or for former Mayor Comerford and 
one (1) charge on behalf of former Commissioner Rosner.  
 
In addition, we reviewed the Town’s general ledger to identify all check disbursements 
made to former Mayor Comerford and former Commissioner Rosner during the audit 
period. We identified twenty five (25) check disbursements to the former Mayor or former 
Commissioner, of which four (4) were travel-related and pertained to former Mayor 
Comerford.  
 
The sixteen (16) credit card charges and four (4) check disbursements were related to six 
(6) trips. We separated the sample of twenty (20) expenditures into categories (e.g., 
mileage and per diem meals) to facilitate targeted testing by cost type. This resulted in 
thirty (30) separate travel transactions, totaling $4,479.49, for which we reviewed the 
supporting documentation to determine if the Town complied with policy and served a 
valid public purpose.  
 
We found the following policy noncompliance and overpayments in our testing of the thirty 
(30) sample travel transactions (see also Exhibit 2): 
 The former Mayor was reimbursed $51.01 for a meal that was also charged on his 

Town issued credit card. The reimbursement request was in the form of a memo 
and did not include a receipt. This resulted in $51.01 of identified costs. 

 The former Mayor charged seven (7) of eleven (11) meal transactions to his Town 
issued credit card, instead of receiving subsistence. One (1) reimbursement for a 
meal totaling $398.08 lacked an itemized receipt. The amounts charged to the 
credit card also exceeded the allowable reimbursement rate, and six (6) of the 
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meals lacked a receipt or an itemized receipt. This resulted in questioned costs of 
$826.90 for noncompliance with the Town’s travel policy.  

 The Town did not reimburse the former Mayor for mileage at the correct IRS rate19 
in three (3) of the four (4) mileage transactions, and the former Mayor’s 
reimbursement request did not include the beginning and ending odometer 
readings for all four (4) mileage transactions in violation of the Town’s policy. This 
resulted in questioned costs of $764.61.  

 A hotel receipt for the former Commissioner, charged on the Town Administrator’s 
credit card, included valet parking of $40.00, which is only allowable “if no 
reasonable or efficient alternative exists.” The hotel offered self-parking at a lesser 
rate; therefore, the valet parking is not allowable per the Town’s travel policy. This 
resulted in questioned costs of $8.00.20 The hotel receipt showed a $105.59 credit 
balance; however, the Town did not receive a refund to its credit card. This resulted 
in identified costs of $105.59. 

 The former Mayor paid a conference registration fee of $275.00 using his Town 
issued credit card and did not substantiate the fee with a conference brochure or 
agenda, as required by the Town’s policy. This resulted in a questioned cost of 
$275.00. 

 The Town reimbursed the former Mayor for two (2) tolls and one (1) parking fee 
that lacked receipts in violation of the Town’s policy, resulting in a questioned costs 
of $50.88. 

 The former Mayor used his Town-issued credit card to purchase two hotel rooms 
for the same date at the same hotel. Both rooms were in the former Mayor’s name. 
We considered the lodging cost for one (1) of the rooms as a questioned cost of 
$161.50 because the Town’s policy prohibits paying lodging expenses incurred by 
family members or guests accompanying a traveler. Additionally, this expenditure 
was considered to have no public purpose.  

 
Overall, we identified ten (10) travel-related transactions for meals, parking and tolls that 
lacked sufficient documentation. In addition, three (3) meals reimbursed to the former 
Mayor and one (1) meal paid by the former Mayor’s Town issued credit card that included 
Florida sales tax. This resulted in $4.96 of identified and avoidable costs.  
 
Additionally, all thirty (30) travel transactions lacked approval by the Commission as part 
of the Consent Agenda at a regular commission meeting, as required by the Travel 
Policies and Procedures. This resulted in $2,230.0421 in questioned costs.  
 
There was a lack of sufficient oversight and monitoring of the former Mayor’s and former  
Commissioner’s travel-related reimbursements and credit card expenditures due to the 
Town not providing the Commission with processed and paid travel expenditures for 
approval as part of the Consent Agenda by the Commission at every regular commission 
meeting. A lack of sufficient oversight and monitoring increases the risk of improper, 

 
19 https://www.irs.gov/tax-professionals/standard-mileage-rates  
20 $40.00 valet rate paid - $32.00 current self-parking rate = $8.00 questioned cost. 
21 Includes questioned costs for lack of proper approval attributable to twelve (12) of the former Mayor’s travel 
expenditures totaling $2,022.45, and attributable to one (1) of the former Commissioner’s travel expenditures of 
$207.59.  
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unsupported, or non-business related travel expenditures. Additionally, it may result in the 
misuse of public funds, and limits the organization’s ability to demonstrate transparency 
and accountability. 
 
As a result, the former Mayor’s and former Commissioner’s travel expenditures did not 
comply with the Town’s Travel Policies and Procedures 63% of the time.  
 
Corrective Action  
In October 2025, the Town updated the Travel Policies and Procedures to include the 
requirement that the Town Manager approve all travel, professional conferences, 
seminars, meetings, and training prior to registration.  
 
Recommendations: 

(12) The Town consider obtaining reimbursement for the $105.59 credit balance 
from hotel.  
 

(13) The Town follow its Travel Policies and Procedures and provide all 
processed and paid travel expenditures to the Commission for approval as 
part of the Consent Agenda at the regular commission meeting immediately 
following the travel. 
 

(14) The Town strengthen oversight and monitoring controls to ensure all travel 
expenditures incurred are authorized, processed, and approved in 
compliance with the Town’s Travel Policies and Procedures. 

 
(15) The Town only reimburse travelers for travel expenditures made in 

compliance with the Town’s Travel Policies and Procedures and 
demonstrating a valid public purpose.  

 
(16) The Town consider recouping $55.97 from the former Mayor for Florida 

sales tax and a meal charged on the Town’s credit card that the Town 
incorrectly reimbursed him.  

 
(17) The Town implement the use of its travel request and final travel expense 

report to help ensure all travel-related expenses are properly accounted for, 
in compliance with the Travel Policies and Procedures, and not duplicated. 

  
(18) The Town ensure elected officials traveling on Town business understand 

their responsibilities related to and the requirements of the Town’s Travel 
Policies and Procedures. 

 
Management Response Summary: 
The Town concurred and accepted Finding (3) and Recommendations (12) through 
(18). 
 
Former Mayor Comerford’s written response is included in Attachment 3. 
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Former Commissioner Rosner’s written response is included in Attachment 2.  
 
OIG Comments: 
Following the audit, former Mayor Comerford stated that the Town Commission 
approved a monthly warrant list of all checks issued. While our review of Town 
Commission meeting agendas and minutes during the audit period confirmed that 
warrant lists were occasionally provided, these lists reflect payments already 
made. Therefore, they do not demonstrate that travel reimbursements were 
approved in advance, as required by the Town’s Travel Policies and Procedures. 
 
Additionally, former Mayor Comerford stated that the second hotel room purchased 
on his credit card was for the Vice Mayor at the time to attend the same 
meeting/conference. We reviewed the Town Commission meeting agendas and 
minutes for the month of the purchase; however, we did not find a discussion of 
who attended the meeting/conference.   
 
Finding (4): The Town lacked written policies and procedures for information 
technology processes.  
Section 218.33(3), F.S., states,  

Each local governmental entity shall establish and maintain internal controls 
designed to:  

a) Prevent and detect fraud, waste, and abuse as defined in s. 11.45(1). 
b) Promote and encourage compliance with applicable laws, rules, contracts, 

grant agreements, and best practices. 
c) Support economical and efficient operations. 
d) Ensure reliability of financial records and reports. 
e) Safeguard assets. 

 
Section 282.3185(4), F.S., states,  

(4) CYBERSECURITY STANDARDS.–  
(a) Each local government shall adopt cybersecurity standards that safeguard its 
data, information technology, and information technology resources to ensure 
availability, confidentiality, and integrity. The cybersecurity standards must be 
consistent with generally accepted best practices for cybersecurity, including the 
National Institute of Standards and Technology Cybersecurity Framework. 

… 
(c) …Each municipality with a population of less than 25,000 must adopt the 
cybersecurity standards required by this subsection by January 1, 2025.  
 
(d) Each local government shall notify the Florida Digital Service of its compliance 
with this subsection as soon as possible.  
 

The National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) established the Cybersecurity 
Framework (CSF) 2.0, which emphasizes that policy forms a critical part of the 
organization’s overall risk management strategy and is essential for ensuring security and 
privacy assurance. NIST’s Security and Privacy Controls for Information Systems and 
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Organizations (SPCISO) states that policies should be established at the organizational 
level and supported by detailed procedures that define how controls are implemented, 
including specific roles and responsibilities. The SPCISO includes, but is not limited to, 
controls for access control; awareness and training; audit and accountability; assessment, 
authorization, monitoring; configuration management; contingency planning; identification 
and authentication; and incident response. 

 
Additionally, the Association of Government Accountants’ best practices for information 
systems and technology states that basic computer system controls include written IT 
policies, procedures, and definitions that are clearly communicated; access to and use of 
the system, assets and records are reasonable and restricted to authorized individuals; 
and system users are granted only the access needed to perform their duties.22  
 
This audit included an assessment of the data integrity and reliability of the Town’s 
financial computer system that is used to record insurance premium payments, travel 
reimbursements, and credit card payments.  As part of the assessment, we evaluated the 
adequacy of general controls surrounding the computer system.  
 
The Town assigns unique user IDs and passwords to all system users. However, there 
were no written guidance or processes to ensure the integrity and protection of the 
information in the computer systems. A lack of written guidance for IT processes was 
reported as an issue under Finding 11 of OIG Audit Report 2019-A-000423. 
 
The Town did not implement recommendations 34 and 35 from previously issued OIG 
Audit Report 2019-A-0004 which specifically cited these requirements. A lack of written 
policies and procedures increases the risk of inconsistent operations and unauthorized 
access to computer system records. 
 
Recommendations: 

(19) The Town develop and implement written IT policies and procedures to 
ensure consistency of operations that provide guidance, at a minimum, for 
how to: 

a. Assign and remove user rights and a reasonable time for 
completion,  

b. Authorize user access,  
c. Limit system access requiring unique user IDs and passwords, and 
d. Provide for user change management (new and terminated 

employees). 
 

(20) The Town provide training to staff for the IT policies and procedures.  
 
 

 
22 
https://www.agacgfm.org/Resources/intergov/InternalControls/ResourcesByBusinessProcess/InformationSystems.as
px  
23 https://pbc.gov/oig/docs/reports/02-19-19-Jupiter_Inlet_Colony-Revenue-2019-A-0004.pdf  
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Management Response Summary: 
The Town concurred and accepted Finding (4) and Recommendations (19) through 
(20). 
 

SUMMARY OF COSTS IDENTIFIED IN THE AUDIT 
 

Questioned Costs 
 

Finding Description 
 

Questioned 
Costs 

1 Former Mayor disallowed insurance premiums $4,314.44 
1 Insurance premiums for separated employees $2,122.52 
2 Lack of receipt/lack of itemized receipt $1,197.10 
2 Lack of valid public purpose $49.47 
2 Lack of proper approval for credit card 

transactions. $3,552.15 
3 Lack of proper approval for travel-related 

transactions $2,230.04 
3 Meals exceeded the allowable reimbursement 

rate $826.90 
3 Mileage and valet parking violated Town’s policy $772.61 
3 Lack of documentation for conference, tolls and 

parking fees $325.88 
3 Extra hotel room in the former Mayor’s name 

lacked a documented public purpose $161.50 
 TOTAL QUESTIONED COSTS $15,552.61 

 
Identified Costs 

 

Finding Description 
 

Identified 
Costs 

1 Town paid insurance premiums for ineligible 
individuals. 

$30,476.78 

2 Unreturned IPad (Trade-In Value) $100.00 
2 Sales tax on credit card transactions $101.49 
2 Former Mayor personal vehicle repair $1,398.60 
3 Florida sales tax and meal charged on Town-

issued credit card incorrectly reimbursed to 
Former Mayor 

$55.97 

3 Credit balance on hotel receipt not refunded to 
Town’s credit card 

$105.59 

 TOTAL IDENTIFIED COSTS $32,238.43 
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Avoidable Costs 
 

Finding  Description 
 

Avoidable Costs 
 

2 Sales tax on credit card transactions $101.49 
3 Sales tax on travel-related transactions $4.96 

  TOTAL AVOIDABLE COSTS $106.45 
 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
 
The Inspector General’s audit staff would like to extend our appreciation to the Town of 
Jupiter Inlet Colony’s management for their assistance and support in completing this 
audit.  
 
This report is available on the OIG website at: http://www.pbc.gov/OIG.  Please address 
inquiries regarding this report to the Director of Audit by email at inspector@pbc.gov or 
by telephone at (561) 233-2350. 
 

EXHIBITS 
 
Exhibit 1 – Breakdown of Credit Card Expenditure Costs 
 
Exhibit 2 – Breakdown of Travel Expenditure Costs 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment 1 – Town of Jupiter Inlet’s Management Response 
 
Attachment 2 – Former Commissioner, Marie Rosner’s, Written Response 
 
Attachment 3 – Former Mayor, Daniel Comerford’s, Written Response 
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EXHIBIT 1 – BREAKDOWN OF CREDIT CARD EXPENDITURE COSTS 
 

Lack of Documentation of Compliance with the Town’s Travel Policy 
Purchased for:  Items Purchased Questioned 

Cost (QC) 
Count 

Questioned 
Cost (QC) 
Amount 

Daniel Comerford 
 Publix Gift Cards 1 $2,000.00 
 Food and drink for Pizza in the Park Event 2 $576.02 
 Twenty-four bottles of wine for Annual Town 

Party 
1 $330.84 

 3 Coleman 150QT coolers 1 $264.00 
 Monthly remote computer maintenance 6 $140.00 
 Gloves, extension cords 1 $96.56 
 Ice 2 $36.48 

 Postage 1 $9.25 
Marie Rosner 

 Florida League of Cities Virtual Class 1 99.00 
Total 30 $3,552.15 

 
 

Lack of Receipt or Detailed Receipt 
Purchased for:  Items Purchased QC Count QC Amount 
Daniel Comerford 

 2 Orchids and 16 unknown items labeled 
“Commercial Accounts” 

1 $225.18 

 Lunch with Police Chief 1 $101.86 
 Monthly remote computer maintenance 2 $70.00 
 Costco Gas 1 $37.87 
 Unknown 8 $762.19 

Total 13 $1,197.10 
 
 

Lack of a Documentation of a Valid Public Purpose 
Purchased for:  Items Purchased QC Count QC Amount 
Daniel Comerford 
 Dozen roses for Mayor Abby 1 $24.48 
 Flowers for Cindy K. 1 $24.99 

Total 4 $49.47 
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Unreturned Town Property 

Purchased for:  Items Purchased Identified 
Cost (IC) 

Count 

Identified 
Cost (IC) 
Amount 

Daniel Comerford 
 IPad 1 $100.00 

Total 1 $100.00 
 
 

Florida Sales Tax Paid 
Purchased for:  Items Purchased IC Count IC Amount 
Daniel Comerford 
 Sales Tax on credit card purchases 12 $101.49 

Total 12 $101.49 
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EXHIBIT 2 – BREAKDOWN OF TRAVEL EXPENDITURE COSTS 
 

Lack of Approval Prior to Travel 
Traveler Description Category Questioned 

Cost (QC) 
Count 

Questioned 
Cost (QC) 
Amount 

Daniel Comerford 
 Florida League of Cities 

(FLC) Committee Meetings 
   

  Lodging 4 $531.59 
  Meals 5 $57.21 
  Parking 3 $29.00 
  Tolls 2 $25.20 
 FLC Conference    
  Lodging 2 $829.45 
  Registration 2 $550.00 
Marie Rosner 
 FLC Conference    
  Lodging 1 $207.59 

Total  30 $2,230.04 
 

 
Noncompliance with Town’s Travel Policy 

Traveler Description Category QC Count QC Amount 
Daniel Comerford 
 FLC Committee Meetings    
  Mileage 3 $545.56 
  Lodging 1 $161.50 
  Meals 2 $148.82 
  Tolls 1 $21.94 
  Parking 1 $7.00 
 FLC Conference    
  Mileage 1 $219.05 
  Registration 1 $275.00 
  Meals 6 $678.08 
  Tolls 1 21.94 
Marie Rosner 
 FLC Conference    
  Lodging (Valet) 1 $8.00 

Total 18 $2,086.89 
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Miscellaneous Identified Costs 
Traveler Description Category Identified 

Cost (IC) 
Count 

Identified 
Cost (IC) 
Amount 

Daniel Comerford 
 FLC Conference    
  Meals 1 $51.01 
NOTE: Reimbursed for a meal paid on Town credit card.  
Marie Rosner 
 FLC Committee Meetings    
  Meals 1 $105.59 
NOTE: Credit on hotel receipt not received by Town. 

Total 2 $156.60 
 

 
Florida Sales Tax Paid 

Traveler Description Category IC Count IC Amount 
Daniel Comerford 
 FLC Committee Meetings    
  Meals 5 $4.96 

Total 5 $4.96 
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ATTACHMENT  1 – TOWN’S MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
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ATTACHMENT  2 – FORMER COMMISSIONER, MARIE ROSNER’S WRITTEN 
RESPONSE 
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ATTACHMENT  3 – FORMER MAYOR, DANIEL COMERFORD’S WRITTEN 
RESPONSE 
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