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FACILITY CONDITION ASSESSMENT - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Cardno TEC Inc. conducted a Facilities Condition Assessment (FCA) on fifty one (51) 
schools and five (5) Administration and Support facilities, with a total area of 6,959,376 
SF. The total project is organized into three Deliverables; Deliverable I – Facility 
Condition Assessment (FCA), Deliverable II – Educational Specification and Deliverable 
III – Long Range Capital Improvements Plan. 

All athletic assets and hardscapes (parking lots and sidewalks) associated with the 
above, were assessed separately by others, and are included in the Long Range 
Capital Improvements Plan.  
 
The assessment was accomplished by a multi‐discipline team conducting visual 
inspections of the various facilities and equipment, interviews with various staff 
members, and document reviews. The scope did not include 
destructive/non‐destructive testing, infrared imaging, metering, or other testing 
procedures, accessing confined or concealed spaces, nor did it include the opening of 
energized electrical panels beyond the observation door. During the course of the 
assessment numerous deficiencies were identified that will require attention. Less 
costly deficiencies identified that fell into the service call category, each costing 
approximately less than $3000, are not included.  However, these were brought to the 
attention of the facilities manager at each site. Major sustainment items and their related 
costs are itemized for each facility in the Asset Executive Summary Report and Facility 
Inventory Report organized by facility. 
 
Electrical systems were generally found to be in good condition. However, there are 
several instances where electrical panels require replacement due to age and the 
non‐availability of appropriate breakers. Structurally, the facilities were in good 
condition, with only minor deficiencies identified. Roofing is an issue on many of the 
facilities, and again, several deficiencies were identified. Architecturally several of the 
facilities were on average minimally‐maintained where the sustainment budget was 
unable to keep up with the facility system deterioration due to age and use.  Mechanical 
systems were found to be in satisfactory to fair condition, with only a few units having the 
majority of their estimated service lives remaining. Fire protection systems, where 
present and visible, appeared to be in good working condition. 
 
As a result of this assessment, estimated industry standard sustainment costs were 
forecasted as part of a 10 ‐ year Maintenance Action Plan (MAP) with a 2013 value of 
$164,858,828 summarized in Appendix 2 of this report. These costs were derived 
using TECfms™ a Sustainment Management System and PACES’ parametric 
renovation models. PACES’ parameters were based on field investigation direct 
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ratings and engineering judgment.  The overall rating for the schools with all systems 
combined is fair with an FCI of 86.8 
 
SCOPE OF WORK 
The Scope of Work (SOW) is organized in Three Phases; Phase I – Facility Condition 
Assessment (FCA), Phase II – Educational Specification, and Phase III – Long Range 
Capital Improvements Plan. 
 
Phase I, FCA, required evaluation of the following major systems: roof systems; 
building exterior elements; structural systems; interior finishes; HVAC, plumbing and 
electrical systems; fire protection systems; elevator systems; security systems for each 
facility included in the statement of work.  
 
Cardno TEC used a multi‐disciplined team (Table 1) to conduct the assessments of 
each assigned facility. Both individual equipment items and connected component 
systems were evaluated where possible. Utilities outside a five‐foot building footprint 
were not included in the scope of work and therefore not evaluated. Deficiencies 
identified by the FCA include both short‐term maintenance and repair actions developed 
as a 10 ‐ year Maintenance Action Plan (MAP), and long‐term maintenance and 
recapitalization actions developed as a 10 ‐ year Capital Investment Plan (CIP).  All 
items identified in these plans exceed $3000 in cost.  All facility components were 
categorized using ASTM E1557-09, Uniformat II.  This is an elemental classification 
system for building specifications, cost estimating and cost analysis.  
 
Each of the facilities was modeled in PACES to generate inventory quantities.  These 
quantities were reviewed by each assessor for reasonableness.  Several systems were 
only captured at Uniformat level 2 where there condition and remaining service life 
were Aged-Based.  Examples include A10 Foundations, A20 Basement Construction, 
and B10 Super Structure.  Most primary systems such as B30 Roofing were captured 
at Uniformat II level 3.  All system assessments were visual using a direct rating 
process which is explained in the following TECfms section.  
 
Additional services included a general assessment of all science lab equipment, loose 
furniture, bleacher and locker counts with their associated condition.  Direct rating 
method was used for these additional items similar to facility inventory discussed 
above. 
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Table 1 

Building Assessment Team Composition 

Assessment 
Team 
Disciplines  

Uniformat 
Categories  

Building System Responsibilities 

Structural/ 
Roofing 

A10,A20, B10, B20 Foundations, Basement Construction, 
Superstructure, Exterior Enclosure 

B30 Roofing 

Architectural C10, C20, C30, E10 Interior Construction, Stairs, Interior 
Finishes, Equipment 

HVAC D30 HVAC, Site Heating, Site Cooling 
Systems 

Plumbing/ 
Electrical 

D20, D40 Plumbing, Fire Protection, Water Supply, 
Sanitary Sewer 

D10, D50 Conveying, Electrical, Electrical 
Distribution, Communications and 

Security Systems 

      

 
Table 2 
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REPORT SETUP – The contents of this report are presented in the following order: 
  Discussion of TECfms™ software 
  Uniformat Exclusions 
  Assessment Methodology 
  FCI Discussion  
  Maintenance Action Plan (MAP) and Capital Investment Plan (CIP)  
  Results Summary by Asset 
 
Each asset will have the following individual reports: Asset Executive Summary with FCI 
Forecast and Inventory with forecasted remaining service life. 
 
TECfms™ SOFTWARE 
The team used the TECfms™ software program, a maintenance management tool 
used to store data, perform calculations and generate reports as required by a specific 
project tasking. For this assessment, and in accordance with the SOW, TECfms™ 
collected the following data and performed analysis as noted: 
 
  Information provided by the HCS regarding the facility data 
  Development of a summarized facility description 
  Photographs of the facility and major systems and components 
  Collection of cost estimates for identified deficiencies 
  Calculation of Facility Condition Indexes (FCIs) for each facility 
  Assembly of the deficiencies into a 10 ‐ year Maintenance Action Plan 
  Development of a 10 ‐ year Capital Investment Plan 
 
UNIFORMAT EXCLUSIONS 
The assessment used ASTM E1557, Standard Classification for Building 
Elements (UNIFORMAT), in developing the systems inventory within TECfms™.  
Appendix 1 gives a detailed breakdown of the Uniformat Level 2 structure and 
how it was applied to the inspection process for this project. 
 
ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGIES 
Each facility and system was evaluated by the team using thoughtful and consistent 
methodologies as detailed in our proposal and which include: 
 
  Review of facility plans and data 
    Discussion with building custodians, maintenance personnel and occupants 

regarding deficiencies and repair history 
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  An exterior walk‐around 
   An interior walk‐through of typical rooms and bathroom, hallways and  

corridors, stairwells, all equipment rooms and roofs 
  FCA Process 
 
FACILITY CONDITION INDEX (FCI) 
Projections for work to be accomplished as presented in this report use a prioritization 
ranking based on a Facility Condition Index (FCI). The FCI is a performance indicator 
used to evaluate the effectiveness of facilities maintenance and repair programs. This 
tool is a widely accepted standard in both the public and private sectors. 
 
The FCI is a relative indicator of condition, and is tracked over time to maximize its 
benefit.  It is a general measure of the constructed asset’s condition at a specific point 
in time. FCI is defined as the ratio of all deferred maintenance costs to the plant 
replacement value (PRV), where deferred maintenance costs include sustainment, 
restoration, and modernization (SRM) items, and the PRV is defined, in current year 
dollars, as the cost to replace the facility. To calculate FCI, Cardno TEC quantified the 
cost of SRM deficiencies based on fractional PRV allocated at Uniformat Level 3 for each 
facility and divided those by the facility’s PRV. The deficiencies were totaled for the 
complete 10 year forecast to emphasize the difference between each facility.  For this 

project, PRV was calculated by PACES
TM using the type/classification for each facility 

based on similar building classifications, square foot construction costs for each 
classification and the size of the facility. These numbers are provided in the Condition 
Assessment Report by facility. The FCI provides a range of ratings (Table 3), where 
Good is less than or equal to 0.10, Fair is between 0.15 to 0.10, Poor is between 0.20 
to 0.15 and severe is greater than or equal to 0.20.  Thus a lower rating represents a 
facility in better condition than one with a higher rating. However, since most are more 
familiar with ratings on a scale of 1 to 100, such ratings have been added to the 
Condition Index report, making Good greater than or equal to 90, Fair between 85‐90, 
Poor between 80 and 85, and Severe less than or equal to 80. 
 

Table 3 ‐ Facility Condition Analysis Condition Range Goals 
Severe Range Poor Range Fair Range Good Range 

Less Than or equal to 
0 20 

Between 0.20 and 0.15 Between 0.15 and 0.10 Greater than or 
equal to 0 10 

or 
Severe Range Poor Range Fair Range Good Range 

Less Than or equal to 80 Between 80 and 85 Between 85 and 90 Greater than or 
equal to 90 
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Note that FCI is an indicator determining what SRM actions should be anticipated; 
Preventive Maintenance (PM), Repair, or Replace as shown on the graph below.  The 
lower the FCI the greater the rate of degradation and hence an increase in risk. 

DEFICIENCY PHOTOGRAPHS  
Digital photos were taken to document facility and system deficiencies and are included in 
digital format as an attachment to this Report. These represent typical facility distresses, 
and in some cases, the photos shown represent endemic deficiencies. 

DEFICIENCY DEVELOPMENT 
The FCA provides problem and solution statements, and cost estimates using R.S. 
Means Cost Data and TEC assessor experience from similar projects. 
 
MAINTENANCE ACTION PLAN (MAP) 
Using the FCA results, a 10 year Maintenance Action Plan (MAP) (Table 5) has been 
developed and includes projections for work execution during this period. The MAP 
was developed by placing individual deficiencies into years based on the length of 
the MAP and prioritized according to TECfms™’ forecasted Service Life projections. 
The individual system service lives are based on industry standards such as 
RSMeans’ Facility Maintenance and Repair.  These values are integrated within 
TECfms and forecast a rate of degradation based on the direct ratings.    
Maintenance items shown can be adjusted locally and should be prioritized based on 
each asset FCI, System Criticality, and available funds.  Suggested values for a 
System Criticality are provided in Table 4. Costs were developed using R.S. Means 
and PACES. Cost plus Burden includes contractor overhead, profit, contingencies, 
and associated professional services. 

 
Typical Degradation Curve 

Table 4 – System Criticality Matrix 
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HCS System Risk Matrix 
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A10 FOUNDATIONS 4 4 4 4 
A20 BASEMENT CONSTRUCTION 4 4 4 4 
B10 SUPERSTRUCTURE 3 2 3 1 
B20 EXTERIOR ENCLOSURE 3 2 3 1 
B30 ROOFING 4 2 3 1 
C10 INTERIOR CONSTRUCTION 2 2 2 1 
C20 STAIRS 3 3 3 3 
C30 INTERIOR FINISHES 2 2 2 1 
D10 CONVEYING 2 2 2 2 
D20 PLUMBING 2 2 2 4 
D30 HVAC 5 2 3 3 
D40 FIRE PROTECTION 5 5 5 5 
D50 ELECTRICAL 5 4 4 4 
E10 EQUIPMENT 2 3 2 2 
E20 FURNISHES 1 1 1 1 
F10 SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION 3 3 3 3 

F20 
SELECTIVE BUILDING 
DEMOLITION 1 1 1 1 

G10 SITE PREPARATION 1 1 1 1 
G20 SITE IMPROVEMENTS 2 2 2 2 
G30  SITE MECHANICAL UTILITIES 5 3 3 3 
G40 SITE ELECTRICAL UTILITIES 5 4 4 4 
G80  MARITIME CONSTRUCTION 2 3 2 4 
G90 OTHER SITE CONSTRUCTION 2 2 2 3 

 
 
 
 
 
CAPITAL INVESTMENT PLAN 

 
- Highest Risk 

4   
3 - Moderate Risk 
2   
1 - Least Risk 
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As required, a Capital Investment Plan (CIP) has been developed, and includes both 
deferred maintenance and annual recapitalization costs needed over a 10 ‐ year 
period to replace equipment and systems that have outlived their useful lives.   

 
This plan is provided as a tool in developing future budgets, and is based on 
industry‐accepted standards for system life spans, and a system cost as a percentage 
of the overall facility PRV adjusted for inflation to year of execution.  The year of 
execution for each capital expenditure was determined by the estimated age for the 
particular system. For this assessment the remaining years of service were estimated 
using the team members’ professional judgment and the approximate installation year. 
This plan is a tool, and can be modified or adjusted to meet budget restrictions going 
forward. 

 
To understand how the CIP is set up, some further explanation is required. It is 
broken out by each year for the entire period. The column title “DEFMNT” refers to 
the sum of all deferred maintenance and the recapitalization costs that are required in 
the out years to replace systems at the end of the service lives. The next column 
is the PRV for that particular asset or group of assets. For example, in the CIP for all 
assets, the total PRV for all assets is calculated to be $3,770,447. These first three 
columns refer to the data being brought in and will be repeated in the next two 
columns to allow the calculations to be performed. The forecast PRV (column 
“FOREPRV”) is the escalated PRV over the period using the inflation index at the top 
of the spreadsheet, in this case 3.5%. The next column, “ANNUALINVEST”, is the 
amount estimated to be invested each year to aid in reducing or eliminating the total 
deferred maintenance costs as defined above. This annual investment is typically 2% 
of PRV based on historical data trended in industry. For this project, a figure of 0.0% 
was used. This number can be changed as needed, as well as the inflation, to reflect 
actual figures for Horry County Schools. 

 
The column “REMDEFMNT” is the remaining total deferred maintenance costs after the 
annual investment. It is calculated by taking the difference between the annual 
investment and the forecast PRV. If enough money is invested, then this difference will 
eventually reduce to zero, and an asset might actually have a surplus for several years, 
indicated in the CIP by red numbers in this column. When a surplus occurs, it allows 
the client to defer investment in this asset and put the resources to use on another 
asset that may have a larger requirement. This can be a great tool in the budgeting 
process, and provide more flexibility in managing scarce resources. 
 
The next column is the forecasted FCI, “FORECAST FCI”. The forecasting 
spreadsheet calculates a new FCI whenever there is a reduction in the remaining 
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deferred maintenance costs. By reviewing this column, one can see how the FCI 
improves or worsens depending on how much money is invested and what progress is 
being made to maintain an asset at a particular level.  

 
SPECIAL SYSTEMS 
The SOW also included the assessment of fire protection and alarm systems, and 
elevators and lifts.  Both systems were found to be in satisfactory condition.   Note 
that in‐depth operation and testing of fire protection systems were not part of the SOW 
for this project. 

 
RESULTS 
FCA ‐ Cardno TEC, completed a Facilities Condition Assessment (FCA) of fifty one 
(51) schools and five (5) Administration and Support facilities within the Horry County 
School District with a total area of 6,959,376 SF. The field assessment took place 
during the spring and summer of 2012. There were multiple sustainment items 
identified with an associated value of $165,679,352 in direct costs. 

 
FCI – Assets were found to be in generally “FAIR” condition, supported by an overall 
FCI (on a scale 1 – 100) of 86.8.  The Condition Assessment Report, which shows the 
FCI for each asset in the project, is included as Appendix 2: FCI Summary. In addition 
to the calculated FCI, the Team evaluated each facility subjectively (Poor, Fair, and 
Good) based on the field conditions observed. These qualitative condition ratings were 
entered into the TECfms™ system and compared to the FCI following quantitative 
calculations. The Team evaluations compared favorably to the FCI calculations in 
TECfms™. 
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APPENDIX 1 
INSPECTION METHODS 

 

 
 

  

Uniformat II Group                           
(Level 2, "Systems")

Uniformat II Element                           
(Level 3, "Components")

Inventory 
Item

Inventory 
Method

Typical Inspection 
Method Notes

A10 Foundations
A10 Foundations A1010 Standard Foundations Yes Model Age‐Based Uniformat II Level 2 only
A10 Foundations A1020 Special Foundations Yes Model Age‐Based Uniformat II Level 2 only
A10 Foundations A1030 Slab  on Grade Yes Model Age‐Based Uniformat II Level 2 only
A20 Basement Construction
A20 Basement Construction A2010 Basement Excavation No Include with A2020
A20 Basement Construction A2020 Basement Walls Yes Model Age‐Based Uniformat II Level 2 only
B10 Super Structure
B10 Superstructure B1010 Floor Construction Yes Model Age‐Based Uniformat II Level 2 only
B10 Superstructure B1020 Roof Construction Yes Model Age‐Based Uniformat II Level 2 only
B20 Exterior Enclosure
B20 Exterior Enclosure B2010 Exterior Wall Yes Model Direct
B20 Exterior Enclosure B2020 Exterior Windows Yes Model Direct
B20 Exterior Enclosure B2030 Exterior Doors Yes Model Direct
B30 Roofing
B30 Roofing B3010 Roof Coverings Yes Model Direct Surfaces & exterior drainage. Insulation is modeled.
B30 Roofing B3010 Roof Openings Yes Model Direct Hatches and skylights
C10 Interior Construction
C10 Interior Construction C1010 Partitions Yes Model Direct
C10 Interior Construction C1020 Interior Doors Yes Model Direct
C10 Interior Construction C1030 Fittings Yes Model Direct Site‐built items only
C20 Stairs
C20 Stairs C2010 Stair Construction Yes Model Direct Uniformat II Level 2 only
C20 Stairs C2020 Stair Finishes No Model Direct Include with C2010
C30 Interior Finishes
C30 Interior Finishes C3010 Wall Finishes Yes Model Direct
C30 Interior Finishes C3020 Floor Finishes Yes Model Direct
C30 Interior Finishes C3030 Ceil ing Finishes Yes Model Direct
D10 Conveying
D10 Conveying D1010 Elevators & Lifts Yes Model Direct *Survey is not a substitute for certification inspection
D10 Conveying D1020 Escalators & Moving Walks Yes Model Direct *Survey is not a substitute for certification inspection
D10 Conveying D1030 Other Conveying Systems Yes Model Direct *Excludes Process Equipment, i .e. not built in
D20 Plumbing
D20 Plumbing D2010 Plumbing Fixtures Yes Model Direct
D20 Plumbing D2020 Domestic Water Distribution Yes Model Direct *If readily accessible and visible
D20 Plumbing D2030 Sanitary Waste Yes Model Direct *If readily accessible and visible
D20 Plumbing D2040 Rain Water Drainage Yes Model Direct *If readily accessible and visible (interior drainage)
D20 Plumbing D2090 Other Plumbing Systems Yes Model Direct *If readily accessible and visible
D30 HVAC
D30 HVAC D3010 Energy Supply Yes Visual Direct "Visual" Includes Uniformat II Level 4 
D30 HVAC D3020 Heat Generating Systems Yes Visual Direct "Visual" Includes Uniformat II Level 4 
D30 HVAC D3030 Cooling Generating Systems Yes Visual Direct "Visual" Includes Uniformat II Level 4 
D30 HVAC D3040 Distribution Systems Yes Visual Direct "Visual" Includes Uniformat II Level 4 
D30 HVAC D3060 Controls & Instrumentation No Visual Direct "Visual" Includes Uniformat II Level 4 
D30 HVAC D3070 Systems Testing & Balancing No Visual Direct "Visual" Includes Uniformat II Level 4 
D30 HVAC D3090 Other HVAC Systems & Equipment Yes Visual Direct "Visual" Includes Uniformat II Level 4 
D40 Fire Protection
D40 Fire Protection D4010 Sprinklers Yes Model Direct *If readily accessible and visible
D40 Fire Protection D4020 Standpipes Yes Model Direct Excludes Fire Hose Equipment since not RP
D40 Fire Protection D4030 Fire Protection Specialties No Model Direct Equipment not RP
D40 Fire Protection D4090 Other Fire Protection Systems Yes Model Direct
D50 Electrical
D50 Electrical D5010 Electrical Service & Distribution Yes Visual Direct "Visual" Includes Uniformat II Level 4 
D50 Electrical D5020 Lighting & Branch Wiring Yes Model Direct *If readily accessible and visible
D50 Electrical D5030 Communications & Security Yes Visual Direct "Visual" Includes Uniformat II Level 4 
D50 Electrical D5090 Other Electrical Systems Yes Visual Direct "Visual" Includes Uniformat II Level 4 
E10 Equipment
E10 Equipment E1010 Commercial Equipment Yes Model Direct
E10 Equipment E1020 Institutional Equipment Yes Model Direct
E10 Equipment E1030 Vehicular Equipment No Model Direct
E10 Equipment E1090 Other Equipment Yes Model Direct
E20 Furnishings E2010 Fixed Furnishings Yes Model Direct add Bleachers
E20 Furnishings E2020 Movable Furnishings No Model Direct

UNIFORMAT II ELEMENTS IN SCOPE
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APPENDIX 1 
INSPECTION METHODS 

 

 

 

Uniformat II Group                           
(Level 2, "Systems")

Uniformat II Element                           
(Level 3, "Components")

Inventory 
Item

Inventory 
Method

Typical Inspection 
Method Notes

F10 Special Construction
F10 Special Construction F1010 Special Structures No Not in scope
F10 Special Construction F1020 Integrated Construction No Not in scope
F10 Special Construction F1030 Special Construction Systems No Not in scope
F10 Special Construction F1040 Special Facil ities No Not in scope
F10 Special Construction F1050 Special Controls & Instrumentation No Not in scope
F20 Selective Building Demolition
F20 Selective Building Demolitio  F2010 Building Elements Demolition No Not in scope
F20 Selective Building DemolitioF2020 Hazardous Components Abatement No Not in scope
G10 Site Preparation
G10 Site Preparation G1010 Site Clearing No Not in scope
G10 Site Preparation G1030 Site Earthwork No Not in scope
G10 Site Preparation G1030 Site Earthwork No Not in scope
G10 Site Preparation G1040 Hazardous Waste Remediation No Not in scope
G20 Site Improvements
G20 Site Improvements G2010 Roadways No Not in scope
G20 Site Improvements G2020 Parking Lots No Not in scope
G20 Site Improvements G2030 Pedestrian Paving No Not in scope
G20 Site Improvements G2040 Site Development No Not in scope
G20 Site Improvements G2050 Landscaping No Not in scope
G30 Site Mechanical Utilities
G30 Site Mechanical Utilities G3010 Water Supply No Not in scope
G30 Site Mechanical Utilities G3020 Sanitary Sewer No Not in scope
G30 Site Mechanical Utilities G3030 Storm Sewer No Not in scope
G30 Site Mechanical Utilities G3040 Heating Distribution No Not in scope
G30 Site Mechanical Utilities G3050 Cooling Distribution No Not in scope
G30 Site Mechanical Utilities G3060 Fuel Distribution No Not in scope
G30 Site Mechanical Utilities G3090 Other Site Mechanical Util ities No Not in scope
G40 Site Electrical Utilities
G40 Site Electrical Utilities G4010 Electrical Distribution No Not in scope
G40 Site Electrical Utilities G4020 Site Lighting No Not in scope
G40 Site Electrical Utilities G4030 Site Communications & Security No Not in scope
G40 Site Electrical Utilities G4090 Other Site Electrical Util ities No Not in scope
G90 Other Site Construction
G90 Other Site Construction G9010 Service and Pedestrian Tunnels No Not in scope
G90 Other Site Construction G9090 Other Site Systems & Equipment No Not in scope

Notes:
Direct rating rather than Distress survey will be used for all component section conditions, i.e. "Green", "Amber" or "Red".

Quantities for "Modeled" inventory will not be verified.  Condition Assessment only.

Plan Take Off (PTO) data may be substituted for Model data when accurate drawings are available. In general, the best data available will be used.

Assessment Team Disciplines Uniformat Categories 
A10,A20, B10, B20
B30 

Architectural C10, C20, C30, E10
HVAC D30

D20, D40
D10, D50

Building Assessment Team Composition
Building System Responsibilities
Foundations, Basement Construction, Superstructure, Exterior Enclosure
Roofing
Interior Construction, Stairs, Interior Finishes, Equipment
HVAC, Site Heating, Site Cooling Systems
Plumbing, Fire Protection, Water Supply, Sanitary Sewer

UNIFORMAT II ELEMENTS IN SCOPE

Conveying, Electrical, Electrical Distribution, Communications and Security Systems

Notes:

Structural/ Roofing 

Plumbing/Electrical
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APPENDIX 2 
FCI SUMMARY 

 

Asset Name PRV Forecated 
Deficiency Cost

FCI (100-1)

Academy for Arts, Science & Technology $25,388,946 $4,407,500 92.4

Academy for Technology & Academics $25,596,500 $1,192,251 95.3

Aynor Elementary $15,979,392 $2,043,785 89.0

Aynor High $36,227,412 $4,980,493 86.7

Aynor Middle $22,848,400 $1,920,726 91.6

Black Water Middle $25,379,713 $2,049,455 91.9

Burgess Elementary $18,001,495 $1,516,141 91.5

Carolina Forest Elementary $21,140,913 $1,945,988 91.3

Carolina Forest High $62,511,026 $10,693,019 82.9

Conway Elementary $16,670,767 $1,307,766 92.2

Conway High $56,913,268 $8,222,356 85.8

Conway Middle $23,206,516 $3,103,810 86.7

Daisy Elementary $17,178,734 $1,707,368 90.3

District Office $18,033,055 $940,614 94.9

Forestbrook Elementary $26,893,672 $5,066,899 81.3

Forestbrook Middle $26,177,795 $2,677,550 89.8

Green Sea Floyds Elementary $15,402,713 $1,780,924 89.5

Green Sea Floyds High $36,028,735 $5,912,523 79.3

Homewood Elementary $16,914,186 $1,363,995 92.0

Horry County Education Center $5,356,470 $842,318 53.5

Kingston Elementary $16,670,767 $1,528,885 90.9

Lakewood Elementary $26,792,824 $3,497,288 86.9

Loris Elementary $15,979,392 $1,704,039 89.7

Loris High $35,513,489 $5,849,384 79.3

Loris Middle $24,990,704 $2,191,687 91.2

Maintenance Building $10,126,886 $1,138,540 88.8

Midland Elementary $11,702,952 $965,758 91.2

Myrtle Beach Elementary $17,951,604 $1,581,122 91.2

Myrtle Beach Family Life Center $13,124,303 $2,158,137 74.9

Myrtle Beach High $45,162,556 $8,039,548 82.3

Myrtle Beach Intermediate $13,900,296 $3,770,549 69.7

Myrtle Beach Middle $24,146,637 $4,305,286 82.5

Myrtle Beach Primary $20,178,421 $2,494,476 84.6

N. Myrtle Beach Elementary $16,899,450 $1,362,659 92.0

N. Myrtle Beach High $37,480,019 $7,246,088 80.8

N. Myrtle Beach Intermediate $17,608,402 $2,783,046 86.0

N. Myrtle Beach Middle $25,368,173 $3,268,621 88.7

N. Myrtle Beach Primary $19,625,357 $2,515,089 88.7

Ocean Bay Elementary $17,932,429 $1,681,865 90.5

Ocean Bay Middle $25,379,713 $5,972,885 88.0

Old District Office $3,930,843 $769,121 59.8

Old Loris Elementary/Annex $3,226,925 $584,189 54.8

Old Maintenance/Transportation Building $3,328,035 $277,081 69.2

Palmetto Bays Elementary $16,806,769 $1,430,507 91.8

Pee Dee Elementary $16,806,769 $1,480,668 91.2

River Oaks Elementary $18,302,263 $1,523,008 91.7

Seaside Elementary $16,090,893 $1,663,747 90.0

Socastee Elementary $17,337,463 $4,629,007 66.1

Socastee High $49,766,929 $7,152,162 85.8

South Conway Elementary $19,092,355 $1,652,433 91.3

St. James Elementary $14,740,989 $1,594,145 89.0

St. James High $40,645,359 $4,438,909 86.0

St. James Middle $24,167,588 $3,294,489 86.0

Therapeutic Learning Center $8,744,278 $1,379,404 71.8

Waccamaw Elementary $20,624,779 $3,151,177 86.6

Whittemore Park Middle $25,787,010 $2,108,349 91.9

Totals = $1,247,783,327 $164,858,828 86.8
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ATHLETIC FACILITIES/PLAYGROUNDS ASSESSMENT EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
UWPD Architecture, Inc. and CHA Sports have evaluated the playgrounds and outdoor 
athletic facilities of forty-six (46) Horry County Schools (HCS).  The purpose of this 
portion of the FACILITY CONDITION ASSESSMENT AND ATHLETIC MASTER 
PLANNING project is to visually inventory and evaluate through non-destructive 
measures, all outdoor athletic and playground facilities in the District that are outside of 
the main school buildings. 

Each school was visited and the respective facilities photographed, inventoried, and 
their current condition assessed.  The existing HCS Standards for each school group 
were used as a general guideline for this initial analysis, with the in-depth findings 
recorded in the “Field Assessment and Photographic Supporting Documentation” 
submittal.  Attention was given to ADA accessibility of the facilities including bleachers, 
sidewalks, restrooms, and playgrounds; identification of drainage concerns; condition 
assessment of existing improvements including fencing, surfacing, lighting, seating, and 
irrigation.  The data collected during the field evaluations was then correlated and 
compared with other facilities in the District to identify potential deficiencies, 
inadequacies, and recommended improvements. 

In addition to school-to-school comparisons, this work also examined the existing HCS 
Standards for Playgrounds and Athletic Facilities to identify and define potential 
recommendations for future projects.  For high schools, standards were consulted as 
published by the South Carolina High School League (HSL) and the National Federation 
of State High School Associations (NFHS).  The International Play Equipment 
Manufacturer’s Association (IPEMA), the Consumer Product Safety Commission 
(CPSC), as well as others, were consulted for playground equipment and surfacing 
recommendations.   

The overall condition of the District’s facilities are generally considered good, but with 
variations primarily related to the age of the respective facilities.  The most common 
recommendations are enhancement of elementary playground equipment and 
surfacing, increasing play opportunities for middle schools, and practice facilities, 
seating, and track-and-field improvements for high schools. 
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GROUNDS ASSESSMENT EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A paving and grounds assessments was conducted by Wall Engineering of Conway, 
SC. The purpose of the assessment was to identify pavement distress on all areas of 
asphalt surfaces as well as the condition of the grounds.  A site investigation of each 
school was performed and all areas of concern were documented and photographed.  
Parameters for the site investigation and this report were based on a visual survey of all 
vehicular surfaces including parking lots, drives, aprons, bus lots, bus drives and 
loading docks for condition of asphalt, marking quality and marking condition. Note were 
made of all irregularities, distress, failings, and any and all conditions as relate to the 
quality of the surfaces.  The assessment also sought to determine the adequacy of 
parking for students, staff and visitors by compiling parking counts for each facility and 
the overall parking requirement based on applicable municipal zoning codes. 
Additionally the assessment covered the overall condition of landscaping and irrigation. 

An aerial image for each school was used to identify the locations of asphalt distress in 
areas ranging from an entire parking lot that needs to be repaired to a minor condition of 
edge deterioration. As site investigations were performed and information gathered, the 
asphalt condition was documented in three tables.  In the first table, Overall Condition of 
the Pavement, asphalt was determined to be good, fair or poor for each area such as 
the Entrance Road, Driveway Apron, Faculty Parking, Student Parking, Fire Lane, 
Loading Dock, etc.  The second table is the Condition of Surface Markings where the 
striping was ranked good, fair or poor, and also subdivided by area where the pavement 
was located, such as Faculty Parking, Student Parking, etc.  The third table is the 
Identification of Pavement Deficiencies and identifies specific areas as noted on the 
aerial photo and the exact cause of asphalt distress such as rutting, longitudinal and 
transverse cracking, and fatigue cracking.  Pavement deficiencies were shown in a 
photograph, labeled as Figures in the report, identified in the third table of each report 
and referenced on the aerial image in order to clearly identify the location and severity 
of the asphalt distress.  
 
The information and ranking from the above mentioned tables was used to formulate 
short term and long term recommendations. These recommendations were used to rank 
and identify the schools that had the most critical need for repairs, as shown in the 
summary sheets.  Based on their ranking and the year of the most recent asphalt 
overlay, a ten year plan was developed to accommodate the most critical repairs first as 
well as schedule overlays and resurfacing projects. During the course of site 
investigations, parking spaces at each school were counted and identified as teacher, 
student, bus, handicap, visitor and carpool.  The total number of spaces less bus 
parking was compared to the zoning requirements of the schools respective 
municipality.  
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EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY ASSESSMENT - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
An educational adequacy assessment was conducted by SHW Group to determine 
whether or not the District’s facilities support the learning housed within them. 
Recognizing that the places and spaces in which students learn can have a profound 
impact on their ability to do so, each facility in the District was evaluated. The results for 
each are detailed in the one-page school summaries contained herein, but below is an 
overview of the methodology and findings. 

 
Methodology 
Each of the District’s schools was visited by a team of professionals with broad 
experience in the planning and design of educational facilities. During the visit 
interviews were conducted with a building-level administrator – most often the principal 
– and others who provided insight into the curriculum being taught, special needs of the 
population being served, and the ways in which the facility impacted safety, instruction, 
community usage, and myriad other topics. During the visit the team toured the school 
and school grounds to observe the facility first-hand and follow-up on the input from the 
administrators.  

Photos were taken and notes made on subjects ranging from the degree to which the 
school entrance was readily identifiable, observable, and welcoming to the degree to 
which the school floor plan was logical, intuitive, and easily navigated to the degree to 
which programs administered after the school was built (e.g. special education) were 
supported to the degree to which the facility had potential to flex in support of new 
programs in the future. 

Each was given a summary letter grade. ‘B’ was selected as the baseline grade 
indicative of a facility that generally supports teaching and learning. An ‘A’ indicated that 
the planning and design process resulted in a facility that more thoughtfully supports 
instruction and delivery. A ‘C’ indicated that the facility, though generally safe and 
effective as a place to house students, limits teaching and learning in some way(s). 

Findings 
While it is true that all facilities had both positive aspects as well as areas for 
improvement, the District’s facilities were deemed adequate – a solid ‘B’. There were 
very few instances in which a facility was noticeably wanting, but also only a few 
instances in which the facility appeared to have been planned in direct support of an 
underlying curriculum or pedagogy. 

 
Elementary playgrounds. The physical feature receiving the most praise from 
elementary faculty was the newly installed playgrounds. Principals and staffers praised 
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them at schools in which they were installed while others without them commented that 
they hoped to have new equipment installed for their students soon, too. 
 
Middle school concept. In general, the middle school concept is supported well in the 
most recent middle school prototype. The grade-level houses support the concept of 
separate sixth, seventh, and eighth grade communities and their respective bell 
schedules. 

Natural light. Natural light – the over-abundance or lack thereof – was noted, in 
particular, as an area that could be universally improved. The presence of full-spectrum 
natural light absent glare has proven beneficial to learning. The way in which many 
classroom wings are oriented relative to the sun and the pervasive use of  “punched” 
window openings without any sort of exterior shading device have created conditions 
that essentially require teachers to draw their blinds in order to combat glare. Doing so, 
of course, negates the benefits of the natural light to learning while at the same time 
increasing expenses associated with powering artificial lights. 

Teaching post-industrial, digital natives. The District’s technology plan calls for 
wireless access throughout the system, which is consistent with environments directed 
toward digital natives. In general, though, the facilities prescribe to an industrial model 
wherein which the assumption is made that all students learn the same things in the 
same way at the same rate. This is generally inconsistent with a post-industrial 
understanding of student learning styles, which vary greatly, and the programs and 
pedagogy designed to address them. Though the teachers “make do” and succeed in 
spite of the obstacles, the facilities can become a hindrance. 

Libraries. Almost without exception the libraries in the schools subscribed to a very 
traditional view of library science. Though internet access via computers was available, 
the libraries were viewed as repositories for books. While this may still be appropriate 
on some level for elementary-aged students who need a bevy of books to facilitate 
reading instruction, it is less so applicable at the middle and high school levels where 
students require access to rich technology, a collaborative working environment, and 
resources beyond just books. 

Relocatable classrooms. In some cases relocatable classrooms are utilized on sites 
where enrollment has exceeded the capacity of primary facility. It is more often the 
case, though, that relocatable classrooms have been co-opted to provide flexibility and 
to accommodate programs for which spaces were not originally designed (e.g. special 
education). Though flexibility and the need to accommodate such programs is a benefit, 
the utilization of relocatable classrooms is less than ideal. Aside from the limitations of 
such classrooms (see comments about industrial-model learning environments) they 
present an unnecessary safety risk for students leaving the confines of the main 
building. 
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