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Delayed Redevelopment 
Was Reasonable 
After Flood Disaster 
in Vkst Virginia 
Multiagency 

This report examines causes for delays in Buf- 
falo Creek Valley redevelopment projects and 
responds to the question of ho*r project per- 
formance was affected by government coordi. 
nation . !t a!so 2ns;vers questions raised con- 
‘cerning various other facets of the redeveiop- 
ment projects. The report concludes that 
additional coordinarion on the Buffalo Creek 
projects :\loufd not have greatly shortened the 
time needed to achieve the goais of rcdevelop- 
ment plans. 
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COMPTRC3LL;R GESERAL. &THE UNITED STATE!S 

WASXINGTON. D.C. ZCEXa 

c 
The Honorable Ken IIechler 
tiouse of Representatives 

Dear Mr. Rechler: 

.As you requested, we are reporting on the Federal 
coordination of redevelopment in Suffafo Creek Valley, Yost 
Virginia, following a flood disaster on February 26, 2972. 

This report discusses the progress made in providing 
housing , a new’ water and sewer system, a new highway, and 
housing relocation assistance to valley residents displaced 
by highway construction. 

As directed by your office, we did not obtain agency 
ccmmen ts . We did, however, discuss our findings with agency 
officials at the conclusion of our fieldwork and their views 
have been considered in appropriate sections of the report, 

Sincerely yours, 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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REPORT OF THE 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

DELAYED R%DEVELOPMENT KAS 
REASGXABLE AFTER FLOOD 
DISASTER IN KEST VIRGINIA 
Mu1 tiagency 

DIGEST -w-m-- 

On February 26, 1972, A coal-waste dam collapsed in 
the Buffalo Creek Valley of West Virginia, releasing 
132 million gallons of water and waste and flooding 
17 mining towns. The flood waters 

--killed 125 people, 

--destroyed nearly 1,OOU homes, 

--washed out or damaged. 9 miies of highway, 

--demolished 12 bridges, and 
,* ‘- 

--covered the valley with black coal sludge. 

Damage was estimated at $50 million. 

This devastation created a sense of urgency among 
Federal, State, and local officials. A plan was 
prepared to bring the valley up to modern St&iiddrdS 
for housing, water and sewer sys terns, and highways. 
This urgency also contributed to the unrealistic 
cost estimates and target dates they established 
for completed work. (See p. 38.) 

Although redevelopment of Buffalo Creek Valley has 
been delayed, the delays appear reasonable because of 
the extensive work done. 

--Substandard housing was replaced with new housing.. 

--A modern highway was built to replace a narrow, 
.- winding road. 
1 
: c : .. .- --Comprehensive water and sewer systems were built 

where none had existed. _ 
r _-._ 

:. Additional Federal- coordination would not have greatly 
shortened the time needed for redevelopment. 

I r  
.I . Temporary recovery began on February 27, 1972, when 

t ; 
t the President formally declared the valley a national 

- * disaster area. Redevelopment planning began in 
&&i&Et. upom ~e~vdi. the r&art 
C- aat* howtd -be noted he:eon. 
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my 1972, directed by the Federal Regional 
Council in Penzsylvania. (See p. 2.) 

HOUSING DEVELCPXEN; 

Problems with sponsors delayed development by about 
3 years of the 90-unit,Department of Housing and 
Urban Develo'pWnt rent subsidy housing project. 
The State agfnc:* coordinating the project korked 
for 20 months with three different sponsors before 
finding one that could build the project. 
(See p. 13.) 

The first sponsor designed a three-story walkup, 
which was inconsistent with local preferences 
for one-story, single-family units. The second 
sponsor's construction contractor had financial 
problems and withdrew from the project.- Tne third 
spons‘o_r proposed four different constructiofi ccn- 
tracttis before one technically and financially 
able was approved. (See p. 15.) 

The Builders Emer;ency Housing Corporation, 
established by the West Virginia Home Builders 
Association at the request of the Governor, re- 
celved no direct Federal funding--but did receive 
a State grant and a donation from a private 
charity-- to.develop model home sites to illustrate 
zhe type of homes contractors could build. The 

.cotporation assisted in developing 100 homes in 
-the valley. Most of these homes were financed 
through commercial sources and Small Business 
Administration disaster loans. (See p. 17.) 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development 
took adequate action to provide iisaster victims 
with temporary housing. In AprLl 1976, 37 
iamilies still lived in temporary mobile homes. 
In February 1976 their trailer park was purchased 
by a coal company and given to the State. After 
repairing the park, the State offered to sell 
park residents lots at prices equal to the cost 
of these repairs.. 

.&cause some families had little or .no income, 
the Department of Bousing and Urban Development 
agreed- to sell mob.:le hoies 

w nominal prices ranging from 
_. '. _... . . .- 

ii 

to park residents at 
$12 to $797. 

I 

;  f  
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The Hest Virginia Odpartmnt of Welfare agreed to 
provide up to SjpO each for welfare famiiies to 
purchase lots and trailers. By May 17, 1976, all 
these families owned their own homes in the park. 

L (See p. 12.) 

GAO reviewed the relocation settlement cases for 
58 of 353 f.=unllies; al? received payments which 
compensated them for at leas;: the same quality 
houses they had before relocation. Families who 
had lived in substandard housing were given enough 
money to replace the former houses with decent, 
safe, and sanitary ones. Some did receive greater 
payments than others with comparable needs, because 
State highway personne. inconsistently applied the 
criteria for computing housing relocation payments. 
(See p. 20.) _ 

’ 
I HIGHWAY RECONSTRUCTION 

I t ; ! At first, no target dates for completing all 
i . 
f highway work were established. On May 31, 1972, 

1 ' 
tha Federal Bighway Administration approved 
State plans for removing debris, restoring mini- 

;: , 
mum passable conditions, and replacing washed-out 
roadbeds and bridge:; along the old highway. 

i (See p. 8.) 

I 
t 

One section of the new highway was completed in 
NGvember 1975. The remaining section was started 
in October 1975 and should be finished in Novem- 
ber 1977. The State estimates that the highway 
will cost about $23.3 million. (See p. 19.) 

Parts of 2G land tracts acquired by the State 
highway de,artment may no longer be required for 
the new highway. Some tracts are small parcels 
which the department purchased to avoid leaving 
cwners with uneconomical remnants, while other 
tracts are parts of the old highway. State 

-highway officials have agreed to review this 
Iend to determine how it can best be used or 
disposed of. (See p. 24.) 

-* 1 WATER AND SEWAGE SYS’IEMS 

The water and sewage systems, originally to be 
completed by the end of 1972 at an estimated . 

iii 



cost of $6.2 million, note are scheduled to 
be completed in January 1377 at an estimated 
cost of $13.5 million. (See p. 27,) 

This delay is due primarily to a lack of 
(1) comprehensive and reliable data for planning 
and (2) local leadership. Before the disaster, 
the valley had no comprehensive water and 
sewer system and no one to administer such a 
system. (See p. 27.) 

Although allegations had been made that water 
and sewer-pipes had been placed too close to 
each other, GAO's review did not substantiate 
this. 

Funds and staff appear.pdequate to complete 
the project. The project should provide the 
people in the Buffalo Creek Valley with 
adequate drinking water and sewage systems. 
(See p. 33.) 

As directed by Congressman Ken Hechler's office, 
GAO did not obtain agency comments but the find- 
ings were discussed with agency officials and 
their views were considered-where appropriate. 
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CHAPTEX 1 - 

INTRODUCTI0S 

As CongressCan*Ken Hechler recuested on December 22 1975, 
(see app. 11, we reviewed the Federal rcle in the tedeveiopment 

‘., of the Buffalo Creek Valley of West Virginia following the 
severe flooding caused by a disaster on February Lb, 1972. 

_ .\ -.~. 
. Congressman Heckler was net satisfied that redevelopment 

of the valley had proceeded as quickly and effectively as 
initially planned and was partictilarly interested in the 
following problems: 

. ,, 
--Xousing : Why has the go-unit rent supplement housing 

unit announced on May 3, 1974, encountered so many 

‘1 delays? When will i.t be ready for occupancy and do 
the-rent hnd income guidelines meet the needs of 
valley residents? What was being done to ts3i!re that 

-- resi&nts of the Green Valley Trailer Park, which was 
scheduled to ‘close on February 28, 1976, would still 
have shelter after that date? Finally, how’is the 
Builders Emergency Housing Corporation, establishod 
to provide housing assistance, helping to meet the 
housing needs in Buffato Creek? 

--Highway relocation: Was more land condemned and - 
bought for construction of the highway, water, and 
sewerilines than was actually needed? If so, what . 
plans ‘does -the State have for disposing of unneeded .- 1. 
land? What procedures were followed in providing 
relocation assistance to those displaced by the new 
highway, and did these procedures meet Federal 
guide1 ine.s? - -._.._ - _ -_.- : -_ . . . . . 

--Water and sewer systems: Have sufficient funds been : 
provided for these systems, and will the local pu_blic : . 
service district be capable of maintaining them? 
Is .there a factual basis’ to the allegations concerning 
waterlines and sewerlines being incorrectly placed 

. t .ar placed too close together and the implied mis- 
- _ . _ -. .:- handling of funds outlined in an Entiironmental 

Protection Agency (EPA).audit? .~ _ -. : -.-, _ - - _ . 
-, Exovery -fro& the disaster was provided in two phases:- 

. . .disaster or emergency relief and redevelopment. Disaster 
relief is a temporary relief program during which disaster 

.-victims are provided food, water, medical aid, temporary 
-, -. housing, and other essentials of life. During this phase. 
-_ -- i . .I -- 

- - 

1. 
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the community is assisted to clear debris, emergency protective 
Censures are taken to preserve life and property, and pubiic 
utilities and other facilities are restored. 

The redevelopment phase was a planned long-range effort 
which attempted to return the area and its residents to a 
better quality of life than they had before the disaster. 

THS DISASTER.AND.TEMPORARY-RECOVERY.WORK 

On February 26, 1972, a coal-waste dam, 250 feet above 
the valley floor, collapsed and released 132 million gallons 
of water and waste material. The lo- to 20-foot wall of water 
and coal debris flccjded 17 mining towns on its 15-mile trip 
down the valley to the Guyandot River at Man, West Virginia. 

The flood waters killed 125 people, destroyed nearly 1,000 
!1omps, washed out or damaged 9 miles of highway, demolished 
12 bridges, damaged 15 miles of railroad, stripped the entire 
valley of vegetation, and covered the valley floor with black 
coal sludge. Damage wts estimated at $50 million. 

Recovery work 

Disaster recovery work began immediately. On the morning 
following the disasterr the President I-rmally declared Buffalo 
Creek Valley a national disaster area and the Office of Enter- 
gency Preparedness (now the Federal Disaster Assistance Admin- 
istration) began coordinating the disaster relief assistance 
of 17 Federal agencies. Within 24 hours of the disaster, over 
800 National Guardsmen and 90 State troopers and local law 

. enforcement officers were engaged in rescue and recovery 
operations. 

The primary’Federa1 agencies participating in the relief 
work included the Corps of Engineers: the Small Business 
Administration; the Internal Revenue Service: the General 
Services Administration; the Environmental Protect’.on Agency: 
and the Departments of Labor, Transportation, Agriculture; 
Housing and Lkban Development (HUD), and Health, Education 
and Welfare. Private organizations, including the American 
Red Cross, the Seventh Day Adventists, the Salvation Army, 
and the Yennonite Disaster Service, provided food, clokhes, 
and medical services to disaster victims. 

. . * 

i I t 

The Corps of Errgizeers was in charge of temporary 
recovery work under the direction of the Office of Emergency 
Preparedness. Within 3 months the Corps had remo.ed 300,000 

2 
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cubic Var ds of debris, repaired 18 miles of rczd to 2 passable 
condition, erected eight ten?orary bridges, and constrtlcted 
temporary water and sewer systems. 

The Corps, HUD, and the State jointly, provided temporary 
housing for the disaszer victims. Most of the housing in the. 
area had been destroyed or badly damaged, so the Corps pre- 
pared nearly 600 mobile home sites on State-provided land, and 
HUD purchased and set up mobile hOREs for the flood victims. 
By May 17, 1972, HUD had provided mobile homes to temporarily 
house SC9 of the 609 families that were eve-*~~?l?y hs.rsed ?C_ 
mobile home sites. Tile Small Business Administration accepted 
581 home and business loan applications during *the initial 
disastec recovery period which e:Ided in May 1972. At that 
time the xork shifted to the long-range redevelopment phase 
which is discussed in chapter 2. . 

SCOPE OF- REVIEW 

Our review ccnccntrated on the Fedoial 3aeqcie.s involvad 
with th* long-range redevcio;xr?nt of Buffalo Creek Valley. ire 
analyzed the adequacy oL funding and compared and e:laluated 
estimated and actuai cost for tht water and sewer systems. We 
determined reasons for delays in completing redevelopment work 
on the housing and water and sewer systems. We also reviewed 
and evaluated the relocation assistance provided residents dis- 
piaced by the highway project and identified and assessed the 
need fcr land parcels acquired by the Wezc Virginia State De- 
F-lrtment of Highways. We examined Federal agencies’ policies, 
procedures, records, and reports and interviewed officials of 
the following organization s active in the redevelopment 
j?COgrdm. 

--!&par t.-xn+ 3; Jouslng and Urban Development. 

. . . 
--I:n*;Ltonmental Potection Agency. 

--Federal Highway Administration. 

: . --Federal Regional Council--region III (site location). 
. 

i .--5ma;l’Business Administration. 
-i w 
. . ‘-Farmers E?one Administration. . 

-I _ . - . . 
--West Virgir.ia.Office of FeG>ral/State Relations. 

L I 
--West Virginia Department of Highways. 

--West Virginia Pausing Dc;relop,nent Fund. 

3 
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I 

--Biilders Emergency Housing Corporation. 

--Euffalo Creek Public Service District. 

--Logan COW:y, West Virginia Health Department. 

--Howard, Needles, Tammen, and Bergendoff, Inc., a 
private architectural and engineering firm. 

: 
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CHAPTER 2 

F?EDEVELOPr!EXT PLANNING 

Redevelopment planning began on May 17, 19?2, when the 
. President announced that the Federal Regional Council fcr 

region III located in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, would replace 
the Office of Emergency Preparedness as the Federal leader in 
the Buffalo Creek Valley redevelor:;Jent. The Council, whose 

I purpose was to coordinate long-range recovery assistance of 
t participating Federal agencies, was composed of the Departments 
i of Labor; Health, Education and Welfare; Housing and Urban De- 
? 
$ 

velopment: Transportation: the Office of Economic Opportunity: 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Admlnis:ration; and the Environ- 

I mental Protection Agency. An Office of Management and Budget 
1 
i 

representative was also authorized to participate in the 
1 Comic il ‘s war k . 

The Council established a Federal Agency Task Force on 
Planning and assigned a Federal coordinator to work with State 
officials in developing and implementing a comprehensive 
redevelopment plan. 

PRELIMINARY PLAEiNING 

In May 1972 the Governor of West Virginia sent -the 
Council a list of goals and objectives designed for “permanent 
rehabilitation* of the valley. In order of priority, the Gover- 
nor’s plan included (1) water and sewer systems, (2) roads and 
bridges, (3) housing, (4) sanitation, (5) education, (6) rec- 
reation, (7) public safety, (8) transportation, (9) health 
care, and (10) economic and job development. s. 

On May 30, 1972,‘the Council developed the followinq 
specific planning actions to meet the Governor’s priorities: 

--Evaluate the State’s May 8, 1972, proposed highway 
plan to ascertain (1) whether highway realinement can 
provide adequate flood control, (2) how many homes 
will be relocated, and (3) whether the highway .compl.e- 
ments the proposed housing cluster concept. 

1 
--Estimate the cost and identify the funding sources for , 

the proposed water and sewer systems.. . 
.I - . 

.-Assess housing market needs by identifying (1) the 
number of people to be housed in each cluster, (2) the 
type, and. density of housing, and (3! existing housing 
which required rehabilitation loans. 

. . . ‘_- _. - 
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--Acquire land for residential housing.’ 

--Acquire highway right-of-way . 

The Council’s work program anticipated that construction 
would begin by June 30, 1972, on the permanent housing and 
water and sewer systems -and by July 30, 1972, on the highway,. 

“ THE BUFFALO.CRE&K VALL&Y*REDEVELOPMENT PLAN 
. . 

The State, I working with the Council, completed the first 
draft of the redevelopment plan in July 1972. A pub1 ic hearing 
on the plan’s concepts was held August 10, 1972, and the plan 
was published on February 20, 1973. 

The redevelopment plan was intended to provide a broad 
overview and serve as a foundation for long-range recovery. 
Detailed planning on each -project, along with engineering 
designs and specifications was to be done it a later date. . - . 
Permanent %ous ing . plans - 

Damage surveys of the valley showed that nearly 1,000 
homes were destroyed and that most of the remaining 834 houses 
were in need of repair or replacement. According to the plan, 
80 of these houses would be removed in connection with new 
highway construction. 

On June 30, 1972, the Federal Task Force on Planning 
proposed the following interim housing plans: 

--Develop three housing clusters at designated locations 
in the valley. 

. . 
--Solicit applicatfons to obtain a sponsor for the 

proposed housing projects with the West Virginia Housing 
- Development Fund as possfble temporary sponsor for one 

project. 

--Solicit proposals from the West Virginia Home Builders 
Association to build now housing in the valley. . 

: --Build a model home project to display the various types 
-7 - of homes local builders could provide. 

In December 1972 the Task Force discarded the housing 
i cluster plan c The disaster victims disliked the idea of 

living in densely populated areas and preferred ttr tetutn to 
their original homesites, In addition, an incorporated com- 
munity that had the necessary authority to ptlrchase land for 

f 
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urban renebal anti :iousinq projects was needed and there was 
no such cnmmcnitjl in tk3 Ecffalo CrePk Valley. 

The redevelopment plan identified a potential riced for 
500 to 700 housing units in the valley. The plan suqgesLcd 
various single and multifamily housing projects available 
through HUD programs designed to assist and promote housing 
construction by private investors. The State selected the 
West Virginia Home Builders Association and the Builders Emer- 
gency Housing Corporation to act as agents for (1) soliciting 
and reviewing proposals from developers, (23 overseeing the 
quality of construction, (3) implementing a uublic education 
program, and (4) coordinating and securing finclncing for 
buyers. 

In January 1973 the President declared a moratorium on 
HUD-funded subsidized housing projects. The Governor of West 
Virginia requested a waiver of the moratori.um in March 1973 
but funding for HUD housing programs providing mortgage insur- 
ance and rent subsidies was not reinstated until June 1973. 

During August 1973 the State contacted several. 
organizations about their interest in developing P HUD-supported 
housing project. The West Virginia Housing Development Fund, 
a quasi-State organization established to finance housing de- 
velopment in the State, agreed to coordinate the development of 
a 90-unit subsidized project. 

Highway pla;:c . 

State Route 16 was a narrow road which extended about 
15 miles from the town of Man to the town of Saunders, West 

. Virginia. The road was approximately 16 feet wide with 2- 
to 3-foot shoulders. .The road was crooked, its right-of-way 
varied in width, and it had 12 bridges, some with only 1 lane. . , 

I 
The flood destroyed some sections of the ioad, damaged others, 
and all the bridges were either washed out or badly damaged, 

Eaily in the 1963s, the State Department of Highways 
included State 
“Trunk” 

Route 16 as part of Its Federal Aid Secondary 
System, designed to connect this road with other 

State routes leading into Beckley, West Virginia. Following 
the flood, the Governor declared the valley a disaster acea, 
noting t:‘at the severity an&-size of the catastrophe warranted 
help from the Federal Government. The State told the Federal 
rIighway Administration that it would request 100 percent 
emergency relief funds to rebuild the highway. On March 3, _- 
1972, the Federal Highway Administrator told the Governor 
that the Federal Highway Administration agreed with the emer- 
gency proclamation and that it would fund the entire project. 

. 
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On Nay 8, 1972, the State submitted a three-stage program 
for repairing the road. Emergency repairs, to be made b:/ the 
Corps of Enyineers, included removing debris and restoring the 
roadway to minimum passable conditions and intermediate repairs 
to replace the washed-out roadway an? bridges, providing a 
road suitable for use by the general pub,ic. The permanent 
repairs would provide a highway with two 12-foot lanes and 
8-foot shoulders meeting the minimum secondary standards es- 
tablished by the American Association of State Highway Offices. 
The roadbed would be elevated to make it safe from flooding 
and compatible with land use plans concerning housing clusters, 
and the right-of-way would be straightened where possible. 
The State estimated that emergency and intermediate repairs 
would cost about $1.7 million and permanent repairs about 
$11.5 million. 

The Federal Highway Administration approved the State 
program on May 31, 1972, for emergency and-intermediate repairs. 
Houeve 5, of the amount requested for permanent repairs, only 
$267,000 was approved for preliminary engineering studies. 
The State was instructed to submit separate plans showinq the 
estimated cost of construction and right-of-way acquisition 
for pn:manent reconstruction, after ib held public hearings, 
prepared an environmental impact statement, and determined 
the number of individuals that would be displaced by the. 
highway. _- 

. . 
The State’s original plan for permanent work called for 

a 12-mile highway divided into two rights-of-way and construc- 
tion sections: section I from Man to Amherstdale and section 
II from Amherstdale to Pardee (see app. 11). The length of 
construction for section I was shortened because of protests 
from local residents in the area f’rom Man to Crown at a public 
meeting. The design change reduced the number of residential 
relocations by about SO percent (from 81.to 42), modified 
section I to extend from Crown to Amherstdale, and called for 
res,; facing the road from Man to Crown. 

Target dates were not established for all highway work. 
As saon as plans could be drawn, a contract was to be awarded 

‘. and a completion date set. 
-. ~ 

c - _- 
I 

:’ _ Water.and’sewer.systems-plans 
l .  * . : Before the .d isaste-r , there was no comprehensive water 

The sewage disposal system 
! or sewer system in the valley. 

consisted of on-lot septic tanks, outdoor privies, and direct 
discharges into Buffalo Creek. ‘rlearly half of the valley 
residents received water from one of the five separate water 



system owned and operated ky the’cashion Water Works, Inc.; 
the rest received wbter from-privately owned wells or from 
small cooperatives. The pr imsry source for most of these 
systems wzs surface water collected in abandoned mines. 

f 
Because there were no adequate facilities, except the 

‘r emergency systems the Corps installed to se:‘ve the temporary 
mobile home sitbs, complete new systems were needed to permit 

‘. permanent resettlement. The Economic Development Administra- 
’ tion contracted;with Michael Baker, Jr., Inc.. consulting 

engineers, for a preliminary engineering report to include 
(1) determination of design criteria, (2) estimated construc- 
tion and operating costs, and (3) recommendations for water 
and sewer facilities. This Juiy 1972 report recommended 
comprehensive water and sewage facilities for the valley. 
The proposed water system would use well water sources from 
three separate. and d lstinct water systems.to ser;rice the 
three pl-anned communities. The sewer system would have its 
central sewage treatment facility in the Kistler area. - ,’ ‘1 

Because of its demonstrated expertise during the disaster 
and its genetal familiarity with the valley, the Governor of 
West Virginia asked the Corps of Engineers in June 1972 to 
coordinate the design and construction of water and sewer 
systems. The State and the Federal Regional Council agreed 
to fund the Corps’ work. .In August 1972 the Corps selected 
the architect-engineering firm of Howard, Needles, Tanmen, 
and Bergendoff to provide basic engineering services, and 
preliminary studies were made. 

These’studies anticipated incorporating the emergency 
water a?.d sewer systems previously installed by the Cor?s 
and called for separate water and sewer systems for each of 
the three proposed housing clusters. On the basis of these 
studies, the Corps estimated that the water system would 
cost about $2 million and that the sewer collection system 
and treatment plants would cost about $4.3 million. 

In October 1972 the engineering firm submitted the Waste 
Water Treatment Study for Buffalo Creek Valley and the Sewage 
Collection System Report. The Corps did not authorize a 

! . 
I- 

full engineering sttldy for the water system because all allo- 
cated Federal funds had been obligated and the newly formed 

* i 
I 

Buffalo Creek Public Service District was to assume respon- 
sibility for the water and sewer projects. The district 

I assumed this responsibility in January 1973 and employed 
the same engineering firm to complete the engineering master 
plan begun under the Corps’ contract and to provide all 
engineering services during project construction. 

9 
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Ear’ly in 1973 the engineering firm modified its original 
plans because of the impracticality oLC the housing cluster 
concept. Following the general guidelines of the BufC;llo 
Creek VaLley .redeYelopment plan, the firm proposed a rcgionsl 
sewer sys ten, running the entire length of the valley and 
including the town of Man “as a customer” of the district,. 
The wastewater treatment plant would be located below Miln on 
the Guyandot River and operat e at or above a secondary trsat- 
ment level. 

There are two basic stages in the treatment of wastes, 
the primary and secondary stage. In the primary treatment 
stage solids are allowed to settle and are removed from the 
water. The secondary stage uses biological processes to 
purify the wastewater further. The secondary stage removes 
up to 90 percent of the organic matte: by making use of the 
bacteria in it. Disinfection by chlorinqtion is customarily 
the final stage of secondary treatment. 

The engineering firm estimated the gravity flow, regional 
collection system would cost about $4.6 million and the treat- 
ment plant about $1.2 million, for a total sewer pr6jcct cost 
of about $5.8 million. 

Man was included in the proposed sewer system because EPA 
would authorize only one secondary treatment plant in this 
area. Man’s bewer system operated at a primary treatment 
level, which EPA contended was inadequate because the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act amendments of 1972, 33 U.S,C, 
1311.(b) (I) (8) (Supp. V 1975) required secondary treakment 
for all municipal-type discharges by July 1, 5977. At the 
request of town officials, the revised Water Supply System 
Report, submitted in June 1473, also included Man in the 
regional water system. 

The pioposed water system anticipated developing an 
adequate well field, which would parallel the temporary water 
lines laid earlier by the Corps, to supply the entire valley. 
A single treatment plant was to be constructed with acrntfon, 
filtration, and chlorination facilities necessary to met the 

-. State Board of Health requirements for potable ;ntrUic water 
supplies. -The engineering firm estimated the-co& of the new’ 
water transmission and ‘distribution systems at $2.3 million, 
the watet treatment plant at $643,500, and the wells at T $SC,OOO, for a total water project cost of about $3 million. - 



CHAPTER 3 

HOUSIPIC REDEVELOPMENT 

Because no temporary housing was available in the Buffalo 
* Creek Valley, the State, the Corps of Engineers, and the 

Cepartment of Housing and Urban Development, through a ooor-’ 
dinated effort, established 13 trailer parks and provided 
mobiles homes for over 600 families. By February 1976 only 
37 1/ families remained in temporary housing at the Green 
Valley Trailer Park (9 Of tbese families were victims of 
other disasters). This park was later purchased and turned 
over to the St dL.2, thus providing permanent housing to the 

: 1 - victims- remaining in temporary housing. 
_i . ~ . -- :_’ . . . ‘* . ,,+! -*; . . ._. - “1. a -_ * -‘-- 
; .-A .. . 2,;. t i‘.,>. _: . -_ ‘Although a need fdr federally subsid-ized low-income 

_* _. ; t I- --’ , _- _ -.; : -;~ housing was identified as early a& February 1973, construction 
--.__) :- ‘-.of a go-unit project did tiot begin until January 1976, almost -. ,:- . - ..- ..~ ; 

: 
‘. .I .-- ,- 3 years later. . Delays .pccurted because of problems in - -i . . -.: ; . -_ ‘. ? . : -. -- 

. i-developing’ a suitable project , -’ 
_- 1 .__ --locating a suitable site, aild 

. . ,’ _-  
-, -’ -=‘:’ .- 

--finding i qualified sponsoi aid construction contractor. 
t. 
1. 
: .__ 
! _... The Builders EmLicjincyT HZsTng Corporation--a nonprofit- - 
1. - corporation--was organized to encourage home development and 

.I provide housing assistance throughout the valley. Through 

., :I 
its efforts approximately 100 homes were built in the valley 
by private developers. _’ 

I : .’ 
Although it has taken over 4 years to locate permanent 

housing for everyone dislocated by the disaster, the conversion 
of the Green Valley Trailer Park, the efforts of the Builders 
Emergency Housing Corporation, and the anticipated coapletfon 
of the go-unit housing project in December 1976 should solve 

. . the problem of providing permanent housing to :hose dislocated, 

.- . F .- 
,_- i. - 

GREEN. VALLEY TRAILER. PARK 
. (. .- . 

' .; .;.-..:, .‘.:-' . 
_ __. .>- .-. 

'_.. 
.q ....c - . -Shortly ‘af’ter ‘the di.saster on March 1, 197i, the State 

. -; acquired a 2-year..lease with an option for a third year on 
-, .I : 

.,-7 
i 

- the Green Valley Trailer Park. . . . - The .23-acre park was 1 of 13 
-- I- -. . . y mobile home parks KUD established, -* -.-. ‘:’ The third-year option was .- ., .~ - __ . _ I. : . _ . . . _ 

. i . :. i ‘. -_ - s -. _ _‘- - i ‘-_. .-- .I : _ .-. . . ;. ‘1 : -._ .;:-’ ; _ .L.-.‘-:‘. . : -. : _ 1 __ .:. . - _ 
. -. ‘: . . ‘_ ; .; -ye..” . ,. : L-r : :_ :,- ~ . . . . ~ :.: .-.._ . . :-.‘:--. I/ .Fou;- othe‘r ‘familie&.from the -Buffalo Creek Valley disaster - -_ . . . 

. 7,. - ., . -.Tesided in temporary housing at two other mobile-home sites, 
i -. - ..-. ., . . - .- -:._.-_ -1 . . . . - -.f --. : .- 
_I _ I- _ : _- -: ,<- 
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exercised , and the State negotiated a fourth year on the - 
lease which expired on February 29, 1976. 

As of February 11, 1976, 85 families were living in 
mobile homes in the park. Of these families, 37 were renting 
HJD trailers while attempting to locate permanent housing and 

_ the remaining 48 familie s were permanently housed in HUD 
‘I trailers which they had purchased as their permanent homes. 

I 
According to\ a February 1976 HUD survey of the 37 

families renting hUD trailers at the park, 18 were low-income 
families with annual incomes between $1,488 and $3,373 from 
welfare, black lung, or unemployment benefits and 2 families 
were supported by relatives. These 20 families did not h3ve 
sufficient income to purchase a lot and mobile home or some 
other. form of permanent housing. _ _~ . ..- . . ‘7 

-y.- .  

.  .  
i .  .  

-  .  - - I . .  .  - -  .  .  .  .  -  .  ,  .  _- . . r ,  
.  -_- I  ‘I--‘ -  .- -_ 

_ . ,  . . :  ; ,  “ - - ; I  

WT. _ . ; . . - . ;. -.-‘Cb;rie&potidebce between the State and the’ landowners’ I -_ - -- ~. _ -I - attorneys‘showed that the State requested the fourth year 
-. lease to pri?.vide adequate time for the residents to move frL.lrt 

the park. In September 1975 the attorneys requested the State 
to notify people occupying the mobile homes that they would 
have to vacate the park on or before February 29, 1976. As 
the termination date approached, the landowners continued to 
tell the State that residents would have to vacate because 

/ I 
1 _* 

their were unwilling to extend the lease beyond February 29, 
1976. -: .- . - 

The temporary housing issue for the 37 families was solved : 
in part when the Pittston Company, owner of the dam which 
collapsed and caused the disaster , purchased the Green Valley 
Trailer Park on February 28, 1976, for a reported $500,000. 
They gave the park to the State which intends to sell the land 
to the park residents. : -. 

The West Virginia Housing Development Fund, acting as 
agent for the State, met with park residents on March 18, - 
1976, to derzrmine the manner in which the property would be 
transferred to the residents. The record of the meeting showed 1 ; 
that it was agreed the fund would repair streets and the bridge 
and sewage ttea tment system , survey the site and divide it 

t 

into lots, and establish an escrow account. to maintain the 
I 

sewage treatment plant. Costs. incurred oy the fun6 would be -. 
prorated to the lots and would become the lot sales price. :_ i .; 
The fund expects to offer two lot sizes--S,000 and 7,000 , 
square feet. The estimated selling prices of the lots is 1 _ 
$750 and $1,050, respectively. *. . . < _ - _: Resid2ni.s .were’&xpected to pay a fee of $30 a month, per 
lot, while the repalr work was being completed.. This money 
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Gould be used to help pay for some of the i.mFrovesents and t@ 
provide a working fund for the local homeowners association. 

In April 1976 UUD offered to sell the 37 farlille; stiii 
in temporary housing thri trailers they were using for the 
equivalent of 1 year’s rent. Rents were based on the families’ 
ability to pay, and the rents established ranged from $1.00 to 
$66.45 a month. The West Virginia Department of Wlfare 
agreed to provide up to $500 for a welfare family to purchase 
a lot and trailer. 

:! iiUD official tald UL that by May 17, 1976, all these 
families had purchase,1 .q r.,obile home from HUD and a lot from 
the Wst Virginia Housing Development Fund. 

DELAYS IN DEVELOPING HUD .- 
RENT-SUdSIDY HOUSING PROJECT _._ -_ .-~ 1 -.-‘: . -- _ _ 

-_ _. - ‘S. 
A need for federally subsidized -low-income hovsing was 

identified ir; the February 1973 Buffalo Creek Val?ey redevel- 
opment plan which estimated that at least 230 valley families 
would qualify for such assistance. However, construction of 
a go-unit rent subsidy housing project ur,der section 221(d)(3) 
of the Housing Act of 1961, Public Law 87-70, as amended 
12 U.S.C. 1715,1(d)(3) (Supp. V 1975), did not begir until 
January 1976, almost 3 years later, and is scheduled for com- 
pletion in December i976. Project construction was plagued 
by the following problems: 

1. Developing a project acceptable to Buffalo Creek 
Valley residents. 

i. : -’ Locating a suitable construction site. 

3. Obtaihing both d qualified sponsor and construction 
contractor. 

HUD’S section 221(d)(3) housing program provides rent 
subsidies’ foe qualified low-income persons. HUD officials. 
said that a disaster project such as the one in the valley is 
given funding priority. 
221(d) (3) project are: 

The procedures for developing a HUD 
:- ’ . 1 -. _ ... . 

--A sponsor interested in developing a specific project 
applies to HUD. _ . 

--HUD studies marketability and feasibility of the 
project and if the project is acceptable, HUD issues 
a letter directing the sponsor to develop project 
plans. _ .- . ’ _ -. . -_ ._ : 

I. 
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--The sponsor develops detailed plans with cost 
estimates and suggests a contractor to build the 
project. 

--HUD reviews the plans to make sure the pro;ect will 
p:ovide safe and sanitary housing. If so, HUD 
issues the sponsor a firm commitment to insure the 
mortgage and “,o provide rent subsidies. 

I  --The sponsor prepares an up-to-date project cost 
estimate and furnishes financial data on itself 
and the construction firm that will bn!ld it. 

--HUD reviews the cost estimates and financial data 
-and if these data meet HUD requirements, HUD pro- 

_ ceeds with initial closing and authorizes construc- 
_ tion to .begin. _ 

- 
--HUD monffcrs construction and reviews project costs 

to establish monthly rents and corresponding sub- 
sidies, as well as the mortgage to be insured. 

~ ihen HUD accepts the project, a ‘final closing is held and 
tht project is ready for.-.occupancy. 

. According to HUD reccrds; the West Virginia Housing 
Development Fund worked with three sponsors before it found 
one capable of developing the project. The following schedule 
shtiws the three sponsors’ efforts to develop the project. 

Processing steps Date action-L&en with sporsor 
A 13. c 

Application from sponsor 12-17-73 3-18-74 (a) 
.. Feasibility letter from HUD (bl 4-24-74 (a) j 

Application for firm commit- 
ment from sponsor 8- 8-74 i 

. - Firm commitment from HUD - ll- 5-74 
-6-‘9-75 . I 
9-25-75 

Initial closinc--construction 
. authorized 

_: ; _ . -Construction 
_ ._:. : Construction : ._ : -_ ;. .- 

.-- s./ Sponsor d 
phase was 

b/ Sponsor A 
F/ Sponsor B 
$! Scheduled 

_. - 

e ; 
begun :-- . . 

(cl 12-16-75 
- I l-14-76 i 

‘completed-----.‘- y -,,_.,,_ A (d) .I.!- . : .: -- 
assumed project as planned and the feasibility 

,:. . . . 
bypassed. 
withdrew on March 13, 1974. 
withdrew on June 9,. 1975. 
completion is December .I?, -1976. . 

.’ 
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In December 1973 the fl;nd received a prczosal t:J build 
a three-story walki;? hocsing FrOjeCt dcsigr.c-2 tc take advan- 
tage OE tr,c 1 itxlted land avaifabie. On Janva:?; 3, 1474, 
HUD told the sponsor that its plan was unacceptable and 
suqgested a one- and two-story building designed to better 

.surt the anticipated market for elderly retirees requiring 
rent supplement assistance. 

17 . In February 191 3 the fund outlined a 90-unit project of 
55 one-bedroom, 25 two-bedroom, and 10 three-bedroom apart- 
ments and tiegan soliciting a sponsor to develop the project. 
A second sponsor applied to HUD for a feasibility determina- 
tion on March Ia, 1974. 

HUD reviewed this application and issued a feasibility 
-- 1ettr.r on April 24, 1974, directinq the sponsor to submit ;- 
‘_ detarled plans by ?uly 23, 1974. A 15-day cxtension was 

granted becZ+se the sponsor had difficulties in finding a 
suitable bui-+ing site. 

On August 8, 1974, the sponsor gave HUD its uetailed 
plans and requested HUD’s commitment to insure the project 
and provide rental subisidies. 

. ,- 
On September 26, 1974, HUD advised the fund that four 

items were-needed from the-sponsor, lncludinu a revised site 
plan to correct a right-of-way between the highway and the 
project, a hiqhway entry permit for each of the three sites, 
cost breakdown data, and a ‘current financial statement from 

., the sponsor. HUD received this data and issued a firm com- 
mitment on November 5, 1974, to insure the mortgage and fund 
the rent subsidies. HUD allowed the sponsor an additions1 
90 days, or until February 5, 1975, to finalize its plan for 
carrying out construction of the proposed project. 

On January 30, ‘1975,‘.the fund requested additional time 
for the sponsor to obtain clear title to one of the three 
proposed. construction sites. The sponsor obtained clear 
title to the construction site .on April 15, 1975. 

During’fthe title clearance delay, the proposed building 
_ contractor encountered financial difficulties and withdrew -. .. 

-._: _,-___ from the project. On June 9, 1975, the ‘fund terminated the 
second sponsor as a project developer because it had been 
unable to locate an acceptable builder, and on June 9, 1975, . 
the fund proposed a third sponsor for the project. After 
reviewing this sponsor’s proposed plan, HUD issued a firm 
commitment. on September 25, 1975, to insure and Trovide 
rental subsidies for the -project. 

.- 
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The third sponsor proposed four building contractcrs 
be txeen June 5 and November 25, 1375, before HUD accepted one 
as having the experience and financial capabilities necessary 
for building the project. 

On Gecember 16, 1975, the third sponsor received 
authorization from HUD and the fund to start construction. 
weirther delayed the start of construction until January 14, 
1976. The project is scheduled for completion in December 
1976. 

.a 
- Project occupancy 

The sponsor anticipates accepting applications fl>r 
occupancy of the units late in 1976. 

tinder HUD piOcedur&s, di.saster victims or- those families 
displecea by Federal Government actions will be given first 
priority for initial occupancy. To qualify for rent subsi- 
dies, the occupants must meet the HrJD November ir75 family 
income guide1 ines :nown below: 

Number of persons Max imum adjusted 
in- f3mi ly annual. income 

1 $4,000 
2 4,400 
3 4,800 
4 5,200 
5 5,500 
5 5,800 
'I 
8 

6,100 
6,400 

9. 6,600 
10 6,800 

Under HUG guidelines, adjusted annual income is the total 
family income, less income from minors and a $300 deduction 
for each minor dependent. In addition, eligible tenants may 
not have assets over $2,000, except those over age 62 who may 
have assets of up to $5,000. 

t 
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Size 

One Scdroon 
Two bedroom 
T!lree bedroom 

Estimated :4 a x 1 mu x 
monthly HLlO rent 
rent subs ids 

$270.64 $189.59 
297.93 208.55 
350.53 245.45 

Y : n i c c ,m c c! n t . 
for eligible 
occ393n t’: 

$ 81.25 
89.38 

105.20 

Estimated monthly rent is based on the nearly $2 million 
cost estimate to build the project, interest ekpensc on 510 
percent of the estimated cost, a 6:przent rate-of-return on 
the sponsor ’ s capital investment, and EI sinkinc; fund to 
maintain the project. 

Eligible rent subsidy tenants must pay at least 25 percent 
of their Inco,me toward rent. For example, a family 0E three 
in a two- bedroom unit with an adjusted income of $400 a month 
will pay $100 a morlth. A similar family with an adjusted income 
of only $200 a month would pay the 589.38 minimun rent. 

An October’ 5. 
_- 

i373, fund housi,?s market analvsis states 
that the residents of Buffalo Creek iraditionally-have spent 
only about 10 percent of their income for housing. 

HUD officials told us the}- were aware of the low amount 
that residents had paid for housin?; however, they said that 
because of the severe hollsing shortage in the area, rental 
charges should not pose a problem in renting the units. 

B3rLDcRs EMERGENCY HOus~bx CORPORATION 
INVOLVEMENT WITH HOUS I NG 

On June 16, 1972, the Go-vernor of West Virginia requested 
-the West Virginia Home Builder.5 Assdciation to assist in pro- 
viding housing in the valley. On October 3, 1372, the Builders 
Emergency Housing Corporation was organized as a nonprofit. 
corporation to provide such hcusing assistance. West Virginia 
and the corporation agreed to build a model-home project to 
illustrate the type of homes that contractors could build. 
The corporation was to man.=ge a housing subdivision developed 
for families displaced by the highway project. Such ilousing 
(referred to as last resow t housing) may be pco*r+dcd by a 
Federal agency under 42 U.S.C. 4626 (19701 when highway con- 
struction car&not proceed because comparable replaceTent sale 
or rental housing is unavailable. 

. 
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On October 12, 1972, the State and the Builders Emergency 
Housing Corporation entered into an agrtzement whereby the 
State provided a $114,000 grant to develop a rioglel-hsxe site 

3 orovide technical assistance to people bu:rj ng new homes. 
inprivate charity also donated S25,SCQ to thiz prcject. 

The Corporation purchased and developed a site at _ 
Robinette, an area in the valley on which 4 h$xne builders 
built 14 model honss. Through t!-~.> corporation the builders 
later sola the model homes for $23,600 to $22,?00 each. 

A corporation official estimated tLat about 100 additional 
homes were built in the valley by tkse 4 builders. He said 
that nearly all the homes were fin&nced through commercial 
sources with downpayment funds coxing from coal cornpan;’ damage 
settlements and Small Business Administration disaster Loans. 
Also we noted that the Farmers Eome Administration loaned 
money to five families wh-q built: homes in the valley. 

Corporation officials told UC that no Federal funds were 
used in the model;home project deveiosment. AlSO, they said 
that the State funds came from a specially established discster 
relief fund. 

.- 
On September 5,‘1974, the West Virginia Department of 

Highways entered into an agreement with the corporation to 
(1) coordinate planning and developing a last resort housing 
project for persons relocated because of the new highway, 
(2) provide housing plans, (3) serve as central contact between 
relocated persons and the Department of Highways, (4) identify 
sources of mortgage funds, and (5) monitor home construction 
quality. The corporation wzs to receive $2,755 a month from 
the State for such services. 

At the time of our review, persons relocated because of 
the highway right-of-way had built only three homes on the 
last resort housing site. The West Virginia Department of 
Hignways advised us that at some future date it will auction 
the remaining 48 building lots to the general public since 
persons relocated because of the highway had expressed no 
further interest in these building sites, 
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After the disaster t the Federal fii?hway Administration 
approved a three-stage program for replacing State Route 16: 

1. Emergency repairs Sy the Corps--this included removing 
debris and restoring the roadway to a minimum passable 
condition. 

2. Intermediate repairs-- to replace washed-out bridges 
and roadway providing a road suitable for public cse. 

3. Permanent repairs--providing a highway meeting the 
minimum secondary standards established by the 
American Association af State iiighway Offices. 

The final section.of State Route 18 is currently scheduled 
for completion in November 1977, at a total cost of $23.3 
mill ion-- construction cost, $16.9 million; right-of-way and 
relocation COSTS $5.8 million: and engineering cast, $0.7 mil- 
lion. On May 8, 1372, the State estimated the original con- 
struction cost at $13.2 million. The original cost estimate 
was exceeded because of increases in construction costs, 
additional right-of-way land, and greater relocation assistance 
requirements than originally estimated. 

Highway construction, originally estimated to begin in 
August 1972, was delayed until April 1974, because of several 
problems. There were problems in acquiring rights-of-way 
because suitable relocation housing was not available in the 
valley to allow the project to proceed LU the acquisition and 
construction phase. In addition, Ft;lecal Highway Administra- 
tion approval of location and design plans was delayed because 
the environmental impact statement on permanent reconstruction 
was not completed until mid-1973. 

The following tebl’e shows the dates that construction 
of each highway section was star ted and completed. 

Permanent 
reconstruction 

Construction Time f ranle 
Started Comole ted Imonths) 

Section I Oct. 75 .gsJov. 77 25 
-Section II Apr. 73 NOV. 75 18 
Resurfacing June 75 Sept. 75 3 

c?/ Estimated. 

19 
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The State bought a lC.38-nil+ sLri2 of iand do&r: the 
length of the valley to widen and 
r igh t-of- 

straighten the exlscing 
way and elevate the roadbed. Pelocat ion assistance. 

was provided to 753 households and 24 husinesses displaced 
by the new highway. 

Our review of the procedures followed by the State for 
*/SO homeowners and ? tenants provided relocation assist;lncc 

under the Uniform Relocations Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 42 U.S.C. 4601 et. sea. 
(1970) --hereafter referred to as the “Uniform Relocation 
Act"-- disclosed that the relocated families received pay- 
ments which compensated them for at least the same quality 
house they had before relocation. Families who lived in 
substandard housing before relocation received sufficient 
money to replace the former house with a decent, safe, and 
sanitary one. However, we noted instances in which State 
criteria were inconsistently applied in comwting benefits 
to 17 homeowners. i Of the 377 relocated families and busi- 
nesses, 23 have not yet claimed relocation benefits but the 
State has conkacted all but 1 of the families and told them 
they were eligible for benefits. The reasons these in<i- 
viduals have not filed a claim are discussed on pages 23 
and 24. 

The West Virginia State Department of Highways purchased 
the right-of-way for tlis new highway with Federal funds. In 
the process, it acquired title to 26 tracts of land adjacent 
to the highway, parts of which may not be needed for highway 
construction. Since-level land is scarce, some of these 
tracts cof:ld tie combined and used by valley residents as 
homesites or commercial lots. The State is presently consid- 
ering the best way to dispose of this l-and. 

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE AND PAYMENT PROCEDURES 

The State follc$wed the rjniform Relocation Act which 
established a uniform policy for fair and equitable treatment 
of persons displaced by federally assisted programs. In 
general, the act authorized payments to relocated persons for 

--moving expenses, 

--rental payme’nts (not to exceed $4 ,.OOO over a 4-year 
period) , 

--downpayment (not to exceed $4,000) on a home for 
. renters, and 

--replacement housing payment (not to exceed $15,000). 
. . . 

- 
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If comparable, decent, safe, azd sanitary houslnq is not 
ava ilaSle I the last resort housinrl prcvi.;ion sE the act removes 
the above dollar limitations. Pccause of t.>e shor Lage of such 
housing in Buffalo Creek Valley, the above dc)llac limitations 
were not applicable in computing payments for relocated Euffalo 
Creek Valley residents. 

- 

Federal guidelines define a comparable rep1 acement 
dwelling as functionally equivalent and substantially the Game 
as the relocated person’s former dwelling in n:lmber of rooms, 
living space, and type of construction. Such housing is nor- 
mally determined for each family by computing the average 
price of three comparable houses in the community. Because 
many of the houses that would qualify as comparable in Buffalo 
Creek Valley were destroyed in the disaster or were occupied 
and therefore unavailable, the Federal tiighway Administration 
and the West Virginia State Department of highways had to 
establish an equitable way of determining -replacement costs. 
Accordingly, they obtained construction plans which met mini- 
mum housing standaras from the Farmers ffome Administration. 
Using these plans and conBtrLction cost estimates from two 
local builders, the State developed data on estimated cost 
per square foot to build three different types of houses, 

Replacement Housing Payment Schedule 

Total Cost per 
Model rooms Bedrooms Square feet square foot 

I 
I 4 2 

5 .-..3 
’ 864 $17.50 

5 I 11 960 16.50 
f 1 III 6 ,4 1,144 15.25 

The relocation appraiser-- in accordance with federally 
approved State guidelines --applied these figures to either the 
size of the old home or a home which met the minimum require- 

. ments for family size, whichever was larger. 

. . 

d ; .- 

1 

. : 

For administrative convenience, the Federal Highway 
Administration and the State established an additional cri- 
terion which would help them match relocation claims with oile 
of the three model homes. . ._ 

--If the former house was within 50 square feet (plus 
or minus) when compared to the square feet of one of 
the three modeis, the relocated person would be paid 
an amount equivalent to the estimated cost of the 
corresponding type of model house. 

t . 
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For example, all replacement housing psymehts for 
two-bedroom houses from 314 to 914 square feet were to be 
based on the type I house. The relocation pilynent would 
then be computed by multiplying Eljd square feet by $17.50. 

The State Righway Department established an additional 
criterion to help them match relocation claims with one of 
the three model homes. If the former house was a two-story 
building, cost of the second floor space was to be computed 
at 55 percent of the cost per square foot of the first floor. 

Additional payments were also allowed for the following - 
extras if they weie included in the relocated person’s former 
house: $5,000 for land and site improvements, $700 for a 
carport, $1,000 for a one-cdr garage, or $1,500 for a two-car 
garage, $1,000 for central air conditioning, $jOC for a half 
bath, and $2, 000 for an unf.inished basement, 

Criteria,inconsistently-applied 

Construction of new State Route 16 displaced 353 families 
and 24 businesces. To determine if relocation assistance 
psyments were computed uniformly and consistently, we selQcted 
and reviewed the relocation settlement cases of 50 homeowners 
and 8 tenants. In all the cases reviewed, relocated families 
recetved payments which compensated them for at least the 
same quality of house they occupied before they were relocated. 
Those families who lived in substandard housing before telo- 
cation were given the money to replace the former home with 
a decent, safe, and sanitary house. Eight tenants were paid 
moving expenses and seven received a downFay?ent on a new 
home. One tenant received only a moving payment because he 
bought property that was ineligible for a replacement housing 
payment. 

In 17 of the 50 homeowner cases, the <riterid for computing 
replacement housing payments were not app7 ied corlsistent with 
the remainder of the cases reviewed. The inconsistencies de- . 
veloped because the relocation appraiser:. exercised allowable 
discretion in applying established criteria. Moreover, the 
State’s review procedures did not detect the inconsistency 
in the appraisers’ judgements. Consequently, some relocated 
persons were paid more than others with comparable needs, 
for example, replacement housing payments for 4 of the 17 
cases were computed using fewer rooms than actually e.--.isted 
in the refocatees’ old houses. This resulted in a smaller 
payment than the criteria provided for. 
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One of the four families lived in a six-room, 
1,032-square-foot house. in computing their replacement 
housing costs, the St..:.e used the cost figures of their 
five-room model II house--$16.50 per square foot multiplied 
by the size of the old house for a total of $17,028. The 
State’s criteria, however, provided that for a six-room 
house, thz model III house costs should have been used-- 
515.25 multiplied by 1,144 square feet. Had the criteria 
been properly applied, the relocated person would have 
received an addiiional $418. 

Tn three other cases, the State did not follow its 
criteria of computing replacement housing‘costs on the exact 
size of one of its three model houses because the relocated 
person’s house was within 50 square feet (plus or minus) of 
one of the model houses. 

FGK example, one family had a four-room, 888-square-foot 
house. The State computed replacement costs as follows: 
$17.50 x 888 square feet = $15,540. Because this house was 
within 50 s’guare feet of the first model house--864 square 
fee t-- the correct computation should have been $17.50 x 864 
square feet = $15,120. This relocatee received $420 more 
than he should have had the State applied their criteria 
consistently. -It followed this criteria for five of the 
cases we reviewed. 

The additionsi criteria was established by the State for 
administrative convenience. This rule, as applied, did not 
really make it any more convenient, since’ it is just as eas> 
to multiply the cost per square foot times the relocatee’s 
actual house size versus the model house sizes. BY applying 
their criteria inconsistently, some relocatees benefited more 
than others with comparable needs. 

Pending relocation a sistance payments 

As of June 7, J 976, 23 of the 353 families bad not received 
either moving and/oc replacement housing payments. A State 
highway official said one telocatee had not been contacted 
and informed of his eligibility because they had been cn?ble 
to. locate him. _ 

The remaining families had not received relocation payments 
because : 

--Some did not want to participate. 

--Some are about to obtain housing and will receive 
bene f its when they do. 
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--Legal questions have prevented SOitiC from ctis?if:;ing . 
but when these cases are settied they will be 
entitled to payments. 

--Some have not acquired dwellings meeting minimum 
housing standards. 

The foilcwing chart shows the benefits not paid: 

Benefit not paid Owners Tenants Total 

Moving and replacement - 
hous ing payment 9 2 11 

Replacement h0usin.g 
payment 

Moving 

Total 

9 2 11 

f ‘0 1 

19 4 23 
9 = 

State sfficials told us they plan to contact these 
individuals in the near future to determine if the person wants 
and is qualified for the payments. We were also informed that 
the Fcdcril Highway Administration will monitor this situation 
to insure the individuals are fairly treated. The final eli- 
gibility date for replacement housing payments is December 31, 
1976. We believe the State acted responsibly in informing 
relocatees of their benefits and how to receive them. 

EXCESS RIGHT-OF-WAY LAND 

We identified 26 tracts’of land acquired by the West 
Vir inia Department of Highways in Btiffalo Creek Valley which 
may no longer be required for highway construction. Some of 
these tracts are portions of lots which the State purchased 
to avoid leaving the owner with an uneconomical remnant. 
Other tracts are part of the old State Route 16 right-of-way 
w?tich are now no longer needed because of highway moderniza- 
tion. Since level land is scarce in the valley, many of 
these tracts could be combined and used as Lomesitcs or 

-. 
+ commercial lots. _ 

1 A State official accompanied us on an inspection of the 

-: new highway from Crown to Pardee and reviewed right-of-way 
e plans with us. We identified the following tracts at the 

.i locations listed as those not netded for highway construction. 
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: 

Vallev location 

Section II: 
Robinette 
La trobe 
Cr i tes 
Stone 
Lundale 
Lot ado 
Par dec 

Number of 
land tracts 

6 
1 

i 
2 

t 

Se'ction I: 
5r ael’lolm 
Amherstdale 
H: ‘1 “y w-- 

3 
1 

3 

Total 26 . _ 

The size of the individual tracts was not readily available. 
A State representative told us that most of these trscts 
would have to be surveye.d before being disposed of. 

State and Federal Highway Administration officials told us 
State representatives accompanied by a Federal Highway Admin- 
istration representative would review the areas we identified 
I:, sr.ction II (Amherstdale to Pardee) to determine if the 
land was excess but would not review section I (Crown to 
Amherstdale) until construction was completed. However, three 
Qf the areas in this section have already been declared excess. 

The review will determine if there are any future needs 
for the land, such as drainage ditches or maintenance and 
storage areas. Recommendations from the review will be pre- 
sented to the State Commissioner of Highways, who is respon- 
sible for declaring land excess. For the tracts that are 

c 
! 

declared excess, he can recommend. disposal through (1) abandon- 
ment, (2) sale at public.-auction, (3) lease or trade to any . 

I party, or .(4) transfer to another State agency. 
f 
j-- 
: 

Under abandonment, title for the excess land reverts to 

k 
’ the former owner at no charge. Since a number of these 

1 
tracts were.acquired from the owners as uneconomical remnants 
they may be too small for practical use. 

‘b. 

!  _- 

Excess land sold at public auction is surveyed, appraised, 

f 
and -sold to the highest bidder. Under this disposal method, 
the State can combine adjacent uneconomical remnants into “. 

E 

i .- - 
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largei, more valuable lots. Eecause of such improvements 2s 
the ned h lqhway and wdte r and sewer s:~stems , some c f the 
tracts may be sGld for ~r~ore than the State’s Gcquisiticn 

cost. Receipts from ,public sales would be returned to the 
U.S. Treasury. 

The Director of the Right-of-way Division stated that 
hi.intends to recomme&d disposal of excess land through public 
auction. 

I 

! 

L . 
! 
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WhT’ER AND SEXEE PRGJECTS 

To promote rapid, permanent cesettlemcnt of Buffalo Creek 
Valley, the Governor of :uest Virginia gave highest redcvelop- 
ment priority to constructing new water and sewer systems. . 
Initially, it was estimated the systems could be completed by 
the end of 197i at a cost of $6.2 million. As of November 
1976, the target date for completing construction of all 
.sys terns was January 1977, and the estimated cost was almost 
$13.5 million. 

‘ 

The original construction timetable and cost estimates 
were not met because they were based on overly optimistic 
planning estimates. The assumptions made during the phase I 
recovery work were that (1) the Corps of Engineers emergency 
renovation work could be fully used in the new systems and 
(2) the redevelopment would center around three new communi-. 
ties. Neither of these assumptions proved to be correct. 

I 

The January 1973 design and construction schedules for 
the Buffalo Creek Valley water and sewer projects were not 
met because (1) local leadership was not available to guide 
the redevelopment, (2) original plans had to be mcdified to 
reflect updated information, (3) construction cost estimates 
were inadequate and additional funding was not fully avail- 
able when needed, and (4) varicus project administration and 
coordination delays were not anticipated. 

STATUS OF WATER AEiD SEWER PROJECTS / 
! 

The new water system is currently scheduled for completion 
in January 1977. Valley residents still receive water from 
the- 
tf.e 
the 
and 

i 

same sour.ces and distribution systems as at the end of 
phase I recovery work. The district nox owns and operates 
Cnshion tv’ater Works and has improved maintenance practices 
added new r:quipment . 

1 As of November 1, 1976, public service district or’f.icials , 
. i 

; 

;/. . 

estimated that the new sewer system would also be in operation 
by January 1977. About one-half of the valley residents are 
still using the temporary sewage treatment plants placed in 
service by the district between February and April 1976. 

-1 .: 
Design delx 

-I At the time of the disaster, no local government existed 
t ; 

in Buffalo Creek Valley that could direct and coordinate the 
1 construction of water and sewer. systems. The Buffalo Creek 
t 
1 f 
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Public Service District was not created until July 1972 and 
had no full-time manager until January 1974. During this 
early critical period, the district did not have sufficient 
technical knowledge to deal with basic design questions, 
such as the type of size of system needed. This leadership 
role was assumed by the district’s engineering f irn and 
State and Federal agencies. 

Early design work was also frustrated because there was 
no existing or planned comprehensive water or sewer system 
for the valley. Plans and specifications were delayed until 
certain questions, such as rights-of.-way and location and 
extent of rock strata, were answered. 

The following schedule compares the January 1973 
estimated completion dates for plans and specifications with 
actual completion dates: .- 

Project Design Schedule 

tern Sys 

Water: 
Upper valley 

Distribution 
Transmission 

Lower valley 
Distribution 

w Transmission 
Treatment plant 

Sewer: 
Upper valley. 

Interceptor 
Collector 

Lower Valley 
Interceptor 
Collector 

Treatment plant 

Completion of 
plans and specifications 

FlGGZGd Actual 

4-15-73 
1 ines 11-13-73 
1 ines 6-26-73 

s-15-73 
1 ines 3-29-74 
lines 10-18-73 

s-15-73 3-27-74 

4-15-73 
5-22-73 
8- 3-73 - 

6- s-73 
. 8- 2-73 

8-10-73 ' 5-15-73 4-24-73 ._ 

I: 

i 
-- 

Most of the design delays occurred in planning the water 
system. A report on the water system, kcheduled for publica- 
tion in March 1973, was delayed until June 1973 so the State 
health department could include revised data on estimated 
consumption rates. . . . . 

_-;- . L . . 
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Plans for the x*rater tceatrnent @ltnt were delayed twice; 
first, because the district’s engineering firm could not find I. 
a contractor to drill test wells, and next to include a State 
health deoartment revision increasing the size of some of the 
FlZntS. These delays extended the completion date of other 
upper valley plans. The waterlines and sewerlines ‘crece to be 

-.,laid in the same riGh t-of-way acquired by the State for the . 
new highway. The lower valley plans were submitted late be- 
chuse location of Ihe highway right-of-way was changed. 

t 
Shortly after construction began, the upper and lower 

valley sewer collector lines and the lower valley water dis- 
tribution lines were modified so that additional services 
could be added. 

_ 

. 

Construction delay5 

The major prdblems preventing the disttict from completing 
the 3uffalo Sreek Valley water and sewer system on time oc- 
curred durinFthe project‘s construction phase. The following 
schedule compares the January 1973 estimated completion dates 
for the construction phase of the water and sewer systems 
with actual completion dates. 

Project Construction Schedule 
.- 

Systein ‘- 
Construction completion dates 
Estlmatect AC tuai 

^ ‘; 
Water: 

- Upper vall’ey 
Distribution lines 

lo- 1-73 

Transmission 1 ines 
Lower valley 3- l-74 

Distribution 1 ines 
Transmission lines 

Treatment plant - 12-10-73 
Total -water project : 3-l-74 

_’ .. Sewer:’ . _- ,’ ‘. 

; -- - Upper -valley -I .‘- . . ’ :. 12- 1-73 
_, -_ ‘- Interceptor 

Collector --- 
.._ :. -e 

.. 
Lower Valley ‘- :. : . f :- 2-2-j-74 

Interceptor :. 
Collector 

~-.:. ‘1 

Treatment plant .-’ . 2-10-74 
Total sewer project 2-20-74 

: 
.z./ Estimated as of November- 1, 1976. 
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a- 1-74 
7- 1-74 

a-10-75 
II- l-74 

a/ l-31-77 
z/ l-31-77 

. 

., 

r  ?- l-74 
-. : 7-10-75 

; .._ 
- ‘9- l-75 a 

_ .‘-. 8-10-75 
7-30-76 

-g 1-31-77 

- --_ --__. . . . - . _._.-, -_. 

. . 



I 
t;e reviewed r? ach water and sewer c<nstructi.cn contr a c ?. 

to determine ca~scc for t!l+ dela:rs. t? di-scr 1 !?t ion of :?act; 
contract is included in appendix III. Ciur an;ll.fr;i s ;;:Io:~c-d 
that the delays were caused by problems in the rollowing 
areas: funding, cocrdinstion, administrative, contractor, 
and other. 

Fund inq delays 

Funding was the main reason for delays in completing 
the water project, while coordination was the main reason for 
delays in completing the sewer system. 

In mid-1974, available grant funds for the water project 
totaled $3.9 million, with $2.65 million allocated for con- 
struction costs. These funding levels were inadequate for 
three reasons. First, the oriqinal grant requests were pre- 
liminary cost estimates based on feasibility studies prepared 
by the district’s engineering firm rather than on contract- 
by-contract line item estimates. Second, the feasibility 
studies incorrectly assumed that the 6-inch transmission line 
the Corps installed during the emergency recovery work would 
be incorporated into the new system. A maze costly B-inch 
line wa.c required for the entire valley because the Corps’ 
line (I) did not meet State health department requirements, 
(2) was not satisfactory for fire insurance ratings, and 
(3) did not meet the reqicnal system’s pressure and flow 
requirements. Lastly ,, original cost estimates did not anti- 
cipate the rapid increase in construction prices in late 
1973 and 1974. Bidders increased their prices to cover the 
unknown variables of inflation and delivery timer, and con- 
tract awards at higher than expected prices quickly exhausted 
available funds. _- 

When funding .became critical in June 1974, the district’s 
engineering firm recommeadeJ wl thholding award of one water 
contract until additional Funds here secured. -Eventually, the 
scope of this contract wa s m&if ied so that it could be 
awarded. However, funding for three other contracts was not 
available and the contracts vere not awarded until 1 year 
after their September 1974 Sid-opening date. 

_ . 
Funding was not a major delaying factor for the sewe; 

project because of the district’5 &ward procedures. Two con- 
tracts were delayed because matching flJnds for the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency grants had not been fully committed. 
Although on% contract was awarded, the official notice to 
proceed was delayed for 7 months pending availability of 

-State matching funds. 

i 
.-. 
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Fcur enrire sew:~ contracts and Fart of another were 
sxdrded and notice to prclceed was given to the contractors 
k.CfOCP apprdprFate flJnding i:as fully avallaole. If th.? award 
r,f these sewer contracts had been delayed until fuli funding 
become avai !abie , as was the case for the water project 
contracts, a comtined deiay oi !,260 days would have occurred. 

kdministratlve dela;rs 

The water and sewer projects did not receive the special 
handling by participating Federal agencies as had been anti- 
cipated. The Federal Regional Council indicated that it would 
be able to.speed up grant processing 3n? bypass or shorten 
established agency rules and regulations. However , once 
recovesy work was completed and t?e original grant commitments 
m3de, the redevelopment project w2.s given no special pricrity. 

Kith the exception of one water contract, the 
administrative delays represent the timelag between the date 
construction plans were sent to the approving authorities and 
the date the contractor was officially notified to proceed. . 

The January 1973 project schedules orovided for up to 
2 months for administrative processin? time. This turnaround 
time was not met for nearly half of the rroject’s contracts. 
In the case of one sewer contrac:, part of the delay occurred 
because the contractcr receiving the original award later 
wi thdcew. 

! 

One water contract which was intended as the pilot project 
to show "visual progress" in redeveloping the valley was sup- 
posed to begin in October 1972. hUD authorized the contractor 
to begin work that month-, but at that time there was no signed 
contract, no deed for the land, and no inspection ?rOCed?lreS 
for the construction woe k. Therefore, construction did not 
begin until April 1973. 

Coordination protlsms 

Lack of coordination between district and State Department 
- of Highways construction activities affected two sewer con- 

. .. tracts. Because final right-of-way plans tirre received late, 
.) 

. the contractor. for one of these contracts had to relocate 
110 linear feet of sewer interceptor and two manhole:j. Thr 
district also held up the construction-of the water trans- : . mission line called for under one water contract so that a 

‘- 
.: 

sewer in tercepto: could be la id at the same time the water1 ine 
was laid. - 

_ -:--, - .- 
_ . . __ ‘. 

. 

.- 
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Severad delays stemmed from 1 rzb sf coordination betveen 
the district and the town of Men. Two sower contracts were 
delayed because the district did not rPdCh early agreement 
with Man on sewage treatncnt. In both cases, town officials 
stopped construction by threatening to arrest the contractor's 
crew. The delay in one water contract was caused by an open 
question on whether certain Kistler properties, served by the 
Man Water Works, would be hooked up to the district's water 
system. 

Several contracts were delayed because necessary services 
to test the systems were not provided. The storage tank built 
under one water cortract could not be tested for oytir a year 
because a waterline to it had not been laid. The tank remained 
empty and the contract remained open. Two other sewer con- 
tracts were delayed because electricity had not been supplied 
to the temporary wastewater treatment plants installed under 
these contracts. Without electricity, the -plants could not be 
tested and the contracts could not be closed. 

Contractor delays 

We noted only three instances where contractors exceeded 
the established constr.Action period without reasonab-e justi- 
ficiation. In all cas:fs, liquidated damages of $50 a day were 
assessed by the District. 

Other delays 

This category includes such thinqs as late deliveries, 
material--shortages, weather delays, and strikes by the 
employees of some suppliers. The district's contractor for 
one water contract vas struck by locally hired, nonunion 
employees because the wage rates, although approved by the 
Department of Labor, were considered inappropriate for the 
type of construction in question. By the time the issue was 
resolved, this contract, which was critical to the entire 
project, had been delayed 106 days. 

-’ 
--me 

,Iri .the dist: ict's opinion, the January 1977 estimate for 
completion of the sewer and water systems is attainable. 
However, as of November 1, 1976, we noted that work on four 

. . : water and sewer contracts still in progress was running behind 
. schedule: Also, one sewer contract for the "regionalization 

interceptor" which will disconnect the temporary plants and 
. hook up the valley’s interceptor to the permanent wastewater 

treatment plant., was not awar-ded until July 1976. :. 
_- -. 

32 

t ’ < :- ----.- _ . 
. 

-- 
-2. 

. - 
I_- _- 

- -.-e -. .-- ---_-.-- - -_._ -_ _ : __._ _ _ _- _ 



. 

ETA guide1 ines for bui:ding wastewater treatment plants 
show that sewer project construction is falling within ex- 
pected time frames. EPA estimates that, followin:y preappli- 
cation activities such as hiring an engineering firm, a typi- 
cal project can take from 3 to 6 years to complete: the 
Buffalo Creek Valley project should be completed in aoout 
4 years. According to EPA estimates the project construction 
phase can take from 2 to 4 years: Buffalo Creek Valley con- 
struction should take a little over 3 years. 

ADEQUACY OF FUNDS 

Construction of the Buffalo Creek Valley water and sewer 
projects has been delayed by the -lack of funds at critical 
points: however, most of these problems appear to have been 
resolved since $2.8 million was added to the water project 
fund and $186,000 was added to the sewer project fund. 

The following table-shows the various agencies and the 
grant amounts each contributed for the water an3 sewer projects. 

. * ‘; 
Aqenc;[ Water Sewer 

Department of Housing and Urban 
Development $4,750,0130 $ - 

Economic Development Administration 1,430,ooo 

Environmental Pro tee tion Agency 4,915,720 

Appalachian Regional Commission 312,000 327,710 

State of West Virginia - 1,310,870 

Buffalo Creek Public Service 
District 208,000 

Total $6,700;000 zJ$6,554,300 

z/ Includes only eligible project costs. The State has com- 
mit-ted an additional $313,495 to cover any ineligible costs. 

. ._ 
In j&e 1974 the district realized that the initial 

$3.9-million'estimate was insufficient to complete the water 
project. BUD later approved a request for $2.8 million addi- 
tional funds in September 1975 which increased the funds 
available to $6.7 million. District officials believe that 
sufficient funds are now available to complete construction 
of the water project. We could not determine tne funding 

. 
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status for the total project because I information concerning 
the estimated closeout costs'for such items as engineering- 
services and legai and administrative expenses was net asTail- 
able at the district's office. Thus, it appears that sur‘- 
ficient funds are available to complete the water project. 
At the time of our review, the current estimated total con- 
struction cost of $4,968,429 was $321,571 less than construe- . 
t‘ion funds avallable,of $5;290,000. The project was about 
half completed Lt thd time of our analysis. 

I Our review of cost data as of Mrch 1, 1976, shows that 
sufficient funds have been allocated to complete the sewer 
project. Because certain estimated closeout costs were close 
to available grant funds, we asked the district's engineering 
firm to give us their estimate of closeout costs for the total 
project. They gave us the following information as of 
March 1, 1976. * 

-"p: rant A .- 
Ineligible 

' - *a * Grant B costs . Total 
T 

Construction ‘. $i,230,000- $4,272,963 $155,621 $5,658,584 

Engineering 242,000 690,081 SR,378 
. 

991,305 

Lesal and ascin- 
istrative 10,165 51,6bi Od,S46 110,772 

Total project ', 
ccsts 

i 
:,A83,r;il 4,994,705 282,945 6,760,661 

Available funds' 1,292,200 5,262,100 3i3,49: 6,867,795 

Excess or ' 
deficit (-) $ -190,811 $ 267,395 $ ?0,55~ s- 107,134 

Although the total project appea:s to be adegcately 
funded, there is a sizable deficit under grant A. To cover 
this deficit, the district regue::ted 2n increase for the grant 
in August 1975. On April 15, 1476, EPA agreed to commit 
$186,600 to help cover this cieflcit. There ace no planned. 
incrtases in either the Appala~nlan Regional Corrmission or the 
Stat; matching funds. The district believes unused Skate 
funds from the grant f3 excess will be sufficient tc match the * . 
EPA grant increase. Part of this flexibility stems from the 

: ‘ receipt of a bid fo; one sewer contrazt which was Bout 
$45,000 less than tSe oriqin61 engineering estimate. 

.I 

i 
._ 
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SEKERLIKE AXD W.ATEELTNE RET,OCATf OE! 

Pie irquired about the allecjed relocation of waterlines 
and sewerlines because of incorrect ?lacczent, and we licited 
our analysis to those lines which were to be incorporated 
into the new Buffalo Creek Public Service District systems. 
Lines laid earlier by the Corps of Engineers were not part 
of the redevelopment but an emergency measure to provide 
interim service. 

We noted only one instance in the contract files where 
district lines were relaid. In the early stages of construc- 
tion of one sewer contract, 210 linear feet of sewer intercep- 
tor pipe and two manholes wore relocated to accommodate 
right-of-way plans which were received late from the State 
Department of Highways. Total cost of this relocation was 
about $7,000. 

. 

We noted that much of the 6-inch wateh transmission line 
laid by the Corps of Enqineeers in the emergency relief phase 
before receiving final highway right-of-way plans was paral- 
leled by the district’s a-inch water transmission line. 
Although the Corps’ emergency facilities were originally in- 
tended to be integrated into the new systems, the district’s 
engineers later determined that 6-inch pipe would not meet 
the new system’s minimum pressure and flow requirements. In 
some instances the Corps’ lines interfered with the new highway 
right-of-way and were relocated to permit continuation of 
highway construction and water service in the valley. Since 
these lines were installed before the new highway plans were 
completed t their relocation was not caused by incorrect 
placement. 

Pipe was frequently uncovered for distributor, collector, 
or house lateral connections. District contractors, at the 
expense of the State highway department, also uncovered pipe 
to *=~a te and repair damage caused by highway contractors. 
Yne allegations may have been made because any of these opcra- 
tions could have been interpreted as pipe relocations by an 
uninformed observer. ._ . 

We also inquired about the allegation that in some cases 
waterlines and sewerlines were too close together. We reviewed 
the water and sewer contract plans and found that they speci- 
fied a minimum of 10 feet between sewerlines and waterlines, as 
suggested by appropriate standards. The district engineering 

-firm employed a full-time resident inspector to insure that 
these plans were followed. 

. 

:_ _ 
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Xcording to Buffalo Creek Public Service District 
officials, the quality of water provided to Buffalo Creek 
Vailey residents has not greatly improved since the p!lase I 
recovery work was completed in mid-1972, Further , local zubl ic 
service district personnel state that there is no way to im-‘ 
prove water quality until the public service di-trict’s water 
system, consisting of new water supply source? and modern 
filtering and chlorinating eqipment, is put into service 
in early 1977. However, we believe that the following devel- 
opments should be noted. 

At the time of the disaster, the Cashion Water ‘n’orks 
was the largest water system in the valley. The July 1972 
Preliminary Engineering Report by Eiichael Baker, Jr., Inc., 
stated that a “reasonable facsimile” of the predisaster system 
was in operation following-the Corps’ emergency recovery work. 
When the public service district purchased the Cashion Water 
Works in September i975, only two of the five subsystems had 
chlorinators and one did not work. 

-. . 

A former Cashion e,qloyee told us the system was never 
fully chlorinated, before or after the disaster. Logan County 
Health Department personnel said that the Cashion system was 
poorly maintained with frequent breakdowns of long duration 
reported to the county health department. 

Since the district assumed responsibility for the Ca’shion 
sysken, two full-time maintenance men have been employed and 
four new chlorinators have been purchased from operating 
revenues. The district has used Federal grant funds to pur- 
chase a backhoe-endloader for repairing buried pipe. 

Concerning water quality, the Logan County Health 
Department maintains information on chlorine residuals and 
coliform counts. Chlorine residuals indicate that no bacteria 
are living in the water, and an unacceptable coliform count 
indicates the presence of this bacteria and the possible 
presence of disease-causing bacteria. Since the district’ ; 

.assumed control of the system, the chlorine residuals and 
; 

coliform counts for the system as a whole have both improved. I 

- 
. . . 

the 
. Although county health department officials stated that 

current water supply system is not dangerous, they feel 
.‘: 

_ .. .., the system is unacceptable because it lacks total filtration 
and chlorination facilities. In the opinion of county offi- 

L cials, however, water quality has improved since the district 
assumed responsibility because needed equipment has been . 
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” The district estimates that one general manager, two . 
secretar ies-bllfing clerks, four plant operators, one mainten- 

‘,ance foreman, and pwo maintenance men will be needed when the 
new water and sewer systems are fully operational. Because 
there are no State(or Federal standards i;hich detail the number 
of people needed, the district’s engineerinq firm estimated 
personnel requirements on the basis of their past experience 
with water and sewer systems. State requirements concerning 
the type of training required for plant operators wece included 
as employment criteria. These are estimates of the minimal 
needs of the district. and may be modified at a later date. 

According to ‘lctal pub1 ic service distr ict officials, 
all personnel costs will be funded fr Jz the district’s opera- 
ting revenue. The West Virginia Public Service Commission 
has approved an *interim, l-year rate struc:ure for the sewer 
sys tern; the rate structure for the water system was being pre- 
pared at the time of our audit. If the revenues generated by 
these rate structures fail to 
costs, 

cover the district’s operating 
the district can request that the Commission amend the 

rates based on the first year’s operation. 

In addition to employing the general manager, the district 
now employs two sccretar ies and two maintenance men. The dis- 
trict anticipates no serious problems in obtaining qualified 
personnel to fill additional future positions. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY AUDIT 

On April 11, 1975, EPA released a preliminary draft audit 
report indicating weaknesses in the local administration of 
sewage treatment plant construction projects that may have 

- resulted in overpayments. The report summarized 41 audit pro- 
jects underway in 12 States, including (vest Virginia. Infocma- 
tion on the results of these audits which was contained in an 

i 
earlier December 1974 draft report had been prematurely re- 

i leased to the public. 

! 

I 
The April’1975 report questioned $l30,193’of the-.eligible 

0 

.I - 

project cost for the Buffalo Creek project and c:iticized the 
Buffalo Creek Public Service District’s administration of 

-. I 
i 

engineer ing service, construction contracts, and its accounting 

.; sys ten. However t after several meetings with the district’s 
engineering firm EPA reduced the $130,153 figure questioned 

I 
earlier to $24,129; 

I : 
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J 
CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS 

After reviewing and analyzing problems in the Buffalo 
Creek Valley of West Virginia, damaged extensively by a flood, 
we concluded that given the unique nature and problems of this 
area, additional coordination by Federal agencies would not 
have greatly shortened the time needed to achieve the goals 
of the Buffalo Creek Valley redevelopment plan. 

The devastation of the valley created a justifiable sense 
of immediacy among concerned Federal, State, and local offi- 
cials. This sense of immediacy helped -in preparing a complete 
plan to bring the valley to modern, urban standards but also 
contributed to developing unrealistic cost estimates and 
establishing impractical .timetables. 

. Because the work undertaken to construct housing, highways,. 
and water and sewage systems was a major construction project, 
the delays encountered in achieving the planned redevelopment 
of Buffalo Creek Valley were not unrealistic. Providing new 
housing to replace substandard “co&l camp" dwellings; building 
a modern highway to replace a narrow, winding road; and 
constructing comprehensive water and sewer systems where none 
had previously existed, actually constitutes development of 
a rural area as opposed to redevelopment. 
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APPENT)IX I APPENDIX 1 

Honorable Elmer B. Staats-' 
Comptroller General 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, D. C, 20548 

Dear General Staats: 

In :dzcch, 1973, 5 requested a G.A.Q. audit of 
funding and programs for the redevelopment of Buffalo Creek, 
West Virginia, where a tragic flood on February 26, 1972 
took 125 lives and left thousands homeless and extensive 
property damage. 

In April, 1973, I received a preliminary report 
from G.A.O. and on about May 24. 1973, an oral response was 
given to some of the guestions I raised over the April 
briefing. 1 am not satisfied that redevelopment has proceeded 

_ as outlined to me, and I am asking that a new investigation be 
. made with particular attention to the following. 

1. Housin&90 units of rent supplement housing were 
announced by the West Virginia Housing Development Fund on 

- , Map 3, 1974, to be built for Buffalo Creek residents. why has 
this lrojact encountered so many delays? When will construction 
begin and wheq car: the first families move in? What will be 

-_ the cost of the homes and what income,guidelines h-ave been set 
for the occupants? Do the guidelines m&et the needs of the 
people of Buffalo Creek? 

. . -. : . :. .- : -_ . -_ --?' .._ _-- 
,--. -~. --How is the Builders Emergency Bousing ,. 

Corporation (EEEC) helping to meet the housing needs in Buffalo 
.---, Creek?- HOW is the Federal funding (ARC) received by BEEC being 

used? There ia a rumored connection between highway relocation 
7HlS STATICNERY PRlMi-EC ON PAP!ZR MACE WITH RECYCLED FI.EEERS 
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assistance and the BE%--that is that relocation applicants are 
being directed to buy BEHC homes and the amount of relocation 

.assistance often depends or. the applicant's willingness to build 
-'through BETIC. Please 'investigate. 

i pGreen Valley Trailer Park which houses 
most of the remaining rented trailers on Buffalo Creek and some 
trailers which are owner occupied is to be closed on February 
28. 1976, according to the owners of the land. What is being 
done to assure the people living in Green Valley that they will 
still have shelter after Februa,7 28? Gnat preparation is being 
made for them? 

_ 2, Hioha& ' relocation--I have heard reports that more 
iand was cond+ed and bought for construction of the highwty, 
water and seweclines than was actually used. Is there c?xzess 
land? If so, u&t procedure is being used to dispose of the 
unneeded land? Do the original owne:s have rights t> replrrchasc 
their property? tie the prices inflated for this land? 

--Many honemmers felt that the 
decisions made about the amount of relocation assistanse were 
arbitrary. What procedures were followed? Please investigatg 
if FecZsral. guidelrnes were met. 

f 
i _- 

,i 
i .. _ i . 

r 
. 

3. Water and sewer system--:n spite of nillixs in 
Federal funds being poured in since 1972, the water and sewer 
systems still seem a long way from completion. Water quality 
has not improved. Does the Buffalo Creek Public Service 

.District have adequate personnel to upgrade and maintain the 
sys tern? Ia additional funding needed? 

-- B&nors are circulating that 
water and sewer lines, already laid, are being torn up and reiaid 
because of incorrect placement. Some lines were in the way of 
the highway, in some cases water and sewer lines were too close 

. together, Please investigate to see if there is a factual basis 
to this rumor. . 

.; -: -- -_-_ .. 
_- -- An EPA'audit implied some 

mishandling of these fundsiDecember 13, 1974). What is being 
done to correct this problem? 

- 
. finally, tie rede*lelopment effort or. Buffalo Creek 
seems to lack coordination, I would like G.A.O.‘s recommenda- 

tions about where coordination should take place (Federal,State 
. 

- . 
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I \ 

of local 1 el), what can be done to rescue this situation now 
and see ti the Bicentennial Year is a meaningful one to the 
people of lffalo Creek as the year that redevelopment became 
a reality, and what recommendations for the future of disaster 
assistance to prevent a recurrence of the disaster that followed 
the Buffalo Creek Disaster. '.- 

to hear from you soon. - I hope 
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I  APPENDIX III APPENDIX III 

DESCRIPTION OF WATER Ah'D SEWER C9NTRACTS 
‘I 

Water system 

W-l 
K-2 
w-3 .~ 
w- 4 

w-5 .- : 

W-6 
W-7 ‘., 
w-g : . 
w-9 . ..=. 

: w-10 
w-11 

Sewer sys tern 

S-l 
S-2 ‘: 

-_ : - s-3 ‘; 
S-3a \ 
s-4 . 
s-s 

- 
-& 

S-7 .I. 
-_ : . S-8 ; .: .. 

1 

I 

-‘. 
‘. 

Lorado storage tank -. 
Transmission main: Crites to Lorado- 
Distribution system: Crites to Lorado 
Transmission and distribution system: Lorado 

to Pardee and Right Fork area 
Water tank foundations and site work; value 

control stations 
S&rage tanks 
Tr'ansmission main: Kistler to Crites -. 
Distribution system: Kistler to Crites. 

,Treatnent plant 
w 

Well system 
Water lines from wells to treatment plants 

:Interceptor sewer: Crites to Lorado 
Interceptor sewer: Braehalm to Critas 
Interceptor sewer: Kistler to Braehaln 
Regionalization interceptor 
Waste water treatment plant ' .. -,'- 
IntercGptor sewer: treatment plant to 

:' Ristler 
Collection system: Crites to Lorado 

-Collection system: Kistler to Crites 
Interceptor sewer and collection system: 

Lorado to Pardee I : _ 

. t 
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