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CHAPTER I : INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT PROFILE  
 

 

 

This Section introduces the Rapid 

Rebuilding program and describes 

why it is appropriate for post-

disaster rebuilding.  
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Outline for Energy Efficient Rapid Rebuilding of Single Family 
Housing 

SECTION I.1: INTRODUCTION    
 

WHY DID WE UNDERTAKE THE PROJECT?  

NOLA100 was designed to test a large scale, rapid implementation, energy efficient rebuilding 

template, especially suited for use in post-disaster situations. The goal of the program was to achieve 

economies of scale by combining experienced construction supervision, bulk purchasing and 

coordinated logistics with a large volunteer labor force to quickly and cost effectively rehabilitate 

damaged housing stock. The project was designed and executed by the Hope Has A Face Foundation 

(www.hopehasaface.org) with funding and support provided by the Clinton Climate Initiative and 

The Salvation Army. 

 

This Guide is designed to work in concert with existing disaster recovery programs that often are 

launched by local and national NGOs in the wake of a large scale disaster. It also systematically 

accesses the availability of volunteer labor to effectively lower the cost of rebuilding. However, 

where the origins of the program are rooted in disaster recovery, it can easily be contemplated that by 

substituting other funding sources, such as Energy Improvement Mortgages or Block Grant Funds, 

the template could be applied to large scale housing recovery unrelated to natural disasters. 

 

WHO WAS TARGETED FOR ASSISTANCE? 

Our Katrina experience indicates that, relative to the general population, a higher concentration of the 

most vulnerable (i.e. the elderly, disabled, single parent families) can be impacted by a natural 

disaster. This is primarily due to the high correlation of lower income homeowners with older homes, 

which are usually located in areas with aging infrastructure. The age and condition of the homes, and 

by extension the neighborhoodsô infrastructure, make it more likely that these homes could sustain 

damage in the event of high winds, flooding or seismic activity.  

 

The owners of these older homes are also susceptible to being underinsured (or not insured at all) 

since there is often no mortgage that would stipulate such coverage as a condition of a loan. Further, 

these populations, by their very definition, often lack the capacity to undertake a rehabilitation effort 

on their own. Unfortunately, experience has shown that these homeowners often become prime 

targets for unscrupulous contractors (or often those posing as contractors) who follow disaster 

recovery efforts. In New Orleans, we found nearly one-third of the elderly homeowners applying to 

the NOLA100 program had been victims of contractor fraud or non-performance. 

 

WHAT IS THE BENEFIT? 

It is these vulnerable populations that also are in position to receive the greatest benefit from a 

program such as NOLA100. Rebuilding the homes of fixed income residents in an energy efficient 

manner can have a significant and long-lasting impact on their quality of life. Based on our 

experience in New Orleans, by rebuilding an older home with todayôs energy efficient materials and 

techniques, it is possible to cut utility cost by up to 50% from pre-disaster levels (Appendix B- 

Energy Efficiency Reference). For a homeowner on a fixed income of $1,000 per month or less, this 

can have the effect of increasing disposable income by 20% or more, for the life of the improvements.  

http://www.hopehasaface.org/
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SECTION I.2: PROJECT SNAPSHOT 
Objective: NOLA100 was a renovation/rehabilitation project that was 

designed to optimize construction speed and efficiency over 100 work days. The project template 

focused on restoring homes by targeting the most expensive and time consuming renovation tasks, in 

specific order; until per home funding limits were met.  

 

Description: The primary target area for homes in the NOLA100 program were the neighborhoods of 

New Orleansô Ninth Ward.  The project utilized experienced carpenters in paid positions as House 

Lead Supervisors to manage and train a workforce comprised of unskilled or semi-skilled individuals.  

AmeriCorps-NCCC members and volunteers provided the bulk of this construction labor (over 

40,000 hours) with licensed trades engaged where required by code (i.e.- plumbing, electric, HVAC). 

By limiting the number of construction tasks to those that are critical to reestablishing occupancy, to 

the extent practical, the program was better able to plan and manage its aggressive completion 

timelines. 

 

Partners and Roles:  
The Salvation Army: Material and Labor Funder, Case Management 

Clinton Climate Initiative: Overhead Funder 

Hope Has A Face Foundation: Lead Project Manager  

 

The program also received invaluable assistance in the planning and execution of the project by the, 

US Green Building Council, AmeriCorps-NCCC, Rebuilding Together New Orleans, The Lower 

Ninth Ward Village, Toyota Motor Sales, BASF, CTG Energetics, Mindfield Productions, Kilz Paint, 

Alltel Wireless and the State of Louisiana Department of Natural Resources HERO program.   

 

Project Funding: The Salvation Army provided the funding for materials and labor for the home 

renovations through their Katrina homeowner assistance program. The Salvation Armyôs program 

provided qualified homeowners with up to $20,000 in materials and/or skilled labor necessary to 

return their home to livable condition. The William J. Clinton foundation provided the overhead 

funding for the project consisting of operating costs and salaries that were not house specific, thus not 

eligible for the Salvation Army funding. The American Red Cross Hurricane Relief Program also 

provided additional materials funding to four project homeowners. See Appendix C- Project Data and 

Financials 

Project Timetable: Project Infrastructure Construction- April, 2008 

   Project Commencement- June, 2008 

   Project End Date- October, 2008 

 

Homeowner Qualification : Homeowners applying to the project for assistance had damage from 

Hurricane Katrina that was compatible with the skill level of the programôs workforce. Elderly, 

disabled and single parent homeowners were given priority. Homeowners that met structure criteria 

were then evaluated according to the case management guidelines set forth by The Salvation Army or 

American Red Cross to determine eligibility for financial assistance. Able bodied homeowners who 

qualified were also asked to commit to providing 50 hours of labor in the repair of their home or 

those of other neighborhood residents.  
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SECTION I.3: WHY WE PRIORITIZED ENERGY EFFICIENT AND 

GREEN REBUILDING PROCESSES 
As devastating as a natural disaster can be for a community, it does offer an opportunity to assist 

vulnerable populations in a manner and scale that can seldom be replicated. There are 7.6 million 

families living under the poverty level in the United States and home energy costs impact these 

individuals more than any other sector of society
1
. The implications of making energy efficient 

rebuilding the required standard can have such profound and enduring effects on the lives of 

residents, and by extension resource efficiency of the municipality, that it should become a central 

focus of any such large scales recovery effort.  In the case of New Orleans, a 30% energy reduction 

on 100,000+ housing units could result in a carbon reduction of up to 432 million pounds per year.   

 

While the environmental impacts alone are astounding, the impact on the residents and the local 

economy are just as substantial.  In Louisiana nearly 157,000 households with incomes at 50% the 

Federal Poverty Level must spend over half of their income simply to pay their home energy bills
2
.  

The same scenario of achieving a 30% energy reduction on 100,000+ housing units could produce a 

local economic impact of up to $135 million per year from the utility cost savings and associated 

economic activity.  
Table 1 

  
Dollars Carbon (lbs) 

 
Average Utility Usage $                  150 1,200 

30% Monthly Savings $                    45 360 

 
Annualized $                  540 4,320 

    

 
 100,000 Homes  $   54,000,000 432,000,000 

 
Economic Multiplier 2.5 

 

 
Annual Local Impact $ 135,000,000 

  

The same factor that made the homes of the vulnerable populations more susceptible to the ravages of 

a natural disaster, the high inverse correlation of income to age of structure, also makes these 

homeowners spend a higher portion of their income on utilities. While this phenomenon is easily 

imagined since in most cities the homes in poorer neighborhoods are among the oldest and least 

maintained of the housing stock, the magnitude of the effect can be underestimated.  

 

A 2002 survey found that households with incomes below $20,000 consumed 39% more BTUs per 

square foot than households with incomes over $75,000. The existing energy cost per square foot of 

these older homes often exceeded $4 per square foot
3
. Choosing to permanently improve the energy 

profile of such homes during recovery rehabilitation projects is truly a one in a lifetime opportunity 

for these residents, and the greater community. 

                                                 
1 Income, Poverty, and Health Insurance Coverage in the United States: 2007 , US Census Bureau, publication CB08-129 
2 On the Brink: The Home Energy Affordability Gap in Louisiana, April 2008, Fisher, Sheehan & Colton, Belmont, MA 
3 Source: Tabulations of the Residential Energy Consumption Surveys, 1997 and 2001 
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SECTION I.4: IMPACT  
 

A. NOLA100  I MPACT  

NOLA100 PARTICIPANT PROFILE 

Average Age of Homeowner: 58   Percentage over age 55: 

Average reduction in energy usage:   Average reduction in GHG emissions: 

 

In NOLA100, over 20 homes experienced projected energy improvements greater than 50% from pre-

storm levels. REM/Rate energy rating software projects that these homes will average utility bill 

savings of $xxx dollars per year, money that can now flow toward the necessities of life such as food, 

medicine and health care. It is easy to imagine the benefits to the residents, local economy and 

environment if such savings could be replicated on a large scale.  

 

NOLA100 was introduced to the concept of utilizing Energy Raters by the Clinton Climate Initiative. 

Energy Raters are certified by the Residential Energy Services Network (RESNET) to provide an 

unbiased assessment of a homeôs energy profile, as well as recommendations for improvements. By 

making home inspection visits pre-construction for a baseline and then again post-construction, 

Raters helped quantify the improvements made to the energy usage profile of project homes by 

providing an estimate of utility cost savings and emissions reductions. An example of an energy 

rating that was used by NOLA100 can be found in Appendix B- Energy Efficiency Reference. 

  
BEST PRACTICE: While the costs for RESNET certified energy rater services can run between $400 and $750 per home, 
these ratings provide an essential tool with which the construction and project managers can objectively weigh the cost 
of including specific energy efficient improvements in the scope of work by comparing expenses with quantified 
estimates of utility cost reductions that will accrue to the homeowner. This cost/benefit analysis is critical with tight 
rebuilding budgets. 

 

 

B. I MPORTANCE TO NEW ORLEANS  

According to HUD, Katrina damaged more than 315,000 housing units in seven Louisiana parishes, 

187,000 of them seriously. Five of these seven parishes represent most of the population of the New 

Orleans metropolitan area
4
.  

 

NOLA100 took place in Orleans Parish, the largest of the Metropolitan parishes and the location of 

the Ninth Ward, where nearly three quarters of the housing stock received some damage. More than 

50% of all the Parishôs housing units sustained óSevereô damage, meaning the repair estimate 

exceeded 50% of the propertyôs value. Furthermore, over one-third of these losses were not covered 

by insurance.  

                                                 
4 The Impact Of Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, And Wilma On The Gulf Coast Housing Stock, U.S. Housing Market Conditions- Spring 2006, U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development 
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Table 2 

Parish 

Total 

Housing 

Units 

Damaged 
Serious 

Damage 

Serious- 

Owner 

Occupied 

Uninsured Median Repair 

Orleans 188,251 72% 56% 53,474 34% $       103,955 

Jefferson 176,234 52% 20% 20,339 18% $          67,248 

St. 

Bernard 
25,123 81% 78% 13,376 35% $       142,612 

Source: HUD, 2006 

 

REBUILDING RECOVERY COST GAP 

Even though the State of Louisiana created a multi-billion dollar grant program called ñRoad Homeò, 

a large number of homeowners still did not have the resources necessary to rehabilitate their homes. 

Many of these homeowners experienced a ñRebuilding Cost Gapò where the total resources received 

from all sources do not provide enough funding to restore the home to livable condition (i.e. - 

allowing issuance of an occupancy permit). A 2008 report by the advocate group PolicyLink found 

that 80% of Louisiana Road Home grant recipients incurred a Rebuilding Cost Gap, with nearly half 

of those experiencing a projected shortfall exceeding $40,000
5
. There are numerous causes of the 

Rebuilding Cost Gap, some common ones are: 

 

 Insufficient Grant or Insurance Proceeds: Grant formula or insurance calculations may 

underestimate needs based on depressed pre-storm assessed home values, incorrect 

assessment of damage or increases in construction, labor and materials costs that were not 

forecast. 

 Higher Pre-Construction Living Costs: Extended periods of duplicate costs incurred while 

planning and/or rebuilding a home while renting another, often while making both rent and 

mortgage payments. Poor financial decision-making frequently results with homeowners who 

are inexperienced at managing a significant, lump sum payment. 

 Contractor Fraud and Non-Performance: It was not uncommon to find elderly homeowners 

who had received grant proceeds that would have been sufficient to rebuild, only to have been 

cheated out of all or part of these funds by those posing as legitimate contractors. 

 
KEY LEARNING: Developing a program that can be flexible enough to assist homeowners under each of the major 
scenarios that may have created a Rebuilding Cost Gap is one of the most valuable attributes that can be incorporated 
into an implementation plan. The more time that passes post-disaster, the more likely it is that program applicants will be 
experiencing some type of Rebuilding Gap. 

 

C. I MPORTANCE TO FUTURE DISASTER SITUATIONS  

One of the enduring lessons from Katrinaôs destruction is the importance of the early revitalization of 

the housing base. Reestablishing that base becomes the catalyst for all significant rebuilding efforts 

by restoring local residents who, even if previous employment has been lost, now have new 

employment opportunities in the rebuilding process. Without the housing rehabilitation that allows 

local residents to return, these jobs (and others) will be filled by temporary and migrant workers, 

                                                 
5 The Long Way Home: The State of Housing Recovery in Louisiana, PolicyLink www.policylink.org , August, 2008 

http://www.policylink.org/ThreeYearsLater/RecoveryGroups.html
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thereby allowing the economic recovery resources to flow away from displaced residents, who could 

benefit from them the most.  

 

TIMING OF IMPLEMENTATION 

The program would typically begin its initial planning phase after the initial emergency relief effort, 

which includes immediate provision of first aid, shelter, water and food, has ended. The recovery 

phase begins once the services necessary to satisfy public health and safety concerns are restored. 

This phase, which often can begin 30-90 days post disaster, will include not only debris removal but 

the compilation of damage assessments and housing impact estimates which will be produced and/or 

analyzed by FEMA, local governments and NGOs.  

 

This damage assessment information will be used by federal agencies (FEMA, SBA) and NGOs 

(American Red Cross, The Salvation Army, Long Term Relief Committees) to craft transition plans 

and assistance programs. Typically, it is those programs which are designed to be more long-term in 

nature would offer rebuilding assistance. Once these programs are in place and qualification 

guidelines are established, the next phase of rebuilding can begin in earnest. Of course by definition, 

any housing rehabilitation project cannot outpace the restoration of power and water grids. 

 
KEY LEARNING: It is important to point out that large NGO rebuilding assistance programs and Government funded 
grant programs (if they are created) usually do not fund at the same time.  During the first iteration of this program (19 
months after hurricane Katrina), very few of the clients we assisted had received the grant dollars from state programs. 
For this reason, NGO funders at that time did not consider these grant monies when determining the assistance amount 
that they would provide a qualified household.  When NOLA100 began 33 months after Katrina, most homeowners and 
all NOLA100 clients had received the grant dollars awarded to them by state federal/state funded grant programs (Road 
Home).  For this reason, in NOLA100 both The Salvation Army and the American Red Cross did include the amount of a 
potential clientõs grant award in the evaluation for funding assistance to determine if a Recovery Gap remained.   

 

1. FEDERALLY FUNDED, STATE ADMINISTERED HOMEOWNER GRANT PROGRAMS 

While a Federally funded Homeowner Grant program can often provide the greatest monetary 

resources to the homeowner, the programs also can have the unintended effect of actually impeding 

the pace of recovery. While it is often only weeks after a disaster that the subject of Homeowner 

Grants begins to be discussed, the experience post-Katrina shows it can be years before such funds 

reach a meaningful portion of the community. Often, a time bubble or lag develops between the good 

intentions of offering rebuilding assistance grants and the reality of how difficult and complex it is to 

implement such a system
6
.  

 

The unintended consequence of this implementation vs. discussion lag is that it leads to inaction, 

especially since early discussions end to offer overly optimistic timeframes for the programôs 

implementation. In the case of Katrina, it took more than two years for grant funds to be received by a 

majority of homeowners, although they may have been told of their award determination up to a year 

                                                 
6
 Generally speaking, Katrina rebuilding grant programs were administered by the respective States, but funded by Federal dollars (tax dollars). Under 

this process, Federal block grant funds were allocated to those States impacted and it became the responsibility of individual states to determine the rules 

for which the federal dollars would be dispersed to homeowners. Once the State plan was approved by the appropriate Federal agencies, Federal dollars 

that had been allocated could be disbursed to the State to begin the program.  Only then could the actual homeowner qualification process begin in scale. 
Rules and regulations were tested and revised multiple times before the application process began, but in the Katrina homeowner grant programs offered 

by Louisiana and Mississippi, were adjusted often even after the grant program was underway.  The Road Home program and its Mississippi 

counterpart, Homeowner Grants Phases I and II, were similar in their timing from Federal funding to implementation with neither program reaching a 
significant number of homeowners until 2007.  
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prior. It is only after funds are received that rebuilding truly begins or as one contractor famously 

said, ñyou canôt hammer with an award determinationò. As an example, the Road Home Homeowner 

Grant Funding Timeline is found below: 
 

ROAD HOME GRANT FUNDING TIMELINE :  
August 2005 and September 2005: Hurricanes Katrina and Rita hit Louisiana 
February 2006: The Road Home program was announced  
June 2006:  Federal funding was approved   
 July 2006:  Contractor begins Road Home preparations 
October 2006: Funding made available to implement the program, processing of applications begins 
April 2007:  Cumulative disbursement of grant awards surpasses 5% of total homeowner grants awarded 
October 2007: Cumulative disbursement of grant awards surpasses 50% of total homeowner grants awarded 
January 2008: Cumulative disbursement of grant awards surpasses 75% of total homeowner grants awarded 
January 2009: Road Home program terminated after 121,827 homeowner grant closings (disbursements) with an average 
award of $63,225.  

 

Sources: Situation and Pipeline Reports, The Road Home, www.road2la.org; Overview of the Road Home Program: ICF's Housing Management 

Services Contract with the State of Louisiana, ICF International, http://www.icfi.com/markets/community_development/road-home-faqs.asp 
 

2. NGO REBUILDING PROGRAMS 

By contrast, The Salvation Army Katrina rebuilding assistance program offered much lower 

maximum grant amounts ($10,000 initially, which was raised to $20,000 in mid-2007) but offered 

speed and relative simplicity. The Salvation Army began making such awards in early 2006, well 

before the Mississippi and Louisiana state grant programs had even been funded. Having a program 

such as this in place is a necessary element for implementation of this program. 

 
BEST PRACTICE: Planning a program to operate in the transitional period between the end of Relief efforts and the 
beginning of the actual disbursement of federally funded grant awards can offer a huge boost to the community by 
returning residents to their homes more quickly. Designing the program to serve a particular segment (e.g.- first 
responders and teachers) would provide the human resource needs  to fuel critical recovery functions. By focusing on 
areas where the type damage and volunteer skill sets intersect, moderate grants programs offered by NGOs can get 
these families home many months (possibly years) earlier than what was seen post-Katrina. The possibility of òdouble-
dippingó, getting both NGO assistance and Homeowner grants can be dealt with contractually. One possibility (with 
approval of the NGO) would be that in the event the homeowner receives a grant for repairs already made with NGO 
assistance, those funds are paid back, in whole or in part, and placed in a revolving homeowner assistance program that 
focuses on helping victims of contractor fraud or helping provide gap funding for energy retrofits. 
 

The American Red Cross created a specific post-Katrina program called Means to Recovery (MTR) 

that also operated with homeowner rebuilding grants. The qualification requirements were similar to 

The Salvation Army, but MTR required more paperwork in its early versions, although this was 

simplified several times before the programôs termination in May, 2008. 

 

SECTION I.5: WHAT THIS IS AND WHAT THIS ISNôTé. 
The program described herein was designed to assist single family homeowners, estimated by HUD 

to account for 67% of the housing units damaged by Katrina. The reason for not including rental 

properties in NOLA100 was simple; the existing home rebuilding assistance programs of the 

American Red Cross and The Salvation Army stipulate property ownership and occupancy as a 

condition of rebuilding assistance. Since these programs were used by the program for rehabilitation 

funding, the program was bound to apply the same criteria to its efforts. 

 

http://www.road2la.org/
http://www.icfi.com/markets/community_development/road-home-faqs.asp
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KEY LEARNING: It should also be noted that succession and title issues can become a major stumbling block post 
disaster.  It is common for family-owned properties to be passed down from one generation to the next without 
paperwork. While these properties may be owned outright, without clear title families often cannot advance through the 
federal and local assistance process. It is a good idea to form a partnership with a legal aid organization that can assist 
such homeowners as they are identified. The time required to rectify such situations is often quite lengthy, and is 
dependent upon local laws and regulations, so plan for this in your implementation timeframe. 

 

The availability and use of energy finance options varies from location to location and from utility 

company to utility company. The cost effective incorporation of many energy efficient materials into 

the program can be heavily dependent on incentives, rebates or subsidies.  

 
BEST PRACTICE: The most comprehensive source for state energy incentives is the Database of State Incentives for 
Renewables & Efficiency (DSIRE) funded by the U.S. Department of Energy (http://www.dsireusa.org/). Consult local 
utility providers regarding programs they may offer for appliance upgrades, energy ratings or rebate programs for 
increasing home energy efficiency.  

http://www.dsireusa.org/
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