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Figure 2. LiDAR elevation data showing the topographical highs and lows in New
Orleans. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2003, data distributed by LSU Atlas <
http://atlas.Isu.edu/>. Base maps courtesy of ESRI 2010,
http://server.arcgisonline.com/arcgis/services
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Figure 3. Flood depth raster, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2005, was clipped to the study
area. Flood depths are representative of data collected on September 2, 2005 and may not
reflect peak flood levels. Base maps courtesy of ESRI 2010,
http://server.arcgisonline.com/arcgis/services
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Figure 4. Map showing digitized water features used for the distance to nearest water
portion of analysis. The bank lines of the Mississippi River and Lake Pontchartrain were
digitized whereas the center lines of Bayou St. John and Bayou Metairie/Bayou Sauvage
were used. Base maps courtesy of ESRI 2010,
http://server.arcgisonline.com/arcgis/services
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into pre and post-Katrina subsets to investigate the geographic effect that Katrina has had on site
distribution within New Orleans. The dataset was divided into pre- and post-Katrina based on
the “date recorded” field that appears in the site form. Due to the cessation of work after
Katrina, there was a period of approximately eight months when no sites were recorded in New
Orleans. The last site recorded prior to Hurricane Katrina was on April 4™, 2005 and the first

site recorded after Katrina was on December 1% 2005.
Decision Models

Examining geographic differences between pre and post-Katrina site distributions
highlighted the changes that have occurred as a result of the Hurricane and subsequent
government response, but it may be necessary to further examine why sites were recorded in
particular locations. In order to understand the site distribution patterns that currently exist in
New Orleans, an investigation of the factors that influenced the location of recorded sites was
needed. In an area that is as densely developed and that at this point has been heavily surveyed,
known site locations were likely influenced by biased survey methods. An alternate way of
looking at site distributions was to consider what inspired the recordation of the site, or more
accurately what led the researcher to that location. In order for a site to be “discovered” it
usually has to be unearthed by some sort of excavation activity whether unintentional or planned.
There are different processes that have resulted in the unearthing of sites. Researchers excavated
sites in order to address research questions, CRM archaeologists mitigated sites to document
resources prior to their destruction by impending development, and preservationists often
encountered archaeological finds while restoring historic properties. After Hurricane Katrina,
CRM archaeologists were tasked with the documenting of storm damaged portions of the city

before and sometimes after their demolition. These processes were driven by decisions made by
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individuals, preservation societies, private companies and federal, state and local government
agencies. Based on this concept, the archaeological sites of New Orleans were categorized into
three distinct decision models. The decision models were defined as research/preservation,

development and recovery.

Research/Preservation

The research/preservation decision model was based on an individual or group’s interest
in a particular area, time period, culture, or property. Certain academic archaeologists have
sought to answer research questions by focusing their efforts on geographic areas, such as
Czajkowski or Ford while others were more interested in certain cultural contexts such as
Shannon Dawdy. These research interests have led investigators to excavate certain areas over

others which introduced a bias to a geographic distribution of sites.

Also included in this category were those that attempt to preserve a property that they
own or have stewardship over. The Historic New Orleans Collection owns several properties in
the French Quarter and has diligently sought to preserve historic resources when conducting
renovations of their holdings. On several occasions they have partnered with private CRM firms
to support the excavation of properties when they are not in any way required to do so (Dawdy et
al. 2008). This activity represents an interest in preserving our historical past and recognition of
the value of the resources they preside over. Other examples of similar preservation activities
were the curators of properties such as the Hermann-Grima House (Lamb and Beavers 1983) and

Villa Meilleur (Lee et al. 1997), who sponsored excavations while updating their facilities.

Local citizens have also demonstrated this type of interest in preserving our past by

sanctioning the excavation of their properties. Some examples are the owners of the Friedrich
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