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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

l. History of Study

In recent years much attention has been focused upon environmental factors,
particularly in residential areas. In the wake of air traffic noise litigation has followed
increasing concern over automotive vehicle noise, especially along limited access
highways. As g result, the Highway Act of 1973 and the Federal Aid Highway Program
Manual call for noise abatement measures aleng cerfain federc. ~° ghways where
noise exceeds acceptable levels determinad by the Federal Highway Administration.

The Department of Transportation and Development, Office of Highways of the
State of Louisiana, felt there was a need for an investigative study to determine the
effect, if any, of highway noise on adjacent residential property values. The Office
of Highways also desired that o procedure be formulated which could be followed
routinely to derive a fair measure of the effect, if any, of noise on property value.

The following report is submitted in an endeavor fo satisfy those requirements.



Il.  Previous Studies on Noise Impact

Part of the need for this comprehensive study was the questionable reliability of
the methodology employed by others in previously published articles on noise impact
on residential property values. Also, many of the studies were not |imited solely fo
the impact of noise. Three of these papers are discussed below.

A. Hays B. Gamble, Owen H. Saueriender and C. John Langley.

Adverse and Beneficial Effects of Highways on Residential
Property Values. Transportation Research Record 508, 1974,
pp. 37-48

This is a report of a study whose objectives were "to determine the effect of
various highway~generated pollutants on property values, ..... and to estimate the
beneficial influence of regional accessibility on property values." The paper states
that, "It has long been suspected that the noise and air poliution lowers the values of
certain kinds of properties. ..abutting or close to major highways, just as the benefits
of regional accessibility or locational advantage increase the property values. . .."
The authors seem to adopt these as premises, the former adversely affecting market
value, the latter enhancing market value. They proceed to use stepwise multiple
regression analysis to determine the relationship between property values and a number
of so-called "highway related” variables and other independent variables. The 95
variables tested are not listed.

In muitiple regression there is a need for a logical reason for o relationship

between the dependent and the independent variables, Of the fourteen variables

listed in the "Results of regression analyses", or the variables with the most effect on

property values, one can reasonably question the importance of the relationship between
the "Age of head" and sales price, or between "Lived near highway" (not very definitive)

and sales price.
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In discussingthe use of computer in stepwise multiple regression analysis, the

hor of the text Statistics for Modemn Business Decisions(])sfctes: "Some analysts
aut ror Y

feel that the assumptions of regression analysis are so overpowering that its usefulness is
severely limited in practical applications. As the number of variables considered grows,
so does the propensity for these assumptions to be violated. "

The text of this paper states that data were gathered for 324 bong fide real
estate transactions in four study areas for the years 1969 to 1971, yet in the tabulation
it appears that only 200 were used. With houses of different size, design, number of
rooms, number of floors, kind of construction, size of lot, ete., using stepwise multiple
regression analysis testing 95 variables, the sample seems smalil.

(1) Lawrence L. Lapin, California State University, San Jose. Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich, Inc. 1973

B. C. John Langley, Jr. Time-Series Effects of a Limited-Access
Highway on Residential Property Values. Department of Marketing
and Transportation, University of Tennessee
The author states that, “The purpose of this paper is to illustrate use of a method
for constrycting property value price indexes to assess the effects over time of a
limited-access highway on residential property values." One of the four communities
in the previous Gamble et af study, North Springfield, Virginia, was used. Sales
fransactions of all properties which resold at least once in the period 1962 through
1972 were deflated to base-year 1962 prices. Three multiple regressions (1 each for
abutting, impact and nonimpact zones) were performed using price relatives from resale

data for each year. Two conclusions were drawn: 1) that residential properties located

near the highway tended to increase in value af a rate significantly less than properties



more distant from the highway, and 2) that the most recent year for which this phenomen
may be statistically validated is 1970. (This latter is confusing since the author cifes
“significant” differences in indexes for 1571 and 1972.)

Of the 30 property value indexes predicted in this study, there were 17 instances
where: 1. Index for the year for the abutting zone was less than the index for the impac
or the control zone, or 2. Index for impact zone was less than for nonimpact zone. Ther
were 13 instances where the opposite is true (although there must have been differences ir
the composite property values in the abutting, impact and nonimpact zones in 1962, the
indexes are all given as 1.00). In plotting the indexes for the three zones they frequent!\
cross each other.

The author concludes that "The comparisons for the year 1962 to 1969 did not
indicate any significant differences among index numbers."”. He then points out that
there were significant differences in index numbers higher for impact or control zones in
the years 1970 to 1972. One of these is in 1971 where the control zone index was 2.7%
higher than the impact zone. However, for the same year, the index for the abutting
zone was higher than the index for the impact zone. There is no year in which there
is higher than a 4.8% difference in any of the indexes, the other three "significantly"
different index numbers were 2.7%, 4% and 4% higher, the latter percentages resulting
from index numbers for abutting and impact zone which were almost the same.

Additionally, there is no consideration given to the change in condition of the
properties between sales-~often there are additions or improvements made, as well as

cases of complete lack of maintenance. Also, rate of turnover in the three different

zones was not compared.
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C. Lewis 5. Pipkin, Eddie D. Crook, and William F. Cantrell.
Relation of Highway Noise to Residential Property Values in
Urban Areas of Tennessee. Tennessee Department of Trans-
portation. February 1977,

Five residential neighborhoods in the metropolitan area of Nashville and Memphis
were selected as study areas to investigate the relation of highway noise to residential
property values. Average sales prices for all the properfies in each of the subdivisions
for each of approximately five years were calculated. The explanation of how these
sales prices were adjusted to using 1975 as o base year is not clear. Apparently all 515
sales and resales in the areas were used for the averages.

In arriving af the mean sale price per square foot, many of the sales were not
used because the houses in the impact and conirol zones were not similar to the houses
sold in the abutter zones; so that the sample was significantly smaller than 315, although
it is impossible from the report to discern exactly how much smaller.

In Lake Park, the houses ranged in size from 1,500 fo 3,000 square feet but
were grouped into two styles, not sizes. In Oak Park, the average size of the abutter
sales was 1,535 and the control and impact area sales was 1,382, a difference of about
11%.

The author concludes that there was no significant difference indicated between
abutter and control zones in two of the five areas. In the other three areas "the study
indicates some loss of value in abutter properties. ... This suggests that the mere presence
of noise does not necessarily mean loss in market value and that loss in value when present
may be limited fo areas very near the highway facility."

It would seem that more meaningful results could be obtained by making individual

comparisons of similar houses selling of the same time rather than using overall averages.




.  Overview of Study

A. Purpose and Procedure
1. General Aims - The purposes of this research as cited in the research
plan were:

a) to determine, by use of accurate, acceptable practices, the effect,
if any, of highway noise on adjacent residential property values,

b) to provide a set of procedures which can be followed in any situation
to give an accurate, fair measure of the effect of noise on property value.

The results were to be provided in a format that might be implemented by the
Department of Transportation and Development's engineers and appraisers in planning
for future highways, and also in their evaluations of rights-of-way, as well as useful
to the Department's expert witnesses in litigation proceedings.

2. Method of Procedure - The general method used to determine market
effect of noise was as follows:

a) Preliminary noise level (L1g) readings were taken in selected c;‘eas
to determine if noise was above acceptable levels according to the Federal Aid Highway
Program Manual.

b) Sales and rental data were analyzed to determine if there weas a
sufficient volume of data available for comparison of properties close to the noise source
and away from it, in order to determine market value effects.

¢) Each potential area was examined to determine whether or not it would
meet cerfain selection criteria agreed upon by the Department of Transportation and the

appraisers, which criteria are set out in full below.
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d) " Affer the compilation of initial data and inspection of an area or

subdivision verified that it would meet all the criteria, a more in-depth noise study was
made to determine the noise environment. The procedure for noise evaluation is sef out
in the Noise Measurements Methodology Section below.

e) Sales and rentals of similar properties close to and away from the
noise source were compared. Where additional information was needed to assure valid
comparisons, interviews were conducted with owners of houses = . ..cx . noise
source fo ascertain the condition of the home of the time of the sale or the particular
circumstances of the sale. In many cases, the units were aiso measured to determine
square foot living areq.

3. Method of Comparison-Single Family Houses
Thel study makes the following comparisons between homes subject to above
average noise levels and others not so affected:

a) Individual comparison of sales prices of similar homes,

b) Yearly resale percentage increases of similar houses,

c) Frequency of resales.

The method used for comparison of each of these factors is discussed below.

a) Where a subdivision being studied contained virtually identical home
models, the sales were separated by models for purposes of comparison. All sales of @
matching model for a year before and after a subject sale near the noise source were
used for compar’son, adjustment for time being made by using the average monthly
resale increase figure for that model. Also adjusted was the lot size differential.

Owners of all subject houses (with the exception of a few who could not be

contacted) were interviewed to obtain basic information about the house, such as the



number of<rooms and special features. Homeowners were also questioned regarding the
condition of the house at time of sale, renovations or additions, conditions of scie:, and
any other pertinent data. If, after time of sale and lot size adjustments, any compariso
sale was more than a small percentage above or below the subject sale, a visual field
inspection was made. When there was no apparent difference in the homes, the owner
of the comparison home was also interviewed.

A different approach was taken in the subdivisions which were developed with hon
having substantial variation in design, model, etc. Homes close to and away from the
noise source which sold for similar prices at about the same time were contrasted. All
homeowners were interviewed with this procedure. All homes were also measured in
order to make comparisons on a square foot value basis. This method of comparison was
used to avoid making many adjustments to price for individual differences which could
affect the objectivity of the study.

b) Where there was more than one sale of a subject house over the time
period studied, the resale increase of the subject was compared with those of matching or
similar homes away from the noise source.

c) Frequency of resales close to the noise source and away from it were
compared. The number of sales on a street was divided by the number of developed
lots on that street to determine the rate of turnover in homes. The rates of turnover
for the noise affected and non-affected areas were then compared. Any transfers from
a succession {estate) were excluded since such o transfer is not a voluntary sale by an
individual. Transfers to and from g corporate entity, such as a bank or transfer company
were counted only as one transfer, since the corporation is merely a conduit to transfer

the home to another purchaser.



4. Methed of Comparison-Apartments
If there is any financial loss in apartments due to high noise level, it must be

reflected in either the unit rentals or occupancy of the apartments near the noise source,
as compared with similar units in the complex away from the noise source. Therefore,
the study makes a comparison of the apartments close to the noise source with those in
" the same complex away from the noise in the following respects:
| a) Rent level of comparative units,

b) Occupancy level comparisons,

c) Request of tenants in noise oriented apartments tc move

back to units not having the noise.

Because of the scarcity of apartment units in New Orleans and Baton Rouge,

"f"'mény of the apartment complexes which front on either the Interstate Highway or on

" rsurveyed from the standpoint of rent levels and move-back requests. Only one unit,
5 2z Lake Kenilworth, had a sufficient vacancy rate to study in depth the occupancy rate

of the units near the noise level as compared with other apartments in the same complex.
i The evidence of the units with high occupancy levels is still considered valid

~ from the standpoint of rent levels, and particularly move-back requests.

.om

If the apartment

Occupants were dissatisfied sufficiently, they would request of management that they be

allowed to move to units away from the noise source as they became vacant.

3

Apartment units were sought which had a high noise level on a local arteridal

collector road in New Orleans and in Baton Rouge. MNone were found which fit the

criteria. However, two units were found which backed into the Interstate Highway with

frontage on Veterans Boulevard which had high noise fevels from this local road.




B. Noise Measurements
1. Methodology

Noise Tevels in each areq studied were taken during morning peak traffic hours,
evening peak, early night and late night hours. This generally corresponded to 0700
fo 0910, 1600 to 1810, 2000 to 2010, and 2300 to 2310 hours using the twenty-four
hour system of keeping time. All noise levels were measured using the L]0 system
developed by the FHWA which expresses noise as a function of time by recording the
level of noise exceeded 10% of the time. This method accounts for the fluctuating
noise levels generated by constantly moving traffic,

Three sites were monitored simultaneously for each area studied. Eleven separate
Ly readings were recorded ot each site. Site | always corresponded to the readings
taken at the side of the row of buildings which faces the highway. These readings,
then, represent the peak levels éxperienced by the residents of the areg of study. The
sound level mefer used at Site ] Was a precision meter, with recorder, which was capable
of recording noise levels which could later be analyzed for frequencies, and overal] Lio
level. For the purposes of this report, noise is expressed in A-weighted decibels. Decibels
are the standard units of nojse monitoring. The A-weighting system is a serjes of filters

that take the overall sound level and filter it in the same manner as the human ear, which

middle frequency ranges. Al] the sites were measured for this A-weighted level. In
addition, four of the eleven monitoring times at Site 1 were selected for further analysis
and breakdown by frequency levels. Whenever possible, traffic was counted ot Site 1
during the recording period.

Site 2 was located either of the back side {side away from the highway) of the

first row of buildings, or ot the front of the second row, depending upon the particular
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xn;,eter from which manual readings were taken in dBA's for each of the eleven monitoring
cfigines. Whenever possible neighborhood noises were eliminated from the readings making
8 I'his site a measure of the influence of the highway in question upon the interior of the

stﬁdy area.

The readings af Site 3 represent almost exclusively neighbarhood noises. [n each

e %
A

: s%&fﬁcrea this site was selected to record background noises and subdivision traffic as well as
general noises, including, to some extent, the background coni- - . -~ highway

E -:béing studied. The equipment used af-this site was @ Type H Enviro-menral Classifier

which records noise as a function of time directly, so that the Ly reading is displayed

Traffic data were obtained for the time period corresponding to the period of
sales being studied, generally 1973-1978. These historical data were used to calculate

“probable noise levels for past years for which actual noise readings were not available.

'noise prediction method was calibrated for each site to insure that the noise levels cal-
culated were consistent with the noise levels actually measured. Because of this, there

7 Is a high degree of reliability for the noise levels that were calculated.

In most of the references cited in this report the study areas were divided into three

categories: those residences immediately adjacent to the highway studied, a second

k group at some distance behind the first, and g third, unaffected group. This methodology




was not followed by the present researchers. Preliminary investigations indicated that
only the row of residences or apartments immediately adjacent to the roadway recei;fed
noise in excess of an LIO of 70 dBA, From the second row of houses, and further to the
back, the interior subdivision noises played the predeminant role in creating the noise
environment. This preliminary data was totally supported by the subsequent in-depth
analysis of six arecs.

Traffic data collected during the noise measurement periods proved to be exceeding:
useful in calibrating the existing noise prediction models. [t was particularly important
to have an accurate determination of the number of frucks using the facility being studied
Where fraffic data was not counted during the noise measurement peried, a knowledge
of the general percentage of trucks proved to be invaluable.

When precision or legal work is desired, a statistically accurate sampling of traffic
speed is necessary. For the purposes of this study, only a few speed determinations were
made. This provided sufficient information to calculate noise levels, however, it may
be necessary to have greater accuracy for some types of studies.

The use of three sound level meters taking simultaneous readings at the three sites
provided optimum conditions for laboratory analysis. Without the third meter measuring
only interior subdivision noise, o determination of the relative contributions of the noise
from the highway and the subdivision would have been impossible. The usefulness of
taking frequency readings was not determined by this study. The limited amount of
frequency data had no bearing on the outcome of the study and consumed much valuable

time. The findings of this analysis are discussed elsewhere in this report.
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2. Frequency Analysis

Due to repeated equipment failures, a frequency analysis was made at only four
of the six areas studied in detail for noise impact. These four analyses are for the
Willowdale, Slidell Country Club, the Holiday Park Subdivisions and the Lake
Kenilworth Apartments; they are shown as figures 1, 2, 3 and 4, -espectively. Figures 1
and 4 represent heavily traveled Interstate highways in New Orleans. Figure 2 is from
“a lightly traveled Interstate highway and Figure 3 is a heavily traveled urban arterial.
The figures not only show the variations in decibels of the frequency bands
between 125 and 8K Hertz for the four fime periods analyzed, bui ¢ . . A~weighted
Ljo and associated troffic, except for Holiday Drive where traffic data was not collected

£:.." The frequency curves generally occur in the descending order of the A-weighted Lo

‘except for Willowdale, Figure 1. They do not, however, fluctuate consistently with
‘either autometive or truck traffic as was expected. For example, Figure 1 shows the

4 frequency curve for 0815 hours below the curve for 1630 hours, yet the L. . is 72 dBA

10
compared to 71 dBA, and the traffic is about one-third more than traffic at 1630.

. Similarly in Figure 2, the curve at 2000 hours is derived from one less vehicle than the
curve for 2300 hours, yet it is higher.

g | The only variable that is consistent is time. In every frequency band, except

4K Hertz and 8K Hertz, where some variations occur, the curves always proceed from

highest to lowest in the following order: 1630, 0800, 2000 and 2300 hours. With only

four areas sampled, any conclusions concerning frequency must be considered preliminary,

however, it is apparent from this data that time of day has a significant influence on

the frequency curves. This influence is not noted on the A-weighted Lyg data.
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Considering all the contributing factors, traffic, directional distribution and

E S

truck percentage, none seem to adequately account for this consistency with time. The
only other factor which could be influencing the noise levels of the frequency bands would
be atmospheric effects. In this particular geographical area, atmospheric conditions are
relatively constant for the time periods sampled. Apparently the atmospheric effects
during the different times of the day are a more important factor in frequency analysis

than in studies using only the A-weighted network.

C. Selection Criteria

In addition to the noise requirements discussed above, it was agreed upon by the
appraiser-contractor and the Department of Transportation, that certain other selection
criteria should be followed as outlined below:

a) Elimination of areas where there were other sources of high-level noise
such as large construction sites and airporf noise,

b} Requirement that area be susceptible to ~ nparison, i.e., in the case of
residences, there must be sufficient sales of similar properties over an area large enough
to distinguish affected and non-affected properties; in the case of apartments, there
must also be affected and non-affected units within the same complex,

¢} Elimination of areas under the influence of socio~economic change,
especially inner city areas,

d) Avoidance, if possible, of areas with any of the following: elevated
highway, or entrance or exit ramp, because of visual effects: canals, because of
overflow, rodent problems, etc.; individually built homes because of complexity of
evaluating special features; acute subsidence problems; and mixed commercial and

residential improvements and/or zoning.
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D. Limitatiors of This Study

1. Inasmuch as this study dealt with properties solely in Louisiana, there is
no assurance that the same results would be obtained in other localities or other states.
However, the testing did involve various size communities: Metropolitan New Orleans
with over 1,100, 000 population; Baton Rouge with over 350,000; and Slidell with over
30,000. Furthermore, all of the study areas selected are in neighborhoods with competitive
housing and apartments allowing for buyer and renter selectivity.
‘ 2. There is the potential that the extensive use of air conditioners in Louisiana
would reduce the impact of noise since .the compressors have a retatively high noise level,
nghwuy noise would be more annoying during outdoor family activities in areas using
less air conditioning. However, since in South Louisiana the temperature is comfortable
for outdoor family activities 9 menths out of the year and quite pleasant about 5 out of
the ? months, the temperature in Louisiana probably aliows for as much outdoor Familgy
activity when the compressors are not Funning as in more northerly climates such as
Minneapolis. Furthermore, in milder climates such as Baltimore or Nashville, air
conditioners are more prevalent than in the extreme north, but there is less outdoor
activity time,

3. The study was conducted largely in 1978, although the data covered a
time span of about 7 years. There is no assurance that the results of the study will prevail
in the future.
4. No subjective reactions to the noise were included in the study since the

PUfpose was to ascertain the effect on market vaiue {i.e. sales prices, rent levels,
occupancy levels of apartments, efc.). People living near a noise source may be annoyed

by the noise or even disturoed (as in the extreme case of drag racing in the middle of the
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night); however, the objective of the study was to ascertain if this annoyance or disturbance
was actually réfigcted in market valyes, turn-over rates, re-sale percentage increases,
aparfment occupancy rates and renfal rates, etfc.

5. The study deait with level stretches of highways which generated high
noise levels and does not reflect the impact of noise from differential grades, overpass
structures, depressed sections, or curves. These are unique as they relate to specific
adjoining properties, so that generalized conclusions would be difficult to formulate.

5. The study does not encompass either luxury residences or mansions, or very
low income housing or apartments; rather, it deails with middle income properties.

7. The study does not deal with homes or apartments on lots or parcels of land,
portions of which have been taken for a highway or highway widening. All of the
properties in this study had lots or plots well suited for the purpose of a single family

residence or for an apartment complex. Small or odd shaped lots might distort the study

insofar as segration of the impact or property value of the noise alone.
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Specific Study™Areas Selected

| A. Communities

The study sites represent three different size communities: New Orleans (Greater
Mz.tr';politan Area} with a population of over 1,100,000; Baton Rouge with over 200, 000
_pe'c;gle; and Slidell, asmall but rapidly growing community of about 30,000. Thuse
cmes are also representative of different types of areas. The Greater New Orleans Area
asa more urban atmosphere than Bafon Rouge or Slidell. Because of the high cost of

: lclnd .developmenf and limited availability of useable land close fo the city, property in
the City of New Orleans and Jefferson Parish is generally densely developed, so that
p=;‘;$ﬁlq-fion density, even in the suburban areas, is greater than that of other Southern

: cmes This in turn causes heavy fraffic and congestion in suburban ares. Baton Rouge
‘Is ;.r;:pi'd!y growing city, but with more room to expand than New Orleans. l[ts suburban -

areas are generally not as densely developed as those in New Orleans. Slidell, on the

other hand, is a super-suburban area, noted for ifs country-like atmosphere. The many

' f);p:)es of residential properties represent a broad spectrum of the national real estate
.“lg:l.'lf..'lrkei‘.
1. Greater New Orleans Metropolitan Area

For the purposes of this study we define the Greater New Orleans Metropolitan
“A.rea as the "Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area", comprised of four parishes (counties):
6r|eans, Jefferson, St. Bernard and St. Tammany. The population of the area was computed
ﬁl' 1,109,694 in 1976. The City of New Orleans comprises the entire of Orleans Parish,

and accounts ‘For 362,011 of this population. It is one of the largest cities in the United

States in total area, covering 366 square miles, of which 199 is land area. (The SMSA

. area is 3, 183 square miles.)
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g The Greater New Orleans area combines the features of o seaport, an industrial
}E and mcnuFacfu:ing cen'i'er and a unique tourist attraction. It is the gateway for the

‘F' "Mid-Continent" area, having a total of 514 miles of harbor frontage on the east and
west banks of the Mississippi River. There are eleven miles on both banks of the Inner

Harbor Navigation Canal, which connects the Mississippi River to the south with Lake

Pontchartrain to the north at New Orleans, and additional frontage along a seventy-six

mile ship channel to the gulf. The New Orleans area is also traversed by the Intracoastal
Canal which connects the nation's two principal inland waterway systems, the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway and the Mississippi River and its tributaries.

New Orleans' principal industries include shipbuilding, petrochemicals, petroleum

refining, food processing and primary metal production. The petroleum industry in the
3 area is promoted by Louisiana's oil resources and the fact that its port provides a terminal

for shipping. New Orleans is a manufacturing center for many fypes of goods with over

a thousand manufacturing operations in the area.

The New Orleans area is served by three airports. The New Orleans International
Airport, also known as Moisant, handles all regularly scheduled commercial flights. The

Lakefront Airport handles other commercial air traffic and private planes. Alvin Callender

Naval Air Station is used by the armed services for training purposes. In addition to the
many airlines serving New Orleans, there are over 100 regularly scheduled steamship

lines using the Port of New Orleans fo bring cargo from and take cargo to various parts

of the world.

; a} City of New Orleans

As a tourist center New Orleans is unique. s Spanish and French history is

H reflected in the section of the older part of the city called the Vieux Carre, meaning
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Yd square- The Vieux Carre, an areq of approximately eighty-

five square blocks, is

"e"EF the nation's major fourist attractions. Its old world charm emanates from its old

ropean style buildings with lacy iron trim, which house many fine restaurants, shops

end .‘gp&rfments. Nearby is the Superdome, the largest enclosed stadium-arena in the

Both Orleans Parish and Jefferson Parish border both sides of the Mississippi River.

Wesf Bank of the River at Algiers, a part of the City of New Orleans.

b) Jefferson Parish

“In 1976 the estimated population of Jefferson Parish was 407,106, with about

two-thirds of the population living on the East Bank. It is one of the fastest growing

nd most commercially active parishes in Louisiana. The East Bank of Jefferson was

largely developed after World War Il. Before that, it was primarily a bedroom suburb

_o:f-:'New Orleans with mostiy single family dwellings. Soon after the war, a number of

srnal | apartment houses were built westward from New Orleans, before the advent of

I‘he new, popular, modern complexes.

The East Bank of Jefferson Parish is generally composed of three areas, Kenner,

Gruhcn und Metairie. Kenner is an incorporated area in the western portion of Jefferson

"quish. It reaches north to Lake Pontchartrain, south to the river and west to the Jefferson

and 5t. Charles Parish Line. Harahan is another incorporated areg bordering the

MiSSissippi River. Metairie, where Willowdale Subdivision is located, is unincorporated,




£

but is generé”y considered to include the area from Airline Highway north to Lake

Pontchartrain. It covers the greatest part of Jefferson Parish on the East Bank.

On the opposite side of the river, the Greater New Orleans Bridge meets the West
Bank Expressway at Algiers, Orleans Parish, then leads across the Jefferson Parish Line
to the communities of Gretna, Harvey, Marrero and Westwego. The expressway ultimately
connects with the Huey P. Long Bridge which crosses the Mississippi River to Clearview
Parkway, linking the west and east bank portions of Jefferson Parish.

c) Slidell

While the New Orleans SMSA includes St. Tammany Parish as one of its four
parishes (counties), this parish is across Lake Pontchartrain from the mefropolitan area,
and has the least degree of similarity. Slidell, Louisiana, is a city at the eastern end
of the parish, and is the largest city in the Parish with a population estimated af a little
over 30,000 in 1978.

Slidell can best be classified as a super suburban area of New Orleans since it
is about twenty-eight miles from the Central Business District along Interstate 10 Eaqst.
The contiguous developed area of the city gives way to the semi~drained swamps of
New Orleans East or Orlandia of Paris Road. From here it is about fifteen miles to the
center of Slidell, five of these across water.

‘The city has a small boat shipyard, a garment factory. container factory and
service 'aﬁd retail establishments. About 50% to 60% of the employed population work
in the vicinity of Slidell, with the remainder commuting to New Orleans to work. There
are many recreational homes and retired people in the area. Many persons are attracted
to the area because of more reasonable land values than in the city, rural living and

less congestion.
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Testing of noise influence in this relatively quiet environment could produce results
different from larger communities such as New Orleans and Baton Rouge. Therefore, the
area wos studied to find conditions with this potential influence. Only the single family
residential houses along Interstate 12 near the Pinecrest Country Club met the criteria.
2. City of Baton Rouge

The City of Baton Rouge, the capital of Louisiana, lies on the east bank of the
: Mississippi River in East Baton Rouge Parish. It was founded by the freah i~ 1719.
‘Since that time seven governments have had control over Baton Rouc~ - itance, England,
Spain, Louisiana, the Florida Republic, the Confederacy and the United States. Serious
industrial development of the town began at the turn of the century. lts development was
enhanced by its strategic location on the first bluff along the Mississippi River north
of the Gulf of Mexico.

Baton Rouge's port is seven miles long. It is the farthest inland deep water port
on the Mississippi River fo which ocean going ships can travel. Access is provide_d by «

forty foot channel from the Gulf of Mexico, with connections to the Intracoasta! canal.

It is the fourth busiest port in the United States.
Baton Rouge is the hub of the chemical strip between St. Francisville and Gramercy,
Louisiana, une of the greatest industrial concentrations in the nation. Along the Chemical

Strir are plants belonging to the nation's blue chip chemical and petrochemical com anies,
P ging p p p

S

It is the base for Exxon Company, U.S.A., the nation's largest refinery. The petrochemical
industries in the Baton Rouge area are the largest employers. The City is also one of the
South's important oil centers, being situated near many oil fields and interconnected

with many pipelines, intrastate and interstate.
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Air sepvice is through Ryan Airport which is served by three airlines. U.S. Highway
61, 65 and 190 pass through the city. Baton Rouge is a iunction for interstates 10 ar';d 12,
which are more fully described below.

East Baton Rouge Parish is o rapidly growing and developing area. This is best

illustrated by the comparison of population figures for 1970 and 1977 shown below .

1970 1977
City 165,963 219,462
Parish 285,147 356,562

Figures on industrial investment and new jobs created in the Jast ten years also
indicate substantigl growth,
B. Categories of Residences
The basic categories of residential areas included in the study were:
1. New homes in a subdivision along an interstate highway.
2. Older homes along an interstate highway.
3. New homes on heavily traveled roads with full access.
4. Older homes along heavily traveled roads with full access,

3. Apartments along an interstate highway .

occupancy was found; however, the effects should be the same as with the large complexes
found on the interstate highway .

The quantity of areas studied s not as great as was anticipated at the beginning of
the study because of problems (discussed later) which forced the elimination of many

potential study areas. Instead, a more in-depth study was made of those found suitable.
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The areos studied border Interstate Highways or heavily traveled Soulevards. Among
the subdivisions studied which border Interstate Highways, there are homes which back up
to the highway, some are parallel to it, while others face the highway on a service road.

The study includes homes which have ranged in value from $40, 000 to $20, 000
‘during 1976 and 1977. This of course includes homes of a variety of styles and sizes in
:c(ﬁffereni' types of neighborhoods. They include virtually identical tract homes in some
.areas, and custom built homes in others. Some of the homes studied were built in the last
three to four years, while others are twelve to fourteen years old.

C. Specific Residential Areas Selected

1. Single Family Homes Along Limited Access Highways
a) Willowdale - This is a large subdivision with homes backing up to

intersi-ofe 10 in Metairie, (New Orleans SMSA). Most of the homés in the subdivision
\;vere built from 1961 to 1944.

b) Vineland Drive - This group of newer houses is adjacent to Willowdale

and is included as a sub-section of that study. The homes face Interstate 10 across a

frontage road. All of the homes in this group were built in 1975,

¢} Slidell Country Club Estates - This subdivision includes homes which

back up to Interstate 12 in Slidell, Lovisiana. The homes vary in age, generally four to

twelve years, and style. some of them having been individually built.

2. Single Family Homes Along Heavily Traveled Roads

a) Holiday Drive - Holiday Drive is a heavily traveled boulevard in
Algiers, on New Orleans' West Bank. [t is bordered by two subdivisions which were

developed with the same type of houses. The majority of the houses were built from 1964

to 1967,
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b) Terrytown - Terry Parkway, the main street of Terrytown Subdivision,
is also a heavily traveled boulevard on the West Bank, but in Jefferson Parish. The

subject houses on Terry Parkway are newer than those on Holiday Drive, having been

built in 1976.

c) Sherwood Forest - Sherwood Forest Boulevard is a heavily traveled major

E—

road in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. It passes through the subdivisions of Sherwood Forest,

North Sherwood Forest, and West Sherwood Forest Park. The homes on and off of the

boulevard vary in age and price range.
3. Apartments '

a' General Apartment Study - A general survey of apartment complexes

bordering Interstate Highways or wnajor roads was made in order to select subject complexes
for an in-depth study. Most apartment complexes bordering interstate Highways were
found o have virtually 100% occupancy which did not give leeway for analysis of tenant
preference. The surveys of apartments in different areas are included, however, because
the information collected was thought to be pertinent.

b) Lake Kenilworth Apartments - An in-depth study was made of Lake

Kenilworth Apartments in Lake Forest, a section of eastern New Orleans. The occupancy
rate of apartment units adjacent to Interstate 10 was compared with the occupancy rate

for the same type unit away from the highway over a two-year period.
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History of Efiminated Areas

A. Insufficient Noise Levels

for study because of the type of traffic. Where there is no fruck traffic, or speeds are
f'slt;w, noise may not reach levels considered unacceptable. Areas eliminated because of
En;;JfficEenf noise level include, among others: in Baton Rouge, the portion of Broadmoor
'oﬁ Goodwood Boulevard and Florida Boulevard; in Algiers (New Orleans), Aurora
‘__G.clrdens on MacArthur Boulevard, Tall Timbers and Park Timbers on General deGaulle
Drive,

| Many subdivisions in both Baton Rouge and New Orleans are separated from an
a.éliccenf highway by a strip of land which has been reserved for commercial usage. The
:vgli.i.';fc.nce of separation in such cases was usually such that the noise ot the exterior of
, ?i;.Fleihomes would be insufficient to consider them subject to noise impact. Distance of
:epuration from the noise source led to exclusion of a number of subdivisions. Among
'fhem were Tanglewood, on Hooper Road, McGeehee Place, Sherwood Forest Place,
. North Sherwood Forest (later included in a study of Sherwood Forest Boulevard) and
River Odks, all in Baton Rouge.

In a few cases, even though a prospective study area was subject to sufficient
automotive noise, it was necessary to eliminate it because of other sources of noise.
This was true of areas in Kenner where the New Orleans International Airport is located.

B. Insufficient Number of Sales

Beyond the noise specifications, the most important requirement was that subject

areas be of such a nature that comparability between impact and non-impact properties
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might be developed. This meant that a substantial number of sales of similar properties
close to the n;ise sou;'ct;. and others some distance away from the affected properties must
be available.

Even though parts of some subdivisions were close enough to the noise source to
receive noise levels sufficient for study purposes, there were not enough properties close
’ro.the source which would generate a sufficient quantity of sales to make a valid comparison
of affected and non-affected properties. For this reason a number of subdivisions were
excluded. Among those in Baton Rouge were Essen Heights on Interstate 10, Cedarcrest
and Bonaire near Interstate 12, Ceder Glen and Sharon Hills on Hooper Road, Forest Ouaks,
Oak Manor and Donwood on Florida Boulevard.

In other cases there was a difference in the homes in the noise affected area and
those non-affected, so that comparison was impossible or would be too subjective. This
situation occurred with David Drive in. New Orlecns.. High noise levels along David
Drive, along with the proximity of the houses to the street, created a potential terrific
noise impact. Most of the subject homes on David Drive were asbestos siding, whereas
the surrounding homes which might have been used for comparison were either brick veneer
or in extremely poor condition compared to the subject houses.

Areas which were otherwise suitable, but simply did not have enough sales data
for a meaningful comparison were Broadmoor Subdivision along Florida Boulevard, Westdale
on College Drive and Southern Heights on Harding Boulevard, all in Baton Rouge.

C. Traffic Changes

In order to develop sufficient sales comparisons, it was necessary in most cases to
study sales over the course of several years. Therefore, it is necessary that the area chosen

has been subject to similar noise levels during the course of the period studied. Since noise
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evels were not available for many areas in previous years, it was necessary to infer noise
evels from traffic count records maintained by the Department of Transportation or the

ocal Department of Streets. Consequently, the unavailability of traffic counts led to

he ékc!usion of some areas.

Study of traffic counts for some arteries revealed that for the period under consideration
hey were inthe process of being widened or improved. Traffic counts were not generally

ati:.l.e during construction periods and frequently, ofter improvement, traffic increases,

a'na with it, noise levels. During road construction, noise leveis may pe orescer than

or:;:l;iol, and there is the factor of general inconvenience. In order to avoid any effects

of road construction, it was determined that these areas should be omitted.

"“Areas along Greenwell Springs Road were eliminated because of recent widening.
ll‘__Wﬁs also necessary fo eliminate Southern Heights on Harding Road in Baton Rouge for

the same reason. On Harding Boulevard, between Scenic Highway and Plank Road,

traffic rose from 8,064 in 1973, the year it was widened, to 24,310 in 1977. However,
lf is important to note that Southern Heights, the subdivision fronting on Harding Boulevard
_' c.ould not be used as a subject area for another reason. Since 1974, there has been only
._';he sale on Harding Boulevard in Southern Heights despite the terrific increase in traffic
«and the noise which accompanies it. Even though present noise levels are sufficient,
:::Woodlgnd West, off of Lapalco Boulevard in Jefferson Parish was also eliminated because
.'I.'he road has been extended and widened recently.

D. Miscellaneous Factors

Two subdivisions in New Orleans bordering Interstate 10 in Lake Forest, Spring

Lake and Lake Willow, were rejected. Both of these subdivisions surrounded lakes so that

the majority of the sales to be used as comparables have access to the lake, while those
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bordering Interstafe 10 do'not. This arrangemeni would cause an effect in sale prices
based on the location of the homes to the lake, not the highway.

Two subdivisions, Lake Forest Park in Baton Rouge and Lakewood East in New
Orieans were eliminated when it was found, after some research, that the subdivisions
or builders had suffered financial problems which influenced their sales prices. In the
latter case, another reason was that the three speculative houses on the highway which
sold were different from interior houses.

In the case of apartments, it was necessary to obtain management cooperation in
order to have access to the rent rolls for study. Two apartment complexes, one in
Baton Rouge and the other in Metairie, met the criteria for study, but access to records
was refused. In both cases the management indicated no adverse effect on the apariments
near the noise source. Both indicated the rent levels and occupancy to be the same.
There was no record of move-back requests available, and short term local management

indicated none in their memory.
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CHAPTER 2

APARTMENT STUDY

- Lake Forest Area of New Orleans

“A. Introduction

To the northeast of downtown New Orleans and east of the Industrial Canal is a

é tract of land in New Orleans proper known as Lake Forest. [t is generally considered
to i.n;l.ﬁde the area between Downman Road on the west, Paris Road on the east, Dwyer
Road fo.rhe south and Hayne Boulevard (which skirts Lake Pontchartrain) to the north. The
rea, ‘;;feviousfy known as the LaKratt Tract, was acquired by Lake Forest Corporation, a
bsadsary of North Eastern Investment Corporation (NEI), in 1965. There was some earlier
Jevelopmenf along Hayne Boulevard to the north, which was not part of the sale of the
Lﬁ_Krgﬂ tract. At that time there was little development south of Hayne Boulevard and
Vi_rft{;llly no development of the tract south of Morrison Road and east of Lamb Road until the

early 1970's. After completion of Interstate 10 through the area, earnest development

an in 1971 and 1972.

' _T_he Lake Forest area was subdivided for different purposes, including many single

fd?nily subdivisions, apartment complexes, and shopping centers. Much of the land was
&eveloped by Lake Forest Corporation and then sold to investors. They also developed

b); far the largest and most modem regional shopping center in the entire New Orleans areq,
The Plaza in Lake Forest, which has greatly enhanced the area's growth.

| East of Paris Road is another large tract of land owned by New Orleans East, Inc.

‘_(now renamed Orlandia, Inc.). Because of New Orleans East, Inc., the entire area east
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of the Industrial Canal and north of Dwyer Road has come to be referred to by many as
"New Orleans East", even though much of the area was owned and developed by Lake

Forest Corporation, not New Orleans East, Inc.

An investigation was made of the numerous apartment complexes in Lake Forest which
border the Interstate 10 Frontage Road. Basic information was sought, including the type
of tenants (single adults or family), average occupancy rate, number of units, rent levels
and recreational facilities. Where occupancy was less than 100%, managers were
questioned as to the distribution of tenants throughout the complex. The most important
question in our stfudy concerned tenants' preferences regarding the location of their
apartment within the complex. This question pertained to the tenants' initial preference
to ascertain if there was a problem with renting apartments on the Interstate. In order fo
determine if there was any problem keeping apartments on the highway occupied, managers
were questioned whether any tenants had ever requested to move away from an apartment
on the highway to another apartment within the complex. It was felt that some tenants ‘
who might not originally object to an apartment on the highway, would be likely to make
a request to move if they found the highway noise objectionable. In conjunction with
tenant preferences regarding location, managers were also asked whether or not there were
differences in the rent prices for different locations within the complex. The information

collected for each complex is discussed below.
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B. OAKBROOK VILLAGE

Qakbrook Village is located on the south side of Interstate 10, between Crowder Road
and Read Road. Oakbrook was the largest complex visited in Lake Forest. It has 521 units
on one, two and three bedrooms, and is divided into an edult section and g family section, |
It is approximately five years old. Like many modern complexes, it has a pool, tennis coyt
and a clubhouse. Occupancy is generally 100%, so the distribution of fenants throughout
the complex is, of course, even. When asked about tenants’ preferences, the manager
said that everyone looking for an apartment usually has an individual preference, either
to be by the pool, or the tennis courts or perhaps the frontage road for access. She said
that there were no more requests to be away from the highway than to be in any other

location.

C. UNNAMED COMPLEX

This smaller complex of 270 units, very near Ockbrook Village, is also on the south
side of Interstate 10 between Crowder Road and Read Road. The present manager, who
has only been with the complex a short time, informed us that the occupancy rate was lower '1
than it should be. The complex is owned and managed by an out-of-state company, and
it seems that. there have been some management problems. Outside sources informed
us that the rooms in the apartments at this complex were small compared to those of other
complexes in the area. In addition to these problems, it was noted that the compressors
for the air conditioning systems were located at the back doors of these fownhouse type
aparfments. It was felt that this arrangement would create an interior noise source which
would interfere with the study of the highway noise effects. Therefore, there was no
further investigation made of this complex. However, it should be mentioned that the

manager stated that, in her two months experience aos manager of that complex, tenants
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not seem fo have a preference insofar as location is concerned. She also said that

tenants were evenly disiributed throughout the complex.

D. VALHALLA EAST

Located on the north side of Interstate 10 and on the east side of Read Road is
:.V&fhaila East. It is a large complex of 365 units including e ficiencies, and one and two
bedroom apartments. lts facilities incl-*de fwo pools, one tennis court, a lounge, & sauna
nd o..heaifh club. The complex. which is two and a half to four years old, depending
upo.ngfhe section, has been virtuu..y 100% occupied since the completion of construction
in stages, The occupants are primarily adults. Here again, since occupancy is 100%, the
distribution of tenants throughout the complex is even. When asked ¢ sut location
téferences, the agent said that many persons have preferences -- some want to be near
he swimming pool or tennis court, while some tenants like to be facing the parking lot
where they can keep watch on their cars. Others, especially retired couples, like to be
in front where they can watch cars go by, or for ease of access. Some tenants also prefer
o overlook the grassy area in front of the complex, which also means they are facing

the highway. To the question regarding requests by tenants to move away from the highway,
fhe manager replied that the only request to move by tenants on the highway side was a

desire to change to a different size apartment.

E. THE WILLOWS

The newest complex visited was The Willows, slightly over two years old. It is located
on the north side of Interstate 10 and west of Crowder Road. It has a total of 263 units
with one, two or three bedrooms. There are separafe adult and family areas, which are

usually close to 100% occupied.
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At The Willows the only preference tenants seem to have is to be near, or more often
away from, the complex playground. The playground is surrounded by four apartment
buildings, so that one must cross it when entering and leaving. It seems that the only
problem with occupancy in this area is the limited group of tenants to whom it appeals.
People with infants under four or five years do not wani them awakened by playground noises,
whereas parents of children over ten years of age do not want fo be near the playground
because their children are beyond the age at which it appeals to them. It is interesting
to note that apparently some apartment dwellers find the noises of children more disagreeable

than highway noise.

F. WALNUT SQUARE

Walnut Square is a large and attractive complex, also on the north side of Interstate 10,

However, it was excluded from our study when it was learned that its rents are subsidized.
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[I. Lake Kenilworth™Apartments
A Background Information
1. Location of Apartment Complex

a) Area Description
Lake Kenilworth Apariments is a large complex located in the Lake Forest area of
g!ew Orleans, which has been described in the previous section. While over two-thirds
of the former LaKratt fract acquired by Lake Forest Corporation has been sold, ownership
: oi; some portions of it is still maintained by them and the NEI Corporation. The Lake

Kenilworth Apartmenis and the adjacent Kenilworth Mall are among those developments

The majority of the Lake Forest area is less than eight years old and still rapidly
devél‘oping. It is the most feasible area for New Orleans' expansion and promises to show
§ni‘inuing growth for years to come.

b) Neighborhood Description
The Loake Kenilworth Apartments, on the north frontage road of Interstate 10, are
located in an area which is primarily residential. The major exception is Kenilworth Mall
|rhrﬁediczl'ely west of the complex and another commercial development in the nexi block.
To the east are two single family developmenis. Spring Lake Subdivision is separated from
Lake Kenilworth by a canal which borders the apartment complex on the east; further east
is another single family subdivision, Lake Willow, followed by other apartment complexes.
North of the Lake Kenilworth Apartments, across Merrison Road, are more single family
developments and, as mentioned, Interstate 10 lies to the south.

c) Apartment Boundaries
The Lake Kenilworth Apartments are bounded by Morrison Road on the north, and the

frontage road on the south. Martin Drive separates the apariment complex from the
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Kenilworth Shopping Mall and the other commercial development to the west, Tt
complex is bt:;ﬁnded by fhe. canal to the east which separates it from the Spring La
Subdivision.
2. Description of Apartment Complex
a) Buildings and Grounds
Lake Kenilworth is a large garden apartment complex covering almost 31 acres. It is
about five years old. The complex is composed of two and three story brick buildings built
around a small man-made lake. There are also two swimming pools on the grounds. Other
facilities include an apartment used as o party room and a laundry room.
b) Apariment Units
The 461 units in the Lake Kenilworth complex include 84 one-bedrooms (729 or 756
square feet), 90 two-bedroom flats (999 or 1,026 square feet), 256 two-bedroom townhouses
(1,076 square feet) and 31 three-bedroom apartments {1,296 or [, 350 square feet).
Some of the units have balconies or small patios; others do not. There is also variation
in the balconies in that some have an overhang so that they are partially covered. None
of the apartments on the Interstate 10 side of the compled has the covered type of balcony.
This difference between covered and uncovered balconies is not reflected in the rent charged;
however, under the old rates, similar units not facing Interstate 10 were charged $17.00 per

month more with balconies.

40



= S TABLE 1

LAKE KENILWORTH APARTMENTS

RENT SCHEDULE

APRIL 1, 1978

One Bedroom, 729 Square Feet ~ 40 Uniis

Previous Rent No. Units

$190 3
195 19
200 é
205 12

One Bedroom, 756 Square Feet - 44 Units

Previous Rent No. Units
$190 8
195 4
200 19
205 2
210 11

. “wo-Bedroom Flat, 999 Square Feet — 68 Units

Previous Rent No. Units
$231 8
237 4
242 40
261 16

Two-Bedroom Flat, 1,026 Square Feet - 22 Units

Previous Rent No. Units
$231 2
242 8
248 6
259 6

41

Current Rent

$205
205
205
205

Current Rent

$210
210
210
210
210

Current Rent

$250
250
250
265 (on lake)

Current Rent

$255
255
255 (on lake)
270 (on lake)



- " °  TABLE 1 - (Cont'd.)

LAKE KENILWORTH APARTMENTS

RENT SCHEDULE

APRIL 1, 1978

Two-Bedroom Townhouse, 1,076 Square Feet - 256 Units

Previous Rent Ne. Units
$215 68
231 42
248 114
259 4
277 28

Three-Bedroom Flat, 1,296 Square Feet - 11 Units

Previous Rent No. Units
$281 4
286 3
292 1
297 1
298 2

Three=Bedroom Flat, 1,351 Square Feet « 20 Units

Previous Rent . No. Units
$311 14
322 6
42

Current Rent

$240 (no balcony)
260 (with balcony)
260 (no balcony on lake)
260 (no balcony on lake)
300 (with balcony on lake)

Current Rent

$310
310
310
310
310

Current Rent

$320
350 (on lake)
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d) Rent Levels

There were three factors involved in the previous rent schedule. The price was fixed

’

3. Reasons for Selection of Lake Kenilworth for Study

Lake Kenilworth was selected for study primarily because it was one of only two




gave a discount rate for apartments on the highway. Although all the upstairs apartments

on the highway hav& balconies, their rental price is the same as the price of similar

apariments elsewhere in the complex without balconies. Therefore, while other apartments )
had a $17.00 per month added charge for the balcony, this charge was eliminated for units
fronting Interstate 10.

Lake Kenilworth is unique in that it has apartments facing an Interstate highway, @
major arterial collector road (Morrison Road), a shopping center (Kenilworth Mall}, a drainage
canal, and of course, an interior lake. There are also aparfments which face enclosed
courts, open grassy courts and parking areas. The variety of areas which the different
apartmems race provide a good opportunity for comparison of units with different noise
levels.

The composition of the tenants in Lake Kenilworth was ideal in that they were of
similar socio~economic level throughout the complex according to the resident manager.

4. Orientation of Apartment Complex to interstate Highway

The apartments which are the subject of the study face Interstate 10. That is. their |
balcony or patio area, which opens off of the living room faces Interstate 10. Where
there was no balcony or patio, the direction the living room windows face was considered
equivalent. In all of the apartments, except the smallest one bedroom apartment, at least
one of the bedroom windows faces the same direction.

The -principal group of apartmenrs used as our basis for comparison were the apartments
facing Interstate 10 in buildings L, M, Q and R. (See complex map.) However, in
buildings N, U and V which do not face the highway, there are apariments located in the
south ends of these buildings which are adjacent to Interstate 10. They should receive

approximately the same noise levels as the apariments facing Interstate 10. This group
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of nine apartments, three in each building, will be referred to henceforth as the "adjacent
I-10" group, as opposed to the "ﬁ:cing [-10" group.
5. Comparison Areas Studied
All apartments in the complex were separated according to the direction the living

room faces. The eight areas of direction are:

Direction No.*
Lake 20
Open Court 99
Interior 67
Parking 106
Morrison 22
Interstate 31
Shopping Center 19
Canal 21
455

*Includes leasable apartments only.

A vacancy loss rate was determined for each area and comparisons were made as
disscussed below,
6. Noise Levels
The Lake Kenilworth Apartments are of brick veneer construction, with central air
conditioning. The number of windows in each apartment overlooking the Interstate varies
depending upon the orientation of that particular building. The buildings (L, M, Q and R)
with their long axis facing the Interstate have balconies with sliding glass doors for access.

Noise measurement sites selected were Site 1, situated at the front of the first row of
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7 the peak automotive iraffic. The measurements at Site 2 show @ mean reduction of 9 dBA,

cand 2, The highest noise level, 67 dBA, was recorded at 1730, during the evening peak

‘traffic hour. The data taken at Site 3 substantiates the conclusion that Morrison Road is

the dominant source for the north, or back, side of the apartment complex.
Traffic data, shown in Table 3, indicate an average of a 10% increase per year over

the time period studied. A reduction in the traffic leve! during 1975 seems to reflect the
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TABLE 2

NOISE MEASUREMENTS

LAKE KENILWORTH APARTMENTS

L1p - Site (dBA)

Time | 1 11
1600 70 62 62
1630 72 62 57
1700 72 62 65
1730 70 63 67
1800 69 61 58
2000 66 55 57
2300 64 55 52
0700 72 61 58
0730 74 64 57
0800 72 63 60
0830 72 63 62
0900 71 62 56

48




TABLE 3

INTERSTATE 10 NOISE LEVELS

LAKE KENILWORTH APARTMENTS

PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC*
Calevi- - .
Leve: -
Site 1**
Automobiles Trucks Lip (dIBA)
2137 89 72
2612 104 72
2856 119 73
2683 112 73
3042 127 73
3370 140 73
3843 159 74

* Office of Highways, Dept. of Transportation and Development, State of Louisiana

** Using prediction method in NCHRP 174
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1. Comparison of Rent Levels
As with the other apartment complexes, inquiry was made of the management to

determine if there was any difference in rents charged by location within the complex.

i

f so, were the variations in rents related to view, noise, convenience of access to the

2. Comparison of Vacancy Losses
a) Total Sample Studied
The rent rolls for Lake Kenilworth Apartments were obtained through the cooperation
of NEI Corporation. The rent rolls from 1974 and 1977 were combined to determine vacancy

rates over the two year period.

The complex consists of 461 units. Four apartments were omitted from study because

- 13

I'hey are currently being used by the complex as an office, maintenance center, apartment

entries were reviewed to determine the vacancy losses for each area of the complex.

b) Method of Study
The rent rolls for 1976 and 1977 were used to compare the rental payment made for

@ach apartment, in each month, to the appropriate rental price, in order to determine
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where vacancies existed. Delinquent payments, bad checks and free rent were not included

E -3

in the determination of the vacancy loss, even though they would probably be included for

el AT SR R

accounting purposes. For each month where there was not full payment, a percentage of

loss for that month was determined. Then a total percenfage of rent loss for the two year

. period was calculated for each apartment.

After the determination of the vacancy loss for each apartment was made, the figures
were cafegorized according to the direction the apartment faces. Then the apartments were
further broken down according to type, that is, one bedroom, two-bedroom flat, two~bedroom
townhouse and three-bedroom apartments. A separate figure for the vacancy loss on each
type of apartment was determined within the different location cafegories. An average
loss on all four types of apartments was determined for each location category. In addition,
an overall percentage loss, without regard to the type of apartment, was determined for

each location category. The results of both comparisons were ranked from the greatest loss

to the smallest.

C. Results of Study

1. Variation in Rent by Location

As mentioned above, location of an apartment had formerly been one of the factors in
determination of rent levels in the Lake Kenjlworth complex. Apartments on the lake were
and still are the highest priced, open courts or apartments that face other buildings were
next, followed by those facing the parking areq, shopping center, Morrison Road and canal,
which were all the same price. Next were the apartments on Interstate 10, followed by
the least expensive apartments, those on the inferior or enclosed court. Since the apartments
on the lake were and stil] are the most expensive, and those on the interior court the least

expensive, it is apparent that the rent levels were and still are related to view, not noise.
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Old Rate Effective April 1, 1978

Baicony No Balcony Balcony No Balcony

$277 $248 $300 $260
$259 $231 $260 $240
$248 $231 $260 $240
$248 $231 $260 $240
$248 $231 $260 $240
$231 - $260 --
- $215 -— $240

The original idea behind the rent schedule was that the view of some areas should
: be worth more than others. It hes been found to be confusing to prospective tenants and
.complicated for bookkeeping purposes. Consequently, as of April 1, 1978, all apartments
: of the same size are the same price except that apartments facing the lake are still more
: é;tpensive. A difference in price is also made between apartments on the loke that have
a balcony or patio, and these which have only a picture window.

In the sample schedule above, note the difference in the old price for a two-bedroom
Gpariment with a balcony facing Interstate 10 compared fo the identical apartment facing a

parking area, the canal or Morrison Road. The difference in price was that there is no
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$17.00 charge=for the balcony on the "facing i-10" group. However, for the "adjacent |- ‘
Y | I=1gs,
1

i

group, in the ends of buildings N, U and V, which should receive noise levels similar to the
apartments facing Interstate 10, there was no such reduction. The lower charge for the
Lake Kenilworth units facing Interstate 10 is the only case found in the New Orleans areq
of a reduction in the rental price of an apartment by reason of proximity to a highway.
2. Vacancy Losses Compared by Location

As noted above, there are eight different areas which the apartments in the complex
face. The apartments on the Interstate had a vacancy rate which generally fell in the middis
of the group. The apartments which overlooked Morrison Road, parking areas and the
drainage conal had greater vacancies than the apartments on the Interstate highway and
elsewhere in the complex. |t should be noted that the apartments that face Morrison also
overlook the parking area in front of the apartment buildings and an open canal which runs
down the middle of Morrison Road. It combines the most unattractive views of any area in
the complex. Consequently, it is most likely that the greater vacancy rate is atfributable
to the view, rather than noise from the local traffic. The results of the vacancy loss study
are shown below, ranked in order from the greatest vacancy rate to the lowest:

Overall Rate by Location (including all types of apartments)

Apartments Facing Overall Vacancy Rate
Morrison 131
Parking 122
Canadl .099
Interstate 079 (.091)*
Open Court .069
Lake .062
Interior Court .061
Shopping Center .042

*Includes apartments facing 1~10 and "adjacent [-10" group.
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Apariments Facing Average Vacancy Rate
Parking 131

Morrison .120

Canal .096

Interstate .087 (.092)*
Open Court .067

interior Court .061

Lake .058

Shopping Center .040

Note that the "adjacent 1-10" group, those apartments adjacent to the highway, but

ot facing it, when added to the "facing 1=10" group, do not change the order of the
results. It is also important to point out that the vacancy rate of the "adjacent I-10" group

is .;Jbsfanﬁcliy increased by a ten month's vacancy over two different periods of apartment
e
217 in Building N. This vacancy occurred before the employment of the present manager
2 of the apartments, so it is impossible to know whether or not there was a reason for this
‘ unusually high vacancy rate, or if it was merely coincidence.
3. Interview with Manager

Upon inquiry with the resident manager of about two years, she could recall no incident
- in which a tenant occupying one of the units facing Interstate 10 had requested to move.
The main difficulty she encountered was in the rental of apartments which faced interior
courts. This probably would be the most quiet of the unifs; however, the occupants had the
inconvenience of carrying packages, groceries, etc., a longer distance from the auto to

the apartment; and they likewise apparently felt less secure in the relatively isolated interior

focations. Therefore, security of the occupant (particularly cider people) seemed to be an
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issue with the interior units. Yet, the occupancy rate of the interior court apartments s
higher than ‘fha; of i‘hevur.'nits on Morrison Road and those facing the parking areas.

As mentioned before, prior to April 1, 1978, the management did not charge the
$17.00 additional per month for units with balconies if they faced Interstate 10. This would
be about 6.85% less than for similar unifs to the interior with balconies; yet, the same
physical unit without a balcony in other areas except facing the lake was at the $231.00
per month rental. Midway in our studies, the management changed and this rental advantage
was removed. At the time of the interview a few months later, no increase in vacancies
in the apartments facing the Interstate had been experienced. As of the middle of August,
1978, the management could notice no change in rental or occupancy pattern as a result
of the price changes.

4. Conclusion

Considering all the factors and findings, there is no evidence that Lake Kenilworth
suffers greater vacancy losses from opartments that are exposed to noise from Interstate 10
than any other apartments in the complex. There were no requests to move away from the
highway in the experience of current management .,

There apparentiy are many factors which the prospective tenant takes into account in
renting particular units. The extensive study of this apartment complex's vacancy rate
would tend to indicate that the occupants consider, in the order of their priorities, the
following:

1. View - Those facing the lake paid more rental and yet these apartments had

the second lowest weighted vacancy rate. The amenities of the lake view
were obviously a high priority to many prospective tenants. The importance

of view is confirmed by the fact that the apartments with the highest vacancy
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rates were those facing the parking lots and Morrison Road, in spite of the
relative convenience of those areas.

Cenvenience - Since the apartments facing the shopping center had the
lowest vacancy rate, it can be concluded that in this compiex convenience
of location was a very high priority, which apparently was stronger than

the objection of this view.

Courtyard - The apartments facing open and interior courts had lower
vacancy rates than those facing 1-10, so that the amenities of these
orientations must be ranked as third priority. These amenities might include
quietness, view, security, increased opportunity for neighborliness, etc.
Interstate Highway - The units facing I-10 rank almest in the middle of the
vacancy rate scale. Upon investigation, it was found that some persons,
particularly older persons, preferred the security that overlooking the

frontal road next to the Interstate gave them.

Canal - The view of the canal is not very attractive and other adverse
considerations are the potential hazard for children and lesser security

because of the remoteness of the area and the lack of traffic.

The apartments on the Interstate highway had a 3.1% higher vacancy rate than the
average of the units facing open courts, interior courts, the interior lake and the shopping

center; however, the units facing the Interstate had a 2.9% lower vacancy rate than the units

w

A

—;l- facing the parking area, Morrison Road and the canal. Considering the fact that the vacancy

X1
- "Fate for a two year period of the Interstate highway units was about equal to the average

Ly

ap

Fa sy

vacancy rate, it is reasonable to conclude that the noise of the Interstate highway did not

have as adverse an effect as local roads, the canal or even open parking areas in the interior.
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11, Apartment Study Metairie

£

A. Introduction

Metairie is the name given to a large unincorporated area of Jefferson Parish, Louisiang,
It is on the east bank of the Mississippi River and is immediately adjacent to the we.r;fern
boundary of New Orleans. Metairie runs from the Airline Highway on the south to Lake
Pontchartrain on the north, with New Orleans on the east and Kenner, Louisiana, on the

west, ;

A survey was made of apartment complexes along interstate 10 and on Veterans Boulevard

obbidy N

in the Metairie area because the noise levels were high enough to warrant investigation.
Interstate 10 runs east-west through Metairie from the New Orleans Central Business District
to New Orleans International Airport, and further to Baton Rouge. Veterans Boulevard is
the major commercial street of this large bedroom suburb of New Orleans. It aiso runs

east~west, and is north of Interstate 10 for most of its distance, then crosses Interstate 10

UV UV VRGP AP T B

and runs parallel to and south of it.

Six apartment complexes that front on Interstate 10 Frontage Road, and two that front
Veterans Boulevard and back up to Interstate 10 were researched. Apartment groups with

a less than fifty units were excluded.

i B. Unnamed Apartment

i f There is a very prominent apartment complex, with about 400 units, which has been

l * in existence a few years. The rental range of these units is from $200 to $325, with
i
i
utilities paid.
The complex has considerable recreational facilities and the occupants are mostly adults.

The assistant manager indicated that tenant preference is to be near the various recreational
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R passing on Interstate 10. This person indicated no requests for moving fo a unit away

from the highway neise in a short period of management.

;'_m" R .
& -‘vaen if there had been some vacancies in this unnamed apartment complex, it could not

Clearview Parkway. Casa Del Sol | consists of 120 units which are about six years old. The
“Units are one and two bedrooms, with rents ranging in price from $230 to $290 per month with

hilities paid. Facilities include two pools, two recreation rooms and two party rooms.

5¢
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LY ~ - . . .
ceupancy has been about 99%, all adults. Tenant preference is to be around the swimming

[

ighway. There have been no requests for move-backs to interior units.
N LA

D. Fox Run Apartments

Ve

complex. The manager had been there but a short time.
aLE

. Chateau Cleary Apartments

oY B

! This unit is located similarly to Fox Run. It operates under an income level restriction
i

vhich keeps the rates lower than competitive units; consequently, occupancy is always 100%

!g‘gith a waiting list. The demand for an apartment in this group is so great, that tenants are

. F. Gatehouse Apartments

This complex of about 502 units is located on the south side of Interstate 10 between

=

Bor:pcbel Boulevard and Causeway Boulevard. It hes one, two and three bedroom units

. With occupancy near 100%, there is no opportunity to study tenant preferences. They

Freport no problems renting units on the highway. They do get requests for move~outs o go

f[?m @ second floor unit to a ground floor apartment. .There is a six foot brick fence aleng
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the frontage road With a high level of security protection provided by limited admission
through the gate.

G. Elmwood Plantafion Apartments

This complex is located on the north side of Veterans Boulevard, with its rear overigoking *

Interstate 10 (where Interstate 10 is north of Veterans Boulevard). Therefore, it has noise
sources both from Interstate 10 and Veterans Boulevard.

Elmwood Plantation is twelve fo thirteen years old, but is well maintained. [t consists
of 360 units of one, two and three bedroom apartments, which range in rentals from $205
to $360 per month with utilities. There are two swimming pools and a club with a lounge.
Except for about twenty units damaged by fire, and one other damaged unif, the occupancy
is close to 100%.

The resident manager indicated that tenant preferences relate to upper or lower units,
and most tenants do not seem to have a preference about the location of the apartment
within the complex. Elderly tenants have requested units on Veterans Boulevard so that
they do not have to haul groceries any further than necessary. Many of the tenants in the
front units on Veterans Boulevard have been long term occupants. There was one complaint
from a tenant about the noise in front; however, this same tenant complained about the
noise of the air condifioning compressors,

This is an unusual opartment comelex, in that most of the occupents are long term

tenants, aaults with no children, single persons or middle aged and elderly, and emphasis

is not v!~.ed on recreational facilities. [t would appear that noise would be a more important

factor in this type of complex because the occupants probabiy spend more time af home than
do younger people. Yet, the management indicates no difficulties in renting units adjacent

to either Veterans Boulevard or Inferstate 10. The noise levels from Interstate 10 in this
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e buildings. However, the noise level on Veterans Boulevard s also above 70 dBA.

also fronting on Veterans

oulevard and backing up to I-10. It has 94 apartments with one, two and three bedrooms

'renrs ranging from $200 to $285 per month, with only water furnished. There are two

{'mmlng pools und two recreation rooms in this complex which is approximately 15 years old.

Qeeupanc, upproximates 100% with a waiting list. Tenants are all adults, mostly

marrled, and some elder!y

i The local manage- ndicates a strong tenant preference for the downstairs units.

are have been no problems with apartments on either I-10 or Veterans Boulevard. The

posure of the complex on both roads and its proximity to the interchange has been a

[6r facter in keeping the apartments rented at such a high occupancy rate.

411, Conelusion

. All of the above units were not studied in detail because of the very high occupancy

Evidence tends to indicate that there is no difficulty renting the units near the noise

rce because the convenience and security factor, particularly for the elderly, far outweigh

&hy noise disturbances. Some of the tenants prefer looking at the traffic and activity of the

Mds to interior views. The absence of move~back requests (even in units with 100%

eupancy) is the most conclusive proof of no diminution in value. The absence of any rental

" of the noise levels would approximate those taken at Willowdale (single family home

MdiViSion) which is between the Veterans Bouleverd crossing of 1-10 and Clearview Parkway.

:“10 noise levels on Veterans Boulevard, a major arterial collector street, are likewise high.
My
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IV. Apartment Study Baton-Rouge

A. Introduction
A diligent search was made to find apartment complexes in Baton Rouge which would

qualify as having sufficient noise levels, apartments near and away from the noise source

in the same complex, and owners who would cooperate on rent and occupancy information,

Particular efforts were made to find such o complex on a heavily traveled major arterial road,
While one was found on Harding Boulevard which upon sample noise testing revealed i

sufficient levels in front of the complex, it was eliminated because this road had recently

been widened. It was felt that the noise levels were not in existence long enough to

constitute a usable test.

Two complexes were found along the right of way of I-12 (the Interstate Highway which

goes from Baton Rouge to Slidell), one with frontage also on a major arterial collector road.

B. Westminister Club Apartments

Westminister Club Apartment Complex is located on the south side of Interstate 12 and
runs to Jefferson Highway. It is composed of two groups of apartment buildings, both with
the rear units adjacent to 1~12. There are a total of 301 unifs in the numerous two-story
buildings constructed about 9 years ago. Apartments include efficiencies, one, two, and

three bedroom units renting from $175 to $310 with utilities paid by the owners. Recreational

E facilities include two pools and two tennis courts. Occupancy is all adult. The noise level

at the building closest to 1-12 was 76 dBA during peak traffic periods in the afternoon.
Because the Westminister Club Apartments have had an occupancy rate close to 100% for
a number of years, no attempt was made to study differentials in occupancy. The rental

rates are the same for all units of the same kind throughout (regardless of frontage on I-12

or on Jefferson Highway, both noise generating highways). The resident manager who has
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been on the premises and menaged the property almost since it was finished related that
I-12 has never been a problem to the complex and she does not recall any complaints from

tenants about the highway noise. Request for transfers generally are related to the swimming 1

pool. With regard to initial request, the manager stated that this usually involves a preferency :

for either an upper or lower unit. The manager also said that while they have lost some

PEESREE SRS 3

tenants at fimes for various reasons, to her knowledge, the noise from the highways has never

LETC" - P

been one of the causes.

C. Kingston Towne Apartments

Kingston Towne is located on the north side of Interstate 12 at the end of Boulevard de
Province (near the Sherwood Forest Boulevard interchange). This complex has 155 units of
one, two and three bedroom opartments ranging in price from $205 to $320 per month, water
only paid by the owners. This relatively new complex is almost 100% occupied and therefore,
vacancy losses were inconsequential. There are units for adults and others for families. The
main preference expressed by adults is that they want to be away from the sections with
children. The disturbance of the children is apparently of more concern than highway noise.
There are no differentials in rent for similar units facing the 1-12 frontal road. There have

been no known move-back requests because of the highway. The noise level in the morning

peck hours at the front of the complex was 72 dBA.

D. Conclusion - Baton Rouge Apartment Study

Considerable effort was expended in order to find opartment complexes in Baton Rouge
which would qualify for study. Considering the fact that the Westminister Club Apartments
are on both a major arterial road and an Interstate, it was originally considered ideal;
however, the very high occupancy rate disallowed any tenant sefection preference which

could be revealed in a vacancy study. The Kingston Towne Apartments are on a frontal road
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V. Apartment Study Conclusions

Most of the study relating to apartments in close proximity to a noise source was cl;mg
Interstate Highways in New Orleans and Baton Rouge. No apartment complexes on major
arterial collector roads that met the study criteria were found (except those which, in
addition to being on Interstate 10, also had frontage on Veterans Boulevard). Many could
not be qualified for the study because of lack of owner cooperation. However, there is
every reason fo believe that the results would be the same as with the units surveyed.

All of the units in Metairje (New Orleans area) and Baton Rouge and a!l but one of the
units in Lake Forest (New Orleans) reported such a high occupancy rafe, that testing for
apartment preferences, and locating the higher vacancy losses was not possible . Nonetheless,
we have reported what was learned from the managers and owners of fourteen such farge
compiexes. Essentially, the findings are: not a single current instance of rental rate
differential; no reported difficulty in renting apartments near the noise source (as a matter
of fact, some preference for the front units due fo security and convenience): no requests
for move-backs; no complaints (except one who also complained of the noise of the air
conditioning compressor); and no other noise related difficulties. As a matter of fact, the
prominence of the exposure to the-tremendous traffic on these roads assisted in renting the
apartments and in giving identification to the complex.

One complex in Lake Forest in eastern New Orleans (Lake Kenilworth Apartments)
was investigated in depth because of the existence of some vacancies and a former rental
rate differential which recently was changed. The results of this occupancy study were that
those units fronting on Interstate 10 fell midway in the occupancy level chead of such factors
as the view of a canal, parking areas, and even g major arterial collector road to the rear.

Understandably, the occupancy rate on Interstate 10 was less than for units facing an interior
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high for those units near the noise source as for the other units in the complexes.
Significantly, there have been no move-back requests, no complaints and even some ]
preference for the security and convenience afforded by the units fronting the highways.
Certainly, the exposure of the complex assists in the rental program and in establishing
identity.

Therefore, the empirical dota of this comprehensive study in these two localities
indicate no rent loss which can be attributed to reasonably high noise levels of the

Interstate Highway and, in three cases, frontage on a major arterial collector road as wel{,

70




CHAPTER 3

SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE STUDY

I. Background Information

.+ A. Location of Subdivision

the local highways which serve Jefferson Parish. The east-west main arteries, besides the

important but less trafficked arteries running east-west are West Esplanade and West Napoieon

Avenues.

median, was begun in the mid 1950, the right-of-way acquisition being completed in 1952.

“’Vefercms Boulevard opened the area, not only to extensive commercial development along

its entire route, but to huge residential areas on either side behind the commercial. By 1971,

the area was primarily developed to the reé ional shopping center at Clearview Parkway.

The highway is now largely developed along its entire length, almost to the Jefferson Parish
Western boundary.

It is the largest retail street in the metropolitan area, having two major

’ si'“:’Ppmg centers. The residential areas to the north and south are primarily middle class single

fomily residences.




Veterans Bo_l:levczrd bends slightly near the northwest corner of Willowdale Subdivision,
and intersects Interstate Highway 10 as it dips south. The subdivision is bisected by
Interstate 10. For reasons discussed later, only the southern portion of the subdivision was
the subject of study, Inferstate 10 being its northern border. To the east is Clearview
Parkway and to the west is Kenner. West Napoleon Averwue is the southern boundary of
the subdivision.

Other actual boundaries of the subdivision include Judith Street on the west side of the
subdivision. Beyond Judith Street are small duplexes and some apartments which line the
enfrance to the subdivision from the northwest. Directly to the west is Lafreniere Park, which
is presently being landscaped and developed as a recreational area. The easternmost street
in the subdivision is Elizabeth Street, beyond which lie other single family residences.

B. Description of Subdivision

Willowdale is a large subdivision of middle class housing. The part of the subdivision
studied, the southern portion, was built from about 1961 to 1964, Right-of-way work was
begun on interstate 10 in 1958 and completed in 1962. The subdivision was developing
at that time.

The southern part of the subdivision is composed of almest 800 lots which are typically
60' x 105'. There are few lotfs of irregular shape, several of the lots abutting the Interstate
are on a curve, and do differ slightly from the typical measurement. The lots are several
feet below the grade of the highway.

Willowdale is paved with concrete streets and there are sidewalks on all streets. The
houses are single family homes with brick veneer fronts and asbestos siding. Some lots have
suffered noticeable subsidence while others do not appear to have been so affected or fill
has been added. Most homes in the area are well kept and appear to be in good condition,

while a minority appear to have been neglected.
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The subdivision is composed of a limited number of home models. The elevations have

been altered and floor plans reversed for variation, but most of the houses contain simifar -

g
E
3
¥
4
i
1

features and are generally of the same quality construction. The homes include numerouys
one story models which range between 1,600 and 1,800 square feet, some one-and-a-half
stories, with slightly over 2,000 square feet, and some two stories with approximately
2,000 square feet. During 1976 and 1977, houses in the subdivision sold for prices from
530,000 up to $60,000. The occupants are generally the owners.
C. Orientation of Study Houses to Intersiate Highway
Willowdale Subdivision is bisected by Interstate Highway 10 as mentioned previously,
The southern portion of the subdivision was chosen for study because there are more lots
abutting the Interstate than the portion north of the highway, forty-one to be exact,
Consequently, there were more sales along the highway in the south side. There were also
more lots altogether in this portion of the subdivision which would provide more comparables
in the same neighborhood. The northem section also appeared to have more of a ground
subsidence problem, The subject homes studied front on the north side of Marcie Street
and abut the south side of the Interstate 10 right-of-way.
D. Comparison Houses Studied
The houses on the opposite side of Marcie Street, facing the direction of the Interstate
were included in the quiet zone as discussed below, and used as comparables for those abutting
the Interstate. On all other streets in the southern part of the subdivision, houses of the same

models as those on Marcie Street were used as comparables. Streets with houses of an earlier

pericd and different style were excluded.
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E. Noise Aihai;sis

In Willowdale Subdivision the row of houses adjacent to interstate 10 fronts on Marcie

Drive, backing up to the Inferstate, Thus the sleeping area of the house is closest to the

. iﬁghwuy, unlike those areas facing a frontage road or the highway itself. Site 1 was

5

: ?herefore located at the back of the row of houses, Site 2 at the front of the second row of
houses directly across Marcie Drive from the first and Site 3 was located a block away on
"the corner of Elise and Chopin (see subdivision map).

The results of the noise readings are summarized in Table 5. They closely follow the
results which would intuitively be expected at this site. That is, the morning peak hour
traffic, because the inbound (or Eastbound) lane is closest to the subdivision, and is

louder than the evening peak hour traffic, the outbound lane being separated from the

* ;uiadivision by o median. The peak reading of 79 dBA at 1800 hours was attributed from
bservation fo louder than average individual vehicles which raised the entire noise
“profile for that time period,

Measurements at Site 2 show a mean reduction of 8 dBA due to the increased distance
and barrier effect of the first row of houses. The lowest reduction from Site 1 recorded was
f4 dBA, the highest 16 dBA. This. fluctuation is due primarily to variations inherent in the
manual recording process. A mean reduction of 8 dBA is higher than generally found in the

literature in such a situation, but can adequately be accounted for by the proximity of the

houses to one another, forming an almost continuous barrier to the sound. It is also impor-

tant to note that the interior subdivision noise is consistently (with the exception of the

late night reading when there was no activity) 1-5 dBA higher than the noise levels recorded

at Site 2.
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Historic traffic data shows a basic increase over the time period studied of about 20%
per year. The associafed noise levels have increased accordingly. Table 6 shows the
increase over a seven-year period. i should be noted that the noise level calculated for

1978, using traffic data counted during the noise monitoring period, correlates very well

with the readings taken during the corresponding time period.

76

i
i



TABLE 5

NOISE READINGS

WILLOWDALE SUBDIVISION

L1o - SITE (dBA) TRAFFIC **

] 2 3 T A

4830 * (1) 71 64 65 28 530

@) 68 62 65 32 410

@3) 67 63 65 29 401

0 () 79 63 65 23 432

*(5) 64 59 64 9 307

0+ (& 63 58 58 7 139

gls @) 69 64 &5 23 720

0745 _(8) 71 61 64 28 704

o 15 * (9) 72 61 64 39 777

(10) 71 61 62 28 585

0915 (11) 72 63 64 31 352

H

|

* Site 1 - Only Interstate 10 Noise

Site 2 - Only Interstate 10 Noise - Subdivision Noise Eliminated

Site 3 ~ Both Interstate 10 Noise (Minor-Negligible) and Subdivision Nojse
w Frequency Analyzed (Site 1)

" ** interstate 10 East Bound - 10 min.
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WILLOWDALE SUBDIVISION

TABLE 5

NOISE READINGS

H, - Frequency (L1g)

{Cont'd.)

TIME

125 250 - 500 1K 2K 4K 8K
1630 70 72 73 76 73 67 48
2000 58 57 60 64 61 53 43
2300 55 54 55 60 57 50 41
0815 64 68 66 68 65 56 4]
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TABLE 6

INTERSTATE 10 NOISE LEVELS

WILLOWDALE SUBDIVISION

TOTAL AVERAGE PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC* Calculated Noise
Level at Site 1%*
YEAR AUTOS TRUCKS Lig (dBA)
1972 2567 121 o3
1973 3690 174 70
1974 3580 169 69
1975 4305 203 71
1976 5190 244 71
1977 5602 264 72
e 1978 6347 287 72

Alna

** Caleulated using prediction method in NCHRP 174.

79

These figures relate to morning peak hours when the traffic is nearest to the Willowdale

Subdivision. Noise levels at the back of the first row of houses has increased, in general,

* Office of Highways, Dept. of Transportation & Development, State of Louisiana




{1, Study Objectives -
A. On and Off Highway Sales Price Comparisons
1. Total Sample Used
On the Interstate there were thirteen houses of nine different models sold between 1973
and the end of 1977, five of which sold twice. Each model was given a letter designation
"A" through "I". All other sales recorded in the subdivision were then categorized and
separated by model type, There were ninety-one sales of houses away from the Interstate
which were sold within q year of a matching house on the highway, and thus were used
for comparison.
2. Method of Time Adjustment
The resale histories which had been recorded separately were categorized and
segregated by model designation. The mean monthly percentage increases on each model
was then determined, any extraordinarily high or low increase being excluded from the
figures averaged. This mean monthly increase figure was then used to make o time
adjustment of all sales of a particular model within one year before or after the sale of jts
matching model on the Interstate.
3. Analysis of Sales
The variance of the "off" Interstate sales from the "on" Interstate sale was determined
before and after time adjustment. If, after time adjustment, a sale of a home off the
highway was exceptionally above or below the sale price of its matching mode! on the
Interstate, that home was viewed on field study to determine if there was an obvious
difference in ‘the house which would be reflected in the sale price. Where no significant

difference was evident, the owner was confacted in order to determine ony factors which
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could account for the l:;ig differen;:e in sale price. Similarly, owners of all the homes
backing up to Interstate 10 were interviewed to discover any factors which might have
influenced their sale prices.
B. Frequency of Resales Comparison
The number of lots fronting on each street included in the study was determined. The

="".Tto|'a| number of transfers on each street since 1967 was figured from the sales histories
already recorded. Sales from @ succession were excluded and transfers to and from o
éérporute entity were counted as only one transfer. The number of transfers was then
“divided by the number of lots in order to determine a rate of turnover for the street.

Marcie Street was separated info houses and lots bordering the highway and those away
- from the highway so that turnover on each side of the sireet was figured separately for
en" and "off" highway comparison.

C. Resale Percentage Increases

The sales service for Jefferson Parish, "Deedfax", wos used to obtain the facts relating

A resale study was made of all houses which were sold more than once in the last ten

years. Sales on and off of the Interstate were compared on the basi: of monthly average

Increase from the time of the first sale to the time of the second sale, and so on, in succession,

some houses having sold as many as four times in the ten-year period. Resale of models on
the north side of Marcie which did not have matching houses in the interior were not included

in the resale percentage increase study,
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Hi. Results of Study

A. Total Sales Reported

The total number of sales reported in Willowdale Subdivision was 465, From 1947

through 1977, there were thirty-five sales of homes on the north side of Marcie Street

; abutting the highway. There were twenty-eight sales on the south side of Marcie Street,

i.
!
i

and 402 sales in the remainder of the study area.
i B. Individual Sales Price Comparisons by Modéls

The subject houses on the Interstate and their matching comparables are shown in the

1
| tables which follow. The address, date of sale, and sale price are shown for all sales.
‘1 The last column shows the time adjusted variance of the off-highway sale from the on-
highway sale. Where there was an unusually high variance, investigation was made.
Il ti The results of those investigations are given below each group of comparables.
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INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL A - 6301 MARCIE DRIVE
SALE, JANUARY, 1978 - $60,000.00 - LOT &0' x 105

ADJUSTMENT - .56% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 6.72% ANNUALLY

ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIME ADJ.
ADDRESS LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARIANCE %

[]

6301 Marcie 60 x 105 | $60,000

7. | 2709 Winifred | 70x 105 | $45,500 ~24.17 +6.16 | $48,303 | -19.50
" 6004 Marcie 60 x 105 | $47,143 -21.43 +5.60 | $49,783 | -17.03
" 2505 Ingrid 60 x 105 | $46,500 - 5.83 +2.80 | $48,082 | - 3.20

2505 Aleatha 60 x 105 | $50,900 -15.17 +2.24 $52,040 -13.27

- AVERAGE $50,011 ~16.65 $52,052 ~13.25

Sales research was terminated at the end of 1977. However, since there was not

a sale of a house on the highway in 1977, this early January, 1978, sale was included.
. It was in excellent condition, but had no exceptional features from the matching houses
-elsewhere in the subdivision. According to our research at the time of this sale, it was

the highest priced sale of any house in the subdivision.
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INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL A - 6301 MARCIE DRIVE

SALE, JANUARY, 1973 - $38,500.00 - LOT 40' x 105"

TIME ADJUSTMENT - .56% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 6.72% ANNUALLY

i DATE ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TiMe,
i OF SALE  ADDRESS LOT SIZE  SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VAR
1-73 6301 Marcie 60 x 105 | $38,500
11-72 2509 Aleatha | 60x 105 | $36,250 - 5.84 +1.12 ] $36,656 | - 49
12-72 6437 Rosalie 40/104 x | $34, 000 ~11.69 + .56 | $34,190 | -1
123/105
3-73 2712 Ingrid 60 x 105 | $37,807 -~ 1.80 -1.12 | $37,384 | - 29
!i, 8-73 2505 Aleatha | 60x 105 | $37,000 - 3.90 -3.92 | $35,550 | - 7.
11-73 2301 Judith 60x 105 | $36,207 - 5.96 -5.60 | $34,179 | -n.2
Ij AVERAGE $36, 253 - 5.84 $35,592 | - 7.3
i b

It This is the same subject house as listed in the previous table, however, a sale five
i
!

years earlier. It was said by the 1973 purchaser to be in good condition, but was repainted

\ in and out and recarpeted. The purchaser put a cover on the patio. Despite its condition
problems, this house sold for more than any of its comparables.
! The purchaser of 6437 Rosalie, which sold for 11.49% less than the subject house on

the highway, described the condition of the property at the time of sale as "deplorable".
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gﬁiSh g garage and add a storage area. The house required a new central air unit,
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TIME ADJUSTMENT - .56% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 6.72% ANNUALLY

1. ¢} =

INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL A - 5913 MARCIE DRIVE

SALE, OCTOBER, 1974 - $38,000.00 - LOT 41' x 105

ABSOLUTE . % TIME  ADJUST. TIM Ap)

DATE
OF SALE ADDRESS LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARIANQ}
]
10-74 5913 Marcie 61 x 105 | $38,000 %
11-73 2301 Judith 60 x 105 | $36,207 - 4,72 +6,16 | $38,437 + I.IS%
2-74 2508 Ingrid 60 x 105 | $37,203 - 2.10 +4.48 | $38,870 + 2.%
7-74 6101 Rosalie 60 x 105 { $38,000 0.00 +1.68 | $38,638 + ussj
3-75 2600 Aleatha 60x 105 | $39,975 + 5,20 - 2.80 | $38,856 + 2.5
i
&~75 6408 Rosalie 65 x 105 | $41,300 + 8.68 - 4.48 | $39,450 + 3.8
8-75 2508 Ingrid 60 x 105 | $46,000 +21.05 -5.60 | $43,424 + 14,27
AVERAGE $39,781 + 4,69 $39, 612 + 4.

No information was available on the condition of the subject house at the time of sale;
however, at the time of the survey the roof had several noticeable patches and the yard
was not landscaped. The purchasers, in August of 1975, of 2508 Ingrid were uninformed
buyers who admitted they had overlooked many defects, and consequently paid too much for
the house. The previous owner had installed a fireplace which may have increcsed its value
to some extent. Note that this sale is not only significantly higher than the subject sale,

but also varies over 10% from all of the other sales in the group.
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1. d}

INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL A ~ 5805 MARCIE DRIVE

SALE, AUGUST, 1975 - $42,000.00 - LOT 61' x 103"

ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIME ADJ.
DDRESS LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE  VARIANCE %

5805 Marcie | 61x 103 | $42, 000
2600 Aleatha 60 x 105 | $39,975 - 4.82 +2,80 | $41,094 -2.16
408 Rosalie 65 x 105 | $41,300 - 1.67 +1.12 $41,763 - .57
08 Ingrid 60 x 105 | $46,000 +9.52 0.00 | $46,000 + 9,52
Marcie 60 x 105 | $44,000 + 4,76 -5.60 | $41,536 -1.10

-

6101 Rosalie 60 x 105 | $43,700 +4.05 - 6.72 | $40,763 -2.94
$42, 995 +2.37 $42,231 + .55
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2. a)e

SALE, DECEMBER, 1976 - $43,900.00 - LOT 61' x 105"

INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES

MODEL B ~ 6101 MARCIE DRIVE

TIME ADJUSTMENT - ,67% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 8.01% ANNUALLY

DATE ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST, TIME A
OF SALE  ADDRESS LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARIAN:
12-76 6101 Marcie 61 x 105 | $43,900 o
12-75 2516 Aleatha | 60x 105 | $43,500 - .91 +8.01 | $46,984 +7.02
3-76 2516 Aleathe 60 x 105 | $44,500 +1.37 +6.00 | $47,170 + 7,45
9-76 2613 Margie 60 x 105 | $45,400 +3.42 +2.00 | $46,308 +5.49
6-77 2720 Aleatha | 69/95x | $47,712 +8.68 - 4.00 | $45,804 + 4,34
131/109
AVERAGE $45,278 +3.14 $46,567 | +6.08

See discussion of this house following next table.




INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL B - 6101 MARCIE DRIVE

SALE, JUNE, 1976 - $38,000.00 - LOT 41" x 105

ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIME ADJ.
DDRESS LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE  VARIANCE %

(?;.)‘;-Marcie 61 x 105 | $38,000

Rosalie | 60x 105 | $42,500 +11.84 | +6.00 |$45,050 | +18.55
516 Aleatha | 60x 105 | $43, 500 +14.47 | +4.00 |$45,240 | +19.05
516 Aleatha | 60x 105 | $44,500 #1711 +2.00 | $45,390 | +19.45
813 Margie | 60x 105 | $45,400 +19.47 -2.00 |$44,492 | +17.08
730 Aleatha | 69/95x | $47,712 +25.56 -8.01 343,890 | +15.50

| 131/109
AVE GE $44,722 +17.69 $44,812 | +17.93

+000 in June of 1976, 15% to 20% below other similar houses in the time period.
gj(fhe same house resald six months later in December of 1976 for $43, 900, an increase of
900 or 15.5%. The listing agents for each sale were contacted to defermine the reason
or the large difference in sale prices. The listing agent for the first sale stated that the
Was in o neglected condition, requiring complete repainting in ond out, complete

sCarpeting, all new appliances and new central air. The agent alse mentioned that the

Fatal




driveway was cracked and needed to be replaced. According to the agent, there was anothey
factor in this sale which may have reduced the price. The sellers had a better, new house ‘
waiting for them to move in and therefore, they took a lower price to hasten the sale,

The agent for the second and much higher sale reported that the owner had spent over
$2,000 and much of his own labor to improve the house. Since the second sale was stil|
a little below sales of matching houses, it is probable that over the six-month period, the
house was not fully upgraded to the condition of the similar houses.

Considering cll the work that was needed, and the owner's circumstances, it is not
unreasonable to assume that, in June of 1976, the owners fook $5,000 to $8,000 less for
the house on this account. The fact that the house after some improvements resold for 15%
more six months later, and within 4% to 7.5% of matching houses, substantiates the
conclusion that the low sale price was attributable to the poor condition. All five
comparables sold 15% to 20% above the subject house; on investigation it was obvious that
they were all maintained in better condition. The slightly low price for the second sale was
still probably a result of condition. The current owners said that it was necessary to repaint
the entire interior. Finally, ground subsidence in the front yard was very noticeable,

indicating a need for fill, which may also heve had an effect on the price.
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3. a)

INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL C - 6005 MARCIE DRIVE

SALE, SEPTEMBER, 1973 - $32,000.00 - LOT 61' x 105

ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIME ADJ.
DDRESS LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % AD!. 7.  PRICE VARIANCE %

4005 Marcie 61 x 105 | $32,000

P

109 Rosalie 60 x 105 | $29,997 - 6.26 + .94 1$30,279 - 5.38

There were comparatively few sales of this model house; only one sale, within a year,

and it was af a lower price than the house on the highway,
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4, a)

MODEL D - 6413 MARCIE DRIVE

INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES

SALE, JULY, 1973 - $31,000‘.00 - LOT 58'/72' x 105

TIME ADJUSTMENT ~ .53% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 6.41% ANNUALLY

DATE ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIME A
OF SALE  ADDRESS LOT SIZE  SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARIAN(
7-73 (1) 6413 Marcie 58/72 x 105{$31, 000 o
9-72 (1) 2600 Ingrid 60x 105 |$30,177 - 2.85 +5.34 |$31,788 + 2.5
5-73 (2) 2408 Judith 60 x 105 [$32,500 + 4,84 +1.07 | $32,848 + 5.9
6-73 (2} 6204 Marcie } (1)5 58 x  [$36,107 +16,47 + .53 | $36,298 +17.09
6-73 (2) 2700 Judith 60 x 105 [$33,199 + 7,09 + .53 |$33,375 + 7,66
6-73 (2) 2709 Ingrid 60x 105 [$32,190 + 3.84 + .53 [$32,360 + 4,39
8-73 (1) 2816 Ingrid 58 x 106 |$34, 961 +12,78 - .53 [$34,776 +12.17
10-73(1) 2800 Ingrid 60 x 105 {$33,500 + 8.06 - 1.60 |$32,964 + 6.34
4-74 (2) 2716 Judith 65 x 105  [$35,500 +14,52 - 4.80 |[$33,796 +9.02
7-74 (1) 2228 Judith 60x 105  [$34,500 +11,29 - 5.34 |$32,458 + 5,35
AVERAGE $33,626 + 8,47 $33,429 + 7.84

(1) Finished Garage

(2) Unfinished Garage



INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL D - 5709 MARCIE DRIVE

SALE, DECEMBER, 1974 - $39,912.00 - LOT 40' x 105

ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIME ADJ.
DDRESS LOT SIZE  SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJiIST.  PRICE  VARIANCE %
Marcie 60x 105 | $39,912
Judith 65 x 105 | $34,500 -13.56 +4.27 | $35,973 - 9.87
udith 60 x 105 | $34,500 ~13.56 +2.67 | $35,421 -11.25
12 Sells 60 x 105 | $38,000 - 4.79 +2.14 |$38,813 | - 2.75
udith 60 x 105 | $34,400 -13.81 +2.14 | $35,136 -11.97
800 Ingrid 60 x 105 | $37,500 - 6.04 -1.60 | $36,900 - 7.55
228 Judith 60 x 105 | $36,765 - 7.88 - 4.27 | $35,195 -11.82
709 Judith 60 x 105 | $37,500 - 6.04 - 5.34 | $35,497 ~11.06
_' Judith 60x 105 | $37,108 - 7.03 - 5.87 | $34,390 -12.48
$36,284 - 9.09 $35,983 - 9.84

(1) Finished Garage

. {2) Unfinished Garage

93




4, ¢)°

INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES

SALE, MARCH, 1973 - $35,000.00 - LOT 40 x 105"

MODEL D - 5709 MARCIE DRIVE

TIME ADJUSTMENT ~ .53% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 6.41% ANNUALLY

ey

TIME 4D,

DATE ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST.
OF SALE  ADDRESS LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARIANG,
3-73 (1) 5709 Marcie | 60x 105 | $35, 500 iR
5-72 (2) 2607 Judith 60 x 105 | $30,117 -15.16 +5.34 | $31,725 -10.63:;
5-72 (2) 2229 Judith 60 x 105 | $30,500 -14.08 +5.34 | $32,129 - 9;50
6-72 (1) 2901 Sells 60 x 105 | $32,500 - 8.45 +4,80 | $34,060 - 4.0;5.:
9-72 (2) 2600 Ingrid 60 x 105 | $30,177 -14.99 +3.30 | $31,173 12,19
5-73 (2) 2408 Judith 60 x 105 | $32,500 ~ 8.45 - 1.07 | $32,152 - 9.43
6-73 (2) 6204 Marcie ; (1)5 58 x | $36,107 + 1.71 - 1.60 | $35,529 + .08
6-73 (2) 2700 Judith 60 x 105 | $33,199 - 6.48 - 1.60 | $32,668 - 7.98
6-73 (2) 2709 Ingrid 60 x 105 | $32,1%0 - 9.32 - 1.60 | $31,675 -10.77
8-73 (1) 2816 Ingrid 58 x 106 | $34,961 - 1.52 - 2.67 | $34,028 - 4,15
10-73 (2) 2800 Ingrid 60 x 105 | $33,500 -~ 5.63 - 3174 | $32,247 -~ 9,16

AVERAGE $32,575 - 8.24 $32,739 - 7.78

(1) Finished Garage

(2) Unfinished Garage
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£

hese sales illusfrﬁfe.how diF—Fe_rence in price may be attributable to added improvements.
y'homes had what were originally designed as garage areas, which have been finished

nd converted to additional living space, either at the time the house was built, or by a

i @Vl_éus owner. The finished garage tended to enhance the sales price of this model.

er, if the house was in poor, neglected condition, this was also reflected in the sales

This outcome is illustrared in the sale of the two matching Model “D" houses bordering

th}ghway. Both houses have finished garages. The home at 6413 Marcie Drive, in July

973, sold for less than nine matching houses elsewhere in the subdivision, even though
ad a finished garage and five of the comparables did not. The owner stated that the
se was only in fair condition at the time of purchase and required repainting inside and

, HbWever, its matching model at 5709 Marcie Street, with finished garage, sold for

t 10% more than eight matching houses without finished garages in December of 1974

.

he time of that sale, the purchaser of the house said it was in excellent condition, and
uired no work. Note that then the same house sold earlier, in March of 1973, two

ing houses with finished garages still sold for less than the house on the Interstate. The

sent owner reported that the-house was double insulated, which feature may have increased

value also.

Again, there were enough sales of this mode! to conclude that the sales of 6301, 6308

6113 York Street should be excluded because of obviously depressed prices.
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;! 5. a)

i

i : INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL E - 6409 MARCIE DRIVE

i! SALE, AUGUST, 1975 - $42,000.00 - LOT 60" x 105

j TIME ADJUSTMENT - .54% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 6.48% ANNUALLY

‘ DATE ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST, TIME ADJ,
| OFSALE  ADDRESS LOT SIZE  SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARIANCES

|

{ 8-75 6409 Marcie 60 x 105 | $42,000

8-74 2721 Sells 60 x 105 | $42,600 +1.43 +6.48 | $45,360 | +8.00 %

6-75 5704 Marcie | 60x 105 | $39,900 - 5.00 +1.08 | $40,330 | -3.97 |

7-75 6212 York 65 x 105 | $41,500 -1.19 + .54 | $41,724 - 86
AVERAGE $41,333 - 1.59 $42,471 | +1.12

[ | The owner of 6409 Marcie said that the house was in good condition when purchased,

requiring only a little repainting, and some fill in the yard. The purchaser of 2721 Sells

said that their home, when purchased, was freshly painted with new carpeting throughout.

The grounds were exceptionally well landscaped, with a gas light and gas grill in the back

1 yard. The condition and minor improvements apparently account for the small differences
|

in sales prices here.
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5. b)

INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL E - 425 MARCIE DRIVE
SALE, JUNE, 1975 - $38,000.00 - LOT 65'/7%"' x 105

DJUSTMENT - .54% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 6.48% ANNUALLY

ABSOLUTE % TIME ~ ADJUST. TIME ADJ,
LOT SIZE  SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARIANCE %

65/79 x 105 $38,000

60x 105  $42,600 +12.11 +5.40 $44, 900 +18.16
60 x 105  $39,900 + 5.00 0.00 $39, 900 + 5.00
65 x 105 $41,500 + 9.21 - .54 $41,276 + B.62

$41,333 + 8.77 $42,025 +10.59

Note that within two months the house at 5425 Marcie Drive sold for $4,000 less than
he matching house at 6409 Marcie. When questioned, the purchaser of 6425 described the
ondition of the house at the time as "poor” and "neglected". Repainting was required
'n'hsvide and out. The house had been empty for nine months before the new owners moved in.
hg owners stated that they thought they would have to replace some floors in the house

t the time they bought it, but managed to salvage them through diligent cleaning. The
&t.Jrrent owners said that they are considering moving, and a number of people have already
>:<_pressed an inferest in purchasing it. The owners intend to list the house for at least

$54,000 ofter taking into consideration the sales of similar houses in the subdivision. They
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do not feel that the Interstate should influence their asking price. To the confrary, one of
the owners stated that they liked the location of the house because it was on the edge of.
the subdivision, and therefore, they had quicker and easier access to the outside.

Once again, the condition factor was of major importance. This is illustrated by the

sale of the matching house down the street and the information given by the owners,
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6. a)

SALE, MAY,

1975 ~ $37,500.00 -

MODELF - 5713 MARCIE DRIVE

INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES

LOT 60" x 105!

"ADJUSTMENT - .52% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 6.24% ANNUALLY

ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIME ADJ.

LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE  VARIANCE %
60 x 105 | $37,500
60 x 105 | $39,000 + 4,00 +6.24 | $41,434 +10.49
60 x 105 | $37,500 0.00 +1.56 | $38,085 + 1.56
65 x 105 | $39,017 + 4,05 - .52 | $38,814 + 3.50
60 x 105 | $42,500 +13.33 - 1.04 | $42,098 +12.15

$39,504 + 5.34 $40, 098 + 6.93

There is a limited amount of sales data with regard to Model "F".

-6.5% more than the sale price of the subject house on the highway.

When 2613 Judith

5 ad!usted for its larger lot, the differential would be less than 2%. Therefore, that sale
nd fhe one of 2601 Sells are within 2% of the price of the subject house, the former one
onth later and the latter three months prior. The sale of 2708 Sells Street one year earlier,
-"Wht.z-.'n adjusted for time, shows a 10,5% variance, and the 2316 Judith sale two months later
hows a time adjusted variance of over 12%. Taking into consideration the larger lot of

:_2613 Judith, the time adjusted average of these four sales off the highway would be about




7. a)

E )

INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES

MODEL G - 6313 MARCIE DRIVE
SALE, JANUARY, 1973 - $37,900.00 -~ LOT 60' x 105

TIME ADJUSTMENT - .59% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 7.04% ANNUALLY

DATE - ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST.  TIME Ap;

OF SALE  ADDRESS LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARIANGE
1-73 6313 Marcie 60 x 105 | $37,900 *-
1-72 2700 Sells 65 x 105 | $38,000 + .26 +7.04 | $40,675 | +7.3
5-72 2601 Ingrid 60 x 105 | $37,500 - 1.06 +4.70 | $39,263 | + 3.60i
5-72 2901 Judith 60 x 105 | $39,275 +3.63 +4.70 | $41,121 | +8.50
3-73 2612 Sells 65x 105 | $39,925 +5.34 - 1.17 | $39,458 | +4.11 ;
5-73 2900 Sells 60 x 105 | $39,375 +3.89 ~2.35 | $38,450 | +1.4§
7-73 6408 Marcie $41,543 +9.61 - 3.52 | $40,081 +5.75
9-73 2720 Ingrid 60 x 105 | $39,000 +2.90 -4.70 | $37,167 | -1.93
10-73 2808 Judith 60 x 105 | $37,948 + .13 -5.28 | $35,944 | -5.16

AVERAGE $39,071 +3.09 $39,020 | +2.9

The owner of 6313 Marcie said that the house was only in fair condition at the time of
purchase. The house required repainting, new central air and some floors had to be refinished.
There was noticeable subsidence in the front yard. This house however, did have half of the

garage finished for an office.
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The house at 6408 Marcie Drive is on the corner on a much larger, but very irregularly

aped lof, so that no succinct dimensions are available. Likewise, the houses at 2700 and
612 Sells are on larger lots.

The owner of 2901 Judith said that af the time the house was purchesed, it was in
:qéllenf condition. No repainting or major repairs were necessary. The difference in

ondition here apparently accounts for the higher price.
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8. q)_

INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES

MODEL H ~ 5901 MARCIE DRIVE

SALE, AUGUST, 1975 -~ $44,000.00 - LOT 61' x 105

TIME ADJUSTMENT - .58% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 6.96% ANNUALLY

DATE ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST.  TIME Apj,
OF SALE  ADDRESS LOT SIZE  SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE  VARIANGE"
8-75 5901 Marcie 61 x 105 | $44,000 —_;
8-74 6112 Rosalie 60 x 105 | $35,700 -18.86 +6.96 | $38,185 -13.22
12-74 2612 Winifred | 60 x 105 | $42,075 - 4.38 +4.64 | $44,027 + o(,
1-75 2816 Judith 60 x 105 | $45,000 +2.27 +4.06 | $46,827 + 643
1-75 2513 Winifred | 60x 105 | $40,000 - 9.09 +4.06 | $41,624 - 5.40%
4-75 2504 Aleatha 60 x 105 | $42,700 - 2.95 +72.32 | $43,690 - .70
9-75 2512 Ingrid 60 x 105 | $43, 647 - .80 - .58 | $43,394 '
9-75 2612 Winifred | 60x 105 | $43,500 - 1.14 - .58 | 543,248 -7
12-75 2800 Sells 60 x 105 | $46,500 + 5.68 - 2.32 | $45,42] + 3,23
2-76 2705 Judith 60 x 105 | $47,500 + 7.95 - 3.48 | 545,847 + 4.20
3-76 2705 Aleatha 60 x 105 | $43,500 - 1.14 - 4.06 | $41,734 - 5.15
4-76 2309 Judith 7%50 x | $48,898 +11.13 - 4.64 | 546,629 +5.98

1
8-76 6401 Rosalie 60 x 105 | $49,900 +13.41 - 6.96 | S46,427 + 5.52
—
AVERAGE $44,077 + .17 $43,921 - .18
-
102




'The owner of the subject house said the house was in good condition at the time of
hdse, and required very little work. Note that the house on the highway falls
proximately in the middle of sales of similar houses. The house which was significantly

fower, 6112 Rosalie, had asingle garage, whereas our subject house had a double garage.

s
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8. b)
INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL H - 5901 MARCIE DRIVE
SALE, AUGUST, 1973 - $39,500.00 - LOT &1 x 105
TIME ADJUSTMENT - .58% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 6.96% ANNUALLY

DATE ABSOLUTE % TIME ~ ADJUST.  TIME Ap;.
OF SALE  ADDRESS LOT SIZE  SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE  VARIANGE
8-73 5901 Marcie 61 x 105 | $39,500 -

8-72 2800 Sells 60 x 105 | $37,500 - 5.06 +6.96 | $40,110 + 1.54

8-72 6200 Marcie 66 x vd $39,000 - 1.27 +6.96 | $41,714 + 5,60

10-72 6400 Marcie ;g/m x | $39,000 - 1.27 +5.80 | $41,262 |+ 4.44

12-72 5813 Rosalie 60 x 105 | $39,000 - 1.27 +4.64 |540,810 | + 3.3

5-73 2708 Ingrid 60 x 105 | $42,500 + 7.59 +1.74 | $43,240 + 9.47

6-73 2217 Judith 60 x 105 | $40,000 +1.27 +1.16 | $40,464 + 2,44

6-73 2500 Judith 72/55 x | $38,000 - 3.80 +1.16 | $38,441 - 2.68

106

8-73 6200 Marcie 66 x vd | $42,421 + 7.39 0.00 | $42,421 +7.39

8-73 6400 Marcie gg/] 09 x | $42,000 + 6.33 0.00 | $42,000 + 6.33

8-73 6008 Marcie 70 x 105 | $39,000 - 1.27 0.00 | $39,000 - 1.27

11-73 2605 Aleatha 60 x 105 | $39,996 + 1.26 - 1.74 | $39,300 - .51

11-73 2609 Winifred | 60x 105 | $35,252 -10.75 - 1.74 | $34 639 -12.31

12-73 6409 Rosalie 70 x 105 | $38,900 - 1.52 -2.32 | $37,997 - 3.80

12-73 5913 Rosalie 60 x 105 | $41,500 + 5.06 -2.32 | $40,537 + 2.63
- continued - -
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8. b) (continued)

s

ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIME ADJ.

ADDRESS LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE  VARIANCE %
2309 Judith ?%50 x | $40,000 +1.27 - 3.48 | $38,608 - 2.26
2809 Sells 60 x 105 | $37,484 - 5.10 - 5.22 | $35,527 -10.06
28".(30‘59,“5 60 x 105 | $41,010 + 3.82 - 5.22 | $38,869 - 1.40
5900 Marcie | 69 x 105 | $47,100 +19.24 -5.80 | $44,368 | +12.32
4008 Rosalie | 60 x 105 | $41,000 +3.80 | -5.80 | $38,622 | - 2.22

04"York 65 x 105 | $41,612 + 5,35 - 6.38 | $38,957 - 1.37

12 Rosalie 60 x 105 | $35,700 - 9.62 - 6.96 | $33,215 -15.91
RAGE $39, 904 + 1.02 $39,529 + .07

}“és after adjustment.

Insignificant absolute variance and/or time adjusted variance.

-The subject sale here is an earlier sale of the same house compared in the sale of

It is significant to note that the large number of comparables overaged out a most

ugust, 1975. No information was available regarding the condition of the house af the

of this sale, but again the sale price falls approximately in the middle of the comparable

The house at 2708 Ingrid, which sold somewhat higher, had a finished garage with a front
_i'l.'_d‘nce, and appeared exceptionally well kept. The home at 2809 Sells had only half a
Bric.kffronf, whereas our subject house was a full brick front with columns, which gave it o

more pleasing appearance. The sale showing the greatest discrepancy, 5900 Marcie Drive, which
faces our subject house, is a corner lot with a drive on the side into the back. What is a double
garage on our subject house, is finished living space in this house. The corner lot on which

h house sits is also larger, 69" x 105', whereas most of the other lots measure 60' x 105" .




TIME ADJUSTMENT - .38% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 4.56% ANNUALLY

9. a)

MODEL | - 5905 MARCIE DRIVE

INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES

SALE, FEBRUARY, 1974 - $36,105.00 ~ LOT 61° x 80'

DATE ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST,
OF SALE ADDRESS LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE
2-74 5905 Marcie 61 x 80 $36, 105
2-73 2716 Aleatha 57/85 x $36, 500 +1.09 + 4.56 $38, 164
109/105

5-74 2508 Margie 60 x 105 | $35,500 - 1.68 -1.14 $35,095

AVERAGE $36,000 - .30 $36, 630
?. b)

TIME ADJUSTMENT - .38% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 4,56% ANNUALLY

MODEL | - 5905 MARCIE DRIVE

SALE, MARCH, 1972 - $34,547.00 - LOT 61' x 80

DATE ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIMEADJ.
OF SALE ADDRESS LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARIANCfi
3-72 5905 Marcie 61 x 80 $34,547 Z
6-71 2701 Margie 80 x 105 | $32,000 ~7.37 +3.42 $33,004 | -421
2-72 2508 Margie 60 x 105 | $32,792 -5.08 + .38 |$32,916 -4.72
#

AVERAGE $32,396 - 6,23 $33,005 - 4.4
e
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The sales price comparison conclusion is as follows:

OFF SALES HIGHER

TIME ADJUSTED

MODEL ADDRESS DATE OF SALE VARIANCE
A 5913 Marcie October, 1974 + 4,24
5805 Marcie August, 1975 + 0.55
B 6101 Marcie December, 1976 + 6,08
6101 Marcie June, 1976 +17.93
D 6413 Marcie July, 1973 +7.84 LA
E 6409 Marcie August, 1975 +1.12 -
6425 Marcie June, 1975 +10.59
F 5713 Marcie May, 1975 + 6.93 §
G 6313 Marcie January, 1973 +2.96 3
H 5901 Marcie August, 1973 + 0.07
I 5905 Marcie February, 1974 + 1.45
AVERAGE + 5.43
OFF SALES LOWER
A 6301 Marcie January, 1978 -13.25
6301 Marcie January, 1973 - 7.55
C 6005 Marcie September, 1973 - 5.38
D 5709 Marcie December, 1974 - 9.84
5709 Marcie March, 1973 - 7.78
H 5901 Marcie August, 1975 - 0.18
[ 5905 Marcie March, 1972 - 4,46
AVERAGE - 6.92
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he foregoing, there are eleven sales of houses adjacent to the highway which appear
average of 5.43% lower than comparative models in the interior of the subdivision.

"two of these sales are at prices which reflect that the house on the highway sold for

1y higher for the houses backing onto the highway. While there is no logical reason

sell for 0.38% (less than 1%) more than do the houses on the highway. When it
onsidered that all of the matching houses throughout the subdivision which sold within
Of each of the highway sales studied (except for six interior houses which obviously
e sales at depressed prices) were included, this is significant evidence that the noise

ighway has not adversely affected the prices obtained.
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What is particularly significant about this empirical data is that, upon investigation,

it was found that there were obvious reasons for the differential prices as explained with the

sales comparisons. This is true both for the prices on and off the highway which were low

and high. The principal reasons for the price differential were the varying conditions of

the houses; added improvements, such as finished garages; different lof sizes, etc. This,
of course, explains why some of the houses on the highway did sell for more than matching

houses in the interior.
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Frequency of Resales On and Off

en the rate of turnover on the north side of Marcie Drive was compared with that of

er streefs studied including the opposite side of Marcie, it was found to be low. Of
e comparison groups, only three showed less turnover than the north side of Marcie.

e rate of turnover of houses bordering Interstate 10 was only 14.2% per year average;

ANNUAL
NQO. OF LOTS NO, OF TRANSFERS TURNOVER RATE
e 41 35 14.2%
orth side
ng I-10)
hway:
25 28 18.7%
(South side)
73 86 19.7%
27 31 19.2%
90 96 17.8%
42 43 17.0%
39 39 16.7%
31 26 14,0%
82 65 13.2%
(From 5600 up)
ifred 23 12 8.7%

AVERAGE OFF HIGHWAY 16.1%

T




D. Results of Statistical Resale Percentage Comparison

The comparison of monthly percentage increases in resale prices of houses on and off
of the highway revealed on discernible pattern. At thaot poinf it was determined that the
houses would have to be categorized by model: this required inspection of some homes.

With regard to houses on the north side of Marcie, as well as the houses in the interior,
afl sales which showed an average annual increase in excess of 12.5% were eliminated.
Such percentages usually were the result of changed physical condition of the house or g
short~term turnover. For instance, on the north side of Marcie . one house (6101) had an
average annual increase of 31.1% for a six-month period, while another (6413), over q
twenty~month period had an average annual increase of 13.4%. There were eight such
resales in the interior also eliminated.

Excluded also were resales which had an average annual increase of less than 2.4%
annually {.2% monthly). There were no such matching models on the north side of Marcie;
however, there were twelve such sales of identifiable models in the interior. The rational
of this elimination is that such a small increase indicates that the seller had let the house
run down, or was in a hurry to sell, as ordinary inflation would amount to considerably
more than 2.4% annually.

Excluded were those houses which were not identifigble as models "A" through "1".

It is not known how many of these were in the interior since only identifiable models were
included in the study to begin with; however, it is known that three houses on the highway

which resold from 1969 to 1972 were excluded as non-matching.
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PERCENTAGE OF RESALE INCREASE

MODEL A
AVERAGE MONTHLY
- DATE - PURCHASE PRICE  DATE - SALE PRICE  INCREASE PERCENTAGE
11-71 $35,500 3-73 $37,807 41
9-71 $33, 950 11-71 $35,500 2.29 *
10-68 $31,030 9-71 $33, 950 .27
12-70 $31,250 6-72 $33,500 .40
6=67 $26,830 12-70 $31,250 .39
2-69 $27,432 12-72 $34,000 .52
3-68 $27,500 2-69 $27,432 - .02 *
12-72 $34,400 6-75 $41,300 .67
8-73 $37,000 9-77 $50, 900 77
8-68 $30, 199 6-69 $33, 321 1.03
9-67 $27,500 12-72 $28, 930 .08 *
7-74 $38, 000 8-76 $43, 700 .60
8-71 $32,500 7-74 $38, 000 .48
6-76 $44,000 3-77 $47,143 79
11-73 $34,500 8-72 $36, 207 .33
\GE INCREASE  (Equivalent 6.72% Per Annum) .56

* Increases over 1.04% monthly (12.5% annually) and under .20% monthly (2.4%

ally) have been eliminated from the averages as being unreasonable.

113




£

PERC.ENTAGE OF RESALE INCREASE

MODEL B

AVERAGE MONTHLy

ADDRESS DATE - PURCHASE PRICE  DATE - SALE PRICE  INCREASE PERCENTAG
2516 Aleatha 12-75 $43,500 3-76 $44,500 77
9-68 $28, 200 12-75 $43,500 .62
2720 Aleatha 5~75 $40,983 6-77 $47,712 .66
10-71 $34,500 5-75 $40, 983 .44
2-70 $29,855 10-71 $34, 500 .78
2613 Margie 8-74 $38,439 9-76 $45, 400 .85
6100 Rosalie 12-74 $40, 500 9-75 $42, 500 .55
AVERAGE INCREASE  (Equivalent 8.01% Per Annum) .67
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PERCENTAGE OF RESALE INCREASE

MODEL C

AVERAGE MONTHLY

DATE - PURCHASE PRICE  DATE - SALE PRICE  INCREASE PERCENTAGE
8-70 $28, 065 7-73 $29,997 .52
2-69 $27,500 8-70 $28, 065 RE
4-72 $29,500 6-76 $37., 750 .56
6-69 $26, 625 4-72 $29, 500 .32
1 9-68 $26, 629 6-69 $26,625 .00
INCREASE  (Equivalent 5.64% Per Annum) .47
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|
I |
i - -
| PERCENTAGE OF RESALE INCREASE
’E MODEL D
| AVERAGE MONTHLy
ADDRESS DATE - PURCHASE PRICE  DATE - SALE PRICE  INCREASE PERCENTA
| 2600 Ingrid 6-67 $36,800 9-72 $30, 177 .23
;l 2800 Ingrid 3-75 $37,500 5-76 $41,521 .77
i ‘ 10-73 $33, 500 3-75 $37,500 .70
I 2808 Ingrid 6-68 $26,933 669 $29,394 .76
| 2816 Ingrid §-70 $28, 358 8-73 $34, 961 .65
‘ E 8-68 $26,706 8-70 $28,358 .26
il 2608 Sells §-68 $29, 668 3-70 $31,000 .24
2804 Sells 2-71 $28,800 6-76 $39, 638 59
' 2801 Sells 12-68 $27,987 11-70  $30,629 41
: 6301 York 7-67 $25, 550 7-70 $27,207 .18
| 6113 Rosalie 4-69 $26,032 7-71 $27,868 .26
L 2229 Judith 8-74 $34, 400 10-77 $47,999 1.04
\} 5-72 $30, 500 8-74 $34, 400 47
2228 Judith 7-74 $34, 500 8-75 $36,765 .51
2700 Judith 6=73 $33,199 3-77 $41,900 .58
2601 Judith 2-69 $26,537 5-72 $30, 117 .35
2904 Judith 2-69 $27,397 8-49 $28,172 .47
2801 Judith 11-75 $37,108 1-77 $46,900 1.88
6-68 $25, 982 11-75 $37,108 .48
AVERAGE INCREASE  (Equivalent 6.41% Per Annum) 53
* Increases over 1,04% monthly (12.5% annually) and under .20% monthly (2.4%
annually) have been eliminated from the averages as being unreasonable.
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PERCENTAGE OF RESALE INCREASE

MODELE

AVERAGE MONTHLY

Fei

DATE - PURCHASE PRICE  DATE - SALEPRICE  INCREASE PERCENTAGE
7-75 $41,500 9-77 $53, 000 1.07 *
2-73 $37,000 8-74 $42, 600 .84
9-70 $30, 000 3-73 $34, 500 .50
4-70 $30,314 9-70 $30, 000 - .21
3-68 $29,429 12-72  $34,127 .28
ERAGE INCREASE  (Equivalent 6.48% Per Annum) .54
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PERCENTAGE OF RESALE INCREASE

MODEL F

AVERAGE MONTHLy

ADDRESS DATE - PURCHASE PRICE  DATE - SALE PRICE  INCREASE PERcENrAGE%;
2601 Sells 6=72 $32, 500 2-75 $37,500 .48 _
2708 Sells 5-74 $39, 000 5-76 $44,257 .57
5808 York 9-68 $25,834 10-76 $38, 907 .52
5-67 $25,000 9-68 $25,834 .21
5908 York 12-72 $33,900 10-76 $42,000 .52
9-68 $27,224 12-72 $33, 900 .48
6200 York 12-73 $34,972 5-77 $41,000 .42
2-69 $27,127 12-73 $34,972 .50
2316 Judith 7-75 $42,500 8-77 $48, 000 .52
2512 Judith 10-67 $27,852 9-71 $36, 500 .66
2613 Judith 1-73 $32, 686 6-75 $39,017 .67
1-72 $31,000 1-73 $32, 686 .45
570 $30,318 1-72 $31,000 A1 0%
2713 Judith 1-77 $44,202 5-77 $46, 400 1.24 *
11-75 $41,517 1-77 $44,202 .46
3-73 $32,500 11-75 $41,517 .87
AVERAGE INCREASE  (Equivalent 6.24% Per Annum) .52

* Increases over 1,04% monthly (12.5% annually) and under ,20% monthly (2.4%

annually) have been eliminated from the averages as being unreasonable.
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PERCENTAGE OF RESALE INCREASE

MODEL G

AVERAGE MONTHLY

.59

7 DATE - PURCHASE PRICE  DATE - SALEPRICE  [NCREASE PERCENTAGE
i | 12-7 $35,000 12-74 $36, 500 2
Q | 47 $33,500 8-77 $56,500 .90
- 7-69 $24,773 4-71 $33, 500 .68
| 271 $28, 975 5-72 $37,500 .9
1-69 $32,445 5-73 $39,375 41
1-72 $38, 000 11-76 $59,000 .95
12-69 $35, 400 3-73 $39, 925 .33
~ | 4-c8 $35, 400 12-69 $35, 400 .00 *
| 10-70 $34,123 3-77 $50, 500 .62
9-71 $27,931 9-75 $42, 000 .05 =
3-70 $27,546 9-71 $27, 931 .08 *
4-68 $26,794 3-70 $27,546 12 %
6-67 $33,832 8-71 $35,209 .08 *
3-68 $32,000 10-73 $37, 948 .28
2-69 $33,500 5-72 $39,275 .44
5-67 $31,510 2-69 $33, 500 .30
RAGE INCREASE (Equivalent 7.04% Per Annum)
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P—EIéCENTAGE OF RESALE INCREASE
MODEL H
AVERAGE MONTHLy

ADDRESS DATE ~ PURCHASE PRICE  DATE - SALE PRICE  INCREASE PERCENTAGE;
2800 Sells 5-74 $41,010 12-75 $46,500 .70

8-72 $37,500 5-74 $41,010 .45
2809 Sells 5-71 $39, 000 5-74 $37, 484 - .11

9-67 $29,991 5-71 $3%,000 .68
5804 York 8-68 $26, 900 7-74 $41,612 .77
6112 Rosalie 7-67 $24,523 8-74 $35,700 .54
6008 1-72 $33, 370 6-74 $41, 000 .79 i
2605 Aleatha 1173 $39, 996 6=77 $53, 000 .76 4
2705 Aleatha 8-69 $30, 643 3-76 $43,500 .53
2504 Aleatha 9-68 $29,355 4-75 $42,700 .58
2612 Winifred | 12-74 $42, 075 9-75 $43, 500 .38

10-67 $30,200 12-74 $42,075 .46
6412 York 8-69 $32,236 11-76 $46,500 .51
4013 Rosalie 2-68 $32,940 $-70 $35.592 .26
5913 Rosalie 1-70 $31, 000 12-73 $41,500 .72
5900 Marcie 6-74 $47,100 2-77 $53, 900 .45
6008 Marcie 8-71 $35, 000 8-73 $39, 000 .48

11-70 $34, 000 8-71 $35,000 .33
6200 Marcie 8-73 $42,421 8-77 $57, 400 .74

8-72 $39, 000 8-73 $42,421 .73

4-71 $36, 064 8-72 $39,000 .51 .
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PERCENTAGE OF RESALE INCREASE

MQODEL H - (Cont'd.)

AVERAGE MONTHLY

DATE - PURCHASE PRICE DATE - SALE PRICE INCREASE PERCENTAGE

10-72 $39,000 8-73 $42, 000 .77
3-69 $23,254 6-73 $40, 000 : 1.41 *
10-70 $32,500 6-73 $38, 000 .53
3-70 $31,250 10-70 $32,500 .57
5-71 $35,100 1-75 $45, 000 64
2-76 $47,500 9-77 $55,500 .89
8~67 $29,822 2-69 $31,186 .25
AVERAGE INCREASE  (Equivalent 6.96% Per Annum) .58

* Increases over 1.04% monthly (12.5% annually) and under .20% monthly (2.4%

nnually) have been eliminated from the averages as being unreasonable.
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- PERCENTAGE OF RESALE INCREASE

MODEL |
AVERAGE MONTHy
ADDRESS DATE - PURCHASE PRICE ~ DATE - SALE PRICE  INCREASE PERCENTAGE
2701 Margie 10-69 $31,750 671 $32, 000 o4 =+ 3
2716 Margie 10-70 $33,593 11-75 $45,450 .58 -
2508 Margie | 2-72 $32,792 5-74 $35, 500 .31
6-70 $31,279 2-72 $32,792 .24
AVERAGE INCREASE  (Equivalent 4.56% Per Annum) .38 ‘._

*

Increases over 1.04% monthly (12.5% annually) and under .20% monthly (2,4%

R T N T R T

annually) have been eliminated from the averages as being unreasonable.

R
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PERCENTAGE OF RESALE INCREASE TABLE - NORTH SIDE OF MARCIE

AVERAGE MONTHLY

ADDRESS DATE - PURCHASE PRICE DATE - SALE PRICE INCREASE PERCENTAGE

i '_,I5709 Marcie [ 3-73 $35,500 12-74 $39,912 .59
' "590] Marcie | 8-73 $39,500 8-75 $44, 000 47
5905 Marcie | 3-72 $34,547 2-74 $36,105 .20
7-68 $31,000 3-72 $34,547 .26
5913 Marcie | 9-68 $27,975 10-74 $38, 000 .49
6101 Marcie | 6=76 $38, 000 12-76 $43,900 2,59 *
6301 Marcie | 7-71 $37,000 1-73 $38, 500 .23
6313 Marcie | 5-69 $33,500 1-73 $37,900 .30
6409 Marcie | 4-68 $29, 634 8-75 $42, 000 47
613 Marcie | 10-71 $25,338 6=73 $31,000 1.12 *
RAGE MONTHLY INCREASE FOR ALL
'__,ALES ON NORTH SIDE OF MARCIE  (Equivalent 4.56% Per Annum) .38
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- COMPARISON OF RESALE PERCENTAGE INCREASE

ON AND OFF HIGHWAY BY MODELS

OFF - HIGHWAY ON - HIGHWAY
MODEL NO. MONTHLY INCREASE % MONTHLY INCREASE ¢
A .56 .36
B .67 -
C .47 -
D .53 .59
E .54 .47
F .52 -
G .39 .30
H .58 .47
i .38 .23
AVERAGE ALL MODELS - .54 .40
EQUIVALENT ANNUAL - 6.45 4.84

As can be noted from the Percentage of Resale Increase Table -- North Side of Marcie,
there were only two Model "A" houses, one Model "B" that was eliminated as unreasonably
high, no resales of a Model "C" or "F", two Model "D" houses (one high eliminated) and one
resale each of Models "E", "G", "H" and "I". The sample is obviously not large enough for
any meaningful comparison. i is significant to note that two matching model houses were
eilimianed because the resales were considered on the unreasonably high side at an average

monthly increase of 2.59% and 1,12%.
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A. Location of Study Area

1. Area Description

The study area is part of Pontchartrain Gardens Subdivision which is immediately east

hf the Willowdale Subdivision in Metairie. The general area was described in ths Willowdale
ubaivision Study.
2. Neighborhood Description

‘The neighborhood surrounding the study area is entirely single family residential

3. Study Area Description

B. Description of Study Area

Pontchartrain Gardens Subdivision is a completely single fomily residential area. It has

subdivision.
*&U.:'éwt K

The area researched is part of the newer development in the subdivision.

C. Orientation of Study Houses to Interstate Highway

The homes which are the subject of study directly face Interstate Highway 10 across
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D. Comparison Houses Studied

The comparison houses are on lots abutting those on which the study houses are built.
Even though all of the houses in the study area are very similar in style and size, there are
six different models found on both sides of the block, on and off of the highway. The
comparison houses are exact duplicates of those models built facing the highway. Several
of the houses facing the highway are on narrower lots than those on the opposite side of the
block. There are eleven houses fronting on Vineland; whereas, there are ten fronting on
Wabash, away from the highway. Apparently on Vineland Street several lots were made
narrower than average in order to squeeze an exira lot on the tract. As comparisons below
show, lof size and shape seemed fo be the most important factors in the home prices.

E. Noise Analysis

The Vineland Subdivision is immediately adjacent to Willowdale. The only significant )
difference between the two is that o frontage road has been placed between Interstate 10
and the first row of houses in the Vineland Subdivision. Therefore, the houses are slightly
more removed from the interstate noise source, and have increased visual effects from the
frontage road and the unscreened expressway.

The single noise reading taken for the Vineland Subdivision corresponded to the readings
taken for Willowdale. Thus, with no significant degree of error, the same noise environment
exists in both subdivisions. The following table shows noise levels at the first row of houses

calculated from historic peak traffic hour data. The same troffic data applies to the

Willowdale Subdivision.
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TABLE 7

INTERSTATE 10 NOISE LEVELS

VINELAND SUBDIVISION

TOTAL AVERAGE PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC * Calculated Noise
Level at Site 1 **
AUTOS TRUCKS Lyg (dBA)
2567 121 68
3690 174 70
3580 169 69
4305 203 71
5190 244 71
5602 264 72
6347 287 72

As can be seen from the table, noise levels have generaily increased by 1 dBA every
#0 years. The noise level from the Interstate at this subdivision has exceeded federal

videlines since 1975.

Office of Highways, Dept. of Transportation & Development, State of Louisiana.

** Calculated using prediction method in NCHRP 174.
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MAP OF VINELAND DRIVE
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A. On and Off Sales Price Comparisons

1. Total Sample Studied

ime adjustment was made by adding and subtracting, as appropriate,

the average

hly increase as determined from the resales. In the other subdivisions, a different time
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1. Results of Study

A. Total Sales Reported

There were thirty sales reported on Vineland and Wabash in the square block undersrudy.”_
Nine of these were resales.

B. Individual Sales Price Comparison By Houses

The sales price comparisons on and off the highway after adjustment revealed littfe
variation in the sale prices of these relatively new houses with a few exceptions. After
comparison on a model by model basis, all the houses facing the highway which had slightly
low sale prices were found to be on narrower lots, or in one case, on an irregular lot. The
fact that fot sizes affected sales prices is evident when matching houses on Vineland are
compared, cne on a narrow lot, the other on an average size lot. For example, see
5236 Vineland (50.24'/50' x 111.14'/116.08') compared to 5216 Vineland (59.58'/59.5' x
91.59'/94.71').

Little variations in the home prices could be found except that which could be attributed :
fo narrow and irregular shaped lots. Consequently, lot dimensions have been included. The
builder was contacted to inquire how sale prices were determined. The builder informed us
that the homes were sold strictly on a cost plus land value basis. with no consideration given
to proximity of the highway.

The comparisons and variances of matching homes are shown in the following tables.
Where there is less than 4% variance in the sales on and off the highway, no explanation was

deemed needed. The time adjustment figure for all sales if 1.055% per month. J
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INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL A - 5200 VINELAND DRIVE
SALE, MAY, 1973 - $28,525.00
LOT (46.94' 79.82' x 91.30'/85.7")
DJUSTMENT - 1.055% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 12.66% ANNUALLY

ABSOLUTE % TIME ~ ADJUST, TIME ADJ.
ADDRESS LOT SIZE  SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARIANCE %

5200 Vineland | 49/79x91 | $28,525

5201 Wabash 78/43 x $28,450 - 0.26 +2.11 $29,050 +1.84
96/90

MODEL A - 5420 VINELAND DRIVE
SALE, MAY, 1973 - $26,800.00

LOT (72.28'/21.75' x 133.69'/116.08")

ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIME ADJ.
LOT SIZE  SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARIANCE %

72/21 x $26,800

133/116

78/43 x $28, 450 +6.16 +2.11 $29,050 +8.40
96/90

w The sale of 5200 Vineland is within 2% of the sale of 5201 Wabash after time adjustment.
These homes are both corner lots, and share a common rear property line. However, the angle
fthe adjacent side street is such that the home on Vineland has a 49 foot front, and the lot

¥idens toward the rear. However, 5201 Wabash has the same shape in reverse, with a 78.61

131




E 3

foot front, wi';ich should'fe-nd to make the latter higher in price. Similarly, 5240 Vineland
has o wide front, 72.28 feet, but narrows to only 21,75 feet at the rear of the lot. On the
west side of the lot is an open drainage canal that is extremely close fo the back corner of
the house which is recessed about ten feet. As a matter of fact, if the dimensions of the

house were square, it would not fit on the lot. The irreguiar shaped lot bordering the open

drainage canal accounts for the low sale price of 5240 Vineland.
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INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL B - 5216 VINELAND DRIVE

SALE, MAY, 1973 - $28,425.00

LOT (59.58'/59.5' x 91.59'/94.71")

JUSTMENT ~ 1.055% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 12.66% ANNUALLY

., ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIME ADJ.
DDRESS LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE  VARIANCE %
5916 Vineland |59 x 91 | $28, 425
09 Wabash | 61x 90 | $28,675 +0.88 +2.11 |$29,280 | +3.01
é,? Wabosh [ 61x90 | $28,650 +0.79 +1.05 |$28,951 | +1.85
RAGE $28, 583 +0.84 +1.58 |$29,115 | +2.43

MODEL B - 5236 VINELAND DRIVE

SALE, MAY, 1973 - $27,425.00

STMENT - 1,055% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 12.66% ANNUALLY

: ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIME ADJ.
ADDRESS LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE  VARIANCE %

_236 Vinelond |50 x 111 | $27,425

/ 269)Wabqsh 61 x 90 | $28,675 +4.56 +2.11 | $29,280 +6.76

5229 Wabash 61 x 90 | $28,650 +4.47 +1.05 | $28.951 +5.56

RAGE $28, 331 +4.52 +1.58 | $29,115 +6.16
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In each of the above instances, the short period between the sales of the comparables and
8 sale of the subject presents time adjustments which may not be too reliable. And in each

this compounds the absolute variance. Although the lot of the subject house at 5234




Vineland is 21" deeper than the two comparables, the width of the latter jots was 11

wider. This is the one instance in this subdivision in which it appears there is no explanat
nation

ey

for the subject house selling below the comparables except that the subject faced the jnt
erstate

highway .
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INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES

MODEL B ~ 5216 VINELAND DRIVE

SALE, MARCH, 1974 - $32,500.00

'jUSTMENT = 1.055% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 12.66% ANNUALLY

ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIME ADJ.
LOT SIZE  SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARIANCE %

5216 Vineland | 59 x 91 $32,500

s ‘N‘;
5213 Wabash | 61 x 90 | $32,22] - .86 - 2.11 | $31,541 | -2.95
5229 Wabash 61 x 90 | $28,650 -11.86 +11.61 | $31,976 - 1.6}

5209 Wabash | 61 x 90 | $28, 675 -11.77 #12.66 | $32,305 | - .60

$30,512 - 8.16 + 7.39 | 331,941 -1.72

Since there were no resales of a Model "B" house on Wabash during the year before and
ear after this sale, the resale of a Madel "C" was used because there is only a difference
ja.square feet of living area. The Model "B" house has 1,382 square feet, while the Model

o has 1,371, o negligible difference. The Model "C" house at 5213 Wabash sold for

) l’ghﬂy less than the home on Vinéland.

: {Two original sales of matching houses on Wabash were also used s comparables.

’ll'hpugh the sales on Wabash were new home sales, compared to the resale on Vineland,

d absolute variance in both cases was almost 12% less.
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INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUWUSES
MODEL C - 5232 VINELAND DRIVE
SALE, JUNE, 1973 - $27,500.00

LOT (50.71'/50.50' x 106.58'/111.14")

TIME ADJUSTMENT - 1.055% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 12.66% ANNUALLY ~

DATE ABSOLUTE 9% TIME ~ ADJUST.  TiM Apy"
OF SALE  ADDRESS LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARIANCEY
6-73 5232 Vineland | 50 x $27.500
106/11 =
3-73 5213 Wobash | 61x 90 | $28,750 + 4.55 +3.17 | 529,661 | +7.88
5-74 5213 Wabash | 61x 90 | $32,221 117.16 S11.61 528,480 |  +3.56
AVERAGE $29, 490 +10.86 - 422 [$29,071 | +5.71 "

Again, the low sale price of the subject home may be aftributed to a lot which is

11 feet narrower than the comparables.
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MODEL D - 5208 VINELAND DRIVE

SALE, MAY, 1973 - $29,450.00

INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HQUSES

DJUSTMENT - 1.055% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 12.66% ANNUALLY

ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIME ADJ.

LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE  VARIANCE %
62 x $29,450
87/98
61 x 90 | $29,600 +0.51 +2.11 | $30,224 +2.63
61x 90 | $29,600 +0.51 +2.11 | $30,224 +2.63
43/80 x | $29,700 + .85 +1.05 |$30,012 +1.91
97/90

$29,588 +0.62 +1.76 |$30,153 + 2,39

MODEL D - 5228 VINELAND DRIVE

SALE, MAY, 1973 -~ $28,350.00

ADJUSTMENT - 1.055% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 12.

66% ANNUALLY

ABSOLUTE % TIME ADJUST., TIME ADJ.
ADDRESS LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARIANCE %
228 Vineland 53 x $28,350
» 102/106
»5205 Wabash 61 x 90 $29, 600 +4.41 +2.11 $30,224 +6.61
52;2] Wabash 61 x 90 $29, 600 +4.4] +2.11 $30,224 + 6.61
5237 Wabash 43/80 x $29,700 +4.76 +1.05 $30,012 +5.86
97/90
$29,313 + 4,53 +1.76 $30, 153 +6.36

The lot at 5228 Vineland is another narrow lot in comparison to all the comparables. 5237

bash has a narrow front, but becomes wider toward the back, so that this house has a larger
ick and side yard than any other on the block.




TIME ADJUSTMENT = 1.055% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 12.66% ANNUALLY

DATE

MODEL D - 5228 VINELAND DRIVE

SALE, OCTOBER, 1975 - $42,000.00

i.NDTVIDUA'L SALE PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES

i
i

4

ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIME ADJ,

OF SALE ADDRESS LOT SIZE  SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VAREANCEQ
10-75 5228 Vineland 33 x $42,000 i
102/106 i

1

8-75 5221 Wabash 61 x 90 541,000 -2.38 +2.11 $41,865 - .2

It should be pointed out that 5228 Vineland sold for $13,650 more in October of 1975

than it did new in May of 1973, or an average annual increase of 20%. The previous owners

Ao B

had added an outbuilding about the size of a single car garage and this evidently was the ;f
main contributing factor to such a high resale increase. However, the comparable to this %
present sale, 5221 Wabash, is on a wider lot, and after adjustment for time, there is no
significant variance.
MODEL D - 5208 VINELAND DRIVE
SALE, FEBRUARY, 1978 - $53,400.00
TIME ADJUSTMENT - 1.055% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 12.66% ANNUALLY
DATE ABSOLUTE- % TIME  ADJUST. TIME ADJ.
OF SALE ADDRESS LOT SIZE  SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARIANCE %
2-78 5208 Vineland 62 x $53, 400
87/98
6-77 5237 Wabash 93/80 x | $49,500 -7.30 +8.44 |$53,678 | + .52

Again the sales on and off the highway are very close after time adjustment. Note that

the sale of 5208 Vineland was the highest priced sale in the study area at the time of writing

the repert. This home on the highway showed an exceptionally high yearly sales price incredsé



E

of 17%. The listing agent for this sale commented that the house had sold quickly and there



INDIVIDUAL SALE PRICE COMPARISON BY HQUSES
MODEL E - 5204 VINELAND DRIVE
SALE, MAY, 1973 - $29,875.00

LOT (64.01'/64" x 85.71'/87.05")

TIME ADJUSTMENT - 1.055% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 12.66% ANNUALLY
DATE ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIME AC
OF SALE ADDRESS LOT SIZE  SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST, PRICE VARIANC
5-73 3204 Vineland &4 x 85 $29,875 o
3-73 5217 Wabash 61 x %0 $28, 900 - 3.26 +2.11 $29,510 -1.22
4-73 5233 Wabash 61 x 90 328,750 -3.77 +1.05 $29,052 ~ 2,76
AVERAGE $29,175 - 3.52 +1.58 $29,281 - 1,99

TIME ADJUSTMENT - 1.055%

MODEL E - 5212 VINELAND DRIVE

SALE, MAY, 1973 - $28,500.00

PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 12.66% ANNUALLY

DATE ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST.  TIME AD.
OF SALE ADDRESS LOT SIZE  SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARIANCE
5~73 5212 Vineland 61 x 89 $28,500
3-73 5217 Wabash 61 x 90 $28,900 +1.40 +2.11 $29,510 +3.54
4-73 5233 Wabash 61 x 90 $28,750 +0.88 +1.05 $29,052 +1.94
AVERAGE $28,717 +1.14 +1.58 $29,281 +2.74
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MODEL E - 5224 VINELAND DRIVE

SALE, MAY, 1973 - $28,800.00

INDIVIDUAL SALE PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES

DJUSTMENT - 1.055% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 12.66% ANNUALLY

ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIME ADJ.
. ADDRESS LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE  VARIANCE %
*5224 Vineland | 55 x $28,800
N 98/102 |~
- 5217 Wabash 61 x 50 | $28,900 +0.35 +2.11 | $29,510 +2.47
- 5233 Wabash 61x 90 | $28,750 - 0.17 +1.05 |$29,052 + 0,87
$28,817 +0.09 +1.58 | $29,281 +1.67

st by some purchasers.

ole prices of these new houses.
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fF the highway. It is interesting fo note that this is the widest lot on either street aside from
hose of irregular shape. Although the difference in lot sizes is small, it may have had an
nfluence on the price since the houses were exactly the same model. It also suggests, as

thers of these comparisons do, that facing the highway was thought to be an advantage, at

The house at 5212 Vineland has a carport, whereas all of the other matching houses have

: enclosed garages. The additional cost of the garages accounts for the slight difference in the




INDIVIDUAL SALE PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
- MODEL E - 5212 VINELAND DRIVE

SALE, AUGUST, 1976 - $39,000.00

TIME ADJUSTMENT - 1.055% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 12.66% ANNUALLY

DATE ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TIME Ap

OF SALE ADDR..S LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARlAlg
8-76 5212 Vineland | 61 x 89 $39, 000

10-75 5217 Wabash 61 x 90 $39,191 + 0,49 +10.55 | $43,32¢6 +H.0?§
The only significant discrepancy in resale prices after adjustment for time of sale is ;i
4
shown above. Although the houses sold for nearly the same price, the house on the highway *
. %
sold ten months earlier. They are basically the same house with matching floor plans, %
however, the difference in front elevations coupled with back yard improvements, had to 4
i
have influenced the price. The house at 5212 Vineland has a front porch with wooden :

columns, whereas 5217 has brick arches all the way across the front. Between the brick
columns, a previous owner has installed wrought iron grillwork. A matching fence has
been placed around the back yard which has a concrete patic. The home at 5217 Wabash

has an enclosed garage while 5212 Vineland does not. These differences more than

account for the price variation.

142



E -

INDIVIDUAL SALE PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL E - 5224 VINELAND DRIVE

SALE, APRIL, 1975 - $37,842.00

ABSOLUTE % TIME ~ ADJUST. TIME ADJ.
LOT SIZE SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE VARIANCE %

5224 Vineland | 55 x $37,842
. 98/102 -
61 x 90 $39, 191 + 3.56 - 6.33 |$36,710 - 2.99

The sale of 5224 Vineland exceeds the sale price of 5217 Wabash after time adjustment
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INbIViDUAL'SALE PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL F - 5220 VINELAND DRIVE
SALE, MAY, 1973 - $28,025.00

TIME ADJUSTMENT ~ 1.055% PER MONTH PRICE INCREASE FACTOR, OR 12.46% ANNUALLY k 7

DATE ABSOLUTE % TIME  ADJUST. TiM Apy "
OF SALE  ADDRESS LOT SIZE  SALE PRICE VARIANCE % ADJUST. PRICE  VARIANCEY,

3-73 5220 Vineland 37 x 94 $28,025

%

+2,94

4-73 5225 Wabash 60 x 90 $28,550 +1.87 +1.05 $28,850

The difference in the lot sizes of the two homes above is insufficient to make much e
difference in the prices, However, another factor which may have slightly enhanced

the price of 5225 Wabash was that on the exterior the front overhang of the house was

extended to make a shallow front porch.
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onclusion of the abovesales recapped is as follows:

ADDRESS UNADJUSTED % ADJUSTED FOR TIME %
5200 Vineland - 0.26 + 1.84
5240 Vineland + 6.16 + 8.40
5216 Vineland + 0.84 + 2,43
5236 Vineland + 4,52 + 6.16
5216 Vineland - 8.16 - 1.72
5232 Vineland +10.86 + 5.71
5208 Vineland + 0.62 + 2.39
5228 Vineland + 4,53 + 6.36
5228 Vineland - 2.38 - 0.32
5208 Vineland - 7.30 + 0.52
5204 Vineland - 3.52 - 1.99
5212 Vineland + 1.14 + 2.74
5224 Vineland + 0.09 + 1.67
5212 Vineland + 0.49 +11.09
4224 Vineland + 3.56 - 2.99
5220 Vineland + 1.87 + 2.94

AVERAGE + 0.82 + 2.83

Absolute variances in the sales prices of houses off the highway compared to sales

;Of houses on the highway average less than 1% higher, and when adjusted for time of sales,
-only 2,3% higher, so that there is no significant difference in the average sale price on and

.. off. In four of the five individual instances where the comparables sold for more than 4% above
: the subject houses, the subject house was on a smaller or poorly shaped lot, and/or improvements

had been made on the comparables which enhanced their values.
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C. Frequency of Resales On and Off Highway

i
i
i
i
:
1

Qut of the eleven homes on Vineland Drive, there were five resales, or an 11% per -

annum rate of turnover. There were five resales out of ten homes on Wabash, or a turnover
rate of 12.5% per annum. Obviously, the sample is too small and the difference too slight
for this comparison to be meaningful. However, it is interesting to note that resales of homes
in the next block, built by a different builder, were three on Wabash and one on Vineland,
the number of resales off the highway exceeding those on the highway.

D. Results of Resale Percentage Comparisons

It is interesting to note that of the ten resales on Vineland and Wabash in this small
sample, seven are in excess of 12.5% per annum resale percentage increase. These were not
eliminated in this portion of the study because it is obvious that the houses in this subdivision
had an exceptionally high resale value.

The average yearly increase for sales of homes on Vineland Street was 16.39%, compared
to the average yearly resale increase on Wabash Street of 13.21%. It is significant to note that
the average monthly increase percentages for four of the five resales on Vineland were higher
than for each of the five resales on Wabash. Only one of the average annual increases on
Vineland was under 16% whereas only one oﬁ Wabash was 16% and the other four were under.
[t can be concluded that resale prices for houses facing the highway average better than

those off the highway.
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RESALES ON AND OFF HIGHWAY

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE

DATE - PURCHASE PRICE DATE - SALE PRICE INCREASE
MONTHLY YEARLY
5-73 $28,500 8-76 $39,000 .24 11.34
5-73 $28,425 3-74‘ $32,500 1.43 17.20
5-73 $28,350 10-75 $42,000 1.66 19.92
5-73 $38,800 4~75 $37,842 1.37 16.38
5-73 $29,450 2-78 $53,400 1.43 17.12
RAGE INCREASE 1.37 16.39

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE

DATE - PURCHASE PRICE  DATE - SALE PRICE INCREASE
MONTHLY YEARLY
4-73 $29,700 6-77 $49,500 1.33 16.00
4-73 $28,650 5-76 $41,500 1.21 14.55
3-73 $29,800 10-75 $39,191 1.02 12.20
3-73 $29, 600 8-75 $41,000 1.33 15.94
3-73 $28,750 5-74 $32,221 .61 7.37
RAGE INCREASE 1.10 13.21
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3.2 Terrytown Subdivision

|I.  Background Information
A. Location of Subdivision
1. Area Description

Terrytown Subdivision is located in the Jefferson Parish portion of the Greater New
Orleans Area West Bank. It is roughly in the northeast corner of the West Bank portion of
the parish (county}.

The main street of Terrytown, Terry Parkway, proceeds southeast from Holmes Boulevard,
which is almost perpendicular to the West Bank Expressway and runs parallel to the Orleans
and Jefferson Parish lines. As Terry Parkway curves to the southeast away from Holmes
Boulevard, it is bordered for blocks on both sides by single family homes. After several
blocks the development changes to apartments, then commercial properties, including several
small shopping centers. The commercial area is primarily between Stumpf Blvd., and
Carol Sue Avenue which are both heavily traveled east-west arteries. Proceeding southward
the area once again becomes residential, until about a block and a half north of the end
of the parkway. For a short distance at its end the parkway is zoned for commercial
property. The only commercial development in this area so far consists of one "Butler type"
building and a "Pizza Hut". The entire area described above, including the commercial
development, is Terrytown Subdivision. Terrytown, although it is not an incorporafed area,
is actually a community within itself, not merely a residential subdivision.

2. Neighborhood Description
As stated above, Terrytown is virtually a small community. Apart from the area to the

west, the surrounding area is largely undeveloped. West of Terrytown is the City of Gretna.
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ommercial area. To the east is Behrman Highway, with sparse development, and adjacent

; "!he Algiers Outfall Drainage Canal. To the north, as mentioned, is Holmes Boulevard
l:ich parallels the parish line and Donner Canal.
3. Study Area Description
: Terrytown has been developed in stages over a period of years, starting in the early
966'5. The main area chosen for study is the southern portion of the subdivision which is the
most recently developed. The study area includes to the west of Terry Parkway, the streets
'—i:;i'of Green Oak Drive. To the east of Terry Parkway the homes selected for study are
touth of Guardian Drive. To the north-east of this section is another area of homes used for
parison, ’which consists of North Marlin Ct., East Marlin Ct., and West Marlin Ct.
hese streets were part of a section which was also developed in recent years.

B. Description of Subdivision
Terrytown, having been developed over a number of years by many different builders,

‘Contains homes of various ages and styles. As mentioned above, the study area was limited

o newer sections of the subdivision. These sections have been developed by several builders

hat different builders bought groups of lots in sections in the subdivision.
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The majority of l;nomes in th;a study area were built since 1972 and generally appear to be
I_képf. The subject homes on Terry Parkway are not yet to the age where serious condition
_|éms might have developed. However, some of the homes off of Terry Parkway are
‘réaching the age where they are beginning to show signs of needing paint. This factor is
égﬂted in some of the resale prices which are below average. On the other hand there are
hc:uses which have had above average increases in value but primarily because of

itions and improvements.

he average lot in the study area is 60' x 110", A minority of lots are 120' depth. The
gct lots on Terry Parkway are 60' x 128°, but the exira depth does not appear to have

ed to their prices. The homes selected for study both on and off of Terry Parkway are

M Fchell Homes and were all constructed by the same builder, Singer Housing Company.

are all standard home models so that at the time of original sale there was practically
i
(ariation among the homes of a particular model other than different front elevations.

"When the homes were selected for study it was not known that they were Mitchell Homes

Ince transfers had been made in the name of the builder. Upon inquiry, it was learned that

tice _were fixed on a cost basis by the Mitchell Home Company. No adjustments in price

made for any particular locafion within o subdivision, except that homes on corner lots

® priced at an additional $1,000.

Representatives of Mitchell Homes informed that there should have been no difference in

andscaping, draperies, etc. On the resale of a relatively new house, the seller frequently

ﬁ?hpts fo recapture the previous closing costs by adding them to the price of the house.

151



£

On the other hand, a house ;evercl years old may have begun to develop upkeep problems
which are reflected in the sale price. Therefore, we have compared the first sale of new
homes on Terry Parkway with only other new sales, not resales.

C. Orientation of Study Houses to Parkway

The study houses face Terry Parkway. The fronts of the houses are approximately 38
from the edge of thestreet.

D. Comparisen Houses Studied

The matching homes used for comparison are located in three different sections of the
subdivision which are described in the foregoing Study Area Description.

All homes on the south side of Hickory and South Glencove were Mitchell Homes and
matched those on Terry Parkway. Unfortunately, it was necessary to omit these homes
because of an open drainage canal immediately behind them. Likewise, some homes on
Oakwood Drive were omitted because they face an open canal.on a narrow street, making
the appearance of the street less attractive than Terry Parkway and other streets in the area.

Mitchell Homes stated that all homes of a certain model should be virtually identical
except where the house was built on a curve so that only a single garage could be built.
However, the homes built on wedge shaped lots with a single garage were extended toward
the back of the lot and have more living area. These homes, which appear smaller from
the street, are actually larger homes and slightly higher priced, so consequently they were
excluded. Similarly, some of the Mitchell Home models which were built at o later date

by different builders appear to be similar but actually contain more floor space. Therefore,

it was also necessary to exclude these homes.
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E. Noise Analysis

. As mentioned before, the Terrytown Subdivision extends on either side of Terry Parkway

between Holmes Boulevard and the Belle Chase Highway. For most of this distance Terry
aékwoy is a four-lane divided highway with a three meter (10 feet) wide median. The

ses and apartments are relatively close to the travel lane, about 15 meters (50 feet).
Heavy truck traffic is sporafic and not a significant part of the traffic pattern, therefore,
fls not included in the noise calculations. A single reading taken at the front of the

: ho;Jses on Terry Parkway measured 70 dBA during a non-peak traffic hour.

The only traffic data available was taken during 1978 by the Jefferson Parish (County)
deparfment of Roads and Bridges. This showed an Average Daily Traffic count of 18,000
ehicles. The average peak hour traffic is 10% of this, or 1,800 vehicles per hour. A
3% annual growth rate was used to calculate the traffic and noise levels for the years prior

to 1978, as shown in Table 8.

TABLE 8

TERRY PARKWAY NOISE LEVELS
PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC

Year Automobiles*® Trucks Calculated Lyg (dBA)**
1978 1800 - 72
1977 1747 - 72
1976 1698 - 72
1975 1642 - 71
1974 1593 - 71
1973 1545 - 71
1972 1500 - 70

* Calculated from Average Daily Traffic count, 1978. Jefferson Parish Dept, of
Roads and Bridges.
** Calculated using prediction method in NCHRP 174,
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The peak calcylated noise level in 1978 of 72 dBA corresponds well to the OF{"—peuk.
level of 70 dBA actually measured. The noise levels on Terry Parkway have exceeded the
FHWA guidelines since 1973.

1. Study Objectives

A. On and Off Parkway Sales Price Comparisons
1. Total Sample Studied

There were 11 original sales and one resale of the houses studied on Terry Parkway, Al
of the homes were first sold in 1976. There were 55 first sales away from Terry Parkway whfcﬁ'
were compared fo the 11 original sales on. Also, 10 resales off Terry Parkway were used for

comparison to the one resale on Terry Parkway. Al

[
S e

Since according to Mitchell Homes, the houses of each model are virtually identical,

and most of the homes were too new to have substantial condition problems, no individual *

._.“‘
A
ge il B st

interviews were conducted with homeowners. Mitchell Homes also stated that there is never

any negotiation on the price of their homes. Neither is there any adjustment in price by
reason of location within a subdivision. Under these circumstances the Mitchell Homes may
not be as good an indicator of the market as other new home sales where there may be some
negotiation involved. Consequently, the purpose of this section is only to demonstrate that
houses on Terry Parkway sold at about the same time for about the same price.

The next most logical question is whether or not the homes on Terry Parkway remained
on the market an inordinate length of time. The Mitchell Company said that they did not and
the sales research reveals that the subject houses on the parkway sold within a five month
period. Therefore, even though there was no negotiation on the Mitchell Home price

apparently there was little or no market resistance to the sale of the homes on Terry Parkway.
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flder's sales is used only as a trend, and the adjusted price and variance should not be

i

- In the previous subdivisions, where the number of home models was |imited and housing
g‘si_‘re!otively uniform throughout, an average rate of turnover was established for each streef.
Aqfi.r

Ince those subdivisions were older, an average rate of turnover over o five=year period was

(gulred for each street. However, in Terrytown, the subject homes on Terry Parkway match

mes which are scattered through the subdivision among houses which = .: ~onstructed by

ther builders. The matching houses in the subdivision which were buiit ciosest to the time
]

i9f.those on Terry Parkway are located on Carol Sue Avenue wnick .5 been omitted from the

fydyrbeccuse of its own heavy traffic. The next group of houses which was built closest
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C. Differences in Resale Percentage Increases

The only resale in the subject area of Terry Parkway was compared with resales of
matching home models constructed by the same builder. Comparison was made on the basis

of average yearly percentage increases in resale value.

. Results of Study
A. Total Sales Reported

Originally, when the sales research on Terrytown was begun, it was not known that there
would be enough sales of homes by one builder on and off of Terry Parkway such that those
sales alone would be sufficient for comparison. However, when it became apparent that there
were enough homes built by one construction company and that most of those built by other
construction companies were essentially different in style, sales by other builders were omitted.
Therefore, the only sales reported are those by Singer Housing Company, an affiliate of
Mitchell Homes.

As opposed to the five-year study used in the older subdivisions, the sales for Terrytown
include only sales which have occurred since the beginning of 1975. The reason for the .
limited period of study is that the first sales of the subject houses on Terry Parkway took place

in 1976 and time adjustment of sales by builder more than a year apart at this point in time

would be questionable.
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1. Model A

$49,900.00 *

817 Terry Parkway - March,
$49,900.00

841 Terry Porkwuy March,
$49, 900.00

B. Individual Sales Price Comparison by Models

a. 801 Terry Parkway - February, 1976 Sale

1976 Sale

1976

IME ADJUSTMENT FOR MODEL A - ,97% PER MONTH OR 11.44% PER YEAR

ABSOLUTE % TIME ADJUST.  TIME ADJ,
DDRESS SALE PRICE  VARIANCE % ADJUSTMENT  PRICE  VARIANCE %

%581 Marlin Ct. E | $45,900 - 8.02 +9.70 $50,352 | + .91
3 40 Marlin Ct. N | $45,900 - 8.02 +9.70 $50,352 | + .91
59‘5"Marlm Ct. E | $45,900 - 8.02 +8.73 $49,907 | + .01
561 Marlin Ct. E | $45,900 - 8.02 +8.73 $49,907 | + .01
501 Marlin Ct. W | $45,900* - 8.02 +7.76 $49, 462 - .88
s—gsm Marlin Ct. W $46, 900 - 6.01 +6.79 $50,085 | + .37
5 Marlin Ct. N | $46,900 - 6.01 +6.79 $50,085 | + .37
509 Marlin Ct. W | $46,900 - 6.01 +6.79 $50,085 + .37
27 Marlin Ct. N | $46,500 - 6.01 +5.82 $49,629 | - .54
932 Marlin Ct. W | $46,5900 - 6.01 + 4,85 $49,175 - 1.45
548 Marlin Ct. W | $47,400 - 5.01 +3.88 $49,239 - 1.32
808 Marlin Ct. N | $47,900 - 4.01 +2.91 $49,294 - 1.21
539 Marlin Cr. N | $48, 500 - 2.00 +2.91 $50,323 | + .85
:904 Marlin Ct. N | $47,500 - 4,01 00 $47,900 | - 4,01
RAGE $46,864 - 6.08 $49,700 - .40

lot, Actually sold for 51,000 more.
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Otherwise, the sale prices are all very close.

E 3

All of the cﬁmpurison sales to these Model A houses on Terry Parkway excluding one,
are within 2% of the sales on Terry Parkway. The only exception, 504 Marlin Court, Norrh,
which is 4% below the subject sales, is the same price as a similar home sold in December, 1978,
It is possible that after the agreement to purchase was made the act of sale was de layed for

some reason. This three-month delay causes the time adjusted variance to become greater,

3
{
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b. 841 Terry Parkway - October, 1977 Sale (Resale)
$60,665.00

:{,TIME ADJUSTMENT FOR MODEL A - .89% PER MONTH OR 10.68% PER YEAR

ABSOLUTE % TIME ADJUST. TIME ADJ,
ADDRESS SALE PRICE  VARIANCE % ADJUSTMENT  PRICE  VARIANCE %

2181 Laurel $53, 900 -11.15 +11.64 $60,174 | - .81
‘592 Marlin Ct. E | $53,207 -12.29 + 8.73 $57,852 | - 4.64
i isps Guardian $50, 000 -17.58 + 3.88 §51,940 | -14.38
573 Marlin Ct. E | $58,800 - 3.07 +1.94 $59,940 | - 1.19

'] 2149 Laurel $58, 500 - 3.57 +1.94 $59,635 | - 1.70
112165 Laurel $58, 000 - 4,39 +1.94 $59,125 - 2.54
2005 Glencove | $57,000 - 6.04 - $57,000 | - 6.04
éOS Huckleberry $58,500 - 3.57 - $58,500 - 3.57
5117 Laurel $58, 000 - 4.39 - .97 $57,437 | - 5.32
509 Marlin Ct. W/| $59,033 - 2.69 - 2.91 $57,315 | - 5.52
$56,494 - 6.87 $57,892 - 4,57

841 Terry Parkway is, however, aresale. Therefore, only resales have been used s
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Resales, as noted, were excluded from comparison with new sales. The 1977 sale of

#comparables. Note that the house on Terry Parkway sold above all of the comparables.




2. Model B
a. 837 Terry Parkway - Results of March, 1976 Sale - $43,900.00

TIME ADJUSTMENT FOR MODEL B - .89% PER MONTH OR 10.68% PER YEAR

ABSOLUTE

% TIME

ADJUST,

DATE ADDRESS SALEPRICE  VARIANCE % ADJUSTMENT  PRICE 104
3-75 | 584 E. Marlin | $39,400 ~10.25 +10.68 $43,608 _
3-75 | 556 E. Marlin $39,400 ~10.25 +10.68 $43,608 :' '
4-75 | 567 E. Marlin $39, 400 -10.25 +9.79 $43,257
5-75 | 528 N. Marlin | $39,400 -10.25 + 8.90 $42,907 | - 2,2:T
8-75 | 521 N. Marlin | $39,900 - 9.1 + 6.28 $42,386 | - 345:%
12-75 | 524 W. Marlin | $41,500 - 4.56 + 2,67 $43,019 | - 2.01
12-75 | 506 W. Marlin | $40,500 -~ 6.83 +2.67 $41,992 | - 4.3 f
AVERAGE $40,043 - 8.78 542,968 - 2.1
Again the house on the parkway sold for more than any of the comparables. —i
3. Model C f
a. 805 Terry Parkway - Results of May, 1976 Sale - $46,400.00
TIME ADJUSTMENT FOR MODEL C - .93% PER MONTH OR 11.16% PER YEAR
ABSOLUTE % TIME ADJUST.  TIME ADJ.
DATE ADDRESS SALE PRICE  VARIANCE % ADJUSTMENT  PRICE  VARIANCE'
7-75 | 533 Marlin Ct. N | $43,800 - 5.60 + 9,30 $47,873 | +3.18
8-75 | 513 Marlin Ct. N | $43,800 - 5.60 + 8.37 $47,466 | +2.30
12-75 | 520 Marlin Ct. W | $44,500 - 3.23 + 4,65 $46,988 | + 1.7
12-75 | 545 Marlin Ct. N | $44,900* - 3.23 + 4.65 546,988 | +1.27
AVERAGE $44,350 - 4.42 $47,329  + 2.01

i ———

* Corner lot. Actually sold for $1,C00 more.

The subject sale here is below the top comparable by « little over 3% after time adjustment.

all other sales being very close to subject sale after time adjustment.
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3 4, Model D
; a. 825 Terry Parkway - Results of April, 1976 Sale - $47,500.00
%T!ME ADJUSTMENT FOR MODEL D - .83% PER MONTH OR 9.94% PER YEAR
[ ABSOLUTE % TIME ADJUST.  TIME ADJ.
" ADDRESS SALEPRICE  VARIANCE% ADJUSTMENT  PRICE  VARIANCE %
751 £525 Marlin Cr. N |$43,900 - 7.58 + 8.30 $47,544 | + .09
H
11579 Marlin Cr. E |$43,900 - 7.58 +8.30 $47,544 | + .09
15 |
: éssz Marlin Ct. N [$43,900 - 7.58 + 7.47 $47,179 | - .68
3 35"548 Marlin Ct. N [$43,900 - 7.58 + 6.64 $46,815 - 1.44
4 :gsos Marlin Ct. W | $44,500 - 6.32 + 5.81 $47,085 | - .87
| '544 Marlin Ct. W |$44,500 ~ 6.32 + 4.98 $46,716 - 1.65
1
'}/ 500 Marlin Cr. W |$44,500¢ - 6.32 +3.32 $45,977 | - 3.21
VERAGE $44,157 - 7.04 $46,980 - 1.10
J +* Corner lot. Actually sold for $1,000 more.
hi‘ Comparables sold for an average of 1.10% less than subject.
% 5. Model E
: j}: a. 813 and 829 Terry Parkway - Results of July, 1976 Sales - $44,400.00
;; TIME ADJUSTMENT FOR MODEL E ~ ,79% PER MONTH OR 9.48% PER YEAR
§i ABSOLUTE % TIME ADJUST. TIME ADJ.
4uc. . ADDRESS SALE PRICE  VARIANCE % ADJUSTMENT  PRICE  VARIANCE %
{524 Marlin Cr. N [ 542,700 - 3.83 +9.48 $46,748 | + 5.29
-'_;.536 Marlin Ct. N |$41,850 ~ 5.74 + 9.48 345,817 | +3.19
_5,507 Marlin Ct. N |$42,300 - 4.73 + 8.69 $45,976 + 3.55
9. | 514 Marlin Ct. W |$42,700 - 3.83 + 7.1 $45,736 | + 3.01
29| *537 Marlin Ct. N |$44,500 - 0.23 + 5,53 $46,961 + 5.77
AVERAGE $42,810 - 3.67 $46,248 + 4,16

g
: &iu.
e
t

i The greatest variance in sale prices is shown by 537 N. Marlin. This house sold p

* Mode! Home

hlgh because it was a model home which contained some finishing touches, including a
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landscaped yard. Comparables sold for an average of 4.16% more, after time adjustment,

than subject. - =

6. Model F

a. 809, 821 and 833 Terry Parkway - Results of July, 1976 Sales
$45,400.00

TIME ADJUSTMENT FOR MODEL F - .78% PER MONTH OR 9.36% PER YEAR

ABSOLUTE % TIME ADJUST.  TIME Ap

DATE ADDRESS SALEPRICE  VARIANCE % ADJUSTMENT  PRICE

7-75 | 531 N. Marlin | $43,400 - 4.4] +8.88 $47,254 | + 4,08

8-75 | 519 N. Marlin | $42,900 - 5.51 +8.14 546,392 | + 2,09

9-75 | 513W. Marlin | $43,900 - 3.30 + 7.40 $47,149 |

9-75 | 552W. Marlin | $43,900 - 3.30 + 7.40 $47,149

10-75 | 512'W. Marlin | $43,900 - 3.30 + 6.66 $46,824

10-75 | 528 W. Marlin | $43,900 - 3.30 + 6.66 $46,824

10-75 | 512 N. Marlin | $43,500 - 3.30 +5.18 $46,174 | +170
AVERAGE $43,686 - 3.77 $46,824  +3.14

A recapitulation of the above is as follows:

AVERAGE TIME
ADJ. VARIANCE

TERRY PARKWAY NO, IN OF COMPARISON L
MODEL ADDRESS DATE SAMPLE HOUSES COMMENT *‘f
Aa. 801 2-76 14 ~0.40 Comparables sold for
817 3-76 average, slightly less thon
814 3=76 subjects, but were older .
sales. ;
Ab, 841 10-77 10 -4.57 All comparables sold for
less, but 6 were prior soles
B a. 837 3-76 7 -2.12 All sales before subject:
Ca. 805 3~76 4 +2.01 All comparables lowefs
all sales older. ‘
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AVERAGE TIME
ADJ. VARIANCE

ERRY PARKWAY = NGO, IN OF COMPARISON
DATE  SAMPLE HOUSES COMMENT
825 4-76 7 ~-1.10 All comparables lower.
813 7-76 5 +4,16 All comparables higher;
829 7-76

sales of interior average
10 months prior to sales
of subjects.

809 7-76 7 +3.14 All comparables higher;

821 7-76 sales average 9.7 months
823 7-76 prior to sales of subjects.

irry Parkway houses were worth more than comparable houses off the highway, these
hdicate they were worth less. The differences can more logically be attributed to the
time adjustment percentages used, rather than the actual prices. The gross sales prices
how that the builder sold houses on this busy highway at the same price as houses in the
nterior.

Since Mitchell Homes, the developer, does not negotiate on prices and the houses

on Terry Parkway sold over a period of five months, there apparently was no market

sistence to the houses on Terry Parkway.
C. Frequency of Resales On and Off Parkway
Analysis shows that of the eleven matching homes on Terry Parkway, there was only

one sale, giving a furnover rate of 3% per year. Off of Terry Parkway, on N,E. Marlin

nd W. Marlin, the total rate of turnover was 11.3%.
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Per Annum

Frequency
of
QOriginal Sales Resales Turnover
On Terry Parkway 11 1 3%
Off Terry Parkway 65 22 11.3%

Even though some of the homes off Terry Parkway were first sold as much as o year
before those on Terry Parkway still, up to January of 1978, the sales off Terry Parkway
were almost four times os great over the 3 years. Even if the sales off Terry Parkway are
reduced by a third for the extra year they have been in existence the percentage of sules.
off Terry Parkway is still much greater than those on the parkway.

D. Results of Resale Percentage Comparisons

The only resale on Terry Parkway compares favorably with resales of the same model

house off of Terry Parkway. Only one other sale showed a higher yearly increase but a

fireplace had been added to that house at 973 East Lexington.
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RESALES OF MODEL A WITHIN ONE YEAR OF RESALE
OF 841 TERRY PARKWAY, OCTOBER, 1977

SALE DATE SALE PRICE YEARLY % INCREASE

10-77 $60,665 13.63%
3-76 $49,900

7-76 $54,449 19.16%
5-75 $44,500

8-77 $58,800 11.24%
2-75 $45,900

1-78 $59,033 *L.70%
8-75 $46,900

1-77 $53,207 10.05%
6-75 $45,900

PERCENTAGE OF RESALE INCREASE
SALES AWAY FROM HIGHWAY

MODEL A
PURCHASE SALE AVERAGE MONTHLY
DATE PRICE DATE PRICE INCREASE PERCENTAGE
5-75 $44,500 7-76 $54, 449 1.60
7-76 $52, 900 11-77  $58,000 .60
2-75 $45,900 8-77  $58,800 .94
6=75 $45,900 1-77  $53,207 .84
8-75 $46,900 1-78  $59,033 .89

———

Average .97
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ADDRESS
2016 Laurel
567 Mariin Ct. E
556 Marlin Ct. E
384 Marlin Ct. E

521 Marlin Ct. E

ADDRESS
520 Marlin Ct. E

313 Marlin Ct. N

ADDRESS
2029 Glencove
2061 Glencove
579 Marlin Ct, E
500 Marlin Ct. W

548 Marlin Ct. N

MODEL B

PURCHASE SALE AVERAGE MONTﬁLY i
DATE PRICE DATE PRICE INCREASE PERCENTAGE
9-75  $42,006 7-77  $44,182 .24 ]
4-75 $39,400 11-75  $43,844 1.61 ;
3-75 $39, 400 6=77  $49,500 .95 1
375 $39,400 10-77  $48,999 .79
8-75 $39,900 10-77  $48,900 _.87 L
Average .89
MODEL C
PURCHASE SALE AVERAGE MONTHLY
DATE PRICE DATE PRICE  INCREASE PERCENTAGE
2-75 $44,900 1-78  $54,500 .86
8~75 $43,800 10-76  $49,900 .99
Average .93
MODEL D
PURCHASE SALE AVERAGE MONTHLY
DATE PRICE DATE PRICE INCREASE PERCENTAGE
2-75 $40, 500 2-77  $49,500 .93 |
“1-75 $44,500 8-77  $52,000 .80
6-75 $43,900 12-77  $56,901 .99
12-75 $45,500 8-77  $50,479 .55
875 $43,960 7-77  $52,821 .88
Average .83
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MODEL E

PURCHASE SALE AVERAGE. MONTHLY
DATE PRICE DATE PRICE INCREASE PERCENTAGE
6~75 $41,850 12-77 $51,750 .79
7-75 $42,700 6~76 $46,793 .87
é~75 $41,850 9-77  $51,244 .83
12-75 $44,500 11-77  $51,500 .68
Average 79
MODEL F
PURCHASE SALE AVERAGE MONTHLY
DATE PRICE DATE PRICE INCREASE PERCENTAGE
5-75 $43,900 6-76  $44,965 19
7-75 $42,500 6-77  $50,000 77
4-76 $47,500 1-77  $52,293 1.12
12-74 $42,556 6-76  $46,500 .51
1-75 $42,900 12-75 $46,003 .66
3-75 $42, 900 5-77  $52,191 .83
7-75 1 $43,400 10-76  $50,739 1,13
Average .74
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3.3 Holiday Drive ~

|.  Background Information
A. Location of Subdivision

1. Area Description

The portion of the Greater New Orleans Metropolitan area which is referred to as the

"West Bank" is the land bordering the Mississippi River along what is usually the west side

of the river. However, because the Mississippi runs generally in an easterly direction through
1

the New Orleans area, what is referred to as the West Bank is actually south of the rest of

the city.

As noted previously, portions of both Jefferson Parish and Orleans Parish make up the West
Bank area. The developed portion of Orleans Parish on the West Bank is much smaller than ’
the developed West Bank area of Jefferson Parish. The Greater New Orleans Mississippi

H

River Bridge connects the east and west banks of Orleans Parish. The first exits from the _
bridge are in Orleans Parish, but the bridge approach is linked with the West Bank Expressway,
which leads directly into Jefferson Parish.

Holiday Drive and the adjacent subdivisions of Holiday Park and Plantation Estates are
located in Orleans Parish. Holiday Drive is probably the most heavily traveled north-south
thoroughfare in the Orleans Parish portion of the West Bank. It is a boulevard with a grassy
median, having twe lanes on each side, widening to three each near General Meyer Avenue.
All of the subject houses front on the boulevard where it is four lanes in width. Holiday Drive
is intersected by two other main thoroughfares which run southeast-northwest. To the north
end of Holiday Drive is General Meyer Avenue, an undivided, four lane highway, which is for
the most part commercial. At the southern end of Holiday Drive, General de Gauile Drive

intersects and Holiday Drive becomes Behrman Highway as it continues south. Slightly above
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General de Gaulle, Holiday Drive is intersected by General MacArthur Boulevard, which
Es; one of the limits of the subdivision study area. General MacArthur Boulevard is primarily
residential, but General de Gaulle is commercial at the point where it intersects Holidu.y Dri\f.jg
2. Neighborhood Description | ;

The area surrounding the Holiday Drive Study area is primarily composed of single family "
residential developmeni, As mentio..ed above, General Meyer and General de Gaulle have
mixed commercial and residential areas. .

3. Study Area Description

Holiday Park and Plantation Estates are developed with the same style of houses and
share some common streefs so that the area appears fo be one subdivision. Our study area,
which includes both subdivisions, is bordered by General Meyer Avenue on the north,
MacArthur Boulevard on the south, Holiday Drive on the west {including both sides of the
boulevard} and on the east by Kabel Drive, except that the houses fronting on Kabel Drive
are outside the subject area.

B. Description of Subdivision

The study area is developed with one story, one and a half and two story houses wh.i;:h
are generally middle fo upper middle class housing. There are, for the most part, a limited
number of home models in the study area. There is a minority of individually built houses
in the subdivision; these were omitted from the study because of the difficulty of comparison.

The average homes in the study are generally of the same quality of construction and
contain similar features. There are a few homes which have additions or finished garage
areas, and a number which have swimming pools. The majority of homes with pools are the

larger, more expensive, two-story models.
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In general, fhs homes' are well kept. The majority were built from 1964 to 1967, so that
the average house in the area is ten to twelve years old. This is sufficient time for upkeep -
and condition differences to have occurred. Therefore, there is a small minority of homes which
appear to be in need of repair. Since the houses are all brick veneer, the greatest indicator i )
the condition of gutters and eaves and garage doors. Generally, where the exterior indicates E
that work is needed, the home owners report that the interior is, or was, in need of repair,
Consequently, where a house included in the study was in noticeable need of paint or repair
on the exterior, and the owner could not be contacted after several attempts, a low sale price
was attributed to poor condition.

Most of the lots in the study area are approximately sixty to seventy feet in width, and
are generally 100 feet deep. There are a number of irregularly-shaped lots. The lots on
Holiday Drive are broader than other lots in the subdivision, most of them between seventy and
eighty feet in width. Some of the lots on Holiday are over 100 feet in depth, but of the sales
used in the study, only the lots at 2336 and 2524 Holiday Drive are this deep.

There are sidewalks along both sides of the concrete paved streets. Most homes are
attractively landscaped with many trees in the areq; however, there are noticeably fewer
trees on Holiday Drive. Overall, the subdivision is attractive and has a pleasing appearance.

C. Orientation of Study Houses to Boulevard

The houses selected for study front on the east side of Holiday Drive. The homes on the
west side of the boulevard are on lots which abut an open canal. As noted in the selection
criteria section, it was agreed that property adjacent to canals would be avoided because
of any effect they might have upon the value of the properiy. For this reason, the west side

of Holiday Drive was not included as part of the study area. A number of the houses along

Holiday Drive appeared to be individually built homes without matches in the subdivision, and

so were excluded from the study.
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D. Comparison Houses Studied

e
T
Ht
rive

he homes used for comparison lie behind or east of the subject houses fronting on Holiday

. Only matching home models were used for comparison to each sale on Holiday Drive.

E. Noise Levels

; Holiday Drive was the most heavily traveled major street studied. [t is a four Jane lateral

freet, with a small median, between the two major thoroughfares leading into New Orleans
the Walnut Bend area. As such, there are virtually no heavy trucks using this route.

-

he ‘u.tomoﬁve fraffic, however, exceeds the 56 km/hr (35 mph) speed limit by an average

£ 16 km/hr (10 mph), thus increasing the noise levels above normal for such a residential

. This situation is understandably due to the

| median causing the road to act as a single noise source. The wide medians of the
Interstates virtually eliminate the contribution of the lanes farthest away from a receptor.
;these cases, the distribution pattern of the traffic makes a decided difference between
Morning and evening peak traffic noise evels.

: " The noise measurements at Site 2 demonstrate a mean reduction from those af Site 1 of

:-dBA. The maximum reduction was 7, and the minimum was 2 dBA. The levels at Site 3,
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on the other hand, are not consistent in regard to Site 2. They fluctuate between three

decibels above, to four below the corresponding Site 2 levels, while four readings are the

< b bR o

same. This situation reflects a partial influence from Holiday Drive, and a predominant
influence from local subdivision traffic.

Because of the location of the instruments, no traffic was counted in conjunction with
the readings. However, a 24-hour count by the Orleans Department of Streets on July 24,
1978, shows a total of 27,172 vehicles on Holiday Drive. Historic growth figures recorded
by the Department of Streets indicate a 3% per year increase in traffic. Traffic data and
associated noise levels are depicted in Table 9.

The figures in Table 10 relate to both morning and evening peck traffic hours. The

noise from Holiday Drive has exceeded the FHWA guidelines since the beginning of the

study period.
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TABLE 9

HOLIDAY DRIVE NOISE LEVELS

PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC

.Colculuted**

i:Yeor Automobiles™* Trucks S *eL:O'\?:;‘:;fed
2263 - 72
2333 - 77
1974 2406 - 73
|975 2480 - 73
976 2557 i 73
{977 2636 - 74
1978 2717 - 74

* Calculated from Average Daily Traffic Count, 1978. Jefferson Parish Dept. of
_Roads and Bridges.
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TABLE 10

NOISE MEASUREMENTS

HOLIDAY DRIVE

Lig - Sites (dBA)
Time I 1 il
1600 73 66 C b6
1630 74 68 69
1700 73 68 68
1730 70 67 67
1800 69 66 62
2000 66 62 65
2300 64 62 62
0700 73 66 65
0730 74 67 65
0800 73 67 67
0830 72 67 65
0900 71 66 67
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. Study Objectives

A. Comparisen of Sale Prices of Houses On and OFff the Boulevard

1. Total Sample Study

differences are not considered significant to the end result. In any case, the value

!_?\a.'.‘. - )
contribution generally throughout the period probably was not more than what has been

Vied here for this price range of property.
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3. Method of Time Adjustment

All sales of homes of matching models to the subject sales on Holiday were separated
from sales of all other houses. From these sales all homes which had sold more than once
since 1972 were segregated, and an average monthly percentage increase was determined
for each resale. There was a noticeable difference in the resale percentage increases
after June of 1974, so for a more accurate adjustment, average resale percentage increases
were determined separately for sales before and after June of 1976. The comparison sales
were then adjusted up or down, as appropriate, by means of this average monthly resale
percentage.

4. Other Adjustments

In the Recapitulation Statement of all the sales, the probable variance has been figured
and is explained under the chart of each subject house compared with interior houses. One
property was adjusted because of its poor condition and other variances have been trected
individually. When the variance, either plus or minus, is very low, the difference is not
considered significant because of the imperfection inherent in the real estate market. But
in each case, the variance based upon no adjustment, adjusted for lot size only and adjusted
for lot differences and fime differences are shown. Furthermore, in some cases, the
conclusions are further modified due to parficular circumstances.

B. Frequency of Resale Comparison

In order to determine if there was greater frequency of owners selling their homes on
the boulevard than in the subdivision generally, «a rate of turnover for each street in the
subdivision and the east side of Holiday Drive was determined. The rate of turnover was
determined by dividing the number of sales on each street by the number of homes fronting

on that street. Several new homes on Holiday Drive were excluded from the calculations.
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C. Resale Percentage Increases
-The average resale increase of subject houses on Holiday Drive was compared with the

verage in the subdivision to determine if appreciation has occurred at about the same rate

ir homes on and off of the boulevard.

Hl. Results of Study

' A. Total Sales Reported

‘There were thirty=five sales reported on Holiday Drive, some of which were lot sales.
l‘;;e were 479 sales reported in the remainder of the study area, for a total of 514. This

cof'i;rii'ui_‘ed all sales in the area for the study period and all are contained in the reference

mparison with interior properties follow .

B. INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL A - 2544 HOLIDAY DRIVE

SALE, DECEMBER, 1977 - $62,500.00 - LOT 70' x 100

. ABSOLUTE EST, PRICE ADJUSTED
ADDRESS PRICE VARIANCE % LOT SIZE W/LOT ADJ. VARIANCE %
2642 Prancer $60,000 -4 60 x 100 $61,500 -1.6
2567 St. Nick $60,000 -4 60 x 100 $61,500 -1.6
4118 Fiesta $58,000 -7.2 60/74 x $58, 600 -6.2
140
$63,500 + 1.6 60 x 100 $65,000 +4.0
$62,000 - 0.8 60 x 100 363,500 +1.6
$62,700 +0.3 60 x 100 $64,200 +2.7
$61,033 -2.3 $62,383 - .2
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Before any adjustments, the mean average of the six comparables was 2.3% under the

price obtained for 2544 Holiday Drive. Only two of the six sales were over the price paid for

Holiday Drive. The adjustment for the lot size differential is figured at one-half the retail
value of the added width on the theory that the added ten feet more or less would not be
equivalent to the retail value per front foot of the lot of average size. After the |ot cdiﬁsr-
ment, the comparables sold at approximately the same price as 2544 Holiday Drive. With
the approximate full value of the lot addition of 2544 Holiday Drive, the comparables woyld
have sold for 1.97% over that of Holiday Drive. All of the sales taok place prior to the
date of the sale of 2544 Holiday Drive by an average of about five months. The resale
increase measure for 1976-77 shows an average of .98% per month; therefore, the time
adjustment would total 4.9%; however, value increases for such a short period (seven months
to one month) are not considered reliable. Even giving the full time increment and taking th;
lot adjustment at full value, the total noise influence might be &.87%. Taking the additional
land at 50% value, and discounting the time increment for sales that took place within four
months (resulting in 2.9% rather than 4.9%), the net result is that the comparables sold for
2.7% more than Holiday Drive. 'This small a margin is not considered significant and could
easily be attributed to imperfections in the market.

Note: We have eliminated from the comparable sample two houses:

1. 2738 Prancer Street sold in September of 1977 for $68,900 on a lof

measuring 68" x 100', because upon investigation it was found that the

purchasers paid full asking price because they were in a hurry to purchase.

2. 2400 St. Nick Street sold in October of 1977 for $70,000 on a lot

measuring 63' x 117" with a swimming pool.
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MODEL A - 2336 HOLIDAY DRIVE

INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES

SALE, FEBRUARY, 1975 - $50,000.00 - LOT 75' x 108'/114'

ABSOLUTE EST. PRICE ADJUSTED
ADDRESS PRICE  VARIANCE%  LOT SIZE  W/LOT ADJ. VARIANCE %
4118 Fiesta (2) $42,000 | -16.0 40/74 x $43,500 ~13.0
' 140
2725 St. Nick $46,000 | - 8.0 60 x 100 $48,500 - 3.0
2567 St. Niek (1) | $43,500 | -13.0 60 x 100 $46, 000 - 8.0
358 Beck $47,750 | - 4.5 58/vd x $50, 000 0.0
113
627 Comet $45,500 | - 9.0 60 x 100 $48, 000 - 4,0
317 Beck (1) $40,776 | -18.5 60 x 100 $43,276 -13.4
598 Valentine $46,900 | - 6.2 68 x 100 $47,950 - 4,1
"'2501 Prancer (1) $45,000 | -10.0 59/121 x $47,000 - 6.0
108
12562 St. Nick $52,000 | + 4.0 60 x 100 $54, 500 + 9.0
2517 Comet (1) $47,000 | - 6.0 55/60 x $49,750 - 0.5
108
525 Comet $53,500 | + 7.0 55/60 x $56, 000 +12.0
115
AVERAGE $46,357 - 7.3 $48, 589 - 2.8

reﬁurpeted since February of 1975.
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The owner of 2336 Holiday Drive said that the house was in good condition, and

fequired no repairs at the time of purchase. However, the owners have repainted and




The mean averoge sales price of the eleven comparables was 7.3% under that paid for
2336 Holiday Drive before adjustment. Part of this is explained by the fact that the four
sales above marked (1) had condition problems at time of purchase and 4418 Fiestq Street @)
was purchased from a separated couple who were anxious to sell.

With the sales adjusted at one~half the retail value of the added footage of 2334 Holiday
Drive, the mean average sales price was 2.8% below that of the Holiday Drive house. Hag
the full retail value been used, the comparables would have sold at 1.6% higher than
2336 Holiday Drive.

There is no time adjustment because the time spread of the sales before and after
February 1975 is about even.

This case tends to show no adverse influence from the noise and view of Holiday Drive,
with eleven sales adjusted.

Two sales were eliminafed because of the existence of swimming pools:

1. 4426 Fiesta in October of 1974 at $56,000.00 on a lot

measuring 68'/61' x 100*,

2. 2329 Comet in April of 1975 for $52,960.00 on a lot

measuring 69' x 110, |
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INDIVIDUAL=SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL A - 2754 HOLIDAY DRIVE

SALE, FEBRUARY, 1975 - 3$45,000,00 - LOT 79' x 100

ABSOLUTE EST. PRICE  ADJUSTED
ADDRESS PRICE  VARIANCE% LOTSIZE  W/LOT ADJ. VARIANCE %

. 4118 Fiesta $42,000 | - 6.7 60/74x | $44,100 - 2.0
100

9725 St. Nick $46,000 | + 2.2 60x 100 | $48,850 + 8.6

" 2567 st. Nick $43,500 | - 3.3 60x 100 | $46.250 ' - 3.0

2358 Beck $47,750 | + 6.1 58/vdx | $50,600 +12.4
113

* 2317 Beck $40,776 | - 9.4 60x 100 | 543,626 - 3.1

2598 Valentine | $46,900 | + 4.2 68x 100 | $48,550 + 7.9

2501 Prancer $45,000 0.0 63 x 112 $47,400 + 5.3

2562 St. Nick $52,000 | +15.6 60 x 100 $54,850 +21.9

2517 Comet $47,000 | + 4.4 58x 108 | $50,150 +11.4

2525 Comet $53,500 | +18.9 58x 115 | $56,650 +25.9

TAVERAGE $46,357  + 3.0 $49,043 + 9.9

The eleven comparables sold for an absolute amount equivalent to 3.0% above the
'house at 2754 Holiday Drive. This is the same house on a slightly wider lot than 2336 Holiday
--brive, which sold for $5,000.00 more the same month. The owners of this house said the
~ house did not need any work at the time it was purchased; however, it is currently in need of
_ exterior paint, and was probably not in top condition at time of sale. After adjustment for

lot size differential at 50% of the lot value because the house on Holiday Drive has excess
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width, the eleven comparables tend fo show that this sale was at 9.0% below the average of |
the comparables. The time spread is about even.

Since the date of sale of the subject house is the same as that of 2336 Holiday Drive,
exactly the same house sales are used as comparables. Again, five of the comparables werg
either in poor condition, or the seller motivation caused a lower price, but this is offset
with the apparent condition of subject. Therefore, this illustration could be used to concludg.

: -
that the noise of Holiday Drive might have caused this sale to be at 9.0% below comparable
interior properties after lof size adjustments. Note that the sales prices of the last three
sales used in September of 1975 and January of 1976 caused 5% of this difference. Without A‘
these three sales, the variance would be but 4.9%. The market improvement which took
place in late 1975 and early 1976 was significant. Therefore, the probable diminultion in

value from this evidence is under 6%.

INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HQUSES
MODEL B - 2534 HOLIDAY DRIVE

SALE, OCTOBER, 1977 - $62,000.00 - LOT 70" x 103"

ABSOLUTE EST. PRICE ADJUSTED
DATE ADDRESS PRICE  VARIANCE%  LOTSIZE  W/LOT ADJ. VARIANCE %
2-77 2420 Valentine $61,000 | - 1.61 66 x 114 $61,600 - 0.6
4-77 2721 Valentine $62,000 0.0 65 x 100 $62,750 +1.2
7-77 2210 Beck $63,000 +1.61 64 x 97 $63, 900 + 3.1
AVERAGE $62,000 0.0 65 x 100 $62,750 + 1.2

The purchaser of 2534 Holiday Drive said the house was in good condition, requiring

no repainting or recarpeting. Only the garbage disposal needed replocément. The purchaser
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Both owners of the Valentine comparables said their homes were in excellent condition

 time of sale, 2420 Valentine is on a corner and 2721 Valentine is exceptionally well

L

Yhe lot adjustment was 1.2%. But, the sales were an average of 5.7 months before the sale
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INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOQUSES

MODEL C - 2524 HOLIDAY DRIVE

SALE, OCTOBER, 1977 - $58,500.00 - LOT 86' x 110"

$

e

ABSOLUTE EST. PRICE  ADJUSTED

DATE ADDRESS PRICE VARIANCE %  LOT SIZE  W/LOT ADJ.  VARIANCE S

10-76 2136 Comet $52,400 | ~10.4 65 x 100 $55,500 - 5.7 *_

11-76 2613 Valentine $53,000 | ~ 9.4 65 x 100 $56, 100 -4

11-76 2110 Valentine $47,046 | -19.6 65 x 100 $50, 146 -12.6 "
11-76 2608 Comet $53,000 | - 9.4 60 x 100 $56,900 - 2.7
3-77 2310 Beck $56,000 | - 4.3 62 x 99 $62,100 + 6.2
3-77 2728 Valentine $60,500 | + 3.4 65 x 100 $63, 650 + 8.8
4-77 2220 Beck $52,500 | -10.3 64 x 97 $55,900 -~ 4.4
5-77 2133 Easter $48,500 | -17.9 86 x 104 $48, 500 -17.9
577 2253 Beck $52,500 | ~10.3 60 x 100 $56,400 - 3.6
6-77 2100 Beck $53,600 | - 8.4 64 x 94 $57,000 - 2.6
7=77 2201 Valentine $53,000 | - 9.4 79 x 100 $54,100 - 7.5
7-77 2701 Valentine $54,000 | - 7.7 64 x 100 $57,300 - 2.1

7-77 2640 Comet $54,000 | - 7.7 60 x 100 $57,900 - 1.0

7-77 2634 Prancer $52,000 | -11.1 60 x 100 $55,900 - 4.4
11-77 2476 Prancer $60,000 | + 2.6 61 x 117 $63,750 + 9.0
11-77 2145 Beck $52,000 | -11.1 63 x 100 $55, 400 - 5.3
11-77 2545 St. Nick $50,235 | -14.3 60 x 102 $54,100 - 7.5
1277 2101 Valentine $58,500 0.0 65 x 100 561,650 + 5.4

I

AVERAGE $53,488 - 8.6 64 x 100 $56,794 - 2:_____
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Yaet average.) With lot adjustments, the variance is but 2.9% lower for the comparables.

Ay
GLE
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INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL C - 2600 HOLIDAY DRIVE

SALE, NOVEMBER, 1977 - $60,500.00 - LOT 70' x 100"

ABSOLUTE EST. PRICE  ADJUsTED
DATE ADDRESS PRICE VARIANCE %  LOT SIZE  W/LOT ADJ. VARIANCE f
;,z‘;i§
11-76 2613 Valentine $53, 000 i2.4 65 x 100 $53,750 -11.2 *“*3
11-76 2110 Vadlentine $47,046 -22.2 66 x 100 $47,646 -21.2 ﬂ%i
11-76 2608 Comet $53,000 | -12.4 60 x 100 $54,500 -11.6
3-77 2310 Beck $56,000 | - 7.4 62 x 99 $57,200 - 55
3-77 2728 Valentine $60, 500 0.0 65 x 100 $61,250 + 1.2
4=77 .2220 Beck $52,500 | -13.2 64 x 97 $53, 500 -11.6
5-77 2133 Easter $48,500 | -19.8 86/vd x $48,500 -19.8
104
5-77 2253 Beck $52,500 | -13.2 60 x 100 $54, 000 -10.7
6-77 2100 Beck $53,600 | ~11.4 64 x 94 $54,700 - 9.6
7-77 2201 Valentine $53,000 | -12.4 81/73 x $52, 400 -13.4
94
7=77 2701 Valentine $54,000 | -10.7 64 x 100 $54,900 - 9.3
7-77 2640 Comet $54,000 | ~10.7 60 x 100 $55, 500 - 8.3
7-77 2634 Prancer $52,000 | -14.0 60 x 100 $53,500 -11.6
11-77 2476 Prancer $60,000 | - 0.8 58/68 x $61,200 + 1.2
117
11-77 2145 Beck $52,000 | -14.0 63 x 100 $53,100 ~12.2
11-77 2545 Beck $50,235 | ~17.0 59/62 x $52,000 -14.0
102
12-77 2101 Valentine $58,500 | - 3.3 65 x 100 $59, 250 - 2.1
AVERAGE $53,552  -11.5 63.5x100  $54,523 - 9.9
188



> The owner of 2600 Holiday Drive reported that the house was very clean and needed no
inting or repairs at the time of purchase. Additionally, there was a wet bar in the den
nd the patio was covered, which partially accounts for the 11.5% higher sales price of

is house over the comparables. The lot value differential (figured at 50% of retail due to

gl
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INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES

E 3

SALE, SEPTEMBER, 1975 - $47,000.00 - LOT 76' x 100"

MODEL C - 1940 HOLIDAY DRIVE

ABSOLUTE EST. PRICE ADJUSTE

DATE ADDRESS PRICE  VARIANCE% LOT SIZE  W/LOT ADJ. VARIAN

9-74 2613 Valentine $51,996 | +10.6 65 x 100 $53,650

10-74 2575 Valentine $49,000 | + 4.3 62 x 100 $51,100

10-75 2318 Comet $44,000 | - 6.4 62 x 100 $46,100 -

3-75 2711 Prancer $43,943 - 6.5 60 x 100 $46,350 -

6-75 2563 Prancer $46,345 | -~ 1.4 60 x 100 $48,750 +

6=75 2546 St. Nick $41,904 | -10.8 60 x 100 $44,000 -

7-75 2601 St. Nick $45,978 | - 2.2 60 x 100 $48, 400 +

7-75 2220 Beck $44,753 | - 4.8 64 x 97 $46,550 -

7-75 4400 Copernicus $43,462 - 7.5 75 x 100 $43, 600 -

8-75 2100 Comet $43,000 | - 8.5 65 x 100 $44, 650 -

9-75 2371 Beck $44,000 | - 6.4 96 x 118 $41,000 3

10-75 2129 Beck $44,700 | - 4.9 63 x 100 $46,650 - 0.7 _

10-75 2145 Beck $42,750 | - 9.0 63 x 100 $44,700 - 49

10-75 2701 Valentine $46,000 | - 2.0 64 x 100 $47,800 + 1.7

11-75 2010 St. Nick $43,000 | - 8.5 60 x 100 $45,400 - 3.4

1-76 2035 Comet $44,000 | - 6.4 63 x 100 $45,950 - 2.2

3-76 2591 Valentine $50,000 + 6.4 62 x 100 $52,100 +10.5

3-76 2240 St. Nick $44,650 | - 5.0 63 x 101 $46,600 - 0.9

4-76 2522 Prancer $46,250 | - 1.6 69 x 120 $47,300 + 0.6

4-76 2401 St. Nick $50,500 | + 6.4 63 x 114 $52,450 +11.6

6-76 2253 Beck $48,000 | + 2.1 60 x 100 $50, 400 + 7.2

7-76 2129 Comet $49,500 | + 5.3 63 x 100 $51,450 + 9.5

8-76 4134 Copernicus $50,000 | + 7.5 57 x 100 $52,850 +12.4

8-76 2139 Mediamolle | $51,500 | + 9.6 64 x 96 $53, 300 ¥13.4
AVERAGE $46,218 - 1.7 64.4x100 $47,963 + 2._0____,
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The twenty=four houses™in the sample show that the house at 1940 Holiday Drive sold

erty on Holiday Drive which would liquidate about 0.5% of this 2% leaving a resultant

§5% lower price for the Holiday Drive house. Some of the comparables are known to have

verse effect of noise based upon this sample. The market and the individual conditions of
R

1. 4128 Fiesta sold in July, 1975 for $55,251 with lot

77/96' x 100* because it had a finished garage.

2. 2661 Gallinghouse sold in June, 1976 for $55,923 on lot

60' x 100" because it had an addition built thereon.
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INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES
MODEL D - 2576 HOLIDAY DRIVE

SALE, NOVEMBER, 1976 - $53,000.00 - LOT 70' x 100’

ABSOLUTE EST. PRICE ADJUSTE
DATE ADDRESS PRICE  VARIANCE% LOT SIZE  W/LOT AD.. VARIANcgi
11-75 2642 St. Nick $47,500 | -10.4 60x 100 | $49,000 - 7,5
6-76 2732 Valentine $48,800 | - 7.9 60x 100 | $50,300 -
6=76 2554 St. Nick $51,300 | - 3.2 60 x 100 $52,800 %
6-76 2642 St. Nick $52,367 | - 1.2 60x 100 | $53,867 + 1.6 "
2-77 2643 Prancer $50,000 | - 5.7 60 x 100 $51,500 - 2.8
5-77 2709 Comet $58,350 | +10.1 60 x 100 | $59,850 12,9
5-77 2599 Valentine $53,500 | - 0.9 62x 100 | $54,700 + 3.2
/=77 2428 Prancer $59,000 0.0 65 x 121 $59,750 +12.7
7-77 2624 Comet $58,000 | + 9.4 60x 100 | $59,500 +12,3
AVERAGE $53,202  + 0.4 61.5x100  $54,474 +2.8

The pattern formed by the sales used for comparison with 2576 Holiday Drive is
interesting in that it clearly reflects the great rate of inflation of 1977. The spread of the
sales is such that the average sale took place .5 months after the Holiday Drive sale.

The average percentage of resale increase for all Model D houses resold since 1973 was 8.15%
however, those sold from June of 1976 through the end of 1977 averaged 10.96% annual
resale increase. Therefore, the time adjustment would be ~.46% on the comparables, produci

a variance after lot size and time adjustments of 2.3% higher sales price for the comparables
! g p

than for the subject house.
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his is hardly significant because of the condition of 2575 Holiday Drive at the time of

“The owner indicated that, at the time of purchase, the house needed exterior paint

carpet upstairs. Both the air conditioner and dishwasher needed replacement. The

d stove needed repairs. Also, the yard had little landscaping. Because the sale was
LT

by owner, there was no real estate commission involved. The owner was g naval

who had been transferred, and there was probably some pressure to hurry the sale.

he property at 2374 Beck Street on lot 60' x 100¢, which sold for $61,500 in June, 1977,
T

iminated because it had a swimming pool.

nsidering the condition of the Holiday Drive house af time of sale, the conclusion

INDIVIDUAL SALES PRICE COMPARISON BY HOUSES

HOLIDAY DRIVE HOUSES ELIMINATED

empt was made to compare this with interior comparables because this property had a

sk
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C. Frequency of-Resales On and Off Boulevard
The rate of turnovers for 1973 ~ 1977 was determined for the twelve streets in the study
area in addition to Holiday Drive. Holiday Drive, with a 65% futnover (10.83% per annum),
ranked with the fifth lowest streef in the areg. There were seven streets with higher rates

of transfer, one as high as 97% (16.17% per annum),

IOTAL
NO. OF NO. OFf TURNOVER TURNOVER RATE
STREET LOTS TRANSFERS RATE PER ANNUM
Holiday (east side 40 26 65% 10.83%
excluding four
new homes)
Mediamelle 31 30 7% 16.17%
Beck 66 59 89% 14.83%
Copernicus 21 18 86% 14,33%
Comet 76 40 79% 13.17%
St. Nick 100 72 72% 12.00%
| Valentine 99 69 70% 11.67%
Gallinghouse 30 20 67% 11.17%
Fiesta 20 13 65% 10.83%
Prancer 69 43 62% 10.33%
Easter 48 25 52% 8.67%
Vixen 25 R 44% 7.33%
Cupid 34 14 41% 6.83%
AVERAGE OFF HOLIDAY DRIVE 11.44%
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ort swing resale of three months. They are:

INCREASE
SALES DATE PER ANNUM
,".}lﬁ'l’;aliday Drive 9/74 t0 12/77 +15.77% * (1)
376 Holiday Drive 2/72 to 11/76 + 5.51% (2}
£50 Holiday Drive 8/72 to 11/77 +14.35% *  (3)
00 Eioiiday Drive 2/73 to 5/73 +10.26%  (4)
AVERAGE + 7.89%

e v

he average annual resale increase for all houses resold in the interior of this subdivision

=2
o
973 was 8.22%. (In arriving at this average, resales showing less than an average

ihe average for all houses in the interior, which is not a significant difference. It should
o;ed that resales (1) (2) and (3) occurred in the high inflation period after June of 1974,
Iﬂ‘ley had not been eliminated the average of the four sales would have been 11,47%,;
:Eﬁlc:t sale (2) was precipitated by a military transfer. Therefore, this sample is reafly not
éenough to give any meaningful results. However, it cannot be deducted from the resale
_:i'har houses on Holiday Drive appreciated in value any less than those in the interior of

subdivision.

,Following are the percentages of resale increase tables for each model of the comparables.
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E

PERCENTAGE OF RESALE INCREASE

MODEL A
AVERAGE PERCENTA
INCREASE 3
ADDRESS DATE - PURCHASE PRICE DATE - SALE PRICE MONTHLY
2358 Beck 8-74 $47,750 3-73 $44,000 .50
2642 Prancer 5-77 $60, 000 3-74 $51, 000 1.26
2562 St. Nick 8-77 $63,500 9-75 $52,000 .96
1-73 $43,000 .65
2567 St. Nick 5-77 $60,000 7-74 $43,500 1.12
7-72 $38,500 .54
2732 St. Nick 8-73 $45,502 6=72 $40, 500 .88
4118 Fiesta 577 $58,000 3-74 $42,000 1.00
2539 Comet 1-74 $42, 600 772 $38, 500 .59
AVERAGE INCREASE
‘ Prior to 6-74 é~76 through 1977
MONTHLY YEARLY MONTHLY YEARLY
.63 7.61 .98 11.78

* Increases over 1.04% monthly (12.5% annually) and under .20% monthly (2.4% annually)

have been eliminated from the averages as being unreasonable, probably caused by extenuating

factors.
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PERCENTAGE OF RESALE INCREASE

P

MODEL B

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE
INCREASE
DATE -~ PURCHASE PRICE DATE - SALE PRICE MONTHLY  YEARLY

5-75 $53,400 6-74 $48,500 .92 11.02
4-77 $62,000 9-75 $46,000 1.83 21.96 *
2-77 $61,000 3-76 $56, 000 .81 9.74
7-77 $63,000 3-76 $49, 000 1.79 21.43 *
VERAGE INCREASE
Prior to 6-76 é=76 through 1977
MONTHLY YEARLY MONTHLY  YEARLY
.92 11.02 .81 9.74

. * Estimated as unreasonable, probobly caused by extenuating factors,
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e

PERCENTAGE OF RESALE INCREASE

- MODEL C

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE

INCREASE
ADDRESS DATE - PURCHASE PRICE DATE - SALE PRICE MONTHLY
2401 St. Nick 4-76 $50,500 6=74 $42, 000 .92
2545 St. Nick 11-77 $50,235 12-72 $38, 500 .52
2601 St. Nick 7-75 $45,978 5-73 $37,723 .84
2133 Easter 5-77 $48,500 10-73 $38,500 .60
2100 Easter 9-76 $49,500 3-74 $40,500 74
2145 Beck 10-77 $52,000 10-75 $42,750 .90
3-74 $40, 500 .29
2100 Beck 6=77 $53, 600 10-73 $40,700 .72
2220 Beck 4-77 $52,500 7-75 $44,753 .82
10-73 $42,500 .25 |
2129 Beck 10-75 $44,700 8-73 $37,500 .74 8.86
2253 Beck 5-77 $52,500 6=-76 $48, 000 .85 10.23
3-73 $37,500 72 8.62
2101 Valentine 12-77 $58,500 8-73 $39, 000 .96 11.54
2-73 $35,298 1.75 20.98
2201 Valentine 7-77 $53,000 8-72 $39, 300 .59 7.09
2613 Valentine 11-76 $53,000 9-74 $51, 996 .07 .89’
7-73 $46, 900 .78 9.31
2701 Valentine 7-77 $54,000 10-75 $46,000 .83 9.94
8-72 $37,500 .60 7.16
2575 Valentine 10-74 $49,000 9-72 $41, 500 .72 8.67
2110 Valentine 11-76 $47,046 6-74 $44,517 .20 2.35°
6-73 $39, 500 1.06 i2.70
- continued ~
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PERCENTAGE OF RESALE {NCREASE

MODEL C (continued)

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE

INCREASE
DATE - PURCHASE PRICE DATE - SALE PRICE  MONTHLY  YEARLY
6-76 $55,923 6=74 $52,073 .31 3.70
9-73 $47,000 1.20 14,39 *
7-75 $43,462 8~72 $38, 312 .38 4,61
1-72 $34,025 1.80 21.60 *
7-75 $55,251 10-72  $46,500 .57 6.84
10~76 $52,400 8-73 $41,900 .66 7.91
5474 $40,945 9-72 $37,500 .46 5.51
VERAGE INCREASE
L Prior to 6~76 6~76 through 1977
MONTHLY YEARLY MONTHLY  YEARLY
.60 7.15 71 8.52
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| i
I
gl
| - PERCENTAGE OF RESALE INCREASE
i MODEL D
AVERAGE PERCEN
i INCREASE
i ADDRESS DATE - PURCHASE PRICE DATE - SALE PRICE  MONTHLY
| 2599 Valentine 5-77 $53,500 7-75  $44,482 .92
2732 Valentine 6-76 $48,800 7-74 $40, 700 .87
s
L 2374 Beck 677 $61,500 7-75 $48,850 1.13
2325 Beck 5-75 $45,700 12-73  $43,500 .30
2428 Prancer 7-77 $5%,900 10-75  $49,000 1.06 -
2401 Prancer 9-74 $53,000 10-73  $50,087 .53 6.3
2554 Prancer 6-76 $51,300 4-74 $39,900 1.10 1319
‘f’.?%
2642 St. Nick 7-76 $52,367 11-75  $47,500 1.28 15.37
10-72  $37,000 .77 9.20
2538 St. Nick 12-74 $47,223 12-73  $40,000 1.50 18.06
2611 St. Nick 8-74 $44,858 8-72 $40,721 .42 5.08
” 2624 Comet 7-77 $58, 000 12-73  $40,000 1,05 12.56
‘
2709 Comet 5-77 $58,350 10-73  $41,400 .95 1.4
AVERAGE INCREASE
Prior to 6-76 6-76 through 1977
MONTHLY YEARLY MONTHLY  YEARLY
! .51 6.05 .91 10.96
* Estimated as unreasonable, probably caused by extenuating factors.
!
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IV. Ceonclusion

A. The study of individual sales tends to indicate a maximum deficiency of value

f 2.5% on Holiday Drive due to numerous factors, such as danger from speeding vehicles,
2l

loser to 1.5%.

B. The study reveals that Holiday Drive falls midway in the frequency of sale




RECAPITULATION

W/LOT AND

ABSOLUTE  W/LOT ADJ.  TIME ADJ, PRoaAg""_“
DATE MODEL ADDRESS  PRICE  VARIANCE % VARIANCE % VARIANCE % VARIANGEy
12-77 A 2544 Holiday | $62,500 - 2.3 - .2 + 4,7 +2,7
2-75 | A 2336 Holiday | $50,000 | - 7.3 -2.8 - 2.8 0.0
2-75 | A 2754 Holiday | $45,000 |  + 3.0 +9.9 +9.9 +6.0 ';
10-77 | B 2534 Ho' " - | $62,000 0.0 +1.2 +5.8 £ 6.0
10-77 | C 2524 Holiday | $58,500 | - 8.6 - 2.9 + .5 0.0
11-77 | C 2600 ~oliday | $60,500 |  -11.5 - 9.9 - 5.4 - 3.0
9-75 C 1940 Holiday | $47,000 - 1.7 +2.0 +1.5 0.0
11-76 | D 2576 Holiday | $53,000 |  + 0.4 +2.8 +2.3 0.0
AVERAGES $54,938 - 3.5 - 0.1 +2.1 +1.5

NOTE: -3.5% would indicate interior house sold for an average of $53,015.00

or $1,923.00 less than the Holiday Drive house.

+1.5% would indicate that afier taking into consideration lot size, time

and condition differentials, the interior houses sales prices are adjusted
to an average of $55,762.00, or $824.00 more than houses on Holiday

Drive.

sy
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The Recapitulation of the findirigs of the eight houses compared with interior houses

indicates that the absolute variance before any adjustments would indicate that the houses

of the market, along with the potential of error in the adjustments, could ecsily account
N IN

-8
for the differential variances.

Therefore, while the absolute variance before adjustments and even the variance after the
adjustment for lot size differentials tend fo indicate that the Holiday Drive houses are worth
_more than the interior comparables, nonetheless, after time adjustment, the interior houses
would, on the average, be worth 2.5% more than Holiday Drive. With further adjustment

for condition, etc., the probable difference is but 1.4%, an amount hardly indicating any

significant difference in value.
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Even assuming the diminution in value of the Holiday Drive houses at 2.1%, this would
be caused by ail of the following:

1. Danger from traffic and speeding vehicles

2. View of Holiday as compared to interior streets

3. Noise

4, Vibrations

5. Lack of trees on Holiday Drive as compared to the interior streefs.

How much of this diminution is caused by each of the above factors which is different for
the interior houses is impossible to measure. The personal interviews tend to point to the
speeding and danger factor as paramount, although noise from racing vehicles during the
P.M, hours was mentioned. Backing of the cars out of the driveways into heavy traffic is
included in the danger factor.

Had the speed limits, and particularly laws prohibiting drag racing during the middle of
the night, been properly enforced, the environmental impact of the street probably would
have been less. Even the noise levels woula have been reduced for ordinary traffic operating
at proper speed limits.

Considering all factors, it is our belief that the differences in sales prices do not tend
to indicate any appreciable diminution in value in this subdivision as a resulf of noise;
although there may be a slight difference in vaiue due to a combination of noise and the other

factors stated above, particularly danger from traffic and speeding vehicles.

204

.
P L S

Merna.



4 Sherwood Forest Subdivisidn o

|. Background Information

A. Location of Subdivision

1. Area Description

Sherwood Forest Subdivision is located in the city of Baton Rouge, capitol of Louisiana,
with a population of 219,462 in 1977. It is in East Baton Rouge Parish and is approximately
é_G miles up the Mississippi River from New Orleans. Additional general information about
‘;‘t‘he city is included in the Introduction to this report.
Besides the impact of a hugh petrochemical industr.icll complex, many wholesale and
.‘ retail firms serve South Louisiana, South Mississippi and some Southwestern states from
7 Baton Rouge. The city is the center of a retail and wholesale trade area which radiates
gpproximci'ely 40 miles from the city, covering 10 Louisiana Parishes.
Lovisiana State University and Agricultural and Mechanical College is located in
ZBaton Rouge. [t is a 300 acre campus with an enrollment of about 25,000 students.
- Industry in the area promotes education by offering scholarships to L.S.U. in related fields.
Southern University in Baton Rouge is one of the largest predominantly negro universities
win the United States with an enrollment of about 8,500.

Interstate 10 approaches East Baton Rouge Parish from the Southeast whereas
nterstate 12 enters the parish from an east-northeast direction. The two Interstate Highways
- €onverge at a point just oufside the city limits and continue westward across the Mississippi
River as Interstate 10. Two other major arteries through the city are Florida Boulevard
which runs east-west and Airline Highway which runs northwest-southeast. These highways
are components of U.S. Highway 61 and 190, and Bypass 61 and 190. Another important

road is State Highway 37, known locally as Greenwell Springs Road, which runs northeast-

southwest.

205



The subject of study is Sherwood Forest Boulevard. It is a north-south artery which
varies in width from 2 lanes to four lanes. It runs from Florida Boulevard on the north to
Airline Highway on the south. Sherwood Forest Boulevard passes beneath interstate 17
which has an interchange at that point. Sherwood Forest Boulevard is also traversed by ‘
Harrell's Ferry Road and the Old Hammond Highway, which are heavily traveled local roads, .;.
Since Sherwood Forest Boulevard connects several major roads, it is a heavily traveled
thoroughfare .
2. Neighborhood Description

Sherwood Forest Boulevard has both commercial areas and residential areas. Between
Airline Highway and I~12, the street is still being developed as commercial; however,
there are some apartment complexes in this area also. From I-12 to the Old Hammond
Highway is also commercial, with small shopping centers and several fast-food establishments,
North of the Old Hammond Highway, up to Florida Boulevard, the area is entirely single
family residential. It is this area of homes fronting on Sherwood Forest Boulevard that is the
subject of sfudly.

The northern section of Sherwood Forest Boulevard, and much area to the east and west has

experienced heavy population increase since 1970. The area has the second highest median

income level in the city of Baton Rouge.
3. Study Area Description
The study area includes Sherwood Forest, North Sherwood Forest and West Sherwood
Forest .- Generally the boundaries of the study area are Little John Drive and Westbrook
Drive to the east, and the Sherwood Forest Golf Club to the south, on the east side of the
boulevard. The southern border of the study area on the west side is Sheraton Drive, western

borders are Marlbrook and Voohries streets. The study area west of the boulevard was
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t75!1}.'.r\o\.'ocuzzl Forest Boulevard range in width from 90 to 100 feet. Lots off the boulevard vary

4
 from 80 to 100 front feet, some streets having been developed with larger lots than others.

D. Comparison Houses Studied
The homes used for comparison are to the east of Sherwood Forest Boulevard. Sales
o fesearch and some field study was done in West Sherwood Forest on the west side of the
't boulevard but it was found that this area contained mostly smaller lots and smailer houses
* and therefore was omitted.
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MAP OF SHERWOOD FOREST SUBDIVISION
BATON ROUGE, LA.
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ron:

e were used as comparables. The study was limited to sales since the middle of 1975

%:iée traffic along Sherwood Forest Boulevard has greatly increased in recent years due to the

%w}h of the City of Baton Rouge toward the east.

E. Noise Analysis
Sherwood Forest Boulevard is a major arterial collector on the east side of Baton Rouge,
Eggnecﬁng most of the major east-west thoroughfares of the city. It has two lanes with o

§(:‘fﬁe?er (10 foot) median and bicycle lanes on the outside. The residences are sef back

sbout 10 meters (30 feet) from the trave! |ane.

- The results of the noise analysis are shown in Table 11. Because of a malfunction in

: precision level recorder, only the A-weighted I_]0 was measured af Site 1. It is apparent
i the readings that there is a great deal of vehicular traffic on the boulevard during ail
e time periods studied. The difference between the peck noise [evel and the late night
‘(i:;d‘ing is only 6 dBA, whereas the average difference for the other areas studied was 8 or
EE"&‘BA. Peak hour traffic therefore represents about 8% of the Average Daily Traffic. A

light difference exists between the morning peak and evening peak noise levels, however,

like the interstate highways where the directional split is the cause, this is accounted for

W a difference in total traffic between morning and evening.

RS

he measurements at Site 2 indicate @ mean reduction of 11 dBA, with @ maximum of

4 dBA and a minimum of 7 dBA. The reduction at the second row of houses is high compared
:£'-..~
?ther areas, and is atfributable to the large size of the houses and the extensive use of

=y,
A

&

ck or wood fences. The readings ot Site 3 vary considerably, fluctuating in conjunction

&y

3

b

—

th interior subdivision activity.
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Traffic counts aldng Sherwood Forest Boulevard were obtained from the East Baton Rouge
City/Parish Department of Public Works. A 1978 count of vehicles per day indicated 9450
were going north and 9569 were going south, Because this area is one of the fastest growing
in the city, a 10% per year figure was used to calculate historic traffic data. Observations
made during the noise monitoring period indicated a small number of heavy trucks on the
boulevard. Since the L}O prediction method can not use a figure less than 30, other than
zero, heavy trucks were not included in the caleulations. This omission is not expected

to significantly effect the calculations shown in Table 12.

TABLE 11

SHERWOOD FOREST

TIME dBA/LOCATION ACTUAL TRAFFIC COUNT
(10 minutes) =
Site 1 Site 2 Site 3 North South %
1600 68 58 54 143 110
1630 68 59 50 147 104 -
1700 69 59 50 .
1730 69 58 59
1800 69 57 5]
2000 65 55 46 90 77
2300 66 59 51 46 30
0630 69 58 54
0700 70 56 54 ‘
0730 71 58 56 154 164
0800 72 60 60 159 171 "
i
-3
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TABLE 12
SHERWOOD FOREST BOULEVARD NOISE LEVELS

Peak Hour Traffic*

U P
. CengTTE T WM T > LR ¢, i
o A O S SR TR 5 AR U o R S ol
X T " “ 3 s At R R S LT T
L A "KE : o

4..‘. o L TR A s [y T TR

Yeor Automobiles * Trucks Cu’::;l ?ggi)
1978 1520 - 72
1977 1365 - 72
1976 1230 - 72
1975 1105 - 71
1974 1000 - 71
1973 200 - 71
1972 800 - 70

* Calculated from 1978 traffic count, East Baton Rouge City/Parish
Department of Public Works.

** Calculated using prediction method in NCHRP 174,

:ff::'l'hese figures indicate that the noise level along Sherwood Forest Boulevard has exceeded

5

&
3y FHWA recommended guidelines during the peak traffic hour since 1973.

ko
..

AL, Study Objectives
' A. On and Off Boulevard Sales Price Comparisons

"“ 1. Total Sample Studied

‘; There were 12 subject houses along Sherwood Forest Boulevard sold from the middle of

i5 to the middle of 1978. Four were above average in price af the time they were sold, so

’y the remaining eight were studied in depth. There were twenty-two sales off the boulevard

rd for comparison. An attempt was made to use only similar size lots and houses of comparable

; and size, there being great diversity within the subdivision.
2. Analysis of Sales

Sales were compared on the basis of price per square foot (i.e., total price divided by

Square footage of the house). The basic facts on the subject house are shown under the
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individual comparison section with the information on the comparables following it. Where
explanation is necessary it follows the basic information.

B. Frequency of Resale Comparison

iz
=
LR
#

Because of the relatively few resales in the short period of the study {mid '75 to mid '78)

P
-« iAeBy

and the relatively large number of lots included in the subdivision, frequency of resale
comparison could not be used to infer any conclusions. Therefore, in this subdivision, this
analysis is omitted.
C. Resale Percentage Increases

Unlike some of the subdivisions in New Orleans where there is frequent tumover in
ownership, Sherwood Forest appears to be more stable. Where there has been o resale of a
subject or comparable in recent years, it is shown in the individual comparisons.

Also, it is difficult to compare resale percentage increases on custom built houses. It
is obvious from some of the resale prices that considerable improvements and/or additions
had been made in the inferim. Because of this and because there was a limited amount of

resales on Sherwood Forest Boulevard the resale percentage increases were not compared.

tH. Results of Sty
A ‘ural House Sale: keported
“wur study covers a group of 34 houses which were selected from 145 sales. As mentioned,
sales from other stages of development of the subdivisions were considered and eliminated,

thereby decreasing the quantity of comparisons but increasing the similarity of subject

and comparables.
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B. Individual Sale Comparisons -

1. Eliminations

All of the sales listed below were above average in price for the subdivision during the

f’ff_}he period in which they occurred, and therefore have been eliminated from the study.

1231 Sherwood Forest April, 1978 $80,000
1277 Sherwood Forest March, 1977 $79,900
1351 Sherwood Forest February, 1977 $65,000
1388 Sherwood Forest August, 1976 $85,000
1265 Sherwood Forest June, 1976 $62,500

2. Subject Houses
_ Individual comparison of sales on and off of Sherwood Forest Boulevard are shown
'Qlow.
| Subject a)
1} 422 Sherwood Forest Blvd. - March 1978 - $58,000.00
1,860 S.F, ~ $31.18 persq. ft.
Lot: 96' x 150
3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Double Carport

This house was purchased for $45,%979 in May of 1977. The absolute price variance

;Wc;s 26% for ten months or the equivalent of 31% annual rate.
| Comparables

1233 Ashbourne - March 1978 - $58,000.00

2,033 S.F. - $28.53 per sq. ft.

Lot: 100" x 150Q
3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double

Carport, On Golf Course
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12342 Mollylea - May 1978 ~ $57,000.00
1,801 S.F. - $31.65 per sq. ft.

Lof: 92' x 150"

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Double Carport

11820 Mollylea - December 1977 - $56, 900
1,926 5.F. - $29.54 per sq. ft. it
Lot: 100' x 150

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry

Subject House $31.18 per sq. ft.

Average of Three Comparables  $29.91 per sq. ft.

The subject house, 422 Sherwood Forest Boulevard, had a double carport at the time of
the sale which has been made into a double garage by the latest purchaser. The subject's

per square foot is the highest in the group when the time of the 12342 Mollylea sale is taken

into consideration.

2) 422 Sherwood Forest Blvd. - May 1977 - $45,979.00
1,860 5.F., - $24.72 per sq. ft.

Lot: 96' x 150

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Double Carport,
No Fireplace

Comparables
11724 Mollylea - March 1977 - $45,000.00
1,965 S.F. ~ $22.90 per sq. ft.

Lot: 100" x 150"

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry Area,
Double Carport, Fireplace
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11834 Sherbrook Dr. - May 1977 - $44,500.00

1,699 S.F. - $26.19 persq. ft.

Lot: 100' x 150

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Utility Room (2}

!

Double Carport, Wet Bar

11824 Archery - June 1977 - $47,158
1,936 S.F. - $24.36 per sq. ft.
Lot: 91' x 154' Corner Lot
4 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living Room, Kitchen, Den, Utility Room, Double Carport,
Covered Patio (10' x 20')
Subject House $24.72 per sq. ft.
Average of Comparables $24.48 per sq. ft.

. The sale of the subject falls about the middle of the group as far os price per square foot

is concerned. The greatest discrepancy is with the 11834 Sherbrook Drive sale. The price was
lower for the Sherbrook Drive sale but the square foot price is higher because it is a smaller
house. However, it has a wet bar and two large storage rooms &' x 15' off of the carport.

One is located behind the other with a covered walkway 15' in length between them. This
.extrq area accounts for the small price difference.

The owners of the Sherbroock Drive house said it was in very good condition. The subject

'; 535 has resold so we have no knowledge of its condition at the time of this sale.

Subject b)
1) 425 Sherwood Forest Blvd., - April 1977 - $58,500.00
1,963 S.F, - $29.80 persq. ft.

Lot: 100' x 150
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3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double
Carport i
This house was purchased for $45,900 in September of 1976. The absolute price Vcrmn“ gﬁ

was 27% for seven months or the equivalent of 47% annual rate.

e -;.u.uu&ﬂ P

Comparables
11821 Parkwood - July 1977 - $56,800.00
1,952 S.F. - $29.10 per sq. ft.
Lot: 100" x 154

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living Room, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double Carport,

Covered Patio (12' x 20")
This house was purchased for $41,000 in October of 1976. The absolute price variance
was 39% for nine months or the equivalent of 51% annual rate.
11563 Millburn = March 1977 - $57,500.00
2,288 S.F. - $25.13 per sq. ft.
Lot: 92' x 150
3 Béedrooms, 3 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Study or Sewing Room,
Double Carport, Fireplace
Subject House $29.80 per sq. ft.
Average of Comparables $27.11 per sq. ft.
The subject compares closely with the comparables. Note that both the subject house

and 11821 Parkwood sold at very high resale prices, which would tend to indicate that both

had been considerably improved since the last sale.
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7" 9) 425 Sherwood Forest Blvd. - September 1976 - $45,900.00

1,963 S.F. - $23.38 persq. ft.

Lof: 100" x 150

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double Carport
Comparables

11755 Glenhaven - August 1976 - $46,900.00

2,173 S.F, - $21.58 per sq. ft.

Lot: 112' x 167' (Larger Lot)

4 Bedrooms, 3 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, _....ary, Double

Carport, Wet Bar

11825 Mollylea - October 1976 = $45,100.00
1,707 S.F. - $26.42 per sq. ft.
Lot: 125' x 150" (Wider Lot)

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double

Carport, Covered Patio

11720 Archery = November 1976 - $46,500.00
1,667 S.F. - $27.89 persq. ft.
Lot: 100' x 174' (Deeper Lot)
3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Sewing Room,
Laundry Room, Double Carport
Subject House $23.38 per sq. ft.

Average of Comparables $25.30 per sq. ft.
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The sale of 425 Sherwood Forest Boulevard compares well with the comparables when
all factors are fcke; info c;:nsiderqfion. All three comparables are on significantly larger o
one 12' wider and 17' deeper, one 25' wider, and the other 24* deeper. The house at 11720
Archery also has an additional reom. Therefore, the sale on the boulevard is not out of ling
with the comparables.
Subject ¢)

755 Sherwood Forest Blvd. - April 1976 - $48,000.00

1,906 S,F, ~ $25.18 per sq. ft.

Lot: 105" x 150

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living Area, Kitchen, Den, Utility Room (outside built on

back), Double Carport, Older house (1957) with kitchen remodeled, Covered Patio %

(39' x 13")
Comparables

11841 Parkwood Dr. - April 1976 - $48,400.00

1,650 S.F. ~ $29.33 per sq. ft.
lof: 110" x 155
3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double

Carport, Fireplace, Pool in back yard with covered patio and brick barbeque pit

11755 Glenhaven ~ August 1976 -~ $46,900.00

2,173 S.F. - $21.58 per sq. ft.

Lot: 112' x 167

4 Bedrooms, 3 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double

Carport, No Fireplace, Wet Bar, Older house (1958)
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Subject House )  7$25.18 per sq. ft.

Average of Comparables $25.46 per sq. ft.
The house at 755 Sherwood Forest Boulevard is older than the average house in the area.
It was built in 1957 whereas most homes in the area were built in the mid 1960's or later.

%%}The house at 11755 Glenhaven is of similar age, built in 1958. Its price is probably below

; Ethe subject because the subject had a recently remodeled kitchen. The house at 11841

g-:i,".
#"Parkwood was much smaller but had a swimming poo! which increased its value. These

. differences account for the wide range in price per square foot.

% Subject d)

§§ 1293 Sherwood Forest Blvd, - January 1978 - $55,000.00
3 1,850 S.F. = $29.73 per sq. ft.

A

hH
s

Lot: 90' x 153

AR

4 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double Garage, No

Fireplace, Repainted whole interior and replaced living room camet.

Comparables

436 Little John = February 1978 - $52,500.00

; 1,523 S.F. ~ $34.47 per sq. ft.

? Lot: 100' x 150" (Wider Lot)

| 3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, No Den, Laundry-Storage
Area, Double Carport, No Fireplace, Covered Patio (30" x 11'), Owner Financed

b

11820 Mollylea - December 1977 - $56,900.00
1,926 S.F, - $29.54 per sq. ft.

lot: 100' x 150" (Wider Lot)
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3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double

Carport, No Fireplace

12686 Robin Hood - November 1977 - $53,750.00

1,880 S.F. - $28.59 per sq. ft.

Lot: 85' x 139" (Smaller Lot)

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double

Carport, No Fireplace

11000 Sheraton Drive - October 1977 - $54,500.00

1,822 S.F. - $29.91 per sq. ft.

Lot: 95' x 197' (Larger Lot)

3 Bedrooms, 1 1/2 Baths, Living Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double Carport,

Fireplace, Covered Patio

12762 Robin Hood - October 1977 - $55,450.00
2,069 S.F. - $26.80 per sq. ft.
Lot: 85' x 139" (Smaller Lot)
4 Bedrooms, 2 1/2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double
Carport, No Fireplace

Subject House $29.73 per sq. ft.

Average of Comparables $29.86 per sq. ft.

The subject, 1293 Sherwood Forest Boulevard is almost identical in price per square foot
to two out of the comparables, 11820 Mollylea and 11000 Sheraton Drive. The house at
436 Little John is unusually small for the neighborhood. However, it has a large covered
patio, 30' x 11', with fruit trees in the back yard, plus a lot that is 10" wider than the
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pject. The 436 Little John sale was also owner financed, which af the prevailing

interest

es was an important consideration. The house at 12762 Robin Hood was reported to have
fie

en in poor condition at the time of the sale, and was on a smaller lot than the subject, as

the house at 12686 Robin Hood. The house at 11000 Sheraton Drive was on a lot 5' wider

d replaced some carpeting, and after |of size adjustments, the price is just about the same
the average of the comparables.

Subject e)
1173 Sherwood Forest Blvd. - October 1975 - $53,491.00
2,200 S.F. - $24.31 per sq. ft.

| lof: 110' x 150"

4 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitehen, Den, Laundry, Double

Garage, Fireplace, Wet Bar, Corner Lot.

© This house was purchased in November of 1974 for $45,389, and sold in October of 1975
i
: __$53,49? . The absolute price variance was 18%

for eleven months or the equivailent of

%'per annum.

'4;1.Comporqbles

.‘ 11555 Parkwood Dr. - August 1975 ~ $54,000.00

2,336 S.F. - $23.12 per sq. ft.

Lot: 100" x 150' (Narrower Lot)

4 Bedrooms, 3 1/2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double

Carport, Fireplace. Has one sunken tub, and brick around built in appliances in

kitchen.
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This house was resold in March of 1976 for $57,000, an increase of 5.56% in seven
months or an annual rate of 9.52%.
1209 Ashbourne - August 1975 - $50,750.00
2,318 S.F. - $21.89 per sq. ft.
Lot: 125 x 150" (Wider Lot)

3 Bedrooms, 2 1/2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double

Carport, Fireplace, Corner Lot adjacent to golf course.

11335 Archer - September 1975 - $52,000.00
2,042 5.F. - $25.47 per sq. ft.
Lot: 100" x 175" (Deeper Lot} |
3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double
Carport, Fireplace
This house sold again in February of 1978 for $59,900.00, an increase of 15% for
29 months or 6.3% per annum,
Subject House $24.31 per sq. ft.

Average of Comparables $23.49 per sq. ft.

The house at 11555 Parkwood Drive was on a lot 10" narrower than the subject, but it had
1 1/2 baths more, plus other attractive features which probably compensated in price for the
smaller lot.

The house at 1209 Ashbourne was on a lot 15' wider, had 1/2 bath more, and overlooked
the golf course, however had one less bedroom, and still the price was less per square foot
than any of the others. The house at 11335 Archer was on a lot 25' deeper than the subject,

and sinee it sold only one month prior to the subject house, the higher price per square foot

probably reflected the much deeper lot.
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The subject house at 1173 Sherwood Forest Boulevard was reported to be in poor condition

%; the time of its last sale. Repainting was required inside and out, and a new central air
o

;Jy;l‘efﬂ had to be installed. The 18% resale increase probably reflected the beginning of the

%lg wpswing in the real estate market in late 1975.

£

B
5

2" In spite of its poor condition, the per-square-foot price was above the average of the

TP

g
comparables.

377 Subject f)

bir,
.

466 Sherwood Forest Blvd. - June 1975 - $45,500
1,860 S.F. - $24,46 per sq. ft.

Lot: 110" x 150

e s

¥

i} 3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double
o
5 Carport, Fireplace, Corner Lot

”"ﬁ ) Comparables

11612 Glenhaven - June 1975 - $45,900

2,457 S.F., - $18.68 per sq. ft.

iz 100" x 1507

4 Bedrooms, 3 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double

Carport, Fireplace, Poor Condition

664 Westbrook - October 1975 - $45,500

1,869 S.F. - $24.34 per sq. ft.

Lof: 101* x 150

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den - Breakfast Room,

Laundry, Double Carport, No Fireplace, Built in barbecue griil in den.
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Subject House - $24.46 per sq. ft.

Average of Comparables $21.51 per sq. ft.

The subject house at 466 Sherwood Forest Boulevard was reported to be in fair condition
at the time of sale. Some interior painting was required. The house af 11412 Glenhaven
had to be completely repainted inside and some floors were replaced, which apparently accoynty .
for its low price. Also, it is on a lot which is 10" narrower than the subject.

The other comparable at 664 Westbrook is likewise on a lot 9' narrower than the subject,

however, since the sale was four months later, the lot size and time adjustments probably
counteracted each other,

Again, the subject sold for a higher per-square-foot price than the comparables.
IV, Conclusion

Many houses on Sherwood Forest Boulevard were custom built and have more space or
unusual features which cuased them to sell for prices above average in the subdivision. The
more typical houses along Sherwood Forest Boulevard have sold for prices which are average

among similar types of houses on similar size lots in the subdjvision.
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RECAPITULATION

Overail Percent
N - Price Price Percent Area
Per S.F. Difference Area Difference
Subject a)
Mar 78 422 Sherwood Forest $31.18 - 4,2 1,860
3 Comparables $29.91 1,920 + 3.2
) May 77 422 Sherwood Forest  $24.72 - 1.0 1,860
3 Comparables $24.48 1,867 + .4
o Subject b)
Apr 77 425 Sherwood Forest $29.80 - 9.9 1,963
2 Comparables $27.11 2,120 + 8.0
Sept 76 425 Sherwood Forest $23.38 1,963 + 6.2
3 Comparables $25.30 + 7.6 1,849
Subject c)
" Apr76 755 Sherwood Forest  $25.18 + 1.1 1,906
2 Comparables $25.4¢6 1,912 + .3
Subject d)
Jan 78 1293 Sherwood Forest $29.73 1,850 + .3
5 Comparables $29.86 + .4 1,844
Subject e)
Oct 75 1173 Sherwood Forest $24.31 - 3.5 2,200
3 Comparables $23. 49 2,232 + 1.5
Subject f)
June 75 466 Sherwood Forest $24.46 -13.7 1,860
2 Comparables $21.51 2,163 +16.3
AVERAGE PRICE DIFFERENCE - 2.9%
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The data above would indicate not only that noise does not affect the value, byt alse
that there is apparently a very true market in the Sherwood Forest subdivision in Baton Roug;
In each case, the price differential could be explained by lot size and/or time adjustments

r

or by the varying conditions of the houses. In the above recapitulation, it is also inferesring H@:

to note that part of the price differential could be reflected in area differentials with an o
s
inverse effect on price per unit. E

What is most interesting about the findings on Sherwood Forest Boulevard is that with
about the same quantity and type of traffic, the noise levels are considerably below the
76 dBA of Holiday Drive in Algiers, New Orleans. While the speed limits are strictly
enforced on Sherwood Boulevard, there is evidence that this is lacking on Holiday Drive even
though the speed limit is the same. |

In our opinion, the type and quality of market demand on bo“rh streets is similar. Yet,
because of the control of the speed limit, variations in price "on" and "off" the boulevard

are absent in Sherwood Forest subdivision.
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.5 Slidell Country Club Estates

I. Background Information

A. Location of Subdivision

1. Area Description

The City of Slidel! is located in southeastern Louisiana, St. Tammany Parish, on the
,;:nori'l.’l shore of Lake Pontchartrain. The City has road access to New Orleans (about 28 miles
,-;to the CBD) via I~10 which runs from Florida to California. 1=10 runs on the east side of
.~:S|ideil with two major access interchanges, the south one at Old Spanish Trail {or Salt Bayou
Road) and the north one at Gause Road. For almost the length of Stidell, 1-10 runs in a
north-south direction.

In the northeast part of the city there is a large non-access interchange. I-10 turns

- Teasterly toward the Mississippi Gulf Coast. That part of the Interstate system which was

1-10 up to the major interchange becomes 1~59 and proceeds northerly toward Birmingham,
: Alabama, and northeasterly from there. That part of the system which continues westerly
gh from this major interchange becomes |-12, a bypass of New Orleans which goes from Slidell
. westerly to Baton Rouge, louisiana.

The first major street north of Gause Road which parallels the Interstate system (both
I-10 and |-59) is called Robert Road. The subject area is primarily residential on both sides
of Robert Road and south of 1-12. This would be in the southwest quadrant of the totally
limited access interchange of I-10 (south and east), I-12 {west) and 1-59 (north), The
- residential area extends westerly to the Southern Railroad and adjacent to U.S, Highway 11.
2. Neighborhood Description

The subject subdivision, Country Club Estates is located in the north part of Slidell on

the west side of Robert Road and adjacent and south of [-12. Robert Road itself borders
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commercial and residential properties but the adjacent areas to the east and west are single
family residential developments. They include homes of all sizes and price ranges. The aree.
is still in the process of development.
3. Study Area Description
The study area lies adjacent to the junction of the interstate highways described above,

It is bordered by |-12 to the north. The subdivision additions are still developing across “1

Robert Road eastward toward 1-10. Much of the area south of the subdivision remains wooded

and undeveloped. To the southwest and west are more single family residences in Country !
Manor and Brookwood Estates, respectively. There are homes currently under construction
in both of these subdivisions. Both of these subdivisions adjoin Country Club Estates but

do not have the quality of construction or the |arge lots that are found in the subject study
area,

The original filings of the subdivision lie west of Robert Road. The subject area under
study is this group of homes. The newest development is east of Robert Road. The enirance
and first street of the new development east of Robert Road have lots the same size and homes
comparable to those in the western part of the subdivision. However, the sireets which were
developed later and those currently under construction are made up of much smaller lots and
smaller houses. Since, this newer development could have an effect on the prestige and
prices in the area, even the homes on the larger lots in this newer section of the subdivision
have been excluded.

B. Description of Subdivision

Slidell Country Club Estates is an upper middle class area with large tree-strewn lots.

Development of the subdivision was begun approximately 14 years ago on the sides of the

Pinewood Country Club Golf Course. The area along Interstate 12 was developed next. West
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inewood Drive and the adjoining courts on the south side of the golf course followed.
vhsequently, the extension of the subdivision was opened on the east side of Robert Road.

ost Pinewood Drive and Grafton Drive were developed with homes on 100" lots simifar

o those in the west side of the subdivision. However,

the streets which have been developed

astward from Grafton have lots which average 80' in width and are developed with smaller

ouses. As mentioned above, this newer area has been excluded from the study.

All houses in the subdivision are brick veneer with asphalt shingle roofs. ere are some

because all but one of the subject houses on the highway were single story. The average home

tudied had approximately 2, 000 square feet of living space. They generally had three, or

‘more often, four bedrooms, with 2 or 2 1/2 baths, living room, dining room and kitchen.

Most had a den and the majority of homes had a fireplace. Most of the homes had « laundry

oom and many also had a storage room, All homes used in the study have a double garage or
Bt

Zadouble carport built on the house.

The lots are generally 100" x 150",

However, the lots on Huntington Drive are an

exception, being 100' x 143' on the average. They front on asphalt surfaced streets. Unlike

the subdivisions studied in New Orleans, there are no sidewalks in this subdivision.

Most of the homes on the north side of West Pinewood and the south side of Country Club

j;ch.l[evc::rcf back up to Pinewood Country Club golf course. The golf course continues around

:fhe circle at the end of Country Club Boulevard and borders some lots on the north side of

.‘jcountry Club Drive. The Club House for the Country Club is located on the south side of

‘g‘-:ECountry Club Boulevard, and there is also a children's playground.

Bl

Nearly all of the homes in Country Club Estates appear to be in good condition and are

S T

nicely landscaped. The spacious lots and well kept homes give the subdivision an attractive
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F-3

Yappearance with a rather serene effect. There is a neighborhood association for the subdivision

“which posts announcements and holds occasional meetings. This is another reflection of the
pride in ownership which is evident throughout Slidell Country Club Estates.
C. Orientation of Study Houses to Interstate Highway

The subject houses front on two streets which run parallel to Interstate 12, Huntington
Drive ond Loop Drive. The back of the lots on which the subject houses are built abutt the
Interstate right-of-way. The lots on Loop Drive are 100" x 150" like mnst of those ir the
subdivision. However, as mentioned previously, the lots on Huntington Drive are oniy 143"
in depth which happens to bring the houses closer to the higiwsz, .

D. Noise Levels

The Interstate 12 through Slidell was chosen for study due to its low traffic volume, high
-;ruck percent (17%) and suburban setting. In Country Club Estates, the homes back up to
the interstate and are screened from it either by thin rows of plantings or board fences. _
Site 1 was located in a vacant lof in line with the back of the first row of houses, while
Site 2 was situated in line with the front of the second row of houses. Site 3 was placed to
the side of the main boulevard of the subdivision.

The results of the noise measurements are summarized in Table 13. The evening peak
is slightly higher than the moming peak however, due to the high truck noise, to which
all four lanes contribute, there is no significant difference. The readings at Site 2 indicate
@ mean reduction of 5 dBA due to the first row of houses and increased distance. The maximum
reduction was 7 dBA and the minimum was 2 dBA. The measurements at Site 3 indicate a
further reduction of about 10 dBA depending upon the traffic volume on the boulevard.

The traffic data in Table 14 show two trends. There was a reduction in the volume in

1975 probably due to gasoline shortages, and a large growth in 1977 and 1978 primarily due
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to the completion of Interstate 12, While the segment studied was open prior to that date
- £ - I

traffic was forced fo travel a more circuitous route, and therefore the volume was not o areat

as after completion.
As shown by the table, noise levels from the interstate have exceeded the FHWA

guidelines since the highway completion in late 1976.
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TABLE 13

NOISE MEASUREMENTS .

SLIDELL COUNTRY CLUB ESTATES

Lyg SITE (dBA) TRAFFIC |
TIME (West) (East)
i I HI Auto Truck Auto Truck
;.'1600 - 10 69 65 54 48 9 41 5
,}1630 - 40 70 64 54 73 10 42 14
1 1700 - 10 71 64 54 91 15 36 12
: _;_1730 - 40 68 62 54 59 13 28 13
;1800 - 10 68 65 51 77 8 24 1
,5;2000 - 10 66 62 53 13 5 1 6
£2300 - 10 64 60 51 16 9 6 5
0700 - 10 69 65 56 25 9 76 5
0730 - 40 65 62 54 30 11 86 6
0800 - 10 68 66 55 36 28 42 12
0830 - 40 70 64 53 58 16 52 8
0900 - 10 69 65 56 60 14 47 10
Site | = Only I-10 noise
Site Il - Both I-10 & {minor-negligible) subdivision noise
Site Il - Both 1-10 & {minor-negligible) subdivision noise
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= © “TABLE 13 (continued)

FREQ. ANALYZED SITE |

SLIDELL COUNTRY CLUB ESTATES

Freq. L]0
Time 125 250 500 1K 2K 4K
1630 68 70 73 74 74 b6 50
2000 58 56 61 43 60 54 44
2300 55 54 58 460 59 52 42
0800 60 64 64 48 bb 57 41

TABLE 14
PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC LEVELS
SLIDELL COUNTRY CLUB ESTATES
Cateulated™*

Year Automobiles * Trucks L]O (dBA)
1973 159 33 65
1974 214 44 66
1975 192 39 66
1976 352 72 69
1977 595 122 70
1978 726 153 71

* Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development,
Office of Highways yearly traffic counts.

** Caleulated from prediction method in NCHRP 174.
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E. Comparison Houﬁés Studie&‘ ‘

;l'he comparison houses are located throughout the subdivision. However, as noted above,
ane of the homes which were built on the east side of Robert Road have been included.

! . Study Objectives

'A. On and Off Highway Sales Price Comparisons

3 Slidel| Country Club Estates, unlike the subdivisions discussed earlier in this report,

as developed with homes which were primarily individually built, as opposed to identical

ct housing models. In order to avoid having to make many adjustments for the differences
(Jﬁ.the houses which would lead to very subjective results, a different approach was taken to
~the comparison of this group of houses. The subject houses on the highway were matched with
othgr homes which sold about the same time for a similar price. An attempt was made to
;fiécf homes which sold within three months before or ofter the sale on the highway and with

2

"_"s;lle price within $2,000-$3,000 of the subject house.

M

A subject house was used only if two or more price and time matches for that house could
be found. Where, after inspection, it was found that there was a substantial difference
:lbgtwéen the subject, and a comparison house, the comparison was dropped. For example,

1 ne and a half and two story houses were dropped from the study, as were homes which had
dditions or converted garage areas which existed at the time of the sale.

The owners of the subject house and all comparison houses were interviewed to obtain

i “foot area. Insome cases, the area of a home was to a small degree estimated because
Ty
%‘L measurement was difficult due to shrubbery, outbuildings, or the inability to get access to

he back yard. It was also difficult in a few cases to determine how much of a house was
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garage and storage grea as opposed to living area. Consequently, the square foot areq and
square foot value should not be strictly interpreted. However, considering the price of most
of the sales, a minor variation in area should not have a substantial effect upon price per
square foof.

All pertinent information obtained about each house is set out below for comparison, A
discussion of how the homes and prices "on" and "off" of the highway relate to each other
follows the basic information.

Because of the great similarity in the lots, the criteria used to make the comparison in
prices obtained was the square foot area of the house divided into the price paid. This is
sometfimes referred fo as "the price per square foot overall".

B. Differences in Resale Percentage Increases

Where a home on the highway sold more than once since 1972, an average monthly

increase for the resale of the subject house and its comparables is shown with the other

information outlined in Section A, A comparison of resale increases is made in the discussion

following that information.
C. Frequency of Resales Comparisons
Slidell Country Club Estates was developed in stages over a period of time which
encompasses the five-year sales study. Therefore, the period for resales comparison has been
limited to 1975 through 1977 when most of the study area should have been developed.
Streets which were still being developed and had new home sales during that period were

omitted. Unless noted otherwise, only fully developed streets where all sales were resales

in this time period have been used for comparison.
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As in other subdivisions, sales from a succession were excluded and transfers to and from

o corporafe entity were counted as one transfer. The number of transfers was divided by the
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1, Results of Study
A. Total Sales Reported

Including lot sales there were 54 sales backing into I~12 and 341 off the highway, for

& a foral of 395.

B. On and Off Highway Sales Price Comparisons
The subject house on the highway is listed first, followed by the comparison house., A
iscussion of how they compare follows.

Slidell Country Club Estates - 1

Backing into I-12:

la. 228 loop Drive = July 1977 - $61,000.00
1,952 S.F. - $31.25 per sq. ft.
Lot: 100" x 150" Lot No. 240
4 Bedrooms, 2 1/2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry Room,
Double Garage. No fireplace
Prior Acquisition: October 1974 - $47,500 - 10,3% Per Year Increase

Away From |-12:

lb. 102 N, Dabney Drive ~ June 1977 - $41,000.00
2,466 S.F. - $24.74 per sq. ft.
Lot: 108'/151* x 85'/102' - Corner Lot. Lot No. 98

4 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Detached
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Double Garage with_Flat Roof. Older House .

Prior Acquisition: May 1976 = $51,000 Increase 16.8% Per Year
lTe. 102 5. Jayson Drive - April 1977 - $61,000.00
2,070 S.F. ~ $29.47 per sq. ft.

Lot: 91'/80' x 159'/158' Lot No. 190

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double §

Carport. Wet Bar in Den. Fireplace. | ?

Prior Acquisition: October 1975 - 554,400 - 8.09% Increase Per Annum. :
1d. 202 Country Club Boulevard ~ June 1977 - $62,000,00

2,077 S.F. - $29.85 per sq. ft. ‘

Lot: 110" x 150'. Corner Lot. Lot 195

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double Carport
Prior Acquisition: February 1974 - 343,973 ~ Increase 12.0% per annum.

le. 334 Country Club Boulevard - June 1977 - $62,500.00
2,495 S.F. - $25.05 per sq. ft.
Lot: 100" x 150'. Corner Lot. Lot No. 129
4 Bedrooms, 2 1/2 Baths, Living and Dining, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Fireplace,
Double Garage. House needed exterior paint, recarpeting and a new roof.

Prior Acquisition: August 1973 - 349,500 - 6.85% per annum.

Conclusion - Slidell Country Club Estates - 1

The price per square foot obtained for the house backing into I-12 was greater than all
the other houses. The owner of 228 Loop Drive said the condition at time of purchase was

excellent and no work has been done on the house. All the other houses except 334 Country
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Club Boulevard (which required repainting, recarpeting, and reroofing) were also in good

condition. The resale increase of the comparables averages 10.9% per annum while that of

228 Loop Drive was 10.3%. The 1976 sale of "1b" is from sellers who had a low cost basis.

Slidell Country Club Estates - 2

Backing Into [-12:

2a. 326 Huntington - July 1977 - $62,500.00

2,156.14 S.F, - $28.99 per sq. ft.

Lot: 100" x 127'/135' Lot 87

4 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Loundry, Double
Carport, Fireplace

Prior Acquisition: December 1974 - $49,526,00 - 10.14% per year

Away From [-12:

1b.

le.

102 N. Dabney - July 1977 - $61, 000.00

2,466 S.F, - $24.74 per sq. ft.

Lot: 151°/150' x 106'/87' ~ Lot 98

4 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Detached
double garage with flat roof, no fireplace, Older House.

Prior Acquisition: May 1976 - $51,000 - 16.8% per annum increase

102 S. Jayson Drive - April 1977 ~ $61,000.00

2,070 S.F. - $29.47 per sq. ft.

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double
Carport, Fireplace, Wet Bar in Den

Prior Acquisition: $54,500 - October 1975 - 8.09% per annum
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1d. 202 Country Club Boulevard - July 1977 - $62,000.00
2,077 S.F. ~ $29.85 per sq. ft.

Lot: 110' x 150' = Lot 195

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double
Carport, Firepiace
Prior Acquisition: $43,973 - February 1974 - 12.0% per annum
le. 334 Country Club Boulevard - July 1977 - $62,500.00
2,495 5.F, - $25.05 per sq. ft.
Lot: 100" x 150' - Lot 129
4 Bedrooms, 2 1/2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double
Garage, Fireplace, Corner Lot, Needed outside paint, recarpeting and new roof.

Prior Acquisition: $49,500 ~ August 1973 - 6.85% per annum

Conclusion - Slidell Country Club Estates - 2

The house at 326 Huntington sold at a price equal to if not abave other homes in the
subdivision. It also compares favorably on a per square foot value basis. The average resale
increase of the houses off the highway is 10.9%, which is very close fo the increase of
10.14% for the subject house. {

The owner of 326 Huntington said that it was in perfect condition at the time it was
purchased and has required no repairs. All of the comparison houses, excluding 334 Country
Club Boulevard, were in good condition at the time of sale. !

As mentioned in the discussion of 228 Loop, the home at 334 Country Club Drive required

repainting outside, recarpeting, and ¢ new roof. These condition defects were apparently

offset by the additional living area.
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Slidell Country Club Estates = 3

Backing Into I-12:

3a. 216 Loop Drive = March 1977 - $61,400.,00
2,100 S.F, - $29.24 per sq. ft.
Lot: 100" x 150" - Lot 246
4 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double Garage,
Fireplace
Prior Acquisition: $53,750 - July 1975 - 8.54% per annum

Away From |-12:

le. 102 S. Jayson Drive - April 1977 - $41,000.00
2,070 S.F. - $29.47 per sq. ft,
Lot: 91'/80' x 159'/158' - Lot 190
3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living ond Dining, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double Carport,

Fireplace, Wet Bar in Den

i

Prior Acquisition: $54,400 - October 1975 - +8.09% per annum

3b. 211 Loop Drive = January 1977 - $62, 000.00
2,150 S.F. - $28.84 per sq. ft.
Lot: 100' x 150" ~ Lot No. 265
4 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double Garage,
Roughly across Loop Drive from Test House.

Prior Acquisition: $37,750 - August 1972 - 14,5% per year

T TR BT R T 3 G :
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Conclusion = Slidell Country Club Estates - 3

£ -

The price per square foot of 216 Loop compares closely with the comparables, The high'i ;
resale percentage per annum increase on 211 Loop may be attributable to the fact that itiy
the first resale since the house was first sold in 1972, whereas 216 Loop and 102 S, Jayson

show more recent acquisitions. The resale percentage increase of the comparables was 11.3%

while "3a" on the highway showed but 8.54%.

Slidell Country Club Estates = 4

Backing Info I-12:

4a. 346 Huntington = October 1976 - $53,000.00
1,761 S,F. - $30.09 per sq. ft.
Lot: 100' x 143" - Lot 77
4 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Double Goarage,
Fireplace
Prior Acquisition: Purchase price unknown; no sale since 1972

Away From {-12:

4b. 109 Pinewood - April 1976 - $51,500.00
1,951 5.F. - $26.40 per sq. ft,
Lot: 100" x 161" -~ Lot No. 340
4 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Laundry, No Den,
Double Garage, Fireplace

Prior Acquisition: $49,475 - November 1974 - 2.89% per year
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4c. 105 N. Braxton - Deéemrner 1976 - $52,103.00

1,898 S.F. - $27.45 per sq. ft.
Lot: T100' x 150" - Lot 260
4 Bedrooms, 2 1/2 Baths, Living and Dining Areaq, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double
Garage, No Fireplace
Prior Acquisition: Purchase price unknown; no sale since 1972
4d. 214 N. Jayson Drive - August 1976 - $52,500.00
2,156.5 5.F, - $24.35 per sq. ft.
Lot: 100' x 138' - Lot 288
4 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Me Den, No Laundry,
Double Garage, Fireplace

Prior Acquisition: $45,000 - September 1973 - 5.71% per year

Conclusion = Slidell Country Club Estates = 4

Again the subject house, 346 Huntington, had less living area than its comparable and
sold for a higher price per square foot. The owners also described the house as being in poor
condition at the time of sale. !t was necessary to repaint and recarpet. This should have
had a detrimental effect on price because all of the comparables were described as being in
good condition and required no work. Even so, the subject house on the highway sold for a
Price close to, if not above, the comparables after time adjustment. Resale percentage
increases could not be compared as acquisition price of subject and one comparable were

ptior to 1972 unknown.
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Backing Into 1-12:

=  Slidell Country Club Estates - 5

5a.

212 Loop - December 1975 - $57,800.00
1,970 S.F. - $29.34 per sq. ft.

Lot: 100" x 150' - Lot 248

4 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double
Garage, Fireplace, Swimming Pool added since sale

Prior Acquisition: October 1972 - $39,500 - 14.63% per year

Away From |-12:

5b.

5¢.

5d.

125 W, Pinewood - December 1975 - $58,500.00

2,170 5.F, - $26.96 per sq. ft.

Lot: 100" x 160" - Lot 351

4 Bedrooms, 2 1/2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry,
Double Garage, Firepiace

Prior Acquisition: March 1974 - $54,000 - 4.76% increase per annum

103 N. Braxton - October 1975 - $56,500,00

2,185 5.F. - $25.86 per sq. ft.

Lot: 100" x 150' - Lot 299

4 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double
Garage, No Fireplace, Wet Bar in Kitchen

Prior Acquisition: Purchase price unknown, no sale since 1972

311 Margon Court - Marcy 1976 - %57,500.00

2,180 S.F. - $26.38 per sq. ft.

Lot: 100" x 150" = Lot 160
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3 Bedrooms, 2 1/2 Bc:ths, Li\‘fit;g and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double
Carport, No Fireplace, On Golf Course

Prior Acquisition: January 1974 - $43,500 - 14.9% per annum increase

5e. 107 S. Jayson = January 1976 - $57,000.00

2,358 S.F. - $24.17 per sq. ft.

Lot: 100' x 201" - Lot 346

4 Bedrooms, 2 1/2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double
Garage, Fireplace, Condition - Needed new roof and replacement of patio

Prior Acquisition: August 1972 - $45,500 ~ 7.4% increase per annum

Conclusion - Slidell Country Club Estates - 5

The per square foot price of 212 Loop is greater than all of the comparables. The

- exceptionally high yearly value increase of 14.63% exceeds all the comparables except 311
Margon Court, which happens to back up to the golf course. The average price increase of
 the three comparables was 9.02%.

The subject house was said to be in excellent condition at the time of sale, as were

| 103 North Braxton and 311 Margon Court. However, 125 N. Pinewood required repainting

of the interior, and 107 S. Jayson had to have the roof and the patio replaced.

Slidell Country Club Estates - 6

Backing Into |-12:

éa. 216 Loop ~ July 1975 - $53,750.00
2,100 S.F, - $25.60 per sq. ft.
Lot: 100" x 150" - Lot 246

4 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double
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Away From |-12:

Garage,.Fireplace

Prior Acquisition: July 1974 - $49,000 - 9.69% per annum

éb.

be.

6d‘

324 Counfry Club Drive - September 1975 - $52,000.00
2,019 5.F. - $25.76 per sq. ft.

Lot: 100' x 150" - Lot 135

4 Bedrooms, 2 1/2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry,
Double Garage, Fireplace

Prior Acquisition: Purchase price unknown; no sale since 1972

102 S. Jayson = October 1975 - $54,400.00

2,070 S.F. - $26.28 per sq. ft.

Lot: 91'/80' x 159'/158' - Lot 190

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double
Carport, Fireplace

Prior Acquisition: January 1973 - $42,500 - 10.18% increase per year

126 Pinewood = May 1975 - $53,000.00

2,130 S.F, - $24.88 per sq. .

Lot: 110'/74' x 130" - Lot 381

Information unavailable, Double Garage, Corner Lot

Prior Acquisition: November 1972 - $50,000.00 - 2.4% per year

Conclusion - Slidell Country Club Estates - 6

The home at 216 Loop Drive sold at about the same square foot price as the average of the

comparables, which was $25.64,
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The subject home's resdle increase, “slightly less than 10%, is also favorable. [t compares

well with the comparable at 102 South Jayson, a house of about the same age, there being

seven months difference in their sale. The average per annum increase of the two comparables

is 6.29%,

All of the homes in this group have resold since the 1975 sales so information on their

condition at the time of sale was not available. The residents of 126 W. Pinewood could

not be contacted after repeated efforts.,

gt

R,

Stidell Country Club Estates - 7

Backing Into 1-12:

L

7a. 324 Huntington - May 1975 - $51,000.00
2,070 S.F. - $24.64 per sq. ft,

Lot: 100" x 143' - Lot 88

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double
1‘ Carport, Fireplace

_ Prior Acquisition: April 1973 - $39,900 - 13.35% per year

s Away From |-12:

e

- 7b. 310 Country Club Boulevard - June 1975 - $50,500.00

1,979.4 S.F. - $25.52 per sq. ft.

Lot: 113" x 150" ~ Lot 140

3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Double Garage,

Fireplace

Prior Acquisition: Purchase price unknown; no sale since 1972
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6c. 102 5. Jayson - October 1975 - $54,400.00
2,070 S.F. - $26.28 per sq. ft.
Lot: 91'/80' x 159'/158" ~ Lot 190
3 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double
Carport, Fireplace, Wet Bar in Den
Note: This house was built by same construction company as 324 Huntington
and appears to be the same floor plan.
Prior Acquisition: January 1973 - $42,500 - 10.18% increase per year
7c. 328 Landon - August 1975 ~ %51,951.00
2,183 5.F. - 523.80 per sq. ft.
Lot: 95" x 204' - Lot 209
4 Bedrooms, 2 Baths, Living and Dining Area, Kitchen, Den, Laundry, Double
Carport, Fireplace

Prior Acquisition: Purchase price unknown; no sale since 1972

Conclusion - Slidell Country Club Estates - 7

The only significant difference in the sale of 324 Huntington and its comparables is in the
sale of 102 South Jayson. This is particularly important in that the subject and the home on
South Jaysen were built by the same construction company, their original sales only seven
mob\ths apart. Their exterior measurements are identical, as are the number of rooms, which

would indicate that the two houses are the same floor plan. From the interview with the

¢
1

homeowners, the only difference in the houses that could be determined was a wet bar in

the den of the house at South Jayson.

248




If the South Jayson sale is &djusted for the five month's difference in time of sale, using
its average yearly increase, it's adjusted sale price is $52,186. After time adjustment, the
;iifference in the houses is only about $1,000 or approximately 2%. This minute difference
m the selling prices could be a result of the imperfection in the market. Purchasers of the
subject house described its condition as excellent. The present owners of 102 South Jayson
(which has resold since 1975) reported that the home was in good condition af the time they
purchased it. The purchasers of 328 Landon, who are the current owners, found the house to
be in good condition. Some repainting was done, not out of necessity, but only as a matter

%} of personal taste.
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SCCE-1
SCCE-2
SCCE-3
SCCE-4
SCCE-5
SCCE-6

SCCE-7

228 Loop Dr,
325 Huntington
216 Loop

346 Huntington
212 Loop

216 Loop

324 Huntington

RECAPITULATION

July 1977
July 1977
Mar. 1977
Oect. 1976
Dec. 1975
July 1975
May 1975

Average

* Not Included in Average

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Aver. Aver,
Comp.  Subject Comp,
S per per per Yr. per Yr
Sq. Ft.  Sqg. Ft. Inc. inc.
$31.25 $27.28 10.3%  10.9%
$28.99 $27.28 10.1%  10.9%
$29.24 $29.16 8.5% 11.3%
$30.09  $26.07 N/A* 4,3%
$29.34 $25.84 14.6%  9.0%
$25.60 $25.64  9.7%  6.3%
$24.64  $25.20 13.4%  10.2%
$28.45 $24.64 11.1% 9.8%

(1) Subject (House Backing into I-12) Price per Sq. Foot

(2) Average Price per Sq. Ft. of Comparables away from 1-12

(3) Subject (House Backing into 1-12) Percentage Price Increase per Annum on Resale.

(4) Average per Annum Price Increase of Houses away from 1-12, excluding purchases

before 1972,
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Pl

The recapitulation above clearly indicates that the houses which back into 1-12 have not

s suffered any diminution in market value. The price per square foot overall is about 6.8%

o
.

N
iy

f;higher for the houses backing into the highway than those away from the highway; however,

Fo

Sthis is mostly caused by the fact that many of the houses backing into the highway are of

B

Rl
Y

j;i;[ightly smaller area. The significant aspect of the data is that the percentage increase for
gl

*i%the houses backing into the highway is 12.1% higher than for the interior houses.

.

EE
B

et

= The overall aspect of the data tends to indicate no diminution in value, both from a

‘é{quure foot sale price and also from a sales increase percenfage study. These data were
a surprise fo those doing the study because the local Realtors generally contended that the
“hhouses along 1~12 brought less than comparable houses. Furthermore, this is a super-suburban
.jcprea where the commuter would expect quiet and peaceful surroundings. in spite of these
i’ff'c:ci'ors,, the data fend o indicate that there are enough people willing to pay as much for
Whouses backing into 112 as away from it. The possible mitigating circumstance which exists
is the heavy planting of scrubs along the rear line and the pine trees which hcve been planted
by the Highway Department.

C. Frequency of Resales On and Off Highway

The turnover on the highway side of Loop and Huntington Drive falls in the middle of the

range of figures for turnover off of the highway.

Average
Annual
No. of Turnover
Street No. of Lots Transfers Rate
North Side Abutting I-12:
Loop 14 7 .083
Huntington 19 {less 1 new sale) 7 .062
Average .073
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- . Average

Annual
No. of Turnover
Street No. of Lots Transfers Rate
Away From {-12:
N. Dabney 12 6 .083
N. Coby ® 4 .073
N. Braxton 10 (1 near hwy. excluded) 4 066
N. Randall 10 (1 near hwy. excluded) 7 120
Margon Ct. 18 7 .065
Loop ? 4 .074
(South Side}
Huntington 18 5 047
(South Side)
Landon 25 7 .047
N. Jayson 16 (less 1 new sale) 4 .042
Average .069

Therefore, the houses which backed into the Interstate Highway resold at about the
average resale rate of the houses away. The average of all resales of .070 is close to

resales on the highway and indicates no significantly more frequent turnover than overall

average.
D. Annual Percentage Increase of Sales Prices Comparison

This is discussed under "B" above with the conclusion that the adjusted average annual

percentage increase for houses which back into 112 is very near to that of the houses in the

interior.
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CHAPTER 4 - CONCLUSION OF THE COMPLETE STUDY
Part T - Methodology for Measurement of Noijse

Impact on Residential Values

Study Criteria for Garden Apartments
A. Purpose of the Study

1. To measure the effect, if any, on the value of residential apartments
in close proximity to a highway noise source.

2. For the market value of apartments to be affected adverseiy because
of close proximity to highway noise, there must be o Joss in gross
revenue because of the noise.

3. Apartment complex revenue loss can result from

a. Llesser rents from apartment unifs near the noise;

b. higher vacancy rate because of the noise; and/or
b ¢. greater maintenance costs because of greater turnover in noise
affected units.
B. Ingredients Necessary for An Objective Study
1. Noise Levels sufficient to create a problem.
a. The noise level at the buildings in close proximity to the highway
: should equal or exceed a maximum Lyp of 70 dBA more than once
a day.
b. Noise from the roadway studied should exceed the interior noise

levels in the complex by approximately 10 dBA.
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C.

E -]

The study areas should be relatively isolated from other sQurces
of m:.vis_e, such as factories or airporis.

Other environmental factors, such as air poliution or adverse
visual effects, should either be minimal or analyzed separately

to determine their individual effect.

Noise measurements should be taken in accordance with the

recommended procedures in the FHWA's FHPM 7-7-3,

Similar Apartment Units with and without the Noise Levels “%

Q.

Units in the same complex require the least amount of adjustments

for any differences in environment, maintenance, tenant composition,
public image, etc. ;
Any and all differences in the units compared shouid be analyzed.
The view from the living room of the apartment unit is particularly
significant and may enhance or defract from the desirability of the
rental unit. Differentiation between the adverse effect of view
and highway noise is quite difficult.

Proximity to recreational facilities, particularly in adult-only
apartment complexes, is highly desirable and can distort the
findings.

Proximity to children's play areas in family-oriented complexes
tends to have a detrimental effect on families which do not have
children from the ages of 5 to 10 and may distort the findings.
Apartments, particularly those in the interior of courtyards, which
are removed from the parking areas constitute an inconvenience

which can affect their desirability.
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g. The aesff:léfic aspecri' of the pedestrian approach to the apartment
can influence its desirability. Those apartments facing large,
uninteresting parking areas can be adversely affected. Yet, in
some areas, people want to be able to watch their cars in front
of their apartments.

h. Air conditioning compressors, particularly those on the ground
or on a level with the living areas, may produce more noise than
the highway.

3. The results from the study of one apartment complex should be tested
with those of other complexes in similar situations (on the same highway
if possible).

a. While the purpose of this study was to ascertain the effect, if any,
of the highway noise on the economic value of apartments, generally,
the results of any effect found on a particular complex should be
tested by a study of similar units of other complexes in similar
circumstances. For instance, rent concessions were made by Lake
Kenilworth which were not made by any other apartment complexes
along the same Interstate Highway. This type of testing should reduce
the chance of error due to management or owner prejudice.

b. Any reduced rental from one complex should be checked with o
comparison of occupancy levels in the same units near and away from

the noise source in the same and other similar apartment complexes.
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4, The'cooperéfion of the owners of the apartment complex is required.

a. This is the only method of proving any rent rate or occupancy
differential, and of obtaining the history of move-back requests.

b. Bona fide rent rolls are the best evidence, particularly with
regard to rates and occupancy.

c. Managers and owners have experience with regard to prospective
tenants' and occupants' reactions to various views from the fiving
room, proximity fo recreation facilities, children's play areas,
parking areas, etc. in addition to knowing if the highway noise
has created any problems. They also can relate tenant disposition
regarding security, convenience to laundry, shopping, etc.

d. In many cases where rent rolls are unobtainable, managers and

owners can relate if there are any differences in rent levels

for similar units differently oriented, any occupancy problems
for various units (particularly those near the noise source), and .
any move-back requests. This information while not being completely
objective, is particularly significant when the complex has close
fo 100% occupancy and therefore, objective evidence of tenant
preferences is unobtainable.
5. A sufficient period of time experience is important.
a. The noise source must have existed for some time.
b. The apartment complex or rental units should have been in existence

for at least two years to remove the effect of the "fill-up" period.
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c. Testing should be more accurate if the period of the test begins
after the unit is two to three years old.

Units tested should be free of bad management or other economic,

locational or social problems which can distort the study.

a. Less than good management can result in unreasonable resulis.

b. Either over~building of apartments or severe economic recession
which create generally high vacancy raties in given areas can
produce data which proves nothing.

c. Apartment complexes which because of location clearly are not
economically feasible may produce erroneous results.

d. The public image of any apartment complex is particularly
significant. One large, family-type complex in which there was
a drug-related murder developed vacancy problems overnight
(it was not located near a noise producing highway). The economic
leve! and social conduct of the occupants can have effects on rates
and occupancy more drastic than physical factors or noise.

Units with 100% occupancy have some limitations in studying noise

effects.

a. The occupancy levels of the apartment units near the noise source
tend to be the same as those away.

b. There is less temptation by management to place the rent levels
lower for units which might have adverse influences.

c. The trouble of moving back to a unit away from the noise may be

greater for the accupant than toleration of the noise.
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C. Type of Evidence Sought

I. Any rental rate concession for units near the noise source should be
compared with similar units not near the noise source. This must be
adjusted for any other particularly significant difference. For instance,
the view of the interior lake was so desirable in the Lake Kenitworth
apartment units that the rent levels were higher for these units than
for all the other units, both near and away from the noise source.

2. The vacancy levels for units near the noise source should be compared

with similar units not near the noise source.

a. Because there is variance in the occupancy levels for efficiencies,

one, two and three bedroom units, the vacancy comparison should

be done by types of units in addition to being done by different
locations within the complex.

b. Testing should be done over an extended period, at least two
years.

c. Necessity caused vacancies, such as unrepaired damaged units,
fire damaged units, etc., should be eliminated.

d. Units which are not rented because they are used for recreational,
storage or other purposes should be eliminated.

e. Unpaid rents, bad debts, etc., will show as vacancies if only rents
collected are counted to determine occupancy. If management
promptly acts upon such losses, the effect on the vacancy
caleulations should even out insofar as units near and away from
the noise source. Nonetheless, particularly in smaller compiexes,

this aspect should be checked.
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3. Requests for move-backs from tenants near the noise source should be
investigated.

a. This tends to indicate, even in apartment complexes with high occupancy
rates, if the noise from the highway has any adverse effect.

b. Furthermore, this indicates if the noise is sufficient to warrant
tenants asking for a rear unit when it becomes available.

4, The turnover rate of apartments near the noise source should be compared
with the turnover rate of similar units in the same complex which are
away from the noise.

a. Tenant moving falls into three categories:

1. Normal, 2. Move-back to another apartment in the same
complex, and 3. Move=out to another complex because of the
noise.

b. If the furnover rate of the noise~criented apartments is the same
as for similar units in the same complex away from the noise,
then there can be no market valve damage.

c. If the overall turnover rate is higher, then the potential for
increased maintenance costs should be investigated.

D. Methodology for Measuring Value Losses

1. When the reri. level for apartment units near the noise is less than for
similar units away from the noise in the same complex, the capitalized
rent loss indicates the value loss.

a. Before any calculation of value loss, it should be ascertained if the
same diminution in rent prevails in other complexes in the area

(particularly on the same highway).
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b The rent loss should also be tested with the occupancy comparison
in the same complex for the same type of units. [f there is a rent
concession for units near the noise source, but this results in very
high occupancy rates for these units, this is some evidence that
the doncession or part of it is not necessary,

c. An illustration of the value loss would be as follows: Assume in a

given complex that 30 apartment units near the noise source rent

for $20 per month less than similar units in the rear. The maximum
rent loss at 100% occupancy would be: 30 units x $20 per month x

12 months is $7,200.00 per annum. If the overall capitalization

rate is 10.9%, then the maximum value loss would be $66,055.00.

If the occupancy rate of the rear units is 92% then 8% of the

$66,055 would not apply. $66,055 x .92% is $60,771 value loss.

2. The occupancy level for the units near the noise source should be checked
with the occupancy level of similar units in the same complex which are
not near the noise source and the income loss capitalized.

a. If the occupancy level for the units near the noise source is the same
as that for similar units away from the noise source, then there can
be no value loss due to vacancies caused by the noise levels of the
highway.

b. If the occupancy level for the units near the noise source is lower
than that of the similar units in the rear, then such loss should be
calculated on an annual basis. For instance, if the same 30 apartment

units near the noise source have an occupancy level of 85% while
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the similar units in the rear renting for $200 per month have an
occupancy level of 92%, then

30 units x $180 per month

% 12 months x .92 = $59,616
30 units x $180 per month

x 12 months x .85 = 55,080
Rent Loss Due to Occupancy

Difference $ 4,536
Divided by Overall Capitali-

zation Rate + 109
Value Loss $41,615

c. Note that if the occupancy rate of the units near the noise source is
greater than similar units in the rear, then the capitalized advantage
would be a value gain (rather than a value loss). This can take
place if the rent levels of the units near the noise are offered at
a lower rental than rear units. If this were the case, then the
$41, 615 value loss of "b" would be a gain and would be deducted
from the rent loss capitalized of "a" above of $66,055 and the nef
loss would be $24,440.00.

3. The rate of turnover for apartments near the noise source compared with

similar units in the rear when converted into added maintenance costs

when capitalized can indicate the value loss.

a. If the 30 apartment units near the noise source have a turnover rate
of .24 per annum while similar units in the rear have but a . 16 per

annum rate, then the units near the noise source have a .08 added
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tornoverrate. Therefore: 30 x .24 = 7.2 units per year less
30 x .16 = 4.8 units per year or a difference of 2.4 added turnover
per year. If the added maintenance charges are $350 per unit,
then the added maintenance charges are $840 per year which
capitalized at . 109 is a value loss of $7,706.00,

b. If the rate of turnover is the same, then there can be no value loss.

c. The added cost of maintenance must be verified.

E. Methodology for Measuring Value Gain Due to the Highway
1. If because of the prominence of the complex because of the highway
results in higher rents per unit than for similar complexes not on major
streets, then the capitalized rent advantage results in value gain.

a. If a 300 unit complex has rents per unit which are $5 per month

higher because of the highway, then 300 apartments x $5 additional

rent x 12 months x .13 occupancy (85% for 30 units and 92% for

270 units) = $16,434 per annum Rental Advantage capitalized at
-109 = $150,771 value added due to the highway.
b. If the rent levels are the same, then there is no value advantage.
¢. Comparison of rent levels can easily be accomplished by a rent
survey which measures rent per square foot per month adjusted for
differences in services, etc,
2. If because of the prominence of the complex because of the highway results
in higher occupancy rates than for similar complexes not on major streets,

then the capitalized added rent results in a value gain.
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a. If the same 300 unif‘cc;mplex has 5% added occupancy due to the
prominence of the highway, then the following results:

Model Away From Highway Prominence:

300 Units x $200 x 12 mos. x 90% = $648,000
Complex on Major Highway:

300 Units x $200 x 12 mos. x 94.5% = 680,400
Rental Advantage Per Annum -

Increased Occupancy = § 32,400
Capitalization Rate = 5 109
Value Gain (Before Rent Loss to

Front Units) = $297,248

Note: If the rent loss for the front
units at $20 per month x 30
units x 12 has not been deducted,
then deduct $66,055.

b. The above requires a comparison of occupancy for the complex on
noisy highway with similar .complexes in remote locations. If the
occupancy levles are the same, then there is no value gain. If
the highway contributes to the income stream by giving prominence,
local identity, convenience, etc., then this must be considered
along with the adverse effect of noise.

c. The occupancy levels are particularly sensitive in measuring the
total impact of the highway on value.

. Study Criteria for Single Family Residential Units
A. Purpose of the Study
1. To measure the effect, if any, on the value of single family residential units

in close proximity to a highway noise source.
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2. Forhouses tobe affected adversely because of their close proximity to
highway noise, there must be a loss in the market value because of the
noise.

3. Market value loss can best be demonstrated by a comparison of prices
obtained for similar houses near and away from the noise.

4. Other evidence of market value loss includes comparison of frequency
of resales and of resale percentage increases,

Ingredients Necessary for Empirical Study

1. Noise levels sufficient to create a problem,

2. Similar houses in the same neighborhood adjacent to and removed from
the highway noise.

3. Availability of verified sales data.

4. More than one subdivision in similar circumstances.

5. Data studied over a sufficient period of time.

6. A sufficient volume of sales in the same area.

7. The absence of unusual economic, locationd! or social problems which
may distort the results.

Type of Evidence Sought

1. Sales prices obtuined need to be within a very limited time period for the
same type of house adjacent to and removed from the noise. Testing
should be compared with the prices obtained from a number of similar
houses removed from the noise source.

2. Frequency of resale of houses near the noise source should be compared with

frequency of resale of similar models in the same area remote from the traffic
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noise source to determine if dissatisfaction causes those near the noise to
sell more frequently.

3. Annual resale percentage increases of houses near the noise source should
be compared with the increases for houses in the same area away from
the noise.

D. Methodology For Measuring Value Loss = Price Comparison
1. New Houses of Speculative Builders
a. Since these types of homes are generally almost identical in physical
attributes, new sale prices at the same time can be compared. Policies
and procedures of speculative house builders often influence the results.
b. Care must be exercised to make adjustment for time differences,
if applicable.

2. Custom Built New Houses

a. In a given neighborhood, houses which are different in size but
basically similar in detail can be compared on an overall square
foof price or, after allowance for the value of lot, a comparison
of the price per square foot of improvements.

b. Care must be exercised to make adjustment for any differences in
the improvements or land which might influence cost or price.

c. The study of resale percentage increases and frequency of resales

is not possible.

d. Adjustment for time or financing differences may be necessary.
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3. . Older Subdivision Homes

a.

The sale of each house near the noise source should be compared with
all the similar model houses in the interior which sold in close proximity
in poinf of time. Since it is possible to select either high or low
interior sales, the best results are obtained by taking all sales of
similar models which sold within é months or a year of the sale of

the house on the noisy highway.

Adjustment for time difference should be based upon price increase
data for the particular model within the given time period.

Lot value differentials related to size or corner influence should be
considered and the prices adjusted.

Condition differences should be investigated when the sales price
differential exceeds 6%.

Prices should be adjusted for all differences in the improvements.

When sales comparisons produce a percentage difference for the | g
interior model in excess of 8%, then detailed investigation

into buyer and seller motivation, and financing differences is
necessary.

All data should be reduced to percentage differences. Therefore,

if the noise has an effect on value, it will be represented as a

percentage loss in value. Conclusions under 6% can be attributed ‘

to imperfections in the market.
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4, Older Custoi Houses -

a. The gross sales price of the house near the noise source should be noted
and the sales of other properties in the same neighborhood which sold
at the same time for about the same price should be investigated.

b. The price per square foot of the houses on and away from the highway
and al] other attributes of the houses can be compared.

¢. This investigation endeavors to ascertain what ecch uyer received
at about the same fime.

E. Methodology for Measuring Value Loss - Resale Percentage Increase
1. The percentage increase per annum for each sale of a house which is near
the noise source should be compared with the percentage increase for similar
models in the interior over an extended period (4 to 8 years}. The comparison
houses selected should have resold within the same time period as the house
near the highway. Those percentage increases for all houses which deviate
from the norm over 6% should be investigated to ascertain improvements,
condition changes, motivational causes, etc. [f the total data tend to show
that the houses near the noise source resell af lesser percentage increases
consistently, then the amount of the percentage difference can be translated
into a potential value loss due to the highway. For instance, if houses near
the noise source resell for 9.4% less annual increase than interior houses,
then the total loss would be 9.4% times the appreciated value of interior
houses. If the conclusion variance is less than 6% after adjustment for

difference, this could be caused by imperfections in the market, particularly

if the data range widely.
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F. Frequency of Resale
1. The frequency of resale of houses near the noise source should be compared
with the frequency of resale of houses in the interior. The best method

is the percentage rate of resale per annum over an extended period
(4-8 years).

2. Resale frequency can not be translated into a value loss, but does tend
to show if dissatisfaction with the noise is sufficient to cause people to
sell more frequently than average.

G. Adjustment For Other Causes of Value Loss

1. In those cases where a value loss for houses on noisy highway is indicated,
investigation into other potential causes such as a bad view, danger from
traffic, backing out of driveway problems, unenforced speed [imits, drag
racing, etc., may cause or contribute to the diminution in value.

2. In those cases where houses on the noisy highway actually sell for more
than houses in the interior, investigation into the causes is warranted.
For instance, on heavily traveled Conal Blvd, in New Orleans, values
have been higher than on interior streets in Lakeview Subdivision because
of the attractive median ("neutral ground” in local jargon) and the fact that
there are a number of people in the area who like the prestige of the
address and location.

3. As subdivisions become older (regardless of what direction values trend),
the imperfections of the market increase. For instance, in Willowdale
Subdivision, there are some instances of houses backing into Interstate

which sell for more than all the interior models for no apparent reason.
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Also, interior heuses which are quite similar sell for different prices.
The spread in this area due to imperfection of the market easily ranges
6% each side of the norm. Therefore, the largest possible testing should

be accomplished. Such imperfection may exist even after adjustments

for all differences.
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[. Conclusions Regarding Garden Apartments

A.

Part 2 - Conclusions From This Study

E 3 -

An objective study of the effect of highway noise on the value of apartments

is not a simple task.

1. The noise levels of many complexes on expressways frequently are not
sufficient to qualify as above acceptable levels determined by the
Federal Highway Administration,

2. Many apartment units in times of apartment undersupply in a given area
have very high occupancy levles making noise-related vacancy research
impossible.

3. Owners and managers at times will not cooperate by furnishing rent rolls
and other information needed for the study.

4. Owner and manager prejudice can influence the results in a particular

apartment complex.

5. The highway gives prominence and exposure which assist the owners and

managers in renting the apartments, at times above levels obtained for

similar units in remote locations. Further, these attributes might benefit

the occupancy levels in the complex. Yet, af the same time, those unifs

near the noise source can command less rent or have less occupancy.
While no apartment complexes in this study were found which were on major
arterial collectors which were not also on Interstate Highways, three were

found which had frontage on both (two in New Orleans area, and one in

Baton Rouge).
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1. All three had no adverse effect as a result of the noise levels of either
the Interstate or local road.

a. The rent levels for similar units were the same for noise oriented and
for interior units.

b. There was only one complaint from the local road highway noise study
and this was from a party who complained about the noise of the air
conditioner. There were no requests for move=backs.

¢c. There were no vacancy problems in the noise oriented units; however,
this is not significant since the complexes were close to 100% occupied.

C. One apartment complex in Baton Rouge and nine in the New Orleans area

fronted on Interstate highways and were researched generally; however, detailed

studies were not made because all had unusually high occupancy rates.

1. The rent levels for noise oriented units were the same in all coses as with
similar units away from the noise.

2. In all these units, there was but one request to move and this was motivated
by a desire to get into a cheaper, one bedroom unit from a two bedroom
unit. This is the only move-back request known.

3. There were no known move-outs because of the noise.

4. Older people apparently prefer the front apartments even with the noise
because of security and the fact that they do not have to drive their cars
to the rear of the complex.

5. Because of the generally high occupancy rates, there were no problems
with vacancies in the noise related units.

6. The view from the front (living room) of the apartment was apparently more

important than the noise problem.
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7. Proximity to recreational facilities was more important to adults than the
noise problem.

8. Being removed from the young children's playground was more important
than the Highway noise.

D. Lake KenilWorth Apartment Complex was studied in detail because it had |ess
than 100% occupancy, previously did have a small rent concession for some
units on the highway, and owner cooperation was obtained.

1. Some of the units facing the highway had a 6.85% rent concession which
was eliminated recently without any increase in vacancies over a short
time period. The rental obtained for the noise oriented units was the same
previously as for similar interior units excepting that the interior units did
not have an outside balcony. Interior units with balconies were charged
$17 per month more.

2. The occupancy rate for the noisé oriented units was high as compared with
similar interior units facing concrete parking area, an open canal, and
a major street (not the Interstate). The units facing I-10 did have slightly

more vacancies than units near the shopping center, inferior lake, or

interior courtyards. It was concluded that proximity to the noise did not

contribute to vacancy ratio of the front units since the occupancy rate on
these units was about at the overall average of the complex.
3. Points Numbers 2, 3, 4, 6, 7 and 9 under "C" above were likewise

applicable to Lake Kenilworth Apartments.
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4. Considering the prominence and exposure of Lake Kenilworth
Aparfments, it was concluded that the benefits of the highway more
than overcame the prior loss of $17 per unit for some of the noise
oriented apartments. Furthermore, occupancy and recent experience
with no rent concession tend to prove that the $17 reduction was due
to owner's prejudice. All the other units on i-10 East had no rent
concessions.

E. In light of the fact that the noise levels of all these complexes were above
recommended maximum levels and in light of the findings, it is concluded
that the highway noise in this area does not have an adverse effect on
rental income or market value.

ll. Conclusions Regarding Single Family Residential

A. Selection of suitable subdivisions for testing the effect of highway noise is
important if any objective study is to be undertaken.

1. Having a sufficient amount of relevant sales both near and away from
the highway at about the same time is mandatory.

2. Those data which require the least amount of adjustment for differences
(both physical ond economic) give results with the least possibility

of error.

B. Willowdale Subdivision

1. This is an ideal subdivision to ascertain if high noise level of an Interstate
highway causes a diminution in value: @) because of the age of houses

(about 15 years), b) because of the presence of similar models backing

into the highway and in the interior, and ¢) because of numerous sales

both on and off the highway. While 11 of the sales on the highway tend
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to indicate that the houses in the interior sell for 5.43% more than the

E -

houses on the highway, there were 7 other sales on the highway which
indicate that the interior houses were, in fact, worth 6.92% less on the
average. This is affer adjustment for time and lot size. Therefore, the
sales data do not appear to be sufficient evidence to indicate that there
is an adverse effect on the property values because of noise.

The houses backing into the highway over the last six years resold at a
frequency rate of 1.99% less than the overall average of resales in the
subdivision which is no indication of dissatisfaction to a point of selling
frequently.

The overall percentage of value increase per annum is lower for houses
backing into the Interstate by 1.61% per annum according to the criteria
of the study; that is, increases over 12.5% annual and under 2.4% were
eliminated. Interestingly, 2 resales were eliminated which would run
the average to a plus 1.7% for the houses on the highway, one at 31%
annual increase, the other at 13.4%. Since there were only 8 houses abuiting
the highway which resold over the six-year period, this result is not considered

significant.

C. Vineland Subdivision

1.

This is an area of new houses next to Willowdale which face the Frontal
Road alongside the Interstate (therefore, there is noise and view diminution
potential). With a limited number of comparables, the sales indicate that
the prices obtained, adjusted for price only, faveor the interior houses by

2.83%. However, most of this is due to the narrower lots of the houses

on the highway.
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2. It was obvious that the houses in this small subdivision had exceptionally
high resale values. It is interesting fo note that the five sales of houses
facing the Interstate frontal road were at an average annual increase
of 3.18% higher than the five sales off the highway. Resales on the
frontal road were at an average increase of 16.39% per annum and off

the frontal road at 13.21% per annum.

D. Terrytown

1. This is the study of new, middle class housing and shows ‘that on this busy
major arterial collector, the deviation is so small as to be insignificant.
This tends fo indicate a lack of buyer resistance to the parkway with its
traffic and noise.

2. There is only one resale of these relatively new houses on Terry Parkway
and it was at a 13.63% annual rate of increase which compares favorably
to the resales of four interior houses at an average annual increase
of 12,79%.

3. There is no potential for an adequate sales comparison or a frequency of
resale comparison because the houses are so new.

E. Holiday Drive

1. This study of houses on a busy major arterial collector fends to indicate
that the houses in the interior sell for from 1.5% to 2.1% more than the
hﬁuses on Holiday Drive. This is the result after adjustment for the larger
lots on Holiday Drive, for the time of the sales, and, to a limited extent,

condition. Because all the lots on Holiday Drive were larger than the
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interior house lots, such a small deviation could easily have come from the
lot or time adjustment. Furthermore, it is felt that there is of least this
percentage of imperfection in the single family house market.

2. The resale percentage increase averages slightly higher for the interior
houses (.24%) than for the four houses on Holiday Drive. However, it
should be pointed out that two of the four sales were eliminated because
they were too high (16.77% and 14,35% annual). The houses in this
entire subdivision had relatively high resale values.

3. The frequency of sales for Holiday Drive is 10.83% per annum whereas
the overall subdivision rate is 11.4%. This is over a six-year period.

F. Sherwood Forest Boulevard

1. This heavily traveled street in Baton Rouge with custom homes has a high
noise level of 72 dBA, with approximately the same quantity of traffic
as Holiday Drive; however, the eight models studied over a three-year

period do not show any adverse influence from the noise.

The noise levels on Holiday Drive in Algiers (New Orleans) approach
76 dBA because the speed limit of 35 mph is not strictly enforced as the

same speed limit is on Sherwood Forest Boulevard.,

The comparison of sales on Sherwood Forest Boulevard and sales of houses
off the boulevard show very little difference in price per square foot.

Of the eight houses studied, it appears that five houses on Sherwood
Forest Boulevard sold for 6.5% more than the interior houses before

adjustment for the higher price per square foot which the smaller houses
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should bring; Three houses on Sherwood Forest Boulevard apparently
sold for 3.0% less than their interior comparables. Both of these
average variances are greatly reduced by the fact that almost
consistently smaller houses will sell at a relatively higher square
footage price. Therefore, there appears to be no appreciable variance.
Resale frequency is so small, both for Sherwood Forest Boulevérd and
the interior houses, that this is not considered a good test in this
subdivision.

Percentage increases are likewise considered not reliable because of

the small size of the sample.

G. Slidell Country Club Estates

1.

A different method of comparison was used in this super-suburban
subdivision. Sales of houses which backed into 1-12 were noted, and
houses which sold for a similar price away from [-12 were studied. A
standard of overall price-per-square-foot was used, and it showed that
the houses which backed into I-12 actually sold for an average of
$28.45 per-square-foot, while the average of the houses in the interior
sold for $26.64, or 6,8% less. This is about par, since some of the
houses backing into 1-12 were somewhat smaller than their comparables.
The average resale price increase was 11.1% per annum for houses
backing info |-12, while that for the interior was 9.8%, or 12% less.
The frequency of resales of the houses backing into 1-12 was just about
the same as the average of the houses in the balance of the subdivision

for the six-year period.
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H. Overall Conclusion for Single Family Homes

The abundance of evidence is that the houses which back into the Interstate Highway in
Willowdale Subdivision, Vineland Street and Slidell Country Club Estates ﬁei’rher suffer a
price diminution as measured by sales comparisons and resale price increases, nor do they sel|
any more frequently than sales in the interior.

There is some evidence that some of the houses on the Interstate sell for less if the person
taking the sample selects only those houses in this category. However, on an overall basis,
those differences in prices are so small as to be inconclusive. For instance, in Willowdale
Subdivision on Interstate 10, there were samples which indicated both ways, and the percentage
price increases were very close. On Vineland Street, which faces o frontage road alongside
=10, the values were 2.83% lower for those facing the Interstate; however, the lots of
these houses were smaller. In the quiet super-suburban community of Slidell, the houses in
the Couniry Club Estates showed no appreciable difference as between those backing into
I~12 and those in the interior. For homes on major arterial collectors, the new homes in
Terrytown and those in Sherwood Forest in Baton Rouge showed no difference. Holiday Drive
in Algiers (New Orleans) did show from 1.4% to 2.5% lesser value than the interior houses;
however, the imperfections of the residential single family house market could account for
this as likewise the adjustments taken for the larger lots on Holiday Drive and the time
adjustments. If there is a true effect on market value on Holiday Drive, at least a part of this
is aftributed to the fact that the speed limits are not strictly enforced in this residential suburb

of New Orleans.
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WILLOWDALE
MARGIE STREET (NORTH SIE - ADJACENT 10 I-10)
HOUSE BEFORE. [14):)
5. oT 3. SIZE SELLER-FURCHASER 1572 w72 1973 1974 1975 1976 9717 FOLIO
30 1294 5W09 E0xl05  S.G. Hebert-N.L. Willlam 12/39,912a 827/382
P.P. Gromito-5.G. Heberc 3/35,500v 784/268
10 1304 5713 60105 V.Di Paole-D.R. Fipitone 5/37,500h 836/378
1 232 5805 6LW03  H. Barnes-E. Hewdwmrch 8/42 ,000a 842/918
0 333 5901 Slxl05 J. Pickard-C.G. Mill /44,0000 8L1/614
J.B. Jooes-J.F. Plckard 8/33,500h 7981390
0 32 5505 6LlwB} W.M, Bell-5.J. Waltom 2/36,105 809/102
W.P. Lewszler IEI-W.M. Bell 3734541 755/787
L.E. Stroud-W.B. Levszler ITT  7/68 31,000 681/957
k1] 336 5913 61x105 ?.J. Gmzales-M.J. Cain 10/33,000h 8247835
L.P.Williams Jz.~P. 3. Cnzales , Je9/68 27,975 634/115
0 337 5917 61/60x
105 F.H. Sisughrer-D.L. Aldous 2/69 31,956h 692/861
C.A. Blme-F.H. Slaughter 2/67 32,000 668/345
X 338 6005 S5LOS L.J. Harmon-F.A, Millex 9/32,000a 79%/48
k) 3 6013 6105 P.H. Graffagnino-D.H. Kayen 12/35,500 778/651
J.H. McCail-P.H. Graffagnino 6/67 27,780 8597433
0 142 6101 61x105  AM. HulideP.D. Haygood 12/43,900v 879/975
H.T. Wood,Sy, -new Mr. Hulick 6/38,000 865/963
0 33 6105 61xI05 AF. McGinty-R.R. Bain,Jr. 5/71 30,550a 733/838
37 44l 6205 E0/6lx
105 A Plrzitola, Jr.-A. Krushewski 7/69 30.523a 701/597
E.L. Taylor-A. Pizzicols,r. 9/67 31,043 663202
37 46 6217 60x105  L.C. DeKelley-A.C. Laurenc,tr. 7/71 32 ,000¢ 278 7139/9%0
a7 446 6L 6005 W.D. Cobb-R.S. Coleman 1/38,50Ch 60, 000% 780/951
G.W. Fairfleld-W.D. Cotb 7171 37,0000 738/966
37 447 6305 60/61x
105 F.C. Kaczor-K.C. Werther,Sr. 6/69 29,066a £98/616
7 469 6313 60:105 J.A. Adoie-E.B. LaCour.Jr. 1/37.900a 781/329
J.P. McGeehee-J.A. Andoie 5/69 33,500a §38/426
37 458 6317 60w1Q5 A.J. Rlchardsen-J.F. Liveudais 7/67 30,000 660/812
a7 451A 6405 60x105 C.R ‘Thompeon-R.Watermeier,Jr.  9/67 31,170 é53/428
7 452 6409 60x105 J.Grahaw-C.E, Bayd, Jr. 8/42 ,000v 8421880
W.B. Laugemiller-J.F. Grahmm 4168 29,624 676/111
37 433 64l3 58/72x
105 0.H. Ingram-W.J. Landxy 7/31,,00Ch 793/905
C.M. Dupane-0.H, Tngram 10/71 25,338 T35
3.J. Dameliy,Sr.-CM.Dupont  11/70 7,258¢-deed to extinguish debt) T24/336
37 456 6425 65/79x
105 F. BinghamJ,L. Womack 6/38,0000 837/245

% 1, J. Kane, Purchaser, C.0.B. 923/51
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ALEATHA STREET
HOUSE
s Wwr o
22 397 2508
22 398 2509
22 40t 260L
22 402 2605
2 403 2609
22 4056 2705
22 408 2713
22 409 2717
23 83 2720
23 384 2716
23 388 2700
23 B0 2608
23 ¥l 2606
23 32 2600
23 393 2516
3 395 2308
23 Be 2504

SHE

0105

60x105
60105
80105

60x105

60x105
§0:l05

10%/57%
115/105

65/95x
13L/10%

57/85x
1097105

60105

60x105
80105
60x105

60x105
60x1205

L. -
WILLCWDALE
BEFCRE
SELLER-FURCHASER 1972

E.R. Nichols ~ K.P. Vamley
S.P. Lolacono-E.R, Hichols

E.L. Grubar-J.S. Boudreax
L.E. Yarborough-E.l. Lemnie Sy, 9/70 27,277a

E.L Guillor, Jr.-S. Arbrosia
C.L. Bailey-E.L. Guillot

L.S. Redler-C.B. Hunter

R Stephens, Sr,-L. S. Randler
Equiteble Life Assn.-RLH. Scephens
G.F. Bear - Equirable Life Asmn.
H.2. Haberek-G.F. Dear

E. Mrdz-RY. Genesce
#.D. Farringten-E.J, Mniz

B.M. Voges-R.T. Haik
W.J. fpken-B.M. Vogea

3/69 30,643a

C.A. Stopher-E.M. Lavergne
K.A. Fovester-C.A, Stopher

C. Foncaille-J.Bell N

R.L. Bowg-C. Fontanille
D.B. Ridgmmy-R.L. Bourg
J.H. hilders-D.3. Ridgeway

18/71 3%,500v
/70 29,855a
L.A Guenther-J.A, Choppin

M.Rider, Jr.-J. Macura
R.L. Page=it.J. Ridar, Jr.

W.H. Josselyn~C.8. Sodetberg
B.A. Okeasala,dr.«F.E. Vamell
J. Abemethy-F. Morgan

Suge.J. Worshaver-T, A,

R Powell-J. Worshmer & C.C. Kelly

T.M. WallaceR.P. Pownl) 9/68 26,200
A.P. Bedgood-G.5. Allen

T. Reynolds-H, Stiegier
E.L. Goodsin-T.J. Raynolds

10/67 30,750

9/68 29,355

1973 1974 1975
8/37,000
11/39,996a
2/37,000
11/37,150
12/33,500
1/36,560
5/34,999a
5/40,983a
2/36,500
3/39,123
141,000
3/39,975h
12/43,5000
1/36,200v
4742 ,700v

976

4/39,228a

3/43,500cs

11/48,500a

3/84,5000

197

9/30,900v

6/53,000

6/39,228a

10/48,560
7744 ,500cs

&/47,712

0l
oL

g

%03/507
T98/242

7757925
7217658

835/797
RMate1

893/765
858/442
8237383
8257955
805/528

BN
7027436

907/ 0
898/389

$29/265
813/51t

895/955
8347520
477498
711/358
78L/833

831/279
7957184

665/789
876/792
3827494
858/141
852/64

6847525
829/180

832/690
6847257

[

i %\.\"v:-d
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479

481

g &

487

490
451

492

433

435

2809
2813
2717
2709
2701
2513
2605
2601

2517
2513
2509

23035

2508

2512
2516
2600

2700
2704
2738
272

2720
2800

2804
2808

2815

80/70x105
Tix v

60x203
60%105
60x1035
60x105
603105

50305

60%105

60x103

605

60%305

H5x105
60x105
60105
60105

6005
50x105

60305
60x105

8106

WILIOWDALE
HEFORE
SELLER: PURCHASER. o v w1 187
J.H. Jefcoat-A. Plzzitola 9/32,643a
E.H McGory-W.J. Mophy
C.F. Scudder,Jr.-B.J. Guilbeau /30,708
£.£. MeRmey,Jr,=5.1. Zimmer 6/32,190a
J. thadle-A.J. Simon, Jr.
J.B. Mayer-RLB. Songer 8/7% 36,350F
F.R. Simmms-M.0. Kristensen 7/59 32,2530a
R.M. Porter-G.P, Knaak 5/37,5002

J.M. Bleker ITI-R.M. Porver 2/71 28,975a
D.E. Perrisra-C.T. Bictel,Jr. 6/68 28,081
P.8.Holzenthal-C. A. Graver Jr.11/67 27,000

G.F. Hewmel Jr.-L.L.Bazr 6/71 34,000a
J.A. Shea-G.F. Heusel,Jr. 6/67 30,900

L.G. Aleton-G.W, Groecsch II
A AMexmder-L.G. Aleman 4/T1 33,500a
5.N. Schimoni-A. Alesander 7/69 24,773

J. Bouaypea-L.T. Lunaford

R.A. Sipe-J. Bomagoma Smith 2/37,203a
J. Thomson,Jr.-3. Pleree

L.C. Mavis-R. L. Gupert 8/67 30,876

WP, Hamd 1van, Jr.-C. R Page 11T 920,177

R A Gould,Jr.-W.P.Hanilveale. 7/67 26,800

W.J. Helamn-8.V. Winter 9/69 33,009a

J.A. Rogers-J. Kincl 12/70 35,045a

C.¥, Charwec-R K. Kilinski 5/62,500v
F.C. &ndersmn,Jr.-A.J.Contl 3/37,807a
L.K. Larsen~F.C. Andersondr. 11/71 35,500k

J.N. Brignas-L.K. Larsen 9471 33,950a

W.W. Allen-J.Brignac 10/68 31,030

C.T. lathrop, Jr.-B.C. Bowen $/39,000a
J.T. May-P. H. Eskine

J.Shall-J. May

L.B. Waguespack-J. R, Shell 10/33,500
A.B. Beinhard-G.A, Bragg 4/38,7506
R.A. Bracy-H.W. Tibbs, Jr. 6/6% 29,3%4a

W.W. Belsm-R.A. Bracy 6/68 26,933

E.G. Young,Jx.~C. A Gillerwater, Sz, 8/3,96la
L.5. Sealy-E.G. Young Jr. 8/70 28,358

JM. THemney-L.5. Sealy 8/68 26,706

8/46,000

9143,647a

3/37,500

1976

3/44,0000

5/41,521

1977

11/57,000

B/56,500h

Faldi]
910/54
6807470
7917997
856/899
T41/91
T00/542

7627239
7287461

6797701
B57/451

736/650
658/91

901/8E5
7133/365
700/220

8al/222
808/60

843/318
661/204

772/625
6607805

704/903
725/ 7%
88/ L23
784/450
1910

Th37658
686/111
7997430
363/69

831/386
a00/895
BL2/72%
698/267
679/92

798/248
720/347
682/220



JUDTTH STREET
STIEET
N wWr w.
H 27 663 2217
F 27 e64 2221
H 27 665 2275
D 27 666 2229
A 27 667 21
X 27 668 235
Ho27 669 2309
X 27 6% 2315
F 3L 600 2315
p R 601 2312
q 31 602 2308
x 31 604 2300
D 3 605 2228
X3 e0s 2224
X3 7
X 32 565 2508
F 2 566 2512
R’ 51 2604
32 573 2616
D2 5h umw
E R 57 2704
H 22 577 212
D 2 578 2718
H 32 395 2500
DR S97 2408
X X 598 2404
P osss 261
*k
3 560 2817
F o33 s61 2513
6 33 563 2505
3% ss0 2804
G 3% 581 2808
H O3 383 2815
M SB4 2900
D % 585 2004

WILLOWDALE
BEFORE
SLZE SELLER-PURCHASER 1972 1872 w73 74
60x105  P.A,Graffagning-ThosE. Eastman &/40,0000
.I.H.&zrbiu-l‘eterA.GraffamimN&?dB.ZS&a
60105 D.I. Madenrach-Wmn. G. Chanbers 12/31,000h
60105 H.I.Cylka-GeoL.Wasten,Jr, 7/69-30,775a
60x105 B.T.Curac-Harrenl, Beraular
C.J . Mayeaux~Douglast. Curet 8/34,400a
C.H.Brans~Clas. J. Mayeaux 5/30,500
6015 C.A.Carlaon]r.-Chas, 4. Vitello 11/36,207a
T.J.Kelso-Carla, Carlsonte, 8/34,500-
77105 Lecharl. BakofJe fE~Theadore C. Bolsrer
w.J.&m-Mselu..Hollidaﬁr. 1/31177a
J.G.Sgtwrer-W, 4, T. Grean 8/70-27,500£
R.E. Trainer-Jas.G,Schmte 2/70-31,350~
70/50x115 L.L.Gattleb-RussellG, Olivier
B.G.Rerlin- .Gottlieb 2/40,000v
P.H.Gaxdher-BruceG. Herlin 2/35,900h
R.F.Cw&mm—ﬂﬂlipﬂ.(hrd‘ler 2/70-33, 5500
to/50x111 R.D. Travis-$.ia.Mareinalll 11/40,326a
60K155 P.A Mala-johmB. Brantley
V.Vasatolo-Panla. Mole
60105 J.AW.P. Robinson-Ww & Peryin 7/69-26 ,500v
60105 B.D.Levvorne-John: G. Frank 4/ T70-33,654a
60x105 C.J.edgeniorth=Je ££G. Stephens 12/70-33,500-
603205 R.Ward-BenT, Stona
H.C.Moore-Joe) P. Ward 7/34,500v
60x105 JH.Boughtonir. oK, B Gei ffin 6/71-35,333a
60105 SunriseComCivhb-Louis A, Trooquet, Jr.
W. A Jennings-SunrizeCom, Clubs 9/36,000a
60x105 R.G.Maybee=KermethE, Dexady 6/69-27,060a
60105 H.J.Lnngz‘malr.-CaIbw.I\x'me9/71—36.500;1
AlfredrR. LazanoJr. -Harber]. Lanagr. 10/67-27,852
60x105 G.T.Kul!.dc..}r.-wrlu{.&mxdu..lr.
K.F. Magee-G.E. Decker IIT 10/68~32,966
60%x185 E.L. Haugh-L.P. Richard 3/41,900
H.A. Odom-E.L. Haugh 6/33,199a
60x105 G.D. Thorpson-ErvescL, Gi. i 12/3%,127a
D. G, Daroner-GeneQ, Thompaon 3/68-29 ,429
50105 T.F.Rearden-Jas. F. Bai lay 3/69-32, 700a
W.A. Caxlson-Thog, P. Reardon 3/68-31,019-
65x105 C..J. Hazekanp-EdnaH. Beckar 4735 ,500~
72/55x106 W.E.Lee ,Jx, -DonaldE, Bellam 6/38,0000
D.L.Land-Wn E. Lear, 10/70-32, 5000
G.C.Titm-Chrys lexCorp 9/69-32,083
ChryslerCorp. ~Doraldl 3/70-31,250-
60x105 H.G.Levick-FalphP, Holliscer 3/32,5000
60x105  E.E.Thoma-Josephl Dykas
F.P.King-Eric E.Thomg 7/36,800a
+.T.Holen~jumap 9/71-31,000~
R.H.0.Bryan-JohaT. Holan 1/68-27,703
65xi05 6. Convinlr. -GymmR, lzzetra
W.L.King-Gea. A. CaprdnJr. 1/32,686a
60x105 L.J, Adde-Howard]. Crog ley.Jr. 7/69-31,000v
60x105  M.V.Sanrelli-Camillel.lmza 1/38, 500a
60105 E.F.Hichols-Jas. R Scmeider 8/71-35,209a
Oran D. Robertson-E. F.Nichols 6/67-33,832.
E.J.DeMartini~$.N, L. Portwood 3/68-32,932
60105 C.V.Smythe-Mariol. Purcara 10/37 9482
J.A.U:Lﬂlmki-dws.v.su:]d\e /6832 ,.000
60x105 J. Pruege-MlckR, DeViney
G.C.Behrer-Jas. A. Pruots 3/71=35,100-
£0x105 R.C.falc—lhracaE.Tmpngu‘.chr. 4/69-29,500v
60%105 B.A.Taylor-Hm L. Xamer B/69-28,172a

E.L.Merking-David4, Tayior

2/69-27,397a

1911620
693431

1784578
700/450

9077490
819-927
761765

803/259
768/510

898/658
751/83%%
7207462
1/750

10/47,99%a

7745 000~

4/48,898a B60/506
a8/977
755/68

7114223
803/220

8/48,000cs 902/5%3
840/506

700/543
713-386
126/270

840/992
817/973

735-198

8377895
799/983

£99/640

744/259
666/32

11/41,000a 911/989
687/210
B86/688
791/353
778/816
6737551

656/683
674/872

811/805
79L/640
7227849
703/818
712/380
7887341
853/850
819/328
747480
6717745

838/751
779/721

007316
780/667

7827772
659/305

674/513

BO2/949
6747805

B34/420
1347267

695/126

703/551
693793

7742 5600

8/36,765-

6/41,500

6/43,0006

6/39,017

1745, 0000

. :
!

[

—

—

T
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R vt

JDITH STREET
5. LT _NO.
¥ 3% 58 2908
X % 588 28%
¢ B 543 2901
¥ 546 2813
p 5 569 2801
B 550 2
35 551 2717
s 552 2713
p ¥ 553 279
g 35 55 2705
I 555 0L
G*33 557 2609
Dwx33 559 2601

SIZE
60x105

79/76x106

60x105

60x105
60x105

60103

B0x105

60x105
60x105

60105

60x105

e -
WILLOWDALE
BEFORE.
SELLFR- PURCHASER 1972 1972 1973 g% 1975
L., Farina-tptord. Gl lesIII 9740, 5000
?.C.Temolde -LawrenceM. Farina 8/36,500-

Suce.S.A.Gremiilion~D. J. Clement. 12/70-35,602a

J.E.Kermedy ,Jr. -Chas. D. Gyemi.11£on9/69- 34, 310a

$.P.Martin-Robt. E. BarkleyJr. 5/33,275a

W.Verth]r. -Sanel P, Marrin 2/69-33,500v

Deniell.Bewnpeois=JohnlW. Veith  5/67-31510

R.D. Poultan-FraniJ. bucote 9/71-31,083a

J.W. NorwoodTr. -Thas. L. MaplesJr.

L. Favret Jr.-JobnW.Homoodlr, 11/32.108a
R.A,BackerJr.~LioneLf Favretlr. 6/68-25,982

Jerry E.Zcble-Joa . E.Meyertr. 1/68-28,600

A.G,Bemeburg~Douglasi. Black 10/71-36,592-
J.C.Perry-~AlbertG, Bernebury 1/69=34 ,000f

J.E. Cromae i 1-HayneS. Sinon
R.H.Ddm-JosephvineE . Cromeell

D.J,Talbot-Pablo U. Joya 3/22,5000
PabloV. Joya-R.H. Dobm 11/25,415
J. Howard-Haroldd, TreadeaySr. 10/37,500

R.M. Crenshaw-Jag. B, FinazzoJr.
R. Lanbert-Rayi. Crenshaw

JustresH. Vecke=David E.Sibley 1/67-33,300

C. loats-Lawyers Title Ins. Co.
Lawyarg Title Ins. Co.-W.R. Slawter

G.P. Knaak-M.A. Anderson 5430,117
S.E, Gauthvemee,Jr,-G.P.¥naak 2/69-26,537a

197

2447 ,500a

3/46,600c
5/47,000c

1/45,900

5746 ,400v
1/44,202v

10/55,500h

COB/
HOLIC

Ba4iTT9
819/753

726/18
7027854

760/ 388
6927379
657745

473
BED/ 716
848/22

678/922
670/523

45/772
691751

890/ 360
831/78

7B5/588
B49/834
8457311

906/114
855/1C0

660/236

8587121
8627398

761/897
693/151



MARCTE STREET
HOUSE
. W .
EIl 13 S04
X1l 1% s
k20 3% 5804
X 238 saz
X21 437 %12
H2l 840 5900
H22 410 6008
A22 41 6004
B22 412 6000
23 39 sl08
123 38 6100
K26 W7 g200
D24 457 6204
H35 539 5400
¢33 sS4l 6408

WOLLOWDALE
(SOUTH SIDE)
BEFORE
SLZE SELIFR-PURCHASER 1972 1972
600105 $.5. Lewin-a,P. Longop.Jr.
B. Thigpen=5.5. Leswis
60205 H.L. Brockhaws-J,H. LaBaree
60x105 M, Maher,Sr,-J.B. Kelley III
60x 105  A.L, Weintrawbh-C.C. Strattmon
B.B. Samsme-A.J. Weintrab
P.J. Hobgood-W.R. Sansona 3/68 21,68
69/61x
106 E. Lewis-W.R, Leche
65/105 J.P. Murphy-J.H., Parcue
0.A, Sawla-1.P. Maphy,.Jr.
70105 H.H. Purvis-R.H. Dakin,Jr.
B.H. Wendorf-H.H. Puwis 8/71 35.000v
WA Clayten-RH, Wendorf 11/70 34,000h
60x105 Q.L.W. Duplamcis Jr, -
G.F. Barksdale
R.K. Johnson-QFW Duplanris
69x106 S. Parker-W.W. Imsin
69x105  J.B. Hurd-R,.C. Grose
LA, Scrickland-J,B. Hurd
60x105  E.C, Gillen-J.R. Ramsey
66%vd. B.A. lacbecter-J.M. Sharp
J.W. Dubose-.A.Ledbecter
E.J. Lowery-J.W. Duxse 8/39.00Ch
RUW. Cuilun-E.J, Lowery 4/7L 36,064a
115/58x
105 W, Fitzwater-G.A. Heigle
70/109x
85 Joh. Greer Sr.-L.F. Hutching
R.J. Shearon-Jesse A. Greer
T.A. Prrybyliski-R.J. Shearon 10/ 39,000
R.H. Daniel-B.A. Hugger

7/31,900

8/39.000

8/42,421a

6/36,107a

§/42 ,000h

7/41,543a

16/33.720a

6/47,100v

5/37,00k

8/43,000

6/39.500

7/40,500h

1976

6/50,041a
3/31.000

6/44,0002

9/47,500a

o
o
-
~J

l

12,52 000

2/53,900h

3/47,143

6/51,500v

7/52,500¢
B/57.400m

X8
10

=

913/457
83/77

866/79

8577411
82315
795/389
6737434
839/18

884/158
815/507

797/897

742815
7240148

886/187
865431
B13/865

805/84
819/726

897/411
902/874
797/428

768/572
732766

191/902

872/653
736/993
773/333

194/136



5

-

ARGIE STREET

HOUSE

2517

2521
2603
2609
2513
2701
2705
2709
2720
216

2z
2704

2608

2600

2516
2508

.

SIZE

60x105

60x105
50205
§0%105

60x105
60x103
60x105

60:105

58/91x
126/108

60/80%
108/105
602105
60x105

604105
60x305

60x105

WILLOWDALE
EFTURE
SELLER-PURCHASER 1972
G.R. Asprion-FeamlaybEger,Inc.
J.R. Mottley-G.R. Asprion 9/71 30,277
C.J. Bazile,lr.-J.iMorcley 8/69 29,000f
P.R. Dxran-W.E. Boyd 11/70 36,237a
G.W. Zucz-C.L. Lindstrom
A.G. Noto,Jr.-D.J. Smdarson
Suee, J, €. Coates-A.G. Noto
R.F. Elbert-J.C. Coates 5/67 27,214
R.A. Tarde=-B.A. Sans
C.D. Tyler Jr.-R &. Tarde
DK, Price-R.D. {olemm 6/71 32,000a
D.A. Soith-D. K, Priee 10/69 3i,750a
RI. Lowld-3.C. Kent 5/69 27,578a
W.T. Yearwood-J.C. Millette 4469 30,536a

J. Midence-~U.K. VenGuilder
R. Trainoy-R,C, Buritart,Jr.
T.L. Despey-R.E. Trainor

E.F. Keller-T.0. Harvey, Jr,
G.L. Clark,Sr.-J.P. Brookas,Jr.

J.H. EMliote-G,L, Clark,5r.
W.P. Dill-J.H. Ellicce,Jr.

10/70 33,5932
18/71 35,500

E.H. Hanewindel-R.J, Boubede,Jr.

S.Webex,Jr.-P.B. Bittle
M. Davis-5.J. Weber,Jx.

W.L. Adamg-D.H. Boyes
B.B. Grace-E.A. Worley

L.K. Haggard-B.B. Grace
AH. Trowbridge-L.K. Haggard

4/68 27,230

6/70 31,279a

1972

8/32,433

2/32,792a

4/32,9152

5/36,587a

8/37,439a

$/39,476a

4/35,500v

5/35,500

1975 1976 1977
1/47,379
5/64,900
3,3 L
12/41,006m
11/45,450k
3/44,971a
12/41,500
11,39,500a

LI

BL4/047
744/200
T02/438
724/829
7707200
832/321
8367490
635/877

8717916
8217347

736/707
7057467

£97/912
695/707
873/130
848/432
7227633
WTI2T9
BB6/433
8227831
812,140
786/21

851/767
B49/734

675/396
B814/999

733/842
716/503



ROSALTE STEEET

HOUSE

0. Wr .
X1 104 5509
X133 19 517
X313 198 5701
X13 199 Ss4l
X113 200 5637
X133 203 5625
X15 207 3624
X15 209 5632
VXI5 211 5700
X15 213 5708
X115 214 5712
116 216 5800
X148 716 5804
H1s 717 5808
AlG 718 5812
cl 719 5900
K16 721 5908
Alé 2 s912
Alé 723 6500
X 16 724 6004
H16 725 6008
Ald 26 6012
B 16 727 6100
q 16 W 6112
x 16 731 6200
Gl 32 5204
Alé 733 6208
X1 217 5801
8 69 N
18 Jo0 6201
s L 8l13
a3 702 6109

stz
60x105
60X106
60105

£0x105

66x105

[ACLEL
105

60x105

60x105
50x105

60106
60x205
60%105

60x105
60x105

60x105
60x105

£0x105

6005

60105
B0x105

60x105

602105

WILLOWDALE
BEFORE
SELLER-FPURCHASER 1972 1972
R ¥, Docloworth-L.M. Bullack  1/71 24,625v
F.P. Weber-R.A. Normsm
J. Guess-D.M. Shoop
W.L. Spath-J. Cuess
F. Lopes-W.L. Spath 8/TL 23,800€
R S. Howll-V.T. Burger 10/70 26,000F
G.W. Thomnell-W.E. Prescort 9/21,922a
J.1. Smith-P.J. Guldry
B. Foumet-J.J. Smith
P.R. Woods-B.R. Fournet 11/28,200
D.B. Adgmg-P.R. Woods 7/68 23,100

W.P. Bemact,Ji.-G.M. Ashran 10/68 22,753
H.L. Salam.Jr.-D,R. Cuakes
H.W. Knighrs-R.H. Rickerfor 11/67 20.066

B.W. Shephardaon-0. C, Sublerc 11T
R H.Blenvenue-8. Shepherdson  10/69 24,9002

R Mathis-G.5. LaCoste
W.F., Plinkett-R.C. Mathis

6/24,100£

4767 23,395

W.R Burleson-R.G. Teen 5/26,500v
E.J. McGuzie-R.D.Flagg,Je, 12/33.852a
CF wmoie. . are i
J.A ¥odh-D.A. Estes 6/69 20,027a
L.A. Carlgon-W.§. Jay 5/71 27,458a
$. T. Serocki-J.F. McComell B8/67 29,500
R.L. WLlMswF.L. Fazende,Jy, 11/67 26,507
W.W. Opanowlcz=R.M, Bod 6/33,700a

W.J. Holt-Edw. M, Brict
J.R. Smith-Morria J. Hole

C.L. McGowan-Joy R. Smith 1/30,379a
T.5. Holden,Gen,-Chas.L.MeGavans/71-30 0004

J.M. Ray-Thas. S. Holden 10/69-28,500v

C.L. MeGowan-Kyot SL1 Lee

D.D, Kelly-Chas. L. Mcizem /33,370
E.L. Dum-Roger F. Blitz 6/33,500
R.L. Avera-fdmond L, Dum 12/70-31, 2500

Dale Trostla-Robt. L. Avere  6/67-26.830

J. _Ancoln-Jos, K. Kavanaugh
G/F. Schnelder-Jos, P.Axein

5.J. Weber,Jr.-BemardG, Jones
Gner.Ct'M-Sl:mLe)rJ.WeberIII?/GT-ZA,SB

H.H. Jams-Norten L. Ogan
J.W.Wrigters-Marvind, Jawes

5..Jurgelaky-Jerryt. Welsters 8/71-25,5000
T.Allendorf-RayE. Frischhertz

W. Y. Benard-Tod Allesdort 12/71-35,00Gh
C.B.Mertin-Vermon C.Maurice 12/28.9%0a

Jates K.BagleyIIIC.B, Martin9/67-27,500

73/55x106 T.M, Mtchell-D, RochelleD.Old

60105

E0x103

60x105

60x105

L.B. Helwlick-Thog,W.Mitchell 12/29/900v

Suce. C.C.Yheeler-Fredl. Cuthriel0/69-24,000a
YernuanF. Codc- ClydeC. Hhealey 8/67-26,776

C. Gusberlain-Herol di. MolaelIT
C.H.Margh-C. FrankEinCharberlainG/68-29 , 832
Clarence W.Walter-Chas.H. MarshS/67-25 222

D.M.Steware Jr.A K. Bentger-Jx/71-27, 868
F.L.Mandne, Jx, - DudleyStewart Jr4/69-26 ,032a

g. g.gx-mm. Rome
-D.{aygood-Baryys, Hall
{Contimed)

197, 1974 1975 1976
6/27,0000h
6/3).612a
4/24,36%a
6/32,470a
2/32,000v
5/31.542a
6/41,000a
$/42,5000
12/40, 500
8/35, 700
/39,0000
12/36,500a
9/39 5000
7/29.997a

1
e
~1

11742500

6/38,900v

8/448,500v

6/45,500cs

9/42 ,900cs

12/45,500h

am/
FOLID

21/%04
793/289

B64/852
7877520
7421313
722/835

/867

9117147

687/169
764/293
666/948

893/378
7067125

8357851
655/280

7607351
8057499

632/261
662/509

698/700
7357567
6627197
666/966
7647833
900-460
789-281
753605
132-771
705-169
815-300
752558
125-582
657-914

B843-369
827-85

820-871
£39-613

894-714
844-211
Fu2-583

827-355
T51-324

7154
564-937

0h-405
179-220

706-459
561-840

844~371
679-12
§57-40

135596
695-93

912-192
T54-561

R




=

= MW X

POSALIE STREET
HOUSE
& L M.
18 702 6i09
18 703 6105
1§ 704 6101
18 M5 6013
18 708 5001
8 709 5613
18 710 5909
18 711 3908
18 712 5501
18 713 3813
18 714 3809
27 649 S
27 650 6309
21 85% 6313
27 653 640
27 854 6405
27 655A 6409
27 650A 6425
27 661 6433
27 662 6437
27 8985 6301
28 642 6408

WILLOWDALE
BEFORE
S1ZE SELLER-FURCHASER 1972 w72 1973 1974 1875
60105 T.V.Bartely-Fredlr. Haygood 8/70-28,063a
D.J.Blakely«TiborV.Bartely 2/69-27.500€
60205 H. A.Qdent=JohnC. Gardner {11 5/71-28,712
N.L.&R.B.Jr. Mares-HillaryA.Oden3/69-27,500f
60x105 ?.D.GLddens-EmescD. Leblane
W. M. Blackmas, Jr. -Paull, Giddens 7/38,00Ck
J.H. Stomers-Wm.M.Bladamn,je.  8/71,32,500
60x105 R.S.Carlyle-E. C.Hymel 4/70-35,592a
J.H. Tucker-RichdS. Carlyle 2/68-32 940
W. A, Moon , Jx. -PonCarter 4/29,900~
40x105 J.K. Mclaughlin-Ed&e. T. Fontaine 12/41,500h
P. Fmara-JomK. McLaughiin 1/76-31,000a
60x105 B.E.Laird-Leonard Vicari
L.J.Lotews-BillyE. Laird 4129 ,50Ch
D.H. Bond-Lozen J. loudks 6/65-26,625a
L. Plect-Dan M. 3end 4/68-26.629
60x105 C. Sanders-Mmte R Burel 6/31,2000h
60x105 G.A. Outian-Edw. C. Norron 1470-29 0000
50x105 T.C. Fouler-Julian W. Posey 12/39,000v
60x105 J.T. MeClintock-Duane M. Kuske B/70-34,060a
60x103 M. Krasnolucki-Darny J. Cavallino
60x105 A. P. Stiehler-Jos, D. Meyers 6/70-26,3%%a
4.E. Bachschmid-H.M. Jenson 9/68-26,03%
B0x105 DA, Demelle-Donald R Feltey
60x105 F.C. Spizale-Terrel A. Rwton 1/36,528a
B.C. Bmsen-Felix C. Spizale 932,500
70:105 R.L. Rich-John E. Cawe, Jr, 12/38,500h
491105  W.L. Cambre-Cary F. Gray
50x105 H. Gawtreasc-Geo, J, MelMillan .Jx- $/42,000h

J.R Scmeiden-Harold J.Cawmtreaxd/71~27931a
K.W. Sratham-James R. Schmeider 3/23/70-27,546-6,500 cash-as of
R.T. Black, Jr.-Kermath W. Stahamd/62-26,794

£0/104x123/105-J.R. Hill-Jorge E. Cabellero 12/
Bavid M. Hayes-Jorm R. Hiil 2/69-27,432
C.J. Bergeran.Jr.-David M. Hayes 3/68-27,500

. J.&D. P, Bishop-Pioneer Secuxrities

34,0000

60x%105
&5x105 J.Dooley-Peter Wasx

L.M. Rene-Jos. E. Dootey 12724 4000

21,046, 63-5/4%-Pringle

&/41,300h

1976

B/43,700a

6/37,7508

8/49,500h

71410000

=3
N

11/54,000

Asgsoc. Mort

5/55,099a

PAGE 2

oy
IO

720-44
691-932

733-978
634=674

870531
817-303
743-195

720-838
673-198

58-248
~35-21
9-660

759=-130
698-550
685-109
792-436
0-574
778-87

715-371
910-781
716-333
6B4-683
870-251

B29~4£9
799363

805-423
867-880
845+298
F4-382
1323
675-54
177-316
691-920
674-16

892-885

438-2
77-613




L= - A -

(2]

in

SELLS STREET
STREET
0, Wr N
25 511 2609
5 512 2605
as 513 2601
25 515 2513
33 518 2504
33 520 2512
33 521 2516
33 522 2500
33 524 2608
33 525 612
33 525 2700
35 528 2703
33 529 2712
35 532 2800
35 513 2504
5 536 2816
35 337 2500
35 497 2905
36 498 2901
3% 501 2809
3% 503 2831
3% 504 2121
3% 508 2705

60x105

60x105

60x105

60105

60x105

45x105

653195

602105

60x105

60105

60x105

60x105
60x105

74" fe.,

60105
601105

60x105

60x1G5

50x105

SELLER-PURCHASER

T.J. bhitaker,Jy,-J.E. Frak
J.P. Rush,Jr.-D.R. Westbrook
R.Y. Bome-A, Dishongh

S. Craig ITI-R.W. Rome

J1.G. Hair-3.P. Craig III

H.F, Hansen-T.D. Raseo
S.Kalewich Jr,-H.F. Hangen

L.M. Bravo-R.R. Rivers
P.B. Aler-T.H. Mercey
RJ. Edvard,Jr.-R.R Viges
LN, Cotter,Jr.-M M. Fricke

C. Veith-P, Ricaud,Jr.
W4 Montero-C. Veith

S.C. Boudveaux-D.J.Talbot
G. Malkasian-S.C. Boudreaux
A.E. Spiers-G. Halkasian

C.P. Winders-B.J. Villars
B.W. PiBoll-{.Winders

T.M. ParksG.J. Blache
A, Russo-T.M. Paris

U.5. Mmeller-C A Hedrick
N. Slmmns-A, B. Westermm
R R Ward-N.F. Simmmns

¥. Carlson-R.R. Ward

M. Hagaman-C. R. Szauss III
D.M. Brant-M. Hagaman

J.L. Erichsom-J.1I. Wadsworch

H.R. MormerjahneR,V. Beck
H.J. HMaher-H, R. Momerjahn

P.J. Goodman-J.J, Seghers
A
J.M. Nuwm-L.R. Guillo
Rampona-W. A, Jermings
Gibbeng-D.M. Rampona
Davis-D.M. Gibbens

- Pfeiffer,Sr.-J.L. Cozic

mm bR

Bemney-M.B. MeCrady

B nE Loop

SNe @R

- Vaz . Jr.-R.D, Moare
. Taylor,Jx.-E.G. Vaz, Iy,

bl

. Tawbel-R.E. Pfeiffer Sr.

. Colling, Sr.-L.M. Bemer

SETORE
1972

11,88 30,784

10/70 34,1333
12/70 31,538a

6728,799

3770 31,000a
8/68 29,668

12/69 35,600v
~iG8 33,460

10/71 32,000h

2/71 28,800v
8/69 26,847a

1769 32,845
12)70 30,631a

J.L.Schneidox, Jr. -P.L. Goodnen 769 30,837a
J. Dlxen=J. L. Sdmeider,Jr.

6:67 27,897

5/71 33,9002
/67 29,991

11/70 30,6292
12768 27,987

9770 30,0002

. Sutherland-H.C. Tayior,Jr.4/70 .34z

1972

§/32,500a

/33,000

8/37.500h

6/32,500

197, 1974
8/38,000v
3/39,925%a
5/29.000
5/41,010a
5/39,375v
5/37,484a
8/42 600a
2/37,000h
3/24 5000

237,500

12746, 5000

1976 =37

9/55.000¢s

11/48.000

3750, 500v

10/43,000h

11/59,000n

3/46,297a

6739 ,638a

L)
738/ 38
#320535
39
847313
8718
T163

TA5/%5
3217196
639/298
903793

TLl/966
6827352

785/581
7094672
875/908

3771696
7331533

8627130
814/579

7461730

8517375
3147145
769/258

863/660
729/276

03/183

7907650
£50/963

7264348
708/337
658/ 146

747488
§L4/928
T3%/810
663/209

7481793
G88/870

8204698
78L/851

784/261
721/965
713/371

T i )
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WINIFRED STREET
HOUSE

- T . P

g2l 427 2509

g2l A28 2513

A2l 435 2709

g2 413 276

L2 48 2700

g2 L 26l

A2l &0 2608

SIZE

60103
60305
705
76358

60x105

60x105

60105

BEFCRE
SELIER-PURCHASER 1972

T.M. Ladineo, Jr.-F.J. Larve
B.J. Trxbarore,Sr.-5.K.Vale
R.R. Richwrine-W.F. Veron

M. Forester-T.H. Kalley

W. Lleche-H.F, Rydls
thrysler Coxp.-W.Leche

C.R. Hetacien-Chrysier Corp.
J. Schmide-5.D. Smith

B.D. Nichols-J.G. Scirmidc

L.R. Thompson , Jr.-B. D.Nichols  10/67 30,200

J.T. Tuminello-J.D. Hufford 6/63 33.02La
T.W. Buckmm-~4.T, Tuzninelio 8/68 20,199

7470 24,250c
9/68 27,366

11/35,252a

5740, 5000
7/36.,5000

9/43,5000
12/42,075

e
i)
i
2

[

2/45,500h

B/
FOLIO
804445
828/703
8a3/895
814/093
839/351
719/269
684/ 344
844/936
827772
6664261

699/992
652/501



WILLOWDALE
YORK STREET
HOLSE BEFORE . ]
&).  LOT JieN SIZE SELLER-PURCIASER 1973 A8 973 1974 1275 1976 1977 FOLIO
X 12 1T 579 60405 J. Ryan-G.C. Trinchazd 513,115 39293
T.F. Verneri-J.Ryan 6734 .300h 8657149
A. Hoy=T.Vemecci 2/28,500 8317303
X 12 176 3705 e0xigs .G, Guidroz-J. Camey 8/30,5000 8707592
112 177 5701 60x105 G, Miller, Jr.-D. Birdsail 728,277 7957568
R.A. Mims Jr.-P.G. Miller, Jy, 7/71 25,000v 139/834
X 12 150 5613 eOxl85 W.E, Marphy-5.P. Ciulla. Jr. 1/38,434a  880/635
J. Varg?G~WE Mushy 8/33,000v 8462146
M.§. Kagz-J.F. Vargas 4/69 22,857 £95/108
X2 182 5603 60:105 L, Szekely-L.D. Rogers 6/26,322a 763/589
X 11 184 5828 6005 J. W, Ritrer-J.R. Rosolino 10/26,504a 8017212
F.A. Thomley-I.W. Ricrer 5/71 25.004a Th24309
S.R. Drouthet-E.A. Thomlev
R.E. Padgecc-S.R. Drouilher 9769 23,000f 7047513
X 13 18 3516 60x105 <. Short-R.A. Usner 7136 021a 839/517
5., Sewell-J.R. Short T/25.000 7657861
i1 139 5i5% ehfc.
fronc ~.3. LafirteawC.7. Soume 5/6% 19.671a 027631
i i3 190 3008 6005 5.K, Reger-R.M. Pamell 56/69 21,956a 5987854
X1 191 5708 R.C. Wagner. Jr.-A. Milicello 8767 22.053 6627559
¥ 13 91 52 AL Mclaughlin, Jr.-L.C.Lucas  4/67 22 450 635/746
y 18 288 5804 65x103 -.5, Walker-J.J. Brederberg 7/41,612a 818/55
F.L. Johns-1.5. Walker 3/68 26,900 633766
X 18 289 5808 65x195 W.E. Kelly-S.if. Fore 10/38,907a 873/766
C.J. Baragoma,fr.-W.E. Kelly 9/68 25,834 685/622
H.Lohmam-C.J. Baragoma, Jr.  5/67 25.000 656/539
FR L] 290 5812 H.G. DiRuscio-F.J. Hoseboroug 3/68 24,785 674/19),
X 18 91 5800 65x103 Z.F, 0'Connell-R.C. Rehm #4701 33,000h 7407612
x 18 293 5908 60xl03 H.W. Fortsonm IIT-C.Garcia 10/42,000v B874/586
R.J, Bosch, Jr.-H.W. FortsonIll 12/33,900v 7797275
W, Nana-R.J. Bosch,dr. 9/68 27,224 6857484
% 18 99 61D 60x105 J. Perrin-R.M. Gaucheau 1/14,895a 853/703
3.0, Perrirm-D.J. Perrinn /68 27.526 63&.{992
3.1, Ellingren-B.D. Peryim &6/67 27,019 657/858
x 18 302 BILY 85x105 <.E. Fitzgerald-D.F. & L. Wren 6/39,955 8631679
R.C MMillan-J.E. Fivzgevald 6768 26,300 6787887
v id 03 6200 85xLI3 Hafer-Y. Prae*anu.. 5/41,000a 8%2/171
d. Ozbu’dag- Gray 12/34.972 506794
2.6 Pedersen-s L. \’}zbozda,, 169 27.1%7a 6937172
¢ i8 306 6212 6503 HW. Mead IIT - R, EWitcher 9/53,000h  905/B13
F. Scnrsone-H.W. tkad IIL 7/41,500h 840/816
D9 273 6L13 65x105 C. Camp, Jr.-J. Gebhardt 4/31,000v 832/717
K19 276 6101 &0x05 3.C. Escher-W. Broush 8771 23.788a 7417819
M.J. Rabalais,Jr.-8.C. Escher 4/68 17,563 675/393
19 5000 A.dAnatz-Rov E. Hoffman 3/68-27,500 673-728
X9 281 5911 Nat'i, Residence Ser.-P.S.ibntef/68-23,.09 683-643
J.B. Gaudin-Nat'lRegidence Ser.?/68-23,100 68l-61
x19 283 5905 60x105 2. Grosskopf-T.Morse&l.A.Spiralelll 9/33,500h 845-187
xl9 286 5901 &5}d0s R.H. Baver-JefferyO'Domnell 5/43,200v  392-944
p26 309 6311 65x105  R.R. Ward-Karl F. Hasorch 9/18.098a 772-189
R, Williams-R.R. Ward 7770-27.207 718-541
James C. Henry~Van R, Williams 7/67-25,550 860-717
£26 650 6305 65x105 3.C.Jovdan-Leonard) Ruckelman 2/69-26.903a 692-868
K26 832 6313 65xl0S A, Stanton-Stanfords. Smith 8762 ,000h 841-531
H26 8409 HiL \Jiileer—Richd‘l.Dmmberg&l&S—SO.iOﬂ 685-801
F26 487 &413 ZrmescB, Green Jr. -JerryV. Freemmn 7/57,25,007 660,394
X337 671 8416 70x108 A.5.8engel-Ravmonda. Serfenc  10/70-29, 398a 722-£37
J.A. Berteisen-A.S. Bengel 8/70-9, 192 (s0ld stbject to morTgage) 719-75%
R.L.King-Jas.A. Bertaison lf63~25 750 479-504
7 671 6412 70/30x135 .\' ladeni21, §. Crowe-LlovdT. Badmn ,Jr. 11746 ,500h

. 878-75
D.L.Bormect , Jr. -Walter), Madem{118/69- 37 236a 703-223




YORIK STREET

N Ux
X 27 673
G 27 67
p 27 678
G 27 68

HOUSE

¥, stm
6403

6316

6308 60105
6304 60105

WILLOWDALE
BIFORE
SELLER-PIROIER 972 72 873 1974 1975 976
W, Rogs-NokK. ang 8/42,0000
Jacintod. Meza-Wallacetam 10/67-30,000a
5.W.Ryals-Robe. Fabacher /25 ,000a

F.5icard-Geo. . Tamer

2/40,500

841743
666-549
799=560
829-879




VIRELAND STREET
STREET B — TEARRLY 7N .
S0, 10T 10 SIZE SELLER-PURCHASER 1972 1973 1974 1975 1676 1977 1978 FOLIO QEASE
A 17 11A 5200 49/79x91 Reynaud Const. Co. VINE- 5/28,525() 89-272
Jos. Melancon
AD -
B 17 154 5216 5991 W.A. Samders- 3/32,500(a) 809~554 17,28
Repamsl Come Co o '
t. Co,
Wayne Smmders LIS- 5/28,425
E 17 1l4A 5212 6lx8% T.H. Eatingmy- TED 870-670 {39) 11,28
Margt, W, Schally 8/39,00(cq)
Reynaud Conat, Co. ™ 189-274
Thos. H. Estingoy 5/28,500 (h)
1972,
D17 184 5238 53x102/106 V. Mire-Artive Melara 10/=42,000(h) B47-363 (25) 19,92
Reynaud Const. Co
Vincente Mira 5/28,350(h} 789910
E 17 174 5224 355x58/102 H. Falls-Bobby L, 834-328 (23) 16,44
Tritble Const. Co 4/-37,842(a} 289-015
Reynand t. Co.
Moty 5. falls 5/28,800
18 2B 5040 g0x93 Solar Gen. Contr.- 9/23,500 (1)
Helen L. Mmach 795-327
18 3B 5035 60x93 S.Gerber-Barry T.Marcelie 10/36, 000 845/568 R
Solar Gen. Contr.-
Sam P.Gerber /29,300 8007492
A 17 21A 5240 72/21x133/116 Reynwud Const. Co. 5/26,800(v}
Gary D. Lozade 789-915
B 17 204 5236 50«11 Reyranxd Const, Co. 5/27,425(v)
Mophy S, Spell 789-516
C 37 19A 5232 50x106/111  Reynaud Const. Co. &/27,500(h)
Wesley D. Jordm 791~152
D 17 134 5208 62«87/98 Richd H. Clewls 5/29,450(v)
Reynaud Conat. Co. ~-2/53,400 17.16
Richd H. Clewin 788-719
E 17 12A 5204 6485 Reynaud Const. Co. 5/29,875(v)
tiazen H. Hoffpmir 788-121
F 17 164 5220 57x84 Reyrunsd Const. Co. 5/28,025(f)
(zescld) Jules Scudert, Jr. 789=-919
? 5020 N. G. Chamberlain
average 15.48

ot eh i it « i Rt SRR D SRR b P 3




WABASH STREET

STREET o5
80, 10T NO. SIZF SELLER _ PURCHASER 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 _ FOLIG
So0p 17 3A 5229 61x00 A. J. Sherlock -
Carlos Muedano, Jr. 3/41,590(c) 863-24%
Reynaud Const. Co.-
Arc. J. Sherlock III  4/28,650(h) 786-~104
¢ 17 7A 5213 6lx30 M. P. Monk . Maurice
C. Mazerat 5/32,221{a) 815-261
Reynaud Const., Co. =
Mark P. Yonk 3/28,750(v} 785-436
S p 17 SA 5221 61x%0 T. Braniff, Jr. -
: Earl E. Roberts 8/41,000(a) 842-400
% Reynaud Const., Co. -
Ry Thos. J. Braniff, Jr. 3/29,600(v) 785431
Y E 17 A 5217 61x99 W. Hartley, Jr. -
v Andrew B. Loup 10/43%9,191(a) 845-610
: Reynaud Const, Co, ~
& M. J: Harcley, Jr. 3/29,800(f) 785-432
A 17 10A4 5201 T78/43x96/90 Reynaud Const, Co,
Irwin F. Calligan, Jr. 3/28,450(h) 785-433
3 17 8A 5209 61x90 Reynaud Cenac. Co.
fugene R. Andersen 3/28,675(v) 785-437
¢ 17 1A 5237 43/80x97/90 Reynaud Const. Co.
Alexander J. Diaz, Jr. 4/29,700(f) 786-220
R 4.3, Diaz, Jx, -
Eugene 0. Jenkins, Jr. 6/49,500(v) 8931-900
D 17 9A 5205 61x90 Reynaud Const. Co.
Dominick P. Musso 3/29,600(v) 785~-438
E 17 24 5233 61x90 Reynaud Const. Co.
Erie J. Durel 4/28,750(vw) 786~101
F 17 4a 5225 60x%0 Reymaud Conac. Co.

Homer A. Vinson, Jr. 4/28,550(v) 786-102



E T A A T S - -

T - B -

Guardian Avenue - Jeffersmn Parish - Westbank

TERRYTUMN SUBDIVISION

Lo o sue seller
73 8 73 &0'x110 iBFamsﬂT
79 4 720 S&'wn' C.P. Macaulay
%0 14 805 6l'xvp’ .1, Stiles
90 13 60'x11%"  J.L. Lane
& 19 812 60'x110' 1.4, Mclonatd, Jr.
90 1 817 80'x110' T.A. Make
% 16 M4 60'x110" o.D. VanbHoosger
89 17 804 63'xyD¢ W.A. Fadaol
154 L 80  100'x80'  J. dorales
8 23 228  60°x110' D, Beham
90 7 833 73744122 L, Tucker
7712 741 80/79#100' €. Jacobs
29 18 85 60'x110' E. Ladxd ¢

Hucklebeyry Lane - Jefferson Parish - Westbmk

92
92
9z
86
154

92
52
92
93
154
93
%
86
93
154
92
2
92
92

23

93

[:l‘lowwl-ﬂ

33

732
736
756
B82S

60'x110’
£6'x110"
60'x110"
60'x110°

J.W. Sullivan
P.H. Maxwe)l
R. Henry

J. Zedsen

828 £6/51x110' T.W. Summerford
L. Maionado

749

768

804
45
805
809
73
08
740
64
]
764

769

816

60'x110"
£0'x110'
61/56x110°
60" x110°
61' VD"
60'x110'
60'x130°
60'xilo’
§0'x110"
63'110"
60" w1’
60'x110"
60110
£0'x110*

£0":10°

60" x110°

753 60'x110*

C.H. Mo

MGIC Mo, Corp.
B.P, Brem

W.L. Prata, Jr.
H.¥. Baker,III
M. Joynes

T. Blake, Jr.
J.L. Veecia
K.G.Sulth

J.R Clooney, Jr.
P.A.G. Hoormm
J.V. Wilam

L.M. Nowlia, 111
Meg, Guar. Ins,Co
G.W. Glidewell 4
G. Glidowell

L.T. Shutan
J.A Hajolia

5.H, Tumner, Jz,
5.L. Sawoie

hurchaser

Derrell H. Bopgs
Samel B. Thoopson

Denid D. Goss
Val J, Miller, Sr.
Ama B. Velasquez
Demiis Madere
Wendell C. Freemm
Thams E. Behringer
Ruspeil A. Bouzigard
Klaud P, Schmide
Dmald P. Romero, Jy,
Boshrut Tantraphol
Lornie M. McCartney
B.F. Sanford & J.C.
Sawvvas

Alain Baker

George H. Conrad, Jo.
Andeewt C. Dillen, ITT
Eduardo G. Puente

Djalia de Lina Brage
Ted W. Summerford

Ranald P. Orgeron
Mtg. Guarancy Ins,
D‘.vugm J. Corcoran
Janet F, Bonura
Klat LO

Jerry Mulling
Burbank Colony
Jack M. Voynouski
Maleolm A. Jurisich
Clinton E. Laumen
tharles A, Burlette, Sr.
Wou H. Patker ITI
George L. Jeffries
John R. May

MGIC Mog. Corp,
Mary Reindal

Harold Pose, Jr,
Tailda T. Shutan

Marinko Plaomn
Douglas F. Young

Yo
3
~1
o
p—t
i
=1
o

11/32,000

5/39,500(v)
6/38,000 (k)
4/38,900¢h)

9/36,000¢n)

4/35,000(h)

7/36,250(h)

1/32,453(a)

6/38,472

7/40,500¢h)
3/41,493(a)
7762, 844 (a)

6/44,965(a)
5/43,9000(h)

7/63,122(a)
10/35,068
10/37,000

4/28,750(E)
5/45,965(a)

6/3,008
3/44,300(a}

1977

12/43,000

/45,669
6/50,000(a)

9739 ,000(h)
6/50,500(v}

6/44,000(h)
3/46,851(a)

12/53,000 (h)

11/52,000(hy

10/58,500(h)
3/4B,174
1739, 300(v)
3/42,000(h}
2/41,500(v)

6/42,000 (k)
9/36,500(cs)

8/51,500(h)
7742, 300

1978

1/53,800cr

L&/ Folia

9127595
847/859

887/519
894/455
916/391
874737
896/836
8521563
864/152
a59/39%
8434559
833/2
838/914
828/488

865/971
B67/374
8577979
B6B/225

865/947
B35/556

856/487
Ba1/111
876766
837/462
893/615
833/86
834/796
913/543
910/116
6/643
888/8
8837823
887/59
885/576

8647249
8327516

896/957
/282

903/946
838935

%

3
Ty

i

]




A
E
D
A

TERKYTOWN SUBDIVISICH
E. Lexington Avenue - Jefferson Parish - Westbank
Street
8. lot Mo Size Seller Purchaser o 1978 Loy 977 e
105 39 953  60'xil®’  R.S. Westerhaus Jeseph F. Ankesheiln 6/44,000
112 22 3816 89/30x110' G & J. PFhodes Equitable Life Asmipe, /19,750
Equitzble Life. Soc.-U.5.
Asgurance Soc.-U.S. Jmmes I,. Hutchinscn 8/40,100(a)
4 43 817 49/80x120" Builders Div.Sve.inc. Claremce F. Kem 12/43,600(v)
106 42 821 49/80x110" Builders Div.Swve.Ine. Eugene Stanaon 439,900
M 4 89 60'xI10" Builders Div.Sve.Inc. Lowell C. Burmaster 4/43,500
104 39 833 60110  Builders Div.Sve.Inc. kW, A, Eckharde 1/46,500( 6y
04 37 8l E0'x110°  Builders Div.Sve,Ine. Falipe J. Suarez 11/42,824(£)
114 21 844 60'x110"  Builders Div.Sve.Inc. Samuel 0. Buekley, ITL 6/61,900
104 36 B4S 60'x110"  Builders Div,Sve.Inc. Wn. H. Fulten 4/45, 50G(v)
1% 35 849 60°x110*  Builders Div.Sve.Inc. James Ghanbers, Sr. 3/42,500
114 23 852 60'110"  Builders Div.Sve.Ine. Guillerm Alvarez 4138, 900
194 32 86l 60'x110'  Builders Hv.Sve.Inc. Frank Gibbons 2/52,400
104 X 869 60'x130"  Builders Div.Sve.Inc. Larry Davis 4142, 300
04 28 8717 75'x110'  J.L. Williams, Jr. Lenaid L. Richbourg 11/41,923(a)
105 52 901 73'x118" 5. Larga Fablo Femandaz 2/44,006 {ay
115 1 912 60/70):_1.2?{ T. Tourek David L. Beham 8/43,612(a)
114 22 348 60'x110" Builders Div,.Sve.Inc. Panl Torres 4141, 500
WS 45 929 60'x110* 6.8, Harry James L. Betramaon 12/50,000¢cs )
114 24 836 60'x116'  R.T. Schultz Larry V. William 5/50,184(z)
Bullders Div.Sve.Ing. Ross Schulpz 3/42,16)
06 33 857 60'x20°  R.T. Whdte FII Carglyn R, Boudveaux 7457,500
104 29 873 60"x110* V. Demwr Wo T. Gafford 12/53, 17
05 50 509 63':110"  F.0. Dollar Robare F. Lace 5/43,500(v)
115 22 92 60'x110" R.L. Homn Guy J. Falgoat, Jr. 9/51,500(h)
V. Duplmcis Ray L, Hom 6/41,912(a)
ns 25 93% 60'x110"  C.W. Bmhoe Janes M. Barefield 942,000 (>
105 42 941 60'x110"  D. Neary Clyde ¥.W. Popourch 10/49, 500¢n}
105 37 961  £0'xllY A, Seankiewicz 1. Rodaey Dickersem 2/44,000(E)
05 36 963 6010 T.T. Wall, Jr. Carl J. loria, 71T 3/47,6483
05 3 97n 6010 I8, Fwenex, Jr. Michael J. Naguin 7/54,649(a)
R. Vaughm James B, Kremei, Jv, 5/44,500
115 20 96 6hA28/112'G. Pula, TIT Phillip M. Worthingron 12/49,500(v)
P.R Comiola George Puls 1/43,000(k)
104 41 825 59/61x10¢' R. Hayes Donadd K. Wood 10/58,531(a)
R.A. Ray Robert Hayes 7/4%,970(a)
Builders Div.Sve.Inc. Robert A. Ray 4/43,500
IS 23 928 60'x110" DB, Meekins Rebert G. loisal 10/3%,000(h)
105 38 8y 60'x110' M5, Young Jotn 8. Rocweelier, Jr. 3/51,998(a)
Budlders Div.Sve.Tne, Michael Young 439,900
4 20 840 60'xl10"  AJ. Kell Gerald R. GLlberc 10/52,0004{cs)
W05 47 921 60'x110'  G.C. Merler Dr. Lawence D, Mackey B/5&4,9G0(v)
H. Hebert, Jr. Javas Mabry, Jr. 2/39,815(a)
J. Mabyy, Jr. George C, Marler 6/40,2L8{a)
105 46 925 50'xL10'  W.G. Recce Ronald L. Clark 12/52,311(a)
115 28 948  60°x110°  S.W. Cooper Pake Chou Wong 6/50,500¢a)

COB/Folic

863/729
8417800

B42/269
828/350

833/606
B34/254
82B/430
826/589
863/549
B34/250
831/865
833/887
830/627
833/86

825/908
829/910
8417394
833/6%0
879/276

864/349
83t/270

8674344
850/533
862/516

872/550
842717

8737585
8467206
855/451
BB2/445

B68/494
836/157

$13/666
882/935

9077377
B68/820
8337942
907/661

886/73
833/608

BI4/A7L
901/53

8297900
83B/44s
B79/193

B95/55




TERRYTOW SUBDIVISION

E. Lexington Averne - Jefferson Parish - Westbank (Cont'd)

Street
Sg. Ler Mo, Size Setler
15 29 952 60/ Thx P.E. Stephenscn
707110
105 38 957 £0°x1310'  J.B. Duplmris
. Glencove Lane - Jefferson Parigh - Westhani
106 SA 2180 33'/1'x W, Shrayer
110'/101°
108 29 2125 60"x110" J, Patrick
110 474 811 TR0 V. Kluer
8 A 824 73'x110'  R.E. Rebertson
110 40 853 §0'%110°  Securicy Reaity Co.
L. LaGuin
84 16 60'%120" M. Zimmerman
07 5 o8 60'x120° Singer
107 14 2132 60'x120"  Housing Co.
108 18 2165 60'x192'/ M. Teasmen
118’
106 11A 2184 60°x100'  D.P. Canty
107  8a 2172 60'x100'  Mirchall Homes
109 35 2005 55" 2D’ R.E. Carver
110 41 60'x110'  5.K. Paulson
R.J. Biseoglia
R.Larbert
W09 29 2029 60'xE)d'  H.J. Horton,Jv.{
J. Chrisclogen
84 13 2048  60'x120'  J.C. Kagel
109 21 2061 60'x110' P.E. Griggs
R. Chabauwd, Jr.
Empl. Trans, Corp
109 20 2065 60'x110'  D.G. Santri
W. Wall, Jr.
108 35 2101 75'x1D'  C.G. Tyrian, Jr.
107 8 2108  £0'x120" M.E, &W.J. Vinglas
108 17A 2169 63'x112'  J. Mitchell II
10 444 837 70'x1X0'  F.L. O'Heal
110 434 841 70'x110" K. Siegme:n
W.L. Ramage
85 14 848 60'x110"  F.D. Richardson
Security Rlty.Co.Tne.
110 464 225 70'x110"  E.M Coppersmith
M.A. Potrusky
lat Hmtd.&63v.As80,
109 22 2057 60" H. Lege

Purchaser

Frank E, Osbom III

Charles E. Terry

Rachal N. Craven

Jolm L. Wakefield
Henry G. Bhows, Jz.

Seuthland Finance
Corp.

Earry J. LeGuin
Lewis D. Holoes, Jr.

(harles J. Baldrin
James W. Calhown
Michael L. Cuise, Jr.11/38,900

10/41,000

Jaeson Brown

Oscay Riess TIT
Larent D. Fentaine
Dickey R. Murphy
Hilliem R, Barton
Stephen K. Paulson
Rayrond J. Biscoglia

Jolmy W, Holden
Harold Horcan, Jrz.

Timothy D, Schmack

Richard W. Repp
&r&loyee Transfer

p.
Paul E. Griggs

Bermard J. loria,Jr.
Bale G. Sanri

Cerald W. Purser

Jamea Edein Gross

Clifford J, Larmam,
Jr.

Emear H. Mitchell
Charles D, Lilly

Kermach Siegman 10/45,200(a)
Raymrad F. McCluer,

Jr.
Frank Richardson 9/62,500

Harold J. Kowalchuk
lat Huerd.S8av. Asso. §/1,000s
£ds. M. Coppersmich 10/39,000(h}

Bobers A, Clifford

3/42,934(a)

3/47,013(a)
6/50,250(h)
1/28,566(a)

643,450
2/42,176(a)
5/62,500(v)

/42,000

1/48,800

2/40,5004v)
10/44, 500(h)

11/1L1,250
L1744, 500 (hv)

7742,500 ()

5/44,035(a}

/56,500 (h}
4/54,500 (h)

7/49,000

7/50,000

3/40,269(a)

2/33.500(cs)

7/49,900(a)

12/50,500(h)
11/45,000(h}
10/57,600¢h)

10/56,500
1/51,664

2749 ,500 (k)

8/52,000{v}

6/50,000(h)

6/5%,900 (M)
7748,000(cs)

SOB/Folio

385/403

398/984

357/963

857/917
338/326
B828B/729
3247525
3387407
329/928
834/849
823/879
8327425

913/434
91212
908/209
907/584
BB2/641
854136

885/624
829/994

875/601

503/132
B47/954

8487185

356/446
840/86

896/684
B99/912
837/370

B68/90
858/614
82413
868/428
8237477
8667269
823/576
8257571
857/705
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TERRYTORN SUBDTVISTON

So. Glencove Lane - Jefferson Parish - Westbank (Cant'd)

o > > M X oo oHow M

Stroat

S9 Lot Mo

108 24 Zl45
108 204 2157
106 7A 2168

84 15 2056

105 32a

107 13 2128
68 26 2137

106  2A 2148
196 9a 2178
84 14 2052
106 84 2172

107 2 2072

107 10 2116

108 194 2161
Ws M 2009

109 32 2017

Laurel Avenue

117 39 2117

08 6 2148

9 2 2016

10 35 2017

e 3%
09 4
e s
1o 1n
117 37
n7 2
17 27 2165
117 23 218
108 164 2184

2021
2024
2028
2033
2125
2145

size Seller

60'¥110°  I1.G. Elckes, Jr.

W.L. Davis
60°x10L"  T.E. Jemmings

5.M. MeKenzie, Jr.
&0' w120 ‘;"np‘]?.dmrgzstorp
75'%113' T, Reed

MA. Read
60'x120' T.P. Hart
60°xl1¢'  D.L. Crane,Sr.

R. i p
60°x20'  H.W. Martisen
BT S.L. Samders
50°x120'  D.C. Klosteswmm
60'x100°  C.E. Bills
50'x120'  P.M. Vogel

L. Garrett

60'x120" §.p. Feagin, Jr.
42" xvp' L.E. Robisan
35w A5, Jomsen

E.5. Wissmdanger

80'x110" I, Ory

- Jeffersen Parish - Weschank

it g& gen:el:l:
60'x110"  J.M. Stephens
67'VD’ J.L. Wolk

I Crane
60" xVD' R. Twner

W, Kehlembach
80'x110'  J.P. Prevest
€0°0*  W.F. Bodner, Jr.
60'x210"  D.C. Gormm
60'x110"  W.D. Brownm
60'x110" L. Roberts
60°x11Y  J. Aberconbie
60°x110"  C.R. Mewell
64" avp' J.R. Pettway
64'x100'  A.L. Lavoge

Purthaser

Samel J. Ware
Paul J. Albexr
Orlmde Garcia-
Piadra
Theodore Jermings

Lester J. Browssard
Empl. Trans. Cowp,

Michael A. Reed
Jaim D. Viesich

We. 5. Yong

Bamon A, Figoaroa
Donald L. Crane,Sr,

Ralph J. Bercheaud
Mitchell Homes
Vernon L. Caxpencer
Mitchell Homes

Michael P. Halter
Peter M. Vogel

Stevan G, Spencer

Donald R, Miller

Valsrie M. Robotrom

A.5. Jomaon,
Carol bhitney

Edvard W. Gemon

Jomn E. Furhee
(harles E. Dye

Lymn MoCulogh &
Puryl L. Lovelace

Allan A, Montrewi:
Jama L. Wolk

Gary L. Br:
Richard T\ltn:ye'r

Clarence J. Mutesing
Timothy L. Cox
Loraine H. Mooy
Billy J. Gumn

Joim P. Selig

Alvin J. ‘Thoopson
Belgene 0. Phillips
Richard E. Ellioce
Francisen Colon

1975 197
12/43,500(h)
5/40,000(5)
6/49,488(a)
3/45,614(a)
10/42, 500 (hv)
4/8,090
I/11.50¢ (h*)
7/11,500
8/39,605(a)
4f43, 70040}
6/44,000
B/40,0000m)
7/52,900(h)
9/42,006
4147 ,500(v)
1/45 850 (a)
10/53,900(v)

3/47,918(a)
8/49 ,485(a)

3/46,500(h)
5/46,457 (a)
5/46,000(v)
5/46,500(es)
8/49,2000m)

8/48,500

4/43,000(v)
5/48,500

11/58,000cs

18/53, 500(h)
7/44,182(a)
1752,293(a)
5/50,800(6)

3/48,500(5

4/52,500(£)
8/50,200¢v)
9/52,000(v)
8/58,000(v)

8/53,000(h)

1978

0B/Folio

830/95

8607669
B54-145
8317411

846/878
833/976

856/513
T61/287

886/304

903/665
841/936

886/997
893/820
892/289
8937445

503/887
858/307

$00/936

8%0/870
832/853
8647411

843/11%

911/
8687408

909/116
898/923
B42/922

88321
8607586

891/588
887/785
8787891
8907339
901/440
904/914
9037611
874/331
992/551
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TERRYTORN SUBDIVISION

Larel Averne -~ Jefferpon Parish - Westbanl (Cont'd)

Sq.

10
117

10
110
110
17
1c8
108
108

109
i ]
i09

117
08
ple]
117

30

11
11
23

2037
2149

2029

2020
2120
2116

2253
2164
2052

60'x110°
60'x110"

60'xk10*
60"x10"
60" 10"
602110
60'x)10'
60" x118y'
60°x110°

60"x110°
66'x110"
60" x110°
60" %100’
£80'x110"
60"x110'

Sellar

J.F. Young
RA. Duplancis

AE. Wililam

B. McHarnay

L.M. Meyer

1P, MeDonaid
J.L. Calfield
R.D. Bosrick, Jr.

J.E. Hugging
J.E. Shumclk

B.R. Pack
P. Gebhard

Prud. Ins. Co.of Am.

0.0'Quin

J. Weight

J. Courtney
T.Vise

Singer Houwsing

Aline D. Wedge

We. W. Nicholg
E. Marlin Ct.

Wayne L. Browmsaxd
Dennia A. Bartorst
Jamea M. Wesae)

Michael L. Walker

Edvard D. Lutenbacher

Len W. Owena

fcbere E. Borison
Jaes E. Huggina

Byron W, Porter

Hal W. Cohoon
Prud.Ing.Co.of Am.

Cynthia H. Reflly

Michgel D. Bamhare

Hans Holwes
James R. Pottway

1974 1975

12/42,556 (a)
Richard C. Quarles,Jr.

11/42,500 (h)

12/45, 300
10/46, 300

8/39,000¢h)
2/38,999(a)

11742,900

5/49,000
1/43,878(a)
8/46,900
4/45,522(a)
9/47,906
6/46,031(a)
6/46,500 (h)

5/46,500

4/45,368

8/52,000(h)
8/58,500(h)

0B/Folia

503/605
903/ 889

864118

853/948
8//657
860/ 937
872/953
B54/160

865/567
827/839

851/309
BAB/261

850/6B8
8477316

85%/18L
B42/757
B30/895
8267483
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27
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107 0.

Lo7D
43¢
8sc
84D
82E

80D

79D

75A

69A

HOUSE

1940
2336
2524
2534
2544

2576

2600

2700

2756

HALIDAY DRIVE {(Subjeccs Cnly)

0.

SIZE
76x100
75x108/116
B6x107/115
70107/ 100
70100

70x100
73x100
30x10¢

79x1.00

HOLIDAY PARK - FLANTATION ESTATES

SELLER-PIRCHASER 1972 197
5.M4. Rose-M.G. Velasquez

J.A. Towers-B.N. Borne

=

|

0.K. Lipscomb-Licnel Crows
W.5. Williams-R.L. Roark

H,P. Clemns-J.D. Robinwon, Jw,
Succession E.G. Wagnon-H.P, Clewons

J.R. Derda-A. Maribroue
G.L. Hillmm-~;.R. Dexda 2/42,000

5., Held-A.A. Collins
C.G. Didier-5.G. Held /34,500

W.B, Stewart-F.S. Pottingill 3/55,500
H.B. Miles, Jr.-W.B. Stewart 2/54,112a

$.C. Melean, Jr.-P.M. Bice

1974

9/41.319

1975
S/47,0000
2/50,000h

2/45.000

1976

11/53.000

1977

L0/58, 500w
10/62,000v
12/62, 500h

11/60, 500h

OB/
FOLIG

730-352
737-25

T46-63L
T46-595

750-117
124-282

Th3-429
T04-542

F4T-645
713-339

718-20L
710-107

728-580

T
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164

168

16B

168

77

275
274

G

309
310

272
1784
794

1804

1334

183
211

206
1874
205
1aBa
204

201

1534

1954

21
1964

B9
1926

2000
2020
2034
2048

2055

2135
2145

2146
2200
2210

2220

2235
2237

2245
2253

2254
230

2309
A0
2317
2318
2315

2326
2355

2358

2366

231t
2374

HOLIDAY PARK - FLONTATIGN ©STATES

SI7T SELLER-PURGHASER ig72
58/ 71100 3.R. Peola-Kermeth T. Ahlstram
E.L. Bahmoier-Billy R. Pooie
48/92:100/109 Brock W, Adamm-Thos. L. Carven
J.H. Treadway-~Brook W. Adams 12/38,980v
42100 J.J. Bongard-Rex D. Niven, Jr,
Sex C. Crowder, Zr.-Jahn J. Pem
W E. Berrie-Rax C. Crowder, St.  8/137,000v
63x100 2.G. thristisn-froort Gray 11/37,596-
6200 A.J. Castreo-Pichard Conti
40/61/51x101/108 R.E. Knippenberg-Gerald V. Grant
64x83 V.P. Nachasel-Clifford W. Hak 7/33,500h
Edw. R Oriffin-doim T, MNally
£%3x1) 3.2 Timson-Jon . Fllwilrey
J.J. Zicber-Bruce R, Timson
63x100 D.E. Hand-Michi. F. Kearing
6L A.L. Eplsaca-Jom 2. Tofren
E.P. Langston-Arth. 1. Egleson
6485 John Commagexe-Morris A. Clyde
60x95/95 . Ceyder=Allen Dean Tayler
anel. G, Jerry-Xay 0. Crvder
3100 T.L. Day-Chas, E, Dekey, Jr.
J.L. Gragery-Terry L. Ihy
LW, Rucker-Jom L. Gregowy
6310 Wn W Sherber-fobt. C. lacchax
6351100 S5.M. Hagmn~-Parrick A, Brasan
C.G. Hulsey-Syed M. Hasen
J.5. Howell Carmoll G. Hulsey
BL196/95 D.H. Aldridge-Robt. . Gray
67x96 Raymond Gibbs-Edw. R Griffin 8/42,500-
6497 J.R. Hepner-Connad B, Olson
Hm M Klesg-Jon L lepoer
64x? +.R. Sath-Jorge A, Bendma
Michl, W. Bell-Jas. R Seith
F.T. Conolly-Hichl. W. Bell
54:18/97 Van Relooine=Neibert E. Daschney
. Tinch-¥am Reloo fne.
64198 K.A. Sdwarz-mald ¥, Blandhard, Jz,
0200 JLE. ~Jos. L. Graves
L.E. Qrawford-Jirmy F. Luykin
60x100 R.J. Overly-Edpgar Byron 0. Odm
60x100 Richd, Hlndzn-tfarten St. Picrre
Jog. Precup-Richd, A. thndza
67x98 J.5. Erple-Michl. J. Demkuseakdi
64799399 Rodney C. 'ii.ng-.]nlm XK. Rinsell
D.J. Berard-Rodney C. Wing
50100 H.E, Rawe, Jr.-Peter I. Galatas
6299 R.W. Featherstone-David #. Lynd
60x100 Irving R. Yancey-fobbin &, Marshall
62%93/100 Geo. D. Moate-Geo T. Weyenberg
60x100 Robt. Hiebner, Jr.-Chas E, Ray
L.A. Nelson-Robt. J. Hiebeer, Jr.
62x100 W. Uealey-Robt. E. Leagacre
161/ 76x100 J.7. Mahwel-Edv. Sowers Sciweizer
Jotm J. Bardgeere-Jobn T. Manwvel
58x147/1130d D.A. Talbot-Jos, ¥. Ballou
J.K. Ballou-Lamwence J. Miller
S5T/123A02/147 3.7, Howrin-Thos. L. Axwld
Jaa. €. Carcer-Jas. J. Hourin 2/45,000v
96x118 nhna, W. Lockhart-Richd. G. Ghiselin
60l AW, Hackman =-Joim S, Willizm

J.E. Cueydan-A.W. Hackman

1873 1574 573 1576, 81
13/54 0000
739,673
3/47,536a
10/45,270a
7/43,500a
11/63,200¢
2/52,0006-
8/L2.5752
11/50,950h
6743,500€
7/43.500a
6/53,600h
10/40,700-
7739,000h
10/54,85%
7162,500v
5/52,500
10744, 7000
8/37,5000
6/43,000h
10/52,000h
10742, 750k
3/40,5000
1340900~
7/63,0000
3/49,000h
/52,500~
7444,753a
15/42,500-
B/34,000
8/54,000
6/57.000
5/84,711
/46 ,000v
9/59,500c
6/48,000v
3/37,500a
6/46,5000
11/48,000a
2/40,000
9/43,0000
3/56,000v
2/48,776a
7/45 0000
5745,700
12/43,5000
8/39,000kh
12/56,000h
548,500
3/44,000h
8/47,750h
8/68,300n
9744 ,000h
6/61,5000

7/48.850a

o/
L

=164
T24-122

734294
Tlé-41
740-163
Ni-424
M13-656
5%

41595

Ti3-2535

Ti=a50

T42-229

729~ 164

F24-p8

Ta3-103
722-15}

238-307
717-203

727-43

73-630
714~166

TZ3-246
T4)-616
726-654
733-268

733-157
721-297

T15-661

739-280
730-147

717-3%6
726-202

T4T-b47
708-471

730-595

46-253
730=126
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315
333
314
334

335

313
31z
213
214
2%
215
229
216
228
226
225
223
70
684
674
568
664
654

628

111¢
111D
1128

1148
116C
56D
116D
s6C

358

2000
2027
2023
2035
2038
2100
2101
2120

2145

2146
2154
2310
2318
2321
2326
2329
2334
2339
2357
2367

2411
2501
2509
2317
2525
2531

2539

2601

2608
2616
2624

2627
2640
2700
2701
2708
2709

2717

SIZE SELIER-PURGHASER B2
175300 P.C. Tucker-tn, C. Boscick, Jr.
63x10¢ D.L. Osterkam-Ece, 7. Sull ivan
65X100 C.H. Sawyer-Harvin ¥, Richards
63x100 Bryan Coatney- Jerry D, Rass
65100 D.5. GrieeHaryy J. Bouyer, Jr.
652100 ML Mariecta-Gisela S. Mital
63100 A.J. Benintende, Jr.-Clmue Mcully
65x10¢ Dryades Savings-Edein F. Kiebs

E.C. Lockte-Dryades Savings
GISxIDO W.W, Dowex, Jr,-Jdm C, Va ley
63100 R.L. Baham, Jr.-Jay G. Glakeney
DR Sl 4 2ok
63%100 J.8. Jenidins-Douglass S, Barr

Suren Mital-Jas. §. Jenkins

10/55x111/100 MJ Frey-Joa. W. Hampren
R. Scroggs-Michl. Fryer

63x100 R.F, Pchler-Harlan P. Cross
T4/ 752100 .0, Deardm=Dr, Gary T. McDonald
§0x300 T.A. Colling-Eug. G, Bammes
60/65x100 Danryy D. Cawdle-Jobm T. Hochheimer
69x100 R.B. Appenfeller-Byron W. Gebauet

60/65x185/101 Thos, L. Reeves-Chas H. Searbrough
69x110 Jolm P. Page-Donald L. Sullivan

60x112 Acth. A. Centxy-Franklin H. Sanders
§9/62x121/117 H.G. Thomas-Chas E. Carpenter
69/62x122/120 Jerry Hamman-Jack F. Minee

69%120/114  N.C. Gagliao-Thos A. Nelson
63/60x120/123 Suce, Wn L. Litteli-Rebt. M. Rachend,Jr.

67/60x123 H.C. ParkerIII-Geo. R Hayes, Jr. 3/38,250h
54/60x122/113 J.B. Tippa-chas J. Vedroa,Jx,
55x113 ?. Hauck=Thos. R. Keller
55/60x108/109 Jene T. Schence-dndrew P, Kram
35/60x115 Eric W. Verter-Jonathm C. HoCanter
50/73x105 J.P, Christmorn-David H. Ward

Eddin D. Lamb-Jas. P. Christmam
50/65x105/100 L. R. Simp-Chas. §. Aplin,J

Robt. J. Jenmingg-Lyle R. Sim 7/38,500
65x300 G.J. McKigney-Chas. ¥, Parham

John M. Simpaon-Geo. J. MKigney  6/30,000h
60x14 H. Portenheimer-Grace E. Decker
60x100/317  D.H. Yhicten-Harold W, Hunt
€0x100 C. Mcbermitc-Louis A. Texidor

J. Devig-Carroll MeDermitt
60x100 I1.0. Schaffer-Emest B, Green, .Jr.
£0x100 W.W. Cormers-Peter L. Collom
50x106 Peyton H. Hines-Jos. R Aubin
60x100 H.J. Stilhetes, Jr,-Chas. W. Peterson
60%100 R.A. Lamon-Don G. Bilbrey
60x110 R.D. Larrick-Scott R Esheimm

J.M. Daley-Rebt. D. Larrick
50x%100 F.C. Masset, Jr.« Hnrringt Hhorphy

.M. Florence-Fredc. C. ‘Tanset Jr.

B3 wn s 197
70,7000
10/42,500h
1/66,000a
4/36,162a
8/43,000h
2/38,595a
4/18,200~-
3/48,200~
2746 ,900-
/49,5000
8741, 500 10/52 400w
9/38.500
7747, 5000
9/41,000s
3743, 300h
/44 451a
1/44,000a
2/4),328a
1/39, 000k
4/52,960a
4143 000y
7/47,975a
5/45,262a
1/40,000h
9/44,913a
1/47,000a
2/53,5000
9/62,500 3/50,0000
1/42 600k
11/53,0000
622128
12/40 ,000~
8/45,50Ch
12/35,900v
9/52,000h
4/37,500w
10/41,400v
5/%9 0008 9/47 ,645a

1977
12/43,000a

10/53, ¥0er

3/57,500v

12/68,000a
4/36,0000

6/51,500n

7/58,0000

7/54,0000

5/58,350n

BOLIO

750-130
716-583
T30-684
736-64

722-620
729324
T2]-466

735-363
735-383

1174
736-447
739-182
719-28
743-595
720-15

742-525
726-166

719-113
722-522
719-441
725-500
T23-445
718-109
731-12

730-71

T1-512
731-109
714-50

763-180
703-397
149=174
Tur-11

735-128
734-231

736-163
719-55

722~409
713-235

748-158
710-174

739-249
731992

748-158
715-350

125227
748274
727-381
Thl-852

722-576

748-94
#21-93

74055
733-167



813

21
22

21

2

S4B
1198

325

2725
212

AL

30100

£0x100
60100

T0x62100

HOLIDAY PARK - FLANTATION ESTATES

SELLFR-PURCHASER 172

Jack. C. Mason Jr., Fred A. Keebs
T.W. Kaugher, Jr,-Jack C. ilkscn,Jr.
Roe E. Andrews-Thos. W. Kaugher,Jr. 9/18,095

L.L. Geep=John R Hocks

R.J. Ward, Jr.-Hery G. Hethcosr
R, Elliz-Rebt. J. Ward 9/37.500v

. Treadsuy-Willie Raloh Headstreem
Dadenholf-Wallace R. Treadeay
+A. Schoenhandr, Jr.-David I. Dodenhoff, Sy,

boa

no=
Fal =]

5/40,945a

3/12,600

1876
3/45,3582a

4/12,000cs

L/43,0000

6/61,900~

711431
74440

723-67%
709-483

745-193
734-380
714555




e

W

L1

A

~

o M R oo

»

L > B

COPERNICUS
5. =
2 491
28 452
28 494
3 4355
28 435
3 456
6 139
o 391
13 392
[} 338
13 393
13 225

4119
4133

413
4147
4148

4411
4412
4419
4435

SITE
66/35:100

66/62x100
64/56:9 3/99

57x100
Baxlls
63/ 716x100

59/67x100

633100
63100
63x101
60x106/107

- . -
PLANTATION ESTATES-HOLIDAY PARK

SEI1ER-PURCHASER 872 1973
. L. torse-Kermeth 2. Parride

H.M. Hurley-Howard A. Nelson 10/31,5000

H.A. Nelson-Virm L. Morse 9/39,760
G.R. Bewman-Henry Jos. Bowxg

Farris Mirchell-Dean €. Bammum B/40, 750

D.C. Barme-wm, . Jaowsky

olmel Purdy Robinscn-Lucivs J. Tuckew

R.J. tkeianeon-Jos. D, Lewis Jr,

R.F. Plank-Andrew Wingfield

Earl L. Cortrell-Gary B. Levy

Jas. A, Utz-Robt. R, Berry 1/34,025a
Bobt. R. Berry-Earl L. Cotcreal 8/38,312a

Wm. M Hughes-Richard W. Colling
Paul D. Burgess-Wm H. Hughes 13/10,257a

Jack Malone-Jas. C. Hudson 9/38,500h
Jas. C. Jotmson-John Coalter 6/36,000
W.J. Mouren=Remiaid D. Ropers 9740, 800

Suce. Reme Nunez-Ralph F. Capdeville
H.L. Prav-Rene Mumez /62 000a

1974

5/41,284a

1975

7/63,462a

10/46,500v

1976

8/50,5000
2/46,5000
10/52,000

8/46,500

1977
9/54,%00¢es

11/58,000h

qIES
PLIO
Thd=538
7i3-524
719-109
750-131

723-22
720-433

741-1
738-214
743-207

731-553
711-5%

T12-456
709-179
22-15

76364
721.28



[ T

LI - I

et ]

23 ~B
204 i5
23 22A
23 26A
23 264
23 A
23 294
248 &
23 30A
248 6
248 2
GALLYNGRASE
23 854
23 87A
22 asp
22 1054
23 918
23 938
22 948
22 1638
22 1028
22 1018
22

23 978

HOUSE

4
2626

2629
2045

2661
2669
2685

271
2725
2810

2618

2632

2661

2670

270

2710

27il

2717
2725
2733
2740

TCx140

60x160
65x141
65x141/ 142

50109

0x101/105
60100

60%100

G0ne20¢

60%100

60100

63x100

60100
030G
60x100
60l 00

PLANTATTOM DSTATES-HOLIDAY PARK

SLILR-FLROASER
tephen J. Seyl-Julivws Lanplinais

nr
R,

Ly

L. Klawinski-Jas. &, Longsker
[0, Winters-Richd, Z. Qaveinski
J.K. Schap,Jr.-Jos. C, Rice, III
F. CGrires-Jes. Carothers Cerver

W. Obler-Marrin-Bobt. E. Stiles

Honde C. Theobaid-John D. Nolan, Jr,

Sebastien J. Patermici-Robt. H. Mamser

J.E. Dumn-Sebastien J. Patemiri

4.0, Doak-Nicholas C. Speers
F.C. Cardella-Henny E. Duak

Frack Poormm-Donald R Salsburg
H.F. Rutledge-Jobm E. O'Dowd, Jr.
Perer E., Keap-Leo O'Dommeil

+ O'Brien-C.E, Vernotzy
- Wichizer-E,T. 0"8rien

- Friese-R.J. Mura

Burgess, Jr.-C.J, Aucoin
Girard-F.F. Burgess,Jr.

Hedford-Jos. A. Gaztambide
Berring-B.J. Madford

. Crewley-E.A, Herring
Wade-J. H. MeCusker IIT

Artington-G.W. lazare
+ Theopson-J,H, Arrington

. Arnold-D.J. Caruso
. Bishop-J.L. Amold

Bo o 1 wms om o< oap
B i L 6 mkbL o RE o> R

izl

*.B. Heisey-G.X. Kibodemut
R.L. Cobb-G.B. Heiney

R.D. Woo-C.H, Lorenzen
Ed. Strassel-G.S. Cambron
R.T. Jenes-M, Fields

R.C. Cox-Bobuo Hayashi

72 1972
5/33,000n
11/32,000-
2/35,501a
6/36,000
9/647,000h
8/37,500

7/35,900

BT 87 B w77
7/43,881a
9/46,000h
1/36,500-
6/4%.000
8/52
5 38,50Ch
53,4000
6/48,500h
¥ inc, 12/937c
7745 ,000v
4137, 900w
4/35,500
7/52,000a
8/43.000h
647,006k
6/55,923a
6/52,073a
11/53.000h
6/44 684
3/38.750v
8/45,430
7/37,250v
9/43,963
6/42,000
8/62,000
1749, 500w

o7

L0
73-365

70116
722007
6226
L-158
71410
720-150

733-125
725-70

51-157
737-542

731-38
7224580
713593

7L5-269
P97

736-624

736-370
710-166

735-498
726-35
719-75
743=12

731-184
720-230

129-31i6
27-7%

732-311
728-44

716-694
HE-404
743-601
715-542



s -
PLANTATICN ESTATES-HROLIDAY PARK
LANE
EASTER OrE
5. o7 MO, SIZ8 SFELLER-PURCHASER 1973 1974 1975 1976 Leri COB/Felia
% 3 469 2001  54x105 W. J. Lannes Iii-Anna D. Reese 6/58,500 745/241
R. Radakovich-W. J. Lannes III 1/38,000h 715/81
x 3 467 2019 63x100 P.YW. Richardson-4.M. Harrison 5/48,500h T48/61
g & 472 2020  65x100 J.T. Hobbs-Thos., J. Ingersalil 12/47,000h 737731
&65 2035 632100 R.M. Herman-H.J. Lovekamp £/44,500a 7204566
X & 570 2056 65%x100 J.DO. Libiez-C.T. Fair 6/33,000v T44 /189
X 3 462 2061  63x100 Employee Transfer-T.L. Levy 11/43,500 729/588
F.L, Heuler-Employee Transfer Corp. 7/20,177 7317320
¢ 4 571 2100 65x100 R.M. McCormic-L.¥. Kenny 9/49,500 J&41/86
W.L. Green-R.M. McCormic 3740,500 T23/542
X 4 572 2110  65x100 J.C. Bugg, Jr.-N.T. Cowley 6/138,500 728736
¥ 3 660 2111 72x110 R.L. Hill- T.R. Bulleoch /43,874 7364/331
B.¢, Altmen-R.L. Hill 1/36,000v 714/ 54
£ 3 458 2133 86x104 S5.A. Tace-H.L. Rachelson 5/4B,500h 747/188
L.J. Sarber, Jr.-5.A. Tace 10/38, 500v 719/154
X & 575 2134 57/62x J.S. Janik-B.J. Marczin €/53,500v 7467194
100/104 J.J. Mann-d.3. Janik 435,000 7197632
X1t 561 2200 SS{Tgx K.M, Savage-C.H. Corliss 1/56,000n 7437571
0
X28 497 2227 50/60x J.H. Adams-5.D. Qubcy 2/56,000h 738/439
165 Pogere Inc,-J.H. Adams 2/44,900h 721/309
X 28 698 2235 63/64x R.P, Harper-E.D. Faulk /46,500 7327181
141
x11 5B 2244 §2x100 E. Rloskat, Jr.-C.W., Richardson 3/40,545a T23/491
X28 501 2311 B1/71lx
115/102 D.0. Cole, Jr.-C.D. Crowe 6/48, 500k 7311374
X i1 568 2312 79/55x
g8/100 R.T. Hazell-¥.M. Richardson, Jr, 18/53,900v 745/ 547
D28 506 234% 6lxl00 K.E. Arnold-B.T, Starkey, Jr. 7/46,000 730/371

FIESTA DRIVE
A28 954 4118 60/74x

140
C 28 955 4126 60/8.x

{ i. Koeppel-K.C. Court 5158 ,000 747/196

E.T
122

c28 3508 4128 77/96x W.M. Jones-S.N. Heel 7/55,251a 731/398
100

R.Y

E.A

. Vondy-J.J, Koeppel 3/42,080 TI23/510
. Balathe, Jr.-R.V. Collins 3/9,500h 720/280

c 16B 718 4400 65/66x : Tedesco-E.W. Shallin 9/35,500h 71949
100

D 168 73B 4418 69%100 A, Hendricks-F.J. Schulze 8/44,000n 732-248
X 23 80 4419 68/65x H,R, Messinger-L.R. MeCroeklin, Jr. 7/41,500h 7141627
105
A 168 724C 4426 ©68/6Ix S5.E, Anderson-G.L. HMabney 11/66,132a 740/191
100 J.A, Geod=5.E. Anderson 10/56,000 726/353
G.H. Troxell, Jr.-J.A. Good 1/45,080h 714735
B l6B 768 4446 556x100 C.0. Morrison-J.W. Beasley 11/4%,000h 7327603

¥ 6B 784 6508 54/49x L.T. Mesbitt, Jr.-T.B. Davisson 734,300 719/49
100



=

MR M o=

MAC ARTHUR SLVD.
HOUSE
C T S
25 123 4118
25 24 4126
25 125 4134
25 18 4218
25 129 4226
25 0 433
i 24 4341
25 35 4434

MEDIAMILLE DRIVE

2 4328
2 4344
3 L35A
2 436
343
2 438
3 bhty
2 433
3 4ASA
2 483
2 484
3 w7
3 45¢
2 487
3 453
2 450

1915

1927
1933

1935

1942

1955

2001
2000

2021
2029
203
2110

2112

2134

2139

SIZE
65x50/94
65x9%

63210
65x100
65x100
69100

67/68x104/100 1,5, Salvador-Richard Alfred Carr

0102/ 104

54x100

53x ) 16wewd

33/91/95
x118/222

41/13/89
«100/118

63100

65x100

652100

65%300

62x100

61x11¢
65x100
65x100

36/70x
104/180

63x98/110

62%100

58/58x96

PLANTATIC ESTATES- HOLIDAY PARK

SELLER-PURCHASER
E. Cawletre-Ruben E. Villagram

B.F. Davig-Ams C. Smich Jr.
Jobtn €. Mitchel-Benj. F. Davis

Altha A. Mmes-M.P, Sdwarzenbach, Jr.

H.H. Brock-Wm. W. Johnson Jr.
C.V. Beoth-Thoa, J. Wood

F.P. Dum--Clark L. Fox
F.J. Shick-Francis P. Dum

V.E. Holland-Jas, D. Estopinal

D.L. Forney-D.4A,
R.G. Marcin-D.L.
P.E. Sehumcher
D.H, 8
C.A, Burk-R.G. Martin
R.A. Meyer-A. Bisso

A.C. Creig-R.L. Scort
W, Fulton-A.C, Crieg

M.E. Sharp-H.C. Thoate

Mlemayer-C.E. Thayer
Thayer-tm.C. McClaughry

- MeMullen-bim, H. Glung, Jr.
MeCleland-D. L, McMailen

Byrd-C.J. ton
Baomert, JH’?& Bywd

Lyles, Sc.-D.C. Sansom
. Gllbertson-G.T. Nea)

Lidke-H.K. Gilbartaon
K. Koerner-0.E. Lidke

B oMb

o tx

£ HE 0o 04

By
:ﬂf’!?ﬁ

W B, Mmson-E.W. Ermona
J4.M. Morria,Sr.-B.J, Morris

J.M. Mayfield, Jr.-K.J. Anderson
L. King-J.B. Mayfield, .Je,

Dinoto-J.G. Schmide
Schmide~T.N. Lermax
Lemox-W.L. Copening
Bowers-C.A, Harmam

. Boyett-C.L. Bowers

. Leslie=J.D. Boyert

Robt. M, Rice-J.F. Moore

5

£.G
J.G
T.H
L.L
J.D
AL

9737006

8/35,500h

9/71/35,500

1973

4/33,000v
2/18,225

9/29,204
3/41,500

2/37.090a
2/36,125
8/37,240a

5/39,000h

11/39,0000

3/35,500h

11/40,500

1974 1975 1876 197
6/32,000
11/36,453a
12/61,500cs
2/%}.000a
3/35,370a
6/54,800v
£2/42,000a
5/55,00G
5744000
6/51,500h
1/53,276
2/43,000h
10/39,357a
6/54,000h
10/42,000R
1/53,920a
9/44,900h
1/51,000
9/39, 50
6/53,200
3/39,000
7/39,000
7/39,000
9/47,000vw
5/41,700h
7/40,000

8/51,500h

@B/
oLIe

736-385

727-313
718-200

14-145
712-495
753-114

722-485
715.58

n7-220
723509

714-423

14-178
732-95

710-346
734=579
743-587

735198
T24-410

748-14G
707-186

73L-577
743-376
732-370
721-206
43-609
715-213
733-472

745-261
722-551

721-267
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ZRANCER STREET

LG

s

14
14

14
21
20
21
21
21

2zl

21
26
21
20
20

21
21

20
21

20
20
21

2%
21

5 GG

T
177

aan
el

1694
1684
1674

1664

2354

2364
2374

1564
244
265

57

247A
2484
1524
2504

2514
149
255
146
145

257
2358

v
141
251

263
264

2552
2363
618
2615
2627

2643
20

2701
2711
2716

2720
2738

60/ 771007126
S5ini23

63/ 79104/ 100
67x109/104

65::113

65x100/7 105

65x116
65x)21

651123

Gax 134
58/68x119/116
70/50x11%/125
59/121/66x108
H0/e9x125
73/55%120x%127
3los

57105

661100

68x100
60x100
60100
60%I00
60x10G

60x100
60%300

60100
60x100

60x100
B0xID0
30106

50x100
68x100

PLANTATTON ESTATES-HOLIDAY PARK

STIEN.MUMCUACED

LA, Bergran~Richavd H. Germen
J.€. Smith-Seymour Marx )

“oht. Berigian-lyrm €. Shawmm
Shirley Hayeg-Bobby R. Harris

D.T. O'Brien-Burton S, Stewart
Paul L. Koves-Demis T.0'3rien

#.E. Holeanbe, Sr.-Bllly J. Reiscoe
Wo B. Bean-tlosea E. Helcombe, Sy,

J.E. Call-Eds. F, Miesch
LD, Luker-jack E. Call

Swec. Fred Dyjhuizer-Rmald D. Luker

C.I. Blombers-Billy E. Poale

T.A. Brown-Mark B. Puckegc
R.W. Donaldsan-Thes. A. Brown

Chas Majors-Michael 8. Tepovich
Jom Love-Dudley L. Marm

C.R. Peterson-Thomas F. Lang et al
tas. R. Turner-Chas, M. Thawes
J.C. Berry-Michi Brechtel

Richard L. Brown-Rovaid Bifani

Roy S. Reed-Raymond K. Whelmn

Ed¢. L. Weirz=Roy I. Swmnson
Patere, Inc.-Edv. D. MeCarthy

LR Smith-Bhagmy Gupta
David Majors-Malcolm R, Smith

B.F. Heinrick-louis S$mchez-Navarre
Panl E. Pilkingron-Wm. F. Rachal
C.E. Bollinged-Jas. J. Jauhert
Pentan-Arthur S, Cramer,Jv,

Spautding-Kermeth C. Mabley
Kancher-jas. E. Spaulding

H.M.

JE.
AAL
G.5. Smith, Jr.«Stuart Hirsch

Jardine-Chas. E, Davis
Aeschbach-Robe. A, Jarding

Callaway-Ketmeth D Norten

Black-Kermerh C. Maxrley
Hott, Jr.-Sloan J, Black

R4,
W.E.

J.K

§.J.
L.R.

John W. Aulr-Jacch W, Lehman
John E. Carr-ihbert A. Wiecherr

J.B. Atrerbury-Lloyd Breauc
Albert T. Shukas-Joe, B. Arterbury

Gec. Lowis~Charles S, Voorhies
L.C. Powell-Gregpry L. Buffy

maz 973
3432, 900
10/ 44 000
5/40,7500
12/5¢,087
2/45,000
9/40,0000
6/48, 7500
6/44,000
47,00
9/38,500v
11/1-34, 1125
4/39,000
6/37,000a
4/32,500
12/34.,000

9/53,000

7/41,500a

8/43,500h

12/37636a

135,000

1975 1976 u77
7/55,0000
4/60,000
8/51,930
7/43,500¢
13/55,0000
7/59,900h
10/49,000k
8/52,5000
10/60,000
6/45,000h
8/52,000h
4146, 2500
11/75,500k
9/62,500v
7447 500
7/52,000h
5/60,0000
3/51,000h
2/50,0000
8/52,500
/43,943
3/53,47%a

9/68,900

Th1-232

Thi-304
134-612

718-505
739-54

746517
726-176
729-155
733-294
736-324
714-514
714/618

748-658
76380

724-201
Al-432
708-291
705-547

136-484
718-513

748-303

746-183
137-135

M2-471

745-432
107-616

726527
724-687

740-622
121-443

711-592
T44-538



Lo s - e
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ST. WICK DRIVE
HOKE
0. T .
5 357 1913
6 3504 2010
) 359 011
5 32 2035
[ 347A 20%
3 3644 2051
[ 345A 2052
5 385 2101
] 33 21
5 369 2139
5 170 2149
12 32 2213
13 30 2215
13 389 2224
12 37 2229
13 88 2232
13 BT 2240
2 36 2247
13 386 2250
13 84 2310
12 376 231
pi1 $54 2320
13 924 2400
12 926 2401
26 929 2501
20 920 2510
25 93 2512
20 919 2520
26 931 2521
26 932 2529
20 918 2330
20 917 2538
i} 935 2545
20 9l 2548
20 915 2554
20 914 2562
26 938 2567
20 913 2570
25 939 2575

IOLIDAY PARK

SLZE SELIFR-PURCHASER w7
61 /72xi03 J.P. Higmen, Jr.-Lmnence A. Boston 8/42 0322
é&ﬁm Gea. W. Stoshl-Toor. F, Kiesling
63110 M.E, Ruebush-Douglas G. icchell

J.H. Jones-Milton E. Ruebush
66x100 G.D, Jadwuon-Thos, 5. Ballavd
S0 L.B. tilUas-0uy W, Smith
622100 J.W. Hughes-Phillip A. Garpvetr
£5x100 Theo. Miles-Troy W. Michie, Jr.

E.C. Amold-Theo. T. Miles

B.M, Seaderson-Eilon C. Avneld 7140 000w
65/63x89/100 Jokm Snyder-Cary M. Becker
62/69x104/100Fqide. Life Asg,-Jokm R Krail 4436 ,500-

Richd. A. Tumer-fquicable Life 4/36,000-
0/61x124/139D.G. Gurley-Henry W. Yemme rly. Jr.
T0el25 4.0. Sheride, Jr.-Jos. Q. Cipiano
63x114 -W.F. Lerurh-Coerte A. Voorhies
55%100 Dzle D. Lindholm-vm. 5. Coss
63100 Ohas. E. Chadnick-Francis A, Wilaon /39,9000
63x134 D.W. Marvin-John G, Xoch

M.T. Jenidns, Jjr.-Devid W, Marrin 10/38,500
63x10G T.B. Price-Eds. €. Tyson
61¢102/100  J. Brmkotter-John J. Sodemstyom
63x114 Joe €. Greer-Jos. A. McQueen
631027104 J.G. Bryant-Jos. M, Mullen
62/63x109 (has W. Walker-Algiers inited Marh.(h 2/37.000a
63114 B. Waldrop-Adam W, Ar{zmendi
63xE11 E.J. le Ruth-Earl R. Schulcz
63x118/116  W. CumninghemeRichard B. teyer
63114 H. Patrerson-David W. Kennady

Jas. R. Moffere, Jr.-Harrell EugeneParrerson
69/90x116/115 A.G. Androws-Edv. P. Scrassel

65/55x122/135 D.S. Crosble-Jack R. Cochran

59/61x115/108 Louis V. Sierra-Iranklis E, Lickis
N.B. Gallagher-Fredrick W. Keaemerill

59/66x106/108 J.C, Denney-Henvy J. fhydel 8740, 5000
58/78x106/110 Jas. Erlex-Benj. G. Cuoto 9/4G.,.000h
65/35x123/114 Jas, Croshie-Robt. D. Wingtem, Jr.
65/55%300/314 H.L. Widener-Edv. L. Thome

Perar Perani-Harrell L. Widemer
59/62x102 A.C. Hayes-Wayne H. Grines

A.E. Hill-fubrey Hayes 12/38,500h
60:100 Max N. Langston-Harry G. Thrailkill
60x10G E. Dmaldson, Jr.-Robt. W. Hindle

Oto €, Sims, Jr.-Eds. L. Dnaldson, Jr.
60300 C.T. Dem, Jr.-Dermis R, Mers

A Bohanon, Jr.-Clajre T. Doean

Frank Ber-Avril R. Boharmon. Jr.
60x100 R.L. Nichols-Ray Cochywn

M.W. Entrekin-Robe. L. Nichols

Mrs. D.G.Brocks-Eds, A. Xunz 7/38,5000
68x100 R.J, Bark-Howard Muorplry
60ui00 J. Goffredo-Stephen T, Day

2/38,000h

3/39,200a

B/43, 74385

5/40,0000

6/39.900h

1/36,607a

12/40,000v

1/43,000h

17641598

87 1975 1976 977
11/43,000n
9/49,84Ch
10/59,200v
2/36,417-
5/49,160a
8/51.000n
7/50,00Ch
8/43,600a
10/60,000h
5/47,200-
6/56,000h
3/ 4 B5T
7145 ,600v
8/41,900v
6/95,5002
6/3,000h
10/70,000c
4/50,5000
6/42,00Ch
7/84,000-
47400000
5/52,000a
13/43,223a
11/50,235h
6/41,904a
6/31,300v
4/39,900v
8/63,500¢
9/52,0000
5 /60,000-
7/43,500h

3/50,5000

(OB/
FRLID

6157648
741665
147510
716-167
746-587
U
4-675
TM-534
717-646
7iZ-331
13-547

71388
TOEE-131

736-409
712252
T42-173
720-521
709-427

717=357
713-553

Th7-332
73523
726-106
731-423
707-487
4629
734-642
766=523
G
747-381

718-508

721-617
716-47

712-395
713-431
738-493

725-455
723-330

Thh-669
711-675

733-188

735-600
720-306
L7413
729-451
717-81

7%47-167
724-107
711-231
716-522

734-25%




ST. NI DEIVE

HOUSE
8 LT .
2 91l 2500
26 94l 2601
20 910 2610
2% 94z 2611
20 908 2626
0 N6 2642
26 946 2643
0 %05 2700
0 94 270
6 948 271
6 o9 277
0 w2 e
% 950 2725
0 01 2732

602100
60x100

60100

60x100

60100
010}
60100
51100

60x300
60ni0Q

SELIER-FURCHASER.

Lovide P, Thomas-Hargaret C. Thomes

J.E. Qurtis-Emest R Brooks
C.R. Crewley-Jon E. Cuortis

Fed J. Jerrem-Jas, L. Hingle, Jr.

Jackie E. Rlcker-Wm H.
.5, Allen-Jaskie E. Ricker

Sam Karz-Dn C. Miller

David L. Goren-Sam Hatz
H.D. Wilson~ David L. Goren

HeKdrmen-Jos. F Hayt

P, . F.
Richd, Risley-Philip §. Mcimnas

E. Hoffwm-Pasil B. Aumiiler

342,000~

8/40,721a

6/41,000a

10/37,0000

Jesse S. Edwards-Sharion W, Shumdc

J.M. Speers III-Jokm A. Van Pelr

S.P. Jobnaon-Wayne E. Mcealy
Earl Bates-Orviile C. McDanisl
K.H. Foeruter-Earl F. Bates
Fred E. Davis-¥emt M. Foerster
R.E. Tredirmici-Billy C. Davis
Bwell F. Hartzog-Dovid A. Mysrs

J.M. MHorrison-win Burges
R.T, Halfacre-Join M. Morrison

8/40,000h

8/36,500

6/40,500-

1973 1974 1875 1376 1877
¥ int 10/25,450a
/4% 978a
5/37,723a
8/44 8582
12/41,500a

10/12,095a deed ro extinguish debt)

7/52,367a
11/47,500h
5/48,7T1a
12/84,98a
11/62, 705
8/55.527
6/44,006a
8/36,500
9746, 5000
6766 ,000a
8/45,502a

o/
FOLIO

b= 4P

730-393
115-293

T05-5%

T26-250
709-343

722-307
72071

712-212
735480
733-639
712-559
75-11
723-352
“31-50

12-3%9
.27

733-235
710-205
729-423
725-43

717-638
713-198




E - -
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153

i3

26
27

27
27
27

27

27

6
26
27
26
27

27

26

27
7

430
391
589
416
585
415
414
413
58

412

582

581a

408
407
560

339

401
3
397

393

548
511

52
514
515

516

517

542
54),
513
549
529

522

537

524
526

2121

2131

2144
2152
2201

2213

2220

2246
2312
2320

2420

2522
2525

2533
2551
2559

2567

25175

2580
2590
2591
2398
2599

2613

2620

2629
2101

HOLIDAY PARK
SIZE SELLFR- FURCHASER 972 1973 1974 B 1976
66x100 Mrs, J.M. Fontenct-Carl 9. Harrwell 11/23,114a
§5x100 H.J. Holley, Jx.-Earl L. Babnmaier
43/28/92/103x100 P.A. Morris,Jy,«Garland R. Cain 614,500~
N.W. Layfield-Richd, W. Ammstrong, Jr.2/37.500-
55%100 C.H. Cole, Jr.-Jaa. G. Gosdting 9/37,500v
643100 L.C. Lehmmn-W. H. Reardm 2/43,000~
t.P. Raber-Perey D. Bagwell 5/6,166a
652100 G.W. Adclin-Philip J. Straug
65x100 L.5. Kincl,Jr.-Terren D, Bass
B5x100 J.8. Stewart,Jr.-Kaye E. Stabler
Ma. J.V. Gry-Jas. 5. Stewart,Jr. 8/32,0000
E.C. Kinball-Randall J. Ory 2/35,298a
J.W. Frederidi-Kennech C. Marley 1}/47 ,046a
62/72x100/103 R.I HeAreen, Jr,-Jam W, Frederide, Jr. 6/44,517
F. Travaglic Russell T. McAryon 6/39,5000
70/59:83/99 R. Witherspoon-Jackie M. Shall
John €. Yeager-Rormie Wirhenspoon, Sr. 8/50,500-
71/34/19595/930.G. Stephens-feil F. Anderson 12/50,000-
L.H. Edwond ITI-Daniel G. Scephens 10/40,0000
17/65x136/116 James C. Hilten-David E. Manming  7/37.000«

74/65x115/114 G.H. Trosclalr-Arthur D, Young 3/38,500

81/72A00

65x100

67x114

67x114
67:114
67xil4

62/72x114/115

62/13x59/118

62/71x106
66x100
65%100

62x10K

62x100

68x100
68x100
62x100
$Bx100
622100

65x100

70100

65x100
643100

C.J. Pusateri-Lee E, Haskin
W.M. Chappelle-Costo J. Pusareri 8/39,300

Glerm P. Carson-Goldond E, Flack 6/43,076a

A.R. Brown-G,P, Carson 1/41,000h

Equitdble Life Ass.-A.C. Herbert 12/45.,000
Dennis 3. Allen-Equitable Life 12/48,0000
DM, Miller-Gareth E. Allenme 8/40,700n

L.A, Mac Pherson,Jr. -Jas. F.Kixlighterl /450 ,000v

T. Gmper, Jr.-Robt. H, Tumer
C.D. Matiilin-Thunston Conger,Jr, 11446 ,000h

D.
L. Yeckiey-Den'l. R, Aldridge

.L. Becker-Wayne L. Yecktley 3/56,000
s

T

D,

. Hoffan-M. Eug. Wright,Jr. 6/46 900

. Vierzbicdd-Tom Gibbons 12/60,000a
. Bichiar-Gregory T.Wierzbicki 2/48,000v

M. Hendvicks-Randall J. Paxeish  3/42,994

.E. Hopking-Gecrge D Madsen 1/56,005h
R.0. Cambell-thas, G. Sauls

Jos, A. Roy-Roy 0. Campbell 6/44,250

B.M. Shepard-Jos. A. Roy 3/60,000

H.

Johnstan-thomas M, HeGrae
El:be E. Bums-Howard L. Jdmscon 1/47,000a

Chas A, Shaw-Wilbur S. Williame 10/49,000a
E.V. Weaver-Chas. A. Shav 9/41,500v

AM. Rubenatein-luther F. RogersJr. /52,000

Bany L. Goepfert-Geo. 0. Fergwrson, Jr. 7/49,500-

Don P. Meltzer-Wayne M. Jobwson 3/50,000-
J.A. Wepamaoker-John H., MeCandless 5/46,900

R. Davis-Jos. P. Tynan
G.C. Scott-Robe. Davis 7/44 4828

W.D. Blalock-Jos. E. Warmer 11/53,000h
Joa. E. Wamer-Wm D, Blalock 9/51,996a
H.A. Chaudoin-Elesmor T. Wamaer 7146 ,900h

A.C. Marshall-David J. Mmechie
Rollmd E. Smith-Alice C. Marshall 10/51,5000

J.4. Lamence-Cliftem R Heuay 5/44,0000
P.F. Cawtantine-Dlego V. Marcinez
Chas. P. Memard-

Dr. Pacrick J. Constancine 103, 45,000
K. Amold-Chas. P. Menard 8/37,500h

11./54,000v

6/55,00¢h
6754 ,000n
12758, 500k

7/53,203a

7/53,0000

1/55,000a

2/61,000h

12/64,450h

12/66,500v

5,53,500h

4/58,500a

7/54,000h

741-370
731-634

709-272
705-623

Fhb=4]1
713-303

126~61
717-58

732-574
729-648

715-654
T13-604

T41-485
732-607

142-522
13%-227

733-170

J4L=432
727-531

707-651
73625
745-151
12593
TI8-239

750-145
722536

725-335
711-455

722-6
726-93%
734-317
729-119

748-118
732-201

714-425

T47-298
70-627
M1-419

ol A T, . BT — iangie -l
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26

¥

2
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i

il

(311

EINID
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BOLIDAY PARK
SELIER-FIREASER 972

Zemry Delsan-Don A, Yavarto

J,L. Fasdn-Jas. H. Baskerc
J.P. Lawson-Jon L. Hepkin

H.V. Pazos~Ralph F. Primermo

Jan. C. Klefer-Jas. B. Hughrey
%.5, Taylor,Jr.-Jas. 5. Wiefes

V.F. Allarec~¥arl 0.Erhader

-

* Dimmerling-Bachara 7. Ellia

F, Sayehg-Jas. P. Dimmerling

. Foseer, 5, -RarF.f £

. Develschovard-Geraid R. Foster 7/38,702a

oIt
winf

1973 2374 973
7745,0000
9/46 000
7163, 1%
1/39,622a
2/40,984a

1376 977
4/62,000v
3/60,500h

6/48,8000
10/59 ,000~
12/33,%4a

OB/
FEaC

725128

AN
730-523

739-643

73615
124-46

7h0-162
739-298



-
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VD@EN STREET
%0 Lr
25 478
5 1%
25 51
LI
5 478
5 W
35 4G
25 WB
5 4

4211
4329
4343

FLANTATION ESTATES-HOLIDAY PARK

SIZE SELLER-FURCHASER w72 973 1978 1975 W57

605100 L.T. Strenge, Jr.-Jas. C. StmleyJy. 12/40,B40v

50x100 L.A. Bogers-Louis I. Reinach, Jr. 8/36,500M

39/60:A0L P.G. Pizzeck-Chas. D. Smith 6/52,584a
J.A. Alvenup-Patricia G. Stincheorb 5/42,000a

597600 Theodore Scott-Kemeth Randall 1/40,400v

50101 G. Fredawick-Frank J. Zeninacelll

60/61x102/101 Eugeme H. Windm-Fuwerert Kastler 4f36,955

51104 Frank S. Peace-Geraxd J, thonsn 2/40,500h

62/61x103 D.W. KemazmeriI-Pavid B. Anderson 5/38,500v

63x103/10L Equitable LAS-Theren H. Pace
E.R. Jones of U.5.-NY Corp.-Equitable LAS 10/49,250-
W F. Goodéein-Edr. R. Jones §/37,584a

11447, 700et

2/50.500

LB,
8]

"11-692
Si2-8603

“1E.54)
715-413

734-T1
3314
22-630
73533
TH-632
FLE-4T0

743-197
710-194

|
|

b WA

PR, GyEgEE, PN
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SLIDELL COUNTRY CLYB ESTATES
HOUSE
SEC. LOT NO. SIZE SELLER  PURCHASER 1972 1973 1974 1375 1978 1877 COB-FQLIO

SOUTK BRADLEY DRIVE

1 220 L.5. Pxcop-Wm. G. Cownts 11/56,000v 8307451
212 W, PeRosier-So.Standard Homes 276,300 6544317
R.L. Frost-Harvey E. Johnson 7/35,300(h) §74/29

HORTH BRAXTON DRIVE

10 08 x 150 C.B, Cooper-Paul L. Ladry 12/47,000 604723

253 Cixele R., Inc.-Raymond C. vhedm Bf44, 500 718/935
254 100 % 150 M. Forterberzy-Paimer L. Click 10/46,000(a) 157737
J.H. Jerkins-dormm W. Forterberry 10/6,750 689/239

C.B.5. Bullders-Rormsn Fortenberry 4441,550(h) 02j247

2535 00 x 147 DT, Greer, Jr.-Allen J. McKean 8/46,916(a) 736/275
G.H. Taylor-Dewitt T. Creexr, Jr. 1/38,000(h) 696/491

256 K.W. Poque-Sami. R. Steele, Sr. 6/51,500 6717231

2 257 100 x 147 W.V. sbemathy-Fugene J. Bourgeois 131/56,000cs Ba8/367
2 238 B.I. Due-Cero E. Ewers 5/55,500(a) T AT
J.H. Jerkins-Jos. Braud Bidrs,Inc. 4/6,730 oe2/114

Jos. Braud Bidrs,-Baprert I. Duke 8/61,633 683/83

2 25¢ 103 100 x 150 R.J. Vinson-Teniel T. Sullivan, Jr. 10/4556,500(v) 169767
C. Culdry - R.J. Vinson 1/46,600 (h) 696/968

260 105 100 % LSO  R.T. Pike-Jomn H. Chanceilor, Jr. 12/52,103(a) 808/581
261 100 x 150 W.H. Halsey-Lester G. Harmoa €/53,500(a) 1327804
263 100 % 153 Marris, Inc.-Milton Soulier 946,850 632/88

CARLESLE COURT

323 So.Stadard Homes-J.F, Wilkinson  4/39,360(h) 6617190

324 vd x 195 Circle R., Inc.-Jas.W. McCara 12/78,6390 71760
R.J. Richardson-Ciz¢le R.. Inc. 6/14,200 071678

325 wd x 190 UW.R. Schelihasey-Ralph K. Boilsbimc 1/77,000 123145
p.D. Fountain, Jr.-Waltsr R. Schellhase 1/13,000 695/866

HORTH CORBY DRIVE

1 66 100 x 150 H.R. VanBang, Jr.-Jean G. VanBrnt 11/21,205
67 100 x 150 E.R. Hicks-Ede.A. Vajmer 8/62,300 860/ %4
i) DR, Culpeper-bartin A. Smith, Jr. 11/5,600(s) 8041304
1 123 164 115/75 x  W.F. Pchlman-R.J. Stuckart (1978)-1/65, 500 856/ 109
1504155 AV, Vinding-Kermeth E. Krzyzek 10/49,500(a) 715/634
K.E. Krzyzek-W.F. Pohlmm 8/52,000(a) 7311546
R.W. Winters-J.V. Vinding 4/40,923(a) 663/85
125 167 00 x 150 M.J, Porecto-Eugene A, Pilon 7/54,900 793/17
P.R. Lalumiere, Jr.-Mario J. Poretto 5/50,500{a) 755/588

COUNTRY CLUB BOULEVARD
1 3 86720 x W.E. Chawey Const.Co.,Inc.- 9/60,800 7667100
174/106 Eds. J. Rupexrt

E.J. Rupert-W.E. Chaney Const.Co.,Inc. 5/12,500 /3827
& W.M. Amold-Jeff T. Holman 3/16,500(h) 780/60L
14 214 90/110x151 8.8, Tucker-Jos. E. Browm 1/52.500 810/787
1 15 100 x 150 P.W. Cain-Geo.W. MacArthur 6/45,500() 756/630
16 100 x 13¢  K.G. Ackinson-Ray D. Harrs 3/48,500 TJ7RIITI
20 441 100 x 130 J.H. Meaux, Sr.-Eugene Migptsky 10/52,500(h) T68/662
23 435 100 x 13 G F. Claxton-Pacrick T. Taylor %/65,000{h) B23/758
27 105 x 130 J.F. Dobbs-Myrtle R.M. Nuber 11/58,000(a) 804/739
28 150 % 130 $.Hitchoodk-Arthur A Caire 7/52,5000v) 7941606

36 409 100 x 140 R,P. Dickey-Chas.M. Fasterling 8/67,300{h) 796/719



(PAGE 2)
SLIDELL COUNTRY CLUB ESTATES

HOUSE
SEC, LOT MO. SIZE SELLER - PURCHASER 1972 1973 1574 1975 1976 1977

COB-FOLID

COUNTRY CLUB BOULEVARD - (Contd. )

3 100 % 130 J.M. Hill-W.T. Ganserr 9/52,900cs  842/666
P, Pfaff-Jimmy W. Hill 11/47,500 770/281
45 424 105 % 130 R.J. Dinjar-John H. Hal} 9/68,000(h) 799/563
46 422 150 x 130 J.N. Fowler-Julius A. Mire, Jr. 7/56,248(a) 793/516
63 100 x 15¢  R.E. Stanton-das.A. Ruff 2/54,00)%a) 723/411
4 100 x 150 L.E. Byrd-Wm.B.Doan 4/36,626(a) 703/613
65 100 x 150 P.C. Lictle-Jorry D. Scopging 6£42,000 7577761
J.A. BrowmePani C. Lictle L/34, 137 696/313
129 34 100 x 150 D.F. Petersom-deim B. Delzha 7/62,500¢h) 83275
J.J. Eckle-Tale ¥, Peterson B/49,500 712/68
131 100 x 150 J.E. Barher-Jack Hocutt 7/60,000 (b} 07/916
132 46/80 x 150 H.L. Lavender-Ramon Spermdeo B/52,000(a) 835/518
A, Swede, Jr.-Hareld L. Lavender 1/34,907(a) 969/677
13 100 x 150  Pollard Fstates Lev. Corp.-
$o. Standard Homes 10/6, 350 6367159 2
So. Standard Hevmes-
Daniel B. Baver /38,800 676/275
135 324 100 x 150 D.P. Baver-Kermeth P. Siwmon 9/52,000(n) 764/759 k
Kerneth P. Sirmon-Robt. Fellman (1978) 2/62000(h) 8627115
133 318 00 x 150 C.W. Krieger-Philip R. Broek 8/60,500(a) 8417165 2
W.F. Toler-Chas. W. Kreiger, Jr. 11/55,3%2(a) 719/295 #
W.J. Hewitt-Um.F. Taler 7r4d, 825 (a) 711/611 5
J.N. Chancellor-W.J. Hewicc /44, 825(z) 678/226
138 100 x 150 L.P. Ramirez-Albert A. Lovell 4741, 00} 7017338
139 100 x 150  C. Sparkmen-Hermon A. Trosclair 4/27,000 753/345 k4
160 310 113 % 150 E.W. Sanders-ichmie W. Bennert 8/57,500(h) 834/271 A
B.A. Meardle-Emetr W. Sanders 6/50,500 158/723 g
145 105 x 150 $.A. Fahrion-David A. Larscn 969,200 (v) 7997735 4
J.C. New-Johet J. Moehan 12/36,465(a) 5411375 =
J.J. Meshan-Sam A. Fahrien 5/37,206(a} 867/376 g
149 120 % 150 W.J. Pastorick-Raymond R. Dume 5740, 560(a) 682/102 F
169 100 x 156 P.M. Dollar-5.L. Dollar(Sare Name) 12/23,500 5/592 i
171 100 x 150 J.M. Carlin-So.Standard Howes 377,000 63354
So. Standard Homes-A.E, West 1742,200(h) 651/318
12 190 x 150 Marquacte Co.-John R. Richardson 5/63,000(a) 823/374 .
K.E. Parks-Marquecre Inv,Corp. 107 44,000({a) 1671157
173 100 x 150 W.E. Langm-Jesse J. Loving 9/41,000(h) 715/ 70
175 100 x 150 C.A. Hansen-Carroll R. Gray 2/47,000 7267322 :
177 100 x 150 F. Amold, Jr.-Geo.W. Thompacn, Jr. 4/50,000¢a) R85 i
179 100 X 150 3.M, Clemena-Geo.E. Sevars 6/19, 700(a) 205/725
180 190 x 150  J.L. Laslie-Vincent B. Faxhia /48,500 699/167 !
183 1) % 150  J.E. Becker-Robt. G. Devine 719,943 734/431 )
185 AT ‘ferry, Jr.-Jom F. Calvin 10/50,000(2) B02/777 i
188 100 x 150  J.E. Queen-Benj.V. Croninger 14/55,000 (a3 716/9% ’
189 90/140 x  W.J., Evers-Bobby G. Redd 3/65,000 7787380
158/150 Y /
190 91/83 x 159 Faloon Homes, Inc.-8illy D, Swafferd 1742, 500(h) 656/374
193 100 x 150 G.P. Hars-Harvey L. torgan 11/35,036(a) T18/367
194 111 x 150 W. Clements-Munis, Inc. 2/8,000 $87/300
Mands, Inc.-Jercy Williame 4/48,500() 703/212




(PAGE 3)

SLIDELL COUNTRY CLUS ESTATES

HOUSE
SEC. LCT NO. SIZE

SELLER - PURCHASER 1972 1373 1974& 1975 1976 1977 COB-FOLIO
COUNTRY CLUB BOULEVARD - (Contd.)
195 202 110 % 130 D.C. Balley-Ivan M. Jones 7162,000(h) 8317205
L.5. Smith-Delberr C. Bailey 2/43,973(a) 7247137
5.M. Salova-ise Stanley Smith 3/39,750
197 100 x 130 C.J. & G.L. Pritchie~Lome W, Hicks 3, 50,000(v) B17/868
198 100 x 150  R.C. Iruns-Jjos. A. Stephany 11/49,000 771/188
NORTH DABNEY DRIVE
93 114 73 x 150 V.R. Smith-Buzrnham Josgelym 9/49,.650(a) 738/626
D. I“l.trphy-VLrgi.]. R. Smith 9/38,000(k} 687/268
J. . Jr.-Denis Murphy 10/33,524(a) 637/221
a5 100 x 150 W.J. Gugler~Jerxy V, Cochran 10/51,500() 689/39
95 10¢ x 150 D.H. Minzeil-Gordm R. Gain 8/49,000{a) B36/37
E.H. Younghlood-David H. Minzell 5/35,496(a) 103/945
D.C. Blitz-Eamest K. Younghlood 4/32,500 550135
97 106 100 x 150 W.R. Hamer-Jas. B. Noble 6/56,500(h) B26/570
98 102 108/151 x ©D. & R.E. Groac-Jcohn D, Davis & C.R. Fox, Jx. 6/61,000¢a) 830/90
85/102 ?.L. Landry-Renaid E. Groat 5/51,000(h} 787/34
M.Burns-Roadney M. Hornor 1/42,000 74/883
00 103 100 x 150 D. Dugas, Jr.-Theodore A. Mcleod 6/66,200(h) 790/575-587
01 100 % 150 S.G. Martin, Jr.-Huey D. Clark 13746, 000 42/321
103 ¥ » 156 R.P. Bwing-Elmary A. Mbrgan 8/41,676 6837380
104 10 x 150 R, H. Kraser-Donald G, Levy 8/40,000 7381294
HUNTINGTON DRIVE - ADJACENT TQ I-12
71 358 S3xwd G.E. Hinren-B.E. McBaniels 2/5,000 652/39
B.G.H. Dev., Inc.-J.G. Ixwin, Jr. 6&/45,000 6687368
72 356 110 x 163 Faleon Homes, Inc.-Roald W. Tweadel 6/44, 300 705/524
Polland Estates~Faleon Homes, Inc. 11/13, 500Cinc1udea Lot 73) 692/623
73 354 100 x 143 Falcon Homes, Inc.-Jos K. Miller 11/61.000 717/814
Polland Estates-Faleon Homes, Inc. 11/13,500(Includes Lat 72) 691/623
74 352 100 x 163 Polland Dev.Corp.-Jas. J. Braud 12/6,750 £94/669
J.J. Brauwd-Daryl Valarmer /42,000 705/186
750350 100 x 143 R.Z1. Sweeney-Han Tai (1978} 2/43,500cs 838/113
77 36 100 x 143 J.C, Kelley-Jack P. Harrism /53,000 802/56
78 34 100 % 1643 G.I.Lindzh IXT-Employee Transfer Corp. 3/19,177 TBL7492
Employee Transfer Cowp.-Jos. R. Armstveng 7/43,000 7941726
7% 32 100 x 143 Neal Const. Co., Ine,.-
Hanson Consc. Co.. Inc. 96,000 638/259
F.C. Treadwy-Chas.E. Fields, .Jg, 6/51,000 (h) 3141
80 30 100 x 163 T.W. Alley-Eleganc Homes, Inc. 7/10,600¢{Includes Loc 83%) 678/311
Elegmne Homes, Ine.-Jjos. G. Glake, .Jr. 9/38,000 7i5/43)
J.C. Blake, Jr.-Peter J. Crieff 6/47,973(a) 7917159
81 338 100 % 143 T.W. Alley-Elegent Homes, Inc. 7/10,600¢{Inciudes Lot 85) 6787311
82 336 100 x 143 B. Allen Const. Co.-Robt.A. Carter, Jr. 3/39,500¢h) 699/917
T.W. Ailey Dev, Corp. -
. Allen Const. Co. 7113, 500(Includes Lots 834 & 245) 675717
83 334 100 x 143 8.Allen Gonsg, Co.-
Yermetch T. Corey 12/42,500{n) 694/26
T. W. Alley Dev. Co.«
B. aAllen Gonst. o 7/13,500¢Includes Lots 82 & 24%) 675/17
85 33 100 x 143 R. L. Ashby-Jobn C.Holmes, Jr. 6/56,473 828/550
J.H. Parsley-Robr. L. Ashby 1753,000(a) 7471398
Polland Estates-Falcon Homes,Ine. 10415, SSO(Im:Ludes Lot 190} 672/279
Faleen Homes, Ing,-James H. Parsleyilla £92/9
87 326 100x122/135% H.R. Mmwyahn-Otis M Polland, Sr. 11/47,276(a) 7437310
0.M. Pollmd, Jr.-Robt. V. Weiss, Jr. 12/49,526(a) 7461259
R.V. Weiss, Jr.-Jimme A, Julisna 7/62,500(h) 8317152
Fzleon Homes, Ing.-H.P. Momeyaim 5/43,300(h) 705/89
\
88 324 100 % 143 Faleon Homes, Inc.-Terry M. Davis 4 38 ,900(h) T1/483
T.M. Daviz-R.L. Hinshaw 5/51,000(a) 155/685



(PAGE 4)
SLIDELL COUNTRY CLUB ESTATES

HOUSE
SEC. LOT NO, SIZE SELLER - PURCHASER 1972 1973 1974 1875 376 1977 COB-FOLIO

HUNTINGTON DRIVE - ADJACENT TO Y-12 - (Contd.)

89 322 100 x 117 Falcon Homes, Inc-Bemie L. Pittman 5/35,000() 704/255
0 1 Polland Estares Dev,Corp.-

Joseph Braud Bldrs,, Inc. 7/7,500(Includes Loc 91) 73433

J. Breaud Bldrs,. Inc.-1.B. Buckles, Jr. 9/49,600(Includes Lotdl) 766/98

“Same 85 For Lot 90"

HUNTINGTON DRIVE - OFF OF INTERSTATE

1 105 H.F. Donnes, Jv,»Vernon C. Cory 4/37,415(a) 2784
109 100 % 150 H.E. Hilkes-Chas. W. 0'Neill, Jr. 8/51,000cr  BIS/47B

110 100 x 150 D,R. Ekberg-Kendall G. Hinmen, Jr. 8/58.,300(v) 136/196

113 100 x 150  J.M. BrawdHen Tai 7/38,000() 676/183

116 100 x 150 W.Qtto-Gerald Y. Gay 7742, 500 707188

L 117 345 100 x 150 R.T. Jones-Jos. L. Framcis /41,000 114/356
118 347 100 x 130 M.H. Payne-Dwight E. Amold 5/34,000 785/688

119 349 100 x 150 B.Allen Consc, Co.-Carl L.Wild 5/42.500(h) 7047623

121 353 100 x 150 J.F. Bowski-Louis J. Jumms 10/51,3000s B47/457

S.A, Holdivch-J.F. Bowski 3/40,904(a) 7251925

HORTH JAYSON DRIVE

21 100 x 150 R.J. Keamey-Chas. E. Couvillion 3/35,500(s) 725148
2 282 17 W.E. Chaney Const,-Jom W. Scalfo 7/68,000(h) 7947138
R.F. Morrow-W,E, Chammey Const. {o. 8/14,000 7621624
284 80 xvd Goldway Trans., Ing.«§.N., Morrill 9/38,000(h) 632/255
285 3.C.H. Corp.-Gen.E.Bisbee, Jr. /47,000 696/394
286 36 xvd B.E. MeDeniei-F.H. Goodson 9745,000 6RES17
2 288 214 W.L. Lively-Michl A, Havert B8/52,500(h) 796/451
M.B. Tutcla-W.i. Lively 9/45,000(a) 713/688
290 210 W0 xwd R.S. MoQuincy-Edw,G, Ganezak 8/49,900(a) 736/652
Mebemie), Homes, Inc.-
Raul 5. McQudvey 12/37.475(h) 6441/ 205
2 291 52 % vd J.P. Bermerr-Gea. T, Onega 10/5&,910 7427182
50, Standard Homes-J.T. Bermact 12/42,319 69414
2 292 206 50xi34xvd A.P. Colangse, Jr.-Jos. W. MeCaffery, Jv. 9/68,500 842/123
E.A. Sullivan-Anthony P.Calanumsso, Jr. 10/56,518 7414504
2 293 204 33/99 x
1347146 S.R. Belfer-Rebt. G. Sanders 9/56,530(h) 7991527
294 8 x 146 C.E. Love-Geo. W. Piper 11/30,000 T17/12%
SCUTH _JAYSON DRIVE

3 o 102 9)1/80 x C.E. Shipp-Wm. A. Wacher 4/61,000cr  822/256
159/158 B. D. Swafford-Chas. E, Shipp 13/54,500 7664630
Falcon Howes, Ine.-Billy D. Swafford 1/42,500(h) 696/374
337 114 100 x 184 J.G. Glem-Jas.G, Sell 943,975 7147149
J.G. Sell-Lorin W. Good 4146 ,000
Mareo Land, Inc.-Jerry L. Glemn 9740,000(h) 6871146
3 338 Sticker Const,Co-R.N. Henegm 9/60, 500 76471519
F.G. Spiess, Jr.-Stickay Conzt.Co., Inc. 6/14,500
3 I M. L. Homiicon-Theodore 8. Miller 5/70.000(a} 785/803
E.P. Rebert-Melvin L. Hamilton 6/65,000 7574253
34l 100 x 158 E.P. Robert~Comsay B, Benson 4/85,000(h) BZ1/13
3 Y2 N.J. Rogers, Jr.-Wn.A, Swansburg /57,500 7917589
343 101 C.G. Calongne-Edwaxd G. Fisher,Jr. 9/7%,000(h) 841/628 '
Jos. Braud Bldrs,-Geo.C. Calongne 5/60,630 7557617
J.A. Davis-Jos. Braud Bldrs., Inc. 6/13,500 1321455 a
344 100 x 201  Maroo Land, Inc,-Chas.D. Buxis 2139, 800(n) 652/153
345 0 x 201  Coldesy Trans., fme.-W.R. Wileox  2/38,500¢h) 652/213 !

e R P,
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SLIDELL COUNTRY CLUB ESTATES

HOUSE
SEC. LOT NO. SIZE SELLER - PURCHASER 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 COB-FOLIO

SOUTH JAYSCN DRIVE - (Contd.}

3 ¥H 107 100 x 201 I.R. Lynch-Bemnard J. Heilmlke, 1/3%,000 7750421
Coldvay Trans., Inc,-Jos.R. Lvnch 8/45,500(h)

3T 76 x vd Mareo Lend, Ine,-turrav D. Poller 8/49,500(h) 711/433
48 100 x vd Erpire Homes, Inc.-R.C. Weber 9/42,500 686/350
LANDGN DRIVE

2 204 95 x 203 T.A. Templet-jas, H. Bramon 10/54,044(a) 7517552
205 95 x 203 ist Bamk Slidell-Reberta C. Crellin 5/42,500 790/515

2 209 328 95 x 204 L. L. McCarthy, Jr.-Terry Affolrver 8/51.951(a) 7627110
210 95 % wd So. Standard Homes-Trank G. Swarr 11/28,000 642/ 164

z13 100 x 204 J.M. Trapeni, Jr.-Kegham T. Tachijim 1/47,500 754429

D.E. Chum-Jobm M. Trapani, Jr. 4/47,500 7527584

214 100 x 206 E.V. Triplett-Edv. L. Dmaldsen,Jr. £/52,500 7%4/107

E.B. Fdeemm-David W. Hubball 6/42,185(a) 569/334

216 46 x 216 L.2. Reuther-Herbert H. Stevens,Jr.7/35,445(a) 675/34

1 223 95 x 210 R.E. Jaskor-Geo.C. Pfaff, Jr. 11/52.000 T19/111
224 95 x 210 E. Mapnum-C.B. Alnond, Jr, 8/36, 300 () 682/158

pxc] 95 x 210 V.Xall-Michee) J. Egli 9/56,000(v) 8427271

J. Staut-Victor Koll 437,908 7381424

2 230 95 x 210 T.B. Fowler-Richard R. Foll 7151500 760/ 28
231 65 x 210 R, Jensenj-Amold L. King 4131, 404 663/170

LOOP DRIVE - ADJACENT TG 1-10

260 228 95/150 x

265/240 AT He.sby-Joseph i Odom 7/61,000 8327206

H.W. Hicdoen-Allen T. Hesby 10/47,50(a) 417718

242 224 100 x 150 Wemer H. Keide)-Terrell E. Harbun (1978) 2/64.500 860/617
Bullders Comp, Inc.-Wexner H, Kaidel 145,000 708/08

243 100 x 150 J.H. Jeking-Jerry A. Brown 636,000 (h) 673/394
264 220 100 % 150 J. Braud Builders-Jes.L.LaJawnie,Sril/39,500(h) 692/824
245 218 100 x 150 B. Allen Const.Co.=-Robr. J. Hyde 4744, 500 TL/656
246 216 10 x 150 W.D, Gardner-Deniel D. Jomaon 3/61,400 818/319
C.M. Comelius-Willis D. Gaxdner 7153,73000) 1557403

C.F. Rauwrhier-Chas. M Comelius 7/49,000 T34/289

Mma, Inc.-Chas. F. Rauthier B/45,000 T12/254

pL 100 % 130 Bill Allen Comst.Co.-T.W., Allay 2/49,000 655/69
B. Allen Const.Co.-J.E. Bearden, Jr2/36,100(h) 6747285

268 212 100 x 150 Circle R, Inc.-John R. Richardson 10/39,300(v) 6897127
Jdm R. Richardson-L.H. Blakeky 12757, 800 7717813

249 210 100 x 150 HMeal Const.Co., Inc.-Thoa.F. Landveth, Jr. 4145 ,000¢L} w2120
252 204 S3xwd Q.T. Hinten, Jr.-Jodm L. Delee 2/57,006¢a) 813/500
J.H, Jeskins Cost.Co.-R.A. Beran 9/6,730 688/270

R.A. Beran-Quingy T. Hintem, Jr. a1, 150 708/811

LOOP DRIVE - OFF OF INTERSTATE

265 211 100 x 150 J.C. Carlisle-Bruce J. Bienwenu 1/62,000(h) 81i/241
W. E. Chaney Const.-J. €. Carlisle 8/37,750 682/89

266 W.E. Chamey Const.-J.J. Foster 11/60,800 (v) 6927425
267 100 x 150 D.M. Gerwin-Robt. A. Baker 12/50,000 7217176
. So, Std. Homes-D. M., Gerwin 10/30,925(h) 690/191
268 100 x 150 D.M. Demrh-Fletcher W. Cochran 5/57,000(v) 7871619
270 221 100 x 150  C.R. McNickle-Texvel A. Barrios 12/68,430  852/42
£ds,C. Hamson-G.R. Mcdickle 10/37,500(a) 421629

Manig, Inc.-Ede. C. HansonlIl 2/46,900(h) 683/

271 R.C. Orr-Alex H. Sturrods, Jr. /35,500 675/21




OUSE
SEC. LOT MNO. SIZE

SELLER - PURCHASER

(PAGE 6)

SLIDELL COUNTRY ¢LUB ESTATES

1972

1973 1974 1475 1976

1977 COB-FQLIO
MARGON CQURT
51 103x 150/143 J.E. Richardsem-Bob L. Van Tuyl 1/42,881 636/547
152 08 xwd C.5. Webexy-Othiel Alsep 8/17,821¢a) 711/753
153 52 x vd W.W. Watson-Marion Garop 2/63,459 987754
155 55 x wd RN Winters-W.W. Qumingham 1/42,000(n) 71577170
P.L. Schrock-R. W, Winters 3/25,000(a) 636/314
180 31 100 x 150 W.T. Lawey-Raymond €. Hammnd, Jr. 3/57, 506 781/602
L.H. Dwhami-W.T. Lawy 143,500 1227434
161 R.A. Morgm-Circle R., Inc, 10/44,812(a) 767/621
Circle R,, Inc.-Viols . Zlken 3/48,800(a) 7797602
162 61 x vd C.M. Quigley, Jr.-Louis E. Brucksiedk 5/67,500(h} 823/751
Hmsen Const.Co.-C.M. fuigley,dr. 7/46,260(h) 6741189
167 318 115 x 150 M.B.H. Je::m—David P. Barnes, Jr. 5759, 500 788/451
M.C. -Elden V., Jetton 4/34,000 75271399
R.W. Wei.r—'“i_C MacMurrough 2/47 684
NORTH RANDALL DRIVE
233 00 % 150 J.5. Checkan-Jabm J.Dingier,Jr. 10/52,500{a}) 715/658
234 100 x 150 L.A. Pitt-Thos.R. Hicks 11742 156{a} 651/917
235 100 x 150 A.vhitrington-W.X, Strange 3744, 728(a) 17%/101
R.D. Hilton-Alex Whitrington /34,455 (a) 681/41
237 5. Std. Homes-R.E. Rathbin 7/39,860(h) 674/278
273 105/9% % 150 N.J.A.Pavons-Russell Sutten, Jr. 7/71,500¢a) 830792
W.E, Chaney Con,Co.-W.D. Parsos 12/65,000 7457642
276 112 %0 x 150 E.L. Bavg-Jos. W. Hackerc 4/56, 300 (v) 817/629
R.G, Meyers-Eric L. Berg 8/42,500 712/8%
276 5 x 150 D.Q. Smith-Paul M. Borparci 11/45,000(v) 7177403
zn 119 x 150 R.L. Hix-Micholas A. Beniloff 13/82,000(cr) 806/300
SOUTH RICKFORD DRIVE
1 216 46 x wd H.H. Stevens-Mingyang See 9/38, M4(a) 714/573
1 219 150 x 150 M.J, Duffy-Srephen W. Dowid 3/4%,386(a} 7657335
W.R. Simmna-Hichl J. Duffy 8/43,900 136/622
1 220 Anthoay H. Lasseigne-a.H. Laggeipne, Jr, 11/57,000 (a) 848/287
PINEWOOD DRIVE
295 100 x 150  Hanson Const. Go,-Walter P, Halse 12/45,500 693/724
295 100 x 150  Pro.Const., Inc.-Rolund Decrevel  12/53,000¢h} 695/347
2 297 100 x 150 R.I. Smith-Ani J. Vrang 11/64,460(v) 85/777
J.R. King-Réichard L. Smith 12/59,000 745/884
E.A. Broden-jas. R. King 9/51,000 713/291
MeDendel Homes-Elisga A. Bowen 8/47,000 6837242
29% 182 W00 x 150 W.S. Ezell-Alan i.Nortom 10/50,900¢a) TI5/667
J. E. Sticker, Inc.-W.S§, Ezell 4{45,500(h) i/ 84
2 298 18 100 = 150 M.J. Mayell-J.Peter Johnsen 10/58,200 7437192
Sticker Consc, Co,-tichael J, Mayell 4f46, 256 702/289
300 180 100 x 150 FRabe. T. Hastings-Wm. James Costag 7/67,500 837/488
Stickey Const. Co.«Robe.T. Hasgings 4445,900 7011972
2 301 B.0.Cox-Don W. Barry 8/83,500¢h) 7957299
Slidell Bldrs,-Bobby 0. Cox 6/65,000 05/827
B5 100 x 150  J.R.Fitzgerald-Wn.F. Barvert 6/62.500¢a) 732/785
307 100 x 150  P.¥. Fuller-Gowdon R. Hami lron 8/87,500(a) 8337311
B.R. DurdenwPaul d. Fuller 6/62,000(a) 733/ ¥4
209 1) x 150  S.B.0, Lipperc-August J. Perkuava 8/51,969(a) 7117310
310 100 x 150 D.R. Holan-John Joa. Gunther 1/48,152(a) 1220425
3l 100 x 150 W.F. Hakos-Wn, E.King, Jr. 19/50,510{a) 716/738
2 312 100 x 150 P.J. Greene-Kemmerh J. Guffey 5/48,000 755/191
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SLIDELL COUNTRY CLUB ESTATES

SEG. SIZE SELLER -« PURCHASER 1972 1973 1974 1973 1976 1977 CO0B-FOLIO
PINEWOCD DRIVE - (Congd.)
313 100 x 150  T.F, McNamara-Hugh E. Mever 1/51,500 72337
315 105 x99 Bldrs Componients. Inc.-
Jos. J. Sehnodeiback  8/44,000(h) 6757184
21 wd x 150  Bldrs,Comp., Inc.-Ralph Parker 8/52,000(h) 712/950
322 Lo x 99 Bldrs. Comp.-Jas.C. Parker, Jr. 8/44,000(h) 6579/187
3 327 126 110/74 x 180 .M. McCluskev-Russell C. Pickett 8/61,000 797/3%6
Jam: G. SchmidedTR-Thos, N. Lermox 8/53,000 7631753
. Lemnox-Thomas M, “hCluskzy 8/53.000 763/260
coldday Trans. , inc.-W.S. Brasher  2/46.000(h) 655/71
328 10 x vd  So.Srd.Homes-Robe. D. Muxphy /40, 100h} 658/338
3 329 115 x 130 E.C. Crain, Jr.-Leroy C. Poal 8/61, 800(a) 19448
334 Vixwd F l{dghey-Dcuglas D. Angele 5/61,000(a) 732/597
Bldrs . Comp.. Inc.-Fred Hughey 9./43,000 6855361
335 J.W. Weldon, Jr.~jom D. Smith 8/50,969{a) 7134103
336 100 x 130 Marco Land Co.-Paul J.Enochson 5/41,000 §64/12
249 06 = 150 D. Haman-Emplovee Transfer Corp, 11/30,268 848/858
R.F. Morrow-Drew Haman 414%,500 ()
350 100 % 150 Delightful Homes, Inc.-N.H. Sather 3/42,450(h) 665161
3 Bl W02 85 xvd J.Dubbs-(has. Schimel, Jr. 1738, 300 77631
So. Travel tme. Corp.-Jotm A. Dubbs 3/54,000 1247842
3 358 R T. Dum-Eldridge D.tgas 6/64,000 807224
J.H. Buctrev-Rebs. T. 7/53,100 0%/ 746
3 30 109 J.E. Douglass-Howard H. Russell 4/51,500(a) 7844753
T.L. Tedrow-John E. Douglass 11749 ,475¢a) 7641668
J.B. Pererscn-Thos.L. Tedrow T/47,331(a) 1357599
Mareo Land, Inc.-J.B. Paterson /40 H00(h) 574/23
3 361 100 x 161 J.L. Mattery-Edwin L. Kippler, Jr. &/67,500(a) 7587478
Bill Allen Censt.-Verdeil W. Marter3/so.800 658/331
363 100 x 161 D.R. thristiansen-P.L, Greemmwod 11/50,318(a) 719/565
35 123 R, May-Jas., M. McKisic 4/65,250 8217652
DL, Starr-Robt.J. May 1/59,470{a)
3 36 125 100 x 160  K.%. Embry-Jow D. Vetter 12/58,500 7727602
C.E. Schawss-Kennech W. Enbry 7/56,000(a) 734790
357 100 x 180 L.F. sbbotrs-Gladys K. Menard 10/65,000 164446
3 368 100 x 160 J.W. Rlerk-Hermm J. Bymmes 9/66. 500 799/234
3 359 5.C. Johmson-daldo H, Schock 3/49,500(a) 750/807
70 11 % 1640 M.G. Campbell, Jr.-Wm. C.Probst 11/65.0004a) 7184938
3 371 123 x 140 J.H. Mnger-Henry C, Townsend, Jr. 7/39.637(a) 139/637
Bldrs. Camp., Inc.-Jobhn H. Muger 8/45,000(h) 6827153
373 153 110 x 140 So. Std. Homes-Wm.P. Brig 11/45,500 717/658
Pollard Eatates Dev.. Inc.-
So. Std. Hmr_s. Inc. 427,750 65%/195
175 100 x 140  So. Standard Hemes - Edv. Priescas 2/48.450 1241508
376 95 x 140 R.L. Frosti~Walter Krzymowski £/55,883 733/ 346
3 377 100 % 140 W.P. Deniels-Otis E. Sanford 6/59,000 757/663
J. Bumrrey, Inc.-Wm.P. Daniels 4/51,800(h) 702/98
5 378 W0 x 140 C.F. Lemon-Jomy 1., Reeves 9/66,500cs  840/69
J.W. Butcrey-Clifford F. Lermen 7/48,000{h) 674132
kry] 10 x 140 LY, Buttrey-Earl M. DeRouen. Jr. 21/45,000 7241111
380 100 x 140 B. Allen Cosnc.-Framk A. Bailey 1G/52,800(h) 690/491
381 100 x 140 L. “akoskyg-Howard A. Perez 3/53,000 153/259
B. Allen Co., Inc.-Frank Hakosky  11/50,000(h) 692/170
38z B. Allen Const. Co.-Geo.M. Srccka  10/50,600(1) 431/191
383 100 x L40  Bill Allen Const. Co.-
Eugene Zetka 342,450} 663/228
gs 150 % 140  A.E. Hmdins-Martin Marierca Corp, 5/69,000 824/546
»{ bm-j.e:m Corp. -David A, Cardot 5/69,000 8247658
Bodenhamer-aAlberc E. Hadkins 3/58, 500 (a) 7317417
D;stmct:.w Hames, Inc.-Geo.J. Boderhamor 1/46,000 5967240




HOUSE
SEC. 10T NWD. SIZE

(PAGE 8)

SLIDELL COUMTRY CLUB ESTATES

SELLER - PURCHASER 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 COB-FOLIO
PINEWOOD DRIVE - {Contd.)
3 385 179 100 x 140 F.Y, Ugolini-loyd J. Fischer 8/60,915(a) 077253
H.G. Perry-Jimmy W. Carpernrer 13/51,000¢a) 715/662
J.W, Carpencer-Francis Fenry Ugolini 1/54,000
Stickler Const.Co.-Wn.G. Perry 9/43,950(w) 6857288
386 100 x 140  Sticker Const. Co.-
Stenarall J. Craft 11/42,000(n} 6927396
87 100 % 146 B.Allen Const.-H.W. Copeland /42,116 67671
288 W0« 140 W, Henaon-Jebm B. Wing: 10/63,000(a) 6917637
389 139 x 140 J.J. Demson-Walter L. Oulliver 6/45,000 70573568
Hansen Censt.-Jas.J. Densan 7145, 354(h) 6741180
390 125 x 140 Pro Comst., Inc.-E.F. Stasney 10746000 (h) 691/574
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SLIDELL COUNTRY CLUB ESTATES
HOUSE
SEC. LOT NO. SIZE SELLER - FURCHASER 1972 1573 1074 1976
PINEWOOD DRIVE - {foned.)
3 38179 100 x 140 F.H. Ugnlini-Lowd J. Fischar 8/60,915(a)
W.G. Perry-Jinmy W. Carpernter 10/51,000¢a}
J.W. Carpenver-Fvancia Henry Ugolind 1/54,000
Sticider Const.Co. -4m, G. Perry S/43,950(v)
386 100 % 140 Sticker Const. GCo,-
Stonewall J, Crafe 13742,000(h)
387 100 x 140 B.Allen Congt.-H.W, Copeland T/42,116
388 140 x 140 W, Hangen-Jobnt B, Winch 10/63,000(a)
389 119 x 146 J.3. Penacn-Walter L. Oulliver 6/46,000
Hasen Const,-Jas.J, Denson 7145, 354(h)
350 125 % 140 Pro Conat., Ing,-E.F. Stastiey 10746, 000 (h)

COB-FOLID

Mm/251
715/662

685/288

6927396
67671
6917637

7057368
674/180

691/574
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" SHERWOOD FOREST

SHERATON DRIVE

SECTION LOT HOUSE WO, LOT SIZE SELLER PURCHASER DATE PRICE COB/FOLIO

3 487 1lelt 100 x 13¢ Henry N. Brecz Jon Wave Morar 1-78 $84,000c 2618-132

1 495 11445 80 x 150 Wm. D. HMeCharen Ma. C. 1. Kelleher 5-78 $70,400 2573-093

4 480 11935 30 x 150 Howard S. Biilings N. §. Desmarais 676 $60,900h 2505-274

2 494 L1467 90 % 150 John F. Reilley Hugh Holderich 10-75 §74,000c 5453-516
11000 95 x 197 10-77 $54,500



SECTTON

2
3

Lar

249
240

253
243

SHERWOOD FOREST
SHERBROOK DRIVE

SHERDRUOR DRIVE

HOUSE NO. LOT S1ZE SELLER PURCHASER DATE
11834 100 x 150 R. B. Holloway 5. W. Critchfield 577
11841 100 x 150 Chas. G. Hoover Wm., A, Lewis 416
E. J. Jeansonne Chas. G. Hoover, Jr. 374

11650 100 = 150 Wm. A. Belding Hollie M. Carter 2-76
11955 100 x 150 Jos, J, Squyer George D. Stack 6-75

PRICE COB/FOLIO
$44, 5000 2573-899
$40,570a 2488~315
$35,800¢ 2352-311
$43,900n 2475649
$38,500v 2428-221



SHERWCOD FOREST

SHERWOUD FOREST BOULEVARD

SECTION LOT HOUSE ND. 1LOT SIZE SELLER PURCHASER DATE DRICE COB/FOLIO
H 388 26 = 150 T. V. Bagwelil R. Chambers 8-76 $85,000h 2517-663
& L22 26 x 150 D. 5. Russell K. A. Hammock 5-77 $45,979a 2568-805

K. A. Hammoek G. R. Fowler 3-78 $58,000h 2633-894
71 u25 100 x 158 G. R. Cannon E. €. Bacon 4=77 458,500 2568-080

E. H. Jordan G. R. Cannon 9-76 $45,900 2521-214
8 166 110 x 150 D. C. aAnrzrobus, Jr, F, H. Spend 6-75 $45,500v 2428-206
28 526 106 x 160 W. J. Hayeux E. E. Lear 11-74 $67,450a 2395~-152
32 740 95 x 160 Amer. Investment J. B. Hilkena 5-75 $39,000¢ 2417-043
177 2] 105 x 150 D. M. Guynn 8. J. Culotta 4-76 $548,000a 2485-044
390 220 100 x 150 R. K. Pragc W. §. Wright 4-75 $38,827 2417587
348 iz73 110 x 150 Y. P, Mock N. Lang, Jr. 10-75 553,491a 2455-564

E. E. Lear M. P. Mock 11-74 545, 38%a 2396-012
352 ~265 95 x 150 R. A, Beckman Noah L. Faigout 7-76 $62.500h 2511-497
353 iy 92 % 153 R. H. Maughan J. R. Pope 3-77 549,900 2556-717
354 1283 90 x 153 D. B. Robertson J. B. Rogers 1-78 555.000h 2620-113
310 _33% 30w 150 B. Chaumont C. J. Washispack 6-76 $40,937 2367=374

National Residence B. W. Chaumont 1-74 $38,00¢ 2343-079
358 1351 95 x 150 H. C. Catney M, P. Mock 2-77 $65,000 2552-427
361 1423 115 = 150 Runnymede, Inc. M. G. Robinson .75 §73,000a 2410-588

M. R. Downs Rurmymede, Inc. QuTh $80,000a 2384-231



SECTION

LoT

HOUSE NO.

LOT SIZE

SHERWOOD FOREST

WESTEROOK DRIVE

SELLER

PURCHASER DATE PRICE COB/FOLIO
4 305 919 85 x 150 0. J. Blanco R, A. Champion 7-77 $43,500h 2585-296
z 206 Tha 100 x 150 John S, Helson Arthur J. Young &~17 $54,000c 2579-101
i 209 564 10% x 150 Jehn W. Brophy Mary J. L. Smich 10-75 §45,500h 2450-449
3 309 846 95 x 150 Mack J. Aleonzo J. F.0. Reinne 2.75 $54,200c¢ 2405-333
H 07 955 85 x 130 A, T. Abadie Robert H, Finlay 3-78 $62,300¢ 2636-152



SHERWOOD FOREST

ASHBOURNE DRIVE

SECTIOR LOT HOUSE NOQ. LOT SIZE SELLER PURCHASER DATE PRICE COB/FOLIO
3 435 1209 125 x 150 Louis Golden Wm. 5. Fairbanks 8-75 550, 7502 2444-183
7 415 1367 00 x 150 M. J. Felps, Jr, G. E. Rooney &-75 $64,050¢ 2414-363
1 459 1110 67 x 213 R, C. Beecher Lars G. Lund 4-Th 554,128 2354-414
1-78 $80,000
5 %00 1232 95 x 130 Albert C. Dovle Guy B, Wirth 8-78 $76.500¢ 2589-108
2 403 1180 125 x 15¢ Wendl Shiflett Ciinton €. Aubert 5-76 $23,500¢ 2494-402
4 406 1221 100 x 150 J. G. Terhoeve Cornelia UnHal 7-76 $55,000a 2511-250
6 407 1233 100 x 150 Nora R. Hodges David B. Piczaer 3-78 $58,000c 2633-011




SHERWOOD FOREST

FAIRHAVEN DRIVE
SECTION Lot ROUSE NO. LOT BIZE SELLER PURCHASER DATE PRICE 0B/ FOLIO

3 275 11734 120 x 148 8, H. MeCaratle Joge Lima 9-77 $58,000¢ 2594-483

5 282 11865 100 x 150 Ms. R. E. Aucock HMabel J. Armer 6-77 $55,250c 2576-542
Haxine J. McoKay Rodney R. Litke 10-7¢6 $49,500 2529-236

2 258 11725 125 x 162 Ken J, Daapit Ed Kaltenbacher 1-77 77,500 2546-792

[} 269 11976 101 x 257 Davi¢ Eberback Jack R. Goldberg =73 $57,240 2445-045
1y S. Bergeron David Eberbaci 7-74 $50,000¢ 2374-218

1 257 11665 77 x 150 A, 8. Heroman Rich G. Barrea 3-74 $35,800¢ 2352-311

4 274 11820 125 x 150 P. T. Bernard Mark R. Haik 5-74 $33,000¢ 2360-728
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SHERWOOD FOREST

GLERHAVEN DRIVE

SECLION LOT HOUSE HO. LOT SIZE SELLER PURCHASER DATE PRICE COB/FOLIO
10 929 12763 85 x 139 J. M. Wacehr A. R. Crech, Jr. 2-78 $64,000 2630-072
9 919 12656 88 x 140 John D. Payner H. Mike Downing w-77 $62,%00h 2603-409
8 917 12640 88 x 145 Chas. R. Marin Chas. Jos. Curtis 4=77 $47,000¢ 2567-660
2 17 11333, 125 x 157 Robt. Sweasingen F. B. Casanova 5-76 $16,600a 2496-403
3 81 11433 Emanuel Longo Taurst Woodward 10-76 $33,322z 2530-268

Richard H. Delact Emanuel Lengo 4-76 $70,000h 2487-619
5 a9 11635 100 = 150 Gil §. Parker, Jr. Ferrol Fuselier 8-76 §43,500h 2518-385
7 93 11755 112 x 167 Robt. E. Waltman Terry R. Jones 8=-76 $46 ,900v 2518-085
&4 101 11612 100 x 150 A. B. Wiggins Gary R. Gragery 6-75 $45,900c 2428-172
& 24 11666 100 x 164 Robert Clifford 0. A. Breechen 7-75 $34,000¢ 2374-038
1 Wear 15 1123 126 x 160 Rebt. D. Litt Walt A. Grisham 577 $58,000¢ 2573-679




SHERWOOD FOREST
= E TUREST

LITTLE JOHN DRIVE
==soos NN DRIVE

SELLER

SECTION LOT HOUSE ¥o. LOT SI1Zk
7 G4 436 100 x 150
8 133 463 100 x 150
9 122 536 10 x 150
5 130 365 156 x 139
1 44 305 85 x 189
& 95 426 110 x 150
2 127 335 100 x 150
e 46 10896 9% x 154
4 44 350 85 x 189
3 48 340 141 x 138
i34 26 12020 90 x 143

K. Y. Davis, St.
Eri¢ E. Crake
Wm. W, Sabbagh
Chas. B. Redman
Dav. J. Gardner

Glen Wakerfield
Ed . Jamag

Walter R. Wacson
Joel L. Thomas

B. s, Cerald, Jr.

Wm. E. Coleman
R. H. Charlcon
R. M. Millburp

PURCHASER. DATE PRICE
John H. Tabony, je. 2-78 $52,500a
Nancy P. Millg 2-78 $38,500h
4. A Kooy 12-77 $45,000c
Mo J. Guillory, Jjr. 10-77 $65,585a
Alice ¥, Page 8-77 $44.,500
John H, Tabony 7-76 $59,613a
A. H. Johansson 3-74 549,729,
Jehn N. Bankston 10-76 $34,900¢
Walter R. Watgen 2-74 $26,390a
Robr. K. Kinderer 4-78 $41,000¢
D. J. Garéner 10-74 $32,500v
K. M. Elmore 78 569 .900+
J. M. Yglesias 4-78 $42.000c

COB/FOLIO
2528-314
2630-432
2616-77¢
2604-538
2391-505

2512-538
1364-688

2530-257
1348-720

2488- 340
238B8-531
2636-289
2643-374
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SHERWCOOD “FOREST

MILLBYRN DRIVE

SECTION LoT HOUSE HO. LOT SIZE SELLER PURCHASER DATE PRICE COB/FOLLIO
1 459 1110 67 ® 215 Arthur J. Nash Peter R. Mansur 2-78 580,000a 2627-258
Lara G. Lund Arthur J. Nash 5-77 $73,000 2573-899

450 11553 92 x 150 Um, G. Robinson Chaa. J. Inzenga 3-77 $57,500 2558-736

5 546 11719 86 = 160 Jon W. Morar Steven R. Ward 12-76 $72,000a 2545-186
Wm. H. Gallmann Jon. ¥, Morar 6-76 $65,000c 1497-563

4 468 11552 90 x 150 Franeis Gebharc Friedrich Puls 7-76 $57,800a 2507-124

6 44 11943 85 x 150 R. H. Maughan F. Wm. Stewart 6-75 548,900 2433-103

2 433 11517 92 = 150 ¥. N. Robertson Rohet. N. Box, er al 6-74 S49,000c 2371-652

7 479 11970 100 = 1530 Carel T. Pettey J. A. Hoffpauia 3-78 $69,%00a 2636-747




SHERWCOD FOREST
A rUaRSE
MOLLYLEA DRIVE

Lonotbbn DATVE
SECTION LOT HOUSE NO, LOT 51ZF SELLER PURCHASER DATE PRICE COB/FOLIO
7 121 11725 110 = 170 Glenn F. Gresens Yang Hua Hy 2-78 47,472 2625~341
9 155 11820 100 x 1590 F. A. Cangelosi Ed Leon Coen, Jr. 12.77 $56,900= 2612-519
3 113 11463 190 x 150 Art L, Hagee P.V. Ponthier 6-77 §44,000¢ 2574~428
16 143 11945 106 = 150 Feter R. Aube John L. Carba 3-77 $38,500¢ 2570-415
15 150 11934 100 x 150 Dean 1. Wallis Marc J. Scher 5-77 $45,060c 2572-765
Wm, §. Fairbanks Dean M. Wallis 9-75 $35,800¢ 2448055
B8 157 11754 125 » 150 Jos, X. O'eefe bBaryl N. Burka 5-77 $58,000 2571050
[ 158 11724 100 x 150 T. Paul Mcbawirt Gary L. Black 3-77 §45,000¢ 2556-721
13 262 118651 100 x iS50 Rodney R. Utke Rebecca Ayeock 3-77 549,422 2362-274
4 117 11555 100 x 150 M. Hohenberger Man’l E. ¥night 876 §4b,934a 2519~737
B. Casanova H. Hohenberger II-74 $36,206c 2395-040
10 137 11825 125 x 150 Jeff D. Williamg Daryl R. Foushee 10-74 $45,100a 2535-073
2 168 11454 100 x 150 Wm. Ray Harris Wm. R. Tindall, Jr. 3=76 $32,684 2491-361
James R.Adams Wm. R, Harria 10-74 $29,824a 2387-725
14 i51 11924 100 x 150 Don L. Brirr Artin B. Haymon 9=-75 $36,953a 2647-308
5 159 Lisa0 100 x 146 J. Myers, Pump, Sr. Jesse Waldroup 9-73 $24,700a 2449387
1 i722 11350 R. T. Bahlinger Judicth M. Baker 7-75 $32,250n 2437-005
12 153 11840 100 x 150 Sam N. Lee Ralph W. Butler 274 $32, 4660 2347-363

i1 154 11836 100 x 150 Ronnie Thaxton Ballard, Jr, 974 $32,000¢ 2387-090 {

17 580 12342 92 x 150 Jozeph 1. Junks L. D. Mouch 5~78 $57,000 2652-224 g
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" SHERWOOD FOREST
PARKWOOD DRIVE

SECTION LOT HQUSE NO. LOT SIZE SELLER PURCHASER DATE PRICE COB/FOLIO
3 155 iis21 100 x 154 Jim C. Thompson €. H. Mandell I1-77 $56,800 2586-767
Chas. R. Bergeron Jim €. Thompson i0-76 $41,000a 2532-082

1 186 L1555 100 x 150 Fount Smothers Weldon L. Smith 3-76 $57,000a 2477-500
Eugene R. Schultz F. T. Smothers 8-75 $54,008¢ 2644-132

5 196 11841 110 x 155 Stuart Graham Chas. M. Stanton 476 $45,000h 2490-5642
1 213 11860 100 x 150 John H. Lease Harvey Wm. Pryor 7-76 $46,903a 2507-039
2 'lgfl 11773 97 x 152 Ken J. Smith Rebe, S, Cary 9-74 $364,357%7a 2383-149
8 198 11930 190 x 150 {has. E. Graham Jobn H. Lease 7-74 $39,000a 2373-380
7 198 11925 100 x 158 Norton L. Golden Ket W. Streeter 974 $36,960a 2385-095
4 214 11840 100 x 150 L. Phillip Reiss Milham S, Heowie 2-74 564,958a 2345-275



SHERWOOD FOREST

ROBIN HOOD
SECTION LOT HOUSE HO. LOT SYZE SELLER PURCHASER. DATE PRICE COB/FOLTQ
11 967 12628 100 x 139 Allan K. Giscedc B. P. Savant 2-78 $65,000a 2628~762
12 973 12685 85 x 139 Stephen E. Vise Jack B. Wilhite 11-77 $53,750a 2608-012
13 877 12762 85 x 139 Ray J. Galllard Audis C. Hill 10-77 $55,450v 2600-533
4 7 11465 125 x 150 Julia G. Young Harey W. Crute 8-77 §46,500¢ 2590~540
10 25 11546 100 x 150 Wm, H. Sleigh Jane H. Berlin 8-77 $52,000 2589094
g 14 11645 100 x 150 Bab Swearingcon Leater Lemoine 2-77 $42,390a 2551-822
Beny Bousar R. E. Swearington 4-76 $35,190b 2489-540
5 10 11555 75452 Walt R. Bankaton Lewia Edw. Jones 1-77 $42,000c 2550-441
7 27 11620 100 x 150 Jirmie Hasmond Jameg A, Shelton 11-78 $39,000a 2538-154
D. M. Gilland J. G. Hammond 5-76 $34,000¢ 2425-0644
2 4 11425 100 = 150 R. H. Patlence. Jr. J. A, Carter, IIT 1-76 $21,059a 2604-307
3 [ 11455 100 x 150 Francea S. Honea Wm. E. Cecoley 12-76 $39,500¢ 2463-730
5 9 11545 125 x 150 John P, Elliore W. J¥. MeClanahan 9.7k $40,000c 2647091
22 11736 160 x 150 C. C. Speller, Jr. Jack E. Dismukes 3-73 $27,149a 2362-111
i 4G 11122 Dell B. Tribble W. E. Bertheloc 475 §29,500a 2418-157
8 12 11523 100 x 150 Harold E. Amog Peter H. Lacctu 3-78 $51,000v 2637-545
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NORTH SHERWOOD FOREST - ARCHERY

STREET LOT COB

SEC. LOT NO, SIZE SELLER_PURCHASER 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 FOLIO
5 9 11335 108 x 175 M. J. Lanasa -

3, A. Panson 272/59.900(h) 2624-754

R. G. Thevenot -

M. J. Lanasa 9/25-52,000 2649-447
9 46 11824 51 x 154 R. Hinderer - te)

W. T. Mott 6721-47. 158 (a) 2578-463
14 55 12023 100 x 174 V., H. Roppolo -

c. J. Remondec, J¥. 4/25-42,750(v) 2567-084
B 49 11720 100 x 176 R. Revueita -

M. Nasgar 11/2-46,500(h) 2536-626

M. B. Price -

M. T. Cole 5/57,306 2651-566
7 54 1isl0 100 x 174 M. L. G. Newell -

L. Wm. Reissener 12/6-47,000{c}) 2451-553
2 57 1890 100 x 74 D. A. Pepe -

P, N. Harlow 3/11-41,800{v} 2479-421
& 58 11516 100 x 174 W. B. Day -

5, H, Miles 11/30-48,080(c) 1540-477
4 63 11320 105 x 176 €. L. Hill -

J. E. MeClary 7/16=64,900¢¢) 2519-431

B, J. Murphy, Jr. -

C. L. Hull 10/3-56,621(a) 2388-188
1 & 1879 1i6 x 178 J. B. MeClaxy -

Wm. €. Baker 11/25-3%,500(c) 2460-243
11 25 12024 100 x 175 W, Teasier -

R. Reugenc Fr7-38,234(h) 2434-193

3 60 1896 105 x 174 J, V. Dustefano -
P. Stepfenhart 1/29=40,400(v) 2344-308






