


















































 

23 
 

Progress 
 
As shown in Figure 21, Jackson County had one active MHU case on July 30, 2018.  The 

county added an additional MHU case to the active caseload on August 15, 2018, but fell back to 
one active case by September 10th, and zero by November 27th.  Jackson County is one of four 
counties to report no completed cases under the RISE Programs. 
 

Figure 21: Jackson County Caseload vs. Completions 

 
 

Jackson County began the reporting period with one active rehabilitation case and ended 
with no active cases. Active reconstruction cases in the county began with two active cases and 
dropped to one by November 27, 2018.  The one active reconstruction case is the only active case 
remaining in Jackson County. 
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Lincoln County 
 
Initial Intake 

Lincoln County residents had submitted ten total applications as of August 15, 2018. Of 
those, five were active, one inactive, and four closed. Further, four cases were MHU cases, all of 
which were listed as active. The county had no rehabilitation cases over the scope of this review 
and only two reconstruction cases—one active and one inactive. Figure 22 provides a full 
breakdown of initial intake. 
 

Figure 22 
Lincoln County Initial Intake 

Classification MHUs Rehabilitation Reconstruction Unassigned Total 
Active 4 0 1 0 5 
Inactive 0 0 1 0 1 
Closed 0 0 0 4 4 
Total 4 0 2 4 10 
Source: RISE case management data provided to the Legislative Auditor by the National Guard on 
August 15, 2018 
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Progress 

As shown in Figure 23, Lincoln County has one completed MHU case with zero 
outstanding as active.  The county began the reporting period with zero active reconstruction cases 
and ended with one, which is the only active case remaining in the county. 
 

Figure 23: Lincoln County Caseload vs. Completions 
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Monroe County 
 
Initial Intake 

Monroe County submitted 11 total applications for assistance. Of those, three were 
classified as active and eight as closed. The county was one of only two counties reporting no 
active MHU cases. Monroe County had two applications classified as active rehabilitations. 
Finally, the county received two applications classified as reconstruction, one active and one 
closed. Figure 24 provides a full breakdown of initial intake. 

 
Figure 24 

Monroe County Initial Intake 
Classification MHUs Rehabilitation Reconstruction Unassigned Total 
Active 0 2 1 0 3 
Inactive 0 0 0 0 0 
Closed 0 0 1 7 8 
Total 0 2 2 7 11 
Source: RISE case management data provided to the Legislative Auditor by the National Guard on 
August 15, 2018 
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Progress 

Because the county had no active MHU cases over the scope of the review, it is one of four 
counties to report zero complete projects. Monroe County has two outstanding active cases as of 
November 27, 2018: one rehabilitation and one reconstruction. 

 
 

Figure 25: Monroe County Caseload vs. Completions 
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Pocahontas County 
 

Initial Intake 
 

Pocahontas County submitted the fewest applications in total with only four.  Two 
applications were classified as active, one inactive and one closed. The county was one of only 
two counties to have had no active MHU cases.  Pocahontas County had one active reconstruction 
case and one active rehabilitation case. Figure 26 provides a full breakdown of initial intake. 
 

Figure 26 
Pocahontas County Initial Intake 

Classification MHUs Rehabilitation Reconstruction Unassigned Total 
Active 0 1 1 0 2 
Inactive 1 0 0 0 1 
Closed 0 0 0 1 1 
Total 1 1 1 1 4 
Source: RISE case management data provided to the Legislative Auditor by the National Guard on 
August 15, 2018 

 
Progress 
 

As shown in Figure 27, Pocahontas County is the fourth county to report zero complete 
projects.  As of November 27, 2018, there is one outstanding reconstruction and one rehabilitation 
case remaining in the county. 

 
Figure 27: Pocahontas County Caseload vs. Completions 
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The RISE West Virginia Flood Recovery Programs Have Executed New Construction 
Contracts to Handle Its Outstanding Caseload. 

 
Pursuant to the Legislative Auditor’s recommendation in June, the Development Office 

worked with HUD to phase out its previous construction contracts for MHUs, rehabilitations, and 
“stick-built” reconstructions.  These new contracts were procured via a competitive bidding 
process through the State’s Purchasing Division, and all had effective dates of October 1, 2018 or 
prior. 

 
  The Development Office awarded four new contracts to Thompson Construction Group 

for all MHU replacement projects across the 12 affected counties.  These contracts have an 
effective start date of September 1, 2018.  The Development Office based the quantity of services 
solicited on the Programs’ active caseload.  Therefore, the four MHU contracts cover 68 units for 
a total of $7,140,529. The Legislative Auditor calculated that the average unit cost for a single 
MHU is $105,008.     
 

The Development Office similarly entered into four contracts with Thompson Construction 
Group for all “stick-built” reconstruction project in all four regions.  These contracts have an 
effective start date of October 1, 2018.  The contract covers 203 units for a total of $29,443,299. 
The Legislative Auditor calculated that the average unit cost for a single home reconstruction is 
$145,041. 
 

To handle the home rehabilitation cases, the Development Office executed a subrecipient 
agreement with The Appalachia Service Project (ASP), designating ASP as a subrecipient of the 
CDBG-DR funding and committing to ASP a total of $10,656,449 in disaster recovery funds. This 
amount is expected to cover all 180 active home rehabilitation projects.  Based upon previous 
experience with rehabilitation cases, the Development Office estimated in the subrecipient 
agreement with ASP that 30 percent of active rehabilitation cases would convert into stick-built 
reconstruction cases.  Therefore, the ASP subrecipient agreement covers 126 rehabilitation cases 
and 54 estimated reconstructions.  The contract was entered into on August 8, 2018.  

 
Finally, the Development Office executed a subrecipient agreement with VOAD whereby 

VOAD will handle all aspects of case management for the RISE Programs.  This agreement, which 
was executed on July 27, 2018, allocated $3,409,763 to VOAD for these services. Figure 28 
provides a breakdown of the contracts for each case type. 

 
Figure 28 

Average Unit Costs for Housing Construction 
Type Contracted Units Total Contract Cost Average Unit Cost 

MHU 68 $7,140,529 $105,008 
Reconstruction 203 $29,443,299 $145,041 
Rehabilitation 180  $10,656,449  -  
Total 271 $47,240,277  
Source: Legislative Auditor’s calculations derived from the Development Office’s four MHU 
contracts and four Reconstruction Contracts. 
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Projections 

Using the active caseload data provided by the National Guard as of November 27, 2018—
the last data point in the scope of this review—the Legislative Auditor sought to project the total 
amount of disaster recovery funds that could be expended under the RISE Programs.  By 
multiplying the average unit costs for each type of assistance by the number of units expected to 
be built, the Legislative Auditor was able to estimate the total costs for the project under a number 
of different scenarios.  Because the solicitations for each construction contract reflected actual 
cases, the average unit costs for MHUs, reconstructions, and rehabilitations incorporates the 
estimated qualities and associated costs for additional factors that can increase the cost of a case, 
such as HVAC work, ADA modifications, elevation, septic tank replacement, etc. 

 
If only the active cases were to be completed, the RISE Programs would expend 

$50,121,917 of the $87,899,250 allocated by HUD.  Under this scenario, 408 total cases would be 
completed (which includes the 39 that were already completed as of November 27, 2018).  This 
comprises 106 MHUs, 67 home rehabilitations, and an estimated 235 stick-built reconstructions.   

 
If the RISE Programs were to complete all 408 active cases as of November 27, 2018 and 

half the cases that are currently inactive, the Programs’ total expenditures would rise to 
$61,114,174.  When the Legislative Auditor met with a case management team from VOAD on 
November 30, 2018, representatives from the Programs indicated that VOAD expects 
approximately 50 percent of the inactive caseload will become active at some point.   

 
Finally, the Legislative Auditor projected the total costs of the Programs if every single 

case, both active and inactive, were to be completed.  In this scenario, the total expenditure would 
be $68,096,082, still well below the total allocated funds, of $87,899,250.  Figure 29 shows each 
projection in detail 

 
Figure 29 

Estimated Total Construction Costs 
For Active and Inactive Caseload, As of November 27, 2018 

Type Active Completed 
Estimated 
Inactive** 

Average Unit 
Cost 

Total 

MHU 67 39 71 $105,008 $18,586,377 
Reconstruction 206 0 66 $145,041 $39,451,120 
Rehabilitation 67 0 31.5 $30,000  $2,955,000  
Rehabilitation* 29  31.5 $127,342  $3,693,821  
Case Management - - - - $3,409,763 

Total-All 369 39 200 -  $68,096,082  
Total + ½ Inactive 369 39 100 -  $61,114,174  
Total-Active Only 369 39 - -  $50,121,917  

*This rehabilitation category represents the 30 percent of rehabilitation cases that are estimated to convert to 
reconstructions. 
**Because of the change in the availability of case management data after October 8, 2018, inactive caseloads are 
estimated. 
Source: Legislative Auditor’s calculations based on case management data provided by the National Guard and the 
current construction contracts. 
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The Legislative Auditor then compared the projected total expenditures with the total 

amount of money allocated to the RISE Housing Restoration and Rental Assistance Programs. 
Figure 30 shows the estimated surplus expected for each of the three projections. 

 
 If only active cases are built, the RISE Programs will have $37,777,333 in surplus funds. 

If all the active cases and half the inactive cases are complete, the Programs would be left with an 
estimated surplus of $26,785,076. If all projects are complete, active and inactive, the estimated 
surplus would be $19,803,168. 

 
Figure 30 

Projected Surplus from RISE Housing Restoration and Rental Assistance 
Programs 

Completions Total Cost Allocated Funds Surplus 
Active Only  $50,121,917  

$87,899,250 
 $37,777,333  

Active + ½ Inactive  $61,114,174   $26,785,076  
All Active + Inactive  $68,096,082   $19,803,168  
Source: Legislative Auditor’s calculations based on case management data provided by the National Guard 
and the current construction contracts. 

 
These projections only account for the current caseload of active and inactive cases in the 

Housing Restoration and Rental Assistance Programs, which are the two largest housing programs, 
making up approximately 73 percent of the State’s total CDBG-DR funding dedicated to housing 
programs. The RISE Programs are still accepting applications for housing assistance, meaning the 
total caseloads could rise.  

 
In addition, the broader RISE West Virginia Flood Recovery comprises other, smaller 

programs under the “housing umbrella,” such as the Multi-Family Rental Housing Program, the 
Bridge Home Project, and the Slum and Blight Removal Program.  Therefore, the Legislative 
Auditor notes that any surplus realized from the Housing Restoration or Rental Assistance 
Programs may be reallocated to other housing programs, depending on the State’s assessment of 
unmet needs.  Any realized surpluses may also be allocated to economic development or 
infrastructure projects related to the June 2016 floods if the State demonstrates to HUD that the 
unmet housing need has, or otherwise will, be addressed through other means. 

 
 
 





Objective, Scope, and Methodology 
 
 The Post Audit Division within the Office of the Legislative Auditor conducted this review 
as authorized by Chapter 4, Article 2, Section 5 of the West Virginia Code, as amended. 
 
Objectives 
 
 The objective of this review was to determine the volume and type of applications for 
assistance that have been received by RISE West Virginia’s Housing Restoration and Rental 
Assistance Programs and the status of the applications. This objective sought to break these 
applications down, by county, as follows: active cases, inactive and closed cases, and type of 
project. 
 
Scope 
 
 The scope of this review consists of the all documentation regarding the case management 
of the RISE West Virginia Flood Recovery program.  The scope will involve interviewing select 
staff with RISE focusing on the case management component. The audit staff will only analyze 
the status determinations made by program officials for data collection (active, inactive, 
construction status) and will not analyze the validity of said determinations. Audit staff will focus 
on the 12 counties deemed eligible for assistance under the state CDBG program: Greenbrier, 
Kanawha, Clay, Nicholas, Fayette, Webster, Roane, Summers, Jackson, Lincoln, Monroe, 
Pocahontas.  The scope will also include an examination of the current construction contracts, but 
only to the extent necessary to calculate the average unit price for each assistance type. 
 
Methodology 
 
 Post Audit staff gathered and analyzed several sources of information and assessed the 
sufficiency and appropriateness of the information used as evidence.  Testimonial evidence was 
gathered through interviews with various agencies that oversee, collect, or maintain information.  
The purpose for testimonial evidence was to gain a better understanding or clarification of certain 
issues, to confirm the existence or non-existence of a condition, or to understand the respective 
agency’s position on an issue.  Such testimonial evidence was confirmed by either written 
statements or the receipt of corroborating or physical evidence.  
 
 Audit staff analyzed various source documents that were either provided to us by the 
National Guard or are publicly available on the State’s public flood recovery website 
(wvfloodrecovery.com).  In addition, information was obtained using the State Auditor’s website 
and directly from the Purchasing Division. Audit staff tracked the changes in caseload from week 
to week using data from the National Guard. 
 

We conducted this performance audit 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. 
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NGWV-JHQ-RISE                                         07 December 2018 
 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR Post Audit Division, West Virginia Legislative Auditor’s Office, 
1900 Kanawha Blvd. East, Room W-329, Charleston, WV 25305 
 
SUBJECT: Response for Draft Report on RISE WV Flood Recovery Program 
 
 
1. References: 
 
 a. Draft Copy, Out of Office’s Report, 06 DEC 18, subject: RISE West Virginia Flood 
Recovery Program  
 
2.  The purpose of this memorandum is to provide a written response on the information 
depicted in the Draft Report provided on 06 December 2018 by the Post Audit Division 
of the West Virginia Legislative Auditor’s Office. The intent is to provide clarification on 
several of the points described throughout this report, in an attempt to portray the most 
accurate information possible. The subsequent paragraphs will outline the points of 
clarification we are requesting to be made. 
 
3.  Program Overview, Initial Intake, Paragraph 2, Sentence 3, Page 2;  
 
 a. Please include “duplication of benefits” as a reason for being labeled as Inactive. 
 
4. Program Overview, Initial Intake, Paragraph 2, Sentence 4, Page 2; 
 
 a. Please include “or housing needs have been met” as a reason that a Case would 
be labeled as Closed. 
 
5. Program Overview, Initial Intake, Paragraph 1, Sentence 1, Page 3; 
 
 a. Please re-word to state “Eligible applicants are categorized into one of three types 
of assistance based upon the estimated cost to repair the damage vs. the appraised 
value of the home, and the type of home prior to the storm:”  
 
  1. An applicant cannot chose what type of assistance they will receive. If the 
estimated cost of repair exceeds 50% + $1.00 of the appraised value of the home, prior 
to the incident, it is determined to be a total reconstruction.  
 
  2. This is just one of many separate factors utilized in determining what project 
type a Case will be. One key thing to remember is that this program is entirely voluntary. 
If a Homeowner chooses not to receive a new home, they have the ability to withdraw 
from the program.  If that happens, we immediately refer them to WV VOAD’s volunteer 
Disaster Case Management Program to receive assistance. 
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6. Program Overview, Progress, Paragraph 2, Sentence 4, Page 4;

a. Please include “until storm damage verification could be obtained and verified.”

7. Projections, Page 27;

a. Please include data in all paragraphs to show additional factors that will increase
the cost such as; HVAC, Elevation, ADA Modifications, Asbestos Testing and 
Abatement, Septic Tanks, etc. This can be accomplished by include the worst case 
scenario pricing provided by the WVNG. 

1. Due to the increase in costs under the new contracts, a Substantial
Amendment was submitted for the Action Plan to increase the maximum price for both 
the Reconstructions and Mobile Home Replacements ($124,800 and $84,502) as well 
as including a maximum price for Site Conditions ($83,000). This Site Condition cap will 
cover items such as HVAC, Elevation, ADA Modifications, Asbestos Testing and 
Abatement, Septic Tanks, etc. 

8. Projections, Page 28;

a. Please include the costs of the Sub-Grant Agreements with WV VOAD and ASP
when accounting for the Total Costs. 

b. Please include a statement that these costs do not include the salaries of those
personnel supporting this program and that these numbers are based solely on the cost 
of the Construction Contracts. 

9. The surplus of federal funding for this project cannot be accurately depicted at this
time. The West Virginia Housing Development Fund is currently conducting a study to
determine the unmet needs for Multi-Family Housing.

a. We request that the “Projections” portion of this report be re-examined and that a
statement be included, that the dollar figures represented in this report do not account 
for all program expenditures until the Housing Development Fund report has been 
concluded and new contracts are in place to cover those unmet needs. This would allow 
for a more accurate portrayal of where the program currently stands on any potential 
funding expenditures or surplus. 

10. For questions or concerns regarding the information contained within this 
memorandum, please contact the undersigned at 304-541-0384 or by email at
justin.r.mcintire.mil@mail.mil.

JUSTIN R. McINTIRE 
MAJ, EN, WVARNG 
Project Manager – RISE Program 
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