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Report Criteria:

Term: Fall 2010

Campus: #008  East Carolina University

Group Number:

Building Name:

Residential Classification:

Ownership Status:

Year Constructed: >
<

Estimated Replacement Cost: >
<

Cost of Latest Renovation: >
<

Year of Latest Renovation: >
<

Building Condition:

Air Condition Status:

Accessible Area: >
<

Assignable Area: >
<

Gross Area: >
<

Original Building Cost: >
<

Number of Floors: >
<

Last Year of Record Update: >
<

Total Buildings Found: 156
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001 JOYNER LIBRARY 1 1 1954 29,090,689 4,718,733 97 1 6 96,521 96,521 129,963 1,659,000 03 99

001A JOYNER EAST 1 1 1975 10,978,959 1,214,000 97 1 6 96,521 96,521 30,118 2,116,000 04 97

001B JOYNER DRUM ADDT 1 1 1996 33,712,723 1 6 96,521 96,521 150,612 15,431,267 04 99

002 FLANAGAN BLDG 1 1 1939 22,460,373 1,620,963 06 1 6 51,252 51,252 100,342 1,043,000 04 07

003 GRAHAM BLDG 1 1 1929 3,599,320 4 6 12,735 12,735 16,080 178,000 03 99

004 RAWL BLDG 1 1 1959 16,298,558 4 6 46,480 46,480 73,524 1,219,600 04 99

005S HOWELL SCIENCE SOUTH 1 1 1969 11,237,572 4 6 7,640 7,640 31,948 881,000 05 99

005N HOWELL SCIENCE NORTH 1 1 1970 10,215,976 4 6 7,640 7,640 31,948 881,000 04 99

005E HOWELL SCIENCE EAST 1 1 1969 10,215,976 4 6 7,640 7,640 31,948 881,000 03 99

005 HOWELL SCIENCE 1 1 1969 4,638,009 4 6 7,640 7,640 11,725 881,000 04 99

006 AUSTIN BLDG 1 1 1964 14,126,433 219,065 06 4 6 37,979 37,979 63,866 1,167,000 03 07



006A AUSTIN GRND STORAGE 1 1 2006 69,536 1 6 37,979 37,979 700 59,420 01 10

007 CHRISTENBURY MEM GYM 1 1 1952 12,639,107 4 3 39,955 39,955 52,701 725,000 02 99

008B BREWSTER B 1 1 1970 4,364,846 4 6 0 0 19,500 533,000 03 99

008C BREWSTER C 1 1 1970 4,364,846 4 6 0 0 19,500 533,000 03 99

008D BREWSTER D 1 1 1970 9,535,510 4 6 0 0 42,600 914,000 03 99

008A BREWSTER A 1 1 1970 8,249,782 4 6 0 0 36,856 1,066,000 04 99

009 FLETCHER MUSIC CTR 1 1 1966 13,195,263 4,818,702 07 4 6 47,428 47,428 58,950 1,200,000 02 07

010A RIVERS ADDITION 1 1 2004 13,066,420 1 6 46,296 46,296 38,249 9,031,207 02 04

010 RIVERS HESC 1 1 1968 16,563,355 373,155 97 4 6 46,296 46,296 104,158 2,736,000 03 10

012 SPEIGHT BLDG 1 1 1965 11,317,707 439,679 97 3 6 32,402 32,402 50,562 718,000 03 99

013 BELK ALLIED HEALTH 1 1 1972 15,849,987 2 6 27,412 27,412 49,567 1,147,748 03 06

014 JENKINS FINE ARTS CT 1 1 1977 24,620,863 784,800 97 4 6 81,154 81,154 109,994 4,549,432 03 05

030 SPILMAN BLDG 1 1 1930 3,742,575 4 6 9,554 9,554 16,720 215,000 02 99

031 WHICHARD BLDG 1 1 1923 5,253,483 47,126 95 4 6 13,730 13,730 23,470 338,000 02 99

032 WRIGHT 1 1 1968 11,818,417 1,852,124 97 3 6 20,019 20,019 49,279 2,053,795 03 07

032W WRIGHT AUDITORIUM 1 1 1925 8,150,750 1,620,000 90 3 6 20,019 20,019 33,986 469,000 02 99

033 MCGINNIS THEATRE 1 1 1951 6,401,453 1,900,000 82 4 5 15,705 15,705 26,692 225,000 02 99

033A MCGINNIS SCENCE SHOP 1 1 1982 2,302,337 3 1 15,705 15,705 9,600 402,844 02 05

034A MESSICK THEAT ARTS 1 1 1927 2,302,337 1,100,000 82 4 1 0 0 35,038 300,000 02 05

035 CROATAN SODA SHOP 1 1 1970 1,401,066 363,071 91 2 6 4,228 4,228 5,842 237,000 01 05

037 MINGES COLISEUM 1 1 1967 37,316,551 2,962,917 94 2 6 76,292 76,292 155,598 6,702,000 02 05

038 SCALES FIELD HOUSE 1 1 1966 3,441,271 100,000 83 4 5 11,348 11,348 14,349 195,000 01 05

039 PIRATES CLUB BLDG 1 1 1965 1,143,253 130,000 80 3 6 3,892 3,892 4,767 60,000 01 99

043 WAREHOUSE/TECH LAB A 1 1 1951 5,979,358 285,612 96 2 1 20,700 20,700 24,932 241,671 02 99

046 STUDENT HEALTH SRVCS 1 1 1930 2,816,525 1 5 4,933 4,933 11,744 132,000 02 05

046A STUDENT HEALTH ADDTN 1 1 2002 6,347,811 1 6 4,933 4,933 16,508 426,240 01 02

047 OLD CAFETERIA 1 1 1909 11,096,300 7,002,879 06 1 4 26,719 26,719 46,268 769,000 03 07

048 MAMIE JENKINS BLDG 1 1 1910 1,138,793 4 5 2,742 2,742 3,957 25,000 01 99

049 ERWIN HALL 1 1 1952 3,279,677 192,000 88 4 5 9,273 9,273 14,652 334,000 03 99

050 BLOXTON HOUSE/CULTUR 1 1 1952 830,886 4 1 2,532 2,532 3,712 73,000 02 99

052 CAREER SRVCS/5TH ST 1 1 1921 1,576,140 100,450 94 4 5 2,722 2,722 6,572 14,000 02 99

053A WAHL COATES A 1 1 1972 550,218 3 6 0 0 4,704 94,000 01 99

053B WAHL COATES B 1 1 1972 1,156,053 3 6 0 0 10,076 200,000 01 99

053C WAHL COATES C 1 1 1972 1,156,053 3 6 0 0 10,076 200,000 01 99

053D WAHL COATES D 1 1 1972 1,177,821 3 6 0 0 10,285 205,000 01 99

053E WAHL COATES E 1 1 1972 534,402 3 6 0 0 4,291 85,000 01 99

053F WAHL COATES F 1 1 1972 1,283,291 3 6 0 0 10,144 202,000 01 99

053G WAHL COATES G 1 1 1972 1,277,839 3 6 0 0 8,531 169,000 01 99

055 MENDENHALL STUD CTR 1 1 1974 28,035,738 3,600,000 87 3 6 74,717 74,717 116,900 5,272,000 03 99



056 WILLIS BUILDING 1 1 1974 3,685,175 4 6 8,334 8,334 15,366 527,000 01 99

058 ELLER HOUSE 1 1 1925 783,435 4 6 1,837 1,837 3,500 35,000 02 99

058A MARITIME HIS WET LAB 1 1 1990 184,187 4 1 1,837 1,837 576 8,500 01 05

058B MARITIME CNSRVTN LAB 1 1 1974 180,988 4 6 1,837 1,837 1,500 20,000 01 05

059 BELK ANNEX #1 1 1 1976 4,501,937 3 6 2,221 2,221 4,800 116,000 01 10

060 STEAM PLANT 14TH ST 1 1 1968 4,501,937 2 2 11,594 11,594 16,914 1,110,000 01 99

061 ATHLETICS CONCESSION 1 1 1963 410,584 3 6 1,528 1,528 1,712 5,000 01 99

064 HEAT DISTRIB PLANT 1 1 1978 1,023,600 3 1 2,796 2,796 3,582 300,000 01 99

067 BLOUNT HOUSE/POLICE 1 1 1945 759,707 343,414 99 3 6 2,298 2,298 3,394 6,018 02 05

070 JONES RESIDENCE HALL 2 1 1958 24,826,857 1,111,783 02 3 6 81,702 81,702 103,520 1,404,000 04 07

071 AYCOCK RESID HALL 2 1 1960 12,165,386 4 6 70,649 70,649 89,516 1,149,000 04 05

072 SCOTT RESIDENCE HALL 2 1 1962 13,330,197 1,083,800 92 3 5 73,019 73,019 98,087 1,179,000 04 05

073 BELK RESIDENCE HALL 2 1 1966 11,001,247 4 2 74,629 74,629 80,950 1,320,000 04 05

074 TYLER RESIDENCE HALL 2 1 1969 13,060,841 4 6 68,674 68,674 96,105 1,682,000 09 05

075 UMSTEAD RESID HALL 3 1 1955 7,934,789 3,570,486 95 2 6 32,685 32,685 48,512 700,000 03 05

076 SLAY RESIDENCE HALL 1 1 1949 5,605,151 2,522,198 94 2 6 19,600 19,600 34,269 571,000 03 05

077 GREENE RESID HALL 2 1 1966 11,243,287 4 6 58,154 58,154 82,731 1,200,000 10 05

078 WHITE RESIDENCE HALL 2 1 1968 11,243,287 4 6 58,296 58,296 82,731 1,303,000 10 05

079 CLEMENT RESID HALL 2 1 1969 11,693,533 4 6 58,154 58,154 86,044 1,311,000 10 05

080 FLETCHER RESID HALL 2 1 1964 10,960,343 4 6 61,061 61,061 80,649 1,197,000 07 05

081 GARRETT RESID HALL 2 1 1956 7,249,547 4 6 38,126 38,126 53,344 805,000 03 05

082 JARVIS RESID HALL 2 1 1909 4,111,164 5,574,000 79 1 6 25,358 25,358 34,467 141,000 02 05

083 FLEMING RESID HALL 2 1 1923 4,407,022 4 6 23,225 23,225 32,428 180,000 02 05

084 COTTEN RESID HALL 2 1 1925 6,399,343 4 6 31,391 31,391 47,088 251,000 03 05

085 RAGSDALE HALL 1 1 1923 12,961,212 550,000 76 4 6 22,339 22,339 41,144 470,431 03 99

086 CHANCELLOR RESIDENCE 2 1 1948 1,682,625 82,500 97 2 6 5,988 5,988 7,016 30,000 02 99

087 INTERNATIONAL HOUSE 1 1 1925 783,435 4 6 2,294 2,294 3,500 35,000 02 99

092 HOWARD HOUSE/N BUREA 1 1 1940 780,747 4 6 2,353 2,353 3,488 55,000 02 99

093 TAYLOR-SLAUGHTER/ALU 1 1 1955 1,058,306 3 6 3,365 3,365 4,728 80,000 03 99

095 HAROLD H. BATE BLDG 1 1 1988 36,933,306 2 6 103,981 103,981 165,000 10,900,000 03 00

097 WARD SPORTS MED FAC 1 1 1989 18,393,508 2 6 52,365 52,365 76,695 7,482,000 03 99

100F GROUNDS BLDG F 1 1 2003 199,855 1 1 0 0 4,368 100,000 01 05

100E GROUNDS BLDG E 1 1 2002 82,221 1 1 0 0 1,250 55,000 01 05

100D GROUNDS BLDG C 1 1 1999 199,855 1 1 0 0 4,368 100,000 01 05

100B GROUNDS STGE COMPLEX 1 1 1989 594,770 1 1 0 0 2,430 60,000 01 07

102 ROPES COURSE SHED 1 1 1990 46,045 1 1 190 190 192 5,400 01 99

106 COLLEGE HILL STGE 1 1 1975 23,023 2 1 76 76 96 1,000 01 07

107 FAMILY THERAPY CLIN 1 1 1954 799,422 10,000 90 3 6 1,994 1,994 2,500 85,000 02 99

121 4TH ST FAC SERVICES 1 4 1960 979,293 53,162 97 2 6 2,867 2,867 4,350 01 99



122 PARKING & TRAFFIC OF 1 1 1982 667,933 86,165 96 2 6 2,090 2,090 2,984 187,000 01 99

125 WARD GUEST HOUSE 2 5 1929 671,513 3 6 2,321 2,321 2,800 02 99

126A FACILITIES SERV CTR 1 5 1970 1,092,330 140,000 96 1 6 0 0 4,880 01 99

126B CARPENTRY SHOP #4 1 5 1970 1,170,354 2 6 0 0 4,880 01 99

126C MASONRY SHOP #5 1 5 1970 1,157,644 2 6 0 0 4,827 01 99

126D EPPES MOBILE #1 1 5 1970 209,371 3 1 0 0 873 01 99

126E EPPES MOBILE #2 1 5 1970 690,702 3 1 0 0 2,880 01 99

126F GARAGE 1 4 1970 1,843,307 1 6 0 0 7,686 01 99

127 HUMAN RESOURCES 1 1 1973 1,247,227 346,310 05 1 6 8,656 8,656 13,088 250,000 02 07

130 TODD DINING HALL 1 1 1994 8,999,992 1 6 23,686 23,686 35,000 4,840,000 01 99

133 FINANCIAL SERVICES 1 1 1982 1,246,331 203,710 06 2 6 4,972 4,972 5,568 325,000 01 06

141 INST ADVANCEMENT BLD 1 1 1975 1,587,685 24,968 96 1 6 5,360 5,360 7,093 415,000 01 99

142 STUDENT REC CENTER 1 1 1996 40,740,962 2 6 118,709 118,709 150,227 17,976,155 02 05

143A ABC STOR CROSS ST 1 4 1965 1,438,961 1 6 0 0 6,000 01 99

150A ROSS PLACE 608 1 5 1950 604,364 3 6 0 0 2,900 01 07

150B ROSS PLACE 602 1 5 1950 574,145 3 6 0 0 2,050 01 07

151 ADMIN SUPPORT ANNEX 1 1 1950 767,094 2 6 2,388 2,388 3,427 175,000 01 99

155 BLOUNT RECR SPORTS C 1 1 1997 412,503 1 1 956 956 1,720 214,000 01 99

156 HARRIS BLDG 1 1 1997 4,634,651 1 6 16,978 16,978 19,325 600,000 01 99

158 REMCO 1 1 1947 603,916 2 6 2,246 2,246 2,698 145,000 02 05

159 QUIXOTE 1 1 1973 781,193 2 6 2,813 2,813 3,490 241,600 02 05

161A FACILITIES WAREHOUSE 1 1 2000 391,881 1 1 0 0 6,000 255,000 01 02

163 FICKLEN STADIUM 1 1 1963 48,295,375 2,000,000 93 2 2 25,478 25,478 58,819 22,378,581 04 05

164 DAILY REFL #1 1 1 1955 6,550,752 2,898,471 02 2 6 20,809 20,809 29,137 1,438,000 02 07

165 DAILY REFL #2 1 1 1954 850,586 226,086 03 1 6 2,970 2,970 3,800 187,000 01 06

167 BROWNING BLDG 1 1 1985 679,427 95,801 01 1 6 2,613 2,613 3,096 275,000 01 01

168 HARRINGTON FLD STOR 1 1 1999 15,925 1 1 864 864 960 7,000 01 00

170 SHADY LANE HOUSE 1 1 1959 440,294 2 6 2,184 2,184 2,200 139,000 02 10

171G WEST CAMPUS STORAGE 1 1 1960 254,814 3 1 0 0 4,000 160,000 01 05

171F COASTAL STUDIES ANX 1 1 1960 254,814 2 1 0 0 4,000 160,000 01 05

171E SEWAGE TREATMENT BLD 1 1 1960 67,606 6 1 0 0 147 42,450 01 05

171D WATER TREATMENT BLDG 1 1 1960 14,970 1 1 0 0 283 9,400 01 05

171C GENERATOR BUILDING 1 1 1960 133,300 1 1 0 0 837 83,700 01 05

171B SHELTER A BUILDING 1 1 1960 43,637 2 6 0 0 137 27,400 01 05

171A WEST ACADEMIC BLDG 1 1 1960 6,893,498 3 6 0 0 24,047 4,328,460 01 05

172 BOWEN CLEANERS PROP 1 1 2000 820,595 109,165 01 1 6 4,555 4,555 6,000 523,500 01 06

174 STRENGTH CENTER 1 1 2001 18,441,395 2 6 33,904 33,904 52,475 11,416,500 03 05

184 MAGIC MINI STORAGE 1 4 1995 37,804 1 6 96 96 600 01 01

189 FITT BUILDING 1 1 2003 764,897 1 6 2,984 2,984 4,572 521,896 01 05



190 FACILITIES ANNEX 1 1 1957 115,259 85,138 02 1 6 1,022 1,022 1,418 75,000 01 06

193 GREENVILLE CENTRE 1 1 1991 7,861,440 2 6 23,738 23,738 35,289 2,400,000 02 05

198 BLAIR BUILDING 1 1 1977 1,615,815 236,172 03 1 6 3,749 3,749 5,465 450,000 01 06

203 SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY 1 1 2003 99,661,675 1 6 129,574 129,574 270,000 68,000,000 06 09

206 WOODWORKS BLDG 1 1 1925 225,123 4 2 8,000 8,000 8,158 187,500 01 07

209 STUDENT TRANSIT BLD 1 4 1968 1,927,360 1 3 7,023 7,023 8,990 01 05

212 WEST END DINING 1 1 2005 17,440,272 1 6 22,003 22,003 39,978 13,573,187 02 05

214E HATTERAS BLDG #3 1 1 1903 442,722 4 1 21,216 21,216 6,800 57,324 01 10

214B HATTERAS BLDG #5 1 1 1903 4,151,170 4 1 21,216 21,216 64,000 537,497 01 10

214F HATTERAS BLDG #7 1 1 1980 834,988 4 1 21,216 21,216 12,825 108,115 01 04

214D HATTERAS BLDG #2 1 1 1983 453,139 4 1 21,216 21,216 6,960 58,673 01 10

214C HATTERAS BLDG #6 1 1 1980 397,149 4 1 21,216 21,216 6,200 51,423 01 10

214A HATTERAS BLDG #4 1 1 1903 902,112 4 1 21,216 21,216 14,000 116,806 01 10

214 HATTERAS BLDG #1 1 1 1983 1,381,294 4 1 21,216 21,216 21,300 178,851 01 10

215 BISCO FURNITURE 1 1 1917 1,432,987 4 1 21,690 21,690 22,010 567,858 01 04

215A BISCO WAREHOUSE #1 1 1 1906 2,094,078 4 1 21,690 21,690 32,164 829,831 01 04

215B BISCO WAREHOUSE #2 1 1 1947 662,457 4 1 21,690 21,690 10,175 262,515 01 04

215C BISCO WAREHOUSE #3 1 1 1999 856,798 442,212 06 4 1 21,690 21,690 13,160 339,528 01 06

216 HAYNIE PROPERTY 1 1 1914 4,809,525 4 1 73,034 73,034 73,872 1,080,000 01 04

227 CLARK-LECLAIR STAD. 1 1 2005 12,219,458 1 6 13,252 13,252 45,801 9,510,000 02 05

229 SELF HELP BLDG 1 4 1910 1,147,318 2 6 9,824 9,824 14,882 04 05

231 STUDENT LIFE ARLGTN 1 4 1997 679,747 1 6 2,551 2,551 3,023 01 05

237 ATHLETICS GRNDS STGE 1 1 2006 89,342 1 6 1,080 1,080 1,200 76,345 01 06

240 COLLEGE HILL SUITES 2 1 2006 36,862,063 1 6 132,930 132,930 155,773 31,500,000 06 06

241 FULL GOSPEL CHR. 1 1 1922 79,423 1 5 18,000 18,000 19,440 67,870 01 06

243 SZECHUAN GARDEN 1 1 1985 1,357,460 1 5 39,350 39,350 43,723 1,160,000 01 06

244 PROCTOR YOUNG HSE 1 1 1917 273,267 1 1 2,700 2,700 2,893 25,500 02 07

247 RAPPEL TOWER 1 1 2007 102,633 1 1 0 0 256 95,772 03 07

*** Totals: 1,054,873,197 4,782,275
303,800,810

ACADEMICS > Institutional Research & Analysis > Facilities Inventory & Utilization
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You are here: Browse  | Room Search  | Building Search

Report Criteria:

Term: Fall 2010

Campus: #018  ECU-Health Affairs

Group Number:

Building Name:

Residential Classification:

Ownership Status:

Year Constructed: >
<

Estimated Replacement Cost: >
<

Cost of Latest Renovation: >
<

Year of Latest Renovation: >
<

Building Condition:

Air Condition Status:

Accessible Area: >
<

Assignable Area: >
<

Gross Area: >
<

Original Building Cost: >
<

Number of Floors: >
<

Last Year of Record Update: >
<

Total Buildings Found: 50
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015 BRODY MED SCI BLDG 1 1 1982 88,913,054 1,200,000 99 3 6 281,228 281,228 480,279 29,151,000 08 06

051 MALENE G IRONS BLDG 1 1 1970 1,971,120 4 6 5,419 5,419 8,806 337,000 01 06

088B LIFE SCIEN BLDG ADD 1 1 1999 24,108,016 1 6 0 0 58,392 14,218,700 02 06

089 MEDICAL HEATING FACI 1 1 1980 2,845,066 1 2 5,723 5,723 11,863 812,263 01 99

089B INCINERATOR ADDITION 1 1 1999 9,240,443 1 4 5,723 5,723 16,672 4,370,000 02 05

090 LEO JENKINS CANCER C 1 1 1984 15,508,758 2,000,000 92 1 6 22,198 22,198 39,155 7,225,692 02 99

096 MRI UNIT 1 1 1988 3,063,705 1 6 4,257 4,257 8,710 1,297,500 01 99

098 HARDY BLDG 1 1 1967 1,023,603 1 6 3,058 3,058 4,220 485,000 01 06

099A MEDICAL PAVILION #2 1 1 1966 694,221 3 6 0 0 2,171 117,884 01 05

099B MEDICAL PAVILION #3 1 1 1966 352,067 3 6 0 0 1,101 62,296 01 05

109 ADI BUILDING 1 1 1975 1,068,830 2 6 3,157 3,157 4,775 268,231 01 05

111 BETHEL CLINIC FPC 1 1 1952 1,910,619 3 6 3,318 3,318 5,975 49,999 02 99

113 BIOTECHNOLOGY BLDG 1 1 1991 9,002,134 1 6 19,627 19,627 28,152 1,191,127 02 99

114 ENDOCRINOLOGY MOD 1 1 1988 429,770 1 6 1,158 1,158 1,344 60,000 01 99

115 FAMILY PRACTICE CTR 1 5 1975 9,337,254 1 6 21,250 21,250 29,200 01 99



116 MEDICAL PAVILION #4 1 1 1966 654,437 3 6 1,056 1,056 1,400 124,500 01 05

117 PHYSICIANS QUAD "C" 1 1 1966 794,307 3 6 1,582 1,582 2,484 158,847 01 05

118 PHYSICIANS QUAD "M" 1 1 1978 1,110,237 2 6 2,848 2,848 3,472 175,175 01 05

119 PHYSICIANS QUAD "N" 1 1 1974 1,162,681 2 6 2,549 2,549 3,636 220,000 01 06

120 FAMILY MEDICINE MOD 1 1 1988 429,770 1 6 1,141 1,141 1,344 60,000 01 99

123 DEC SATELLITE CLIN 1 1 1985 1,087,406 1 6 3,311 3,311 4,858 300,000 02 99

128 PROSPECTIVE MEDICINE 1 1 1993 644,656 1 6 1,322 1,322 2,016 38,160 01 99

129 HEALTH SCI COMMUNICA 1 1 1993 644,656 6 6 1,322 1,322 2,016 42,188 01 05

132 PATIENT SRVES (MOAT) 1 1 1994 1,841,869 1 6 4,930 4,930 5,760 179,825 01 99

134 OB-GYN EXECUTIVE PK 1 4 1994 3,294,898 6 6 7,049 7,049 10,828 01 05

135 GENERATOR BUILDING 1 1 1982 1,866,194 2 1 1,840 1,840 2,244 750,000 01 94

136 MEDICAL REC MOD UNIT 1 1 1986 429,770 2 6 985 985 1,344 42,000 01 99

137 EAHEC MODULAR 1 5 1985 709,120 2 6 2,084 2,084 3,168 01 99

138 MEDICAL PAVILION #7 1 1 1966 277,880 2,513 95 2 6 391 391 869 48,777 01 99

139 MEDICAL PAVILION #9 1 1 1966 389,479 3,480 95 2 6 920 920 1,218 67,526 01 99

140 MEDICAL PAVILION #10 1 1 1966 424,014 3,673 95 2 6 1,191 1,191 1,326 73,513 01 99

143C ABC STOR DICKERSON 1 4 1995 4,077,050 1 6 0 0 17,000 01 99

144 DOCTORS PARK #6 1 4 1977 1,426,810 1 6 3,129 3,129 4,462 02 99

146 FIRETOWER MED OFF 1 4 1997 4,156,995 1 6 9,347 9,347 12,832 01 99

147 PLASTIC SURGERY 1 4 1997 2,398,266 1 6 4,871 4,871 7,425 02 99

148 CLINICAL SKILLS 1 4 1993 2,072,102 2 6 4,024 4,024 6,480 01 05

149 MEDICAL PAVILION #5 1 1 1966 710,528 2 6 1,309 1,309 2,222 111,000 01 05

153 MEDICAL PAVILION #1 1 1 1966 403,229 2 6 782 782 1,261 73,500 01 06

154 755 J. HOPKINS DR. 1 4 1998 796,865 1 6 1,650 1,650 2,492 01 99

173 MEDICAL PAVILION#6 1 1 1966 368,366 1 6 3,405 3,405 4,006 235,000 01 01

199 DOCTOR'S PARK #2 1 4 1966 1,541,886 1 6 5,353 5,353 6,000 01 05

221 AUSTIN GROVE APTS 2 4 2004 223,757 1 6 1,280 1,280 1,305 01 07

223 PEDS. DICKENSON 1 4 2004 591,285 1 6 2,200 2,200 2,640 01 07

224 PEDS. GREEN 1 4 2001 337,301 1 6 1,255 1,255 1,506 01 07

225 PEDS. ROYAL 1 4 2004 483,778 1 6 1,800 1,800 2,160 01 07

226 PEDS. 5TH 1 4 1995 403,149 1 6 1,500 1,500 1,800 01 07

239 HEALTH SCIENCES BLDG 1 1 2006 66,394,859 1 6 163,220 163,220 303,406 56,736,870 04 09

246A MOYE MEDICAL 1 1 4 2007 4,083,808 1 1 0 0 12,788 03 07

248 CARDIOVASCULAR BLD 1 1 2008 64,444,262 1 6 55,752 55,752 202,162 61,700,000 04 09

254 EASTERN NEURO 1 1 1990 3,326,400 1 6 11,702 11,702 21,276 3,300,000 02 10

*** Totals: 343,470,730 1,362,021
184,083,573
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Notes from On-Campus

Meetings of Campus PDM

Planning Core Group
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East Carolina University
FEMA PDM Eastern Campus Introduction and Kickoff meeting

Brewster Building D-207
May 26, 2010 - 3pm – 5 pm

East Carolina University

Bill Koch, Assoc. Vice Chancellor Environmental Health and Safety, kochw@ecu.edu
Bob Bentz, Info Technology Manager, BENTZR@ecu.edu. for Joe Norris, Interim Assoc
VC/CIO for ITCS
Mike Alexander, Env. Specialist, Environmental Health & Safety.
Major Frank Knight, Emergency Management Planning, ECU Police Department.
KNIGHTW@ecu.edu.
Tim Wiseman, Assistant Vice Chancellor for Enterprise Risk Management.
WISEMANW@ecu.edu.
Ricky Hill, Interim Executive Director Facilities Services. hillr@ecu.edu.
Ron Mitchelson, Department of Geography, mitchelsonr@ecu.edu.
Karen Mulcahy, Department of Geography, mulcahyk@ecu.edu.

City of Greenville
Chief Sandy Harris, Interim Chief of Fire/Rescue. sharris@GREENVILLENC.GOV.
Linwood Hines, Interim Deputy Chief, Fire/Rescue. lines@greenvillenc.gov.

Pitt County
Noel Lee, Director Pitt County Emergency Management. nlee@PITTCOUNTYNC.GOV.

UNC Charlotte Center for Transportation Policy Studies/Regional Center for Homeland
Security and Major Disaster Management
Edd Hauser, Director. ehauser@uncc.edu.
Sherry Elmes, Associate Director. smelmes@uncc.edu.

Not present at meeting
Tom Pohlman, EHS, POHLMANT@ecu.edu

A briefing and update of the project statue was held with Ron Mitchelson and Karen
Mulcahy from 3-3:30 prior to the entire group’s arrival.

Initial GIS mapping has been done under the direction of Karen Mulcahy using graduate
students.  We need to get a contact for NC State that Karen can work with for mapping.
(Sherry will contact Katina Blue for this information.)

The entire group meeting was held from 3:30 – 5pm.
Attendees were given a one-page handout summarizing the goals and outputs of the
planning project.
Also a notebook containing an example of the complete campus plan was circulated around
the room.
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A power point presentation was given jointly by Sherry Elmes and Edd Hauser explaining
the planning project.  Q & A followed the presentation.

We explained that our goal is to complete their selection of buildings for inspection and
schedule that process by late June.  Tim Wiseman asked whether buildings located off the
campus proper such as in the city of Greenville but used by ECU would be considered.  He
also asked about the buildings associated with the medical school and nursing school will
be considered.  We will leave the selection up to the ECU core team.

The general consensus of the group was that Tom Pohlman will be responsible for the
selection.  Someone mentioned that he already has a list of priority structures.  Ricky Hill
will pass the information to Tom and we will contact him directly to coordinate scheduling.

Representatives from the City of Greenville are familiar with Zapata Engineering based on
previous work experience.  They assured the group that they would be impressed with the
professionalism of the company.

East Carolina University
FEMA PDM Pre-Inspection Kickoff Meeting

June 29, 2010 – Eppes #7
8 AM

Attending from ECU: Tom Pohlman, ECU Environmental Health & Safety; Griffin Avin,
ECU Facilities; Bob Bentz, Assistant Director Enterprise Systems and Data Center
Operations; Rocky Howell, Interim Executive Director of Facilities Services; Karen
Mulcahy, Assistant Professor Department of Geography/GIS; Paul Carlson, Facility
Mechanical Engineer; Ricky Hill, Information and Technology Manager; Wayne Reeves,
Assistant Director of Maintenance Engineering; Ron Mitchelson, Professor
Geography/GIS; Mike Rowe, ECU Facilities; Frank Knight, Major ECU Police; R. V.
Parker, EDU Facilities; Tony Yamada, ECU Facilities; Chief D. L. Branch, Battalion
Chief, Life Safety Services, Greenville Fire and Rescue; William T. Wiseman, ECU
Enterprise Risk Management.

Sherry Elmes and Edd Hauser from UNCC.

Brian Zapata from Zapata Engineering.

Sherry Elmes began the meeting with a brief overview of the FEMA PDM planning project
for the benefit of those who were not present for the meeting held in May.

Brian Zapata provided a company information sheet on Zapata Engineering and gave a
brief overview of Zapata’s chief client base as well as his role with the company and his
role in the FEMA PDM planning project.
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He asked that the group report any history of weather related hazards that have affected
the ECU campus.

Tom Pohlman reported that Hurricane Floyd flooding heavily impacted the campus
making it a virtual island with no power, water leaving students and first responders
unable to gain access.  Some buildings had 48” of water inside and since then flood gates
have been installed.  Flooding is the greatest concern for the campus.  Almost every year
ECU has been affected by hurricanes, tornadoes, winter storms and drought.

Existing plans have moved from multi-hazard to All Hazards.  Large venues on campus
such as sporting events have led to developing plans for security measures and for dealing
with hazmat situations.  Their plans are exercised on a regular basis.

Plans are in place to care for students in the aftermath of a hurricane event.

Brian then asked for an assessment of each of the eleven buildings on their list. ECU has a
medical school, dental school and nursing school. He then asked for their suggestion as to
where best to start the inspection process and for a schedule so as not to interfere with
normal campus operations.

East Carolina University
FEMA PDM Building Reports Review Meeting

Materials Management Conference Room(Bldg 141)
November 10, 2010

10 AM

Attending from ECU: Tom Pohlman, ECU Environmental Health & Safety; Griffin Avin,
ECU Facilities; Karen Mulcahy, Assistant Professor Department of Geography/GIS; Paul
Carlson, Facility Mechanical Engineer; Ricky Hill, Information and Technology Manager;
Frank Knight, Major ECU Police; William T. Wiseman, ECU Enterprise Risk
Management.

Sherry Elmes and Edd Hauser from UNCC.

The first pages of all ECU building reports were provided to Tom Pohlman prior to the
meeting for others to have a chance to comment.  Tom provided a copy of those comments
to Edd and Sherry.

Detailed written comments were submitted for 5 of the 10 buildings by Bob Bentz,
Assistant Director Enterprise Systems & Data Center Operations: Blount House, Brody
Building, Cotanche Building, Joyner East Building, and Medical Center Utility Plant.  The
comments were to clarify information regarding ITCS obtained by the inspection team
during the campus site visit in June.

Avin Griffin, Director Facilities Maintenance provided written comments concerning
Warren Life Sciences and Health Sciences Utility Plant.  In the case of Warren and Utility
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Plant, work orders have been issued to correct some issues noted during the inspection
process.

Tom also noted that the inspections related to Eppes work center should have been
confined to only building #3 rather than all the separate buildings.  He noted that some of
the buildings listed on the inspection reports were not intended to be a part of the
inspections.

The information will be noted on the final building reports.

It was suggested that we incorporate the Facilities Services Standard Practices into the
plan to describe how the campus has instituted flood mitigation procedures as a result of
Hurricane Floyd such as flood gates for Howell Science Complex and the steam line now
being run over the river.  Detailed information is available on the ECU website.

The ECU team was reminded that they should consider developing additional lists of
building/infrastructure that are of particular concern as to vulnerability during natural
disasters but not selected for detailed inspections.  These lists will be included in the plan.

Karen Mulcahy, Edd Hauser and Sherry Elmes met at the conclusion of the building
reports review to discuss the GIS maps that are being created for each campus.  Karen
shared the information she has collected so far.  It was decided that it would be necessary
that she be able to contact a person on each campus who would provide the necessary
mapping information.  We will want to highlight the buildings/infrastructure on each
campus that selected for inspections.  Sherry will provide the lists and will obtain contact
information from each campus for Karen.

East Carolina University

February 26, 2013

A public meeting was held in the Materials Management Building Conference Room,
Building 141, to review the final PDM Campus Plan.  Representatives from several
departments making up the campus administration were in attendance. (See attendee list)
Sherry Elmes (UNC Charlotte), Project Coordinator for the PDM Planning Project,
presented the final plan using a power point format.  Ms. Elmes, Dr. Edd Hauser (UNC
Charlotte), and Tom Pohlman, Key campus contact and EHS Professional and Emergency
Management Coordinator, facilitated discussion during the meeting.

In addition to the ten buildings receiving comprehensive engineering inspections, other
critical buildings of particular concern will be added to campus summary.

Those present agreed the plan provided a valuable resource to aid the campus in
strengthening critical infrastructure against natural hazards that might affect the campus
causing disruption of operations and public safety. Discussion of mitigation measures
taken as a result of the Hurricane Floyd were reviewed and suggestions made to document
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any recurring weather events that cause damage and disruption to campus operations for
the purpose of grant writing were encouraged. The plan must be updated on a regular
basis to keep current with other campus plans, their citizens and administration.  A close
working relationship with Pitt County Emergency Management is maintained.

Following the meeting, Mr. Pohlman was provided a digital copy of the entire plan along
with the power point presentation so that he might continue the review of the plan at
additional department meetings around the campus as well as being able to circulate the
plan electronically.

The final step will be to present the plan to the Chancellor and Chief Financial Officer for
their approval and adoption of the plan.

Attendees:
Tom Pohlman, EHS/Emergency Management Director
William Wiseman, Associate Vice Chancellor for Enterprise Risk Management
Rocky Howell, Operations Information Technology Manager
Ricky Hill, Interim Executive Director Facilities Management
Frank Knight, ECU Police

Sherry Elmes, UNC Charlotte, Project Coordinator
Edd Hauser, UNC Charlotte, PI for Project
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FEMA Eligibility Requirements

For Mitigation Projects
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HMA= Hazard Mitigation Assistance

D.1 Eligible Activities
In order to be eligible, activities must meet all requirements referenced in this guidance. Eligible
activities for HMA fall into the following categories:
♦ Mitigation projects (all HMA programs);
♦ Hazard mitigation planning (HMGP, PDM, and FMA programs); and
♦ Management costs (all HMA programs).
Table 4 summarizes eligible activities that may be funded by the HMA programs. Detailed
descriptions of these activities follow the table in Part III, D.1.1, D.1.2, and D.1.3.
Part III. Eligibility Information 13

Table 4: Eligible Activities by Program
SRL
1. Mitigation Projects √ √ √ √ √
Property Acquisition and Structure Demolition √ √ √ √ √
Property Acquisition and Structure Relocation √ √ √ √ √
Structure Elevation √ √ √ √ √
Mitigation Reconstruction √
Dry Floodproofing of Historic Residential Structures √ √ √ √ √
Dry Floodproofing of Non-residential Structures √ √ √ √
Minor Localized Flood Reduction Projects √ √ √ √ √
Structural Retrofitting of Existing Buildings √ √
Non-structural Retrofitting of Existing Buildings and Facilities √ √
Safe Room Construction √ √
Infrastructure Retrofit √ √
Soil Stabilization √ √
Wildfire Mitigation √ √
Post-Disaster Code Enforcement √
5% Initiative Projects √

2. Hazard Mitigation Planning √ √ √

The following activities are not eligible as stand-alone activities but are eligible only when
included as a functional component of eligible mitigation activities:
♦ For HMGP and PDM generators and/or related equipment purchases (e.g., generator
hook-ups) when the generator directly relates to the hazards being mitigated and is part of
a project (the 5% initiative allows for the stand-alone purchase of generators);
♦ Real property or easements purchases required for the completion of an eligible mitigation
project. For safe room projects, no real property or easement purchase is eligible; and
♦ Studies that are integral to the development and implementation of a mitigation project,
including hydrologic and hydraulic, engineering, or drainage studies.
D.1.1 Mitigation Projects
This section briefly describes the mitigation projects eligible under one or more of the five HMA
programs. Table 4 summarizes the eligibility of the following project types for each program:
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♦ Property Acquisition and Structure Demolition – The acquisition of an existing at-risk
structure and, typically, the underlying land, and conversion of the land to open space
through the demolition of the structure. The property must be deed-restricted in perpetuity
to open space uses to restore and/or conserve the natural floodplain functions. For
property acquisition and structure demolition projects, see Part IX A.
♦ Property Acquisition and Structure Relocation – The physical relocation of an existing
structure to an area outside of a hazard-prone area, such as the Special Flood Hazard Area
(SFHA) or a regulatory erosion zone and, typically, the acquisition of the underlying land.
Relocation must conform to all applicable State and local regulations. The property must
be deed-restricted in perpetuity to open space uses to restore and/or conserve the natural
floodplain functions. For property acquisition and structure relocation projects, see Part IX
A.
♦ Structure Elevation – Physically raising an existing structure to an elevation at or above
the Base Flood Elevation (BFE) or higher if required by FEMA or local ordinance.
Structure elevation may be achieved through a variety of methods, including elevating on
continuous foundation walls; elevating on open foundations, such as piles, piers, posts, or
columns; and elevating on fill. Foundations must be designed to properly address all
loads, be appropriately connected to the floor structure above, and utilities must be
properly elevated as well. FEMA encourages Applicants and subapplicants to design all
structure elevation projects in accordance with the American Society of Civil Engineers
(ASCE) 24-05 Flood Resistant Design and Construction. For additional information
about the NFIP and structure elevation projects, see Part X C.1.
♦ Mitigation Reconstruction – The construction of an improved, elevated building on the
same site where an existing building and/or foundation has been partially or completely
demolished or destroyed. Mitigation reconstruction is only permitted if traditional
structure elevation cannot be implemented and for structures outside of the regulatory
floodway or coastal high hazard area (Zone V) as identified by the existing best available
flood hazard data. Activities that result in the construction of new living space at or above
the BFE will only be considered when consistent with the Mitigation Reconstruction
requirements. Such activities are only eligible under the SRL Pilot program. For
additional information about mitigation reconstruction projects, see Part IX D.
♦ Dry Floodproofing – Techniques applied to keep structures dry by sealing the structure to
keep floodwaters out. For all dry floodproofing activities, FEMA encourages Applicants
and subapplicants to design all dry floodproofing projects in accordance with ASCE 24-05
Flood Resistant Design and Construction.
• Dry Floodproofing of Historic Residential Structures is permissible only when
other techniques that would mitigate to the BFE would cause the structure to lose its
status as defined a Historic Structure in 44 CFR Part 59.1.
• Dry Floodproofing of Non-residential Structures must be performed in accordance
with NFIP Technical Bulletin 3-93, Non-Residential Floodproofing—Requirements
and Certification, and the requirements pertaining to dry floodproofing of nonresidential
structures found in 44 CFR Parts 60.3(b)(5) and (c)(4).
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♦ Minor Localized Flood Reduction Projects – These projects may include the installation
or modification of culverts and floodgates, minor floodwall systems that generally protect
an individual structure or facility, stormwater management activities such as creating
retention and detention basins, and the upgrade of culverts to bridges. These projects must
not duplicate the flood prevention activities of other Federal agencies and may not
constitute a section of a larger flood control system.
• For FMA, RFC, and SRL at least 50 percent of the structures directly benefiting from
this mitigation activity must be NFIP-insured. For RFC and SRL, these projects must
primarily benefit RFC or SRL structures, respectively. Documentation must be
provided in the subapplication that identifies all structures that will benefit from this
mitigation activity.
♦ Structural Retrofitting of Existing Buildings – Modifications to the structural elements
of a building to reduce or eliminate the risk of future damage and to protect inhabitants.
The structural elements of a building that are essential to protect in order to prevent
damage include foundations, load-bearing walls, beams, columns, structural floors and
roofs, and the connections between these elements.
♦ Non-structural Retrofitting of Existing Buildings and Facilities – Modifications to the
non-structural elements of a building or facility to reduce or eliminate the risk of future
damage and to protect inhabitants. Non-structural retrofits may include bracing of building
contents to prevent earthquake damage or the elevation of heating and ventilation systems.
♦ Safe Room Construction – Safe room construction projects are designed to provide
immediate live safety protection for people in public and private structures from tornado
and severe wind events, including hurricanes. For HMA, the term “safe room” only
applies to extreme wind (combined tornado and hurricane) residential, non-residential, and
community safe rooms; tornado community safe rooms; and hurricane community safe
room. This type of project includes retrofits of existing facilities or new safe room
construction projects, and applies to both single and multi-use facilities. For additional
information, see Part IX C.
♦ Infrastructure Retrofit – Measures to reduce risk to existing utility systems, roads, and
bridges.
♦ Soil Stabilization – Projects to reduce risk to structures or infrastructure from erosion and
landslides, including installing geo-textiles, sod stabilization, installing vegetative buffer
strips, preserving mature vegetation, decreasing slope angles, and stabilizing with rip rap
and other means of slope anchoring. These projects must not duplicate the activities of
other Federal agencies.
♦ Wildfire Mitigation – Projects to mitigate the risk to at-risk structures and associated loss
of life from the threat of future wildfire through:
• Defensible Space for Wildfire – Projects creating perimeters around homes,
structures, and critical facilities through the removal or reduction of flammable
vegetation. For additional information, see Part IX B.3.1.
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• Application of Ignition-resistant Construction – Projects that apply ignitionresistant
techniques and/or non-combustible materials on new and existing homes,
structures, and critical facilities. For additional information, see Part IX B.3.2.
• Hazardous Fuels Reduction – Projects that remove vegetative fuels proximate to the
at-risk structure that, if ignited, pose significant threat to human life and property,
especially critical facilities. For additional information, see Part IX B.3.3.
♦ Post-Disaster Code Enforcement – Projects designed to support the post-disaster
rebuilding effort by ensuring that sufficient expertise is on hand to ensure appropriate
codes and standards, including NFIP local ordinance requirements, are utilized and
enforced. For additional information, see Part VIII A.8.
♦ 5% Initiative Projects – These projects provide an opportunity to fund mitigation actions
that are consistent with the goals and objectives of the State and local Hazard Mitigation
Plans and meet all HMGP program requirements, but for which it may be difficult to
conduct a standard BCA to prove cost effectiveness. For additional information, see Part
VIII A.10.

D.1.2 Hazard Mitigation Planning
Mitigation plans are the foundation for effective hazard mitigation. A mitigation plan is a
demonstration of the commitment to reduce risks from natural hazards and serves as a guide for
decisionmakers as they commit resources.
The mitigation planning process includes hazard identification and risk assessment leading to the
development of a comprehensive mitigation strategy for reducing risks to life and property. The
mitigation strategy section of the plan identifies a range of specific mitigation actions and
projects being considered to reduce risks to new and existing buildings and infrastructure. This
section includes an action plan describing how identified mitigation activities will be prioritized,
implemented, and administered.
Planning activities funded under HMA are designed to develop State, Tribal, and local mitigation
plans that meet the planning requirements outlined in 44 CFR Part 201. A mitigation planning
subgrant award must result in a mitigation plan adopted by the jurisdiction(s) and approved by
FEMA prior to the end of the POP.
For FMA, funds shall only be used to support the flood hazard portion of State, Tribal, or local
multi-hazard mitigation plans to meet the criteria specified in 44 CFR Part 201. Funds are only
available to support these activities in communities participating in the NFIP.
For links to mitigation planning and risk assessment resources, see Part X C.2.
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Facility Inspection Procedure and

Risk Matrix Development using University

Facilities Risk Assessment Spreadsheet (UFRAS)
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UFRAS Facility Inspection Procedures and Risk Matrix Development

Overview

The University Facilities Risk Assessment Spreadsheet (UFRAS) is the name for the risk assessment
model developed specifically for the PDM planning process for campuses that are part of the University
of North Carolina System.  The purpose of these guidelines is to outline how to interpret the risk matrices
found within the facility report (Section 7).  The risk matrices for a facility are the final output derived
from UFRAS implementation.  The input to UFRAS is from a 92-item questionnaire used during on-site
facility inspections by a qualified structural engineer. It is highly recommended that the engineer, either a
university staff engineer or consulting engineer, conduct the physical inspection on each level of a
building including the basement to the roof.  Facility inspection results are integrated with hazard
intensities and probabilities at the location of the facility.  Some intensities and probabilities are
applicable to the State as a whole; others are applicable for a region of the state that includes a particular
campus.

The result of this analysis of on-site buildings (or other infrastructure) – including needs of critical
maintenance, repair, or reconstruction issues – is a matrix relating the risk of each of the nine natural
hazards affecting each individual component of the facility, as well as the overall average of all hazards
and building components. On page 8–31 are the guideline definitions of (a) the five facility components,
and (b) the definition of the nine hazards used in this project and common to most FEMA PDM planning
processes nationwide. An initial matrix relates the risks associated with each building as of the date of the
on-site inspection.

The second risk matrix relates the recommended Mitigation Measures and the impact of implementing
those measures on the overall risk to the facility. In most cases, there will be a decrease in risk for each
cell, representing the “after implementation” risk, again with the overall average risk rating. These
numbers have no intrinsic unit of measure in themselves, but are relative measures from the largest risk to
the smallest, as explained in more detail in the following general notes.

Detailed Notes

These guidelines outline the interpretation of the risk matrices found within the facility reports. Usually,
these risk matrices are on the second page of each individual facility report (Section 7). The risk matrices
are developed from facility inspections and the results from the inspections are integrated with hazard
intensities and frequencies for the area in which the facility is located. The matrices are designed to offer
a relative approximation of what the most ‘at risk’ components of the facility are and to guide the user as
to what will bring about the greatest reduction in overall risk to the facility.

The facility reports are designed to serve one or more of the following users: campus risk managers,
building managers, business continuity planners, safety and security, and other related facilities
management personnel. Within each facility report, there are two matrices for each facility that was
inspected. The first matrix is called “Risk as of inspection date” and the second matrix is called “Risk
after all mitigation measures are implemented.” As described previously, the first risk matrix reflects the
risk of the facility on the inspection date indicated in the report. The second risk matrix projects how risk
matrix entries could be reduced for the facility if all the mitigation measures called out in the report were
to be implemented for that facility. The values in the risk matrices range from 1-10, where 1 represents the



8-22

lowest risk and 10 represents the highest risk.  The first matrix is normalized by campus, with the result
that there will likely be at least one facility of the ten inspected facilities that rates a “10” and another
that rates a “1.” There will be many rankings on every campus with a “1.” All other risk matrix entries
will fall between 1 and 10 according to the estimated risk of the component/hazard pair.  The second risk
matrix is normalized the same way (by campus); however, there may not necessarily be a score of 10
within the campus set of those (the second matrix in each set of facility reports) matrices, since the “Risk
after all mitigation measures are implemented” matrices are measuring the projected risk score relative
to the scores in the “Risk as of inspection date” matrix.

The model calculates the potential for damage (and the facility’s present condition) and an independent
assessment by the inspection team identifies potential mitigation projects that should reduce the risk. This
risk assessment is made irrespective of the benefit to, or importance of, the facility.  Therefore there is no
relationship between the ratings of a facilities “importance,” as related in the facilities UFIS score, and the
UFRAS score that is calculated after each building is inspected. There are rough order of magnitude
(ROM) cost estimates provided for each mitigation measure.

Each user of the UFRAS model can apply relative weights to the benefit of such costs, since the user will
be most familiar with the campus facilities.

The investment made in one facility may preclude an investment to be made in another facility due to
budget limitations. It is up to the user to assess the level of importance of upgrading one facility with
respect to another based on facility importance, cost of the mitigation measure(s), and risk reduction.  The
UFIS tool (UFIS:  University Facilities Importance Spreadsheet—a tool developed to subjectively rank
the most important facilities on a campus) and/or debate among appropriate campus officials is suggested
to determine where limited funds should be directed based on facility importance.  This debate would
assist in determining the level of risk reduction that would bring the most return on an investment based
on the cost of implementing the mitigation measure.

Ratings on the day of inspection

On pages 8–26 thru 8–32 are the results of a carefully designed, unique set of 92 questions or issues that
have been rated for one facility on a scale of 1 to 4.  Codes for rating each question or component are
found in the column labeled “range.”  Where no code value is defined within the question itself, the “4”
rating would indicate that the element being addressed is in the “worst” condition, or highest effect on the
risk to the facility. To save printing, results of other facilities inspected are available on the accompanying
CD.

Projected ratings on a future date after mitigation measures have been completed

After rating the building components in their “as is” condition on the day of   inspection, the next step is
to estimate, using engineering judgment, a possible future rating for each of the 92 questions/issues (see
pages 8–33 thru 8–39). The estimate would take into account an assumed future result that all mitigation
measures (as identified in the Facility Reports, Section 7) have been implemented.

A definition of each hazard considered in this project, as listed in the UFRAS Checklist, are shown on
page 8–24, along with a description of the facility components and a ROM (rough order of magnitude)
cost estimate guide for implementing each mitigation measure for each building, as shown in the Facility
Reports, Section 7, for each facility that was inspected).
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The final component of UFRAS is the conversion of the raw data collected in the on-site engineering
inspection, and the data estimated for a future, post-mitigation implementation time, to produce the Risk
Matrix.

Description of the UFRAS Mathematical Model, and Guidelines for Its Use

Data used in computing final “before and after” risk matrices are shown in detail in Table 8.3 through 8.9

Hazard data and the results of the onsite inspections are input into UFRAS, where the following equation
is applied for every hazard/component cell of the risk matrix:

Risk = ( ) × ∑ × ∑
Where (pl) is the probability and intensity of a hazard at the facility’s location; this is normalized by the
maximum probability and intensity of a hazard, given by (pImax).

∑E is the sum of the exposure conditions from the inspection checklist; Emin is the minimum possible sum
of exposure conditions from the inspection checklist; and Emax is the maximum possible sum of exposure
conditions from the inspection checklist.

∑V is the sum of the vulnerability conditions from the inspection checklist; Vmin is the minimum possible
sum of vulnerability conditions from the inspection checklist; and Vmax is the maximum possible sum of
vulnerability conditions from the inspection checklist.

The raw score outputted by UFRAS will range between 0 and 1.

Raw risk scores (ranging from 0-1) are proportionately scaled to range from 1-10 for convenience in
evaluating risk matrices. The hazard/component cell(s) with the highest risk score out of all inspected
campus facilities will receive a 10; the cell(s) with the lowest risk score out of all of the inspected campus
facilities will receive a 1.

The second risk matrix (“Risk after all mitigation measures are implemented”) is developed through the
same steps, except that some inputs from the inspection checklist were modified to reflect the reduced
ranking corresponding to implementing all the suggested mitigation measures.

The risk matrix estimates the potential for loss/damage (and of the facility’s present condition) and offers
insight on how to reduce the risk irrespective of the importance of the facility. While rough cost estimates
are provided for the suggested mitigation measures, it is up to the user to determine benefits relative to
costs, since this can vary greatly from facility to facility and campus to campus.

The output of the UFRAS model for each facility inspected on this campus are shown as “before and
after” mitigation risks. These summary results are shown on the second page of each Facility Report (see
Section 7)
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Definition of Facility Components

Site: Any natural occurring or built infrastructure immediately surrounding the primary
facility extending as far as a property boundary. This includes utilities on, over, or
under the site, trees, topography, service/support structures, etc.

Envelope: All façade elements, flashing, roof, windows, fixtures, etc. of the primary facility.
Structure: All load resisting structural members of the primary facility.
Contents: Everything contained within the primary facility such as occupants, data, office or

laboratory equipment, etc. Another definition would be anything that is not attached
to the building.

Utilities: Utility systems within the primary facility.  Examples include: communication
lines and distribution systems, HVAC, power distribution and emergency power,
server rooms, fire alarm systems, sprinklers, etc.

Definition of Hazards

Wind: Movement of air due to naturally occurring environmental pressure gradients; a
design parameter for structures.

Tornado: Similar to wind, but much stronger; usually not a design parameter for structures.
Seismic: Ground shaking due to movement of the earth’s crust; a design parameter for

structures.
Ice: Accumulation of frozen precipitation that can damage components and cause

structures to be damaged by falling trees or other structures, loss of power, etc.
Snow: A roof design parameter that can cause overload, especially when complicated by

accumulation of snow drifts. Snow can also cause site and utility damage.
Driving rain: Driving rain can infiltrate the façade, possibly damaging contents and deteriorating

the facade. Also included is localized flooding in poor drainage areas.
Flood: Flood differs from driving rain in that the hazard is more widespread (i.e. occurs in

the flood zone) and is usually associated with the 100-year flood calculations. This
planning document delineates a GIS outline of the 100-year flood on each campus.

Wildfire: Wildfire in general includes brushfire or accidental facility fires. However, in the
strictness sense, it is fire that starts on-site or the in the surrounding area. This
hazard, by default, can be related to the facility’s resilience to traditional building
fires. Wildfire is predominately triggered by lightning strikes, arson, or accidents
when drought-related conditions prevail.

Landslide: Landslides (rockslides, mudslides, or both) can range from heavy erosion to slope
failures that damage site components that can wash out a structure. These risk
values must be understood relative to very broad conditions on the site or in close
proximity to the site. If it is obvious that erosion is the main concern, then the
landslide score is indicating an erosion risk from 1-10. The driving force behind
the landslide hazard is driving rain and/or seismic shaking as it relates to site
conditions and potentially unstable terrain.

Rough Order of Magnitude Cost Estimates for Mitigation Measures

Group A: <$5,000
Group B: $5,000-$25,000
Group C: $25,000-$100,000
Group D: >$100,000
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Facility Rating - Curre nt Rating - Afte r
M itigation Proje ct

  Diffe re nce

Blount House 2.20 1.73 0.47
Brody Medical Sciences 1.42 1.02 0.40
Cotanche Building 1.00 1.00 0.00
Edward Nelson Warren Life Science Building 1.13 1.00 0.13
Eppes Complex 1.53 1.27 0.26
Jones Hall 1.20 1.11 0.09
Joyner East 1.02 1.00 0.02
Leo W. Jenkins Cancer Center 1.13 1.00 0.13
Medical Central Utility Plant 1.02 1.00 0.02
Steam Plant 1.58 1.13 0.45
Todd Dining Hall 1.02 1.00 0.02

Table 8.1 Summary Ratings of Surveyed Infrastructure
- East Carolina University -

This table is a duplicate of Table 7.1, and summarizes the OVERALL Risk Rating for the 10 facilities that
were inspected in 2009. It also summarizes the comparable rating at some future, unspecified time during
which all recommended Mitigation Actions have been completed. Data from all 10 facility inspections
and UFRAS calculations will be contained in an accompanying CD. Complete inspection data and risk
calculations for only one facility is shown in printed format.

Blount House $30,000 $200,000 $230,000
Brody Medical Sciences 33,000 462,500 495,500
Cotanche Building 21,000 62,500 83,500
Edward Nelson Warren Life Science Building 9,000 200,000 209,000
Eppes Complex 36,000 0 36,000
Jones Hall 6,000 0 6,000
Joyner East 27,000 0 27,000
Leo W. Jenkins Cancer Center 15,000 525,000 540,000
Medical Central Utility Plant 54,000 200,000 254,000
Steam Plant 27,000 325,000 352,000
Todd Dining Hall 9,000 0 9,000

$267,000 $1,975,000 $2,242,000

Table 8.2 ROM Estimated Mitigation Cost
- East Carolina University -

Facility Totals
Campus  R & R

Proje cts  (A + B )
FEM A M itigation
Proje cts  (C + D)

Table 8.2 shows a Rough Order of Magnitude budget estimate for in-house R & R projects and
potentialFEMA Mitigation grant applications. Cost estimates for each project by category are as follows:
A ($3,000), B ($15,000), C ($62,500), and D ($200,000).



CAMPUS
EAST CAROLINA

UNIVERSITY
UFRAS INSPECTION CHECKLIST

FACILITY BLOUNT HOUSE - AS INSPECTED -

INSPECTION
DATE

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 30,
2010

SITE, PAGE 1 OF 2

Q

1 1-4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

2 1-4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

3 1-4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

4 1-4 1 1 1

5 1-4 3 3 3

6 1-4 1 1 1

7 1-4 2 2 1 1 1 1 1

8 1-4 2 3 1 1 1 1 1

9 1-4 1 1 1

10 1-4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

11 1-4 1 1 1

12 1-4 1 1

13 1-4 3

14 1-2

15 1-3 1

Rate the vulnerability of all site components (except utilities) to seismic
shaking.
Determine the design wind speed used to design the facility, especially
if the facility lies in a special wind region.
Determine the surface roughness category of the site and surrounding
sites (1=B, 2=C, or 3=D).

RA
N

G
E

Rate the proximity of surrounding facilities that could slam into the
facility of interest when subjected to large lateral loads (seismic, high
winds, landslide, etc.).  Note specific concerns.
Determine the site class using Table 20.3-1 of ASCE 7-05; consider
site/soil remediation efforts such as soil compaction, replacement of
poor soil with better soil, etc.

Rate the exposure of hazardous materials stored on the site considering
all hazards.Note the hazardous materials that receive ratings higher
than 1.

Question/Statement
For the primary facility on the site, determine the design occupancy
category according to Table1-1 of ASCE 7-05.
For the primary facility on the site, determine the actual occupancy
category according to Table1-1 of ASCE 7-05.
Rate emergency vehicle access to the site and to the facility of interest
within the site; consider size/capacity of routes, redundancy of routes,
potential obstructions, etc.  Note specific concerns.
Rate pedestrian exposure to vehicular impacts considering placement of
sidewalks/crosswalks/paths relative to roads/bicycle paths; also
consider road layout, hills, curves, etc. when roads are wet or covered
with ice/snow. Note specific concerns.
Rate the exposure of the  facility to vehicular impacts considering
placement of the facility relative to roads; also consider road layout,
hills, curves, etc. when roads are wet or covered with ice/snow. Note
specific concerns.
Rate the exposure of  site components (including utilities) to vehicular
impacts considering placement of components relative to roads; also
consider road layout, hills, curves, etc. when roads are wet or covered
with ice/snow. Note specific concerns.
Rate the overall vulnerability of all utilities (utility lines and supporting
equipment) to the facility on the site.Consider all hazards that could
damage/destroy utility lines and consider surrounding sites as
necessary.Note the utilities that receive ratings higher than 1.
Rate how effectively utility lines are grouped/routed throughout the
site, including interconnectivity with other sites. This rating involves the
overall utilities layout with consideration given to how one utility is
situated relative to another and utility placement relative to the site’s
usage. Note specific concerns.
Rate the emergency shut-off systems for all potentially dangerous
utilities (steam, gas, etc.) within the site. Note specific concerns.

Printed: 2/8/2013 15:09
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CAMPUS
EAST CAROLINA

UNIVERSITY
UFRAS INSPECTION CHECKLIST

FACILITY BLOUNT HOUSE - AS INSPECTED -

INSPECTION
DATE

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 30,
2010

SITE, Page 2 OF 2

Q

16 1-4 1

17 1-4 3

18 1-4 3

19 1-4 1

20 1-4 1

21 1-4 1 1 1

22 1-4 2 2 2

23 1-4 1

24 1-4 1

25 1-2

26 1-3 1

27 1-4 1 1

28 1-4 1

29 1-4 1

30 1-4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

31 1-4 2 2 1 1 1 1 1

2/8/2013 15:09

Rate the fuel available (exposure) for a wildfire to approach vulnerable
site components (except utilities); consider the site of interest and
surrounding sites.
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Rate the fuel available (exposure) for a wildfire to approach the facility;
consider the site of interest and surrounding sites.
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Question/Statement LA
N

D
SL

ID
E

Rate the exposure to wind speed up effects on the site due to site
topography.

Printed:

Except for utilities, rate the site’s vulnerability to all other hazards
(hazards not directly considered above) with respect to indigenous or
man-made geological formations (water table location, rock formations,
poor soils susceptible to liquefaction or sinkholes, etc.). Note the
specific vulnerability and the corresponding hazard.

Determine the percent of the site that is in the 100-year floodplain.

Rate the vulnerability of site components (except utilities) to flood
waters.  Note specific concerns.

Rate the facility's reliance on drainage infrastructure.

Determine the facility’s lowest elevation relative to the 100-year
floodplain.

Rate the exposure of the facility to a landslide event; consider the site of
interest and surrounding sites.
Rate the exposure of site components (except utilities) to a landslide
event; consider the site of interest and the potential effects of
surrounding sites.
Determine the ground snow load used to design the facility.

Classify the facility’s roof exposure based on Table 7-2 of ASCE 7-05.

Rate the potential for increased snow loading on the facility due to
surrounding taller structures/trees within 20 ft of the facility if this was
likely not accounted for in the facility’s initial design.
Rate the exposure of vulnerable site components (except utilities) to a
snow/ice event; consider the site of interest and the potential effects of
surrounding sites.

Rate the vulnerability of  site components (except utilities) to wind-
induced hazards.  Consider wind pressure loading, wind-borne debris
and impact of fixed objects such as nearby trees colliding with site
components; for wind-borne debris consider the site of interest and
surrounding sites.  Note specific concerns.
Rate the exposure of the  facility to wind hazards. Consider wind-borne
debris and impact of fixed objects such as nearby trees colliding with
the facility; for wind-borne debris consider the site of interest and
surrounding sites. Note specific concerns.
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