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Stranded and Squanded

This article is basedhmur experiences assisting our clients as they try to access their rebuilding grants
from the Road Home Program. The Road Home Program is managed by the State of Louisiana, which
hired a forprofit contractor, ICF, to design the program for and admirtstedisbursement of federal

funds to our homeowners. The failures of the Road Home Program are well doéuhmantmivners

have endured extended and serious barriers while navigating complicatea;heveying, and

undisclosed rules. Just after theeStated ICF over one million dollars for widespread shortcomings, it
imposed an arbitrary and unattainable deadline on homeowners, including thousands of low income
homeowners. This deadline would have cut applicants out of the program even as tasaraddshmve
applications pending and await information from ICF and resolution of title and property issues. After
intense advocacy from many organizations, the State rescinded most of the Road Home deadlines. As of
August 27, 2008, the only remainingadiine requires that applicants return benefit option letters by
November 1, 2008.

No writing could sufficiently describe the extraordinary stress and frustration this government program
has caused our clients. Elderly clients have walked into our Kdinicaas they describe it, on the brink

of heart attack from the Road Home Programds co
same documents again and again, lack of information regarding application or appeal status, and
requests fomore information from homeowners after appeals and final disbursements were already
completed.

This article describes generally significant obstacles our clients, and we as their advocates, have faced
with the Road Home Program; it does not attemptuealeall difficulties with every policy and
implementation method, which are vast. Many husdfegplicant stories, some of which are included
here, frame our perspectives and inform our understandipglicant quotes and stories are included

here.
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We hope that describing these barriers will result in increased government transparency and
accountability. Most importantly, we hope that with increased attention, the people in our communities
will finally receive the rebuilding assistance they are dife.know this will not happen from the writing

of an article alone and are counting on readers to continue to support our communities and demand
justice.

On August 22, 2006, about one year following the 2005 Gulf Coasgidanes, then Louisiana Governor

Kat hl een Bl anco announced t he 1 RHBwnacsh soeft tuhpe ORO00a
compensation to Louisiana homeowners affected by Hurricanes Katrina or Rita for the damage to their
homeés. o

R H P & sowieppnogram was designed to give eligible homeowners up to $150,000 in compensation
for their damaged home. Applicants were given three options: (1) stay in the home and rebuild, (2) sell
the home to the state and relocate to a new home within Louehd3) sell the home to the state and
move outside Louisiahal hose who select to sell and move outside of Louisiana face an automatic 30
per cent penalty on their grant award. Applicants who did not carry the proper insurance are also
subject to amutomatic 30% penalty.

Unjust ValuationFormula

Notably, RHP grant calculations are anchored to values the RHP itselficoatu@®f the damaged
home and estimated cost of damage (not actual cost of repair) to the home.

African American neighborhoadsdNew Orleans, which received the most flooding from the breached
levees following Hurricane Katrina, are most detrimentally impacted by this fbrmula.

The grant equation addresses the-pterm value of homes. The compensation grant is equivdtéet to
lower of] the estimatl cost of damage minus other assistance (insurance, FEMA, etc.) esttiepre
value of the home minus other assistance. For areas with lower property values that were severely
damaged, the cost of repair exceeds the fstem value. With construction costs estimated at $120 per

1 The Road Hom&he Road Home Pilot Begins in Baton Ralgé&?2, 2006 available at
http://road2la.org/news_releass/pilot-opening071206.htm (last visited Augl, 2008); The Road Hom&he Road Home
Opens 10 Housing Assistance Centers Statdugd@2, 2006 available ahttp://road2la.org/news_releases/HAGs
082206.htm(last visited Aug 21, 2008)

2 The Road Hom&he Road Hon@pens 10 Housing Assistance Centers Stateugd@2, 2006 available at
http://road2la.org/news_releases/HAG882206.htm(last visited Aug. 212008).

3 The Road Homelomeowner Prograrayailable ahttp://road2la.org/homeowner/defaut.htm (last visited Augl, 2008).

4 David HammemDid Road Home Treat All Neighborhoods FailgZRcAYyuNe May 26, 2008 (o[ T] he d
traced to a decision . . . to calculate grants based on a home'stquma value or an estimate of hawch it should cost to

rebuild it--but mandating that the grant must be the lower of the two figures. In areas with-toddesproperty values
before Katrina hit, the formula typically means a | ower
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square foot, many homeowners will likely be tens of thousands of dollars short of fully fundidg repair.
The following explanation, based on the experience of one of our clients, aptly demonséraptaatth

Ms. G, an African American homeowner whose damaged home is in theldMaad9had her

damage estimated by the RHP at $130K. Because the RHP valued her home at $60K and the formula
requires that the lesser of the estimated cost of damageesstorm value be used to calculate the

grant awar d, Ms. GO6s compensation grant was cal
needed to rebuild. To fill such gaps, the Road Home Program offers an Additional Compensation Grant
of up to $50K forlow income homeowners. Even though Ms. G received the maximum $50K Additional
Compensation Grant, she was left with $20K less than she needed to correct the damage tother home.
As a result, Ms. G is unable to conglaany necessary repairs to her hdmeause she cannot afford

work that her Road Home grant did not cover. Her long term financial burdens are increasing while her
monthly income, less than $700 a month, s not.

An applicant from a different neighborhood whose home had the same amBi#HR estimated cost of
damage, $130K, and was able to afford a Louisiana certified appraisal was assigned a home value of
nearly $500K. Because estimated cost of damage was lower thesigpra home value, that applicant
received $130K (minus insurantegying her with precisely the amount needed for rebuilding.

Crucially, the original purchase price of a home has nothing to do with cost of repair. Those in low
income neighborhoods, where the flawedgtam value was more likely to be utilized thatineated

cost of damage, face the same rebuilding costs as anyone else in any other geographic area of the
community.

The [Road Home] program uses-gi@m home values to calculate renovation grant amounts. In
communities of color that have histdyidalv property values due to historic patterns of segregation,
residents are paid lower grant amounts than their counterparts in majority white communities where
comparable properties have higher val@es.

5 Louisiana Housing Finance Agebhovisiana and New Orleans Metro Housing Needs Assesshet, 2008, at 9.
available atttp://www.lhfa.state.la.us/downloads/aboutus/022708_LouisianaHousingNeedsAssessmentFINAL(2).pdf

6 See infraat 8 for discussion on the Additional Compensatiom@t ( ACG) and why this ogap fi
gap for low income people in this situation.

71d.

8 PolicyLinkA Long Way Home: The State of Housing Recovery in Louisigra 2008vailable at
http://www.policylink.org/threeyearslatr/equityatlas.pdf (last visited Aug. 24, 2008)(noting that although Average Damage
Estimate was $145,323 for ndow income and $139,741 for low income homeowners, a relatively marginal difference,
Average PreStorm Home Value differed tremendously, \@lioe norlow income homeowners at $163,090 and for low
income homeowners at $114,042).

9 Emergency CDGB (Community Development Block Grant) Funds in the Gulf Coast: Uses, Challenges, and Lessons for the
Future: Before thdouse Subcomm. on Hous. and Chit@ Congress (2008) (statement of James Perry, Executive Director
of the Greater New Orleans Fair Housing Action Center).
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RHP®& s ¢ riaanchored ® a deffated presorm value rather than actual repair cdistrom the

start disproportionately burdens | ow income and
effort will likely exacerbate the existing racial gap in homeownership in New Orleans. Despite a low
hameownership rate in New Orleans in general, many of the African American neighborhoods
devastated by f 1l oodi rn@ Indeaddstatewide,the gaw beéveen the gmounta t e s
received and the amount needed to rebuild was notably higher amorg®fkmerican homeowners,

who had average shortfalls of $39,082 compared with $30,863 for white appliddntsoreover, it is
predominantly low income homeowners whose estimated cost of damage was on average higher than
pre-storm value who received nearly&000 less than needed to rebuild, a figure $14,000 higher than

for all other applicant§2

Flawed Policies

Rather than relying on Louisiana certified appraisals for all homeowners, the RHP uses various types of
valuation methods for determining base honeel ues i ncl udi n ¢3 Apgicantswdo by 6
are able to |l earn of errors in their homeds val
Louisiana certified appraisal, which practically speaking, seriously disadvantages lav incom
homeowners. Based on an internal rule, the RHP rejects a Louisiana certified appraisal that is more than
twenty percent greater t hanThisdorgradiRtsidhérsntemnal policies i o n

10 NAACP, Gulf Coast Advocacy Center, The Opportunity Agenda, and The Kirwan Institute for the Study of Race and
Ethnicity. Thstate of Housing in New Orleans One Year After Katrina, aatéijable at
http://www.opportunityagenda.org/site/c.mwL5KKNOLVH/b.2028631/k.72E0/PostKatrina_Housing_Report.htm.

11 See supraote 8,at 42.

12 |d. at 43.

13 SeeThe Road Homeélomeowner PrograPolicies v6.@t 23-24, available at

http://road2l a.org/ Docs/ policies/ Homeowner _Program_Polic
2007, if no prestorm markeanalysis exists, a "driviey of the property and the surrounding ndighhood" called a broker's

price opinion (BPO)" determinespré or m val ue. 6) . Not e t hatstoinivadue vaiiee r e d sy st
depending on whether an applicantds option |l etter was ge

14 |d. at 24. In response to a public records request, the State sent several versions of letters that were distributed to

applicants appealing awards based on pre storm value. @]
that was higherthalmte Road Homeds valuation o0can not be validated,
bet ween the value of the appraisal . . . Seahatterpfrom Roadd e d  an

Home to Applicants (undated)(on file waitithor). While the State points to HUD as the arbiter of the 20% policy, HUD has
informed that there is no federal requirement for such a paegemail from Jessie Kome, Director, HUD Disaster Recovery

and Special Issues to Melanie Ehrlich, CHAl,Ju2 2, 2008 (0Such policy decisions ar
HUD but ultimately rest with the states. HUD policies, such as its Single Family Appraisal standards, do not apply to these
grants. Therefore, the Department has referred ydutleer t o t he State of Louisiana for
legislation is pending, which, if enacted, would require that applicants actually receive a grant award based on the highest
value. SeeOffice of Community DevelopmeRtpposed Aath Plan Amendment 28 (First Allocateimnges to The Road

Home Appraisal Determinati@s, available ahttp://www.doa.louisiana.gov/cdbg/dr/plans/Amend28&UBLIC
COMMEN-RAppraisatDeterminatio®8-08-0 8 . pdf (|l ast vi si t e dondmethod of2dBtermiring Pré& ) ( o |
storm value is available, the pstorm value used in the Road Home calculation will be based on the method with the highest
value, regardless of any difference bet weesgovdrmingpressooimues d
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that guarantee that an applicant will reeceian award based on the highest value onfile.

Mr. S., Chalmette

In 2007, Mr. S. was instructed by RHP that his Louisiana certified appraisal was not valid. ICF staff
instructed him to get his appraisal value lowered in order to move forward in theHRoael process.
The appraiser informed Mr. S. that although the Road Home had informed him he needed to get his
appraisal lowered, appraisers were not actually allowed to lower values simply because the Road
Home wanted it that way. In the end, Mr. S. badlose on an award that was not based on the
higher Louisiana certified appraisal he obtained.

Ms. Z, Lower Plaguemine Parish

Il n 2008, Ms . Z appealed Road Homeds valuation of
appraisal valued her home at 234Kt he RHP&6s ofi el d reviewodé of her
homeds value up to only 150K. | f Ms . Z accepts

home is worth, under the program rules, she will forfeit all further appeal righthqaShet decided
what to ddi her home is unfinished.

Non-Disclosure of Grant Information

Applicants, especially those without access to a lawyer or advocate, might never learn of valuation errors
because the RHP retai ns midJaly, 2008, thedState dichnotdngvgpdny ¢ a n t
policy, at least not one publicly available, informing applicants how to request their dfn file.

Starting in September 2007, advocates began requesting that applicants be granted routine access to
their own fies to enable the most basic understanding of grant calculations, to track errors, and to
determine whether an appeal shoul d bel”Netdndl base
the spring of 2008 did the State begin sending files more rdutinelnfortunately, the State soon

began to send bills charging applicants and their advocates for distribution of individual program files.

value have gone through many confusing iteratBees. e.g.The Road Homelomeowner Program Policies v6.0, a222
available ahttp://road2la.org/Docs/policies/Homeowner_Program_Policies_070908 .ptie Road Homélomeowner
Program Policies v5@1ay 6, 2008) at 20-24 (on file with author)lhe Road Homelomeowner Program Policies v5.1
(January 4, 2008)at 18-21 (on file with authorflhe Road Homélomeowner Program Policies YAlgyust 13, 2007)at
15-18 (on file with athor).

15 SeeThe Road Home, Homeowner Program Policies v6.0, atdlable at

http://road2l a.org/ Docs/ policies/ Homeowner Program_Polic
are not satisfied with The Road Home'sgicem valuaetermination can choose to have theirgi@m value reviewed and

possibly revised. The Road Home program follows the steps described below . . . (4) Provides the applicant with the highest
availableprest or m value. 0) .

16 The Road Homépplicant Pross to Request a Copy of their Bile,
http://road2la.org/Docs/policies/req_copy_file_071708.pdf (last modified July 17, 2008).

17 David Hammer, Road Home Has Money to Pay Grants Expected to be Issued Thised@anYUNESept. 25, 2007.
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This plainly burdened low income homeowners who so desperately needed to discover basic information
abouttheirg ants that they could not otherwise obtair
home. Advocates objected and the practice appeared to have abated without further explanation.

Through persistent advocacy efforts, the ab@ferenced policy wasreacted. Despite the oversight
recommendation that othe inclusion of homeowner
that [the RHP] maintains a focus on activities
p er s p é8sdme adecatés have still had difficulty obtaining records, even with the new policy in

place. Road Home applicants continue to inform us that their requests for their own program files have
gone unanswered for extended peridds.

April 19, 2008 - Letter from M. B (Gentilly) to Loyola Law Clinic

I have repeatedly asked for my entire file| whi
sent.

| have repeatedly asked to be assigned a PAL which is some sort of person to look at the case
individually, but Ave yet to hear a word.

| paid more for the house than the [Road Home] Kentucky appraiser even valued it at.

ce companyodos calcul ation of what it
Road Home d sDpcuBemtmpensati on Al Il owance

The Stateds del eg a tiitminwadnottharigptthingit@dd?e cpntr act

Paul Rainwater, Executive Director, Louisiana Recovery Authority

The U.S. Congress provided the funding for the RHP as part of the hurrichaerphckage?! The

18 RAND Cgqooration Timely Assistance: Evaluating the Speed of Road Home Graatnéskiagailable at
http://www.rand.org/pubs/documented_briefings/2008/RAND_DB557.pdf (May 27, 2008).

19 Seeemail from Al Blankenship to Davida Finger (April 16, 2008)(Subject:HRwae applicants and access to files)(on file
with author)( stating that a policy with owritten proced
individual file information would be productive.).

20 Panel Discussion, Louisiaisadder Recovery Foundation Annual Katrina & Rita Commemorative, Aug. 23, 2008 (statement
of Paul Rainwater).

21 Office of Community Development, Disaster Recoverpidaister Recovery Unit Overyvigw
http://www.doa.louisiana.gov/cdbg/DRAbout.htmsfianodified Oct. 1, 2007).
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funds were distributed to the State of Louisiana through the Community Development Block Grant
program (CDBG), which is administered on the federal level by the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUR2. All told, to datethe U.S. Congress has allocated approximately $10.4 billion to
the State of Louisiana along with an additional
in the Road Home Progr&a.

Congress created the CDBG program, considered to be amemgast flexible kinds of federal
recovery aid, to provide assi st dahepematobjectivo.w. and
of the community development program . . . is the development of viable urban communities, by
providing decent housj and a suitable living environment and expanding economic opportunities,
principally for personrs of | ow and moderate inc

Il n Louisiana, the Office of Community Devel opme
usually responsibfer CDBG programs. Created in the wake of the hurricanes as the planning and
coordinating body for the State of Louisianads
recommendatiorte OCD for the Road Home pla2ts. The plans were ultimdyesubmitted to the

Louisiana State Legislature for approval and then to 28JD.

22 |d.

23 H.R.2863, 109 Congress (2005) (Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 2006) (Louisiana received $6.2 billion of

total $11.5 billion allocated to Mississippi, Louisiana, Alabama, Florida and Texas through HUR=@RBR The

Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act for Defense, the Global War on Terror, and Hurricane Recovery of 2006, Pub. L.
No. 109234, http://[frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi
bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=109_cong_public_laws&docid=f:publ234.109.pdib¢Ated additional $4.2 billion).

242 U.S.C. A 5301(c) (1994) (0The purposes of the Act ar
their low income residents, improve the living environment of communities, and degelktaiself dynamic economies. The
Act would target funding to those communities most in need of assistance . . ..), at Findings and Purposes, 1 2.

25 Exec. Order, No. 63 (2005), 31 La. Reg. 2671 (Nov. 2005); When elected over Kathleen Blanco in January 2008,
Governor Jindal appointed a new director of the LRA, Paul
Community Devel opment official s wHmHoadtane 8mobtiosdWaycthAppdags wi t h
RcAaYUNEMay 15,2008.

26 Governor Kathleen Babineaux Blan@oyernor Kathleen Blanco: Louisiana Recovery Aloority, 2005,available at
http://www.governorblanco.com/index.cfm?md=newsroom&tmp=detail&catiD=4&articleID=968&navID=13 (last visited Aug.
21, 2008); HJD retains oversight over the plan it approved and perhaps its most significant finding about problems with RHP
was its assessment that RHP violated federal regulations
instead of allowingumps um pay ment s . Statd) Bed DisputdPatsmRoadblock in Road Hars@CAYUNEMar.

16, 2007. The RHP tied disbursements to stages of completed construction, which made it, according to HUD, a

orehabilitationd amhedr éh@ainl dihmg®@cpmpemamti@and program th
speaking, this meant that RHP was required to eliminate or make voluntary escrow accounts and give homeowners the power
to handle funds directly as needed. For homeowners, thisveai gni fi cant because while the

homeowners to use Road Home funds to pay off the damaged
RHP funds were thus unavailable for the much needed repairs andn@nmer was left with a ruined home that was

completely paid off. Demonstrating intense communication difficulty between federal and state officials, the State was
0Oenragedo6, Osuspdéedédiby aH@®Odd!| posi ti on.
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CDBG grantees are generally required to use at least 70 percent of their CDBG funding for the benefit

of low and moderate income persons, including in the face of a d&asiervever, with the post
hurricane disaster in Louisiahdh e U. S. Congress authorized a gen:
low to moderate income requiremé&hiThe 70 percent rule was lowered to 50 percent as the

mandatory minimum amount of funding meglto be spent on low to moderate income people for all
disaster recovery programs combidédf the State does not meet this requirement, it should be

penalized by HUD.

In explaining how the CDBG funds would be spent to meet even the lower 50%mequithe LRA
relies on a particular aspect of RHP called the
designed to provide additional assistance to applicants with household incomes 80% and below the
parish median inconig. By policy, the ACG shidugenerate a maximum $50,000 supplement to grant
awards when t her the RH&stimated goat pf@amage and ehe amount(s) the
homeowner receives from other assistance (e.g., insurance, FEMA)RirdEBicompensation grant.

There have beerumerous ACG policies requiring various different types of income documentation since
the beginning of this prograth. The different requirements in these policies left applicants confused and,
according to the legislative auditor, the RHP itself was mett@alaccurately follow its own policies

regarding documentation for the AG&G Even more challenging for low income homeowners who are
able to determine which documents to submit and thus qualify for the ACG is the fact that:

Even with the Additional Cpensation Grant (ACG) of up to $50,000 for low and moderate income
homeowaers, there may not be enough funding to replace a home. This is particularly burdensome for
middle income families who do not qualify for the ACG but reside in a neighborhoodhebsirey

values were low before the storm. There are many instances of this in neighborhoods such as the Lower
9th Ward or in parts of St. Bernard Parish where homes were completely destroyed andgtwmre

27 Seed2 U.S.C. § 534(b)(3)(A) (1994); 42 U.S.C. § 5321 (1994); 24 C.F.R. § 570.484.

28U. S. Dep6t of House. ReyuesttdbrVWawers Chreerning HulieanedDisasterdRespanse and
Recovery dbtate of Louisiana, available at
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/library/katrina/LouisianaRitaWaiver_cdbg.pdf(last visited Aug. 21, 2008).

29 Pub. L. No. 10948; 119 Stat. 2680, 277980 (2005).

30 Emergency CDBG Funds in the Gulf States: Uses, Challenges, and Lessons for the Future: Before the House Subcomm. on
Housand Cmty. Opportunity, 110th Congress (2008) (statement of David J. Bowman, Director, Research and Special Projects
for the Louisiana Recovery Authority) (stating that based on the ACG, the RHP would have 53% to 55% of funding allocated
to low to moderaténcome applicants).

31 Louisiana Legislative AuditBigad Home Program Additional Compensation Documepgatamance Audit (Oct. 17,
2007)(describing three different ACG policies), at 3. Since then, additional ACG requirement changes wereorel@ased
28, 2007 and April 14, 2008.SeeThe Road Homelomeowner Program Income Policies and ProcatiBrasailable at
http://www.road?la.org/Docs/Income_Policies_Procedures_14April2008. pdf.

32 Legislative Auditosupranote 31, at 4.
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value is less than replacement é®st.

For lowincome clients, ACG is supposed to fill the gap between the lestgone value and the
estimated cost of damage. However, ACG doesn't fill the entire gap for all low income applicants due
to its $50K cap.

For example, recall Ms. G above. Even thadghG received the full $50K of the ACG award, stii

received less than she actually needs to rebuild. As noted, the gap between the amount received and the
amount needed to rebuild was notably higher among African American homeowners. Pred@minantly
income homeowners, whose estimated cost of damage was, as is the case for Ms. G, on average higher
than prestorm value, received nearly $50,000 less than rebuilding®o3ise data demonstrate that

even if Ms. G. had moved smoothly through the pspshe still would have had insufficient funds.

In June 2006, the State of Louisiana Office of Community Development contracted w#h an ICF
subsidiary, ICF EM8,manage the Road Home Progr&imThe contract, initially valued at $756 million,
has a stated term of threeyea#®.The RHP accounted for 35% of | CF.

33 LA andNew Orleans Metro Hous. Needs Assessmgirgnote 5, at 10.
34 PolicyLinksupranote 8,at 42-43.

35 CityBusiness Staff Rep@gnator Mary Landrieu Presses ICF Boss for Answers About R@vBiesnesdMay 10,

2007 (Noting that weeks prior thi¢ Disaster Recovery Subcommittee of the Senate Homeland Security and Governmental
Affairs Committee hearing, Senator Landrieu also explained, "From the White House's opposition to adequate funding and
flexibility in developing the program, down to thei@licrafting and continuing management, the projected shortfall and

other bureaucratic impediments to The Road Home's success are the product of many mistakes made at several levels . . . .").

%] CF I nternational ( 01 CFadapital firm ¢alled thedrner @ity Fund, dn@® a®sineeslevelopadasn t u
a consulting company that opartners with government and
solutions in the energy, environment, transportation, socialpregra def ense, and hoSedCFand secu
History of ICF InternationaVvailable atwvww.icfi.com/About_Us/history.asp (last visited Aug. 21, 2008).

37 |CF2007 Annual Repgrat 16, available at
http://library.corporateir.net/library/20/201 /201331/items/292833/ICF%202007%20Annual%20Report.pdf (last visited
Aug. 21, 2008).

38 The largest subcontractor employed by ICF, the Shaw Group, stands to earn an approximate $127.6 million from the Road
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2007 revenue. I n 2005 and 2006 Jecdnteatt accoentetl fore R o0 a
more than 2% of?39InQJIOBG so othey $inglé comtracte@ acecownted for more than 1%.

While ICF would later claim that the number of applicants was greater than expected and this
overwhelmed their system, théFRwas, put simply, a project of much larger scope than it had ever
undertakert9

Three months after winning the Road Home contract, ICF announced its first public offesegethirty

years afteritsbirthl | CF6s annual r efolddbetvween 2006 and 20@7saaddgro$so u r

profit nearly tripled2 For 2007, | CF6s chi &fl. &xencltiive wapera
bonttg§h@& Road Home contract oOsweetened [I|I CFds] i
other companies. Itwaeaches into government contracting sectors that include national defense and
the env#ronment . 0

Among many operformance and management riskso o

deadlines, 6 0Ointense pudlapgplsiccati arys® ame proc
di sbursed i n%aCtFi walsy atwaski amad it would have \
for other performance deficiencies such as: treating grant recipients poorly; inability to meet

requiremers f or oOoti mely, satisfactory performance of
mai ntain and secured sensitive information o0con

liability for premature termination of employees wagkior the Road Honté.

These concerns have proved to be accurate predi
figures by deliberately using red tape, confusion and delays to get applicants to settle for low grant

Home Program. David Hammiegad Home Subcontrastdake Hundreds of MillipRisESPICAYUNEApril 5, 2008 (Shaw
Groupbds founder and chairman Jim Bernard was a major cam
awarded the contract, and Mr. Bernard formerly chaired the Louisiana R¢imBerty).

39 |CF,2007 Annual Repgrsupra note 37, at 13.

40 Jeffrey Meitrodt,State Blasts Road Home FImESPcCAYUNE Dec. 24, 2006 (stating that |
complich eddé as the Road Home Program).

41 |CF, ICF Internationalrunces Pricing of Its Initial Rublifering,available ahttp://www.icfi.com/Newsroom/IPO
2006.asp (last visited Aug. 21, 2008).

42 Yahoo Financéncome Statement for ICF Internatiandittp://finance.yahoo.com/q/is?s=ICFl&annual (last visited Aug.
21, 2008).

43 Alan Sayre and John Moreno Gonzalesjisiana Hurricane Recovery Contractor Pays CEO $1.5NIBIRNISTIONAL
BusINESEMES April 30, 2008.

44 John GonzaleKatrina Victims May Have to Repay MdugyJoDAY, Mar. 29, 2008.
45 |CF2006 Annual Repgrsupra note 37, at 17.

46 |d. at 18.
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amou4dits. 6

Pointing to egative public image that would result from such failures, ICF understood that the Road

Home contract would subject It oto added public
as to numerous additional | &€fdwhs, mosvi ewsceanec
adverse publicity associated with complaints fr

harm its reputatiof®.

Overall, | CFds di smal performance in I mylement.
community organizatioffsmmass medié think tanks and government accountability organizéfions.

Il n December 2006, the Louisiana State | egislatu
unanimously expressed dissatisfaction with ICF pdinting e r r ostosm propertyovalue® damage
estimates, deductions for insurance proceeds, deductions for FEMA payments, and other numbers and
cal cubPaWithanlglenggbange ti me mil estones written into
penal ties for the companyods botched performance

On May 24, 2007, Senator Mary Landrieu convened an oversight hearing on RHP to probe widely
broadcasted projected budget shortfalls in RHP along with lee BHP barriefs. Senator Landrieu

47 John GonzaleKatrina Victims Complain About Red, PepENEWS Mar. 13, 2008.
48 |CF2006 Annual Reporsupra note 37, at 19.

9SeeCi ti zensd Road Home Act i on N6, atwtp:/dhatushGrieicdn) (last Visited Aud. € S e
2008). Cof ounder Mel ani e Ehrlich and attorney Frank Silvestri
and tremendous. From successf ul | yfRigltsthmicwad broadly enddrsed bR HP  t o
City and Parish councils from around the state, theucolers and CHAT members have worked on scores of Road Home

policy, legislative, and individual applicant issues. A volunteer organization without any €iddindnas collected surveys

of thousands of Road Home applicant experiences, which has enabled the media to better understand the difficulties of Road
Ho me . Ms . Ehrlich, also a member of the prBWoteRIBPUSiIi ng Ta
accountability and transparencyeavoluminous in every aspesee alsoCityBusiness Staff Repdiew Orleans

Congregations Will March to Protest Road Home Cont@atw®ysiNesMarch 23 2007 (All Congregations Together

organized a raly against ICF in Baton Rouge).

50 See, e.g., Leslie Smitlow Home Grants Stall Progress in New QiieéfisiESNov. 6, 2006; Jeffrey Meitrodt,

Understaffed and Overwhel med; The Firm Admini sstmatedtheg L ou
Magnitude of the Task, Records SHIMESPICAYUNE) an. 28, 2007, amail medsagésiantiidocdmertsd s o f
[ showed] state officials fretting privately over tche com
kicked in Juned and finding that oI CF [made] critgcal mi
sufficient staff resources to bear as applicants move th

51 SeeThe Public Affairs Research Counciboisiana & Nelson A. Rockefeller Institute of Govern8periding Federal
Disaster Aicavailable ahttp://www.la-par.org/Publications/PDF/GulfGovFederal DisasterAid.pdf (last visited Aug. 21,
2008).

52 SeeH.R. Con. Res. 32, Reg. Seas2(06)(passedinanimously).

53 Press Release, U.S. Senator Mary Landréadrieu Puts Spotlight on Road Home PrgMeagng4, 2007)at
http://landrieu.senate.gov/~landrieu/releases/07/2007524E52.html. Testimony was submitted from around the state
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concluded: o0The | esson from this oversight hear

at many | evel*s of government. o

Il n December 2007, despite | CFO6s mi endBtarch Withour e c or
di sclosure to the | egislature or public, increa
to $912 milliorP> When news broke in March 2008 of the discreet 25% raise, ICF issued a press

rel ease sheraisniongprtihcaet iontcr eas e 50The JRA galledfariars e o f a
investigation’

In July 2008, the state fined ICF $1 million for its failure to meet performance &rigsis than one
percent of the $156 mi | | inanoial Oficer AlansStewart referredl to ase t h
of ai r | y MroStewartaeceived a 2006 salary of $218,526, and a bonus of $650,000, up

from a $140,000 bonus in200%. | ndeed, the oOpenalties in | CF&s

7

incentiveforeant i nued i fmprovement. O

ICF's net income for 2007 was $40,556,080To date, the average homeowner received $54,586
dollars less than needed to rebufitd.

including writterestimony from Terrebonne Readiness Assistance Committee (TRAC), a disaster preparedness organization in
Houma, Louisiana, whose Director Peg Case along with a dedicated team of advocates provide direct assistance and
advocacy work on Road Home issuesformy i n south Louisiana. TRACOs written
TRAC is Oone of the oldest disaster recovery comminity o
shock in witnessing and documenting theelisastof a recovery program entitled The

54 Press Releassee id
55 David Hammer, Blanco Administration Quietly Gave Raise to Road Home OprratRicAYUNEMar. 13, 2008.

56 |CF,Updates on the Road Home Pro@3&6/08, available at
http://www.icfi.com/markets/community _development/reladme.asp (last visited Aug. 22, 2008).

57 LRALRA Calls for Inspector General to Investigation of ICF Cdfaradi7, 2008,available at
http://www.Ira.louisiana.gov/index.cfm?md=newsroom&tmp=detail&iatD=34.

58 David HammeiState to Fine Road Home Contra@eesPCAYUNEJuly 15, 2008.

59 |CF,Q2 2008 ICF International Conference Call on Aug. 06, ,20@8lable ahttp://media.corporate
ir.net/media_files/irol/20/201331/ICFI-Transcrip008-08-06T12-30.pdf (last visited Aug. 22, 2008).

60 SeeBruce AlpertiCF Executives Given Huge BaniigesPCAYUNEMay 7, 2007.

61 Editorial: A MueReach BenchmafiyesPCAYUNE Dec. 9, 2007 (oO0Even if I CF failed
remamder of iits contract, maximum penalties would only reac¢

62 |CF 2007 Annual Repostipranote 37, at 44.

63 PolicyLinksupranote 8,at 47.
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On June 20, 2006, advocates and community leaders filed an Administrative Complaint with the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development challenging the misuse of CDBG dollars by the Road
Home Progam. Even before the program had begun, it was clear that because of its structure, the RHP
would not meet the needs of low to moderate income renters and homeééwhavecates filed a

follow up letter on November 8, 2006 reiterating the same concerns.

HUD and the State of Louisiana are subject to the Fair Housing Act, which requires that all programs
related to housing be administered %gThismeansthaa nner
by accepting the CDBG recovery funds, the Stasdsolutely required to affirmatively further fair

housing. 't must oO0conduct an analysis to ident
appropriate actions to overcome the effects of any impediments through that analysis naaid mai

records reflecting the ®nalysis and actions in
An agencyds affirmative duty is not merely to r

actively promote the goals of the Fair Housing Aatluding, of course, notantionally or
disproportionately excluding African Americans or other minorities from program participation, and not
contributing to the displacement and exclusion of minorities from the GufBCoast.

With rental units comprising 41 per cent of the strestthat were destroyed or with major damage and
only 15 per cent of the funding slated for affordable housing/rental related programs, the Complaint
notes this as o0legally insufficientd given that

64 John R. Logam;EIMPACT OKATRINARACE ANICLASS INSTORMDAMAGEDNEIGHBORHOODRAL 5, available at
http://www.s4.brown.edu/katrina/report.pdf.

65 L oyola University New Orleans School of Law, Administrative Complaint Re: Challenging the Misuse of Federal Community
Development Block GrantsBjhe St ate of Louisiana in ORoad Homed Expend
Guarantee of A OFair Shared6 for LowavalabdatModer ate | ncome
http://www.justiceforneworleans.org/jfnodocs/CDBG.pdf, June 20, 2006.

66 See42 U.S.C. §§ 3608(d)(e).
67 71 Fed. Reg. 7671 (Feb. 13, 2006).

68 Seesupra note 65, at 7.
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previ ously occupi ed b Anhoogwther isstes,the Cdmplains adsh raised seriods
concerns about transparency in reporting mechanisms.

By letter dated March 13, 2007, eight months after the Administrative Complaint was lodged, the
Louigna Office of Community Development responded to the concerns raised in the Complaint and
specifically, the Fair Housing issues with attached provisions from the Office of Community Development
Grantee Handbook that odetFaiilr tHwoeu sp riaggn eespshseagpapt |ii
to the concerns about program transparency, OCEL
containing all necessary data for current status of homeowner and rental prégrams.

The Louisiana Legislative Auditould, however, soon agree with the issues raised in the Administrative
Complaint finding the opipeline reportoé woefull
number of homeowners in each stage of the RHP précgégs.e ci f i c a ltdidjnothavet he r epo
sufficient information on problems and issues encountered, corrective actions taken, aging of cases, or

explanations for delays in the processo6 and any
nonpublic report®. OCD, howeve, oOr esi sted efforts to publicly
explaining that, oOthe data was too complex to b

By the spring of 2007, even a detailed and complete explanation could not have alleviated concerns;
the RHP systemitostcomings and implementation failures, such as those described below, were
barreling forward.

Non-Disclosureof RHP Rules

The RHP had not, as of the date of this publication, made program rules public as they are passed.
Doing so would lead to great@rogram transparency. Our public records requests for program rule
information were answered weeks and months later, long after new rules were passed and implemented.
Because this presents a serious barrier for applicants and their advocates imndidgrgrant awards

and moving through the appeals process, we have asked repeatedly for this information to be made
publicly available as soon as rules actually passed.

In reviewing rule changes, even the Louisiana Legislative Auditor could notelatasnmmany changes

69 Seesupranote 65, at 3.

70 Office of Community Development to Bill Quigley, Re: Administrative Complaint, Louisiana Community Development Block
Grant Progam, Mar. 13, 2007, at 2, available at http://www.justiceforneworleans.org/index.php?module=article&view=87.

71|d. at 3.

72 | ouisiana Legislative AuditBgad Home Program: Pipeline Reliaftilitiy 31, 2007) available at
http://app1l.lla.state.la.usPublicReports.nsf/3357B9DD602F24CB86257385006 C2F51/$FILE/00002650.pdf (last visited
Aug. 25, 2008).

731d.at 3.

74 Editorial: Road Home Oversight is WeBkESPCAYUNEFeb. 11, 2008.
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in policy had actually been made.

Delay

By the end of 2006, | CF had cl osed apptheoxeralinat e |
timeliness of the grant making process has not been consistently good and prediciHisedelay,

especially taken together with other federal, state, and local disaster response failures, caused
applicants endless stress and immense difficulties.

Ms. R., Gentilly

In her late 70s, Ms. R. had applied on her own for Road Home funds inttheofith of the
program. Her Gentilly home was badly damaged by several feet of water. Ms. R. had
meticulously documented notes from the several phone calls she made each month to the Road
Home call center over the preceding months. In virtually eviéifpicehe first eight months after
she applied, call center operators told Ms. R. to send documents including some that had been sent
twice before: insurance paperwork, Entergy bills, FEMA documentation, and property ownership
information. She mailed tllwcuments and sent some three times. After scheduling several in
person meetings in downtown New Orleans to which Ms. R. traveled by taxi, she was informed that
she wacsl opirreg. 6 Ms-cl Bsihgd beenf opreTimwaitt hs wh
for the federal rebuilding dollars had taken its toll. Barely able to pay her mortgage, property
taxes, and lot upkeep, Ms. R. was aware that the Road Home program was her last chance to
repair the home that she and her deceased husband workedtbdrdild. She had heard stories
about foreclosures in her neighborhood and was already behind on mortgage payments as she

used her savings to pay contractorso bills for
home. Ms. R. arrived in ourio# to figure out what would happen if she died before her Road

Home award came i n. As she explained, o0omy| hus
hous@he i s | ooking down and shaking his head at

75 Louisiana Legislative AuditBgad Home ProgradrReview of Pialy Change Approval Proces], available at
http://app1l.lla.state.la.us/PublicReports.nsf/97D7D2F86FODDAAB862572FA005815F7/$FILE/0000117A.pdf (June 2007)
(60CD did not always sign policy changes ai3Rofd5pfi¥)peliegyd i n
forms did not have evidence of OCD signatures. Instead of signed policy forms, OCD provided minutes of meetings as

documentation of approval of policies. As a r epdpdsed | CF®
policy changes were inconsistent and did not contain sufficient information. As a result, we could not determini€éshese pol
had formally been approved. At the time of t hdirsther evi ew,

process or when policy changes were implemented. Therefore, we could not determine the status of policies. OCD did not
provide criteria to ICF for who approves policy changes. Therefore, we could not evaluate which policy changes needed
approvalby OCD and LRA because no criteria exist for who should approve each policy.@hange

76 RAND CorporatigiTimely Assistance: Evaluating the Speed of Road Home Gramtné&iagailable at
http://www.rand.org/pubs/documented_briefings/2008/RAND_DB55dT. (May 27, 2008).

77 Seelouisiana Legislative AuditBreClosing Repqgravailable athttp://appl.lla.state.la.us/PublicReports.nsf (noting large
numbers of errors and wait times).
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What caused the delay? It was RHP program features themselves that contributed to slow and variable
grant wait time’8 No goals were established for grant wait time to encourage design of the program to
focus on meeting the expectations of the individual @ogf® The program has relied on the

performance of three title companies whose utilization and performance has beerfure¥en.r ci n g
thousands of Katrina victims to wait for eight months or more to get the help they need to rebuild their
shattered home i s 8 Applicants have borne the brunt of these design and implementation
deficiencies.

InadequateWritten Information

Among the most frustrating of RHPOs design def.
information and instruehs only orally and not in writidg.Where RHP staff are accessible, they answer
guestions, provide status updates, and respond to appeals vérhailiijout providing confirmation in

writing. Records requests have not revealed detailed call logs thatdrsubstantive information

di scussed in an applicantds call with I CF staff
case status on one call and informed that they must produce various types of documentation on another
call only to hag all of this information be different when they next phone into the RHP call center. This
has absolutely frustrated the applicantds abili
system. Many applicants maintain their own call logs to rédwairddozens of contacts with the system

and the various different details and instructions discussed. Even still, there is no way for an applicant to
hold the RHP accountable for the different instructions and misinformation received during these calls.

For applicants with appeals pending, thviesents particularly challenging situatiomhe appeal
system is not available to an applicant until t
completed. Dispute resolution is an internplitksprocess handled by ICF staff. Applicants are not

78 SeeRAND CorporatiqQmimely Assistance: Evaluating the Speed oHBwedGrantmakingt 68, available at

http:// www. rand. org/ pubs/ documented_briefings/ 2008/ RAND_
grant making process it s e lgrhnémaking:r Acbacklayofragplications louilt quicklyhn india | ay s
processing and persisted until the program closed to new applications in July 2007; The program induced two large surges of
applications into the process in October 2006 and July 2007, exacerbating large backlogs in the initiglipgsmgment;

No timeliness goals for grantmaking were established that focused on meeting expectations of the individual applicant.
Program goals and metrics focused on quantity of activities performed in a time period, not on speed; the program sent

Obtacheso6 of applications for rework based on errors found
program relied on three title companies whose wutilizatio
79 1d.
80 |d.

81 Editorial:The Long \&it HomeTiIMESPCAYUNEMar. 23, 2008 (noting that the RAND report found that ICF systematically
treated some homeowners worse than othes)supraote 78.

82SeeL RA Housing Taskforce Meeting, Mi nudsemeetingsaranotprbduced 00 8 .

as actwual transcripts. Rat her, the LRAG6s accepted syste
what has been stated at the meeting. The 00 nirn u tMed @ nfi reo nk
dogged questioning about the | ack of written information
written information even about the most critical matters
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given written determinations if and when their dispute resolution process has completed. This leaves
applicants without any idea that RHP considers their dispute closed. If applicants want tonvaaye for
the burden is on the applice#t.

Ms. R, Gretna

Ms . R. appeal ed Road Homeds property valuati or
had no idea that a phone call from ICF to inform her that the Road Home Program believed the
valuationtobec or r ect meant t hat her issue was O0resol

technically closed. She could have appealed the decision at that point but instead continued to
wait for information about her Resolution process. Meanwhile, she was &oliéer FEMA
trailer based on Jefferson Parishds | ocal or
had no idea from I CF&és cryptic phone call h a
was removed, she was forced into homelessness.

di
d

The fact that information distributed via phone is not subject to the same quality control issues explains, ir
part, the erroneous information that is distributed to applicants via phone. For example, applicants are
often told that they are prelosing ad are later contacted again by phone for additional information.

Weeks later, yet another call informs that the same or different paperwork must be sent again with no
new information about going forward to grant disbursement.

RHP responded to advocaefforts to enact a systemic change on this front. The current RHP procedure
is to provide written information explaining past practices folbwhke policy states:

The Road Home program, in an apparent effort to process applicants more quickly, had #uopt

practice of providing information relating to homeowner status verbally at critical stages of the process in
lieu of written documentation, a practice which has had a major impact on homeowners' ability to make
informed decisions regarding their gtawards. Moreover, this practice has been widely reported by
homeowners to have adversely affected their ability to demonstrate that something was communicated
verbally by Road Home staff relating to the status of their application as they have maeghtthe

process in a number of ways, namely, that they are deprived of written documentation supporting the

83 See id (attributed t of Hisphdsare donsaarekl regolvad avith a phbne cak and sometimes written

information is sent out and sometimes it is not. Mr . Ab
about hwowlodnknow that you have to move into the appeal [
every conversation, it will take time. Communication cannot be thrmaghbecause correspondence must go through a QA

check. ¢ MTaskéosporwrseamember K. C. Kingbds comment that | CF h

responded that you can debate quality in speed, quality, or cheapness, but you only get two of these. Without giving any
detail s, o0Mr. Abr a maewnEchakge bas deoreaset and stabilityahtis conte & the Road Home
program. 0) .

84SeeThe Road HomEP 189A: Written Documentation Required at All Stages of the Road Hom@vRrotés2007),

available ahttp://thinknola.com/files/chat/CCB_WrittenDamtn_23189A 11 07.pdfseeEditorial: Common Sense Wins
TIMEdPCAYUNE Dec. 26, 2007 (O0Advocates for Road Home applicant
back for forcing the state to use common sense regarding two Road Homemrecgdu 6 ) .
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information they were provided verbally, in most instances over the phone.

Even with its requirement that at critical stages RHP provide indormatiriting, our clients are still

regularly informed verbally by phone of the outcomes of their appeals and of required documentation.
Additionally, we recently observed instructions about the necessary documents needed to avoid the RHP
applicantdead i ne wr i tten to-ian noppléi.camMhidr & hdpo smas
written communication at a critical stage, it is inadequate and left the applicant even more confused. ICF
staffds infor mal eXx pl anaattiiome owh enno ttehpea paeprp,| iecsapne
correct documentation could have resulted in her being cut out of the program, does not satisfy the spirit
of the rule or the needs of the peogke.Indeed, our client was confused and the scribbled ndteadi

properly instruct on how to move forward.

Providing written information alone will not correct all of the problems. RHP has placed countless
applicants into an oOinactive statusdé catbkegory.
remain inactive and grant processing wil/l not n
all the more alarming given the deadline issue discussed below.

Appeals

With a high rate ecfl oesrirnogros, asisge bafbre grast disblesenteparset
appeals are critical stages in the RHP. Put si
According to I CF management, RHP quotas were di
advisors may not haveviewed the file sufficientf{. Des pi t e this, early on, 0

actively discouraging people from filing formal appeals, telling them that it could cause a delay in
resol vin§ Hpornelwennes.s6 r egul ar | y callesdnauragingitteem tolgao ut |
to closing and then appeal later, if necessary. Indeed, we have been contacted by |IGptdeshgs

even as our cliesitappeals are pending.

The Legislative Auditor found that at the-pré o si ng st a ¢g¢o,0occur despiteomuléiplec ont i n
levels of review because of the following: no overall analysis to determine cause of errors, daily quotas
have resulted in less thorough reviews, lack of detailed policies and procedures for advisors to follow,
Road Home polictechange frequently leaving little time to comprehend changes, some advisors and
guality assurance advisors did not complete their review checklists, the team that uploads and scans in
documents does not have quality assurance performed on their actfviireanother assessment of

| CF6s performance, it was found that oORoad home
mistakenly deducted the value of applicants entire insurance policy, rather than just the amount of money

85 From ICF staff (unnamed)(undated) to applicant Ms. A (on file with the aetharjraat 19, Expedited and Unrealistic
Deadlines.

86 | ouisiana Legislative AuditBgad Home Program Resing Procestuly 5, 2007, at 6.
87 Editorial:Sranded on the Road Hgmi®ESPCAYUNEDec. 15, 2006

88 See supraote 86,at 4.
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received from structurabdma g % sWrobgful insurance deductions are among the most common issues
we assist homeowners in appealing.

Ms. N., Orleans Aug., 2008

| went down to the Poydras Center three times to get my stuff corrected. They kept making the
same mistakes. Caoly believe that they had me down for 3 million dollars received from
insurance? They realized the mistake after | kept complaining over and over again with letters. |
finally got that cleared up. | kept sending them the same stuff | brought to th@rgermeeting.
Then | had to appeal my pre storm value. They had it down for way less than what | purchased it
in 2002. I dm stil]l wai ting. Every ti me | C ¢
told me the last bit of information wasver entered into file but | sent that last spring. | thought |

was appealing but they told me | needed to go through resolution first. Then, the resolution
department told me no and to go to appeals. | submitted another appeal and they told me to go
back to resolution. 1 just want to get my house back.

The O0new6 appeals policy, announced on May 15,
the kind of confusion. Indeed, Ms. N. described her experience in August, 2008. While theyhew polic
was touted as the process which would remove th
guarantee contact with the applicant within 15 days of the filing of an appeal, these procedures are
simply not uniformly implemented for the clients we serv

Expedited and Unrealistic RHP Deadlines

Giving just one monthds notice, on Mayo \Wt, 2007
jammed phone lines at the ICF call center and web application page failures, especially in the last few
days preceding the deadline, advocates from around the state, aware of difficulties that prospective
applicants were facing, requested an exten&loithe RHP did not relent. Stories abound from those

who were not able to navigate the system before the applicateadline on July 31, 2007.

89 KPMG Road Home Homeowner Assessment Task, Task (bder TA2007, at 37 (on file with author).

9 | ouisiana Recovery Authoribgadline to Apply to Road Home lig 3L available at
http://www.Ira.louisiana.gov/index.cfm?md=newsroom&tmp=detail &articleID=182.

91 David Hammemxtension of Road Home is RequédsiedPcAYUNEJuly 28, 2007.
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Ms. S, Orleans

Although Ms. S, in her late seventies, does not read or write very well, she did her best to meet the
application deadline when she learned of it. On July 17, 2007, she mailed her application via
certified nail. She kept a copy of the certified mail receipt. Unbeknownst to her, she mailed her
application to the RHP P.O. Box for the small landlord program instead of the P.O. Box for the

homeowner ds program. To dat e, ownanswarpdp eal s on
Later in the program, again with little more th
2008 deadline for al/|l applicants who had not su

owner ship. o6 T wrte in@ttdbreand odedraNbvemb@revesre also publicized. With
countless homeowners still on waitlists for sucdesb®nsquired judicial process to transmit the
deceasedds e ditthistdeadlineavassmpassildedos oth applicants and low income
homeower advocates working to assist thém.

Because of this expedited deadline, thousands, including low income homeowners in desperate need,
could have permanently lost the chance to receive federal rebuilding funds from the program that was
supposed to help #m get back homeWi t h so many errors on RHP&s pa
information, appeal determinations, consistent or reliable instructions and information, and extended
delays in handling applicant files, it was the RHP, not the homeowntre tBdte should have placed

on deadline?3

Backed by over 200 organizations, advocates urgently requested prompt rescission of the deadline.
Noting the widespread program failures and need to err on the side of applicants rather than shift new
burdenstdt hose who had already been subject to the
Orleans City Council, adopted the following resolution against the de#dline:

92 Months prior, three days before then Gov. Kathleen Blanco agreed tiCpagn additional $156 million, the State said it

could not pay less than $500,000 to continue legal services to help low income applicants. In particular, the State could no
guarantee payment to legal services organizations contracted to assist horsewitimitle caséisthe same low income

applicants who would be adversely impacted by the deadl®eeDavid HammeiSt at e Candt Pay Legal /
Home ApplicanfSMESPICAYUNEMar. 25, 2008.

93 See supraote5 8 . Not e t ddlae on applieantSwas isseddl gist Weeks after the State fined ICF
approximately $1 million for widespread program fadlures
the burden to applicants to navigate the slow and complexsg m on an expedited schedul e ¢t}
control and in the hands of ICF.

94 CITY ONEWORLEANBESOLUTIONR08-481, (Aug. 21, 2008). The Terrebonne Parish Council adopted a substantially
similar resolution on August 25, 2008 withadditional statement that the deadline should not be prior to December, 2009.
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WHEREAS, ICF has been unable to effectively implement the program and it is melhigocu

that I CF has |l ost applicantsd documents, f ai
to timely produce responsive information and
application status and how to move forward toward closirige Road Home Program, made

errors in calculating grant awards, failed to produce written determinations on disputes and
appeals, and failed to consistently and timely produce information about individual program files

to applicants; and

WHEREAS, tlgtate of Louisiana is aware of the systemic barriers individuals face in moving
through the Road Home Program because of | CF
fined ICF one million dollars for its deficiencies; and

WHEREAS, the State of Louisiamregularly changed Road Home Program rules without

making these new rules public when passed leaving homeowners with almost no current
information regarding the most recent polici
moving through the Rib&lome Program; and

WHEREAS, the State of Louisiana has, without adequately informing the public, changed key
policies without sufficient disclosure, such as those related to home valuation, which is the anchor
| CF6s determinatiand of Road Home grant s;

WHEREAS, on July 30, 2008, the State of Louisiana passed a September 5, 2008 deadline for
applicants to provide oall necessary documen
dropped entirely from the Road Home Program; and

WHEREAS, this demd does not provide sufficient notice to Louisiana homeowners; and

WHEREAS, homeowners awaiting specific documentation and/or information requirements from
ICF have no knowledge when ICF will communicate this information to homeowners; and

WHEREAS, lawcome homeowners are in an especially vulnerable situation because many
cannot complete successions by the established deadline and the State is well aware that there
are currently wait lists for low income people in need of affordable legal assistaoomfete
successions and who consequently cannot provide "proof of ownership” within the established
deadline period; and

WHEREAS, tens of thousands of Louisiana homeowners, including low income homeowners in
desperate need of rebuilding funds, coulddgemanently cut out from receiving federal
rebuilding funds because of arbitrary deadlines; and

WHEREAS, the State has contracted with ICF well beyond September 5th to complete the Road
Home Program; now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OFYBE QEW ORLEANS, that it does not agree that
the September 5th deadline serves a meaningful or just purpose.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Council strongly urges the State of Louisiana to rescind the
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