
By Pieter van der Have

Metriphobia. This word did not exist before I 
designed it. I declare it to mean “having a fear of 
measuring.” The inferred corollary to it is “because 
someone does not want to know the answer.” It 
is a syndrome that I have seen manifest itself in 
a number of facility professionals in the higher 
education segment. Arguably, this syndrome 
may manifest itself most commonly in a publicly 
funded institution, where a tendency might exist to 
obfuscate performance indicators.
Yet, in today’s expensive and competitive market 
place, metriphobia is a condition that could be 
considered comparable to having the need to self-
flagellate, or putting your undies on in the dark. 
Persistence in such behavior may result in a fatal 
or embarrassing moment, before you even know it.

Intelligence Turns Accountability 
into Opportunity for Credit.

I picked this phrase up years ago, because it 
applies so completely to the world of manage-
ment. In the context of this article, it suggests that 
even if you do not want to measure performance 
indicators for any other reason, purely hedonistic 
ones may suffice. After all, how will you be able 
to convince your stakeholder groups that you are 
doing a great job, and that you are entitled to rec-
ognition for that success? If you do not have any 
metrics, you and others who care may assume (for 
the short haul) that things are going swimmingly. 
This could work fine, until a new administrator 
insists on validation!

We cannot, and should not, aim to 
eliminate “accountability” since it 
is the essence of management.

This is another statement for which I will not claim 
any personal ownership. As facility professionals, 
we are stewards of a very pricey set of assets 
and resources. To do our institutions full justice, 
we must hold ourselves accountable for the level 
at which we are utilizing and sustaining those 
resources and assets. Even if our senior leader-
ship, who signs our paychecks, does not have this 

priority, our professional pride must direct us to 
do the best job we can in protecting those assets 
entrusted to us.
I estimate that at least 30-50% of us do not mea-
sure what I consider to be commonplace activities: 
productivity of our staff, number of breakdown 
calls (plus time spent on them as well as call-
backs), down-time of critical equipment, mainte-
nance costs as part of a life-cycle costing analysis, 
cost of utilities and energy, and other everyday 
activities. I have learned that some sophisticated 
institutions are equally guilty of this negligence. 
This begs the question, “Why is that?”
The perpetuation of this “head-in-the-sand” 
attitude is nurtured by having relatively uninter-
rupted access to funding sources that have not 
been particularly restrictive, and/or by individuals 
at various levels of the institutional hierarchy not 
understanding that developing appropriate met-
rics is not just an option: It is a necessity!
For instance, probably very little is easier to mea-
sure than the use of electricity at each of our 
buildings. It is a constant source of amazement 
to me to discover how often a request or design 
standard for a power (or other type of utility) meter 
at the building level is not enforced during build-
ing design, and is matter-of-factly “value engi-
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METRIPHOBIA
It’s the most common syndrome to strike facility 
professionals. Is your organization suffering?
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neered” out of the building project, in deference to 
more visible “luxury” requests that offer no payback. 
For most campuses, the cost of utilities far exceeds 
the cost of O&M for the same facilities. Undeniably, 
that is a boatload of money to leave afloat without 
a rudder or a map.
Not all organizations take full advantage of the pres-
ence of utility meters, if they do have them. One or 
more of the following conditions may exist: (a) there 
is no maintenance program to insure their continu-
ous operation and/or accuracy, (b) there is no effort 
to take or record meter readings on a regular basis, 
and/or (c) there is no program to apply such met-
rics to smart management of the existing assets or 
resources. In other words, no one feels ownership.
We are negligent in performing the ethical require-
ments of our assigned stewardship if we fail to do all 
we must to obtain/manage/utilize relevant, reliable, 
and credible metrics. If our bosses resist support-
ing us (e.g. provide the resources) in our quest to 
acquire and manage these types of metrics, shame 
on them! On the other hand, if we do not effectively 
utilize those resources and tools, thereby diminish-
ing our roles as facility management profession-
als…doubly shame on us!!!
The cure for metriphobia originates from within…
For more information on this topic, please feel free 
to contact Pete van der Have at (801) 593-8637 or 
pete.vanderhave@feapc.com.

877-322-4589 voice • 703-591-4857 fax • www.feapc.com
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Accomplishments/
Announcements

FEA President James P. Whittaker, P.E., and 
Facility Management Consultants Jared R. 
Call and Anne M. Moser recently earned their 
Certified Facility Manager designations.

Phil Winterland joined FEA’s Denver, CO office 
in May as a Staff Engineer. Phil is a recent 
mechanical engineering graduate from the 
University of Colorado.

Maria Fara joined FEA’s Washington, D.C. 
office in May as a Project Geologist. Maria 
comes to FEA with 10 years of geology and 
environmental consulting experience.

Natasha Jurakhan joins FEA’s Washington, D.C. 
office as a Facility Management Consultant. 
Natasha is a recent Facility Management 
graduate from Ferris State University.

Laura Cavanaugh joins FEA’s Washington, D.C. 
office as a Staff Engineer. Laura is a recent 
civil engineering graduate from the University 
of Virginia.

Emily Morgan joins FEA’s Washington, D.C. 
office as a Staff Engineer. Emily is a recent 
mechanical engineering graduate from Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute and State University.
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Facility Facts is an informational newsletter issued quarterly by Facility Engineering Associates’ staff to share 
innovative techniques, case studies, trends and general information on issues important to our clients.

Facility Engineering Associates is a national consulting engineering practice specializing in existing 
facilities and infrastructure. Our expertise is in the areas of:

• Condition Assessment • Facility Management • Repair and Restoration • Instrumentation
• Environmental • Sustainability

These articles are for general information only, and may not fit your specific situation. If you would like to 
reprint an article or would like more information about a specific challenge you face, please contact:

About Facility Facts

Erin L. Parrent 
11001 Lee Highway, Suite D, Fairfax, VA 22030 
703-591-4855 newsletter@feapc.com www.feapc.com



by David M. Boldt, E.I.T. and Mark E. Leeman, P.E.

Introduction

What is the true cost of owning and maintaining a multi-level parking 
structure? We find that many facility management professionals are at 
a loss to predict the timing and ultimate cost of comprehensive garage 
restoration projects.
FEA conducted a review of past garage restoration projects in the 
Washington, DC area to determine general trends related to the actual 
repair cost per elevated square foot of conventionally-reinforced garage 
slabs as a function of the age of the garage. By estimating how repair costs 
can be expected to increase over time, we can help facility owners and 
managers better prepare for these projects and assess whether it is eco-
nomically advisable to postpone repairs or perform repairs immediately.

Background

Parking garages with conventionally-reinforced elevated concrete slabs 
deteriorate due to a number of factors. Corrosion of the reinforcing steel 
is typically the most significant of these factors. Technical models are 
currently in use to predict future deterioration caused by steel corrosion. 
These models are generally quite complex and may rely on a number of 
assumed conditions. Our approach is more empirical. FEA has assessed 
hundreds of parking garages, and we also have access to information 
for repairs completed by the local contractors. We used these data to 
develop a guide for facility owners and managers to better predict future 
repair costs.
FEA has historically developed recommendations that assume the man-
agement is capable of performing a “major” comprehensive repair project 
immediately. Increasingly, we find that building owners are considering 
delaying repairs or tasking FEA with developing creative ways to phase 
the work over several years. Facilities with aging garages typically have 
other repair issues competing for capital investment dollars, and the 
timing of different projects must be considered.
The purpose of this study was to help quantify the cost of owning a garage 
and maintaining it as a capital asset, and to place garage repairs in a 
context where smart decisions can be made.

Research

The data for this study were compiled based on engineering studies 
and actual repair costs for conventionally reinforced concrete parking 
garages in the greater Washington, DC metropolitan area. The repair 
costs compiled in our study generally included all repair elements, not 
only concrete repairs. However, repair of the concrete structure was the 
primary cost component of the projects that were reviewed.
FEA analyzed deterioration rates and repair costs for many types of struc-
tures. For this study we selected projects which exhibited “typical” char-

acteristics. For example, pre-cast and post-tensioned structures were 
not included. From the data we gathered, initial trends were plotted and 
analyzed. A linear relationship between cost and time was developed.

Findings

In general, we found the repair cost per elevated square foot typically 
increased from a low of about $3.50 near the 10-year mark, to about 
$9.75 as the age of the garage approaches 30 years, which corresponds 
to an increase of roughly $0.30 per year. Thus, the cost of waiting to 
perform repairs can now be estimated. For a “typical” garage of about 
100,000 square feet, the increase is about $30,000 a year, certainly sig-
nificant enough to warrant consideration.

Please note that beyond 30 years of age, concrete structures may dete-
riorate more rapidly if chlorides have reached the depth of the reinforcing 
steel and no repairs have been performed. Eventually, conventional repair 
methods may no longer be recommended. Therefore, the conscientious 
owner will start considering the timing of major repairs as soon as 10 
years into a building’s life.

Conclusion

The information presented in this article is intended to provide quantita-
tive support for the “pay me now or pay me later” principle that many 
facility managers understand from real-world experience. It is our hope 
that this study can provide decision makers with the information needed 
to make the right choices for their facilities. Note: this approach is based 
on averages for many structures. It is not intended to replace actual 
assessments of structures to quantify areas of deterioration or develop 
specific repair recommendations to address actual conditions.
For more information on this topic, please feel free to contact 
Mark Leeman at (703) 591-4855 or mark.leeman@feapc.com.

A New Perspective on Parking Garage Repairs
Using Historical Data to Estimate Major Repair Expenditures and 
Financial Effects of Delaying Work

Washington, DC • Boston, MA • Dallas, TX • Denver, CO • San Francisco, CA
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September 30 – October 2 • Ottawa, Canada
Eastern Region of the Association of Higher Education 
Facilities Officers Annual Conference (ERAPPA)
Look for FEA Principal Christopher P. Hodges, P.E., CFM, LEED AP and Project Engineer Megan D. 
Hawk who will be co-presenting on When “Green” Alternatives Make Sense: A Practical Approach to 
Sustainable Options in Existing Facilities on Monday, October 1. FEA will also be exhibiting!

October 6 – 9 • Covington, KY
Southern Region of the Association of Higher Education 
Facilities Officers Annual Conference (SRAPPA)
FEA will be exhibiting!

October 7 – 9 • Grand Rapids, MI
Midwest Region of the Association of Higher Education 
Facilities Officers Conference (MAPPA)
Associate James L. Justus, P.E. will be presenting on National Building Codes and Senior Project 
Manager Gordon Dowrey, CFM will be presenting on Measuring Baseline and Continuous FM 
Performance: Linking Balanced Scorecard to Level of Service. FEA will also be exhibiting!

11001 Lee Highway, Suite D 
Fairfax, VA 22030
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FEA on the Road


