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CHARACTERISTICS OF PROPERTY OWNER AND RESALE ACTIVITIES FOR
THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT REGENERATION BY PROPERTY TRANSFER
REGENERATION PROGRAMS AFTER HURRICANE KATRINA

R R
Tamiyo KONDO

This study examines characteristics of property owner, resale activities and its contribution for the built environment regeneration
through the property transfer and regeneration programs by New Orleans City government after Hurricane Katrina. It is
demonstrated that the property transfer “after” program have strong relationship between the built environment regeneration after
10 years. This program is effective for the built environment regeneration which integrates the market-based approach, certain level
of public intervention, residents’ motivation for profit gain in resale and to improving their built environment by their property

investment and resale activities.

Keywords: Housing Recovery, Property Transfer and Regeneration Program, Property Owners Characteristics,
Regeneration of Built Environment, Hurricane Katrina
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Owner and Parcel Information
* Owner Name(H7 A # 4 1) :
 Mailing Address(E (E4f i () : Photo
+ Location Address(RE)FE(:AT) :
- Date (7 —# OWHY) :

Property

Value Information

Year Land Value Building Value Total
2015 $ $ $
2014 $ $ $

Sale / Transfer Information example

SDzltilTransfer Price Grantor Grantee

(378 M) (3 | filli4%) GRIEH 4 F) (BRRIER 40 F1)
10-26-2009 $ NORA Name B
05-14-2008 3 RHC NORA
07-09-2007 $ Name A RHC

RHC' Road Home Corporation, NORA: New Orleans Redevelopment Authority

Fig.1 Data Component of Property Database by Orleans Parish

source) by author based on http://nolaassessor. com/search. html
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826

(67.9%)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
M Individual

Fig.2 Attribution of Auction Bidding Winner (N=1216)

m Corporation
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COXEIBRT—=FNRET DI LE, ZHEOWRERE Ao REIEIC
HFTDA—7 2 a yBMOBENEE L L 1T TH o 72 & HEH
T&EHZETh%D,

119
(30.5%)

Corporation

Individual

(22.2%)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B Transferred m Not Transferred

Fig.3 Transfer Activities by Attribution of
Auction Bidding Winner (N=1216)
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Fig. 4 Balance between Transfer Price and Auction
Winning Price (N=301)
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H Live = Do not Live

Fig.5 Owner-occupied Auction Properties (N=826)
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@  Non-owner ied Auction properti ing address)
awner-occupied Auction properties [
[ meighborhoods Boundary ’ 7" '

| flooding inundated area

N

Fig.6 Spatial Pattern of Property Address (N=1216)
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Fig.7 Auction Properties Owners’ Address (N=500)

Within the city 271(27.8%)

Outside the city 22
9

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Outside the State

m Transferred = Not Transferred

Fig.8 Transfer Activities by Property Owners’ Address
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WCREIN TSR E L TERMRFEE CTE o lc b DEERWIZE
464 DT —H ThH D, WHFITZEMMITED LS 2BRIZH 5D,

©  Nen-owner-occupied Auction properties(mailing address)

®  Auction property address
— ocwner—property )
E Neighborhoods Boundary A

‘Address
And Property Address (N=464)

Fig.9 Auction Property Owners
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BIFLEBRERTHD, ZOFRFETEBROARBEL EVED Z LI
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Fig. 10 Distance between Owners ‘address and
Property Address (N=465)
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116 344
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Not Transferred

Transferred

t t t t t 1
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M Livable ® Under-construction M Blighted M Vacant ® Unknown

Fig.11 Auction Results and Transfer (N=1216)
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Fig. 12 Transfer Activities after Lot Next Door
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Fig.13 Lot Next Door Owner-occupied properties (N=1157)
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Fig. 14 3B VWERY 70 7T WREIPED FAREL & Rt A IE D
BIfRZ R LT %, BEHIEWIRY 7'r 7T ARITHRSE M T

not tranferred

(N=1074)
transferred
(N=83)
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Fig. 14 Lot Next Door Results and
Transfer Activities (N=1157)
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Table 1 [IATFERE - HAET 2 7T 5O RBERGH O BIES

s g B A
HRoE E % & HURBR ME O FBERIR 2R L TV 5,
Tablel Correlationship between Property Transfer and
Regeneration Program and Neighborhood Attributions
Explanatory variables : Neighborhood Attribution
2000 2000 2000 2000 | 2005 | 2008 2015
Owner— Housing| Blighted | Household
Black(%) | Poverty(%) | occupied | Vacant(%) |Damage |Properties(| Recovery
) ® % ®)
Corpotation() for |53 223 087 -304| -272 -0.98| -.367 233
potan Corelation*
T |Bidding Winner of
h |Auction P 254 660 16| 162 619 055 223
e
Peason **
P [Tranfer @of  |Corelationss 344 323 106| -353 049|  -.426 347
r ¢ |Auction
0 © P 073 094 590| 065 804 024 070)
P
g *E *ok *
r © |owner-ocoupied [F25°". -552 -.602 A70[  -470 195 -.231 148
n ° Corelation+*
a 1 [Auction
m properties(%) P 002 001 387|012 321 .236 451
n Peason *k *k
R _ _ _ _
R4 [Traner () of Lot |corelationss | %34 679 310|401 231 -276 210)
Next Door
sy P 000 .000 140 052 277 91 324
u
a
U7 |Lot Next Door  |Pe2%0". 136 -.099 303 -.130 355 -.110 279
t o " |Corelations*
i |owner-occupied
S a [properties(s) P 527 647 51| 546 089 608 187
b
Peason *E *k
| - - - -
! ranster-Avction [coretationss | 915 562 219 020 159 147 056
Sale Price ($)
P 001 002 272|920 428| 464 718

+EERBIE 1WKETHEE (@D

F—7 v a VREIEDEETE R LA OMBEN D L DIX, K5E 3EICE
TOMIBANOBRIAEELRTH D, (EE - HHUTEIT D BEETOE
BMENE L REPEDEIERTERICITDONTWD Z LA EKRL T
Wb, SVRZ D E, ABPEDHRTE N FTREIZ 22 D DITHEEREE N D
RN YT ThbH, A= a U REFEICHAENEEL TV HE
B LMNADBMRERTOR, BARBIOBERETHL, v 1/
VT 4 WL JRET HHUIRICS W TE, —7 v a U AREERMER
HHWTZEERZTHLEANE N EEZRLTVS, HiE THIUT
~A VT 4 NENHIICB W TIEA—7 v a S c ko TRIEE
EEOWIC DN o2 VWIRYT 4 TREENRETZ LV D
B, HBETHIVUTRICIAEN REICBE Sh -0 CEAsnmh
ENTZA Ny 7 B LD Ty, A—27 v 3 U AREIEOR
7ets ERADBEBREH LD, BARBIOERETHD, OARE
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AHXCHE AR IR TIE, A —27 v 2 VLS N E RO &
FFTWD, BRERAREIVITE, A by 7Bk T b R E
RKELLTWAHEEZOLND, WICHEHE WY 71 7 Z AT
LR LAOHERH D00, BRAEBIOERNETHD, v A
VT 4 BELRET D HIRICB W TR, BfEVWERY e ST A
DOBMWEHEZEETE & T AEAME, WA D L, RN ITD
Nk & X~ A 2 V7 4 OFEIGR DR 0HIECH D, Z OHUET
EBEFHEVEY 71 77 KK DBAERERATT Tk, im5E
EWIOITH TRERKOBEAKET 52 Z ENARRICR>TWD, 72
B, A—7 v a B 8RR E BARE L OEKRIITAHBIR
RRHER CE o Tz, A—7 v a OB TAIIMIkICB T 5~
A7 VT 4 DERICELTITDORTWS,

Table 2 [ZHUHLAL O AR B FECTT G B DR 12 L A — 2 v a9 Uiff
REDEFBERL TN D,

Table2

Regeneration Program and Neighborhood Property Characteristics

Relationship between Property Transfer and

Lot Next
number of [AUCITON  |AugTION  [AUCTION Lot Next =1

) ! lowner Door
& )| Tranfer (%) ocoupied (%) |Tranfer (5) |01

Neighborhood Typoilogy

d (%)

higher rates of vacant lots and

homes, and there is limited housing 9 13.0% 26.1% 71.7% 20.2% 73.7%

market activity

affordable rents and home prices and

but have experienced limited housing 21 37.8% 13.0% 19.6% 3.9% 78.1%

market activity

strong housing markets, with high
rents and home prices, increasing
household incomes, and a mix of
homeowners and renters

16 38.6% 26.1% 30.4% 3.9% 70.1%

drastic increases in household
income, home prices and rents, mix of
11 35.7% 37.1% 55.1% 14.4% 70.6%

homeowners and and renters, as well
as high number of historic properties

highest incomes, highest amount of

homeowners, highest rents and land 16 32.1% 21.7% 23.7% 4.2% 73.3%
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CHARACTERISTICS OF PROPERTY OWNER AND RESALE ACTIVITIES FOR
THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT REGENERATION BY PROPERTY TRANSFER
REGENERATION PROGRAMS AFTER HURRICANE KATRINA

Tamiyo KONDO *!

*1 Assoc. Prof, Graduate school of Engineering, Kobe University, Dr.Eng.

This study examines the characteristics of property owner, transfer activities and its contribution for the built
environment regeneration through property transfer and regeneration programs by New Orleans City government
after Hurricane Katrina. These programs, the Lot Next Door Program and the Auction, aim to bring back the Road
Home buyout properties into market expecting to be regenerated by new property owners. The goal of this research is
to develop a planning techniques and policy for the built environment regeneration after mega disasters. The
methodology is an analysis of program properties’ information, such as attribution of winning bidder of the Auction,
property transfer activities, which are obtained from the Assessor’s Office of Orleans Parish.

It is demonstrated that percentage of property transfer “after” program is above certain level, and have strong
relationship between the built environment regeneration after 10 years. More than 30% Auction bidding winner is
private corporation and transfer activities, exceeds 20% among of all auction properties, that contribute to an
increase of housing stock compared to non-transferred action properties. It is found that the Auction bidding winners
gain more property sale benefit in white and middle-high income neighborhood. Owner-occupied housing increase by
the Auction, however, there are some amount of remains as vacant properties which is especially seen in black and
high poverty rate neighborhoods. The Auction functions as promoting first-time homebuyer for affordable housing.
These are the limitation and effectiveness of the Auction program. The fact that more than 30% Auction properties
owner are neighbors living near properties implies that their motivation is to maintain and improve their
neighborhoods’ property value. In the Lot Next Door program, percentage of transfer activities is less than 10% which
is very small compared to the Auction. The Lot Next Door program was designed to intend to achieve low-density
residential area which has large garden in the lot, although, transferred properties were regenerate as housing stock
in the white and middle-high income neighborhood which is different from design concept.

What do these results suggest us? The property transfer and regeneration program have limitation in causing
neighborhood attribution gaps, such as race and income, led by market mechanism, however, it is prove that it is
effective policy for the built environment regeneration which utilizes and integrates the market-based approach, a
certain level of public intervention, residents’ motivation for profit gain in resale and to improve their built

environment.
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