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• There were seven client files where rental assistance payments might not have been made 
in accordance with the Guidelines.3  
 

o Six client files revealed that more rental assistance payments might have been made 
than allowed by the Guidelines. 
 

o One client file revealed a client previously received rental assistance in 2019 and 
then received it on a separate occasion in 2020. 
 

o Two of these client files had rental assistance payments which were either sent or 
in the process of being sent to the State of Florida – Unclaimed Funds Account as 
they had not been cashed.  

 
o The total identified cost was $6,100. 

 
• The OIG was unable to determine whether rental assistance payments made for 25 client 

files were made in accordance with the Guidelines.4  
 

o The 25 client files identified lacked the required records or other forms of 
documentation needed to confirm whether the rental assistance payments were 
made in accordance with the Guidelines; in particular, required medical records 
were frequently missing. 

 
o Of these 25 client files, it was unclear whether two clients were Duval County 

residents. 
 

o The total questioned cost was $78,298.50.5 
 
Interviews of Social Services Employees6 
 
According to all Social Services employees, all records pertaining to verifying a client’s eligibility 
for rental assistance were uploaded into their case management system, FAMCare, until July 2022. 
However, three Social Services employees reported that beginning in July 2022, documents were 
only being kept as hard copies. According to two of these Social Services employees, this was 
done after it was observed that documents were missing when they were gathered for the OIG 

 
3 The seven client files are identified in Table A, Attachment 1 with the issues identified by the OIG along with any relevant 
testimony provided by Social Services employees for those specific cases. It should be noted that not all identified clients were 
reviewed with the relevant Social Services employees as the OIG only conducted interviews with a portion of these employees. All 
client names are redacted. 
4 The 25 client files are identified in Table B, Attachment 1 with the issues identified by the OIG along with any relevant testimony 
provided by Social Services employees for those specific cases. As noted previously, the OIG only conducted interviews with a 
portion of the involved Social Services employees. All client names are redacted. 
5 The total questioned cost is likely an undercount. Some clients appeared to receive payments through FY 2019 and the EFAP 
payment records reviewed by the OIG did not include October 1, 2018, through May 31, 2019. 
6 The OIG interviewed five current Social Services employees who worked on the selected client files (although, some of those 
employees had transferred to other areas in Social Services by the time they were interviewed by the OIG), as well as the Program 
Manager. 
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management review, as well as Social Services’ planned transition to a new case management 
system.  
In addition, the Program Manager advised some client records had been inadvertently disposed of 
after a former Social Services employee had retired. According to the Program Manager, this 
former Social Services employee’s caseload consisted of clients receiving assistance due to their 
HIV/AIDS status. The former Social Services employee did not upload their clients’ records as 
they believed this information was confidential.  
 
No Social Services employees, except for one, attributed any missing records to something other 
than a human error (such as an employee failing to upload all documents), software issues, or 
negligence. One Social Services employee said some Social Services employees “rebelled against 
the system” as they failed to upload documents since they were aware client files were not 
reviewed. 
 
According to all the interviewed Social Services employees, verifying a client’s income was 
almost solely reliant upon the client’s documentation. One Social Services employee described it 
as a “kind of an honor system.” A few Social Services employees recalled using The Work 
Number7 database to verify clients’ income but said its use was stopped after it became a fee-based 
service. 
 
Most of the Social Services employees, including the Program Manager, confirmed client files 
were not reviewed before payments were approved by the Program Manager. Several Social 
Services employees, including the Program Manager, said only new employees had their client 
files reviewed by supervisors. One of the Social Service employees and the Program Manager both 
advised that supervisors did not have sufficient time to review client files as supervisors had their 
own caseloads. 
 
No one reported to the OIG that any clients were knowingly provided more payments than allowed 
or received assistance when they were ineligible to receive assistance on a subsequent occasion. 
 
All the Social Services employees interviewed, except for one, reported changes to the ineligibility 
timeframe. However, these Social Services employees provided varied accounts of the changes 
and rationale behind them. According to some of the Social Services employees, since at least 
2013, if not later, the ineligibility timeframe was shortened on multiple occasions to two years, 
while others said it had been reduced to one year or eliminated. In addition, some of the Social 
Services employees said the ineligibility period had been shortened on multiple occasions to 
expend excessive EFAP funds, while others were unaware of the rationale for the changes. 
 
The Program Manager stated that the ineligibility timeframe had been changed twice since 2017, 
which was made collaboratively with Social Services employees. Initially, the ineligibility 
timeframe was 30 months, but it was reduced to 24 months in 2020 due to the onset of the COVID-
19 pandemic. In approximately May 2022, the ineligibility timeframe was reduced to 12 months 
because of rising costs, such as rent and unemployment.  

 
7 According to its website, The Work Number “provides income and employment data for more than 573 million records,” including 
“income and employment information provided by employers and payroll providers.” 
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