
AGENDA 
COUNCIL MEETING 

MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK NO. 9 
July 12, 2022 6:00 pm  

Council Chambers 

A. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

B. PUBLIC HEARING BYLAW 1338-22
a) Agenda
b) Bylaw 1338-22
c) Written Responses Received

C. DELEGATION

D. MINUTES/NOTES
1. Committee Meeting Minutes

- June 28, 2022
2. Council Meeting Minutes

- June 28, 2022

E. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES

F. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
a) Appointment of CAO

G. COMMITTEE REPORTS / DIVISIONAL CONCERNS
1. Councillor Tony Bruder – Division 1

- ORRSC Cryptocurrency Mining
- ASB Minutes June 1, 2022

2. Reeve Rick Lemire – Division 2
3. Councillor Dave Cox– Division 3
4. Councillor Harold Hollingshead - Division 4
5. Councillor John MacGarva – Division 5

H. ADMINISTRATION REPORTS

1. Operations

a) Operations Report
- Report from Public Works dated July 7, 2022
- Public Works Call Log

b) Airfield Lighting Replacement – Tender Update
- Report from Administration dated July 5, 2022

c) 10 Year Bridge Structure Asset Management Plan
- Report from Administration, dated July 6, 2022

d) BF 76294 Range Road 15 Over a 2nd Tributary to Castle River
- Report from Administration, dated July 6, 2022

2. Finance

a) Municipal Asset Management Program Grant Application
- Report from Administration, dated July 7, 2022

3. Planning and Community Services

a) AES Activity Reports
- Report from AES for June and July 2022

4. Municipal

a) Interim Chief Administrative Officer Report
- Report from Interim CAO, dated July 7, 2022

b) Art for Municipal Building
- Report from Administration, dated July 7, 2022

I. POLICY REVIEW

a) Corporate Policies C-FIN 529 & C-PW-001
- Report from Administration, dated July 6, 2022

A



J. CORRESPONDENCE

1. For Action

a) RMA Fall 2022 Convention Invite
- Invitation to meet with Minister McIver

b) South West Waste Management concerns
- Letter received June 30, 2022

c) Ag for Life – Connecting Kids to Agriculture
- Request for Funding

2. For Information

a) Allied Arts Council
- MD Invitation to Balcony Concerts

b) Alberta Transportation Southern Region Open Golf Tournament
- Invitation to attend Golf Tournament August 16, 2022

K. NEW BUSINESS

L. CLOSED MEETING SESSION

a) Employer Labor Negotiations Committee – FOIP Sec. 17

b) Pincher Creek Emergency Services Commission Funding - FOIP Sec.
17

M. ADJOURNMENT



PUBLIC HEARING 
Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 

Bylaw No. 1338-22 
Tuesday, July 12, 2022 

6:00 pm 

1. Call Public Hearing to Order

2. Advertising requirement

3. Purpose of the hearing

The purpose of Bylaw No. 1338-22 being the bylaw to amend Bylaw 1289-18 (being the Land Use
Bylaw) to change the land use designation of lands legally described as a portion of Block OT, Plan
2420JK within NE 27-4-28 W4M from “Agriculture - A” to “Rural Recreation 1 – RR1”; and
whereas the purpose of the proposed amendment is to allow for the development of a campground.

4. Presentations:

VERBAL:

WRITTEN:

a) Alberta Environment and Parks
b) Alberta Transportation

5. Closing Comments

6. Adjournment from Public Hearing

Ba



Bylaw No. 1338-22 Page 1 of 1 

MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK NO. 9 
BYLAW NO. 1338-22 

Being a bylaw of the Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 in the Province of Alberta, 
to amend Bylaw No. 1289-18, being the Land Use Bylaw. 

WHEREAS Section 639 of the Municipal Government Act, Revised Statutes of 
Alberta 2000, Chapter M-26, as amended, provides that a 
municipality must pass a Land Use Bylaw; and 

WHEREAS The Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 is in receipt of a 
request to change the land use designation of lands legally described 
as:  

A portion of Block OT, Plan 2420JK within NE 27-4-28 W4M 

And as shown on Schedule ‘A’ attached hereto, from “Agriculture - 
A” to “Rural Recreation 1 – RR1”; and 

WHEREAS The purpose of the proposed amendment is to allow for the 
development of a campground; 

NOW THEREFORE, under the authority and subject to the provisions of the Municipal 
Government Act, Revised Statutes of Alberta 2000, Chapter M-26, as amended, the Council 
of the Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9, in the Province of Alberta, duly 
assembled does hereby enact the following: 

1. This bylaw shall be cited as “Land Use Bylaw Amendment No. 1338-22”.

2. Amendments to Land Use Bylaw No. 1289-18 as per “Schedule A” attached.

3. This bylaw shall come into force and effect upon third and final passing thereof.

READ a first time this 14     day of           June             , 2022. 

A PUBLIC HEARING was held this ____ day of __________________, 2022. 

READ a second time this  ____ day of __________________, 2022. 

READ a third time and finally PASSED this  ____ day of __________________, 2022. 

_________________________________ ____________________________________ 
Reeve                                                               (Interim) Chief Administrative Officer 
Rick Lemire Roland Milligan 

Attachment 
- “Schedule A”
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Classification: Protected A 

W a ter I nf ra s tructure O p era ti ons  B ra nch  
2nd Floor, Provincial Building 
200-5 Avenue South
Lethbridge, Alberta  T1J 4L1
Telephone: 403-381-5300
Fax: 403-381-5969

   File: 32/806 

May 19, 2022 

Glenda Kettles  
VIA E mail @ glendakettles@msn.com 

RE :       Proposed Development (previously Bylaw 1324-21) 
  NW 27-004-28-W4 

Dear Ms. Kettles, 

Thank you for the submitting your revised plans for the proposed seasonal campground at NW 
27-004-28-W4 and the opportunity to provide comments as it relates to the water management
infrastructure in the area.

Further to the letter dated February 2, 2021 to the MD of Pincher creek and associated 
Memorandum, dated February 5, 2021, the response from Water Infrastructure and Operations 
Branch (WIOB) remains the same: Due to flooding concerns that could result from a major event, 
WIOB does not support the proposed activity. Any agreements related to development that may 
result from your most recent proposal will be strictly between you and the municipality. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact the WIOB Land Team at 
AE P.OIBLands@gov.ab.ca. 

Sincerely, 

Jessica Firth 
Land Management Technologist 

E nclosure

cc:   M.D. of Pincher Creek (via email) 
L. Wegwitz (via email) 

Jessica Firth

Bc
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Feb 5, 2021 
 
Memorandum 
Waterton Dam 
Proposed Recreational Development 
NW, NE 27-4-28-W4 
 
The proposed recreational development area is unsuited for recreational development.  It is an 
identified area for flood flow handling as an auxiliary spillway. The area will be inundated at high 
reservoir levels below a maximum flood level.   At inflows approaching very high rates, the area 
becomes flood flow passage.  An annual updated Emergency Preparedness Plan for Waterton Dam can 
be referenced for more information, specifically showing the flood flow passage through the N 1/2 27-4-
28 W4. 
 
In 2011/2022 Alberta Environment commissioned  Northwest Hydraulic Consultants Ltd. to conduct a 
Dam Breach Inundation Study of the Waterton Dam and to provide inundation maps which are required 
to prepare an Emergency Preparedness Plan (EPP) and an Emergency Response Plan (ERP).  This is a part 
of the due diligence required by a Dam Owner under the Canadian Dam Association Guidelines. 
 
This very detailed report which identifies the flood risk and inundation paths based on flood events from 
standardized hydrology.  During the Inundation Study, the original design and existing geometry of the 
dam and surrounding geography is modelled to produce detailed overland flooding.  The spill capacity of 
the structure and most optimum flood handling strategy is included in the report, with the end result to 
determine how to prevent or mitigate a catastrophic dam failure through an overtopping scenario. 
 
From the report’s executive summary this section quoted in its entirety describes maximum flood flow 
handling.  A bolded section highlights information about the west dyke section. 
 

The outlet structures of the Waterton Dam include a gated service spillway, a low level 
diversion outlet tunnel, and an irrigation canal outlet structure. The spillway is controlled 
by seven radial gates and it has a discharge capacity of 1360 m3/s at the FSL. The capacity 
of the spillway is insufficient to safely pass the probable maximum flood (PMF) updated in 
2010. However, there are some sections along the west and east dykes of the reservoir 
where the top elevations are lower than the top of the main dam. Overflow via these 
low sections would occur during the PMF event and would prevent overtopping of the 
main dam. Reservoir routing analysis was undertaken to predict the response of the 
reservoir during the PMF event. Results of seven scenarios of various combinations of 
spillway gate openings and hypothetical dyke modifications indicate that the main dam 
will not be overtopped by the PMF even if the spillway gates are closed and inoperative. 
The west dyke can be considered as an auxiliary spillway and outflow via the dyke has no 
detrimental impacts to the downstream area. However, the east dyke would be 
overtopped first as it is currently lower than the west dyke. Overflow via the east dyke 
could adversely affect some existing roads and residences located downstream of the 
dyke. 

 



 

Classification: Protected A 

Although the report is focussed on maximum flood levels, it should be noted that inflow flood events at 
some range up to the PMF will inundate the area up to the west dyke.  This is the entire area shown as a 
proposal for development. 

The Conclusions and Recommendations section has several points related to the west end of the 
reservoir which was designed as an overflow auxiliary spillway: 

2) The low section of the west dyke can be utilized as an emergency auxiliary spillway. It 
will provide sufficient flow capacity to prevent the main dam from being overtopped 
during a PMF event. 
3) Under the current conditions, overflow could occur via the west and east dyke and 
consequently, the main dam will not be overtopped by the PMF event. If the east dyke is 
raised while the west dyke serves as an auxiliary spillway, the main dam will not be 
overtopped. 

 

This information is reflected in the Waterton Dam Emergency Preparedness Inundation mapping sheet 2 
on page 35 of the pdf document.  

 
 

Reference material 

Figure 3 pdf page 53 

Figure 9 pdf page 59 

Innundation map page 35 of EPP 

QRY_SearchReport 
HW Title Author Report 

Date 
Digital Copy 

Filed? 
Originating 

Agency Missing Environmental Mitigation 
Monitoring 

3512 Waterton Dam 
Dam Breach Inundation 
Study 
Final Report 

Northwest Hydraulic 
Consultants 

01-Mar-12 Yes AEW No No 

 

 

 

Rob Malmberg 

Alberta Environment and Parks 

Water Infrastructure and Operations Branch 

Lethbridge, Alberta 







From: Leah Olsen
To: Roland Milligan
Cc: Joyce Mackenzie-Grieve; Gavin Scott (gavinscott@orrsc.com); Darren S Davis; Rick Lemire; Leah Olsen
Subject: RE: Proposed Private Campground/RV Park
Date: February 18, 2021 9:36:26 AM
Attachments: Roadside Development Instructions.pdf

Roadside Development Application.pdf
Sign Application Procedures.pdf
Sign Application.pdf
On Premise Signs.pdf

Our Reference: 2511-NE 27-4-28-W4M (505)

Good Morning Roland,

The applicant/landowner will need to relocate and upgrade the existing access further to the west to
align with the field access on the north side of Highway 505.
The proposed campground and access relocation/upgrade can be applied for on a Roadside
Development Permit application (attached).  All costs associated with the access upgrades are at the
developers expense.
Alberta Transportation accepts no responsibility for the noise impact of highway traffic upon any
development or occupants thereof. Noise impact and the need for attenuation should be thoroughly
assessed. The applicant is advised that provisions for noise attenuation are the sole responsibility of
the developer and should be incorporated as required into the development design.
Any peripheral lighting (yard lights/area lighting) that may be considered a distraction to the
motoring public or deemed to create a traffic hazard will not be permitted.
Should the applicant wish to erect an On Premise sign I have attached an application and the
Recommended Practice with relation to the size and setback distance.
Also if the applicant is wishing to have a blue TODS (Tourist Oriented Directional Sign) they can go to
www.signupalberta.com
Thank you for the referral and opportunity to comment.

Leah Olsen
Development/Planning Technologist
Southern Region
Construction and Maintenance Division

Tel  403-388-3105
Cell 403-308-2601
Fax 403-382-4057
leah.olsen@gov.ab.ca

Classification: Protected A

From: Roland Milligan <AdminDirDev@mdpinchercreek.ab.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2021 9:53 AM
To: Leah Olsen <leah.olsen@gov.ab.ca>
Cc: Joyce Mackenzie-Grieve <AdminTaxClerk@mdpinchercreek.ab.ca>; Gavin Scott

mailto:leah.olsen@gov.ab.ca
mailto:AdminDirDev@mdpinchercreek.ab.ca
mailto:AdminTaxClerk@mdpinchercreek.ab.ca
mailto:gavinscott@orrsc.com
mailto:Darren.S.Davis@gov.ab.ca
mailto:Rick.Lemire@gov.ab.ca
mailto:leah.olsen@gov.ab.ca
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.signupalberta.com%2F&data=04%7C01%7CAdminDirDev%40mdpinchercreek.ab.ca%7C95a7373c31c345592b9b08d8d42b400f%7C199e33edd80f42e29d84d64c0b3dfdd7%7C1%7C0%7C637492629859250338%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=mTjVgLeganbIyGxNfpXOHBYiRprWONMkEn2W%2FTpmjuE%3D&reserved=0
mailto:leah.olsen@gov.ab.ca


(gavinscott@orrsc.com) <gavinscott@orrsc.com>
Subject: Proposed Private Campground/RV Park
 
CAUTION: This email has been sent from an external source. Treat hyperlinks and attachments in this email with
care.

 
Hello Leah,
We have received a Land Use Bylaw amendment application to rezone a parcel of land adjacent to
Hwy 505 and the Waterton Reservoir.
The First Phase will consists of 63 lots.  A Second Phase looks for the development of an additional
55 or so lots.
Prior to making a formal Roadside DP application, can you please take a quick review of the attached
preliminary concept plan and give us some feed back.
Thanks in advance.
Regards,
Roland Milligan
Director of Development and Community Services
M.D. of Pincher Creek No. 9
1037 Herron Avenue
PO Box 279, Pincher Creek, AB   T0K 1W0
Ph: 403.627.3130   M: 403.632.6881 Fx: 403.627.5070
rmilligan@mdpinchercreek.ab.ca

 

mailto:rmilligan@mdpinchercreek.ab.ca


MINUTES 
REGULAR COUNCIL COMMITTEE MEETING 

MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK NO. 9 
Tuesday, June 28, 2022 2:00 pm 

Council Chambers 

Present: Reeve Rick Lemire, Deputy Reeve Tony Bruder, and Councillors Dave Cox, Harold 
Hollingshead and John MacGarva. 

Staff: Interim CAO Roland Milligan, Director of Finance Meghan Dobie, David Desabrais 
Utilities & Infrastructure Specialist, and Executive Assistant Jessica McClelland. 

Reeve Rick Lemire called the meeting to order, the time being 2:01 pm. 

1. Approval of Agenda

Councillor Dave Cox 

Moved that the agenda for Council Committee Meeting on June 28, 2022 be amended with 
the following changes: 

• Removal of 2c) Delegation – Chinook Regional Library *rescheduled due to illness
• Addition 4c) Closed – Operational Issues – FOIP Sec. 17

AND THAT the agenda be approved as amended. 

Carried 

2. Delegations

a) Pincher Creek Food Center

Anne Gover, Chair with the Pincher Creek Food Center, attended the meeting at this time 
to present to Council an update on the Food Center as well as future plans. 

Moving forward the Food Center has plans on building a kitchen to assist the 
community’s needs. Anne mentioned that they have an annual food drive in the early fall 
and it was suggested she contact the MD to see how we can collaborate to include MD 
residents and utilize MD staff to assist.  

Anne Gover left the meeting at this time, the time being 2:30 pm. 

b) Chief Mountain Gas

Jim Welsch, Chair, and Ed Janzen, past Chair, with Chief Mountain Gas Co-op attended 
the meeting at this time to update Council on what the Co-op does as well as their recent 
expansion. 

Jim Welsch and Ed Janzen left the meeting at this time, the time being 2:45 pm. 

Da



REGULAR COUNCIL COMMITTEE MEETING 
MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK NO. 9 
TUESDAY, JUNE 28, 2022 
 
3. Round Table 
 
Strategic planning was discussed. 
 
4. Closed Session 
 
Councillor John MacGarva 
 
Moved that Council move into closed session to discuss the following, the time being 3:15 pm: 
 

a. Beaver Mines Lot Servicing (Private Hook Ups) – FOIP Sec. 17 
b. CAO Next Steps – FOIP Sec. 17 
c. Operational Issues – FOIP Sec. 17 

 
Councillor Dave Cox  
 
Moved that Council move out of closed session, the time being 5:13 pm. 
 

Carried 
 
5. Adjournment 
 
Councillor Harold Hollingshead 
 
Moved that the Committee Meeting adjourn, the time being 5:14 pm. 
 
        Carried 



MINUTES  9569 
MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK NO. 9 

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING  
JUNE 28, 2022 

The Regular Meeting of Council of the Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 was held on Tuesday, June 28, 
2022, at 6:00 pm, in the Council Chambers of the Municipal District Administration Building, Pincher Creek, 
Alberta. 

PRESENT Reeve Rick Lemire, Deputy Reeve Tony Bruder, Councillors Dave Cox, Harold Hollingshead 
and John MacGarva. 

STAFF Interim CAO Roland Milligan, Director of Finance Meghan Dobie, Public Works 
Superintendent Eric Blanchard, David Desabrais Utilities & Infrastructure Supervisor, and 
Executive Assistant Jessica McClelland. 

Reeve Rick Lemire called the meeting to order at 6:00 pm. 

A. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Councillor Dave Cox      22/277

Moved that the Council Agenda for June 28, 2022 be amended to include:

• Correspondence Action
o Meeting invitation with Minister Shandro

• Correspondence Information
o 2022 Minister of Seniors Services Awards

• Closed Session
o Follow Up Code of Conduct – FOIP Sec. 17
o Eco Station Funding Update – FOIP Sec. 17

And that the agenda be approved as amended. 

Carried 

B. DELEGATION

C. MINUTES

a) Committee Meeting Minutes – June 14, 2022

Councillor John MacGarva     22/278 

Moved that the Council Meeting Minutes of June 14, 2022 be approved as presented. 

Carried 

2. Council Meeting Minutes – June 14, 2022

Councillor Tony Bruder     22/279 

Moved that the Council Meeting Minutes of June 14, 2022 be approved as presented. 

Carried 

D. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES

a) Presentations from Delegations of June 14, 2022

Y2Y

Councillor John MacGarva    22/280

Moved that the presentation from Y2Y, presented to Council on June 14, 2022, be received
as information.

Carried 

Db
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Minutes  
Council Meeting 
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June 28, 2022 

 
  RCMP Pincher Creek Crime Statistics  
 
  Councillor Harold Hollingshead   22/281 
 

Moved that the RCMP Pincher Creek Crime Statistics, presented to Council on June 14, 
2022, be received as information. 
 
       Carried 

 
E. UNFINISHED BUSINESS  
 
F. COMMITTEE REPORTS / DIVISIONAL CONCERNS 
 

1. Councillor Tony Bruder – Division 1 
a) Oldman Watershed Council AGM 

2. Reeve Rick Lemire – Division 2 
a) National Indigenous Day Flag Raising 
b) Intermunicipal Development Plan Meeting 
c) Meeting with Health Minister  
d) Upcoming Canada Day Celebration at Kootenai Brown Pioneer Village 

3. Councillor Dave Cox– Division 3   
a) Pincher Creek Library 
b) Family and Community Services   
c) Pincher Creek Foundation   
d) Beaver Mines Community Association 
e) Intermunicipal Development Plan Meeting 

4. Councillor Harold Hollingshead - Division 4  
5. Councillor John MacGarva – Division 5 

a) Crowsnest/Pincher Creek Waste & Recycle Center  
b) Windy Slopes Plaque Dedication  

Councillor Dave Cox      22/282 
 
Moved to accept the Committee Reports as information. 
 

Carried 
 

G. ADMINISTRATION REPORTS  
 
1. Operations  

 
a) Operations Report 
 
Councillor Tony Bruder     22/283 
 
Moved that Council receive the Operations report, which includes the call log, for the period 
June 14, 2022 to June 27, 2022 as information.  
 

Carried 
 

b) Lundbreck Hydrant Replacement Work 
 

  Councillor Herald Hollingshead   22/284 
 

Moved that Council approve $30,100 for capital work for the Lundbreck Hydrant Replacement 
Project with said funds coming from the water and wastewater infrastructure reserve. 
 

Carried 
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June 28, 2022 

 
2.  Finance  

 
  a) Financial Summary 
 
  Councillor John MacGarva    22/285 
 

Moved that the financial summary for June 2022, be received as information. 
 
       Carried 

  
3.  Development and Community Services 

 
a) Land Use Bylaw Amendment, Bylaw No. 1337-22, SE 15-4-30 W4M, Agriculture to 
Rural Recreation 1 
 
Councillor Tony Bruder    22/286 
 
Moved that Council give first reading to Bylaw No. 1337-22, being a bylaw to amend Land 
Use Bylaw No.1289-19, to change the land use in SE 15-4-30 W4M, from Agriculture to 
Rural Recreation 1, 
 
AND THAT the required Public Hearing be scheduled for August 23, 2022 at 6:00 pm.  
 
       Carried  
 
b) Road Closure Bylaw 1339-22 Portion of Statutory Road Allowance East of SE 4-7-2 
W5M 
 
Councillor John MacGarva    22/287 
 
Moved that Council give first reading to Road Closure Bylaw No. 1339-22, being the 
Bylaw to close a portion of statutory road allowance East of SE 4-7-2 W5M,  
 
AND THAT the required Public Hearing be set for August 23, 2022, following Public 
Hearing for Bylaw 1289-19.  
 

Carried 
 

 4. Municipal  

a) Interim Chief Administrative Officer Report  
 

Councillor Harold Hollingshead   22/288 
 

Moved that Council receive for information, the Interim Chief Administrative Officer’s report 
for the period of June 11, 2022 to June 23, 2022. 

  
Carried 

 
  b)  Agricultural Service Board Appeal Committee 
 
  Councillor Tony Bruder    22/289 
 

Moved that as per policy C-AES-005 Agricultural Service Board Appeal Committee, the 
following Council members be appointed to that committee: 

• Reeve Rick Lemire 
• Councillor Dave Cox 
• Councillor John MacGarva 
 
      Carried  
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 H.         POLICY REVIEW 
 

I. CORRESPONDENCE 
 
1. For Action  

 
a) Pincher Creek Rodeo Parade Day– August 20, 2022 
 
Dave Cox     22/290 
 
Moved that administration be directed to register a float for the Pincher Creek Rodeo 
Parade on August 20, 2022,  
 
AND THAT interested Councillors be authorized to attend the Pincher Creek Rodeo 
Parade,  
 
AND FURTHER THAT interested Councillors respond to administration regarding the 
dignitary luncheon. 
 

Carried 
 
b) Notification of Meeting/Request for Resolutions - Regular Fall Meeting of the 
Foothills Little Bow Municipal Association September 16, 2022 
 
Councillor Tony Bruder   22/291 
 
Moved to receive for information the Foothills Little Bow Municipal Association Fall 
Meeting. 
 

Carried 
 
c) Virtual Meeting with Minister Shandro  
 
Councillor Tony Bruder   22/292 
 
Moved that interested Councillors be authorized to attend the virtual meeting with 
Minister Shandro on July 13, 2022 at 10:00 am. 
 

Carried 
 

2. For Information  
 
Councillor Dave Cox     22/293 
 
Moved that the following be received as information: 
 

a) Invitation Chief Mountain Gas Co-op Ltd. –  
- Staff Appreciation Golf Day August 25, 2022 
b) Alberta Rising Cost of Utility Fee 
- Letter from County of St. Paul  
c) Pincher Creek Curling Club Steering Committee 
- Letter from Town of Pincher Creek  
d) 2022 Minister of Seniors Services Awards  
     

Carried 
J. NEW BUSINESS 

 
K. CLOSED SESSION 

 
Councillor Harold Hollingshead    22/294 

 
  Moved that Council move into closed session to discuss the following, the time being 7:36 pm: 
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a) Road Concern – FOIP Sec 17 
b) Landowner Concern Council Guidance Request – FOIP Sec 17 
c) Landowner Concern – Texas Gate – FOIP Sec 17 
d) Eco Station Funding Update – FOIP Sec 17 
e) Follow Up Code of Conduct – FOIP Sec 17 

 
         Carried 
 
  Councillor Dave Cox     22/295 
 
  Moved that Council open the meeting to the public, the time being 8:26 pm. 
 
         Carried 
 

L.  ADJOURNMENT  
 

Councillor Tony Bruder     22/296 

Moved that Council adjourn the meeting, the time being 8:27 pm. 
 
        Carried 
 
 

 
              

     REEVE 
 
 

       
      CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 



Oldman River Regional Services Commission

A land use analysis of an emerging 
tech industry.

While the news media follows the ups and downs 
of cryptocurrency across the globe, cyrptocurrency 
mining is an emerging land use in southern Albertan
municipalities. Defining what it is and understanding 
its potential impacts will enable local decision makers
the ability to determine if it is a good fit in individual 
communities.

Cryptocurrency 
mining

Summer 2022ORRSC Periodical
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What is cryptocurrency mining?

Cryptocurrency mining (crypto mining) is the process by which crypto 
miners use specialized computers, data, codes, and calculations 
to validate crypto currency transactions and subsequently earn 
cryptocurrency as compensation for their work. While traditional mining 
takes place in a physical mine or specific geographic place, crypto mining 
takes place in a decentralized system where anyone with a computer 
and power source—anywhere in the world—can be a part of the 
digital data recordkeeping required for cryptocurrency transactions. 
Crypto miners range from companies with multiple facilities and miner 
machines to individual’s small computer setups to verify cryptocurrency.

Several southern Alberta communities have already processed and 
provided approvals for this new use including the Town of Bassano, 
City of Medicine Hat, and the MD of Willow Creek. Others have inquired 
with ORRSC as to the nature of these operations and whether they 
should have concerns. This use is subject to local development permit 
processes and comes with many considerations that may not be 
familiar.

Among the common considerations for this type of use are the 
energy source, noise from HVAC systems (and energy generators), 
the type of buildings being used, and the environmental footprint of a 
high energy consumer. This periodical will explore the nuance of this 
development type and provide insight for communities to consider when 
contemplating the use.

Land use context

In the context of  land use, cryptocurrency mining externalities equate 
to an industrial use and are best suited to industrial-zoned property, 
although some agricultural or commercial zones may be able to 
accommodate the development. In the early days of cryptocurrency, 
small scale mining operations did occur in residential locations, but 
as the difficulty of the processing work  increased, the number of 
computers and power needs outstripped the ability to work mines 
in neighborhoods without disrupting power capacity or annoying 
neighbours.  Current facilities involve banks of computers that utilize a 
‘power plant’ to operate but they house very few employees. The lack 
of employees and large scale of the facilities make it a use that runs 
counter to traditional planning policy, which promotes creating vibrant 
commercial areas. Therefore, including the use in commercial zoning 
may not be the best fit for most southern Alberta urban communities.

Access to cheap and reliable electricity is everything for crypto mining 
operations. In Alberta, a deregulated electrical system, green energy 
power sources, availability of natural gas, and a government open for 

ORRSC Periodical   |   Summer 2022 page 1

Hut 8 Mining Facility,               
City of Medicine Hat



development has this up-start industry seeking local approvals.  
For most crypto mining applications, the proponent will be tying into 
the local electrical grid as its ‘power plant’. Communities unsure of their 
capacity to feed a high energy demand  development should consult 
their local service provider to better understand capacity of their 
electrical infrastructure. Communities with established industrial parks 
may have already received the necessary upgrades to substations and 
feeder lines to accommodate the use. 

In the case of other power sources (natural gas, solar, wind etc.) for 
‘power plants’, proponents are to consult with the Alberta Utilities 
Commission (AUC) to ensure they comply with provincial requirements. 
The AUC governs the generation of electric energy under the Hydro and 
Electric Energy Act. The electricity market is deregulated in Alberta, so 
AUC focuses its decisions primarily on the siting of power plants, having 
regard to noise and environmental impacts. An entity who wishes 
to operate a power plant must apply to AUC for approval under Rule 
007: Applications for Power Plans, Substations, Transmission Lines, 
Industrial System Designations and Hydro Developments. Most crypto 
applications will need less than a 10 MW power plant. In such a case, the 
proponent must file a Checklist Application for New Power Plants Equal 
or Greater than 1 MW and Less than 10 MW with the AUC. The AUC will 
review and determine eligibility. Municipalities are advised to request a 
copy of the AUC approval during the development process.

The types of buildings and structures being used can vary with each 
proposal. Whereas reuse of an existing warehouse style building may 
be ideal many applications are housing the computers within shipping 
containers. Shipping containers may have development control 
requirements within a land use bylaw and should be reviewed with the 
applicant proposing the development. Each type of building may be 
able to mitigate sound where needed but the mitigation measures will 
need to be understood prior to moving forward with the application. 
Additionally, the cost of the equipment housed in the building 
requires heightened security measures including security fencing and 
lighting which may have an effect on adjacent properties. Requesting 
information regarding these needs is prudent at the development 
application submittal stage.

The environmental consideration for impacts related to crypto mining 
in a municipality relates to higher level planning documents including 
the South Saskatchewan Regional Plan, the Municipal Government Act 
(section 3(a.1)), Municipal Development Plan, or Sustainability Plan. At 
a municipal level the two main concerns are the carbon footprint and 
noise impact. The high energy consumption of cryptocurrency mining 
operations may run counter to a municipalities objective to reduce its 
carbon footprint. As well, some crypto mining operations are designed 
to use water as a coolant at quantities that are not easily obtainable 
without affecting water need elsewhere in the local economy.
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Electrical Deregulation
The evolution to a deregulated 
market began in 1996, when 
the Power Pool of Alberta was 
created to dispatch energy 
across Alberta through a real-
time energy market. The goal of 
this market was to encourage 
efficiencies by introducing 
competition in the electricity 
generation sector. The market 
was set up for energy to be 
dispatched through an economic 
merit order with a single 
equilibrium price.

The market evolved to full 
deregulation in 2001, following 
the auction of Power Purchase 
Arrangements (PPAs) in 2000. 
PPAs allowed the existing utility 
owners to continue to own 
and operate their facilities, but 
auctioned the dispatch rights of 
the associated energy to new 
buyers. This framework provided 
a competitive landscape by 
immediately introducing new 
players into the market.

- Alberta Electric System 
Operator

Municipal Government Act Part 
1 Section 3(a.1) was added in 
2017 and among other purposes 
states: “The purpose of a 
municipality is to foster the well-
being of the environment”.



In general, the power usage of one crypto mining computer per month 
uses the equivalent electrical energy used by one Alberta household. 
When the development is designed to house hundreds of computers 
public concern rises because the transmission infrastructure bill in 
Alberta to support such development is borne by each consumer. 
Conversely, rural locations where transmission infrastructure has been 
built to support wind and solar development may provide opportunity 
for a development location.    

Noise is the largest byproduct of a crypto mining development. The 
design requirement for cooling fans to ensure the banks of computers 
do not burn out and the exhausting of these fans to the exterior on a 
24/7/365 running time should be cause for concern in any municipality. 
Understanding the decibel (dBA) levels at various distances from the 
development can alleviate concern or expose the need to mitigate. In 
a MD of Willow Creek development approval located at the Claresholm 
Airport, the applicant running 280 computers and five fans in shipping 
containers declared the design noise to be 85.5 dBA (equal to a gas 
powered mower running 24/7) when 8m away and 36.5 dBA (equal to a 
library)  at the nearest dwelling 224m away.

Noise control

Most municipalities will have an adopted noise control bylaw. This bylaw 
is unlikely to control external development noise, and many will exempt 
noise produced in an industrial area. It therefore necessitates that noise, 
as the key concern for development, be addressed. 

Southern Alberta’s experience with noise control in an industrial 
context has been utilized under the AUC Rule 012 for power plants. 
Each wind farm and solar development have had to comply with Rule 
012 for approvals. Among the approval submittals for wind turbine 
proponents has been an analysis of sound through computer modeling. 
These models consider the ambient sound of the area and then add the 
generated sound from the engineered locations for the turbines.

Rule 012 defines ambient sound level (ASL) as the sound level that is 
a composite of different airborne sounds from many sources far away 
from and near the point of measurement. The average nighttime ASL in 
rural Alberta is approximately 35 dBA and daytime is approximately 45 
dBA. In the MD of Willow Creek example, the receptor (house) at 224 m 
away would still enjoy the accepted nighttime ASL.

Sound modelling may be a new concept to urban municipalities, but 
there are many companies that provide the service, and it can be relied 
upon to assure neighborhood concerns. In a draft bylaw amendment for 
the Town of Bassano, ORRSC utilized the AUC sound table to outline the 
requirements for cryptocurrency mining sound requirements.
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Predictive Sound Modelling 
is the computer generated 
assessment of point source 
noise using calculation standards 
accepted by the the International 
Organization for Standardization 
(ISO).



Mining proposals that cannot meet the standard may propose mitigation 
strategies. These include choosing different venting equipment, sound 
proofing, barrier walls, advanced sound monitoring equipment that 
makes operational adjustments to reduce sound levels in real time, or 
simply choose a more remote site. Proper choice of location given the 
nature of mining operations is an issue that may require the mining 
operation to provide sound analysis ahead of the application being 
processed. There is no use contemplating the location if it cannot meet 
the noise level requirements at the nearest residences or hotels.

The industry is also producing quieter computers and investigating 
alternatives to fans. Immersion cooling eliminates the sound by 
submerging the hardware in dielectric fluid. These methods are a 
hopeful means by which a new industry as well as similar industries can 
fit into municipalities in southern Alberta.
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The sound modelling image 
depicts a typical noise gradient 
being emitted from a point source 
development and emanating into 
the surrounding community. The 
sound level in the darker reds 
represent 85 dBA and the blue 
40 dBA. 



Concluding remarks

Because of its high energy use, noise, use of non-traditional buildings 
and structures, and climate footprint, the cryptocurrency mining 
business is one to be prepared for locally. The province’s recently 
passed Financial Innovation Act supports cryptocurrency companies 
by temporarily relaxing rules that will facilitate the launch of financial 
products and services outside the scope of traditional offerings. 
Although, the financial markets and the industry themselves suggests 
that the long term need for cryptocurrency mining may have a horizon 
where it is no longer necessary. Municipalities may choose not to open 
their community up to this use and thereby avoid the externalities. 
Those that do include the use are advised to seek planning advice and 
consider other municipal experiences as to what is working and what is 
not in relation to approvals.

For more information on this topic 
contact admin@orrsc.com or visit 
our website at orrsc.com.

This document is protected 
by Copyright and Trademark 
and may not be reproduced or 
modified in any manner, or for 
any purpose, except by written 
permission of the Oldman River 
Regional Services Commission.
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phone:  403.329.1344 
toll-free: 844.279.8760 
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Meeting Minutes 
of the 

Agricultural Service Board – Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 
June 1, 2022  – MD Council Chambers 

Present: Vice Chair Martin Puch, Councillor Harold Hollingshead, Councillor 
Tony Bruder, as well as Members Anna Welsch, David Robbins. 

Also Present: Director of Development and Community Services Roland Milligan, 
Agricultural Fieldman Shane Poulson, and Executive Assistant Jessica 
McClelland.  

Not Present: Chair Frank Welsch  

Vice Chair Martin Puch opened the meeting at 1:30 pm. 

A. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

Councillor Harold Hollingshead 22/040 

Moved that agenda for June 1, 2022 be approved as presented. 

Carried 
B. DELEGATION

C. MINUTES

Anna Welsch 22/041 

Moved that the minutes of April 20, 2022 be approved as presented. 

Carried 

D. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES

David Robbins 22/042 

Moved that the following be accepted as information: 

a. Discussion on mid-September composting workshop – latest information will be
provided at meeting
b. Perry Abramenko, with Alberta Agriculture, Forestry and Rural Economic
Development will attend July 6, 2022 ASB Meeting
c. Avian flu

• Website Posting (Screenshot)
• Link https://mdpinchercreek.ab.ca/content.php?n=550
• Requirements to follow for entry onto land with poultry

Carried 

G1b

https://mdpinchercreek.ab.ca/content.php?n=550


Agricultural Service Board Meeting Minutes  
June 1, 2022 Page 2 

 
E. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
F. 2022 AES DEPARTMENT REPORT 
 

Councillor Tony Bruder     22/043 
 

Moved to accept the departmental reports from the Agricultural Fieldman for May 2022. 
 

Carried  
 
G. CORRESPONDENCE 
 

1. For Action 
          

 2. For Information 
   

Anna Welsch       22/044 
   

 Moved that the following be received as information: 
  

a. AFRED letter about lack of response to Resolution 2-22 
b. Vet Shortage 

i. Workforce Shortage – What can be done?  
ii. Saddle Hills County  

c. Moisture Situation Pictures  
i. Precipitation Past 7 Days  

ii. 60 Day Precipitation Accumulations Relative to Long Term 
iii. Precipitation Received During the Past 60 Days 

d. Crop Report – May 17, 2022  
 
        Carried  

 
H. NEW BUSINESS 
 

Councillor Tony Bruder     22/045 
 
Moved that administration draft letters to the Minister of Agriculture regarding the 
potential for grazing around the Oldman Dam as well as question the availability for 
drought assistance programs for our area. 
 

Carried 
   

I. CLOSED SESSION 
 
J. NEXT MEETING – July 6, 2022  
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K. ADJOURNMENT 
 
Councillor Harold Hollingshead     22/046 
  
Moved to adjourn the meeting, the time being 2:52 pm. 
 
        Carried 
 
 
 _____________________________  ________________________________ 
 ASB Chairperson    ASB Secretary 
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Current Public Works Activity

• Road Maintenance - Public Works has Six (6) graders out on the roads doing road

maintenance and recovery after extended period of rain.

• Gravel Program started May 17, 2022 with 6 contracted gravel trucks. Division 4, 5 and 3

have been completed and the crew is now working their way through division 2 from

Hengerer Pit.

• Dust Control program started June 06, 2022 in Division 4. The Dust control crew will be

working their way counter clock wise throughout the divisions. Dust Control on Maycroft

has been completed and crew is now in division 3.

• PW Mechanic going over road side mower for expected start mid-July.

• Cattle guards have been delivered to site on Olin Creek and Cabin creek ready for

installation. Installation schedule has begun June 23, 2022 and is expected to be completed

July 7, 2022.
• ISL engineering submitted a fee proposal for the Engineering cost and preliminary design

for a grant application for the improvement ofMaycroft.

• Reclamation has been completed at the old Olson Pit. Seeding will have to be coordinate

with AES. Equipment to be move to the drain pit.

• Partial reclamation and road reject cleanup has been completed at the Bruder pit. Full

reclamation would only be completed when gravel pile is depleted.

• Cattle guard annual inspection has been completed. Local Hydrovac has been hired to clean
15 structure across all division and work has been completed July 06, 2022

• PW is working with CPP environmental to do a full desktop assessment of our gravel pit

liability. Review is still ongoing. CPP received information from AEP. Proposals need to be

review by Public Works. Meeting has held May 25,2022 to review the proposals and another

meeting was held with AEP to discussed the reclamation liability of Scotton Pit. Email has
been sent to AEP regarding Castle falls and Carbondale pit. AEP has no interest in taking

the disposition back therefore, the MD will remain responsible for the reclamation and CPP
will be contacted to provide a reclamation plan. Meeting to be schedule with the owner of

Scotten pit.

• ISL provided a design to remediate the water pooling on the east side of Patton Avenue in
Lundbreck. Contractor will be contacted to provide pricing for the scope.

• Traffic counters are out and collecting data on Maycroft and Christie Mine Road.

• Bridge deck cleaning has started and will be on-going throughout the season.

• Work on going for the new eco station site Monday May 02, 2022. Concrete has been
completed June 23 2022. Waiting on first call refresh to complete fencing and electrical.

• Garbage, Recycling, water to the airport... being done weekly by PW crew.

• Working on call log items daily.

DATE: July 12, 2022 Page 1 of 9

H1a



Capital Protects Update - Bridges

• Bridge File 75377 - Local Road over Screwdriver Creek, NW-08-06-02-W5M
o Project has gone back to Council and is deferred until Aug. of 2022. MD has

issued payment to Armtec for the culvert. The culvert will stay in the PW yard
until installed in the Summer of '22.

o Don Boyce (2" lowest contractor on original bid) has confirmed he is available to

do the job and has confirmed his pricing
o Culvert was damaged in 2022, needs to be replaced. Refusal from contractor to

install/fix the damaged pipe due to significantly lower expected life span of
culvert

o Replacement culvert ordered, construction likely to take place in August, 2022

e—Don Boyce to be given award for construction by Roseke by June 28 council

meeting

• Bridge File 75265 - Local Road over Heath Creek, NE-11-10-01-W5M

o Tender awarded for engineering in 2021

• Roseke Engineering at $52,162.00 (Budget $53,000.00)
o Tender cancelled for construction in 2022

• Low Bid at $491,297 (Eng. Estimate $384,700)
o Construction set to commence in 2022

o Roseke Engineering has been instmcted to complete the bridge design detail as

well as provide engineering and construction estimates for an adjacent stream

bank protection work.
o Survey has determined that the whole bridge and road is off the road right of way.

Roseke Engineering will provide the MD with a survey plan to use for land

negotiations.

o The Historical Resources Application for this project has been approved.

o Land is purchased and agreements are signed. Title registration may take a few
months

o Tender opening on the 26th/27th was significantly over budget & STIP funding has

not been received. Tender cancelled, to be retendered this Winter for 2023

construction, apply for STIP

• Bridge File 7743 - Local Road over Gladstone Creek, SW-23-05-02-W5M
o Tender awarded for engineering in 2021

• Roseke Engineering at $45,015.00 (Budget $46,000.00)
o Tender awarded for construction in 2022

• Volker Stevin at $267,700 (Budget $280,500)
o Have requested updated proposed construction costs to be ready for September

for 2022 budget discussions

o The contractor has indicated that work is underway.

• Constmction set to commence in 2022

• Coring has been scheduled following changes to Alberta Transportation

changes to inspector ratings.

• Coring has been completed with favourable results.
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o A tender package is to be completed by the end of November for Budgeting and
allocation of Gas Tax Funds. AT has confirmed this bridge is not eligible for

STIP-LRB funding given its current condition rating.

• Preliminary report & design review received December 6.

• Council approval of increased scope January 11, 2022.
• All affected landowners/stakeholders contacted regarding anticipated 3

day closure.

• Council approved $79,000 in additional 2022 funds for full strip-deck
replacement on this bridge April 21,2022.

o Tender released April 29th, 2022. Tenders opened May 26th, 2022. Tender

awarded to low bidder

o Construction expected late Summer/early Fall

o Engineering firm and Volker Stevin have been in contact regarding potential to

keep this bridge partially open (very small lane) during construction. Working on
path forward

• Bridge File 2488 - Fisher Bridge, NW-26-07-02-W5M

o Engineering to be completed in 2021 due to change in rating since first inspected

o Construction/replacement/removal options to be presented to Council for action in
2022

o The STIP-LRB grant application for this project has been submitted.
o Pending AT Grant and Council approval this bridge can be built outside of the

Restricted Activity Period (RAP) as no contact with the water is needed
o STIP funding has been approved (was submitted by ISL Engineering). Revised

proposal, schedule, & estimate received from ISL. Within budget & STIP grant
funding allotment

o ISL awarded Supply-Build Engineering contract

o RFQ for Design, Supply, & Fabrication of Prefabricated Bridge has been
released to qualified fabricators

o RFPQ (Request for Contractor Pre-Qualification) has been sent out and is
closing July 20th

• Bridge File 74260- Tributary to Foothills Creek, SW 13-05-029-W4M

o Budgeted for engineering completion in 2022 with construction in 2023

o Proposal requested received from Roseke Engineering June 21st, 2022 to complete
initial design services

o Plan to proceed with preliminary design post-council meeting

• 10 Year Study

o Awarded to Roseke to assist with future bridge & culvert maintenance planning

o Final report complete, to be presented to council for forecasted capital planning at
this council meeting

• Watercourse Crossing Inspection & Remediation Project - 100% Grant funded
o $150,000 in grant funding awarded for Year 1 of this program

o Fintegrate awarded initial contract to assess all MD crossings, prioritize for
remediation, & perform detailed regulatory authorizations

o Alignment with 10 year bridge study to be completed where feasible
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o Work has begun on prioritization & initial assessment, 40+ 100+ crossings

reviewed
o 4 crossings have been identified to date that are in poor structural condition and

have serious fish passage concerns

Roads

• Range Road 1-2 (Bitango Road) - Engineering 2022 - Budget $40,000 - Const. 2023

Replace 64m of culvert 24" culverts with a 36" diameters culvert. Repair slides and sink

holes on side slope.

o Engineering Proposals have been submitted by 3 different firms and is under review by

Public Work. Engineering contract will be awarded in 2022.

o Service agreement for professional service has been signed with ISL Engineering and

Land Services LTD on Febmary 23rd 2022.

o Geotechnical Boring scheduled for April 05, 2022.
o Site Visit was held April 21st 2022.
o Environmental Scientist was on site June 29, 2022 to begin the environmental review.

• Station Street (Pincher Station) - Engineering 2022 - Budget $40,000 - Const. 2023

Repair subgrade and install new asphalt on approximately 70m on intersection of 3rd

avenue and Station Street and approximately 360m on Station Street going east to seed

cleaning plant. Install culvert across 3rd avenue to drain water from North side of
Station Street.

o Engineering Proposals have been submitted by 3 different firms and is under review by

Public Work. Engineering contract will be awarded in 2022.

o Service agreement for professional service has been signed with ISL Engineering and
Land Services LTD on February 23 2022.

o Geotechnical Boring scheduled for April 05, 2022.
o Site Visit was held April 21st 2022.

• Cabin Hill Road - Engineering 2021, Construction moved to 2023

o Wood Engineering to design the Local Road - Design option have been reviewed.

o I approved SC#2 to include post construction legal survey. Topographic survey was

completed April 8-9 and Geotechnical drilling was completed April 15-16
o Detailed design and C-estimate has been received June 23 2021.

o Preliminary design drawing have been reviewed and accepted September 27,2021

o Council approved a motion to move the construction to 2023.
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Large Capital and other Water Projects

• Original Budget • 2022 Approved Projects D 2022 Actual

Cowley Bulk Fill |

Airport Upgrade

Pincher Creek Bulk Fill

Beaver Mines Bulk Fill

Lundbreck Shop Fk>or

Eco Station

Patton Park Sprinkler

BF 74260 - Foothills Creek

BF 2488 - Fischer Bridge

BF 75377 - Screwdriver Creek

BF 7743-Gladstone Creek

BF 75265 - Heath Creek I
OK 50K IOOK 150K 200K 250K 300K 350K 400K 450K 500K

• Airport Lighting - Construction 2022 - Budget $917, 000

Install Airport Airfield Lighting Replacement, with portion of funds from STIP

o Contractor (Leo Reedyk) engaged to manage tendering, project award, construction,

commissioning, etc.

o Tendered, site visit complete with prospective bidders. Bids due back June 30 .

Recommendation expected by July 8th

o Tenders received and qualification completed. Recommendation to be presented to

Council at this meeting
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• Lundbreck Shop Floor - Construction 2022 - Budget $30,000

Install concrete floor and sumps into the Lundbreck shop.

o Quotes and Estimates from local contractor are being requested, and review for
construction to begin Spring of 2022.

• Patton Park Sprinkler System - Construction 2022 - Budget $40,000

Connect the Patton Park Sprinkler and drip system to the Municipal Water distribution
line.

o Construction awarded to Scenic Landscaping at $37,105 (Budget $40,000)
o Construction to begin Summer of 2022.

o Construction scheduled for August.

• EGO Station

o IMDP Committee passed a resolution stating they have no concerns with this

development.

o Continued work with AEP for approval process and issuing ofMD Development Permit

o September 17, 2021, project information sent to Alberta Health Services for comment.
o September 22, 2021, letters requesting consent to vary the Subdivision and Development

Regulation's 300m setback requirement from a Storage Site were sent via registered mail

to all landowners within the 300m radius of the site. Many have been returned with

positive endorsement of this project and agreement to the waiver.
o AEP information circulation process completed.

o Direction from MDPC to submit to AEP for variance on development permit on Dec 08.
Submission currently being worked on by Director Milligan. Constmction in Spring 2022

o Pronghom standpipe operational as of May 2nd, 2022. Construction underway
o Concrete work delayed due to contamination found at site. Testing & excavation of

contamination complete per direction by Environmental Consultant. Final clearance

report received

o Grading completed, concrete-^efms complete. Rebar and pours delayed due to significant
rain events. Pours completed week of June 20th.

o Site office purchased, ready for delivery
o Fencing & Electrical work expected to begin week of July 12th council meeting after

additional grading work for site office and levelled fencing is complete
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BEAVER MINES

n 20^2 Approved Project Total

Waste Water Treatment Facility

Ofiginal Approved Budget (2020) I life to Date Project Total

Lift Station and Forced Main

Distribution and Collection I

O.OM 0.5M l.OM 1.5M 2.0M 2.5M 3.0M 3.5M 4.0M 4.5M 5.0M 5.5M 6.0M 6.5M 7.0M 7.5M

• Beaver Mines Water Distribution, Collection System.

o Tender was awarded to BYZ on July 21 ,2021.

l.BYZ Enterprises Inc. $5,468,977.50 (Budget $6,251,600)
o Virtual discussion meeting held with BMCA & Beaver Mines residences May

18' with good attendance and many takeaways

o Bi -weekly construction updates ongoing

tI!
Water Main' Sanitary Main; Services - June 20 - July 11
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o ATCO gas line strike occurred June 16 . Locates were completed and did not identify

gas line as the machine did not pickup tracer wire

o Continued engagement from Beaver Mines Community

Beaver Mines Waste Facility/System
o Tender was awarded to BYZ on May 31 , 2022

4r BYZ Enterprises $2,338,309.00 (Budget $2,076,999)
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o Anticipating minor changes post-Tender regarding control system integration with

WTP and building envelope
o Waste System will not be ready until 2023 at the earliest to allow for the AEP

Approval Process to run its course

o Tender opening and contract signing completed
o Construction kickoff completed June 17th with Banner, BYZ, & Parcon (mechanical

contractor). Mobilization delayed due to weather

• Beaver Mines Forcemain & Lift Station
o Tender was awarded to Parcon for Lift Station June 15 $2,326,091

o The tender package for the forcemain work is being drafted by MPE
o Pre-construction kickoff completed June 23 , 2022 for Lift Station

o Site mobilization for lift station expected mid July. Long lead generator could be of
concern, working with contractor on solution

24 August, 2021 -Appellants withdraw their request for "a stay" in regards to our construction
based upon the proposed build schedule. Wliere the Force Main and Waste Water Facility will

be later in 2022 and 2023, it is felt that there is enough time for the Appeal to run its natural

course without impacting our proposed construction schedule. This approach by the Appellants

was very much appreciated by the MD.

Our first pre-meeting with the Board was Dec 8th, 2021

Our first Mediated Meeting with the Board and the Appellants is Dec 151'1, 2021. (Calgary)

First meeting was held and follow up meeting is slated for February 23, 2022. Meeting with the

Board was on Feb 23rd and now we arc awaiting the date for round 2 of Mediation.

Second mediation date scheduling underway, currently expected to take place August 10th, 2022

This is a multi-month process, so it is hoped our Appeal process will conclude within this

timeframe and any direction by the Appeal Board in the manner of additions to our project, can be

treated as change orders.

• Standpipes (Cowley, PC and new site in BM)

o BM standpipe coin & credit is fully operational.

• Work remains to extend/grade comers and install bollards

o PC standpipe coin & credit is fully operational.

o Cowley interface upgrade has been completed. Coin and credit/debit cards accepted.
o Complaints have been received regarding inaccurate volumes at Pincher fill station. The

site has been calibrated various times. Working to price out a cost effective solution to

this issue
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Recommendation:

That the Operations report for the period June 28 -July 6 is received as information.

Prepared by: Roland/Eric/David Date: July 6th, 2022

Submitted to: Council Date: June 12th, 2022
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2022-07-07

DIVISION CONCERN/REQUEST ASSIGNED TO ACTION TAKEN REQUEST DATE FOLLOW UPDATE COMPLETION DATE

3138 Division 1 Re wanting to clean ditch for drainage to direct water from his property 
to drain into the culvert Jonathan - August 30, 2021 Meet with him, might have to wait till spring 2022 -

3178 Division 2 Requested Grader to level his field after fence has been removed. Eric/John - September 20, 2021 Met with Mick on July 5, 2022. Will get quotes from local contractor 
to complete the work. -

3233 Division 1 Permanent snow fence is in bad condition due to the wind Eric - November 29, 2021
Eric talk to Paul May 17, 2022. Will meet with Paul on site to look at a 

disposal site for the old fence. Will be looked after when gravel 
program is completed.

-

2022-58 Division 1 Old Snow Fence falling/inquiring about rebuild Don J - January 26, 2022
Old snow fence have been cleaned up. First call has been submitted 

for the rebuild.Will be looked after when gravel program is 
completed.

-

2022-103 Division 5 Requested bus turnaround at end of Rock Creek Rd. John/Eric - March 8, 2022 Went to visit site May 17, 2022. Will be built before start of next 
School year. -

2022-156 Division 1 North end of snow fence broken Tony N - May 25, 2022 Will be look after when Gravel program is completed -

2022-158 Division 3 Requesting Grading on the shared road Shawn D All complete! May 25, 2022 Grading form need to be sign by all land owner. John has talk to him. June 28, 2022

2022-164 Division 3 Request Driveway Grading Shawn D Complete June 1, 2022 Part of Liscombe Road June 28, 2022

2022-165 Division 4 Request Driveway Grading Tony T Complete June 1, 2022 Brad went to inspect and has been demmed unsafe June 22, 2022

2022-178 Division 5 Request Driveway Grading Dave S - June 9, 2022 form has been received. Grader to get it done when in area. -

2022-187 Division 5 There is over flow happening at the north end of the DU Ranch, and the 
culvert needs to be lowered. Tony N/Bob M Complete June 14, 2022

Culvert under review by Fintegrate under the watercourse crossing 
mediation grant through AEP. Would be complete in order of priority 

after review is completed. 
July 5, 2022

2022-188 Division 1 Concerned about traffic and speed on hill and blind corners between 
Myers corner and Waterton colony Eric B Complete June 15, 2022 Spoke to her again on June 23rd. Will be looking at installing blind 

corner signs whenever possible. June 23, 2022

2022-190 Beaver Mines

 Outhouses Need Pumping out                                                           
Playground/Swings Need fresh gravel                                               No 

screen on top of gazebo chimney                                               Garbage bin 
at the gate needs to be empited                                Grass needs to be cut 

and general land maintenance

Jon - June 20, 2022 Most item completed, Outhouse schedule to be pumped out July 7, 
2022 -

2022-197 Division 1 Would like someone to check out Fish Lake Road. Eric B - June 22, 2022 Spoke to him, will be meeting in the next week or 2 to look at 
potential improvement. -

2022-198 Division 4
Would like to know the classification of RR 30-0 from HWY 510 to the 
North. Also wondering about TWP 83/84 between 29-3 and 30-0. Has 

been reading road Maintainance Policy and is 'curious'. 
Eric B Complete June 22, 2022 Eric talk to him and gave him the right classification. June 23, 2022

2022-199 Division 4 Wondering if road leading to Boat Club N of Cowley could be graded 
today, before campers start rolling in this weekend. Tony T Complete June 23, 2022 Gravel has been added and graded. July 6, 2022

2022-200 Division 2 As per Fire Permit - has been requested to get more gravel around 
firepit at Fishburn Park. Would have volunteers that could spread it. Jon G Complete June 27, 2022 Would be taken care of when gravel crew move to Hengerer Pit. July 7, 2022

2022-201 Division 4 Old snow fence / debris still left in field and would like cleaned up. Tony N - June 27, 2022 - -

2022-202 Division 5
Has a cage around fire hydrant. Has been requesting since winter for 
cage to be turned 1/4 since snow / ploughs cause problems for her 

driveway and she is worried about hitting it.
Eric B Complete June 28, 2022

David D. talk to her July 7, 2022. Hydrant cage was place there to 
protect the infrastructure and the cage cannot be turned as it need 

to be access by the front for fire fighting.
July 7, 2022

2022-203 - NOVA is looking to store timber within stockpile site. Waiting for reply. 
(Message from Josh's phone) Eric B Complete June 21, 24, 27, 2022 Roland to give her a call for permit application July 5, 2022

2022-204 Division 4 RR 30-0 from HWY 510 to TWP 8-4 is garbage and has 6 miles of 
washboard. Needs attention ASAP Joh J Complete June 30, 2022 - July 6, 2022

2022-205 Division 4 RR 29-5 Needs grading ASAP Tony T Complete June 30, 2022 Called again Monday July 4th. Has gotten worse. July 6, 2022



2022-07-07

DIVISION CONCERN/REQUEST ASSIGNED TO ACTION TAKEN REQUEST DATE FOLLOW UPDATE COMPLETION DATE

2022-206 Division 2 Woman left message saying she needed to drive in 4x4 to navigate 
Crook Rd. Needing gravel Kent Z Complete July 4, 2022 Crook Road was graded this morning July 5, 2022

2022-207 Division 2 Road in bad condition, no crown on the road. Kent Z Complete July 5, 2022 Crook Road was graded this morning July 5, 2022

2022-208 Division 1
3 culverts in a single location mostly blocked. Another rain will most 

likely wash out the road. (Message from Jason) *see picture in email of 
location

Brad B Complete July 4, 2022 - July 6, 2022

2022-209 Division 2 Roads in this division are extremely poor. Had to get out and drain 
puddle by hand with a shovel. KentZ Complete July 5, 2022 Road has been graded July 6, 2022

2022-210 Division 4 Curious if road is slated for gravel soon? Road is full of pot holes and 
needs attention. Tony N Complete July 5, 2022 July 6, 2022

2022-211 Division 2 Rough Roads need attention, in poor shape after rain Kent Z Complete July 5, 2022 Road was graded July 5 in the afternoon July 5, 2022

2022-212 Division 2 Water staying on road @ same location as before. Kent Z Complete July 5. 2022 Road was graded July 5 in the afternoon July 5, 2022

2022-213 Division 5 Brent would like to invite Eric out to his property to go over a drainage 
issue that he's having. Eric B - July 5. 2022 Met with him July 6, 2022. Will bring 1 load a gravel to fill hole. -

2022-214 Division 2 Soft spot on the road. Same as always after rain. Shawn D Complete July 5. 2022 thick layer of gravel added July 6, 2022

2022-215 Division 5 Water pooling infront of metal gate in ditches, would like it to flow for 
drainage and mosquito issue. Eric B - July 6, 2022 Meet with him in the afternoon. Will look at minor ditch cleaning 

later this summer. -

2022-216 Division 4 Has safety concerns over accaessibilty issues of fire/police/ambulance 
being able to drive on Boat Club Road. It has deteriorated severly. Jonh Complete July 5. 2022 Joh graded boat club road July 6, 2022, James was heading there 

with gravel after? July 6, 2022

2022-217 Division 4 North Pincher Station Road is very pitted and needs grading. Joh Complete July 6, 2022 July 7, 2022

2022-218 Division 1 West Kerr Road needs grading Brian L - July 6, 2022 - -

indicates On the To Do List  

Indicates  Defered to Spring

Indicates Completed



Recommendation to Council

TITLE: Airfield Lighting Replacement - Tender Update

PREPARED BY: Leo ReedyWDavid Desabrais DATE: July 5, 2022

DEPARTMENT: Capital Projects

Department

Supervisor

Date

ATTACHMENTS:
1. May 18, 2022 Council Briefing
2. Tender Preliminary Results

APPROVALS:

0"A/;rJ Or5-\(-.

,^-»c-' 'S^'- _ —

Department Director

^/^n/o'?

i3^^-o /^c^Yis,^

^^-t— ^^z/^r/r^
Date Interim CAO Date

RECOMMENDATION:

That Council approve an additional $125,000 for capital work for the Airport Airfield Lighting
Replacement with said funds coming from the Municipal Sustainability Initiative.

BACKGROUND:
As per section 248(1) of the MGA, a council resolution is required for any capital purchase not included in

the 2022 budget.
• At the May 1 8, 2022 Council Meeting $9 17,000.00 in Capital spending was approved from the

Strategic Transportation Infrastructure Program and IVIunicipal Sustainability Initiative for the

Airfield Lighting Replacement project (ATTACHMENT #1)
• A Request for Quotations (RFQ) was developed for the project and placed online for interested

contractors to develop proposals. The RFQ was published on June 10, 2022, and an onsite meeting
was convened on June 16, 2022. Submission deadline of June 30, 2022 resulted in 5 contractors

providing RFQ documentation (ATTACHMENT #2)
• The RFQ documents were reviewed and the lowest cost proposal from Black & McDonald Ltd.

from Ottawa, Ontario was found to be qualified.

• The RFQ was developed to provide costs for incremental work should the extended mnway

become a viable option and Council approves the additional spending.

• The RFQ from Black and McDonald Ltd for lighting the existing runway configuration is
$900.000. Including administration costs and contingency would require an additional $25,000

from what Council initially approved ($917,000)
• The RFQ from Black and McDonald Ltd for lighting the extended rumvay configuration is

$979,600. Including administration costs and contingency requires an additional $100,000 from

what Council initially approved ($917,000).

Presented to: Council

Date of Meeting: July 12, 2022
Page 1 of 2
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Recommendation to Council ATlAd-^ANL^.1

TITLE: Airfield Lighting Replacement

PREPARED BY: David Desabrais DATE: May 18,2022

DEPARTMENT: Capital Projects

Department
Supervisor

Date

ATTACHMENTS:
1. NIL

APPROVA^

^^c^~
c> c\, •>.

Department Director

fls/m/^
Date

&^^£> /c^/«s4^-/ ^>2Z/e> ^// ^

^7^^ CAO Date

RECOMMENDATION:

That Council approve $917,000 for capital work for the Airport Airfield Lighting Replacement
with said funds coming from the Strategic Transportation Infrastructure Program and the
Municipal Sustainability Initiative.

BACKGROUND:

As per section 248(1) of the MGA, a council resolution is required for any capital purchase not
included in the 2022 budget.

The Pincher Creek Airport (CZPC) had a significant failure of its electrical systems in the fall of
2021, after the 2022 budget had been prepared.

Given the timing of the failure and repair attempts, in October and November, a grant application
was prepared for submission to the Alberta Strategic Transportation Infrastructure Program -
Community Airport Program funding stream. Given the age of the airfield lighting, a major
capital rehabilitation to meet Transport Canada TP 3125th Edition standards for runway, taxiway
and apron edge lighting, precision approach path indicators, airfield directional signage and a field
electric center was proposed.

On May 12, 2022 a letter was received from the Minister of Transportation approving the
application to 75% of eligible project costs to a maximum of $585,000 with 25% funding of
$195,000 the responsibility of the MD.

The project offers the opportunity to review if the existing 6,600 runway length can be utilized
versus the 5,000' runway length currently in use. Currently about 1,583' of asphalt is not available
for landing. Should CZPC be able to use full length of the asphalt given current regulations, the
placement of the lighting fixtures would change. Additionally, the paint markings on the runway
would require replacement at a cost of $72,000 and the flight charts would need to be revised at an
estimated cost of $25,000. This repainting cost is not included in the grant application although the

Presented to: Council
Date of Meeting: May 24, 2022

Page I of 2



Recommendation to Council
assessment is. The review of obstructions in the area and runway threshold elevations that would
determine if the threshold locations can be changed.

2022 capital budget would include actual construction and final engineering costs (tendering, field
inspections, commissioning, quality assurance, record drawing closeout)

This project would replace the 40+ year old electrical infrastruchire, would reduce power
consumption at the airport thereby improving energy efficiency. It would re-establish the ability to
fly at nighttime and during inclement weather. This level of service includes forestry fire attack
aircraft, emergency medical flights, private and coiporate aviation. The safety improvements to
the airport are significant including the new TP 312 5 Edition standards, replacing obsolete
equipment and include installing stand by emergency power.

Depending on the availability of fuel options for the standby generator it may be natural gas,
propane or diesel. Pending the size of the generator required for the airfield lighting, a small
increment of available emergency power may be available for the Airport Terminal Building.

Numerous components of this project are long lead time procurement items that could delay
completion therefore an early start to the project is recommended. The project should be tendered
in June and awarded prior to July 1, 2022 as this would allow the contractor too initiate the review
and design work while the materials are ordered for installation in the fall and commissioning
prior to November 30, 2022.

Estimated administrative costs of $25,000 not included in the grant application covers project
administrative consulting costs related to developing the scope of work, managing the tender
process, project award, construction, commissioning, grant close out etc.

Decision points can be implemented into the project to allow Council an opportunity to be
informed of the tender results, results of the runway length review as well as updated budget
numbers and project status.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

The proposed $917,000 Airfield Lighting Replacement Project costs are split as follows:

$585,000 - Strategic Transportation Infrastructure Program

$195,000 - MD's 25% commitment to the grant
$ 72,000 - Runway line painting if required
$ 25,000 - Flight Charts if required
$ 25,000 - Contract administration
$ 15,000 - Additional contingency
$332,000 - Municipal Sustainability Initiative

Presented to: Council Page 2 of 2
Date of Meeting: May 24, 2022



Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 - CZPC Airfield Lighting Replacement

ATT/UI-^(^ m.

June 30,2022

> «T

Pincher Creek Airport (CZPC) - Airfield Lighting
Replacement - Request for Quotation

#22-03-03-01-02 - Preliminary Results

Tristar Electric
Inc

Signal Electric
Ltd.

Western Pacific

Enterprises Ltd.
Black and
McDonald Ltd.
SVEMY
Construction

Ltd.

Mississauga,
ON
Sidney, BC

Nisku, AB

Ottawa, ON

Calgary, AB

$1,577,136.00

$1,412,133.60

$1,648,590.09

$979,600.00

$1,983,600.00

Preliminary results for information, compiled by Leo Reedyk.



Recommendation to Council

TITLE: 10 Year Bridge Structure Asset Management Plan

PREPARED BY: David Desabrais

?&:^^̂
DATE: July 6th, 2022

DEPARTMENT: Capital Projects

Department
Supervisor

Date

ATTACHMENTS:
1. 10 Year Bridge Sti idy

APPROVALS:
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Department Director

\^y^/o'7

? /

^w-—— ^2^/07/^7
Date Interim CAO Date

RECOMMENDATION :

That Council receive the Bridge Structure Asset Management Plan; 10 Year Prioritization Plan as

information.

BACKGROUND:

Roseke Engineering was contracted to provide a 10 yr. bridge report in Spring of 2022 (ATTACHMENT
#1). The report reviewed the MD's 160 in service structures and summarized the bridge inventory, location,

current condition, known deficiencies, and provided a budget plan for the replacement or repair of

structures over the next ten years based on a prioritized system.

Highlights include:

• Total Estimated Average Budget Allocation (2022-2023): $1,460,500
• Average year of construction = 1969

• Average structure age =53 years

• Thirteen (13) structures currently require additional monitoring due to presence of known
significant deficiencies

The report contains location maps for high priority bridge files, inventory statistics per bridge/culvert type,
and inventory summary data.

The report also contains a 10-year prioritization list (ATTACHMENT #1; Appendix D) which summarizes
the 40 highest priority structures in detail along with preliminary recommended courses of action

(maintenance or replacement). The highest 10 priority structures have been numbered for ease of reference.

Presented to: Council

Date of Meeting: July 12th, 2022
Page 1 of 2



Recommendation to Council
Typical bridge/culvert work requiring engineering has been done over the course of two (2) years in the
past, with engineering and grant funding applications completed in year 1 and construction completed in

year 2.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

N/A

Presented to: Council Page 2 of 2
Date of Meeting: July 12th, 2022



10 Year Bridge
Report & 2022 Bridge

Report
ATTACHMENT#1

-z ROSEKE
ENGINEERING
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"sy
BRIDGE STRUCTURE ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN

10 Year Prioritization Plan

Roseke Engineering File No.: REL221015
Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 File No.: 2022_01_01

June 2022
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Bridge Structure Asset Management Plan Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
10 Year Prioritization June 2022

1 Introduction

Roseke Engineering Ltd. (Roseke) has been commissioned by the Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 (the M.D.)
to develop a ten-year prioritized asset management plan for all bridge structures located in the M.D. that are under
their control and management. The following report summarizes the bridge inventory, the location, the current
condition, the known deficiencies, other impacts, and provides a budget plan for the replacement of repair of structures
over the next ten years based on a prioritized system.

This plan forms a living document that should be updated regularly. The information is based on the current known
inventory and deficiencies and prioritized accordingly. It is recommended that the M.D. continue routine inspections,
update the inventory regularly and update the ten (10) year plan every five years to acknowledge potential inventory
changes, maintenance completed, significant deterioration, accident/flood damage, and to ensure the budget is
appropriately managed for these assets.

2 Resources

Bridge inventory information was primarily gathered from the following two sources:

> Alberta Transportation's Bridge Information System (BIS) which is a division of the Transportation
Infrastructure Management System (TIMS) that provides inventory reports for all structures in the Municipal
District of Pincher Creek No. 9 being used for the study.

> Alberta Transportation's Bridge Inspection and Maintenance (BIM) system, which is a subset of the BIS
system and provides data from all recent bridge inspections completed in the M.D. Terminology, acronyms,
and rating guidelines found in these inspections align with Alberta Transportation's Bridge Inspection and
Maintenance (BIM) Manual, the Bridge Inspection Reference Manual and recent BIM Bulletins and
publications.

Additional technical information used to assess the structures and determine an estimated anticipated scope of work
for the ten-year prioritization list was provided by Alberta Transportation's Bridges and Structures Technical Standards
website, which can be found through the following link:

https://www.alberta.ca/bridcies-and-structure-technical-standards.aspx

Additional background information was gathered by researching topography, checking aerial imagery, examining
historical photos, reviewing level 2 inspections, searching for BIS flow data, accessing archived hydrometric data
from Environment Canada, comparing other structures on the watercourse, checking environmental requirements,

reviewing pricing for similar projects, and using mathematical tools to estimate sizing requirements.

3 Inventory Information

The Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 has 160 structures in their inventory that are currently in service. The
previous study completed in 2013 indicated that there were 169 structures, but upon review it was found that 9 were
cancelled or removed from inventory for which the exact reasons are unknown. Of the remaining structure in service,

106 are bridge-sized culverts (1.5 m equivalent diameter or larger), 38 are standard bridges, and 16 are major bridges
as shown in the figure below:

Page 13 "^— www.roseke.com



Bridge Structure Asset Management Plan Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
IQYearPrioritization June 2022

Municipal District of Pincher Creek Structure Inventory

• Bridge Culvert • Standard Bridge Major Bridge

The average year of construction for all structures is 1 969 which makes them 53 years old on average. The following

figure shows quantity of structures (by type) constructed per decade:

Municipal District of Pincher Creek
Quantity of Bridge Structures and Year of Construction

Major Bridge • Standard Bridge • Bridge Culvert
32

1o _L o o

10

d J I J J
1900-1939 1940-1949 1950-1959 1960-1969 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 2010-2022

New bridge structures are typically designed for a 75-year service life and bridge culverts are typically designed for a
50-year service life. Most structures were constructed during the 1950's and 1960's when Alberta Transportation had
a designated bridge construction crew that completed most of this work. As is evident, the bridge inventory is aging,
and construction of new/replacement structures has declined. In fact, it was found that 96 of the 160 structures in the
M.D. (60%) have an estimated replacement year (as listed on the most recent inspection) occurring within the next
ten (10) years.

Further review has determined that approximately 15 structures have been replaced within the last 15 years and
additional maintenance has been completed on several more for which the total quantity could not be confirmed.
Additional resource allocation will likely be required due to the total quantity of structures aging at similar rates.

At the time of this report, it was found that 57 of the 160 structures (36%) in the M.D. currently require maintenance.
An additional 13 require that additional monitoring to be completed due to the presence of known significant
deficiencies. Several of these structures also include recommendations to monitor on reduced inspection cycles.

Page 14 ~?^ www.roseke.com



Bridge Structure Asset Management Plan
lOYearPrioritization

Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
June 2022

The data presented was based on the information available at the time of this report. Through discussions with the
M.D. of Pincher Creek, it was found that a couple of structures were replaced, and the inventory information was not
updated. These structures were prioritized based on the current information available and any additional comments
recorded should be reviewed to confirm prioritization for maintenance and/or repairs.

A location map for all sites in the Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 has been included in Appendix A.

Detailed inventory statistics have been included in Appendix B outlining the types of structures, age, condition,
roadway classifications, usage, and replacement years.

4 Methodology

Roseke Engineering started the evaluation by reviewing inspection information for all structures located on local or
municipal roads that are currently in service and under the control and management of the Municipal District of Pincher
Creek No. 9. Structures located on the provincial highway network, non-bridge sized culverts, proposed structures,

and structures removed from the inventory were not included in the assessment. A total of 160 structures were
identified in the search and inspection data for each crossing was reviewed in detail and organized based on the
following criteria:

1) Structural Condition Rating
2) Sufficiency Rating
3) Estimated Replacement Year / Age of Structure
4) Recent Maintenance Recommendations

This criterion was used as a baseline for establishing the structures in worst condition. Appendix C contains a
summary of all structures with general inventory information, sorted by condition, sufficiency, and replacement year.
Secondary inventory lists showing only bridge culverts or only bridge structures were also included. Roseke
Engineering will provide a copy of the digital inventory list to the M.D. of Pincher Creek No. 9. This form can be a
living document and should be updated yearly as inspections are completed, maintenance is done, or as structures
are replaced. The inventory list can be used as a tool to assist with the management of these assets and the
prioritization of structures requiring repairs/replacement.

The inspection forms are set up so that each element at a crossing is assigned an individual rating. The rating for the
critical elements results in a general rating being assigned to each category. The ratings for each element are used
to calculate a structural condition rating and a sufficiency rating for each structure. By analyzing the ratings for each
element, the corresponding comments, and supporting information (if available) the deficiencies can be assessed on
an individual basis to develop a prioritization plan, The low ratings identified result in a repair or replacement
prioritization as outlined below:

BIM Rating Description Maintenance Priority

5-9

4

3

2

1

Element is in acceptable condition and functioning as intended

Element is below minimal acceptable condition

Element is showing signs of deterioration or distress and therefore
not functioning as intended

Element has severe deterioration or distress, and/or is presenting a
hazardous condition,

Danger of Collapse or Danger to Users

No Action Required

Low Priority for Repair

Medium Priority for Repair

High Priority for Repair

Immediate Action Required

Page 15 ~^= www.roseke.com



Bridge Structure Asset Management Plan
10YearPrioritization

Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
June 2022

The structures with the highest priority were evaluated in greater detail to examine the current condition and
functionality of the structure based on the severity of the identified deficiencies. A total of 40 structures with ratings or
conditions that suggest significant maintenance and/or replacement will be required within the next ten years were
evaluated. They are circled on the location maps in Appendix A and a list of these structures is provided below:

Bridge File # Crossing Name Nearest Town
Roadway
Standard

Sufficiency Maintenance BIM
Rating Required? ERY

02488-01

00468-01

75737-01

76294-01

75265-01

01113-01

74048-01

75801-01

75481-01

00470-01

74260-01

07080-01

76203-01

71542-01

13960-01

01077-01

70175-01

76636-01

75377-01

01348-01

07743-01

02187-01

00673-01

74110-01

01528-01

00471-01

73602-01

74425-01

01410-01

07982-01

77192-01

78427-01

06906.01

70417-01

74259-01

02360-01

08685-01

06836-01

74906-01

06765-01

06559-01

1927

1968

1953

1965

1960

1971

1962

1953

1961

1988

1954

1974

1965

1967

1961

1963

1957

1962

1962

1969

1908

1968

1958

1957

1953

1960

1972

1955

1958

1982

1970

1980

1913

1960

1954

1955

1953

1953

1962

1990

1910

NW 26-07-02 W4M

SE 04-06-20 W4M

NE 23-09-03 W5M

SW 32-06-01 W5M

NE 11-10-01 W5M

SE 31-07-29 W4M

NW 36-09-03 W5M

SW 09-10-01 W5M

SW 23-09-01 W5M

SE 02-06-01 W5M

SW13-05-29 W4M

SW17-03-29 W4M

NW 26-10-03 W5M

SE 07-10-01 W5M

SE 11-08-01 W5M

NW12-05-29 W4M

NW 22-03-30 W4M

SE 17-06-01 W5M

NW 08-06-02 W5M

SW 03-08-02 W5M

SW 23-05-02 W5M

NW 27-03-29 W4M

SE 21-09-01 W5M

SW 36-09-03 W5M

NW 25-05-01 W5M

SW 02-06-01 W5M

SE 31-05-01 W5M

NW 23-05-02 W5M

SW14-05-28 W4M

SW 20-03-29 W4M

SE 27-06-01W5M

SE 25-08-29 W4M

SE13-07-03 W5M

SE 05-07-01 W5M

SE 01-06-30 W4M

NW18-08-29 W4M

SW 05-05-29 W4M

SE29-09-02-W5M

SW 06-05-29 W4M

NW 03-06-02 W5M

NW 36-04-30 W4M

Crowsnest Ri\er

Kettles Creek

South Todd Creek

Trib. To Castle Rivsr

Heath Creek

Trib.ToOldmanRiwr

Todd Creek

Trib.ToOldmanRivsr

Trib. To Olin Creek

T rib. To Pincher Creek

Trib, To Foothill Creek

Dungarvan Creek

Ernst Creek

Indian Creek

Trib. To Oldman River

Foothill Creek

Yarrow Creek

Trib. To Castle Riwr

Screwdrivsr Creek

ConnellyCreek

Gladstone Creek

Trib. To Dungarvan Creek

Olin Creek

Todd Creek

Pincher Creek

Trib. To Pincher Creek

Trib. To Gladstone Creek

Trib, To Gladstone Creek

Trib.ToWaterton Rner

Trib, To Dungarvan Creek

Trib. To Castle Riwr

Trib. To Beawr Creek

Crowsnest Riw

Trib. To Castle River

Trib. To Indianfarm Creek

Trib. To Oldman River

Foothill Creek

Todd Creek

Foothill Creek

Beawr Mines Creek

Foothill Creek

Lundbreck

Pincher Creek

Burmis

Cowley

Cowley

Pincher Creek

Burmis

Cowley

Cowley

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Twin Butte

Maycroft

Maycroft

Cowley

Pincher Creek

Twin Butte

Pincher Creek

Burmis

Lundbreck

Pincher Creek

Twin Butte

Cowley

Burmis

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Beawr Mines

Bracket

Twin Butte

Pincher Creek

Bracket

Burmis

Pincher Greek

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Twin Butte

Lundbreck

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Twin Butte

RLU-209G-090

RLU-208G-090

RLU-208G-090

RLU-208G-090

RLU-208G-090

RLU-208G-090

RLU-207G-060

RLU-208G-090

RLU-208G-090

RLU-208G-090

RLU-208G-090

RLU-208G-090

RLU-208G-090

RLU-207G-060

RLU-207G-060

RLU-208G-090

RLU-209G-090

RLU-207G-060

RLU-208G-090

RLU-208G-090

RLU-209G-090

RLU-207G-060

RLU-208G-090

RLU-207G-060

RLU-208G-090

RLU-209G-090

RLU-208G-060

RLU-209G-090

RLU-208G-090

RLU-207G-060

RLU-207G-060

RLU-208G-090

RLU-207G-060

RLU-208G-090

RLU-207G-060

RLU-207G-060

RLU-208G-090

RLU-208G-090

RLU-208G-090

RLU-208G-090

RLU-208G-090

22,2%

22.2%

22.2%

22.2%

44.4%

44.4%

44.4%

44.4%

44.4%

44.4%

44.4%

44.4%

44.4%

44.4%

44.4%

44.4%

44.4%

44.4%

44.4%

44.4%

50.0%

50.0%

55,6%

55.6%

55,6%

55.6%

61.1%

66.7%

77.8%

30.3%

46.2%

52.3%

52.8%

34.6%

40.3%

49.2%

51.0%

51.1%

53.1%

54,0%

54.1%

54.5%

56.5%

58.1%

60.1%

34.6%

44.5%

47.5%

49.8%

49.9%

50.5%

52.4%

53.3%

56.2%

56.4%

56.4%

59.5%

60.3%

60.4%

60.9%

61.9%

36.8%

62.8%

49.6%

56.9%

59.7%

63.5%

65.8%

72.8%

74.8%

Y
N
N
M
Y
M
M
Y
M

M
Y
M
M
M

M
Y
Y
N
Y
N
Y
Y
N
N
Y
N
Y
N
N
Y
N
Y
Y
Y
M
M
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

2020

2018
2018
2022

2033
2029

2030

2030

2032

2020
2030

2035
2031

2032

2020

2030

2028

2028

2033
2034
2030

2029

2028

2028

2035
2035

2030

2030

2031

2030

2038
2020
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The most recent inspection report identifies the need for maintenance as "yes" or "no". Occasionally, additional

maintenance is not specified, but monitoring is so an "M" was used to indicate that additional routine monitoring, usage
restriction, or reduced inspection cycles were advised. Additional comments were included in the digital copy of the
inventory list. The M.D. is also advised that data from level 2 coring inspections was not necessarily updated on the
level 1 inspection, so the ratings were not accurately reflected. The M.D. should review the inspections, comments,
and check the site conditions annually hen considering replacement/maintenance at each crossing.

A Ten-Year Prioritization List was developed for the 40 structures reviewed and has been included in Appendix D with
comments and budgetary pricing. This list contains the following information:

• Bridge File Number
• Location & Structure Type
• The Estimated Replacement Year as listed on the inspection form
• Structural Condition and Sufficiency Ratings
• Inventory Information - Including additional researched information pertaining to that site
• Commentary regarding the condition of the structure and the reasoning for replacement or maintenance.
• The estimated preferred action for each site and the target year to complete that work.
• The estimated maintenance or replacement costs for each site.

Depending on the structure type, the deficiencies identified, and the site conditions, further technical assessments or
engineering may be required to verify the correct course of action. We have provided an estimated budget based on
the assumptions made during the review. The M.D. should consider that conditions or requirements may change,and

that this evaluation was done for ranking and estimating purposes based on the information available at the time,
Although we attempt to consider deterioration rates and estimate the action years, limited data, incomplete information,
or other factors may contribute work being required earlier or later than expected. Continued monitoring and routine
maintenance should be continued. The inventory list should be updated annually at a minimum, and it is recommended
that the ten-year prioritization list be reviewed and updated every five years.

The M.D. should consider that existing structures were constructed to current standards in their respective year of
construction. Since then, standards and specifications for bridges and culverts has changed, and the existing
structures may not be adequately serving the needs of the public and/or resulting in potential hazards. Both the
inventory list and the ten-year prioritization list identify substandard allowable loading on bridge structures, steep
embankment, missing slopes, reduced height of cover and other factors which may be considered substandard. Other
structures that were not prioritized may also have substandard features or hazardous conditions and additional routine
maintenance may be required to correct these deficiencies. When also considering the effects of the frequency of
flooding, the environmental requirements, usage, and the level of service, replacement alternatives are typically
required to be larger than the existing structure. The implementation of maintenance actions may also be influenced
by the hydraulic capacity of the structure in relation to historic flood levels and potential adverse impacts to the
environment.

Maintenance alternatives were suggested for structures nearing the end of their service life if the evaluation suggested
that the associated costs in relation to the extended life span could provide additional value. Life cycle cost and net
present value analysis should be completed to verify the correct course of action on an individual basis. Furthermore,
there may be maintenance requirements for other structures not prioritized that need to be addressed to ensure safety,
improve the condition or functionality of the structure, and minimize the potential for early replacement.
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The review of the historical bridge inventory and inspection data is based on the information provided as of the most
recent inspection. Roseke has not visited the sites to verify the inspection data, or to complete detailed assessments
at each site. This evaluation was based on a desktop review and is partially dependent upon the accuracy of the
information acquired. Furthermore, the default inspection cycle for standard bridges on culverts on local roads is 57
months, and 37 months for major structures. Hence, conditions could have changed since the last inspection. The
evaluation did not consider potential impact damage, flooding, unidentified deficiencies, or other unknown factors
which may result in other structures requiring replacement or maintenance at an earlier interval.

5 Asset Budget Allocation

Roseke has provided an estimated cost to complete maintenance or replace each structure on the ten-year list so that
budget projections could be made, Budgetary information was based off other similar projects and considers the
replacement structure type, the size of the structure, the effort required and the detour requirements. These are "A"
level estimates that include engineering fees for the assumed work being completed by others. Considerations for
land acquisition, habitat compensation, additional work, historical resources, supply chain issues, inflation or other
factors may contribute to a variance in the total project costs. To minimize the potential for budget overruns, it is
recommended that detailed Preliminary Engineering be completed prior to the target replacement year so that all
factors can be considered, and higher-level cost estimates can be provided to confirm the work meets the M.D.'s
budgetary constraints for the next fiscal year.

The M.D.'s desired or approved annual budget allocation for these assets is unknown so the yearly expenditure was
based on an estimated total average yearly expenditure being required to repair or replace the 40 identified structures.
The M.D. may adjust target years based on funding availability, budgetary constraints, and/orneed. Minor adjustments
to the prioritization order could also be considered if needed to work within the annual budget constraints. Diligent
monitoring should be completed, especially on structures with low ratings, so that the safety of the public is maintained.
The M.D. may also consider increasing budgets and advancing the program to alleviate additional expenditure
requirements in the next decade as the assets age.

Costs for routine maintenance were not included in the assessment under the pretense that most maintenance work
will be completed by M.D. public works staff, and that the work is not critical to operation of the structure and additional
funding sources are not available. An estimated $50,000 annual budget should be reserved for additional routine
maintenance to be completed.

A summary of the estimated average costs for the maintenance and replacement of structures through the next ten
years is shown below:

Bridge Structure Budgetary Allocation Total Program | Yearly Average

Estimated Bridge Structure Maintenance Costs (2023 - 2033)

Estimated Bridge Structure Replacement Costs (2023 - 2033)

Estimated Bridge Culvert Maintenance Costs (2023 - 2033)

Estimated Bridge Culvert Replacement Costs (2023 - 2033)

Estimated Total Required Maintenance Budget (2023 - 2033)

Estimated Total Required Replacement Budget (2023 - 2033)

Total Estimated Average Budget Allocation (2023-2033)

$1,840,000

$ 2,526,000

$ 225,000

$10,014,000

$ 2,065,000

$12,540,000

$ 14,605,000

$184,000/year

$ 252,600 / year

$ 22,500 / year

$1,001,400, year

$206,500/year

$1,254,000/year

$1,460,500/year
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Budget costs for 2022 were not included under the presumption that funding has already been included in the current
fiscal budget. It is estimated that the M.D. has already allocated approximately $354,000 for maintenance and
$2,045,200 for replacement based on available information.

The assumed maintenance work will typically extend the life of a structure for 10 -15 years. The planned $2.07 million
in maintenance costs to be incurred over the next 10 years will result in an approximate $ 11,118,000 of replacement
costs being deferred to the next decade. It is recommended that the 10-year prioritization list be updated in five years
to review the inventory condition and estimate costs going forward as other structures age. The inventory analysis
revealed a large quantity of structures requiring replacement in the 2030's, and budget allocation should be reviewed
to confirm if additional funding may be required. Furthermore, variable deterioration rates or condition changes may
result in an alternate strategy being required. The M.D. may consider adding a contingency to the budget forecast to
capture potential variations in the strategy, or potential cost increases. Routine maintenance costs were excluded

from the prioritization plan.

A significant annual variance could be expected depending on the total project costs and funding availability. The
annual average should be used as a guideline for establishing budgets with understanding that overruns or underruns
will be carried forward to the next fiscal year. The estimates were based on work being completed on approximately
3-4 structures per year based on the 2022 program, Roseke did not attempt to reorganize priority work to create a
balanced annual budget. Structures were prioritized based on their current condition. The M.D. may increase or

decrease asset funding allocation depending on funding availability, but additional monitoring or maintenance may be
required.

A detailed copy of the 2023-2033 asset budget allocation has been included in Appendix E.

6 Funding Alternatives

The Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 is encouraged to apply for funding to complete this work on an annual
basis to alleviate the monetary impacts from tax revenue, Municipal Sustainability Initiative (MSI) funding or other
sources that can be used for other M.D. needs/projects. A summary of the known potential funding sources is shown
below:

(i. I Ail)c'ii-; iJ'rrnis|)OiiFiiii)ii .•;ii;iip(;i(i 'l"i^n;-jnti9finn [ri'i'iHsu'urtnie [''roijrrtin ('i'l'lf')

The Local Road Bridge Program (LRB) is one of four funding streams of the Alberta Transportation Strategic
Transportation Infrastructure Program (STIP) and provides Municipalities with funding for local road bridge projects
on a 75% (AT) / 25% (M.D.) cost share initiative. Engineering, maintenance, rehabilitation and replacement costs can
be covered for eligible projects. In order for a project to be deemed eligible, an application needs to be submitted that
outlines the basic need, safety, functionality, condition, economic impacts, social benefits, environmental benefits, and
condition of the structure. More information can be found here:

https://www.alberta.ca/stip-local-road-bridge-program.aspx#iumplinks-1

As a typical rule, funding under this program is typically only provided for structures with a Structural Condition Rating
below 38.9% unless other factors contribute to the need for replacement or joint funding can be provided. Based on
the current inventory condition, the M.D. of Pincher Creek No. 9 has 16 potential eligible projects.

t\.7 Alljeita environment ft i''ark;; VVrtlercourso (-ro^sinci Remeciia'iJon ftrani; i'roijiain

The goal of the watercourse crossing program is to address threats to fish survival stemming from trails and poorly
constructed and maintained watercourse crossings that cause habitat fragmentation, erosion, and sedimentation. The
Remediation Grant Program was established in 2021 and provides financial assistance for Municipalities to remediate
and reclaim roadway crossings. Funding priority is given to activities that clearly demonstrate improvement of fish to
access high quality habitat, reduce sedimentation, demonstrate collaboration with other watercourse owners, and
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allow for the collection of watercourse crossing data. At this time the program has $8.5 million allocated annually for
each fiscal year from 2021 to 2024. Municipalities (including the M.D. of Pincher Creek No. 9) along the eastern
slopes of the Rockies in priority 1 watersheds are given priority for funding claims if the benefits can be clearly outlined.
Considering the M.D. is prioritized and that an estimated 90% of all waterbodies in the Municipality contain fish and
fish habitat, and that additional consideration for assessments, environmental approvals, permitting, construction
timing effects, and habitat offsetting has occurred more frequently, prioritization for work may be adjusted if funding
can be obtained through this program,

More information regarding the program and how to apply can be found here:

https;//www.alberta.ca/watercourse-crossinq-program.aspx

iS1^" 11:l'l.:4iiii':m; "i [ i?,!tcii(.!. n; rrill,.|i:^ (^i'i '1) 1 1 !'i;!li iE;.l.ii;!' ;';..'!;

Although this program does not provide direct funding for local road bridge projects, the Municipal District of Pincher
Creek No. 9 is encouraged to develop project specific offsetting plan with DFO to establish offsetting credits for future
work. In accordance with the Federal Fisheries Act, the death of fish or the harmful alteration, destruction or disruption
to fish habitat is prohibited. If the application to conduct work in a fish bearing waterbody results in this potential
condition, the proponent would be required to design, construct, fund, and monitor offsetting measures. Alternatively,
if the proponent can prove that the work they are completing will create a significant net gain in habitat, the proponent
can apply for a credit for use on other projects, Although there is no tangible funding received for the project, the
potential cost savings resulting from the credit bank could be significant, especially when considering that required
offsetting measures may have to be developed with an increased high ratio in comparison with the actual loss incurred.
More information regarding this program can be found here:

https://www.dfo-mpo.qc.ca/pnw-ppe/reviews-revues/policies-politiques-eng.html#_697

As an example, the M.D. could replace a culvert structure on an environmentally sensitive waterbody with a standard

bridge or other structure that facilitates fish passage. The increase in habitat provided at site, in combination with the
habitat gained upstream could be credited for use on other bank protection projects, or where a significant net loss of
habitat is lost (e.g., installing a long, large diameter culvert where a bridge previously existed).

These potential funding sources are being recommended to alleviate budgetary impacts to the M,D. If you require
more information, or need assistance with applications, Roseke Engineering can assist as needed.

7 Conclusion

This report is being provided to the Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 for bridge structure asset management
purposes so that the M.D. can identify, plan, and budget the resources necessary to maintain the assets under their
control, minimize adverse impacts to residents and industry, and preserve the safety of the travelling public. The
information contained herein is based on a detailed review of recent inspections, inventory information and by using
judgment, and technical experience to identify the probable and appropriate maintenance or replacement for each
site. Additional inspections and/or assessments should be completed to verify the information and assist with the
prioritization and implementation of the program going forward.

Detailed location maps, inventory information, the ten-year prioritization list, budgetary estimates and other information
contained therein is included in the following Appendices and forms part of this document. Additional digital file
information can also be provided at the request of the M.D.

We thank you for the opportunity to provide this information to the Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9, We are
willing to discuss the information and/or provide additional information as needed via. phone call or meeting at your
convenience. If you have questions or comments regarding any of the information provided, please feel free to contact
the undersigned at your earliest convenience.
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Respectfully submitted by:

Levi Ober, P.Tech.(Eng.), P.L.Eng.
Bridge Engineer
Roseke Engineering Ltd.

Bernie Roseke, P.Eng, PMP
Principal / Owner
Roseke Engineering Ltd.
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MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK No. 9 - BRIDGE INVENTORY STATISTICS

The following Tables Provide Additional information Regarding the MD of Pincher Creek's Bridge Structure Inventory & Includes:

Table No. 1 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY QUANTITIES

Table No. 2 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY AGE

Table No. 3. BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY USAGE

Table No. 4 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY ROADWAY CLASSIFICATION / SERVICE LEVEL

Table No. 5 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY CONDITION

Table No. 6 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY ESTIMATED REPLACEMENT YEAR

Table No. 7 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY WITH MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS

Table No. 1 • BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY QUANTITIES

i^ROSEKE
ENGINEERING

Total Number of Structures in Service and Managed by the Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9:
Total Number of Bridge Sized Culverts:

CSP/ Rolled Culvert Alternatives:

Structural Plate Conligurations:

Rigid Structures (Concrete Box, Steef, Etc):

Total Number Standard Bridges;

Type PG Girder Bridges

Type HC Girder Bridges
Treated Timber Bridges
S-Sen'es Girder Bridges (SM,SL,SC, etc)

Major Bridges

Truss Bridges (TH, PT)
Other Types

39
65

2

14
11
4
9

12

4

Table No. 2 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY AGE
Avg, Year of Construction (Age) for All Structures in Service in the Municipal District of Pincher Creek:

Year of Construction (Age) of all Bridge Sized Culverts:
CSP / Rolled Culvert Alternatives:

Structural Plate Configurations:

Rigid Stmctutes (Concrete Box, Steel, Etc)

Year of Construction (Age) of all Standard Bridges:

Type PGGirder Bridges
Type HC Girder Bridges

Treated Timber Bridges

S-Senes Girder Bridges (SM,SL,SC, etc)

Year of Construction (Age) of all Major Bridges

Truss Bridges (TH, PT)
Other Types

1984

1967

060

1957
1965

1965
1998

1926
1983

(38 Yeaisf

f55 Years}

(62 Years)

(65 Years}

(57 Years)

(57 Years)

(24 Years)

(96 Years)

13S Years)

1969
1973

1970

1940

160
106

38

16

(53 Years)

(49 Years)

(52 Years)

(82 Years)
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MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK No. 9 - BRIDGE INVENTORY STATISTICS

The following Tables Provide Additional information Regarding the MD of Pincher Creek's Bridge Structure Inventory & Includes:

Table No. 1 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY QUANTITIES

Table No. 2 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY AGE

Table No. 3 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY USAGE

Table No. 4 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY ROADWAY CLASSIFICATION / SERVICE LEVEL

Table No. 5 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY CONDITION

Table No. 6 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY ESTIMATED REPLACEMENT YEAR

Table No. 7 . BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY WITH MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS

'-"Al1
.&\J^

i^ROSEKE
ENGINEERING

Table No. 3. BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY USAGE
Useage Type for All Structures in Service in the Municipal

Structures Located on Tributaries

Bridge Sized Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Structure Located on Creeks

Bn'cfge Sized Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Structures Located on Rivers

Bn'dge Sized Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Structures used as Livestock/Over Passes

Bricfge Sized Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges

District of Pincher Creek:

61
3

0

40

35

8

1
0
8

4
0
0

Table No. 4. BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY ROADWAY CLASSIFICATION / SERVICE LEVEL
Roadway Classification for All Structures in Service in the

Structures with an RLU-206G-060 Roadway Classification

Bn'cfge Si'zecf Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Structures with an RLU-207G-060 Roadway Classification

Bridge Sized Culverts

Standard Bridges

Mayor Bridges
Structures with an RLU-208G-060 Roadway Classification

Bridge Sized Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Structures with an RLU-208G-090 Roadway Classification

Bridge Sized Culverts
Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Structures with an RLU-208-100 Roadway Classification

Bridge Sized Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Structures with an RLU-209G-090 Roadway Classification

Bridge Sized Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges

Municipal District of Pincher Creek:

0
2

0

33
13

5

4
1

1

58
20

1

5
0
1

6
2
8

160
64

83

9

4

160
2

51

6

79

6

16
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MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK No. 9 - BRIDGE INVENTORY STATISTICS

The following Tables Provide Additional infonnation Regarding the MD of Pincher Creek's Bridge Structure Inventory & Includes:

Table No. 1 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY QUANTITIES

Table No. 2 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY AGE

Table No, 3 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY USAGE

Table No. 4 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY ROADWAY CLASSIFICATION / SERVICE LEVEL

Table No. 5 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY CONDITION

Table No. 6 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY ESTIMATED REPLACEMENT YEAR

Table No. 7 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY WITH MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS

L;Q-
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ENGINEERING

Table No. 5. BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY CONDITION
Structural Condition Rating for All Structures in Service in the Municipal

Structures with a Structural Condition Rating Less than 30%

Bn'dge Sized Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Structures with a Structural Condition Rating between 30% and 40%

Bn'cfge S/zecf Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Structures with a Structural Condition Rating between 40% and 50%

Bridge Sized Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Structures with a Structural Condition Rating between 50% and 60%

Bridge Sizecf Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Structures with a Structural Condtion Rating between 60% and 70%

Bn'dge Sized Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Structures with a Structural Condtion Rating greater than 70%

Bn'dge Seed Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges

District of Pincher Creek:

3
0

1

11

1

0

12
8

6

14

8

6

21
9
1

45
12

2

160
4

12

26

28

31

59
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MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK No. 9. BRIDGE INVENTORY STATISTICS

The following Tables Provide Additional information Regarding the MD of Pincher Creek's Bridge Structure Inventory & Includes:

Table No. 1 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY QUANTITIES

Table No. 2 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY AGE

Table No. 3 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY USAGE

Table No. 4 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY ROADWAY CLASSIFICATION / SERVICE LEVEL

Table No. 5 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY CONDITION

Table No. 6 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY ESTIMATED REPLACEMENT YEAR

Table No. 7 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY WITH MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS

I ^Z ROSE KE
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Table No. 6 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY ESTIMATED REPLACEMENT YEAR
Estimated Replacement Year for All Structures in Service in the Municipal District of Pincher Creek:

Stmctures with an Estimated Replacement Year Occurring prior to 2022

Bn'dge Sized Cu/i/erts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Stmctures with an Estimated Replacment Year Occurring Between 2022 and 2027

Bricfge Sized Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Structures with an Estimated Replacement Year Occurring Between 2028 and 2032

Bridge Sized Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Structures with an Estimated Replacement Year Occurring Between 2033 and 2037

Bricfge Steed Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Structures with an Estimated Replacement Year Occurring Between 2038 and 2042

Bridge Sizecf Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Structures with an Estimated Replacement Year Occurring Beyond 2042

Bridge Sizecf CuA/erts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges

6
0

1

18

6
4

39
19

3

19
5

5

7
5

1

17

3
2

160
7

28

61

29

13

22

Table No. 7 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY WITH MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS
All Structures in Service that Require Maintenance

Maintenance Required

Bridge Sized Culverts
Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Maintenance Not Required

Bridge Sized Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges
Additional Monitoring Required

Bridge Sized Culverts

Standard Bridges

Major Bridges

in the Municipal District of Pincher Creek:

27

17

15

68
20

0

11
)
1

160
59

88

13
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MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK No. 9 - ALL BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY

LailUpaaltd Hay 2(1,2022

Struetuw* LKHd In Order Bu*d on: 1. Slructural Condillon Rating, 2.1. Structural ConditiDn Rating, 2. Sufficiency Rating, 3, Esttmatad Replacement Year, 4. Maintenance Kttds

-?=

oaunn
00468-B1

rmT-d
TGZ9W1
752E5.01
01113-B1
T404B-01

_75soi-ni_

75431.01
OMTO-B1
74Z6D.01
070804)1
76203.01
71542.D1
13S60.01
010T7.01
70175.01
7B636.01
75377.01
0134MM

0774M1
02187.01

7411 D.01
01528-B1
004T1.B1
73E02.B1
74425.01
0141B.01
OT9B2.D1

7719Z-01
TB427.01
C69C6-01
13957.D1
T360S.01
TB423.01
06B6D.01
H1T5.B1

0082M1
JD417.01

OOTEO-OI
J2BT0.01

OD479-D1
imB9.01
74119-01
02224-D1
T4Z59-01
OTM9.01
TB753.01
CG701.D1
C20SJ.D1

0236(WM
7375741
T54a3-fl1
OBGB5.01

71266411
[10645.01
00481-01

OBGBE.D1
75960.111
06836.01
01533.D1

713BD.01
71B38.01
02419.01
OOU8-01
78572.01

1B27

1953
1BG5
iaea

"53
IS61

19M

1965
1B67

196;

1963

1MB

a
1953
\1W_

isrz

1MB
J38Z

isrn
1SBD

19E6

1B33

1S58

196U

_13ES

IKE

133E
191T

1KS

1564

1»5

IBM
1953

1366

1359

1353_

1BM

_ia65_

1954

NW2W7-02W4M
SEOW6-20W4M
ME 23-09-03 W5M
SW 3Z.06.D1 W5M
ME 11-10-01 W5M
SE 31-07-29 W4M
NW36-OS-D3W5M
SWOS.1M)1W5M
SW 23-09-01 W5M
SE C2-OG-01 W5M
SW 13-05-29 WM
SW 17.C3.29 W4M
NW 26-10-03 W5M
SE 07-10-01 W5M
SE 11-OB-01 W5M
NW 12-05-29 W4M
NW 22-03-30 W4M
SE 17-06-01 W5M
NWOB-06-D2W5M
SWOMB-02W5M
SW2M5.02W5M

NW 27.03-29 W4M

SW36-0&-03W5M
^fW 25-05-01 W5M
SW 02-06-01 W5M
SE 31-05-01 W5M
NWZ3-C5-DZW5M
SW 14-05-2B W4M

SW 20-03-29 W4M
SE27-OS-01W5M
SEZ5-OB-29W4M
SE 13.07.03 W5M
NE 05.08.02 W5M

NE 34.03.2B W4M
SW 02-06.01 W5M
NW11-06-D2W5M
SW3MS.30W1M

ME 01-06-02 W5M
SE OM7.01 W5M
SE03-06-2SVMM
MWJ0.06.2SVMM
NE 12-04-29 W4M
SE 2446-02 W5M

SW D4-07-29 W4M
SW 1M9.D1 VMM
SE C1-06-30 W4M
SW 18-OB-D1 W5M
SWOM6.0ZW5M
NE 30.0S.02 W5M
SW 27.04.30 W4M
NW1&-0&.29W4M
NE 35-06-01 W5M
SW 13-10-01 W5M
SWOM5-29W4M
SE3B-07-02W5M
SE GM17.01 W5M
SWZM6-30W4M

NW 16-C5-29 W4M
NW 01.C9.03 W5M

SE 29-09.02.W5M
SW30-C6-29W4M
SW25-C9-D3W5M
ME 23-08-30 W4M
ME 34-04-29 W4M
SE17.05.2&W4M

NE11-10-02W5M

Crows nest River

Kettles Creek
South Todd Creak

Trib. To Caslle River
Healh Creek

Trib. To Oldman River
Todd Creek

Trib.ToOldmanRwer
Trih. To Olin Creek

Trib.TaPhcher Creek
Tub. To FoolhiH Creelt

Dunqarvan Creek

Ernst Creek
Indian Creek

Trib. To Oldman River
Foothill Greek

•Creek

Tilb. To Castle Rhw

Screwdriver Creek
Comelly Creek

Gladstone Creek
Trib. To Dungarvan Creek

Todd Creek

Pincher Creek
Trih. To Phcher Creak

Trib. To Gladstone Creek
Trib. To Gladstone Creek

Trib, To Walartnn River
Trita. To Dungawan Creek

Trib. To Casfle River

Trih.Ta Beaver Creek

Comclly Creek
Walerton River
Pincher Creek

Beaver Mines Creek
Kettles Creek
Cow Creek

Tnb.ToCaslleRtver
tndianfarm Creak
Indianfarm Creak
Drywood Creek

Castle River
Plncher Creek
Oldman River

_TribJo lndian[arm_Croek_
Todd Creek

Trib. To ScTBwdrivor Cr&Ek
Tiib. To Castle River

Foolhill Creek
Trib. To Oldman River

CasUa River
Healh Craek

Foolhill Creak
Connelly Creek

Trib.ToCasUBRwer
Trib. To Pincher Creek

Indian farm Creak
Cow Creek
Todd Creek

hdianfarm Creek
Thb. To S.Todd Creek

FoothHI Cwek
hdlanfarm Creek

Trib, To Oldman River

LundbfBck
Pfncher Craek

Burmis
Cowlay
Cowley

Pincher Creek
Burmis
Cmvley
Cowley

Pincher Creek
Pincher Creek

Twin Butle
Maycroft
Maycrofl
Cpwley

Plncher Creek
Twin BuHe

P!ncher Creek
Bunnfs

Lundbreck
Plncher Creek

Twin BjUe

-SL
Pincher Creek
Pincher Creek
Plnchar Creek

Beaver Mines
B rocket

Twin BuHe
Pincher Creek

Brnckel
Bumis

Lundbreck
Hill Spring

Pincher Creek
Beaver Mines

Plncher Creek
Lundbreck

Plncher Creek
Plncher Creek
Pincher Creek

Twin Butte
Pincher Creek
Pincher Creek

Cn»ley
Pincher Creek

CnxHy
Beaver Mines

Bum is
Plncher Creek
PImhBrCraek
Pincher Creek

Lundbreck
Twin Butlfl
Lundbreck

Cowley
PincherCreeh
Pincher Creek

Lundbreck
Lundbreck

Pincher Creek
Maycroft

Pincher Creek
PlncherCreeli

Pincher Creek

Lundbrsck

RLU-2D9S-090

RLU-ZD8&™
RLU-ZOBM90
RLU-ZOB&flSO
RLU.208&09D
RLU.208G490
RLU-Z07&060
RLU-ZOBG-090_

RLU-20BG-C90
RLU-20B&fl90
RLU.SOB&flSO
RLU-20B&<90
ftLU-2()fl&09[)
RLU.ZOTG^)60
RLU-20TG-OGO
RLU.20flC^)90

RLU.209&WO
RLU.207-G-OGO

RLU-20B0090

RLU-20BG-090
RLU.2D9&090
RLU.207MGO
R1.U-208G-090

RLU.207GM360
RLU-208&090
RLU.209M90

RLU-208&fl6[)
RLU-ZDS&flSD
RLU-ZOBMSD
RLU.207&060_
RLU-207G-060
RLU-ZOBG-090

RLU-ZOTG-060

RLU-20aS-060

RLU-207M6G
RLU-20BM90
RLU-ZOT&flBO
RLU-20BG-090

RLU-207&OBO
RLU-2oa&09a
RLU.207G-060
RLU.208G-030
RLU.207&fleD
RLLJ.209G-090
RLU-209M90
RLU-209G-Q90
RLU-207&060
RLU-207&OGO
RLU-ZOBG-OBO

RLU-207G-060

RLU-ZOaG-090

RLU-207S-QGO

RLU-ZaflG-060

RLU-208G-090

RLLJ-208&09D
RLU.206MGO
RLU-20BG-fl90

RLU-207G-OBO

RLL).2CBMgO
RLU-ZOBG-090

RLU.208&fl90
RLU.2tlB.1DB

RLU-zorG-oea
RLU-207(^OGD
RLU.20BG-OSI)

RLU.20BG-09D

RLU-207S^)60

Major Bridge
Bridge Culvert
Bndga Culvert
BridRB Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridiie Culvert
Bridge Culvert

_Bridge_Culvert.

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridqe Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridqe Culvert

Standard Bridge
Major Bridqe

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Major Bridqe

Standard Bridge
Bridcie Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Standard Brtdqe
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert

. Bridge Cutvart_
Bridge Culvert

Bridge_Culvert_
Bridge Cuhert

Bridge Cuhfert

Major Bndqe
Standard Bridge

Major Bridge
Major Bndge

Standard Bridffe
Standard Bridge

Major Bridge
Standard Bridge
Standard Bridge
Standard Bridge

Major Bridge
Major Bridge
Major Bridge
Malor Bridiie

Bridge Cutvert
Major Bridge

Bridge Cutvart
Bridge Culvert

_Bridge Culvart
Bridge Culvflrt
Major Bridqe

Bridge Culvart
Standard Bridge
Standard Bridge
Bridge Culvert

Standard Bridae
Standard Bridge
Bridqe Cuh/ert

Standard Bridge
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Standard Bridqe
Standard Bridge
Bridqe Cufvert

Bridqe Cufvert

FT

SP

MPI

MPI

SPE
RPP
SPE
SPE

HC
THTTT
RPP
SPE
SP

PA/PT/PA

TT

RPP
PG
SP

SPE

SPE_

UPE

_SP_

MP
MP

PT
n

nmnr
PTfTT

PG
PG



MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK No. 9 - ALL BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY
Lul Updated May 20. Z022

Structuns LittaU In Drder Bastd an: 1. Structural CondHlon Rating. 2. 1. Structural Condition Rating, 2. Suffldency Rating, 3. Estimated Replacement Year, 4, Maintenance Heeds

-?=

D1K39-01
750E7-D1

74141.C1
0048B-B1
7006-01
09389-01

_02B69.pl
02066-01

T531I.B1
75462.01
T7702.01

J500ML
T6E6Z.01
T12B2.D1
T5264.D1
70177-01

miaw
C9213.01
02497.01

75WW
00253-D1
7017E-D1
711B9.D1
OB7B4.D1
75376-01
742SB-B1
70736-01
75T36-01
01838.01
D938B-m
75Z6E.01
70750.01

06T65-D1
74044-02
ODB66.01
75461.01
71535-01
13964-01
D1135-U1
741S9.01
T154D.01
00732.B2
T5101.U1
M04S.01
0650441

01116-01
T4201-B1
T403B-D1
OG55B.M
G0451.D1
0063E.D1

C7563.D1

www
75312-01
C04T6.D1
13962.1)1
02227-01
CT56B.01
CE560.01

75103.B1
T3661.D1
02166-01
B0492.D1
0211 B.02
T41G1-02

1362

1923_

19SB
136;
ign
19GZ
1353

1961_

1960
196D
1967
1961
1953

im

W1_
1S63

-W3_

1S71

136S

IBM
1355

19G3
1355
1363

13T5
1990

_ure_

1963

1355

1399

1S6Z-

20D5

1?60

1S1D

1S61

2003

1S60

1595

196Z

1989

200d

znos

SW 02-05-29 W4M

SW 07-03-28 W4M.

SE 14-07-2G VMM
SW2M5.28W4M
SW BM5.23 W4M

SEGM3-29W4M
NW OM5-29 W4M

NW 2^WQ2W5M.
SW 0&-07-01 W5M
NW 02-10-01 W5M
SE2MB-30W4M
SW1 OWE W5M
NW 07-07-29 W4M
SE 17-06-01 W5M
SWOM7-01W5M
SW1M8.30W4M

SW2M4.29W4M.
SW13-05-29 W4M
NE 2M4-28 WV\
SW13-10-mW5M
ME 15-05-30 W4M
SE 16-04-30 W4M
SW 01-05-30 W4M
SE2M5.28W4M

NW 23-05-02 W5M
NW 17-05-29 W4M
NW3M7-23W4M
SW02-a6-2BW4M
SW28-04-ZBW4M
SE 05.05-2S W4M
SW09-06-27W4M
SW 12-05-30 W4M
NWOMG.OZW5M

SE 12-C5-30 W4M
SW Z5-05-D1 W5M
NW 02.1D.D1 W5M
SE 13.08.30 W4M
SEC4-09-OZW5M
SW 16-C7-Z9 W4M
NW 05-06-27 W4M
SE 04-1041 W5M
SE 35.0M1 W5M

NW 22-05-01 W5M
NE 10-10-02 W5M
SW 24-05-Z9 W4M
NW 36-0 4-30 W4M
SE13-OS-02W5M
?N 24-06-30 W4M
NW3M4.30W4M
ME 3147.01 W5M

NW 27-06-30 W4M
SWOM5-2BW4M

SE 27-06-29 W4M
SE 06-07-01 W5M
SE 15-06-30 W4M
SW 01-08-02 W5M
SW14-0&.30W4M
SW11-05-28W4M
SW 35-04-28 W4M

NE 27-05-28 W4M
SW03-07-aiW5M
SE11-OB-01W5M
NE11-OB-01W5M
SW 19-03-29 W4M
SW25-OB-Z9.WM.

Foothill Creek

CrmulodqB Creek

Oldman River
Foolhill Creek_
Fcoihill Creak

FnHnnumnri frppk

Indianfarm CreeK

Rock Creek
Trib.ToCaslIeRwer

WebberCfeek
Tennessee Creek

Wildcal Cieek
Nose Creek

Trib. To Caslle River
Trib. To Caslle River

Trib. To Tennessee Creek
Trib. To Foohill Creek

FootMII Creek
Trib. To Walerton River

Healh Creek
KeWes Creek

South Drvwood Creek
Trib. To Foothill Creek

Foothill Creek
Trib. To Gladstone Creek
Trib. To Indianfarm Creek

Trib. To Oldman River

Trib. To Foothill Creek
Trib.ToWalartonRivsr

Foothill Greek
Scotls Coulae

hdianfarm Creek

Beaver Mines Creek
htlianfarm Creek

Pincher Creek
Jim Creek

Trib-TDOIdman River

Cow Creek.
Oldman River

Trib.ToScotlsCoulee
Heath Creek

Trit). To Pinchsr Creek
Trib.ToChlpmanCraek

TeUey Creek
Trib. To faothill Creek

Foothill Creek
Trib. Tn Mill Greek

Keliles Creek
FoolNH Creek
Todd Creel;

Trib.ToPincMCreBk.
Trib. To Foothill Creek

CaHla Pass
Trib. To Caslle River

Trib. To Kettles Cree It

Trib.ToCrowsnBBlRh/er
Tennessee Creek

Trih. To Walerton River
Trih. To Walerton River

Trib. To Foolhill Creek

Trib. To CasUe River
Cattle Pass
CatUe Pass

Trib. To Dungaivan Creek
Beaver Creek

Pincher Greek
Pincher Creak

BrochBl

Pincher Creek
Pincher Creek

Butte
Pincher Creek

Lundbreck
Cowley
Cowley

Pincher Creek
Lundbreck

Pine her Creek
Plncher Creek

Lundbreck

Plncher Creek
Twin Butte

PIncher Creek
HIIi Spring

Lundbreck
PIncher Creek

Twin Suite
Pincher Creek
Pincher Creek
Pincher Creek
Pinchar Creek
PincharCfBBli
Pincher Creek

Hill Sprinq

PincharCreaIt
Pincher Creek
Pincher Creek
Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek
Pincher Creek

Cowley
Pincher Creek

Lundbreck
Plncher Creek
Plncher Creek

Maycroft
Pincher Creek
Pincher Creek

Lundbreck
Pincher Creek
Pincher Creek
Pincher Creek
Plncher Creek

Twin Butta
Lundbreck

Pincher Creek
Ptncher Creek
PIncher Creek

Cowley
PimherCraek

Lundbreck
Pincter Creek
Pincher Creek

Hill Spring

Brockel
CDwley

Lundbreck
Cowley

Twin BuHe

Broctet

RLU-ZOB&090

RLU-Z07&OSO
RLU-ZOBG-090
RLU-209G-090
RLU-208M90
RLU-ZOBG^ISO

RLU-207G-OSO
RLU-Z07W1GO
RLU.207G-OBO
RLU-Z07WGO
RLU-ZOTG-060

RLU-ZOTG-OBO

RLU-207G-OGO

RLU-207M60.
RLU-20TG^)60
RLU-2DTG^60
RLU-209G-090

_RLU-20T[^160
RLU-20BG-090
RLU-20BS-090
RLU-20TG-060,

RLU-ZOflMSn
RLU.20B3-Q9D_

RLU-20BG-OSD
RLU-207G-OED

RLU-20rG-06D
RLU-207G-06D
RLU-20BMSO

RLU-20BG-090

RLU-ZOBMSO
RLU.ZOBG^BO
RLU.207G^60
RLU.208&-09[)_

RLU-ZOB&flSD

RLU-Z06&060
RLU-Z03&CSO
RLU-207G^SO
RLU-20B&<30
RLU-20BM90
RLU-Z06-100

RLU-207&fl60
RLU-20B&fl90

RLU-ZOBG^M.
RLU-207(^160
RLU-20B-1DO

RI.U-ZOaG-090

RLU-20BM90

RLU-20&-1GO
RLU-MTS^GC
RLU-20aG^)90

RLU-208S-090
RLU-20BM90
RLU-20flG^90
RLU.20aG-090_

RLU-2DflG-090

RLU.20a&flGO
RLU.207G^IGO
RLU-20BG-090

RLU-20BG^)9n

RLU-2DBG-09n
[LU-;

RLU-20BG-OSCI
RLLJ-208-101)

RLU-20BG-090

RLU.20B&OSO.
RLU-207G-OGO

RLU-2Q7&CGO.

Standard Bfidw
Bridgs Culvert

Major Bridge
Standard Bridge
Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge
Standard Bridge
Bridqe Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Brfdqe Cuhert

Standard Bridge
Bridge Cuhwrt
Bridge Cutvert
Bridge Culvert

Standard Bridge
Bridge Culvert

Standard Bridge
Bridge Culvert
Bridqa Cutvart
Bridga Cutvart_
Bridqa Culvert

Bridga Culvert
Standard Bridge
Standard Bridge

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Standard Wdge_
Standard Bridqe

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Cuhfert

Standard Bridge
Major Bridge

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridqe Culvert
Bridgs Culvert
Bridqs Culvert
Bridge Culvert.
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert.

Standard Bridge
Bridge Culvert

Standard Bridge

Bridge Cuh/ert_
Bridqe Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Cuhert
Bridqe Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridqe Cutvert
Bridqe Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Bridoe Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridqe Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Standard Bridge

HC
FP

TH/PG
PG
HC
HC
HC
BP

SPE
MP
SFE

SPE
MP
SPE
SPE_

SP/MP
SP
PG
SP

RPP
SPE
HC

SPE
PG
MP
SP

SPE
RPP
SPE
HC
TT

SPE
RPE
PG
vs
SPE

SPE
HC

OBT/NU



MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK No. 9 - ALL BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY
Lan Updated May 20, ZU22

Sb-uchifM Llttod In Ofdtf Bastd on: 1. Strudural Conditlgn Rating, Z. 1. Structural Condition Rating. 2. Sufficiency RaUng, 3. Estifnated Replacement Year, 4. Maintenance Needs

-?=

74533-01

01175.D1
01T34-B1
74219.01
OB7B3.D1
7417G.01
76010.D2

T510Z.01
B4522.01
C650M1
B0493.D1

74049.01
020M-4);
01529.01
07235.01
00452.02
71543-02
72BS2.B1
00449-B2
75009.02

006T1.02
01744-D;
OEB13-D2
84238-01
B0769.D2

_w_

1DM

1S?

mi

19SS

2015
1996

2C1D

IBM

2021

201B

im

;013

SW06-0&-02W5M
SW01-C9-02W5M
5W 05-07-01 W5M
SW 04^7.01 WSM
SW 16-05-28 W4M
SE 30-05-02 W5M
SE 25-05-01 W5M
SW 15-C6-Z9 W4M
NW2B-CB-D1W5M
SW14-Q5-Z9W4M
NE12-OB-29W4M
SW12-OB-03W5M
SW 1404-29 W4M
SW 30-08.01 W5M
NWO&-09-01W5M
NW 1^)8-02 W5M
SW 07-10-01 W5M
SW26-OB.D2W5M
SW2B-05-2SW4M
NEOS-OS-02W5M

NW 19-07-01 W5M
SW S7-C5-Z3 W4M
SW OM9.01 W5M
NE 20-09-02 WSM
SW OM7.01 W5M

;OLOR CODING INFORMATION:

ilnjctures highlighlad in grey had furthardataili

Cow Creek
Tndd Craek

TrIb.ToCasUBRhw
Trlb. To Caslle Rlvar

Foothill Creek
Beaver Mines Crsek

Trib. To Pincher Creek
Trib. To Indianfam Creek

Unnamed Walercouise

Trita. To Foottiill Creek
Catlte Pass

Trib. To Rock Creek
_Diywoad_Cfee)L

Todd Creek
Olh Creek
Cow Creek

Callum Creek
Cow Creek

India nfarm Creek
Wtldcal Creek

"rib. To Beaver Mines

Trib.ToCrowsnesiraver
Trib.TolndianfarmCfBflk

Cabin Creek

Trib, To S.Todd Creek
T[lb. To Caslle River

analysis comptaled.

Lundbreck
Lundbrack

Cowley
Cowley

Pincher Creek
Beavar Mines
Pincher Creelc
Pincher Creek

Cowley
Pincher Creek

Brockel
Burmis

Twin Suite

Lundbrecl;
CCMlSV

mndbreck
Cowlev

Lundbreck
Pincher Creek

Lundbred

Lundbreck
Pincher Creek

Cmlly
Lundbreck

Pincher Creek

RLU-20T&060
RLU-ZOB&090
RLU-Z07&C6D
RLU-20BG-OSO

RLU.Z08&-090
RLU-20B&flED
RLU-ZOflG-090

RLU-Z09G-09D

RLU-Z03G-090

RLU-ZOBG-090

RLU-2086-090

RLU-208M90

AL_U^9ty)90-
RLU-209G-090
RLU-207MGO
RLU.20TM60

RLU-20Sfr090
RLU-;DBM90
RLU.203fr090
RLU.207&Q60
RLU-20BG-090
RLU.206.100

RLU.IOB&OO
RLU-20B&-09D

RLU-20B&090
RLU-203G-OSO

Standard Sridqe
Bridge Culvert
Bridqa Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridqe Culvert
Bridge Ci^ert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Cufvert
Bridge Cuhfert
Bridge Cuhfert
Bridge Culvert
Major Bridge

Standard Bridge
Bridge Culvert

Standard Bridge
Standard Bridge
Standard Bridge
Standard Bridge
Bridga Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Cuhert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Cuhfert

SM

SP
MP

MP/MP

RPE
MP
MP

MPfMP
MP
MP
MP
MP
WG

sc
SSP
SL
SL

sc
SL
MP

MP
SP
SP

SP
MP

2B

_L1

2S

43 62

DODL
49 62

CLBCO DL
CLBOO DL

28
2B

49

48
62
62

Allowable fading Is Adequate

7.6 m

4300mm
2200mm

2200mm/2200mm
E050 mm
22DOI
ZTOO mm

2200 mm/ZTOOmm
1800 mm
2200
Z2DO

20DO mm
7.2 m

B.Om

1500mm
B.Sm

9.0m

8.0 m

9.0m

1800 mm_
1200 mm/IZOOnmi

2700 mm

2130 mm

WO mm
1 BID mm
2700 mm

R&adWidlh7m+

6.0m

4G5m

40.0m
Z1.0m/Z1.0m

G1.6m

23.0m

38.0m
24.0mf27.0m

28.0m
27.0m
24.0 m

21.0m

31.0m

12-0 m

45.Din

12.6m

2x12.Bm
10.0m

2 x 10,0m
43.0m

44,0m
91.4m
732m
54.8m

31.0m

5

6
7

5

5
7

5
a
5
6
5

B

5

B
9
B

5.

8
5

9
T

7,

7i

B

B

ai

Bl

a

_8_

8
8
a

9

8
7

T/9
7

8
8

7/a

-9.

a
8
B

T

Adequate or Bi

8

9
9



'^f?t
MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK No. 9. BRIDGE CULVERT INVENTORY

Last Updatad May 20,2022

StnjcturBE Listed in Order Basad on: 1. Struclurat Condition Rating, 2. Sufficiency Rating, 3. Estimated Re placement Year, 4. Maintenance Needs

0046M1
75737-01

7629U1
75265-01
01113.01

74045.01
75BBH11
754«W1
H47B-01

742ED-01

07080-01
76203-01

71542.01

13960-01
76E3MII
753mn
01348.01

00673.11

74110^)1
00471-01

73G02-C1

74425-01

0141M1
079B2.01

77192-01

7842741
74259<1
78753-01

BS7U1-01

02053-01

02360-01

7548341
CB645-01

75960-01

11S33-01
71390-01

OD448-01

76572-01

75067.01

7404M1
02066-01

75313-11

75U2-01

77702-01

75008-01

76662-01

71282-01

75264-tH

7117741
7B92HH
02A97-C1

75482-01

00253.01

71109-01

75376.01

74258.01

70736-01

75736.01

isea

1953

19S5

19BO

1971

19GZ

1953

19G1

1986

1954

1974

1965

1967

1961

19G2

196Z

1969

1958

195T

1960

1972

1955

195B

1SBZ

197(1

19SO

1954

1S5B

1951

1S56

1955

1S64

1966

1954

1S59

19B4

1S5B

1954

19B2

2001

1953

1350

19S1

1960

1960

19S7

19G3

1953

1943

1953

19S3

1353

1973

197')

isrr

1954

1956

1SE3

SED4-OG-20W4M

NE 23-09-03 W5M

SW32.0M1W5M
ME 11-10-01 W5M

SE 31-07.29 W4M
NW 36-09-03 W5M

SW 09-10-01 W5M

SW23-OS-01W5M

SE02«<1W5M
SW 1M5-2S W4M

SW 17-03-29 W4M

NW2E-1B-B3W5M

SE 07-10-01 W5M

SE 11-OB.01 W5M

SE 17-OG-01 W5M

NWO&-06-02W5M

SW 03^8-02 W5M
SE2U9.01W5M
SW 360-03 W5M

SWB2<6-01W5M
SE3W5<1W5M
NW23-05WW5M
SW 14-05.23 W4M

SW 20-03-29 W4M

SE27-OG-01 W5M

SE 25-08-29 W4M

SE B1.06.3U W4M
SWB8.0M2W5M
NE3t06-02W5M
SW 27-04-30 W4M

NW1&-OB-29W4M

SW 13.10-01 W5M

11

tW 01-09.03 W5M

SW 30-06-29 W4M

SW25TO3W5M
SE 17-05.29 W4M

NE 11-10.02 W5M

SW 07-06-28 W4M

NE 25-09-03 W5M

NW 29-07-02 W5M

SW 06.07-01 W5M

NW 02-10-01 W5M

SE2M8-30W4M
SW 10-09-02 W5M

NW 07.07-29 W4M

SE 17-06.01 W5M

SW OG-07-01 W5M

SW 15-08-30 W4M

SW29-04.2SW4M

NE 28-04-28 W4M

SW 13-10-01 W5M

NE 15-06.30 W4M

SW 01-05-30 W4M

NW 23-05-02 W5M

NW 17-05-29 W4M

NW 31-07-29 W4M

SW D2-OG-2B W4M

KetUes Creek

South Todd Creek

Trib. To Castle River

Heath Creek

Trib.ToOldmanRmr

Todd Creek

Trib. To Oldman River

Trib. To Olin Creek

Trib. To Pincher Creek

Trlb. To Foothill Creek

Dungarvan Creek

EmslCrBBk

Indian Creek

Trib. To Ofdman River

Trit). To Caslle River

Screwdriver Creek

Connelly Creek

Olin Creek

Todd Creek

Trib. To Pincher Creek

Trib. To Glafclona Creak

Trib. To Gladstone Creek

Trib. To Waterton Rher

Trib. To Dunga^an Creek

Frib. To C as Ue River

Trib. To Beaver Creek

Trib, To Indianfarm Creek

Trib. To Screwdriver Creek

Trib. To CasUe River

Foothill Creek.

Trib. To Oldman River

Heath Creek

' o uasne Kiver

Cow Creek

Indianfarm Creek

Trlb. To S.Tndd Creek

Indianfarm Creek

Trib. To Oldman River

Crawlodge Creek

Todd Creek

Rock Creek

Trfb. To Castle Rher

Webber Creek

Tennessee Creek

Wildcat Creek

Nose Creek

Tnb.TnCasBiRur

Trib. To Castie Rh/er

Trib. To Tennessee Creek

Trib. To Foothi!! Creek

Trib. To Waterton River

Heath Creek

Kettles Creek

Trib. To Foothill Creek

Trib. To Gladstone Creek

Trib. To Indianfamn Creek

Trib. To Oldman River

Trib. To Foothill Creek

Pincher Creek

Burmis

Cowley

Cowley

Pincher Creek

Burmis

Cowley

Cowley

Pincher Creek

Plncher Creek

TwinBuUe

Maycroft

Mavcroft

Cowley

Pincher Creek

Burmis

Lundbreck

Cowlev

Burmis

PIncher Creek

Pincher Creek

Beaver Mines

Bracket

Twin Butte

Pincher Creek

Bracket

Pincher Creek

Beaver Mines

Burmis

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Lundbrech

Cowley

Lundbreck

Pincher Creek

Maycroft

Pincher Creek

Lundbreck

Pinctier Creek

Bunnis

Lundbrecd

Cowley

Cowley

Pincher Creek

Lundbreck

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Lundbreck

Plncher Creak

Twin Butte

Hill Spring
Lundbreck

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

PIncher Creek

RLU-20BG-090

RLU.20BG.090

RLU-20BG-090

RLU.20BG.090

RLU-20BG-090

RLU.207G-OGO

RLU-20BG-090

RLU-208G-090

RLU-20BG-Q9D

RLU-20BG.090

RLU.20B&OSO

RLU.2B8&OM

RLU-207G-Q60

RLU-2D7G-OBD

RLU.207&-OBO

RLU-ZOBG-QSO

RLU-208G-090

RLU-208G-a90

RLU-ZOTG^BO

RLU-209G-090

RLU-20aG-n60

RLU-209G-090

RLL1.20BG.090

RLU.207G.060

RLU-207G-OGO

RLU-ZOBG-090

RLU-207G-060

RLU.20BG.060

RLU-207G-OGO

RLU-20BG-090

RLU.207M60

RLU-208G-090

RLU-20BG-090

RLU.20B&090

RLU-ZOB-100

RLU-207G-050

RLU-20BM90

RLU.207G460

RLU-207G-05U

RLU-20aG-090

RLU-207&050

RLU-207G^SO

RLU.207G4BO

RLU-207G-OEB

RLU.207G^)60

RLU-207G-060

RLU-2G7G-OeD

RLU-207G-OEO

RLU-209G-OSO

RLU.207G<EO

RLU.20BG^9D

RLU.207G-060

RLU-208G-OBO

RLU-208G-090

RLU-SOTG-QBO

RLU-207G-060

RLU-208G-090

RLU-ZOBG-090

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert_

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert
Bridqe Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert
Bridqe Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridqs Culvert
Bridqe Culvert

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Cul»ert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

SP
RPP
MP
RPP
SPE
FP

MPE
MP
UP

MPE
SPE
RPP
SPE
SPE
RPP
SPE
SF

SPE
RPP
SP

SPE
SPE
MPE
SP

MP
SP

RPP
SPE
SPE
SPE
RPP

FP
BPR
FP

SPE
SP
FP

MPIMP
BP

SPE
MP

SPE
SPE
MP

SPE
SPE

SP/MP
SP
SP

RPP
SPE
SPE
MR
SP

SPE
RPP

2438 mm
1690 mm
15201
1842mm
2441 mm
2950 mm
15281
1525mm
1600mm
1831 mm
4275 mm

2120 mm
2135 mm
1525mm
1B42
1B13 mm

anoo mm
2140 mm
1840 mm
1830 mm

1B23 mm
1502mm
1502mm

-Swl

1̂830 mm
1843mm

1829mm
1830
1526
1842 mm

im

5G75 mm
1475 mm
301)8
IBOf

2000mm/1200mm
2237mm
1831 mm

150D mm
2135 mm
1BOD mm

1500 mm
212B mm

1830 mm
1830mm/1200mm

15GO mm
2750 mm

1690 mm
4305 mm
2136 mm
1501) mm
1830 mm

2138mm
1842mm

36.0m

15.5m

18.3 m

18.9m



MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK No. 9 - BRIDGE CULVERT INVENTORY
Last Updated May 20,2022

Structuros Ualod in Ordar Bated on: 1. Structural Condition Rating, 2. Sufficiency Rating, 3, Estimated Replacement Year, 4. Maintenance Needs

01838-01

70750-01

OG765-B1

7546H1
7153541
74199-81

7154IU1
CD732.02

75101.01

74045.01

06504-01

01116-01
742BH1
B6559-01

OOG36.01

07SEW1
OS766<1
75312-01

00476-01

13962.01

12227-tl
075E8-C1

7063M1
75HHI1
7388Hn
0216H1
BB492-ai

0211U2
B1175-01

01734-01

74219-01

00783-01

74176.01

76010-02

«4522<1
OSSBS.tl

BC493-I)1

74049-01

07235-01

76293-02
1DE71-D2

C1744-02

06613-02

8423B-01

OD761-02

1975

1990

1961

1960

1955

1993

1999

1959

19B2

20&5

W7A

19BO

1910

1SB1

1S59

2003

1360

1995

1953

1993

1362

19M

1959

1989

I9B6

1986

2004

1990

19B9

1SS1

19G6

1987

2005

2DC3

1998

19B6

I99G

1967

20ZO

201 E

201E

2020

2G19

Z013

SWZ8-04-ZBW4M

SW 12-05.30 W4M

NW 03-06-02 W5M

NW 02-10-01 W5M

SE1M8-3DW4M

NW 06-06-27 W4M

SE 04-10-01 W5M

SE 35-05-01 W5M

NW 22-05-01W5M

NE 10-10-02 W5M

SW 24-05-29 W4M

NW36-04-3DW4M

SE13-D6.02W5M

NW36-04-3DW4M

NW27-OS-30W4M

SW 06-05-28 W4M

SE 27-06.29 W4M

SE 06-07-01 W5M
SE 15-06-30 W4M

SW 01-08-02 W5M

SW 14-08-30 W4M
SW1K5-28W4M

swnwg<iw5M
NE 27.05-28 W4M

SW 03-07-01 W5M

SE 1HM1 W5M
NE 11-m.Ct W5M

SW19W2SW4M
SW 01^9-02 W5M
SW 05.07-01 W5M

SW 04-07-01 W5M

SW1G-05-28W4M

SE 30-05-02 W5M

SE 25-05-01W5M

15-UG-;

NW 28.08-01 W5M

SW 14-05-29 W4M

ME 12.08.29 W4M

SW 12-08.03 W5M

NW 05-0&-01 W5M

NW 03-06-02 W5M

NW 19.07-01 W5M

SW 27-05-29 W4M

SW03W11W5M
NE2CM}9.02W5M
SW 05-07-01 W5M

;OLOR CODING INFORMATION:

To Walerton Klver

Indianfarm Creek

Beaver Mines Creek

Jim Creek

Trib.TDOUmanR»B[

Trib. To Scotts Coulee

Heath Creek

Trib. To Pincher Creek

Trib, To Chioman Creek

Telley Creek

Tnb. To Foothill Creek

Fnolhil Creek
Trib. To Mill Creek

Foolhill Creek

Trib. To Pincher Creek

Trib. To FooMI Creek

Cattle Pass

Trib. To Castle River

Trib. To Kettles Creek

Trib. To Crowsnesl River

Tennessee Creek

Trib. To Walerton River

Olin Creek

Trib. To Foothill Creek

Tdb. To Caste Rmr

Cattle Pass

CatUe Pass

Trib. To Dungaivan Creek

Todd Creek
Trib.ToCasUeRtver

Trib. To Castle River

FDothill Creek

Beaver Mines Creek

Trib. To Pincher Creek

0

Unnamed Watercourse

Trib. To Foothill Creek

Cattle PE

Trib. To Rock Creek

Olin Creek

Trib. To Beaver Mines Creek

Trib. To Crawsnest River

Trib. To Indianfarm Creek

Cabin Greet

Trib. To S.Tndd Crank

Trib. To CasUs River

Structures highlighled in grey had further detailed analysts completed.

Hill Spring

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Cowley

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Maycroft

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Lundbreck

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Twin Butte

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Cowley

Pincher Creek

Lundbreck

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Hill Spring
Cowlev

Brockat

Cowley

Lundbreck

Cowley

T»h Bulle

Lundbreck

Cowley

Cowley

Pincher Creek

Beaver Mines

Pincher Creek

'incner

Ccwley

Plncher Creek

Brocket

Burmis

Cowley

Beaver Mines

Lundbrech

Pincher Creek

Cowley

Lundbreck

Pincher Creek

RLU.20BG-090

RLU.20B&OBD

RLU-207G-060

RLU-20BG-090

RLU-2Q7&OGO

Rl.U-20aG.090

RLU-20BG-090

RLU.20TM60

RLU.208.100

RLU-20BG-090

RLU-20BC-090

RLU.208.100

RLU-20BG-090

RLU-20BG-Q90

RLU-20SG-Q90

RLU-20BG-090

RLU-208tS-090

RLU-208G-Q60

RLU-2D7G-06D

RLU-ZOBG^BO

RLU-2D6G-09D

RLU-20BG-090

RLLI-20BG-090

RLU-20BG-090

RLU-20B-100

RLU-208G-090

RLU-20BG-090

RLU.207MGO

RLU.20BG.090

RLU.207G.060

RLU-20BG-090

RLU-208G-090

RLU-208G-Q60

RLU-2D8G-Q90

I LI

RLU-2B9G-0&D

RLU-20BG-090

RLu-zoac-aso

RLU-208G-090

RLU-207G-05D

RLU.208GOO

RLU.ZOS.100

RLU-20BG.090

RLU-20BG-090

RLU-209G-090

RLU-209G-090

Hridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

BridQe Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert
Bridqe Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Bridqe Culvert
Bridqe Culvert

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Bridfle Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridqe Culvert

Bridge Culvert
Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvart

Bridge Culvert
Bridqe Culvert
Bridqe Culvert

Bridqe Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Iqe uuivert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

Bridge Culvert

SPE
RPE
SPE
SPE
SPE
SP
MP
MP

SPE
MP

SPE
SPE
SPE
SPE
SPE
MP
RPP
UP

MP/SF/MP
SP

SPE

SPE/MP
MP
SP
MP
MP
MP
SP
MP

MP/MP
RPE
MP
MP

MP
MP
MP
MP

SSP

MP/MP
MP
SP
SP
SP
MP

3E7G mm
2D3£
1831 mm

140 i

3440mm
200D mm
1500 mm
2135 mm

1800 mm
2743 mm
1525mm
2745 mm

2140 mm
2136 mm
2100 mm
1B40mm

1800 mm
1520 mm/1500mm

1B31 mm

2140mm/18QOmm

1524 mm

3670 mm

2400 mm
22110mm
2400 mm

4300 mm

2200mm
2200mm/2200mm

6050 mm
2200mm

2700 mm
2200 mm/2700mm

1 BOO mm
2200mm
22DDmm

2000 mm

1500 mm

1200 mm/1200mm
2700 mm
2430 mm
2430 mm
1810mm
2700 mm

25
29.3m

23.8m

25.0m

19.5m

53.0m

25.0m

152m
32.0m

14.0m

282m
42.3m

27.6m

21.3m

26.4m

22.0m

14.0m

24.0m

6irM3m-Sm

98.2m

32.9m

22.6m/25.0m

20.7m

28.7m

24.0m

24.2m

ZT.Bm

4fi.9m

40.0m

21.0m/21.0m

61.6m

23.0m

38.0m

2a.0m

27.0m

24.Gm

21.0m

45.0m

24.0m/24.0m

44.Bm

91.4m

Ill m
54.8m

31.0m

9
6
5

-]

.1

4

5
6
6
4

5
5
6
4
6
4
5
6
7

7
8
5
5
e
5
.!

6
7
E
5
5

5
a



MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK No. 9 - BRIDGE INVENTORY
Last Updated May 20,2022

Structuret Lifitad in Ofdtr Buad on: 1. Structural Condition Rating, 2. 1. Sb-uctural Condition Rating, 2. Sufflriency Rating, 3. Estimated Replacemenl Year, 4. Maintenance Needs

B24IMI
01077-01

7017M1
0774M1
021B7-01

015Z8-U1

0690M11
13957-01

73608-01

7D4Z3.01

OBB60-01

7417M1
OOB2B-D1

70417-01

OBT60-01

OZ070.01

OIW7S.01

on6s^)i
74119-01

0222W1
07449-01

T37S7.01

066BM1
71266-01

00481-01

085B6-01

06B36-01

7W&-0)

OZ41M1
01B39-C1

7414H11

004SB-01

74906-01

09389-01

02069-01

09213.01

7017M1

OB7B4-D1

093B6-01

T52GM1
T404W2
OOBEHI
1396U1
0113MH
T4038-01

0045141
74151.02

7453341
02 064-0 2

01529-01

0«452<2
71543-02

nmm
ODU9-02

13Z7

1SG3

1957

iaea

1968

1953

1913

196G

1921

1933

19S2

19SB

195D

1960

1959

1965

192G

1921

193B

1917

1929

1953

1953

1SG7

1959

1953

1971

1965

1964

1923

195B

1962

1971

1962

1952

1971

1955

19G3

1960

1365

1979

1953

13BG

19BO

1991

309

ja.
2D15

1996

2010

200B

1993

2009

NW2M7-02W4M

HW 12-05-29 W4M

NW22<MaW4M,

SW 23-05.02 W5M

NW 27-03-29 W4M

NW 25.05.01 W5M

SE 13-07-03 W5M

NE05-0&02W5M

NE 3<W13-28 W4M

SW 02.0G-01 W5M

NW 11.06.02 W5M

SW 35-05-30 W4M

ME 01-08-02 W5M

SE 05.07.01 W5M
SE 034&-29 W4M

NW 10-06-29 W4M

NE 12-04-29 W4M

SE 24-OM2 W5M

SW 04-07-29 W4M

SW15-03-01W4M

SW 18-08-01 W5M

NE 35-06.01 W5M

SW 05-05-29 W4M

SE38OT2W5M
SW2B-OG-30W4M

NW16-05-29 W4M

SE 29-09-02-W5M

NE 23^8.30 VMM

NE 34^4-29 W4M

SW 02-05-29 W4M

SE -14-07-20 W4M

SW2G-05-28W')M

SW0605.2SW4U
SE 04-03-29 W4M

MW DB-05-29 W4M

SW 13^)5.29 W4M

SE 16-04^0 W?

SE28<M8W4M_

SE 05-05-29 W4M

SWOME-27W4M

SE 12-05-30 W4M

SW25<5<1W5M
SED4-09-02W5M

SW 16-07-29 W4M

NW 24-06-30 W4M

NE 31.07.01 W5M

SW2MB.Z9W4M

SW 06.0&^2 W5M

SW 14-04-29 W4M

SW 30-08-01 W5M

NW13W02W5M
SW 07-10-01 W5M

SW26-OM2W5M

SW 28-05-29 W4M

;OLOR CODING INFORMATION:

Crows nesl River

Foothill Creek

Yarrow Creek

Gladstone Creek

Trib. To Dunqarvan Creek

Pincher Creek

Crows nest River

Connelty Creek

Waterton River

Pincher Creek

Beaver Mines Creek

Kellles Creek

Cow Creek

Trib. To CasUe River,
Indian Farm Creek

Indian Farm Creek

Dr/wood Creek

Castle Rh/er

Pincher Creek

OIdman River

Todd Creek

Caste River

FoDthill Creek

Connelly Creek

Trib. To Pincher Creek

Indianfarm Creek

Todd Creek

Tennessee Creek

FDothilI Creek

Foothill Creek

Dldman River

Foolhill Creek

Foolhill Creek

Cottonwood Creek

Indianfann Creek

Foothill Creek

South Drywood Creek

Foolhill Creek

FoolhiU Creek

Scotls Coulee

Indianfarm Creek

Pincher Creek

Cow Creek

Otdman River

Kettles Creek

Todd Creek

Beaver Creek

Cow Creek

Drywood Creelc

Todd Creek

Cow Creek

Cailum Creek

Cow Creek

Indianfarm Creek

Stmcturcs highlighled in grey had further detailed analysis ccmpleled.

LundbrecK

Pincher Creek

Twin Butte

PIncher Creek

Twin Bulte

Pincher Creek

Burmis

Lundbreck

Hill Spring

Plncher Creek

Beaver Mines

Pincher Creek

Lundbreck

Pincher Creek

Plncher Creek

Pincher Creek

Twin Bulle

Pincher Creek

Plncher Cree^

Cowley

Cowlev

Pincher Creek

Twin Butle

Lundbredt

PIncher Creek

Pincher Creek

Lundbreck

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Plncher Creek

BrockBl

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Twin Butte

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Twin Bulle

Pincher Creek_

Pincher Creek

Pi richer Creek

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Lundbreck

Pincher Creek

Pincher Creek

Lundbreck

Bmcket

Lundbreck

Twin Butte

Lundbreclc

Lundbreck

Cowley

Lundbreck

Pincher Creek

RLU.209G.OBa

RLU-208&090

RLU-209G-090

RLU-209M90

RLU-207C^OGO

RLU-ZOBG-OSO

RLU-Z07G-OGO

RLU-ZOBG-QEG

RLU-ZOTG-aSG

RLU-ZOBG-aSO

RLU-Z07G-a50

RLU-20BG-090

RLU-207G-050

RLU-20BG-09_0_

RLU.20rG.050

RLU-20BS.090

RLU-207-G-OGO

RLU-209G-D90

RLU-209&-090

RLU-209&.090

RLU-207G.CGO

RLU-20BG-OGO

RLU-20B&030

RLU-ZOBG-OeO

RLU-ZOTG^Ga

RLU.Z08G-090

RLU-Z08&09D

RLU-ZOTG-OGO

RLU-SOBG-090

RLU-ZOBG-aSO

RLU-209G-030

RLU-Z05G-090

RLU-20BG-090

RLU-207G-Q60

RLU-207G-050

RLU-20BS-090

RLU-ZOBG-B9D

RLU-Z07S.060

RLU-208G-090

RLU.20rS.OBO

RLU-206&.OGO

RLU-209G-D90

RLU-208G-090

RLU-20B-100

RLU-207&-OGO

RLU.208G.090

RLU-Z07G.060

Rl.U-207G.06a

RLU-209G-OSO

RLU-Z09G^SO

RLU.207G-06G

RLU-ZOBG.OSO

RLLJ-20BG-090

RLU.20BG.090

Major Bridge

Standard Bridqe

Mafor Bridge

Major Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Major Bridge

Standard Bridge

Major Bridge

Major Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Major Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Major Bridge

Major Bridge

Maior Bridge

MBinrBridgi

Majnr Bridge

Major Bridge

Slandard Br[dge_
Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Major Bridga
SlandardBr[dge

Standard Bridge

Standard Brldqe

Standard Bridge

Slandarri Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Ma;Dr Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Major Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Bridge

Standard Brid^
Standard Bridge

PT
HC

^wn
PA/PT/PA

TT
PG
FT
TT

rm-Hnr

PTm-

PG
PG
TT
PG
PG
HC

SLfTWTT
TH
PT

THJSG
FT
FM
PG
PG
PG
PG
PG
HC
HC
HC

TH/PG
PG
HC
HC
HC
PG
HC
PG
HC
TT
PG
vs
HC

DBTMJ
SM
so
sc
SM
WG
sc
SL
SL
sc
SL

Allowable Laad:
.AIIc>,-,'ab]EL03aino

1G

28
16

28
2B
28

28
26
2G

28
_28_

29

2£
49

49
-19

AQ
15

-19

.16

1J

A9
AS
51
w

2B 45

y
65
27

G2
57
52
47
E7

50

62
i2_
73
£2
62

28 43 65
16
2u

30
16

28
28
28
28
28
28
23
2B
30
26
2B
3D
3D
30
28
35
28
28
29

1&

35

3-

49

w
<9
AS
19
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Appendix E

Bridge Structure Budget
Allocation



MDofPINCHERCREEKNO.9
ESTIMATED 10 YEAR BUDGET FOR CAPITAL BRIDGE PROGRAM

Bridge File Number Target Year
Target Year Estimated

Maintenance Costs

Target Year Estimated

Replacement Costs

Estimated

Replacement

Year

Future Estimated

Replacement Costs

02488-01
75265-01
75377-01
07743-01
76294-01
01113-01
74048-01
75801-01
75481-01
70175.01
70417-01
00470-01
74260-01
07080-01
76203-01
71542-01
13960-01
01077-01
08685-01
06836-01
74906-01
76636-01
01348-01
02187.01
00673-01
74110-01
01528-01
00471-01
73602-01
74425-01
01410.01
07982-01
77192-01
78427-01
06906-01
06559-01
74259-01
02360-01
06765-01

2022

2022

2022

2022

2023

2023

2023

2023

2024

2024

2024

2025

2025

2025

2025

2026

2026

2026

2027

2027

2027

2027

2027

2027

2027

2027

2028

2029

2029

2030

2030

2030

2031

2031

2032

2032

2033

2033

2033

$
$
$
$ 354,000

$
$
$ 30,000

$ 45,000

$
$ 350,000

$
$
$
$
$ 30,000

$
$
$ 350,000

$ 375,000

$ 275,000

$ 245,000

$ 30,000

$ 30,000

$ 245,000

$ 30,000

$ 30,000

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$ 1,225,200

$ 420,000

$ 400,000

$
$ 268,000

$ 681,000

$
$
$ 303,000

$ 397,000

$ 358,000

$ 414,000

$ 520,000

$
$ 600,000

$ 463,000

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$ 1,292,000

$ 460,000

$ 1,303,000

$ 460,000

$ 302,000

$ 594,000

$ 532,000

$ 368,000

$ 1,234,000

$ 411,000

$ 306,000

$ 587,000

$ 687,000

2034

2036

2036

2035

2038

2037

2039

2039

2039

2040

2040

2041

2041

2041

$
$
$
$ 1,272,000

$
$
$ 334,000

$ 389,000

$
$ 1,292,000

$
$
$
$ 485,000

$
$
$ 1,236,000

$ 1,231,000

$ 1,094,000

$ 756,000

$ 379,000

$ 862,000

$ 661,000

$ 743,000

$ 384,000

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

TOTALS 2022-2033 $ 2,419,000 $ 14,585,200 Deferred $ 11,118,000



MDofPINCHERCREEKNO.9
ESTIMATED 10 YEAR BUDGET FOR CAPITAL BRIDGE PROGRAM

Bridge File Number Target Year
Target Year Estimated

Maintenance Costs

Target Year Estimated

Replacement Costs

Estimated
Replacement

Year

Future Estimated

Replacement Costs

SUMMARY:
Estimated Maintenance Costs 2022: $
Estimated Replacement Costs 2022: $

Total Estimated Bridge Structure Maintenance Costs 2023 - 2033: $
Total Estimated Bridge Structure Replacement Costs 2023 - 2033: $

Total Estimated Bridge Culvert Maintenance Costs 2023 - 2033: $
Total Estimated Bridge Culvert Replacement Costs 2023 - 2033: $

354,000
2,045,200

1,060,000
2,297,000

1,005,000
10,243,000

Total Estimated Maintenance Costs 2023 - 2033: $
Total Estimated Replacement Costs 2023 - 2033: $

TOTAL ESTIMATED BUDGET FOR BRIDGE STRUCTURES (2023-2033): $
ESTIMATED AVERAGE ANNUAL BUDGET ALLOCATION: $

Recommend Additional Annual Allocation For Routine Maintenance; $

2,065,000
12,540,000

14,605,000
1,460,500

50,000

TOTAL ESTIMATED REPLACEMENT COSTS DEFERRED 10 YEARS: $ 11,118,000
NOTES:

1. Costs estimated based on 2022 unit rate data and adjusted based on available tender data. Material shortages/inflation/escalation costs not considered.

2. Preliminary Engineering should be completed prior to confirm appropriate maintenance/replacement strategy prior to allocating the estimated funding.

3. Land Acquisition Costs, Administration Costs, etc. were not included.

4. GST not included in estimates.

5. Variable deterioration rates, damage, flooding, or other factors could affect costs, and/or prioritization sequence.

6. The MD may consider adding a contingency to account for unknown factors, emergencies, and/or for other planning purposes.
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Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2022 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

1. Target Year 2. Structural Condition Rating, 3. Sufficiency Rating, 4. Maintenance Needs

Bridge File # Year Built Location & Description
BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions I

Recommendations

Bridge File Inventory
Background Information

Bridge File Review Commentary
Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy TARGET

or Replacement Alternative VI

06765 -01

00468 .01

75737 -01

1990

1968

1953

.OCAL ROAD OVER BEAVER
MINES CREEK

near

PINCHER CREEK, AB

NW 03-06-02 W5M

1) 4436 mm (span) x 2915 mm
(rise) x 29.3 mSPCSPEIIipse

LOCAL ROAD OVER
KETTLES CREEK

near

PINCHER CREEK, AB

SE 04-06-30 W4M

(1)2438 mm dia.X36.0m
SPCSP with Vertical Struts

LOCAL ROAD OVER SOUTH
TODD CREEK

near

BURMIS.AB

NE 23-09-03 W5M

[1) 1930 mm (span) x 1450 mrr
(rise) x15.5 mSPCSP Pipe

Arch

'his structure is in fairly good condition but there was a maintenance recommendation to

educe the inspection cycle in half to monitor floor perforations in this culvert or install a
;oncrete floor.

Jpon review, it was found that there are isolated perforations in Ring 2 and surface rust.

*jo other concerns were identified besides some scour/erosion downstream, Roof deflection

s near 5%.

Fhis structure was replaced in 2017/2018. The inventory has not been updated. The MD has
;ontacted WSP to update the inspection and inventory information so thai the ratings and
:RY can be updated accordingly.

Fhe previous structure has significant deflections, cracked longitudinal seams, extensive
wrosion, and the vertical struts are in very poor condition.

toof Defleclions were at 9%. Sidewall deflections were at 9%. Roof = 4. Sidewall = 2.

/ertical Struts - 3 are missing and the top chord is crushing.

backed Seams - There is only 30 mm of steel remaining between cracks. There are 3 rings

vlth too or more cracked seams. There are 5 rings wilh at leasl one cracked seam.

rhis structure was replaced in 2017/2018. The inventory has not been updated. The MD has
;ontacted WSP to update the inspection and inventory information so that the ratings and
iRY can be updated accordingly.

Fhis structure is in poor condition primarily as a result of a cracked longitudinal seam (R3)
ivhere there is only a minimum of 35 mm of steel remaining between the cracks in 9
;orrugations. There is currently 5% roof deftection and 4% sidewall deflection. There is minor

superficial corrosion.

^ recommendation has been made to inspect this structure annually until it is replaced but no
brmal inspection data is available.

2038

2018

2018

66.7%

22.2%

22.2%

72.8%

46.2%

52.3%

8.0 m roadway width, 20 deg. LHF skew
2020Est.AADT=72vpd
7 km Detour Route
1.4 m of cover, 3:1 side slopes
concrete end treatment both ends

U/S invert 400 mm below streambed
D/S invert 100 mm below streambed
Erosion at D/S end.

1200 mm dia, overflow pipe 9 m east.
Class C Walerbody (SepH to Aug 15)
BISDA=42kmz,Q=24m3/s
Historic Flood Photo shows ftow at approx. 1 m from

;rcwn.

Previous Structure Inventory Information:

8.5m roadway width. 30 degree LHF skew. AADT est. =

IBvpd.

3.7 m of cover, 2:1 side slopes.

Scour and Erosion = 7

Inverts are below Streambed

HWM Not Visible.
Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
6.1 m Bridge U/S.
BIS DA = 30 km2
BISQ=8m';s

Previous structure Inventory Information:

7.9m wide road. Rural local road west of Hwy 22.15deg.

Wf skew.

2015AADTEst.=48vpd
1m of cover

1:1 Side slopes
Inverts are near streambed elev. No erosion concerns

loted on BIM
Class CWaterbody (Sept 16 to April 15 and May 1 to Aug

15)
-16km Detour Length

•BIS DA = 8 km2

•BISQ=6m3/s

Aerial review suggests this is located on a tributary to S.
Fodd Creek - not the main leg.

Jpon review, it was found that the isolated perforations have been identified since 2013. The perforations are located
ipproximately 5 m from the upstream end where there is reduced loading.

continued monitoring should be completed until corrosion severity increases to "extensive" or "severe" at which time

naintenance / replacement should be considered. Depending on the severity of the corrosion throughout this structure,

solated repair options may be permitted. Oversized replacement ends could be installed. A concrete floor may be able

o be installed. Detailed hydrological and hydraulic review and considerations for fish passage will be required. At this
ime it is assumed that a replacement structure wil) be required. Liners will not be adequate based on the shape and
anticipated flows. A dual structure may be required based on the available cover but may perform better based on thee
low width vs. depth. Further analysis required.

Fhe invantory and inspeclion informalion for this structure needs to be updated following replacement In 2017 /2018.
Fhe current information is for structure »1 which is no longer in service. It is assumed that the new structure is currently
n good condition and hjnctioning as intended.

Fhis structure is located on Twp. Rd. 60 a correction line at an intersection. The detour length is actually 21 km. Local

^oad detour may work depending on landowner farm access requirements. They can get to Pincher Creek without

nuch difficulty, but if they have land on the opposite side of construction, a local road detour may be problematic.
assumed localized detour.

Fhe inventory and inspection information for this structure needs to be updated following replacement in 2017,2018.
Fhe current information is for structure #1 which is no longer in service. It is assumed that the new structure is currently

n good condition and functioning as intended.

depending on Flow Levels & Timing - Care of Water and Permitting may be required to complete maintenance.

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Continue Monitoring Floor Perforatlons

If conditions worsen - consider assessing for a

concrete floor or replacement.

Estimated Replacement Structure

(2) 2400 mm diameter x 40 m CSP

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Update Inventory Information, Complete a New

Inspection and Continue Monitoring at Regular
Intervals

Estimated Replacement Year
2068

Recommended Maintenance Action;

Update Inventory Information, Complete a New
Inspection and Continue Monitoring at Regular

Intervals

Estimated Replacement Year
2068

2033

2068

2068

$

$

$

$ 687,000

$

$

1.160 Struclures in Service Under the conlrol and Management of the MD of Pincher Creek No. 9. Detailed Analysis Completed for all Structures with Structural Condition Rating < 50%. Estimated Total Maintenance Budget (2023 - 2033): $2,065,000.00

2. Maintenance/Replacement Prioritization subject to change pending further inspection/review. Strategy may ba dependant upon life cycle costs or other external factors. Estimated Total Replacement Budget (2023 - 2033): $12,540,000.00

3. Maintenance should be completed as soon as possible to ensure design life is achieved. Estimated Total 10 Year Bridge File Asset Management Budget: $14,605,000.00

4. Information provided based on a desktop review of inspection data and available background information and is subject to change. Estimated Average Expenditure per year: $1,460,500.00

5. Information should be reviewed annually and following the completion of subsequent inspections, Prioritization could be modified based on condition and/or available funding.

6. Continued Monitorinq Reouired to verify recommended Year of Action for structures with tarqet action years in excess of 5 years.



Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2022 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

1. Target Year 2. Structural Condition Rating, 3. Sufficiency Rating, 4. Maintenance Needs

Bridge File S Voar Built Location & Description
BIM Background Information / Comments ; Maintenance Actions /

Recommendations
Bridge File Inventory

Background Information
Bridge File Review Commentary Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy TARGET

or Replacement Alternative VI

06906 -01

06559 -01

74259 -01

02360 .01

1913

1910

1954

1955

LOCAL ROAD OVER
CROWSNEST RIVER

near
BURMIS.AB

"Burmis Lake"

SE13-07-03 W5M

4.4 m Single Span Pony Truss

Bridge on a Concrete
Substructure

LOCAL ROAD OVER
FOOTHILL CREEK

near

TWIN BUTTE, AB

NW 36-04-30 W4M

1) 2610 mm (span) x 2880 mm
(rise) x 27.6 m SPCSP Ellipse

LOCAL ROAD OVER 2"°
FRIBUTARY TO INDIANFARM

CREEK
near

PINCHER CREEK. AB

•Ash Vale"

SE 01-06-30 W4M

(1)1830 mm dia.X23.2m
SPCSP

LOCAL ROAD OVER A
FRIBUTARYTOTHEOLDMAr

RIVER
near

PINCHER CREEK, AB

NW18-08-29 W4M

;1) 1451 mm(span)x1600mn
(rise) x 60.5 m long SPCSP

Ellipse

his structure has W-Beam Guardrail (currenlly substandard) that is lapped incorrectly. The
IE tumdown and is 450 mm above grade with the blunt end facing traffic and creating a
azard. The SE tumdown end has a split post and damaged flex beam. The guardrail Is
ited "3".

he strip deck and isolated sub deck areas were replaced in 2018 and is In good condition.

he bridge rail has some bends in it.

here is a 1 mm corner crack al U5-L4N found during a level 2 inspection Ihat is driving the
uperstructure rating to "3". Othemise the structure is in fair to good condition. This diagonal

lember may need to be replaced if the crack extends beyond the rivet head.

laintenance recommendations include the repair ofguardrall and posls.

'his culvert has a relatively high structural condition rating, but a maintenance
Bcommendation was made to replace this pipe in 2020.

'he only deliciency identified was the isolated perforations in rings (f 1, (f4 and #5.
'erforations were also idenlifled on the upstream bevel end.

'his bridge culvert has corrosion issues that caused isolated perforations to appear in the flooi
if Rings #2, #3, #4, and #5.

toof deflection is near 4% and sidewall deflection is near 1%.

'here is a hole in the west wall of the downstream bevel from equipment damage.

'here are no erosion concerns at tins site.

'here is poor channel alignment and poor vertical roadway alignment due to a 20% grade
icreasing in both directions from the culvert.

iflaintenance recommendation included continuing monitoring ofperforationson the floor.

Fhis slruclure is located on a local road with poor vertical and horizontal alignment (R=4) that
?nds at a farm yard near the crossing..

Fhere is corrosion along the floor and isolated perforations in ring 3. (R=4). A maintenance
ecommendation was made to monitor these perforations al a reduced cycle (-2 years).

Fhere is 5% - 6% barrel deflectlon. No other concerns were identified.

2035

2020

2025

2030

50.0%

77.8%

55.6%

55.6%

36.8%

74.8%

49.6%

56.9%

4.3 m clear widlh, 8.0 m roadway
Zero degree skew

2019 Est.AADT= 135
No detour available
4.8 m pier abutmenl, 1.50 m abutment height

HWM 1.3 below Top of Curb
Class B Waterbody (May 15 to July 15 and Sept 1 to Aug

15)-SARA listed species
BISDA=582km;!,Q=170m°/s.

9.4 m roadway width, zero degree skew

2017Est.AADT=36vpd
4km Detour length
1.2 m of cover, 3:1 side slopes

U/S invert 300 mm below streambed
D/S invert 300 mm above streambed
Rip Rap U/S and D/S - no scour/erosion
mapped Class D Waterbody
BIS DA = 23 km2, No Q Info

4.0 m roadway width, zero degree skew.
2019Est.AADT=6vpd
No detour available
2.5 m of cover, 1 .5:1 side slopes

U/S Invert below streambed 400 mm. No Rip Rap - No
irosion

D/S Invert below streambed 300 mm. - 500 mm Rip Rap -

^lo erosion.

Unmapped Class D Waterbody
BISDA=8kmz,Q=6m3/s.

7.0 m roadway width, zero degree skew.

2020Est.AADT=13vpd
3 km detour available
8.0 m of cover, 2:1 side slopes

U/S Invert below streambed 200 mm. 300 mm Rip Rap -
^o erosion

D/S Invert below slreambed 200 mm. - 400 mm Rip Rap -
SJo erosion.

Unmapped Class D Waterbody
.BISDA=8km?,Q=6m3/s.

rhis structure was included as part of Ihe assessment because there was a medium priorily rating for the

iuperstructure. Upon review, il Is the diagonal member with a crack that is driving this rating. Continue to monitor,
Mmptete routine maintenance and replace truss member if needed to maintain design life.

Jpon review, it was found that the isolated perforatjons were Just identified since the last inspection, and that surface
•ust was just present since 2013. the corrosion rate appears to be increasing due to the loss of galvanizing. But the
iize, severity and quantity of the perforations is unknown.

continued monitoring should be completed until corrosion severity increases to "extensive" or "severe" at which time

Tialntenance / replacement should be considered. Detailed hydrological and hydraulic review and considerations for
ish passage will be required to determine if a liner or concrete floor can be Installed. At this time It is assumed that a
•eplacemenl structure will be required.

Fhis structure is located near the end of a dead end road. Construction should be able to proceed with a road closure.

Fhis structure has a structural rating greater than 50% but was reviewed due to the presence of perforations in the floor,
:orrosion rates are expected to increase due to the loss of galvanizing. The current, quantity, size and severily of the
^erforations is not known.

continued monitoring should be completed until corrosion severity increases to "extensive" or "severe" at which time

naintenance / replacement should be considered. A concrete floor may be able to be installed, pending hydraulic

•eview but at this time il is assumed that a replacement structure will be required. It is also assumed thai the skew
angle will need to be increased to better align with the stream.

Fhe poor vertical alignment should be improved, but additional signage may be adequate considering the road dead
ands approximately 60 m to the east. This structure appears to provide land access for a local resident otherwise the
iced for this structure should be evaluated.,

Jpon review, it was found thai the isolated perforations have been identified since 2015. The perforations are also
ocated approximately 10 -13 m from the upstream end where there Is reduced loading.

Continued monitoring should be completed until corrosion severity increases to "extensive" or "severe" at which time

maintenance / replacement should be considered. Depending on the severity of (he corrosion throughout this structure,

solated repair options may be permitted. Oversized replacement ends could be installed. A concrete floor may be able

o be installed. Pending further hydraulic review and considerations for fish passage will be required. At this time it is
assumed thai a replacement structure will be required. A geotechnical evaluation may be required due to the total
Jeplh of fill. Auguring may also be an option.

Recommended Maintenance Action;

Complete Routine Maintenance 8.

Continue Monitoring Bridge and replace diagonal
truss member !f crack growth occurs.

Estimated Replacement Year 2035

Estimated Replacement Structure =

3 Span Standard Bridge

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Continue Monitoring Floor Perforations

If conditions worsen - consider assessing for a

concrete floor or replacement.

Estimated Replacement Structure

(1) 3000 mm diameter x 32 m CSP

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Continue Monitoring Floor Perforations

If conditions worsen - consider assessing for a

concrete floor or replacement.

Estimated Replacement Structure

(1) 2000 mm diameter x 34 m CSP

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Continue Monitoring Floor Perforations

If conditions worsen - consider assessing for a

concrete floor or replacement.

Estimated ReplacemBnt Structure

(1) 2000 mm diamster x 70 m CSP

2032

2032

2033

2033

$

»

$

$

$1,234,000

$ 411,000

$ 306,000

$ 578,000

Page 11 of 12
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Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9

BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2022 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST
1. Target Year 2. Structural Condition Rating, 3. Sufficiency Rating, 4. Maintenance Needs

Bridge File # v< Location & Description
BIM Background Information I Comments ; Maintenance Actions /

Recommendations

Bridge File Inventory
Background Information

Bridge File Review Commentary
Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy TARGET

or Replacement Alternative Y<

01410 -01

07982 -01

77192 .01

78427 -0'

1958

1982

1970

1980

LOCAL ROAD OVER A 2nd
TRIBUTARY TO THE
WATERTON RIVER

near
BROCKET.AB

'Jenkins Road"

SW 14-0 5-28 W4M

1) 1429 mm (span) x 1575 rnn
(rise) x 40.7 mCSPEIIipse

LOCAL ROAD OVER A
•RIBUTARY TO DUNGARVAh

CREEK
near

TWINBUTTE.AB

"Allred Road"

SW 20-03-29 W4M

(1)2280 mm dia.X40.2m
SPCSP

LOCAL ROAD OVER A
TRIBUTARY TO CASTLE

RIVER
near

PINCHER CREEK, AB

"West of Honey Lane"

SE 27-06-01 W5M

(1)1500 mm dia.X32.9m
CSP

LOCAL ROAD OVER A
TRIBUTARY TO BEAVER

CREEK
near

BROCKET.AB

"East Sheep Camp"

SE 25-08-29 W4M

(1)1600 mm dia.X44mCSF

tis culvert has 8% roof deflection (R^5) and 9% sidewall denection (R=4). The pipe Is not
ell aligned and there is 110 mm drcumferential seam separation.

nere is minimal cover and the structure Is under a T-intersectton.

o scour/erosion concerns noted. Concrele Rip Rap (800 mm in dia.) at D/S. Hanging D/S
nd (700 mm).

here is a hill to the south and lo the north of this culvert. This structure has moderate rust on
ie floor (R=5). Roof and sidewall defleclions are at 9%.

ilher than the scour hole at the downstream end, there are no other significant concerns.

laintenance recommendation was to place 60 cu.m of Class 2 at the downstream end.

his stnjcture has a hill to the east with a 9% grade and a long hill to the west.

here is 9% sldewall deflectton (R=4) and 6% roof deflection. There is supertidal corrosion
n the floor and some ponding at the downstream end due to a deep burial depth (600 mm).

lo erosion concerns noted but a local farmer indicated high water has been 1 m over the

rown.

'his structure has 10% roof deflection (R=4) and 8% sidewall deflection (R=4). There is also
ome minor surface corrosion noted (R=7),

'here is a 6m x 3m x0.5 m deep scour hole at the downstream end.

Jo other concerns were identified. If deflections near 15%, struts should be installed,

2029

2028

2028

2035

44.4%

44.4%

44.4%

44.4%

60.3%

60,4%

60.9%

61.9%

8.4 m roadway width, 40 deg. RHF skew

3 km detour length
2018Est.AADT=16vpd
0.9 m of cover

3:1 side slopes
No scour/erosion concerns

No HWM visible
300 mm dia. Rip Rap at U/S
Unmapped Class D Waterbody
Possibly Class C (Sept Ho Aug 15)

6.8 m roadway width, zero degree skew

2020Esl.AADT=36vpd
5 km detour route
5.6m of cover

2.5:1 side slopes
U/S invert below streambed 500 mm and no scour/erosion

D/S Invert above streambed 300 mm with 3m x 5m scour
lole

HWM not visible
Class B Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)

6.5 m roadway width, 30 deg. RHF skew

2018Est,AADT=17vpd.
No Detour route available

2:1 side slopes
5.5m of cover

U/S Invert below stream bed 500 mm
D/S Invert below stream bed 600 mm
No scour / erosion concerns noted

HWM 1 m above crown

Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
BIS DA = 5 km', Q = 2 m'/s (Likely More based on

cmments)

8. m roadway width, 30 deg. LHF skew
2019Est.AADT=25vpd
6 km detour route
3.5 m of cover

3:1 side slopes
500 mm rip rap U;S, Invert 200 mm below streambed
600 mm rip rap D/S. Invert 200 mm below streambed
HWM not visible
mapped Class C Waterbody (May 1 to Aug 15)
No BIS flow data available.

'he defiections have been present since 2003 although some minor changes have occurred. Corrosion is not currently

in issue, and continued monitoring should be completed at regular cycles to monitor. If deflections increase to 15% in
iither direction, further action would be required. Eg. Temporary struts or full replacement.

Jpon review of historical inspections it appears as though the deflections have been present since 1998 and are stable,

;ontinued monitoring should be conducted and additional maintenance will be required if deflections exceed 15%.
otherwise plan for replacement in the future. Maintenance not likely to be permitted due to fish passage requirements.
toad can be closed for conslruclion, detour available.

Fhis structure serves 2 landowners and there is no available detour route. It is undersized based on the estimated high

water mark. The deflections hate been present since 2000 and have increased approximately 1 % for the sidewall and

i% for the roof. II appears to have been stable through the past 2 decades. There is also superficial corrosion along

he floor.

Fhe MD should continue to monitor the defleclions. If they exceed 15% additional maintenance will be required.
^ending a review of the corrosion issues at that time, full replacement may be warranted. Due to the proximity to

anchor Creek, the environmental requirements, and the deflections, and historic flow levels, liners are not assumed to

]e adequate. Full replacement will likely be required at the end of its service life.

Jpon review of historical inspections it appears as though the deflections have been present sincs 1994 and is relatively
stable. Minor changes occurred during this time.

continued monitoring should be completed. Additional maintenance will be required ifdeflections exceed 15%.

Fhere is an available local road detour for construction. The structure is on a class waterbody, but confirmation of fish
presence is required due to potential channel disconnects and a potential barrier downstream, it is assumed that fish
sassage will likely need to be accommodated at this time but further review should be completed as the channel also
appears to go dry.

Fhe struclure is assumed to be adequate for flows but it is well protected with rip rap so confirmation of velocities will be
•squired,

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Continue Monitoring Deflections

Estimated Replacement Structure

(1)1600 mm x42mCSP

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Continue Monitoring Deflections

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2033

Estimated Replacement Structure

(1) 31)00 mmx 48 mCSP

Recommended Maintenance Action:

ConBnue Monitoring DeUections

Estimated Replacement Structure

(1) 2400 mm diameter x 48 m CSP

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Continue Monitoring Deflections

Estimated Replacement Structure

(1) 1800 mm diameter x 46 m CSP

2030

2030

2031

2031

$

$

$

$

$ 302,000

$ 594,000

$ 532,000

$ 368,000

www.roseke.com



Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2022 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

1. Target Year 2. Structural Condition Rating, 3. Sufficiency Rating, 4. Maintenance Needs

Bridge File # Year Built Location & Description
BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions /

Recommendations
Bridge File Inventory

Background Information
Bridge File Review Commentary Estimated Preferred IVIainfenance Strategy TARGEI

or Replacement Alternative Year

01528 .01

73602 -01

00471 -01

74425 -01

1953

1972

1960

1955

LOCAL ROAD OVER
PINCHER CREEK

near

PINCHER CREEK, AB

"Christi Mines Road"

NW 25-05-01 W5M

Span (6.1 m Each) PG Girdei
Bridge on a Treated Timber

Substructure

LOCAL ROAD OVER A
FRIBUTARY TO GLADSTONE

CREEK
near

PINCHER CREEK, AB

SE 31-05-01 W5M

1)1745 mm (span) x 1901 mn
(rise) x 72.5 mSPCSPEIIipse

LOCAL ROAD OVER A
TRIBUTARY TO PINCHER

CREEK
near

PINCHER CREEK, AB

•Christi Mines Road"

SW 02-06-01 W5M

(1)1830 mm dia.X 36m
SPCSP

LOCAL ROAD OVER A
TRIBUTARY TO GLADSTONE

CREEK
near

BEAVER MINES, AB

"Gladstone Intersection"

NW 23-05-02 W5M

:1) 1429 mm (span) x1575 mr
(rise) x 43.3 m SPCSP Ellipse

his structure has a treated limber bridge rail and posts that are deteriorating. R = 4. There is
o guardrail at this location.

of 27 Girders have wide longitudinal cracks outside the anchorage zone and some minor
palling.

;aps and Piles were cored in 2016. No rot in caps except for Pier 2 sub cap and the east cap
[hich had rot beginning.

he piles were also cored in 2016 at which time 9 of 14 pier piles and 4 of 14 abutment piles
ad beginning rot. Piles rated 4 at abutmenls and 3 at piers.

heathlng is missing on the bottom two rows at the piers. The backwalls are missing lower
lanks, and there is a broken plank at the N. Abutment, The nose plates are too high by
pproximately 1 m.

here is scour at the piers 0.6 m deep. There is also channel alignment concerns - the creek

jrns right (north) approx. 20 m U/S and drift gets caught at the SE corner. A guide banK at
ie north has washed out previously. No other scourferosion concerns noted at this time.

'his culvert is located on a long curve but the alignment is rated acceptably.

'his structure has 8% roofdefleclion and 7% sidewall deflection. Both R=4). There is
uperficial corrosion on the roof and floor and some water infiltration due to seams not being
/ell nestled.

'here is a scour hole al the downstream end 3mx4m x 1.2 m deep and the outlet is hanging

00 mm above streambed.

lecommendation was made to place 60 cu.m. of Class 1 rip rap al downstream and.

'his structure has 9% roof deftection and 5% sidewall deflection, In addition, there is one
racked seam (Ring 3) with 128 mm of steel remaining, Ring 2 is torn on Ihe floor at the
lownstream south side.

'here is corrosion along the floor with isolated perforations,

'here is a T intersection 20 m south and it is located on a curre,

<Jo scour/erosion concerns noted.

ijo maintenance actions made at this time,

Fhis structure is located 50 m north of a "Y" Intersection and there is a hill to the north but the
llignment elements are rated 5.

Fhe upstream end has no scour and erosion issues and there is no rip rap. The bevel is off
evel at bit, but no concerns were identified.

rhere is B% roof dafleclion and 11 % sidewall deflecb'on. Both rated 4. There are isolated
)erforations in the floor of ring 2 and a 50 mm floor bulge. There is minor surface rust
ilsewhere, with some staining around the bolts.

Fhe downstream end is hanging 0.5 m above streambed and there is some rip rap that
appears to be adequate.

2028

2034

2033

2030

44.4%

44.0%

44.4%

44.4%

56.2%

56.4%

56.4%

59.5%

7.2 m roadway width, 45 deg. LHF skew
5 km detour length
2020Est.AADT=54vpd
Backwall height is 3.60 m, pier height listed as 2.20 m?
Rip Rap placed at U/S N.bank.
No scour noted at abutments.

Class B Waterbody due to Proximity to Pincher Creek
Sept 1 to Aug 15)
Historic Flood Photo shows significant drift accumulation
iat resulted in the roadway being washed out. Scour along
anks - flow was full width of channel.

5.0 m roadway width, zero degree skew

No available detour route
2021 Est.AADT=18vpd
10,1 m of cover

2,5:1 side slopes

U/S Invert below streambed 100 mm, no rip rap but no
Tosion.

D/S Invert is 600 mm above streambed and there is a
arge scour hole with no rip rap.

HWM not visible
Unmapped Class C waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)

8.9 m roadway width, 30 degree LHF skew
2018Est.AADT=WOvpd.
6 km Detour length
3.4 m of cover
1.5:1 side slopes

U/S End heaving 100 mm and Below streambed 200 mm
D/S end above streambed 500 mm
HWM not visible
Class B Watercourse due to proximity to Pincher Creek
Sept 1 to Aug 15). SARA listed species.

9.0 m roadway width, zero deg, Skew.

2020Est.AADT=90vpd
72 km detour route
side slopes are 3:1 to fence line and 2:1 beyond
There is 5.2m of cover
U/S Invert below slreambed 200 mm. Downstream above

iOO mm.

300 mm rip rap D/S, None UfS.
Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
BISDA=13kmz,Q=4m'/s

Fhis structure requires that repairs be made lo several timber substructure elements since coring was completed 6

/ears ago. Based on the defidenciBS idenlffied and Ihe work involved to complete maintenance, even low priority

'lements should be repaired or the potential additional life span may not be fully realized, It is estimated that 13 of 28
liles would need splice repairs, 2 pile caps would need to be replaced and backwall sheathing would need to be
•epaired or replaced.

t is recommended that a full life cycle cost analysis be completed to confirm the appropriate strategy at this site. The
werall repair costs are expected to be substantial in relation to the potential life span achieved and the MD may be
wetter off replacing this structure with a newer larger standard bridge capable of handling larger flows and drift
considering that a washed out has occurred at this location before.

\{ this time, it is presumed that a longer standard bridge structure will provide better value and reduce the overall risks.

Jpon review of historical inspections il appears as though the deffections hava been present since 2000 and are stable.

continued monitoring and routine maintenance should be completed. Additional maintenance will be required if
Jeffections exceed 15%. Otherwise plan for replacement in the future.

Fhis structure is on an access road with no detour and high fills. Fish passage will likely need to be accommodated.
appears to possibly be undersized due to high outlet velocities. Fish passage likely currently impeded. Due to height of
;over, SPCSP may be required. Concrete Box may be required due to extended life span provided. Replacement is

expensive and extensive planning should be completed to verify best alternative. The MD may also be able to realign
tie road south of the crossing to the next access road to avoid need for this structure.

Fhis structure has a cracked seam and corroslon issues which are conlributing to the low ratings. There is no

raintenance action to be completed at this time. The MD should continue to monitor this structure. The cracked seam
las been identified since 2008 but the isolated perforations in the floor have just appeared since the last inspection
:201B).

Sonsidering that the cracked seam appears stable, the MD should plan to replace the structure once the perforatlons
worsen. This is expected to occur within 5-10 years and pending no other change to the condition of the cracked seam.

\ liner is the preferred future maintenance action, but based on Ihe hanging oullel, the resulting reduction in cross-
iectjonal area, and the fish passage requlremBnls, liners are assumed to not be feasible a this time. Full replacement
m\\ likely be required.

Upon review of historical inspections it appears as though the defleclions have been present since 2005 and increased
1 % as of Ihe most recenl inspection.

Continued monitoring should be completed. Additional maintenance will be required if defleclions exceed 15% .
Corroslon is also a concern and there are isolated perforations so it is probably wise to plan for replacement in the
future.

This structure Is on a road with no detour and 5.2 m of cover. Fish passage will likely need to be accommodated since il
outlets into Gladstone Creek <2 km downstream.

The slruclure size appears to be adequate, although there is room for backwaler. Will probably have to oversize to
maintain burial depth and minimize velocities for passage.

At this time, it is preferred to monitor the structure
and complete a full life cycle cost analysis.

Pending further review, it is estimated that a
replacement standard bridge structure will be

preferred

Estimated Replacement Structure

3 Span (8m-10m-8m) SL510 Glrder Bridge on a
Steel Substructure

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Continue Monitoring Deflections

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2033

Estimated Replacement Structure

(1) 2400 mm x 2400 mm x 76 m Precast Concrete
Box

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Continue Monitoring Cracked Seam and Floor
Perforations

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2029

Estimated Replacement Structure

(1)2400 mm x 40 mCSP

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Continue Monitoring Deflections

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2033

(1) 2000 mm diameter x 48 m CSP

2028

2029

2029

2030

$ 350,000

$

$

$

$1,292,000

$1,303,000

$ 460,000

$ 460,000

Page 9 of 12



Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2022 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

1. Target Year 2. Structural Condition Rating, 3. Sufficiency Rating, 4. Maintenance Needs

Bridge File # Year Built Location & Description
BIM Background Information / Comments / IViaintenance Actions /

Recommendations

Bridge File Inventory
Background Information

Bridge File Review Commentary
Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy TARGET

or Replacement Alternative ""

08685 -01

06836 .01

74906 -01

1965

1953

LOCAL ROAD OVER
FOOTHILL CREEK

near
TWINBUTTE.AB

"Township Line Road"

SW 05-05-29 W4M

i Span (6.1 m each) PG Girdei
Bridge on a Treated Timber

Substructure

LOCAL ROAD OVER TODD
CREEK

near

LUNDBRECK.AB

"Willow Valley Road"

SW 06-05-29 W4M

8.5 m HC Girder Bridge on a
Timber Substructure

LOCAL ROAD OVER
FOOTHILL CREEK

near
PINCHER CREEK, AB

SW 06-05-29 W4M

8.5 m HC Girder Bridge on a
Timber Substructure

ie most recent inspection and ratings indicate this structure is in fair to good condition with
)me deficiencies:

lere is no guardrail. There is some minor spalling occurring on the tops of the girders.

lere are six gifders with wide cracks or spalling occurring outside the anchorage zone. One
rder has narrow shear cracks.

o other concerns were noted on the most recent inspection. However, in September of

321, a level 2 timber coring inspection was completed and it was found that there [s
gnificant rot in the timber elements, including:

bulmenl 1 has rot with a void forming in Pile #3 (R=3)
ier 1 has rot with void in the shim cap (R=3) and beginning rol in the cap and pile 1 (R=4)
ier 2 has beginning rot in Piles 1,3 and 4 (R=4) and in the shim cap. the top Cap has
<tensive rot with a void forming (R=3)
butment 2 has significant rot in the top cap R=3

hese "3" ratings signify a medium priority for repair and where not included in the level 1
ispection.

he most recent inspection and ratings indicate this structure is in fair to good condition with
ame deficiencies:

here is no guardrail. There is some cracking occurring on the curbs, The timber bridge rail i;

1 poor condition. The backwall is missing planks, rol is suspected in the piles, there is some

rosion under the south backwall.

lo other concerns were noted on the most recent inspection. However, in September of

021, a level 2 timber coring inspection was completed and it was found that there is t rot in
ie timber elements, including:

Aulmenl 2 has beginning rot in Piles #2 & #6 (R=4)
.butment 1 has significant rot In the cap (R=3) and beginning rot in piles #3 and #5.

hese "3" ratings signify a medium priority for repair and where not included in the level 1
ispection,

he most recent inspection and ratings indicate this structure is in fair to good condition with
ome deficiencies;

'he guardrail has blunt ends that is creating a hazard. There is cracking and spalling
ccumng throughout the girders. There is poor channel alignment.

lo other concerns were noted on the most recent inspection. However, in September of

'021, a level 2 timber coring inspection was completed and it was found that there is t rot in
ie timber elements, including:

tbulmenl 1 has isolated rot at Piles #2 & #4 (R=4) There is also Isolated rot and beginning
Dtinthecap(R=3)
kbutmenl 2 has isolated rot in pile 2 and pile 6 (R=4) and no rot in the cap.

'hese ratings signify a medium priority for repair and where not included in the level 1
ispeclion which currently has these elements rated 7/8.

2030

2031

2030

55.6%

55.6%

61.1%

59.7%

63.5%

65.8%

6.4 m clear roadway, 6.8 m roadway width, zero degree

kew
no guardrail
HWM 2.0m below deck top
Mapped Class D Waterbody
2.70 m pier height
BISDA=31km2,Q=28m3;s

7.0 m dear roadway width, zero deg. Skew.

2020Est.AADT^36vpd
10 km detour route
No guardrail
HWM not visible
Some scour under south backwall
Class C Walerbody (Sept 16 to Apr 15 and May 1 to Aug
5)
BIS DA = 54 km2.
D/S Structure is 3 span VS Girder Bridge (BF 02370) Hwy

:z
BIS2360DA=83km2,Q=24m:>/s.

6.4 m dear width, 6.6 m roadway width, 15 deg. RHF
ikew.

2020Est.AADT=32vpd
2 km detour route available
HWM not visible
No scour/erosion concerns
Poor channel alignment - skew does not match creek

Mapped Class D Waterbody
BIS DA ^54 km2.

BF 08685 is D/S
BISDA=13km2,4m3/s
Historic Flood Photo shows water at girder level with

iignificant overbank flooding.

\n evaluation should be compleled to determine il more value is provided by performing repairs and/or replacing this
.Iruclure.

\t this time, it is believed that maintenance should be completed to fix timber substructure elements. Consideration for
)irder replacement should also be included. The installation of guardrail as well.

f the assessment determines that the cost of repairs does not provide value based on the estimated life span provided,
eplacement may be warranted depending on the structure type. Full hydrological and hydraulic study should be
;ompleted to verify.

ratings from the Level 2 Coring inspection should be included on next BIM inspection.

\n evaluation should be completed to determine if more value is provided by performing repairs and/or replacing this
itructure. At this time, it is believed that maintenance should be compteted to fix timber substructure elements.

consideration for girder replacement and bridge rail replacement should also be included. The installation of guardrail
is well.

f the assessment determines that the cost of repairs does not provide value based on the estimated life span provided,

•eplacement may be warranted depending on the structure type. Full hydrological and hydraulic study should be

completed to verify. Fish passage will be required, but pending review of flows, may allow for a large dual culvert
itructure to be installed.

Fhere is no available detour route - Its actually very long and the adjacent landowner has buildings on both sides of the

;reek. Consideration for traffic accommodation measures will be required.

ratings from the Level 2 Coring inspection should be included on next BIM inspection.

\n evaluation should be completed to determine if more value is provided by performing repairs and/or replacing this
itructure. At this time, it Is believed that maintenance should be completed to fix timber substructure elements,

consideration for girder replacement! should also be included.

If the assessment determines that the cost of repairs does not provide value based on the estimated life span provided,

•eplacement may be warranted depending on the structure type. Full hydrological and hydraulic study should be
:ompleted to verify. Fish passage may or may not be required, pending further review. A large culvert structure may be
sufficient

ratings from the Level 2 Coring inspection should be included on next BIM inspection.

At this time, maintenance is probably the preferred
course of action to extend the Estimated

Replacement Year:

Recommended Maintenance Action;

Replace Rotten Cap, Rotten Piles, Cracked
Girders and Install Guardrail

Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10-15
years.

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2039

Estimated Replacement Structure:

Either a Standard Bridge consisting of 3 x 8 m spans.
or

(2)3600mmdia.x32mCSP

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Replace Rotten Cap, Rotten Piles, Cracked

Girders and Replace Bridge Rail

Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10-15
years.

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2039

Estimated Replacement Structure:

Either a single 12 m span standard bridge
or

(2)3000mmdia,x32mCSP

At this time, maintenance is probably the preferred
course of action to extend the Estimated

Replacement Year:

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Replace Timber elements with rot (piles and cap)
Assess girder for replacement

Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10-15
years.

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2039

Estimated Replacement Structure:

(2)3300mmdia.x32mCSP

2027

2027

2027

S 375,000

? 275,000

S 245,000

$1,231,000

$1,094,000

$ 756,000

Page 8 of 12



fWS^i Municipal District of Pincher Creek No, 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2022 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

1. Target Year 2. Structural Condition Rating, 3. Sufficiency Rating, 4. Maintenance Needs

Bridge File» Vc Location & Description
BIM Background Information / Comments ; Maintenance Actions I

Recommendations

Bridge File Inventory

Background Information
Bridge File Review Commentary

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy
or Replacement Alternative

02187 .01

00673 .01

74110 -01

1968

1956

1957

LOCAL ROAD OVER A
RIBUTARYTODUNGARVAN

CREEK
near

TWINBUTTE.AB

NW 27-03-29 W4M

Single Span (6.1 m) Treated
Timber Bridge on Treated

Timber Substructure

LOCAL ROAD OVER OLIN
CREEK

near

COWLEY.AB

"Skyline"

SE 21-09-01 W5M

1) 2040 mm (span) x 2240 mn
(rise) x 54.3 mSPCSP

LOCAL ROAD OVER TODD
CREEK

near

BURMIS.AB

"Willow Valley Road"

SW 36-09-03 W5M

1)2130 mm (span) x 1550 mr
(rise) x 17.1 mSPCSP Pipe

Arch

here is poor alignment at this structure. Rating = 3, Kink and sharp drop to bridge. Curve off
f bridge on north side. There is also poor drainage as water runs onto the deck from both
des.

new earing surface as installed in 2008 and is now dirt covered. The bridge rail is split,
Dliced and rotten. There are two rotten posts and the coating is wearing off. There is no
uardrail at this location.

is suspected that piles 3,4 and 5 at abutment 1 have rot. it is also suspected that piles 1,3,4
nd 5 at abutment 2 have rot. There was also some potential bulging occurring at the 3rd pile

n abutment 2. Abutment 1 appears to be moving.

he struts are in poor condition. #1 and #5 are bowed.

his structure is used daily by a local farmer.

, level 2 Timber Coring Inspection was completed September 23, 2021. Pile 2,3, and 5 are

howing signs of bowing. Pile 5 had beginning rot in two bottom cores. No other rot was

)und. R=3 for the piles.

'his structure has 6% roofdeflection and 5% sidewall deflection. There are also 3 cracked
earns along the north side of Rings #18, #19, & # 20 with 105 mm of sleel remaining.

linor superficial corrosion.

lissing bolts in roof, loose bolt sections in R14-R17.

'oor horizontal and vertical alignment (R=4) due to crossing being located on a curve with
ills to the north and south.

Fhis culvert has minimal cover over it and there are four cracked seams with a minimum of

27 mm of steel remaining. Roofdeflection is near 3%, and sidewall deflection is near 2%.

iidewall and seams are rated 4.

\lo other concerns were noted.

2024

2028

2025

44.4%

44.4%

44.4%

50.5%

52.4%

53.3%

6.1 m clear roadway, 4.0 m roadway width, zero degree

tow,
2019Est.AADT=10vpd
3 km Detour length
No scour protection except for some 300 mm rip rap at

he SW comer. No erosion concerns noted at this time.

3.0 m backwall height.
HWM 1.0m below top of curb
Unmapped Class 8 Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)

No BIS Available. U/S Structures provide an estimated 30
.m2DA,andallowofEst.15m:l/s

9.3 m roadway width, zero degree skew

7.1 m of cover

2:1 side slopes
2018Est.AADT=36vpd.
41 km detour length
Some Class 2 rip fap U/S. No erosion. Invert 200 mm

lelow stream bed,

Class 2 rip rap D/S. No erosion. Invert above 200 mm.

Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
No historic flow information available

6.4 m roadway width, zero degree skew

0.5m of cover

3:1 side slopes
2017Est.AADT^25vpd
No detour route available

U/S Invert is 100 mm above streambed, there is no rip rap,

3Ut there is no erosion either.

D/S invert is heaving 1 00 mm, and is 400 mm above the
itreambed. No rip rap present and no scour/erosion

dentified.
HWM not visible

. Class C Watertmdy (May 1 to Aug 15 and Sept 16 to April
15)
.BISDA=15kmz,Q=9m3/s

rhe need for this structure should bB evaluated as it appears to be on an undeveloped road with poor alignment but is
apparently used by single farmer/landowner on a daily basis.

Fhere are four options for this crossing:

option #1 - Remove the structure from Service.

3ption #2 - Continue monitoring structure - implement load restriction if condition worsens. Plan for repairs,
•epiacement or remove from inventory.

option #3 - Complete Maintenance - Replace Timber Bridge Rail, Complete a pile splice repair, install (2) struts.
^wever, there are also 3 piles showing signs of bowing. Consider additional pile repairs or drive new additional piles.

option #4 - Replace Structure with a large diameter culvert structure. Estimate (2) 3300 mm x 28 m CSP's.

y this lime, Roseke feels thai it is an expensive asset to maintain for use by a single landowner and Ihe MD consider

•emovlng this structure from inventory. If it is desirable to keep it, the MD should could continue to monitor (Option #2)
and plan for significant repairs/replacement in 5-10 years.

fhere are no current maintenance actions for this structure. A review of historical inspections indicates that the cracked

>eams have been present since 2014.

t will be an expensive replacement project due to the high depth of fill, and the detour requirements. Maintenance
should be completed to maximize design life span.

Fhe MD should continue to monitor the cracked seams at regular cycles. If it is found, that the cracks are growing, and

here is less than 1 00 mm of steel remaining, the elements will be down rated to a "3" rating. At that time, the MD
ihould increasing the inspection cycle to monitor or complete additional repairs to the cracked seam at (hat time. You
;ould evaluate for a liner, but I suspect that fish passage will need to be accommodated. The inverts are currently

above streambed and inhibit passage, Due to the reduction in cross-sectional area, it is unlikely that a liner will be
adequate for these conditions.

mprovements to the road alignment should also be considered. An on-site detour strategy will likely be required.

Fhere are no current maintenance actions for this structure. A review of historical inspections indicates that the cracked

ieams were identified during the most recent inspection in 2017, The cracked seams are likely due to the pipe shape in
combination with the low cover over the structure.

Fhe MD should continue to monitor the cracked seams at regular cycles. If it is found, that the cracks are growing, and
tiere is less than 100 mm of steel remaining, the elements wilt be down rated to a "3" rating. At that time, the MD

should increasing the inspection cycle to monitor or complete additional repairs lo the cracked seam at that time.
consideration for improving the height of cover may also help alleviate structural concerns. You could evaluate for a

iner, but I suspect thai Bsh passage will need to be accommodated and the inverts are above streambed and inhibit
passage. Due to the reduction in cross-sectional area it is unlikely that a liner will be adequate for these conditions.

(\n-onsite detour strategy will likely be required.

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Replace Timber Rail, Complete Pile Repairs, and
Install Struts.

Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10
years,

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2037

Estimated Replacement Structure:

Large Diameter CulVBrt(s)

(2)3300mmdia.x28mCSP

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Continue Monitoring Cracked Ssams

If conditions worsen in next 5-10 years

Repair Cracked Seam, Increase Monitoring

Frequency, or plan for replacement,

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2035

Estimated Replacement Structure

(1)3000 mm x 60 mCSP

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Continue Monitoring Cracked Seams

II conditions worsen in nexl 5-10 years

Repair Cracked Seam, Increase Monitoring

Frequency, or plan for replacement.

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2035

Estimated Replacement Structure

(1)2700 mm x 28 mCSP

2027

2027

2027

$ 245,000

$ 30,000.00

t 30,000.00

$ 661,000

$ 743,000

$ 384,000
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Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2022 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

1. Target Year 2. Structural Condition Rating, 3. Sufficiency Rating, 4. Maintenance Needs

Bridge File # Year Built Location & Description
BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions /

Recommendations
Bridge File Inventory

Background Information
Bridge File Review Commentary

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy
or Replacement Alternative

01077 -01

76636 .01

01348 -01

1963

1962

1969

LOCAL ROAD OVER
FOOTHILLS CREEK

near
PINCHER CREEK, AB

"SGT Wild Rd"

NW 12-05-29 W4M

I Span (6.1m Each) HCGirder
Bridge on a Treated Timber

Substruclure

LOCAL ROAD OVER A
TRIBUTARY TO CASTLE

RIVER
near

PINCHER CREEK, AB

SE 17-06-01 W5M

1)2134 mm (span) x 1549 mn
(rise) x15.2 mSPCSP Pipe

Arch

LOCAL ROAD OVER
CONNELLY CREEK

near
LUNDBRECK.AB

"Connley Road"

SW 03-08-02 W5M

(1)3000 mm x 48.8 mSPCSF

his structure has minor spalls in the deck top and curbs. There is no guardrait at this site and
ie timber bridge rail Is showing signs of decay. There is 1 girder rated 3 due to wide
ingitudinal cracks in two legs in the AZ with unsounds concrete (Sp. 2 G4). Five other girders
ave the same condition with sound concrete, Three other girders have cracking limited to a
ingle leg.

he caps were installed on abutmenls and piers in March of 2017 with steel bearing plates.

lies were mied in July 2016 by BVBS. A2-P5 was spliced wilh new H-Pile. P2-P2 was
homing signs of rol at Ihe waterline,

;ecommendalion was made to replace bridge rail.

'his structure is located in a sag curve with a vertical alignment rating of 3,

toofdeflectlonsarenear6% and sidewalldeflectionsarenear3%. There is also 8 cracked
•olts in Ring 3 with a minimum of 190 mm of steel remaining.

'here is a note that this pipe washed out in 1995.

iuperficial corrosion is present.

'his structure has two cracked rings (R5 and R6) with 145 mm of steel remaining. No
iignificant deflection present.

'here is minor surface rust (R=5) with a comment that there are rust spots 1 5-20 mm in
liameter in Rings 4-10.

rhe vertical and horizontal alignment are rated 4 due to the structure being on a long curve
vith hills to the east and west.

2032

2023

2030

38.9%

44.4%

44.4%

60.1%

44.5%

49.8%

7.3m Clear Roadway Width
Zero degree skew

Bird Nests
Some maintenance compleled.

No guardrail - inadequate bridge rail
HC Girders cracking
New caps and 1 new pile (2017)
Coring completed 2016.
2021Est.AADT=38vpd.
No scour/erosion concerns noted.

Detour Length =8 km. (RELEst.Bkm)
Mapped Class D Waterbody.
Q=15.3m3/sin1993(WSC)
Bridges U/S and D/S, Pier Height 4 m.

6.0 m roadway widlh, zero degree skew

No detour route available
2017Esl.AADT=1Bvpd.
0.9m of cover

2:1 side slopes
The U/S end is 20 mm above streambed.
The D/S end is 600 mm above streambed.

New rip rap placed in 1995
HWM 1 m above crown
Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
U/S Structure is 2200 mm dia. BF 75099
BIS DA = 16 km2, Q = 8 m'/s BF 75099
BIS DA = 13 km;, Q ^ 7 m3/s BF 76636

7.0 m roadway width, 30 degree RHF skew
2019Est.AADT=16vpd.
No detour route available
5.2 m of cover

2:1 side slopes
Class 2 rip rap UfS and D/S.
U/S below streambed 100 mm, D/S above 300 mm
No HWM visible
Actual size 3050 mm dia.
Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
BISDA=36km2,Q=16m3/s

his struclure had mainlenance completed in 2017 (New Caps) and now 11 of 29 girders have deficiencies. The guard
3JI and bridge rail are also inadequate lo protect the public from the hazards.

)ption #1 - Complete a detailed investigation of girders. Consider completing updated level 2 coring to verify timber
ondilion. Replace approrimalely half of all girders (Est. 15). Install new bridge rail and guardrail.

)ption #2 - Replace Bridge. Cannot confirm if large double culvert configuration (Est. 2 x 3600 mm diameter) or
tandard bridge will be preferred. Three 8.5 m span bridge U/S, single 8.5 m span bridge D/S. Cost-benefit analysis
equired to verify appropriate strategy. At this time, il is estimated that a standard bridge will be preferred based on
ixtended design life provided. Hydrological and Geolechnical informab'on required to confirm.

\[ this time, considering that some maintenance has been completed - the preferred alternative is replace half of the
jirders and upgrade the railing to extend the ERY by 10-15 years. A detailed preliminary engineering report should be
ompleted to assess maintenance costs vs. replacement costs with respect to design life span and potential impacts to

ie environment and users.

'he cracked seam in Ring 3 just appeared following the last inspection but there is quite a bit of steel remaining.
;orrosion Is not an issue at this lime, but the limited cover in combination with the pipe shape and cracked seams
equire that monitoring be continued at regular intervals. If the cracks worsen, seam repairs and/or additional increased

nonitoring frequency should be completed to extend the life span oflhe structure further.

'he structure is known to be undersized due to historic washouts, and flsh passage will need to be maintained.

;onsequenlly, a liner is not expected to be feasible and full replacemBrtwill be required in the future. An on-site detour
vill likely be required for construction. Grade line improvements should also be considered to improve cover and level
if safety.

Fhere are no current maintenance actions for this slructure. A review of historical inspections indicates that the cracked
ieams were identified during Ihe most recent inspection in 2019.

Fhe MD should continue to monitor the cracked seams at regular cycles. If it is found, that the cracks are growing, and
here is less than 1 00 mm of steel remaining, Ihe elements will be down rated to a "3" rating, At that time, Ihe MD
>hould increase the inspection cycle to monitor or complete additional repairs to the cracked seam at that time. If
;orrosion is a concerning factor at that time, full replacement may be required. You could assess for a liner, but !

suspect that fish passage will need to be accommodated and the inverts are above streambed and inhibit passage.
3ue to the reduction in cross-sectional area it is unlikely that a liner will be adequate for these conditions.

\n-on site detour strategy will likely be required.

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Replace Girders, Replace Bridge Rail and Install
Guardrail.

Maintenance may extend the life an addiConal 10-15
years.

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2037

Estimated Replacement Structure:

3 Span Standard Bridge
or

(2)3600mmdia.x40mCSP

At this time, maintenance is probably the preferred
course of action to extend the Estimated

Replacement Year:

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Continue Monitoring Cracked Seams

If condib'ons worsen in next 5-10 years

Repair Cracked Seam, Increase Monitoring
Frequency, or plan for replacement.

Revised Estimated Replacemenl Year = 2037

Estimated Replacement Structure

(1)2200 mm x32mCSP

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Continue Monitoring Cracked Seams

If condilions worsen in next 5-10 years

Repair Cracked Seam, Increase Monitoring

Frequency, or plan for replacement,

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2037

Estimated Replacement Structure

(1)3600mmx58mCSP

2026

2027

2027

$ 350,000

$ 30,000.00

$ 30,000.0

$1,236,000

( 379,000

$ 862,000



Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2022 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

1. Target Year 2. Structural Condition Rating, 3. Sufficiency Rating, 4. Maintenance Needs

Bridge File # voarBuin Location & Description
BINI Background Information; Comments / Maintenance Actions /

Recommendations

Bridge File Inventory

Background Information
Bridge File Review Commentary

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy
or Replacement Alternative

76203 .01

71542 -01

13960 -01

1965

1967

1961

LOCAL ROAD OVER ERNST
CREEK

near
MAYCROFT.AB

"West End Maycroft"

NW 26-10-03 W5M

1) 2490 mm (span) x 1750 mm
(rise) x 20.1 mSPCSP Pipe

Arch

LOCAL ROAD OVER INDIAN
CREEK

near

MAYCROFT.AB

"East End Maycroft"

SE 07-10-01 W5M

1) 2030 mm (span) x 2240 mrr
(rise)>;31.7mSPCSP

LOCAL ROAD OVER A
TRIBUTARY TO OLDMAN

RIVER
near

COWLEY.AB

"Lower Tennessee"

SE 11-0 8-01 W5M

:1) 1450 mm (span) x1600 mn
(rise) x 49.4 mSPCSP

his structure has 3 cracked rings (#6,#7 & #8). There is a minimum 85 mm of steel
3maining. It results in the sidewall being rated a 3,

'here Is minimal deflection in this pipe.

Some corrosion with scaling along the floor at U/S end,

leavy natural vegetation with rip rap at both ends. Some additional rip rap placed al SE to
irect flow.

lo maintenance action made for cracked rings at this time. Continue to monitor.

'his structure has isolated perforations in the roof of Ring 5, Ring 6 and Ring 7. Roofcurrentl)
ated 3. There Is also isolated perforations in Ring 1 on the Door. Roof Defleclion is near 4%
ind the sidewall defleclion near 3%. The coaling rating is 3 based on the perforations.
.argest Perforation is 60 mm x 10 mm.

tecommendation was made to Monitor Roof and floor perforations at 1/2 cycle (every - 2
'ears)

Fhis structure has 14% roof deflection (R=3) and 11% sidewall deflection (R=3). There is also
i hole in the roof in R5 and isolated perforalions in R2,R4,R5, and R9 on the Noor. The floor
md coating are rated 4.

regional Consultant commented on form indicating deflections have been stable since 1993.
continue Monitoring.

2027

2035

2031

33.3%

33.3%

33.3%

54.5%

56.5%

58.1%

- 9.4 m roadway width, 30 deg. LHF skew

2017 Est.AADT=; 146 vpd.
50 km detour route
1.2 m of cover.

3:1 side slopes
No bevel ends.

U/S Invert 300 mm below, D/S Invert 200 mm above
itreambed

No scour/erosion concerns

Mapped Class D but <2 km to Class B (Sept 1 to Aug 15).
iull Trout and Other SARA listed species.
On the Gap Road/ Maycroft Road.
BISDA=16km;',Q=11m3/s

7.6 m Roadway Width, 30 deg. LHF skew
2020Est.AADT=36vpd.
Detour length = 28 km.
3.4m of cover

• 2:1 Side slopes
No scour/erosion concerns

Rip Rap U/S and D/S 300-400 mm
HWM Mark is above top of culvert,
Outlet is above streambed
Inlet is below streambed 200 mm
Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
BISDA=13km2,Q=7m3/s

7.7 m Roadway Width, Zero deg. Skew.

8.6 m of Cover

1.5:1 side slopes. 3:1 from shoulder to fence line.

2021 Est. MDT = 70
6 km Detour Route
Rip Rap appears adequate U/S & D/S
No scour/erosion concerns.

D/S Invert above Slreambed. U/S Invert below 600 mm
;45%)
HWM not visible
Class B Waterbody by defaull. (Sept 1 to Aug 15)

.BISDA=5km',Q=4m3/s

Small reservoir downslream

potentially steep slopes

Fhis slruclure has minimal defleclion and there are 35 cracked bolts In 3 rings thai werejusl identified in the most recent
nspection. Traffic Volumes expected to be much higher in summer months.

\n inspection is due shortly, and if there is no significant change in Ihe condition of this pipe, it is recommended that the
W continue monitoring and consider repairing the cracked seam by one of (he following methods:
I. Install a sholcrete beam

2. Complete weld rapalrs.

f deflections worse, and or the cracks continue getting worse - full replacement will likely be required due to the shape,
naximum liner size, and to maintain flsh passage.

f the cracked seam Is repaired, it is eslimaled that an additional 10 years of life could be achieved. (Revised ERY of
'033). At that time, it is estimated that a large diameter culvert 2700 mm in diameter and with a 38 m invert length will
ie required. Fish passage will be a design constraint.

riming, Dewatering, and permitting requirements will have to be confirmed before maintenance activities to proceed.

Fhis structure has significant corrosion problems. The recommend repair would involve the installation of a finer but at
ihis time it is not expected that a liner will be sufficient considering that there is evidence that water has exceeded the
;rown elevation and that it would not pass fish. Consequently, replacement of this pipe will likely be required.
Vlonitoring should continue on 1/2 cycles until replacement. If infillration starts lo occur, or voids detelop, replacement
should be prioritized.

t is estimated that (1 ) 3300 mm diameter x 40.0 m CSP will be the preferred alternative assuming fish passage can be
provided, A concrete end treatment will be required at the upstream end.

rhis structure corrosion problems, deftections and it is under 8.5 m of fill.

l\n extensive hydraulic review and liner feasibility study will be required to determine if a 1219 mm diameter liner can be
nslalled at this location. Based on the structures downstream, and upstream, a 2000 mm diameter structure is likely

requlred. Additionally, this structure connects to the Ofdman Reservoir, and fish passage requirements will need to be

assessed. The downstream structure and/or the small reservoir downstream may act as barriers to fish. If fish passage

s not an issue, and backwater can be temporarily stored upstream, then a liner may work. Otherwise full replacement

with a 2000 mm diameter x 55 m CSP may be required. Pending further review, the ND may be able to line the existing
GSP and tunnel a secondary SWSP next to it to accommodate flows. A detailed preliminary engineering report should
De completed to verify the correct strategy, but at this time it is assumed that full replacement will be required. The road
;an be dosed during construction due to an availabie detour route.

Recommended Maintenance Action;

Repair the Cracked Seams

Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10
years.

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2033

Estimated Replacement Slructure:

(1)2700 mm dia.x 38 mCSP

Estimated Replacement Structure:

(1)3300 mm dia.X40m long CSP

Estimated Replacement Structure:

(1)2000 mm dia.X 55m long CSP

2025

2026

2026

$ 30,000.00

$

$

$ 485,000

$ 600,000

$ 463.000

'age 5 of 12



Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2022 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

1. Target Year 2. Structural Condition Rating, 3. Sufficiency Rating, 4. Maintenance Needs

Bridge File # varBuin Location & Description
BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions I

Recommendations
Bridge File Inventory

Background Information
Bridge File Review Commentary

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy
or Replacement Alternative

70417 .01

00470 -01

74260 -01

07080 -0'

1960

1988

1954

1974

LOCAL ROAD OVER
TRIBUTARY TO CASTLE

RIVER
near

PINCHER CREEK, AB

SE 05-07-01 W5M

Single 6.1 m Clear Span PG
Girder Bridge on Timber

Substfucture

LOCAL ROAD OVER A
TRIBUTARY TO PINCHER

CREEK
near

PINCHER CREEK, AB

•Murrays Comer"

SE 02-06.01 W5M

(1)1600 mm dia.X43mCSP

LOCAL ROAD OVER A
TRIBUTARY TO FOOTHILL

CREEK
near

PINCHER CREEK. AB

"Buck Jack"

SW13-05-29 W4M

1)1742 mm (span) x 1920 mn
(rise) x 15.2m long SPCSP

LOCAL ROAD OVER
DUNGARVAN CREEK

near

TWINBUTTE.AB

"Pine Creek"

SW17-03-29 W4M

^1)4070 mm (span) x 4480 mr
(rise) x 37.2 mSPCSP

his structure is in fair condition based on the level 1 BIM, but a level 2 timber coring
ispeclion was completed in October 2021 and it was discovered that there was extensive rol
nd large full height void in pile 3 at abutment 1. (R=2). There was also beginning rot in 3
onsecutive cores in the cap over piles 1 and 2. At abutment 2 isolated rot was found in pile 6

nd beginning rot was found in the cap over piles 1-3. R=4.

)ther than those deficiencies noted from the level 2 inspection the level 1 inspection Just
lentified some cracking glrders identified. (R=4).

'his structure has isolated perforalions in Rings 2,3 & 4 in the roof and sidewall. R=3 for bolh
temenls. The floor hasn't been visible for consecutive inspections, There is also 5% sldewal

leflection and 3% roof defleclion. The bevel ends are also rated 4 due to perforations.

'here is rip rap at both ends and no scour or erosion concerns were noled.

'here is a 4 way intersection located 30 m West. Recommendation Made to Monitor

lerforations in roof and sidewall. No further action at present.

'his structure is in poor condition due to 15% roof deflection (R=3) and 1 2% sidewal)
leflection (R=3). There is also heavy corrosion on the floor with perforations occurring.

'here Jsa7 m x 7 m x 0.5 m deep scour hole at the outlet with no rip rap protection. The D/S

ivert Is approximately 100 mm above streambed. There is also poor channel alignment

lecause flow comes down the south ditch for approximately 8m.

'here is a hill to the north.R=5.

Fhis structure has a cracked roof seam in Ring 1 0. There is an estimated 60 mm of steel

emaining between the cracked bolt holes, This condition Is driving the "3" Rating.

rhere are isolated perforations in the floor in ring 1 , and minor surface rust. Defleclions are al
1%.

Fhece is a scour hole at the downstream end, but the rating is still adequate and there is rip
ap protection.

Fhe current maintenance recommendation is to monitor the cracked roof seam.

2026

2032

2020

2030

50.0%

33.3%

33.3%

33.3%

62.8%

53.1%

54.0%

54.1%

7.3 m clear roadway width, zero degree skew
2017Est.AADT=52vpd
8km Detour Route
1.6 mbackwall height
No erosion concerns noted.
Class C Waterbody (Sepl 1 to Aug 15)
No BIS Dala available. Dry Oct. 2021.

D/S and U/S structures are culverts.

D/S BIS (74219) Q =15 cms, DA = 32 sqkm. For a 1 ;25
ear event. (2) 2200 mm CSP

8.0m roadway widlh. 10deg. RHF skew.
17 km Detour Route.

2021Est.AADT=28vpd.
4.7 m of Cover

140 mm Circ. Seam separation

Inverts below streambed 400mm
Drift present
No scour/erosion concerns

HWM not visible
Class B Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
Bull Trout/SARA Species
No historic flow information available.

8. m Roadway Width. Zero degree skew

15 km detour length
2018Est.AADT=17vpd
0.6 m of Cover

2:1 side slopes
No beve] ends

U/S Rip Rap is good.
U/S Invert is 50 mm below streambed
No HWM Visible
Active Erosion 100 mD/S
Unmapped Class D Waterbody
BISDA=10kmz,Q=6m3/s
U/S Structure is a 2.2 m dia. CSP

8.0 m roadway width, 30 degree LHF skew.
3:1 side slopes & 1.0 m of cover

Concrete End Treatment U/S
Class 1 U/S - no erosion

Class 3 D/S with scour hole R=5
7 km Detour Length
2020Esl.MDT=15vpd.
Poor channel alignment at U/S
BISDA=23km2,Q=39m3;s,

D/S Structure is 6.7 m Concrete Box.

Bank Protection added to road at SW.

'he timber components of this structure are deteriorating, At this time, It is presumed that the timber elements could be
eplaced/repaired. to extend the life of the structure an estimated 10 years. The work would involve the replacement of

>oth caps and two piles. The replacement of at least two girders should also be considered if this work is occurring.

Mternatively, it Is assumed that a replacement structure would consist of dual culverts with diameters near 2200 mm.

Fhe existing bridge has been in service for 72 years and maintenance may extend the life of the structure an additional

10 years, but continuous deterioration of the timber components is likely to occur and additional maintenance would

ikely be required.

t is recommended that a Preliminary Engineering be completed to verify the hydrologlcal, environmental, and

)eometric requirements for this site and to complete a net present value analysis to confirm the appropriate course of

action.

continued annual monitoring is also required at this site - until repairs or replacement is completed.

\t this lime, il is presumed that replacement with a CSP will reduce future maintenance and monitoring costs and
>rovide overall better value but further analysis is required to confirm.

Fhe size and the severity of the isolated perforations are unknown. Continue monitoring. If infiltration starts to occur -

his structure will have to be prioritized,

Fhere is another unknown sb-ucture 30 m downstream for which the age, size and condition are unknown.

Fhis structure is located near an intersection and there is no detour roule available. An on-site detour or staged

:onstrucliDn approach will probably be required.

Fhis slruclure appears to be adequate for the historic flows at this location and replacement allernalives will likely be
similar in size.

rhis structure appears to be undersized due to the high velocities, and the scour hole downstream. The upstream

structure is also larger and was installed In 1996.

Fhe major deficiencies include both deflections and corrosion. It is therefore recommended that this structure be

•eplaced. The deflections appear to be due to low cover. The road grade will have to be raised, or if a dual culvert

configuration can be utilized. There is a comment indicating there is a hill to the north, but a cost benefit analysis will
ikely be required to determine if grade line improvements or the dual structure is preferred and to assess fish passage.

\ local road detour could be utilized -1 mile to the east 6.2 km total detour length.

Uinimum cover requirements for a structure this large is 1.18 m which is 0.18 m greater than what is there based on the
nformation on the BIM form. The noted cracked roof seam is in the last ring which suggests it is not under loading from
tie road. The cracked roof seam has been there since 2002.

3ased on the current condition of the pipe in combination with the type and location of the deficiency identified, the
mmediale course of action is to conlinue monitoring this culvert.

this is a fairly large creek and it is estimated that (2) 3600 mm diameter x 50 m CSP's will be required to accommodate
lows. However, at this size, a cost benefit analysis should be completed to assess costs and, IJfespan with a standard

3ridge alternative, The culvert alternative is cheaper, but negatively impacts environment and only has a 50 year design
ife. A standard bridge is more expensive and will last longer but there are also typically more maintenance costs.

Hydrological, Environmental and Geotechnical will need to be considered. At this time, it is presumed that the dual pipe
:onfiguration will work. Skew angle will likely have to be increased due to current channel alignment. U/S Concrete
End Treatment will also be required.

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Complete Pile Repairs, Change Caps, Replace
Girders & Other Work

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2034

Estimated Replacement Structure

(2) 2200 mm diameter x 32 m CSP

Estimated Replacement Structure:

(1)1600 mm dia.X 43m long CSP

Estimated Replacement Structure:

(2)2000mmdia.X28mlongCSP

Estimated Replacement Structure:

(2)3600mmdia.X50mlongCSP

2024

2025

2025

2025

$275,000.00

$

$

$

$ 397,000

$ 358,000

$ 414,000

$ 520,000

Page 4 of 12 www.roseke.com



fc^NAS Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2022 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

1. Target Year 2. Structural Condition Rating, 3. Sufficiency Rating, 4. Maintenance Needs

Bridge File # Year Built Location & Description
BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions /

Recommendations
Bridge File inventory

Background Information
Bridge File Review Commentary

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy
or Replacement Alternative

75801 -01

75481 -01

70175 -01

1953

1961

1957
1908

LOCAL ROAD OVER A
TRIBUTARY TO OLDMAN

RIVER
near

COWLEY.AB

"Northern Skyline"

SW 09-10-01 W5M

1) 1455 mm (span) x 1600 mm
(rise) x 25.0 m

CSP Ellipse

LOCAL ROAD OVER
FRIBUTARY TO OLIN CREEK

near

COWLEY.AB

"Olin"

SW 23-09-01 W5M

(1)1525 mm dia.X23.8m
CSP

LCOAL ROAD OVER
YARROW CREEK

near

TWINBUTTE.AB

"Spread Eagle Road"

NW 22-03-30 W4M

' Span Bridge (38.1 m Througl
Truss with 9 6.1 m Treated

Timber Approach Span) on a
Treated Timber Substructure

his pipe has 15% roof deflecfion (R=3) and 13% sidewall deflection (R=3). No mainlenance
commendation was made for this defclency. Continue to monitor.

'here is only minor superficial corrosion at this location.

'here is a scour hole downstream for which a maintenance recommendation was made to

ilace additional rip rap.

'his structure has 12% roof deflectlon (R=3) and 9% sidewall deflection (R=4).

'here is some corrosion with pitting occurring on the floor. There is also a rusty roof with a

;omment indicating this pipe was salvaged and the roof used to be the floor. There is hanging
>utlet (300mm) and no rip rap protection on either end but no noted erosion concerns.

^o maintenance actions made for roof deflections.

/laintenance was completed on this structure in 2019. Unfortunately, the BIM was completed
n the winter and iots of the new elements were not visible. II appears as though a new strip
leck was installed and new wheel guards were installed. There was some potholes creating a

>ump on approach to the bridge but the alignment ratings indicate the roadway is adequate.
'here is no guardrail at this location.

Fhere is some minor damage or defects to the Iruss members and one missing bolt.

Fhere is corrosion and pitting on the splash zone of the truss. The timber bridge rail on the
approach span in untreated and needs to be painted. There is some scour at the west side
vithin 1 m of abutment 1. There are steep banks along the west side with no rip rap protection
recommendation was made to place 60 m of Class 1 Rip Rap.

\ timber coring inspection was completed in October 2021 at which time it was revealed that
here was beginning rot in vert. blocks of piles 2 and 6 at abutment 1 (R=4). and piles 2 and 3
it abutment 2 (R=4). Additionally, there is extensive rot with a void in Pile 3 East, and Pile 5
West at Pier 1 (R=2) Two additional piles had large vertical splits (R=4). The Cap at Abut 2
las beginning rol, the rest are ok.

2030

2030

2025

33.3%

33.3%

44.4%

51.0%

51.1%

34.6%

8.0 m roadway width, zero deg. Skew
2021Est.AADT=132vpd
No available detour route on BIM
2.4m of cover

3:1 side slopes
Hill to north and south. No alignment concerns noted.

U/S Invert 400 mm. D/S Invert is below 100 mm.
D/S Scour hole 3mx 5m x 1m
No HWM visible.
Mapped Class D but 2 km to Class C (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
Small reservoir D/S.

BISDA^8km2,Q=5m3/s

6,0 m roadway width, 30 deg. RHF skew, 2 m of cover

2020Est.MDT=16vpd
No detour route available
U/S below streambed, D/S above

• 80 mm vertical seam separation

No rip rap but No scour/erosion
2:1 side slopes
No road or channel alignment concerns

Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug15)
•BISDA=4km2,Q^4m3/s.

• 4.3 m clear roadway width, 7 m roadway width, zero
Jegree skew

4.3m vertical clearance
.2020Est.AADT=60vpd.

13 km detour length
3.8m pier height

- No guardrai!

Class B Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
- SARA listed species

reflections have been present since 2003 and appear to have remained stable since 2008. The structure appears to
ie undersized due to high outlet velocities that cause a scour hole at the downslream end and likely impedes fish
iassage. However, there is small reservoir downstream D/S that is assumed to be a barrier to fish.

\ road closure may be possible during construction. Length of detour only becomes a problem for landowners who live
south/east traveliing north on Highway 22. Further discussions required.

3nly minor superficial corosion indicated on BIM, so recommended maintenance action is to install struts to maintain
ihape until replacement is warranted. Struts will, however, reduce the cross-sectional area and cause a reduction in
low capacity.

:teplacemenl alternatives will likely consist of a 2200 mm diameter x 35.0 m in 10-15 years (Estimate 2035).

Fhe deflections appear to have been stable since 2002, Recommend continued monitoring. Because of the corrosion

?n the floor and the roof, vertical struts may not be effective as a repair due to the reduced structural capacity of the

ileel at these locations.

rhe estimated replacement slruclure will likely be a 1600 mm -1800 mm diameter culvert to include adequate burial
lepth and maintain flsh passage.

-ocalized Detour will likely be required.

Fhis structure had signiBcant maintenance completed in 2019, some deficiencies still exist and there are some routine
Tiaintenance actions remaining to complete following the completion of the coring inspection in October of 2021.

Fhe current maintenance recommendations include:

I. Repair/Replace Timber Piles (Esl. Qty = 4)
?. Consider Replacing Cap at Abutment #2.
3. Replace one (1) treated timber wheel guard
(. Place 60 cu.m of Class 1 Rip Rap at South abulmenl
5. Cut the top of the SW Wing Wall Pile and Place a tin cap over it
3. Paint or replace rail and posts on treated timber span. Consider upgrades to CCA or flex beam.

Fhis structure should be inspected annually until repairs or replacement is completed. The current ratings and
istimated replacemBnl year on Die Level 2 Coring Report are not accurately reflected on the Level 11nspection Form. I

:urrently requires high priority repair and has an estimated replacement year of 2024 vs. 2025 on the BIM Form.

3ased on the information reviewed and considering additional maintenance has already been completed, continued

Tiainlenance and monitoring should be completed as soon as possible to extend Ihe life span of the bridge an
estimated 10 years,

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Install Vertical Steel Struts

Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10
years.

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2034

Estimated Replacement Structure:

(1)2200 mm x 35.0 mCSP

Estimated Replacement Structure:

(1)1800 mm dia.X 30m long CSP

Rscommended Maintenance Action:

Complete Pile Repairs, Change Cap, Place Rip
Rap, and Fix Timber Components

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2034

Estimated Replacement Structure

Large Standard Bridge (3x14 m Spans) or Major
Bridge

2023

2024

2024

$ 45,000.00

$

$350,000.00

$ 389,000

$ 303,000

S 1,292,000



Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2022 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

1.Target Year 2. Structural Condition Rating, 3. Sufficiency Rating, 4. Maintenance Needs

Bridge File # Yoar Built Location & Description
BIM Background Information; Comments / Maintenance Actions;

Recommendations
Bridge File Inventory

Background Information
Bridge File Review Commentary

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy
or Replacement Alternative

76294 -01

01113 -01

74048 .01

1965

1971

1962

LOCAL ROAD OVER A 2ND
TRIBUTARY TO CASTLE

RIVER
near

COWLEY.AB

SW 32-06-01 W4M

(1)1520 mm dia.X18.3m
CSP

LOCAL ROAD OVER A
TRIBUTARY TO OLDMAN

RIVER
near

PINCHER CREEK, AB

"Demotsu Loop"

SE31-07-Z9W4M

1) 2322 mm (span) x 2560 mn
(rise) x 48.5 mSPCSP

LOCAL ROAD OVER TODD
CREEK

near

BURMIS.AB

"Willow Valley"

NW 36.09-03 W5M

:1) 1830 mm (span) x 1120 mr
(rise) x 15.8m Pipe Arch

his structure has 6% roofdenection and 3% sidewall deflection. There are also extensive
erforations due to mrrosion in Ring 2 and Ring 3. Sidewall and Coating R=2. Low Rating
lotification Filed with MD. Inspection Cycle reduced to 6 months to monitor but no additional
acent formal inspection information is available.

'his structure has poor alignment due to the presence of a intersection 50 m to the west, its or

. long horizontal curve, and in a valley with hills in both directions, There is also an erosion

ully along the west side. Approach Road GR = 4.

'here are 4 cracked seams with a minimum of 50 mm of steel remaining. Roof deflection is

•A, Sidewall deflection is 6%. Sidewall R =3. Roof R = 5. There is also superficial corrosion

ilong the floor.

'here is some erosion at the downstream end. The bank above the culvert has sloughed 92

n (2007 Note).

'his structure has 13% roof deflectlon (R=3) and only 2% sidewall deflection. There is minor
lUperficial corrosion and no erosion concerns were noted. There was a recommendation to

educe inspection cycle in half (- 2 years) until replaced.

2022

2033

2029

22.2%

33.3%

33.3%

52.8%

40.3%

49,2%

8.5 m roadway width. Zero degree skew,

3:1 Side slopes
1,0 m of cover

2021Est.AADT=134vpd.
32 km detour length
Rip Rap at U/S, None D/S
HWM Not visible
No Scour/Erosion
Inverts 200 - 300 mm below streambed

Unmapped Class C Watertmdy. (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
'osslble Bull TloutfSARA Species.
BIS DA = 5 km2
BIS Q = 3 m'fe
Bridge D/S - No crossings U/S
Ponds/Dugouts U/S

- 7.7 m Roadway Width, Zero deg, Skew. On a curve. Y

ntersection 50 m S.

2:1 Side slopes & 7.5 m of cover
U/S End 1 m below streambed.
D/S End 300 mm below streambed.
300 mm Rip Rap bolh ends
2 km Detour length
2018Est.AADT=2-vpd.

Some siltation in pipe.
Tributary to Oldman Reserroir. Unmapped. Class C by

lefaull.(Sept1toAug15).
Listed as Tennessee Creek (BIS)
Small Reservoir D/S impedes flow to Oldman Resenfoic.

/Vhen Oldman is a FSL, it backs up to this reservoir.

High fill with some backwater storage available. I also
hink this culvert is on a steep slope.

BISDA=31km;,BISQ=13m3/s

6.0 mRoadwaywidth.15deg.LHF skew.

No Detour available.

.2019Est.AADT=20vpd
3:2 side slopes & 0.6 m of cover

No Beve] Ends
• U/S invert Below streambed 50 mm

D/S invert Above streambed 100 mm
• No Rip Rap protection (minimal)
No scour/erosion problems

•HWM Not visible
. Class C Walerbody (May 1 to Aug 15 and Sept 16 to April
5)

\ steel liner is the preferred maintenance strategy at this location, but the reduction in cross-sectional area is likely to
esull in an increase in velocities thai impede fish passage. At this lime, it is presumed thai a liner will not be feasible for
hese reasons. The maximum esBmated liner size would be 1216 mm in diameter due to current defleclions and

iroviding space for grouting of the annular void. Further assessment required.

Fhe structure appears hydraulically adequate for the flows, but there is some storage available upstream and it is a
elatively small drainage area. Estimated replacement struclura size is 1600 mm. On-sile detour or staged construction

approach likely required.

Fhe cracked seams have been identified since 2002 and appear stable. There is a minor change in deflection since

hen and the coating on the floor is rated 5 (superficial rust).

3ased on the aerial imagery, the overflow channel from the D/S reservoir is assumed to go dry annually due to the

storage provided so fish passage may not be a design constraint but considerations of sedimentation will be required.

Fhis structure may also have a steep slope that may also impede passage. Further environmental evaluation required.

\[ this time, the three preferred options are estimated to be:

I. Pending a complete review of hydrology, hydraulics and fish passage requiremenls - install a 2134 mm (84')
liameter x 55.0 m long SWSP Liner
'. Install a liner and tunnel a second pipe beside the liner. Geotechnical investigation and confirmation of fish passage
•squired to confirm feasibility.

i. Open cut installation of (1) 3000 mm dia. x 55.0 m CSP.

-ocaiized Detour not required. The MD could also potentially close this road due to minor local detour being available

ml it mighl cause push back from 2 landowners.

recommend continue monitoring of cracks and deflections on half cycle until replacement is completed.

Fhe deflection problems are likely a result of low cover over the existing arch shaped pipe. Deflections have worsened
3% since 2014 inspection.

Vertical steel struts could be installed to extend the life of Ihis structure but they are typically not required unless
Jeflections exceed 15%, but may be warranted now due to the reduced cover. An estimated 10 years of additional life
span could potentially be achieved. However, the construclability might be a minor Issue considering that there is only
380 mm of height available at the lowest point. Care of Water will also need to be considered.

replacement alternative will likely consist of a double 1200 mm dia. x 28 m culvert conliguration due to low cover.
Mlematively, if permitted - a grade raise would be required to facilitate installation of a 1500 mm dia. CSP. The dual
3ipe configuration is expected to be better for velocities and reduced roadway work costs. Fish passage will need to be
considered and there is no available detour so a localized detour will be required.

Estimated Replacement Structure:

(1)1600 mm dia.X 28m long CSP

Estimated Replacement Structure:

(1)3000 mm dia.X 55m long CSP

Concrete End Treatment Required at U/S

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Install Vertical Steel Struts

Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10
years,

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2034

Estimated Replacement Structure:

(2)1200mmdia.x30mCSP

2023

2023

2023

$

$

$ 30,000.00

$ 268,000

$ 681,000

S 334.000



Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2022 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

1. Target Year 2. Structural Condition Rating, 3. Sufficiency Rating, 4. Maintenance Needs

Bridge File? v«arBui Location & Description
BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions /

Recommendations
Bridge File Inventory

Background Information
Bridge File Review Commentary Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy

or Replacement Alternative

02488 -01

75265 -01

75377 -01

07743 -01

1927

1960

1962

1908

LOCAL ROAD OVER THE
CROWSNEST RIVER

near
LUNDBRECK.AB

"Fishers"

NW 26-07-02 W4M

(1) 24.4m Long Pony Truss
Bridge on Concrete

Substructure

LOCAL ROAD OVER HEATH
CREEK

near

COWLEY.AB

"Heath Creek'

NE11-1D-01W5M

1) 2134 mm (span) x 1549 mm
(rise) x18.9 mSPCSP Pipe

Arch

LOCAL ROAD OVER
SCREWDRIVER CREEK

near

BURMIS.AB

"7 Gales"

NW 08-06-02 W5M

1)1724 mm (span) x 1901 mm
(rise) x19.5 mSPCSPEIIipse

LOCAL ROAD OVER
GLADSTONE CREEK

near
PINCHER CREEK

"Gladslone"

SW 23-05-02 W5M

3 Span Bridge (8.5 m PA
Girders-18.3m Pony Truss-

3,5 m PA Girders) on a Treatec
Timber and Steel Substructure

'his is the Fisher Bridge. The bridge and road are currently closed to public traffic due to Ihe
ioor condilion of this structure.

'oor wearing surface, Abutmenl delamination at bearing locations, missing bearing anchor
lolts, wide cracking on abutments, undermined bearing, delaminatlng concrete, poor

ibulment stability. Some corrosion and minor wide load damage. Road alignment not great
>ut reduced speed.

I is our understanding that ISL Engineering and Land Services is preparing a design for the
eptacement of this structure in the near future pending funding approval.

'he existing structure is in poor condition due to the presence of 4 cracked sidewatl seams

vith a minimum of 55 mm of steel remaining, All cracks are on the north side and the sidewa!!
ating is 3. There is also 7% roofdeftection.

'he vertical and horizontal alignment are poor due to curves in both directions and hills in both
tirections.

'here is a significant scour hole downstream

rhere is a comment to inspect pipe annually until replaced,

\ replacement structure has been designed and is ready for tender for construction to occur

'022.

Fhis structure is located NW of Beaver Mines on a dead end road with curves and 9 hill to the
?asl The structure currently has severe perforations in the floor from Ring 1 through to Ring G
vhich has resulted in a 3 rating. There is 2% roof deflection and 2% sidewall deflection. A
ecommendation was made to monitor the floor in inspection 1/2 cycles,

Fhe upstream end has perforations in the floor. The downstream end is hanging 200 mm

ibove streambed and there are perforations in the floor of the bevel as well, No other

;oncems were noted but a recommendation was made to replace the culvert.

:toseke Engineering completed the preliminary engineering, design and tender for a
eplacement structure at this location in 2020.

\ level 2 coring Inspection was completed by Bow Valley Bridge Services at this location and
:ioseke Engineering has prepared a Tender to complete maintenance at this location in 2022.

currently there are significant problems with the guardrail, wearing surface, wheel guards,

stringers, bridge paint, a cracked diagonal member, and the timber subdeck.

Fhe PA Girders on the approach spans have wide cracks in the anchorage zone. Sp.1 G2 is ir

jnsound concrete. All interior girders are in good condition.

2020

2023

2020

2025

22.2%

33.3%

44.4%

50.0%

30.3%

34.6%

47.5%

44.4%

- 4.9 m clear roadway width. 6.2 m road width.

Vertical eroded banks in vicinity of bridge. Water starting
:o undercut south abutment.

Est. Deck to Streambed = 5 m
•HWMEst. 1.1m below curb.

Class B Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)

6,5 m roadway width Zero degree skew

1,5m of cover

1:1 side slopes
Both inverts above streambed
Poor channel alignment

Large D/S scour hole
HWM 0.2 m above crown

No detour route available
Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)

8 m dear roadway, the inspection indicates its on a zero

Jegree skew but its actually a 33.5 deg. LHF skew.

1.1 m of cover

2:1 side slopes
2020Est.AADT=36vpd
No Detour Route available
Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
SARA listed Species

7.3 m dear width, 9.6 m roadway width, zero degree skew

2019AADTEst.=121vpd.
No detour available
No scour/erosion concerns

5.1 m pier height
HWM not visible
Class B Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
Historic flood photo shows drift accumulation on piers and

iignificanl loss of fill at south abulment.

the structure is currently closed and is in the worst condition of all structures in the MD.

It is our understanding the MD of Pincher Creek has obtained the services of ISL Engineering Ltd. to design and tender
a prefabricaled replacemenl bridge structure at Ihis location. No further action required at this lime. Post-Construction

BIM to be completed to update inventory once complete.

:toseke Engineering Ltd. prepared an extensive preliminary engineering report for this site in 2021. The
•erommendation was to replace the existing pipe with a 3000 mm diameter x 28 m CSP. Some additional bank
3rotection measures were included to protect the road upstream, and boulder clusters were included to improve fish

massage. As of now the design is complete, land has been purchased, the tender has been prepared and the permits

/vere obtained. This project is expected to be tendered in the Spring of 2022 with construction to occur August 15-
September 15 2022.

in 2020, Roseke Engineering completed the preliminary engineering and design for a replacement structure that
consisted of a single 2700 mm dia. X 37 m long CSP with comer baffles along the upstream half of the pipe to improve
ish passage.

Fhe project was tendered for construction in 2021, but the Contractor went into default and the contract was terminated.

t is expected that the project will be retendered and construction will proceed in 2022.

Estimated replacement budget is expected to be for remaining costs to complete construction and does not include

previous annual expenditures.

design Life Span of the structure may be reduced due to the current shape and condition of the supplied pipe following
jamage from a wind event in 2021.

:ioseke EngineBring Ltd. has reviewed all documentation and prepared a tender for maintenance to be completed at

tiis site. The work will involve the replacement of the timber stringers, replacement of the subdeck, replacement of the

strip deck, replacement of the bridge rail and guardrail and other miscellaneous repairs.

Fhis projecl is being tendered in 2022 for construction to occur later in 2022.

This one is being replaced. An additional 50-100
years of life span should be achieved depending on

structure types and details which are unknown.

Ball Park Cost Estimate

Assumed costs were incorporated in 2020 or 2021
budget. Not considered for this assessment.

Replacement Structure:

(1) 3000 mm dia. X 28 m long CSP

Assumed costs were incorporated in 2021 budget.
Not considered for this assessment.

Replacement Structure:

(1)271)0 mm dla.X 37m long CSP

Assumed costs were Incorporated in 2020 or 2021

budget. Not considered for this assessment.

Maintenance being Completed:

Replace Strip Deck, Replace Subdeck, Replace
Timber Stringers, Replacement of Bridge Rail &

GuardrailS Other Misc. Work

dainlBnance may extend the life an additional 10-15
years.

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2037

Assumed costs were incorporated in 2021 budget

and were not considered for this assessment.

Estimated Future Replacement Structure

3 Span (12 m-14 m-12 m) SL510 Standard Bridge

2022

2022

2022

2022

$

$

S 354,000

$1,225,200

} 400,000

$ 420,000

$1,272,000



Recommendation to Council

TITLE: BF 76294 Range Road 15 Over a 2nd Tributary to Castle River
Capital Adjustment

PREPARED BY: David Desabrais DATE: July 6th, 2022

DEPARTMENT: Capital Projects

Department

Supervisor
Date

ATTACHMENTS:
1. 10 Year Bridge Study Information

2. Location Map

APPROVALS:

Yloor^ 0^^j2- ^/^G/Q1 -^M- ^^/fc^/y
Department Director Date Interim CAO Date

RECOMMENDATION:

That Council approve $30,000 in 2022 Engineering funds for BF 76294; Range Road 15 over a 2nd
Tributary to Castle River with said funds coming from the Municipal Sustainability Initiative.

BACKGROUND:

On October 15' , 2021 an inspection was completed on BF 76294; Range Road 15 over a 2nd Tributary to

Castle River which found excessive deficiencies. These deficiencies resulted in a "2" rating of the sidewall

per Alberta BIM manual. A low rating notification was filed and it is now recommended the structure be

inspected and monitored at 6 month intervals until replaced. The recently completed 10 year bridge report

has given more insight into the need for work to be completed on this bridge file.

This is the lowest rated structural condition rating of bridge structures not currently planned for constmction

within the MD (Fisher Bridge & Screwdriver Creek have the same structural rating) and is a strong

candidate for a successful STIP grant application.

MD bridge files usually extend over two years, with the first year being mainly for engineering work,

followed by construction in year 2. As a result of the low rating, it is recommended Council proceed with

engineering work in 2022 so that construction can be complete in 2023. Construction costs are dependent

on the engineering work. These costs will be submitted to Council as part of the 2023 Capital Budget.

10-year report information for the bridge has been attached (ATTACHMENT #1), along with other
currently planned bridges to help give an idea of the priority to replace this structure. ATTACHMENT #1 is
sorted by Structural Condition Rating.

The location has also been attached for reference (ATTACHMENT #2).

Presented to: Council

Date of Meeting: July 12th, 2022
Page 1 of 2

H1d



Recommendation to Council

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

$30,000 from Municipal Sustainability Initiative

Presented to: Council Page 2 of 2

Date of Meeting: July 12th, 2022



Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2022 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

CURRENTLY PLANNED WORK

LEGEND
Planned for 2022 Construction

Engineering Complete or To Be Completed by
end of 2022

Not Currently Budgetted

Bridge FileS Year Built Location & Description
BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions /

Recommendations

Bridge File Inventory
Background Information

Bridge File Review Commentary
Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy

or Replacement Alternative

02488 -01 1927

LOCAL ROAD OVER THE
CROWSNEST RIVER

near
LUNDBRECK,AB

"Fishers"

NW 26-07-02 W4M

(1) 24.4m Long Pony Truss
Bridge on Concrete

Substmclure

[This is the Fisher Bridge. The bridge and road are currently closed to public traffic due to
|the poor condition of this structure.

|Poor wearing surface, Abutment delamination at bearing locations, missing bearing anchor
|bolts, wide cracking on abutments, undermined bearing, delaminating concrete, poor
[abutment stability. Some corrosion and minor wide load damage. Road alignment not great
|but reduced speed.

It is our understanding that ISL Engineering and Land Services is preparing a design for the
replacement of this structure in the near future pending funding approval.

22.2% 30.3%

- 4.9 m clear roadway width. 6.2 m road width.
- Vertical eroded banks in vicinity of bridge. Water starting
to undercut south abutment.

Est. Deck to Streambed = 5 m
-HWMEst. 1.1m below curb.

Class B Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)

The structure is currently closed and is in the worst condition of all structures in the MD.

It is our understanding the MD of Pincher Creek has obtained the services of ISL Engineering Ltd. to design and
tender a prefabricated replacement bridge stmcture at this location. No further action required at this time. Post-
Construction BIM to be completed to update inventory once complete.

This one is being replaced. An additional 50-100
years of life span should be achieved depending on

structure types and details which are unknown.

Ball Park Cost Estimate

Assumed costs were incorporated in 2020 or 2021
budget. Not considered for this assessment.

76294 -01 1965

LOCAL ROAD OVER A 2ND
TRIBUTARY TO CASTLE

RIVER
near

COWLEY.AB

SW 32-06-01 W4M

(1)1520 mm dia.X18.3m
CSP

IThis structure has 6% roof deflection and 3% sidewall deflection. There are also extensive
Iperforations due to corrosion in Ring 2 and Ring 3. Sidewall and Coating R=2. Low Rating
INotification Filed with MO. Inspection Cycle reduced to 6 months to monitor but no
ladditional recent formal inspection information is available.

22.2% 52.8%

- 8.5 m roadway width. Zero degree skew.
-3:1 Side slopes
-1.0 m of cover

- 2021 Est.AADT= 134 vpd.
- 32 km detour length
- Rip Rap at U/S, None D/S
- HWM Not visible

- No Scour/Erosion
- Inverts 200 - 300 mm below streambed
- Unmapped Class C Waterbody. (Sept 1 to Aug 1 5)
Possible Bull Trout/SARA Species.

- BIS DA = 5 km2

- BIS Q = 3 m3/s

- Bridge D/S - No crossings U/S
- Ponds/Dugouts U/S

A steel liner is the preferred maintenance strategy at this location, but the reduction in cross-seclional area is likely to
result in an increase in velocities that impede fish passage. At this time, it is presumed that a liner will not be feasible
for these reasons. The maximum estimated liner size would be 1216 mm in diameter due to current deflections and
providing space for grouting of the annular void. Further assessment required.

The structure appears hydraulically adequate for the flows, but there is some storage available upstream and it is a
relatively small drainage area. Estimated replacement structure size is 1 600 mm. On-site detour or staged
construction approach likely required.

Estimated Replacement Structure:

(1)1600 mm dia.X 28m long CSP

75265 .01 1960

LOCAL ROAD OVER HEATH
CREEK

near
COWLEY, AB

"Heath Creek"

NE 11.10-01 W5M

(1)2134 mm (span) x 1549
mm(rise)x18.9mSPCSP

Pipe Arch

|The existing structure is in poor condition due to the presence of 4 cracked sidewall seams
|with a minimum of 55 mm of steel remaining. All cracks are on the north side and the
|sidewall rating is 3. There is also 7% roof deHection.

|The vertical and horizontal alignment are poor due to curves in both directions and hills in
Iboth directions.

[There is a significant scour hole downstream

|There is a comment to inspect pipe annually until replaced.

|A replacement structure has been designed and is ready for tender for construction to occur
12022.

33.3% 34.6%

I- 6.5 m roadway width Zero degree skew
I-1.5m of cover
1-1:1 side slopes
I- Both inverts above streambed
I- Pool channel alignment

Large D/S scour hole
I- HWM 0.2 m above crown
I- No detour route available
1-Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)

Roseke Engineering Ltd. prepared an extensive preliminary engineering report for this site in 2021. The
recommendation was to replace the existing pipe with a 3000 mm diameter x 28 m CSP. Some additional bank
protection measures were included to protect the road upstream, and boulder clusters were included to improve fish
Ipassage. As of now the design is complete, land has been purchased, the tender has been prepared and the
Iparmits were obtained. This project is expected to be tendered in the Spring of 2022 with construction to occur
lAugust 15 - September 15 2022.

Replacement Structure:

(1) 3000 mm dia. X 28 m long CSP

Assumed costs were incorporated in 2021 budget.
Not considered for this assessment.

Page 1 of 2 www.roseke.com
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Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2022 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

CURRENTLY PLANNED WORK

LEGEND
Planned for 2022 Construction

Engineering Complete or To Be Completed by
end of 2022

Not Currently Budgetted

Bridge File # Year Built Location & Description
BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions /

Recommendations
Bridge File Inventory

Background Information
Bridge File Review Commentary

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy
or Replacement Alternative

74260 .01

75377 -01

07743 -01

1954

1962

1908

LOCAL ROAD OVER A
TRIBUTARY TO FOOTHILL

CREEK
near

PINCHER CREEK, AB

"Buck Jack"

SW 13-05-29 W4M

(1) 1742 mm (span) x 1920
mm (rise) x 15.2m long

SPCSP

LOCAL ROAD OVER
SCREWDRIVER CREEK

near
BURMIS, AB

"7 Gates"

NW 08-06-02 W5M

(1)1724 mm (span) x 1901
mm(rise)x19.5mSPCSP

Ellipse

LOCAL ROAD OVER
GLADSTONE CREEK

near
PINCHER CREEK

"Gladstone"

SW 23-05-02 W5M

3 Span Bridge (8.5 m PA
Girders-18.3m Pony Truss-

8.5 m PA Girders) on a
Treated Timber and Steel

Substructure

This structure is in poor condition due to 15% roof deflection (R=3) and 12% sidevrall
deflection (R=3). There is also heavy corrosion on the floor with perforations occurring.

There is a 7 m x 7 m x 0.5 m deep scour hole at the outlet with no rip rap protection. The
D/S invert is approximately 100 mm above streambed. There is also poor channel
alignment because flow comes down the south ditch for approximately 8m,

There is a hill to the north.R=5.

This structure is located NW of Beaver Mines on a dead end road with curves and a hill to
the east. The structure currenlly has severe perforations in the floor from Ring 1 through to
Ring 6 which has resulted in a 3 rating. There is 2% roof deflection and 2% sidewall
deflection. A recommendation was made to monitor the floor in inspection 1/2 cycles.

The upstream end has perforations in the floor. The downstream end is hanging ZOO mm
above streambed and there are perforations in the floor of the bevel as well. No other
concerns were noted but a recommendation was made to replace the culvert.

Roseke Engineering completed the preliminary engineering, design and tender for a
replacement structure at this location in 2020.

A level 2 coring inspection was completed by Bow Valley Bridge Services at this location
and Roseke Engineering has prepared a Tender to complete maintenance at this location in
2022.

Currently there are significant problems with the guardrail, wearing surface, wheel guards,
stringers, bridge paint, a cracked diagonal member, and the timber subdeck.

The PA Girders on the approach spans have wide cracks in the anchorage zone. Sp.1 G2 is
in unsound concrete. All interior girders are in good condition.

33.3%

44.4%

50.0%

54.0%

47.5%

44.4%

8. m Roadway Width. Zero degree skew
15 km detour length
2018Est.AADT=17vpd

0.6 m of Cover
2:1 side slopes
No bevel ends
U/S Rip Rap is good.
U/S Invert is 50 mm below streambed

. No HWM Visible
•Active Erosion 100 mD/S
Unmapped Class D Waterbody

.BISDA=10km2,Q=6m3/s

• U/S Stmcture is a 2.2 m dia. CSP

8 m clear roadway, the inspection indicates its on a zero
jegree skew but its actually a 33.5 deg. LHF skew.
1.1 m of cover
2:1 side slopes

.2020Est.AADT=36vpd
No Detour Route available

. Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)

. SARA listed Species

7.3 m clear width, 9.6 m roadway width, zero degree
ikew
•2019AADTEst.=121vpd.

No detour available
No scour/erosion concerns
5.1 m pier height
HWM not visible

• Class 8 Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
Historic flood photo shows drift accumulation on piers

and significant loss of fill at south abutment.

Fhis structure appears to be undersized due to the high velocities, and the scour hole downstream. The upstream
structure is also larger and was installed in 1996.

fhe major deficiencies include both deflections and corrosion. It is therefore recommended that this structure be
•eplaced. The deflections appear to be due to low cover. The road grade will have to be raised, or if a dual culvert
:onfiguration can be utilized. There is a comment indicating there is a hill to the north, but a cost benefit analysis will
ikely be required to determine if grade line improvements or the dual structure is preferred and to assess fish
passage.

i\ local road detour could be utilized -1 mile to the east. 6.2 km total detour length.

n 2020, Roseke Engineering completed the preliminaiy engineering and design for a replacement structure that
:onsisted of a single 2700 mm dia. X 37 m long CSP with comer baffles along the upstream half of the pipe to

mprove fish passage.

Fhe project was tendered for construction in 2021, but the Contractor went into default and the contract was
.erminated. It is expected that the project will be retendered and construction will proceed in 2022.

estimated replacement budget is expected to be for remaining costs to complete construction and does not include
yevious annual expenditures.

3esign Life Span of the structure may be reduced due to the current shape and condition of the supplied pipe
'allowing damage from a wind event in 2021.

Roseke Engineering Ltd. has reviewed all documentation and prepared a tender for maintenance to be completed at
[his site. The work will involve the replacement of the timber stringers, replacement of the subdeck, replacement of
[he strip deck, replacement of the bridge rail and guardrail and other miscellaneous repairs.

This project is being tendered in 2022 for construction to occur later in 2022.

Estimated Replacement Structure:

(2)2000mmdia.X28mlongCSP

Replacement Structure:

(1)2700 mm dia.X 37m long CSP

Assumed costs were incorporated in 2020 or 2021
budget. Not considered for this assessment.

Maintenance being Completed:

Replace Strip Deck, Replace Subdeck, Replace
Timber Stringers, Replacement of Bridge Rail &

Guardrail& Other Misc. Work

Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10-

15 years.

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2037

Assumed costs were incorporated in 2021 budget
and were not considered for this assessment.

Estimated Future Replacement Structure
3 Span (12 m-14 m-12 m) SL510 Standard Bridge
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ATTACHMENT #2

BF 76294; Tributary
to Castle River

5km



Recommendation to Council 

TITLE: Municipal Asset Management Program Grant Application 

PREPARED BY: Brendan Schloss berger DATE: July 07, 2022 

DEPARTMENT: ADMINISTRATION 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Department 
Su ervisor 

Date 
1. Municipal Asset Management Program 

Guide 

APPROVALS: 

Meghan Dobie 

- - ~ -
Department Director Date CAO Date 

RECOMMENDATION: 

That Council direct Administration to apply for a grant opportunity from the Federation of 

Canadian Municipalities Municipal Asset Management Program for Infrastructure Inventory 

Collection & Condition Assessment; and further 

That the MD of Pincher Creek commits to: conducting data collection on municipal infrastructure 

including bridges, cattle guards, culverts, guardrails, signs, and snow-fence in its proposed project 

submitted to the Federation of Canadian Municipalities' Municipal Asset Management Program to 
advance our asset management program; and further 

That the MD of Pincher Creek commits $9,000 from its 2023 operating budget to be put towards the 
costs of this Asset Management initiative. 

BACKGROUND: 

The MD of Pincher Creek's Asset Management team has proposed a project to address gaps in our 

current asset management practices. The asset groups listed above have been identified as key groups 

that lack replacement costs, useful lives, condition ratings, and in some cases a record that they exist. 

Presented to : Council Meeting 
Date of Meeting: July 12, 2022 
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Recommendation to Council 

The goal is to collect data and enable staff to make informed decision regarding replacement and 

rehab of these assets. This data collection is key to getting the MD to a point of preventative 

rehab/replacement rather than our current reactive state. 

The project would include two summer students doing data collection throughout the MD in the 

summer of 2023 . The FCM grant is for a maximum of $50,000 and can represent no more than 80% 

of the total project cost. 

The Data Collection Project is estimated at $45,000. 

Funding: 

FCMGrant 

MD Portion 

$36,000 

$9,000 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

/$9,000 from the 2023 operating budget 

Presented to: Council Meeting 
Date of Meeting: July 12, 2022 
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FCM FEDERATION 
OF CANADIAN 
MUNICIPALITIES 

FE.D£RATION 
CANADIENNE DES 
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Program summary 
The Municipal Asset Management Program (MAMP) is an eight-year, $110-million 

program funded by Infrastructure Canada to support Canadian municipalities and 

communities in making informed infrastructure investment decisions based on 

stronger asset management practices. The program offers municipal grant funding 

(the subject of this guide), as well as grants to partner organizations to provide 

training and capacity-building activities to increase skills within local governments 

to sustainably maintain their asset management programs now and in the future. 

For more information on MAMP, including partner grants as we ll as tra ining and capacity-building 
act ivi t ies, visit our website: fcm.ca/assetmanagementprogram. 

This funding offer is open to all municipa l governments in Canada. It focuses on buil d ing strong 
foundations in asset management by supporting activities that incorporate asset management in to 
daily pract ices. Subject to funding availability, applications w ill be accepted until October 31, 2022. 

All projects must be completed and final reports submitted by March 31, 2024. 

Th is guide out lines everything you need to know to subm it an applicat ion . It should be read 
in its entirety before completing or submitting an application. Refer to the Quick Start Guide 
for an overview of the steps requ ired to successfu ll y complete the MAMP Grants for 
Mun icipa li t ies application. 



Quick Start Guide - MAMP Grants 
for Municipal ities 

The Asset Management Readiness Scale 

The Asset Management Readiness Sca le (AMRS) will be used to evaluate your proposed project. You can 
also use this scale to he lp you p lan, priorit ize, and set m ilestones to manage the assets in your mun icipa li ty. 

If you have not reviewed t he documentation that describes the AMRS, STOP this applicat ion process and 
learn about it and how you can use it to assess your cu rrent state of asset management matur ity and iden t ify 
areas for im rovement. 

Applicant eligibility 

Th e main target group for MAMP Grants for Mun icipalities program is Canad ian mun icipal it ies. If you are a 
Canadian municipa lity, you are well on your way! 

If you are apply ing in partnersh ip with a Canad ian municipa li ty, p lease read section 2 of th is gu ide for more 
deta iled eligibility criteria. 

Project scope 

To qua li fy, your project must lead to improvement of your munic ipality's asset management practices 
(progress is measured using the AMRS). This could inc lude a range of practices. Here are a few examples: 
creat ing a policy, strategy and roadmap; creating asset class-specific asset management plans; o r improving 
your employees' asset management skill s. For more details on which activit ies can be undertaken, please 
refer to section 1.1. 

Your project must focus on municipally owned infrastructure assets. These can be either constructed or 
natura l assets. Consider adding the impact of climate change to the risk assessment section of your asset 
management p ians; it is best to p lan for the impact it wi ll have on your investment decisions. 

Capital works do not qual ify for this funding. 

Project timing 

Related approval timelines 
MAMP Grants for Municipa lit ies proved to be very popular in the last round of funding, w ith applications 
com ing in at a much greater rate than we had predicted. Assuming that this second round w ill be just as 
popu lar, it is d ifficu lt to pred ict how long it w il l take to process and approve your appl ication. For this reason, 
we recommend that you create your project with flexib le timelines. For example, if your project involves 
act iv it ies that are seasonal, be prepared to delay the start date to accommodate the technical review process. 

You can reduce processing t ime by taking the necessary t ime up front to ensure that your application meets 
all of the submission criteria. Please read the fu ll text o f th is guide and refer to it o ften to ensure t hat you 
have adequately covered all requ irements. 

2 Municipal Assr;;, l'-\,nagt~1-1ent Pr,,91,,i•,. Appl,c:1t1on G.11de 



Summary of application documents 

We have created a simpli f ied app licat ion process w ith streamlined report ing needs to meet the requ irements 
of our fund ing agreement w ith Infrastructure Canada, while at the same t ime allowing for an efficient th ird­
party techn ica l review of your applicat ion. The fo llowing w ill be requ ired in your application package: 

1. Application form 
You w ill need to complete the application form, wh ich includes: ident if icat ion and contact detail s; a short 
project descript ion; c lear tangib le deliverab les for each of your identified activ it ies; and your assessmen t of 
your current AMRS maturity and what improvement(s) you expect to see immediately after complet ing your 
project. You w ill also identify in your application the principa l outcomes of your p roject that wi ll improve 
your AMRS maturity, summarize the resources you wi ll ded icate to the project, and out line how your project 
f its w ith your province or terr itory 's approach to asset management in the munic ipa l sector. 

2. Asset Management Readiness Scale assessment tool 
As a part of your applicat ion, you w ill need to ind icate your asset management read iness competency levels 
by using the AMRS assessment tool (p lease use the MS Excel worksheet provided) to address each outcome 
area in the notes section. Every commun ity and organ izat ion manages its assets and the tool was designed 
to he lp you understand and describe your current asset management practices. 

3. Workplan and budget 
You w ill need to ident ify one to three act iv it ies that you w ill undertake to achieve your project 's goa ls. 
Th en you w ill need to identify the costs associated with each of those act iv it ies (please use the MS Exce l 
worksheet provided). 

4. Resolution 
Submit a counc il (or board) reso lution author izing/support ing your asset management project, clearly 
stat ing that it comm its to the mun ic ipa li ty's/organ ization's port ion of project costs. We have created a 
template that you can use for your resolution . 

5. Letter of support 
If you are a mun ic ipa l partner apply ing for fund ing in associat ion w ith a munic ipal government, you must 
provide a letter of support from the mun icipal government. 

6. Letter of commitment 
If you are submitt ing an applicat ion as part of a group of mun icipa li t ies that are co llaborating to improve 
know ledge-sharing or achieve economies of sca le, you w ill need to include one letter of commitment signed 
by each of the part ic ipat ing communit ies. The letter shou ld identify the expected tangib le benefits of 
work ing together. Each mun ic ipa lity shou ld include a copy of that letter w it h the ir app licat ion to MAMP. 

Summary 

While th is quick start guide does not contain all the detai ls you w il l need to consider in order to successfu lly 
complete a fund ing app lica t ion , we hope it helps you understand the overa ll effort requ ired . A thorough 
understanding of the AMRS resource and this Application Gu ide w ill help you prepare an app lica t ion that 
meets all requ irements , e liminat ing the need for mu lt iple information exchanges between you and the MAMP 
team . These exchanges can significant ly add to the app licat ion processing t ime. 



1 Eligible activities 
1.1 What activities are eligible? 

The Federation of Canadian Mun ic ipa li t ies (FCM) st r ives to be flex ib le in fund ing projects tha t 
improve mun icipa l decision-making related to infrast ructure. If you do not see your proposed 
act ivity on th is list, please contact an FCM representat ive. 

Eligible activities 

Asset management 
assessments 

Asset management plans, 
policies and strategies 

Data collection and 
reporting 

Training and organizational 
development 

Knowledge transfer 

Ineligible activities 

Examples 

• Asset management needs assessments or risk assessments 

• Development of asset management strategies, policies, or plans; 
or asset risk management plans 

• Asset condition assessments 

• Data collection to establish and track levels of service 

• Inventory of existing assets (e.g. , type of asset, asset ID, location, costs to operate and 
maintain, future costs to replace, remaining useful life) 

• Long-term financial modelling to support asset management decisions 

• Improvements to data reporting (e.g., introducing a "state of infrastructure" report) 

• Asset management training for employees and/or elected officials 

• Establishment of an asset management committee (e.g. , developing terms of reference, 
facilitating discussions) 

• Clarification of asset management roles and responsibilities across the organ ization 
(e.g., modifying job descriptions) 

• Adoption of new asset management systems or processes (e.g. , paying for internal or 
external resources to lead organizational change) 

• Contri butions to communities of practice, conferences and peer-to-peer learning opportunities 
(e.g. , time employees spend developing materials to share or giving presentations) 

• Supporting a peer community in its asset management work (e.g., time employees spend 
mentoring another municipal ity) 

• Developing or adapting frameworks, tools, training or approaches to use in your organization 

• Any activity and/or effort conducted in the normal course of business not re lated to the improvement of asset management 
practices (e.g., regular operation, normal repairs and/or maintenance expenses, etc.) 

• Employee time that is not directly associated with eligible asset management-related deliverables 

• Employee time spent participating in training or learning events 

• Collection and organization of data for the sole purpose of meeting PS-3150 requirements 

• Development of a software program 

1.2 What costs are eligible? 
Eligib le costs include all costs considered to be d irect and necessary for the successfu l 
implementat ion of a p roject. Please see Annex A for fu ll details. 



AES, June, 2022 
 

Summer Weed Program – All crews assigned to a Truck, Sprayer & Division 
• Hoary Cress (HC) – Still spraying, with cool weather keeping this a viable option.  Fall spraying 

has been working well to reduce many infestations.  Will start in Oldman Reservoir with new 
funding 

• Wild Caraway (WC) – has been slow to show up, doesn’t do as well in a dry year like this 
• Common Mullein (CM) – has become one of the most aggressive weeds of late with the Forestry 

Area being badly infested with it and our rivers becoming covered due to that 
• Blueweed (BW) – pursuing mapped areas and roadside plants. 
• Scentless Chamomile (SC) – has been looking good but reported in some mapped areas, with 

some new spread along Hwy #505 
• Leafy Spurge (LS) – our roads are looking good, biocontrol is doing well with the exception of Lee 

Lake area.  Bug sweeping and releases will begin in hot (25C and higher) weather mid July 
• Dame’s Rocket (DR) – has bloomed and is being pulled and sprayed.  Many new patches 

showing up everywhere 
• Knapweeds (SKW & DKW) 

o Spotted Knapweed (SKW) will be bolting by June 13, with flowering to be about mid 
July, Diffuse Knapweed (DKW) is just coming up June 1st  

• Hawkweeds (OHW & HW) – Only visible so far in Forestry Area, will do along with Ox-Eye Daisy 
(OD) 

• Field Scabious (FS) – will look at mapped areas at the end of the month 
• Queen Anne’s Lace (QL) – not up yet (as of June 1st) 
• Babys Breath (BB)– haven’t looked yet (June 8), pretty scattered and hard to see, usually starts 

to show by end of June 
• Field Bindweed (FB)– spray known areas by end of June 
• Downy/Japanese Brome (DB & JB) – good success with fall spraying large areas with Esplanade, 

will map areas for repeat this fall.  Also good word from many on new Ag herbicide called Focus. 
• Yellow Toadflax (YT) – mostly left to biocontrol in Gladstone Valley, will look for up in Forestry 

Areas mid to late June 
• Creeping Bellflower (CB) – Mostly a town problem, quite a bit seen in lawns, will inspect Pincher 

Creek for plants during and after looking for DR 
 
 

• Roadside Program – Our Roadside Unit will be out spraying for Sweet Clover (not regulated but 
a hazard on shoulder of Highways), Canada Thistle (CT), OD & Yellow Buttercup (YB) as well as 
some small, scattered patches of tougher weeds (listed above) 

• Weed Free Gravel Program – working to gather data from last 20 years (minimum) to put up on 
website this fall 

• Premix Sales Program – selling well, with pick-up on Thursdays well established now 
 

 
• Provincial Weeds  

o Alberta Parks (think that’s the title) has confirmed that they’ve put out a contract to 
spray weeds around Oldman Reservoir and in Green Area of the Castle, with around 
$40,000 available 

o Our funding from Alberta Parks for VPL area came in at $20,000 again this year, twice 



o Crop Report – important considering possible disaster declaration due to drought 
o Pest Surveillance – Clubroot and other Canola diseases, Pest Surveillance Branch 

reporting on insect and crop disease progressions, one beaver report 
• Other Provincial Programs – all the information and Acts supported by our funding from the 

province. 
o Agricultural Pests Act – ongoing Pests that we are gearing up to inspect are, Clubroot, 

Grasshoppers and Nuisances we will be dealing with are Beaver (ratepayer information) 
o Animal Health – Avian Flu still ongoing 

 Deadstock Removal Program – working well with a few logbook and recording 
issues to be resolved 

o Soil Conservation – some erosion from one windy day in early May, has been good since 
even accounting for dry weather  

 
• June 1 – 30, excellent time to spray (most) weeds, will be taking every opportunity to do so as 

described above and with a few planned events as described below 
• June 1, ASB Meeting, SKW & BW sites start 
• June 2, reporting, contracts (with Province), Premix sales, MRF & records, safety, general office 
• June 6 – 13, rental equipment, mowing around admin & airport 
• June 6 – 9, Dalmatian Toadflax (DT) Biocontrol, HC spraying, watercourses inspections (including 

Summerview, depending on weather) 
• June 6, Roadside spraying (HC), grass seeding (Lundbreck),  
• June 7, AES Safety Meeting, fire extinguisher inspections, gravel pit inspections (rainy day) 
• June 8, JHSC Meeting, AES Facility Inspection follow-up, start Forestry spraying 
• June 9, Premix sales, Biocontrol (DT), Summerview inspection 
• June 13, divisional inspections, record reviews, caraway inspections 
• June 14, weed inspections and spraying (all weeds, all divisional roads), Oldman River Recreation 

Area weed control 
• June 15, watercourse inspections (if not too high), visits and control (other than Summerview), 

DR inspections and talks with town    
• June 16, Premix sales, gravel pit meeting, weeds around Admin 
• June 20, 21, Alberta Parks inspections and control (multi crew with nurse truck)  
• June 22 – 30, Divisional inspections with crews  
• June 23, Premix sales, equipment, Provincial & Volker billing, reporting, CPR, dams 
• June 27 – July 18, watercourse inspections, all crews 
• June 28, reporting, ASB package, admin building weeds, start BB inspections  
• June 29, emergency procedures training, highways training review & work 
• June 30, Premix sales, WC, HC & DR control inspections (with crew), deadstock bins cleanout 

 
 
Sincerely,   
 
 
Shane Poulsen, 
Agricultural Services Manager 



AES, July, 2022 
 

 
• July 1, STAT – July is shaping up to be typical for weeds but we’ve been lucky, so far, that timely 

rain has made most crops successful to this point.  Even the hay has actually started to grow 
(and some pasture as well), and compared to many in southern Alberta we will do ok provided 
the rain doesn’t stop.   

• July 1 – 31, Summer Weed Program – Prohibited Noxious – please refer to acronyms on page #3.  
Spot spraying – SKW has been a focus from the start of the year and will continue to be, with it 
having done well in known areas, mostly on Provincial Lands.  It will flower from July 11 – 29, 
depending on elevation and moisture, but most has been sprayed so picking and fall spraying 
will be focussed on unknown areas.  OHW is blooming as of June 30, in scattered patches in 
Divisions #1 & #3 & Beaver Mines, mostly, and will be a focus in Castle Provincial Park areas.   
NTH & PTH are starting to bolt on schedule, with both in small amounts but NTH being spread 
over a large area.  DKW will be scattered in its usual area (sprayed patches of it July of last year), 
but will mostly be hard to spot until August when we comb the area and pick it.  RKW, SCF & 
BKW single patches will be checked at the end of the month, just in case of regrowth.  All of 
these plants are in small amounts, with the exception of one area of SKW on an area of river 
that is constantly in flood and shifting and.  All are easily killed by spraying up to the point of 
flowering, when they are picked and sprayed. 

• July 1 – 31, Summer Weed Program – Roadside spraying – Sweet Clover is looking better this 
year on the Provincial Highways, with scattered plants showing as it flowers.  It’s a hazard that 
reduces sightlines for driving but it also hides the ever increasing amount of regulated weeds 
spread by traffic (plants on the shoulders are brought in by traffic).  While doing this, CT is 
getting ‘knocked over’, as it has mostly bolted and is somewhat visible.  This will keep it from 
going to seed until later but won’t kill it, but that is the ultimate goal with this weed.  Knock it 
over to prevent seed set, then kill it in the fall.  Noxious Weeds – Roadside spraying – there is an 
ever increasing amount of scattered plants, most visibly BW, but most commonly YH, that show 
up in our ditches.  Other than YH, OD, TB & WC, which can be done with the Roadside Unit, 
these weeds require a spot spraying crew to get rid of them, and they are constantly pulling and 
spraying these as traffic and weather allows.   Last year WC was early but it’s not this year and 
isn’t quite done, and PS has been hit by the drought and isn’t showing up as much this year yet.  
We like to spray it along with OD, TB will have to wait and do it with CT this year.  CM continues 
to spread very fast this year and is almost out of control in the Park Lands.  CM, OD, YB & YH are 
all out of control in the Forestry area and will take much of the $40,000 contract dollars to bring 
back into control on certain areas this year.  These species are widespread up there and can be 
done effectively by boom spraying.  DR is late again this year and was still being picked and 
sprayed by July.   

• July 1 – 31, Summer Weed Program – Noxious – Spot spraying – As mentioned, some weeds 
only respond to Spot Spraying.  Some, like SC, tend to grow in developed areas and are best 
handled individually.  Other reasons are that they need specific herbicides and rates and we are 
working to eradicate them, so personal attention is required.  BW would be the best example of 
this, with it occurring in large amounts and difficult to kill, especially without killing the grass.  If 
boom sprayed, this would result in more damage than good, so we only do that rarely.  LS, DT & 
HT are mostly being dealt with by biocontrol, and we will spray small patches that can’t support 
a release of bugs.  CM is a problem on watercourses and showing up increasingly on roadways 
but can be boom sprayed there if done early enough.  HC spring spraying is done, but mapped 
areas big enough to return to will be revisited in the fall with the intent of eradicating it. 



• July 1 – 31, rental equipment, Premix sales (Thursdays), mowing crew still going with 4+ inch 
rains kicking grass growth into high gear – rental equipment has been slow, Premix has been 
busy, Kelly is working hard to get ALUS up and running so we can get projects on the ground up 
and running 

• July 1 – 31, Alberta Vacant Public Lands contract to be done and billed out by 25th of month 
• July 1 – 31, Alberta Transportation roadside work (to be done and billed out by 25th of month), 

watercourses inspections and control (Drywood/Yarrow, Waterton River focus),  
• July 1 – 31, divisional inspections and roadside control, spot spraying crews on Prohibited 

Noxious private control and Noxious roadside spot spraying 
• July 1 – 31, Alberta Parks spraying for 2022 contract and inspections for 2022 contract funding 

(which we just got on June 30th) 
• July 5, CPR Inspections, roadside spraying, roadside seeding (raining) 
• July 6, highway spraying, Summerview work, Scentless Chamomile (SC) in Pincher Station   
• July 7, AES Safety Meeting, roadside picking/spraying Hwy #3, crews on BW in acreages and 

hamlets, reporting 
• July 11, Leafy Spurge (LS) Biocontrol, safety, Boulder Run BW & SKW, mowing, Premix 
• July 12, Crop report, Ag Pests inspections, Clubroot/Blackleg inspections 
• July 13, reporting, phone calls for BW, Roadside spraying, Nodding/Plumeless Thistle (PTH) 

inspection    
• July 14, JHS meeting, Pincher Creek inspections, visits and control 
• July 18, Lundbreck weed control (SKW, BW, HC), Premix, gravel pit inspections, Divisional road 

inspections 
• July 19, Deadstock Bin sheets replacement 
• July 19 – 29, the above mentioned Summer Weed Program 
• July 20, Dams 
• July 21, Castle River BW patches 
• July 25, equipment, MRF and mapping, records and billing (Ab. Trans., Alberta VPL & Alberta 

Parks),  
• July 26, SKW in Burmis area, reporting (crew was in crime scene area!) 
• July 26, 27, grasshopper inspections, Drywood/Yarrow SKW 
• July 27, 28, Therriault dam water release for aquifer replenishment, Nodding Thistle (NTH) 

inspection & control, SKW @ Burmis 
• July 29, Drywood/Yarrow SKW, mowing at Beaver Mines, Premix   

 
 
 
Sincerely,   
 
 
Shane Poulsen, 
Agricultural Services Manager 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 
 

Invasive Plant Acronyms – species listed in red are a problem in our MD, 
in purple were here and were eradicated, in green are present but not yet a 
problem, and the ones in black could become established in our MD at any 

time.  
 

PROHIBITED NOXIOUS (must be eradicated) 
 

Autumn Olive            – AOV 
Bighead Knapweed  – BHK  
Common Crupina     – CCR  
Diffuse Knapweed    – DKW 
Dyer’s Woad             – DWD  
Hoary Alyssum          – HAL  
Marsh Thistle            – MTH  
Meadow Hawkweed – MHW   
Nodding Thistle         – NTH  
Orange Hawkweed   – OHW  

Plumeless Thistle     – PTH  
Purple Loosestrife    – PLS  
Russian Knapweed  – RKW  
Saltcedar                  – SCD  
Spotted Knapweed  – SKW 
St John’s Wort          – SJW  
Sulfur Cinquefoil       – SCF  
Tansy Ragwort         – TRW  
Yellow Starthistle      – YST  

 
NOXIOUS (must be controlled) 

 
Baby’s Breath          – BB  
Black Henbane        – BH 
Blueweed                 – BW  
Burdock                   – B  
Canada Thistle        – CT  
Common Mullein     – CM  
Common Tansy       – CTy 
Creeping Bellflower – CB   
Dalmatian Toadflax – DT 
Dame’s Rocket        – DR  
Downy Brome          – DB  
Field Bindweed        – FB  
Field Scabious         – FS 
Hoary Cress             – HC 

 
Houndstongue             – HT  
Japanese Brome         – JB  
Leafy Spurge               – LS  
Oxeye Daisy                – OD  
Pepper Grass              – PG 
Perennial Sowthistle   – PS 
Queen Anne’s Lace    – QA  
Scentless Chamomile – SC  
Tall Buttercup              – TB 
Wild Caraway              – WC 
White Cockle               – WCk  
Yellow Clematis           – YC 
Yellow Hawkweeds     – YH 
Yellow Toadflax           – YT



CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER'S REPORT
June 24, 2022 to July 7, 2022

Discussion:

June 24 Intermunicipal Development Plan Meeting (DP 2022-23)
June 27 SDO
June 28 Council Committee Meeting and Council Ivleeting
June 29 ICF Meeting at Town

July 01 Canada Day Stat
July 05 Planning Meeting
July 05 Subdivision Authority Meeting
July 05 Municipal Planning Commission Meeting
July 06 PW Monthly Safety Meeting
July 06 Agriculture Service Board Meeting
July 07 PCREMO Core Working Group Meeting
July 07 Council Package Preparation

July 07 Joint Health and Safety Meeting - Administration Building Inspection

RECOMMENDATION:

That Council receive for information, the Interim Chief Administrative Officer's report for the period June 23,

2022 - July 7, 2022.

Prepared by: Interim CAO, Roland Milligan ,' Date: July 7,2022

Respectfully presented to: Council Date: July 12,2022
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Administrative Support Activity since last Council Meeting

- prepared by Jessica IVIcClelland, EA

Correspondence from last Council:

Thank you for attending Council meeting:

• Pincher Creek RCMP
• Y2Y
• Chief Mountain Gas

• Pincher Creek and District Food Center

Art Committee

Advertisins/social:

Debit System Issue with Standpipe/Fixed
Skyline Road Closure (July 11, 2022)
Beaver Mines Project Update

Other Activities:

ICF at Town Office
ASB Package Preparation and Meeting
Council Package Preparation
Administration Assistance for Utilities & Infrastructure Supervisor

Registration for Parade - working with AES/PW to organize equipment into parade as well

Upcomins Meetings of Importance:

Public Hearing Bylaw 1338-12 July 12,2022
Regular Committee and Council July 12,2022
Next Council Meeting August 23, 2022



Administration Guidance Request

TITLE: Art for Municipal Building

PREPARED BY: Jessica McClelland

^~^\\.

DATE: July 7, 2022

DEPARTMENT: Administration

Department

Supervisor

Date

ATTACHMENT:

APPROVALS:

Department Director
^^-^U~——IL- ^s^/o/y^

Date CAO Date

REQUEST:

That Council determine what direction administration should take with regards to art in the

Municipal building.

BACKGROUND:

Council, at their meeting ofFebmary 26, 2019, approved the establishment of an Ad Hoc Art

Committee. At that time there were 3 community members appointed, since that time 1 member has

moved out of the area, and the other 2 have recently advised they are no longer interested in pursuing
this venture.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

None at this time.

Presented to: Council Meeting

Date of Meeting: July 12, 2022
Page 1 of 1
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Recommendation to Council

TITLE: CORPORATE POLICIES C-FIN 529 & C-PW-001

PREPARED BY: JESSICA MCCLELLAND

^w^
WHi

^J^
DATE: July 6, 2022

DEPARTMENT: ADMINISTRATION

Department

Supervisor

Date

ATTACHMENTS:
Draft C-FIN-529 Fees and Charges

Draft C-PW-001 Driveway Maintenance

Draft Driveway Maintenance Form

APPROVALS:

Department Director

^%^_^^->- ^zz/cy/oy
Date CAO Date

RECOMMENDATION:

That Council approve updated policies C-FIN-529 Fees and Charges, and C-PW-001 Driveway

Maintenance.

BACKGROUND:

Historically Public Works was assisting residents with driveway mowing, grading and gravelling as

time allowed. Driveway mowing wasn't included in policy and didn't have a specific inspection form.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

None at this time.

Presented to: Council Meeting

Date of Meeting: July 12, 2022
Page 1 of 1
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MD OF PINCHER CREEK NO. 9

CORPORATE POLICY
C-FIN-529

Approved by Council
Revised by Council
Revised by Council

Revised by Council
Revised by Council

Revised by Council

Revised by Council

Revised by Council

Revised by Council

FEES AND CHARGES
All Items GST Extra Except

* GST Included
**GST Exempt

Date: August 25, 2015
Date: October 11, 2016
Date: January 10, 2017

Date: July 11, 2017
Date: April 24, 2018
Date: May 22, 2018
Date: May 14, 2019
Date: May 26, 2020
Date: July 12, 2022

Assessment

Appeals
Commercial

Farmland
Industrial

Residential
Assessment Details

Taxpayer or Agent
Non Taxpayer

Assessment Roll Viewing

Taxpayer or Agent

Non Taxpayer

G.LS.

Aerial Photography 8 Vz" X 11"
Taxpayer or Agent

Non Taxpayer
Aerial Photography 11" X 17"

Taxpayer or Agent
Non Taxpayer

Greater than 11 "Xl 7"

Taxpayer or Agent

Non Taxpayer

Digital
Taxpayer or Agent
Non Taxpayer

Administration

$50.00 Parcel**
$20.00 Parcel**

$500.00 Parcel**

$20.00 Parcel**

No Charge
$10.00 per Parcel**

No Charge
$10.00 per Parcel**

$2.50 each

$5.00 each

$5.00 each

$10.00 each

$25.00 each

$50.00 each

$5.00 per section plus $30.00 pr/hr admin. and media costs
$10.00 per section plus $30.00 pr/hr admin. and media costs
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Custom G.I.S. Work

Taxpayer or Agent $50.00 plus $30.00 pr/hr plus media costs
Non Taxpayer $ 100.00 plus $30.00 pr/hr plus media costs

Information Requests

Less than 15 Minutes of Staff Time
Taxpayer or Agent No Charge

Non Taxpayer $25.00

Greater than 15 Minutes of Staff Time
Taxpayer or Agent $25.00 plus $25.00 per/hi- after first hr

Non Taxpayer $50.00 plus $25.00 pr/hr after first hr

Leases

MD Property by Agreement Varies
Airport per Year $1.00, square meter of lot size

Road Allowance for Each ,2 Mile or Less $20.00 year *

Maps
Paper Map

Museum $9.00 each *

Picked Up $10.00 each*
Folded and Mailed $12.50 each *
Rolled and Mailed $25.00 each *

Laminated Map
Picked Up $20.00 each *
Rolled and Mailed $35.00 each *

Map Books
Picked Up $20.00 each *
Mailed $30.00 each *

Digital $10.00 plus media costs

Photocopies

MD Bylaws $0.25 per page * *

Council/Committee Minutes

Up to 6 Months Old One Set No Charge
More than One Set $0.50 per page **

Minutes Older than 6 Months $0.50 per page **

Miscellaneous Information $0.25 per page **

Complete Agenda Packages
Current $ 10.00 per package * *

Previous $15.00 per package * *
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Taxes

Tax Certificates $25.00 Parcel * *

Tax Notification Registration $25.00 Parcel **applied to Tax Account

Tax Receipts

Current Year

Taxpayer or Agent No Charge
Non Taxpayer Not for Sale

Prior Years

Taxpayer or Agent $2.00 each **

Non Taxpayer Not for Sale
Tax Sale Cost Recovery Plus $25.00 Parcel ** Applied to Tax

Account

Agricultural and Environmental Services
Products

Herbicide Premix 2,4D/Banvel $10.00 10L Jug *
*Chemicals will be sold to MD residents only

Rentals

Live Skunk Traps
Returned Within a Month No Charge
Returned After One Month $60.00 each

Livestock Equipment *Weekend Considered as One Day

Electronic Scale $40.00 day plus $60.00 Damage Deposit **

Loading Chute $40.00 day plus $60.00 Damage Deposit **
Panels $40.00 day plus $60.00 Damage Deposit **
Squeeze $40.00 day plus $60.00 Damage Deposit **
Solar Watering System $150.00 per two-weeks plus $150.00 Damage Deposit**
Electric Fencing Unit $ 150.00 per two-weeks plus $ 150.00 Damage Deposit* *

Services

Weed Spraying Equipment and Operator
Mule (side by side UTV) $100.00 pr/hr
Quad (ATV) $75.00pr/hr
Roadside Sprayer $150.00 pr/hr
Small Boom Tmck $125.00 pr/hr
Tmck and Spot Sprayer $125.00 pr/hr
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Planning and Development

Publications

Area Structure Plans
Burmis Lundbreck $20.00 each**

Castle Mountain Resort $20.00 each * *
Oldman River Reservoir $20.00 each **

Intermunicipal Dev. Plan $15.00 each * *
Land Use Bylaw $30.00 each **

Municipal Development Plan $15.00 each **

Services

Amendments
Area Structure Plans $600.00 each * *

Intermunicipal Dev. Plan $600.00 each * *
Land Use Bylaw $600.00 each **

Municipal Dev. Plan $600.00 each **

Appeal Fees:
Development $600.00 each * *

Subdivision $600.00 each **
Cash in Lieu of Land Subdivision Market Value of Land
Compliance Certificates $50.00 each **

Development Permits:
Permitted Use $100.00 each **

Discretionary Use $ 150.00 each * *

WECS Category 1 $100.00 per Titled Parcel **
WECS Category 2 $200.00 per Titled Parcel * *
WECS Category 3 $500.00 per Titled Parcel **
MET Towers $100.00 each **

After Development Commences Double Regular Fee **

Utility Permits $25.00**
Rezoning/Redesignation Fee $600.00 each **

Road Closures Application $600.00 each * *

Public Works

Services

Grader Work Roads and Driveways Alberta Road Builders Rate plus 20% **
Oil, Gas and Seismic Activities

Approaches $200.00 each * *

Pipeline Crossings $200.00 each
Seismic Approvals $200.00 each
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Rig Moves - Pre Inspec.

Rig Moves - Post Inspec.

$450.00 each
$450.00 each

Snow Plowing $200pr/hr, prorated *minimum charge $100
Driveway Mowing $250 pr/hr, prorated *minimum ',2 hr charge
Overweight/Over Dimension Permit Fee $22.50
Land/Crop Disturbance $250, acre**

Products

Dust Control

Individual Taxpayers
Commercial

3/4" Cmshed Gravel

Taxpayer or Agent

Non Taxpayer
Pit Run Gravel

Taxpayer or Agent

Non Taxpayer

Water Standpipe
Cowley
Pincher Creek

Beaver Mines

$250.00 per 100 Meters**
$600.00 per 100 Meters**

Cost Plus 20% Plus
$0.50 Yard if MD loaded
Council Resolution

Cost Plus 20% Plus
$0.50 Yard if MD loaded
Council Resolution

$1.00 100 gallons**

$1.00 100 gallons**
$1.00 100 gallons**

Rick Lemire
Reeve

Roland Milligan
Chief Administrative Officer
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MD OF PINCHER CREEK NO. 9

CORPORATE POLICY
c-pw-ooi

TITLE: PMVATE DRIVEWAY GRAVEL AND GRADING MAINTENANCE

Approved by Council Date: October 9,2018

Revised by Council Date: July 12, 2022

Policy Statement

The MD ofPincher Creek No. 9 has established a policy to direct the use of Municipal resources

for maintenance on Private Driveway,? grading.

1.0 Criteria

a. All private driveways must meet standards for safety and accessibility for equipment, as

per Public Works Superintendents discretion, to be considered for municipal grading

maintenance.

b. For the purpose of this policy, maintenance shall consist of gravelling, grading and

mo-wmg.

c. Inspection and Agreement to Purchase Materials or Services must be complete prior to

maintenance occurring.

d. A private driveway must be recognized by the Municipal District ofPincher Creek No. 9

Addressing System (911 system) and serve to a permanent dwelling.

e. Upon request from a ratepayer, a motor grader operator may grade a private driveway

one time per year/to a maximum of one hour, at no charge. Snow removal is not included
with this policy. Any work above and beyond as stated in policy will be billed as per Fees
and Charges Policy C-FLN-27.

f. During the course of gravelling or regravelling a municipal road, up to 10 cubic yards of

gravel may be applied on an approach within the public right-of-way, leading to a private
residence, without charge to the owner of the residence. At the discretion of the Public

Works Superintendent.
g. All private driveway maintenance will be scheduled at the discretion of the Public Works

Superintendent.

2.0 Procedure

a. An Agreement to Purchase Materials or Services shall be made in writing, on the
approved form, to the Municipal District ofPincher Creek No. 9.

b. Upon receipt of the agreement, the Public Works Department shall:
1) Review the information for completeness

2) Determine if a charge is applicable in accordance with the policy.
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MD OF PINCHER CREEK NO. 9

CORPORATE POLICY
C-PW-001

TITLE: PRIVATE DRIVEWAY GRAVEL AND GRADING MAINTENANCE

Approved by Council Date: October 9,2018

Revised by Council Date: July 12, 2022

3) Ensure driveway meets standards for safety and accessibility.

c. If grading maintenance is approved. Public Works shall:
1) Contact the applicant to inform them that they meet the MD's requirements and

that grading maintenance will be completed when operator is in the area.

2) Complete grading maintenance.
3) Upon completion invoice the applicant in accordance with the (fees and charges)

policy, if required.

d. If grading maintenance is not approved. Public Works shall:
1) Contact the applicant to inform them that they did not meet the MD's

requirements.

2) Instruct the applicant why they did not meet the MD's requirements and what can

be done, if anything, to meet the requirements.

Rick Lemire Roland Milligan
Reeve Chief Administrative Officer
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M D of Pincher Creek No.9
Agreement to Purchase Services

DRIVEWAY MAINTENANCE

Between:

Landowner Name Mailing Address City Prov. Postal
Code

Phone

Hereinafter called the APPLICANT(S) and the MD of Pincher Creek, hereinafter referred to as the ND, the
APPLICANT(S) do hereby request the following driveway grading be done as outlined below:

Legal Land Description Civic Address Driveway Inspection
Report Complete

In consideration of the mutual covenants contained in this AGREEMENT, THE PARTIES AGREE AS
FOLLOWS:

1. As per Policy C-PW-001 the APPLICANT(s) may apply to have their private driveway graded at no
charge, one time per year/to a maximum of one hour, to a permanent dwelling only.

2. Any work above and beyond, including mowing, as stated in policy will be billed as per Fees and
Charges Policy C-FIN-529.

3. Prior to driveway maintenance, an inspection of the driveway by an ND employee has been
completed.

4. By signing this document you will waive certain legal rights including the right to sue, claim for
damages, or seek compensation from the MD of Pincher Creek No.9

5. To Hold Harmless and Indemnify the MD from any and all liability for injury, death, property
damage, property loss or any other loss or expense to any party, including myself/ourselves, or any
other financial loss or expense including without restriction. Legal expenses and costs on a solicitor-
and-his-own-client full indemnity basis, as a result of the ND supplying materials or services.

I acknowledge that I have read, have had the opportunity to ask questions and clarifications before
signing, and understand this entire application form including the waiver of Liability and release and I
agree to be legally bound by it.

Dated this day of 20_, in the ND of Pincher Creek in the Province of Alberta.

Applicant Witness

This personal information is being collected under the authority of the MD of Pincher Creek. It is protected by the privacy
provision of the FOIP Act. If you have any questions about the collection, contact the FOIP Coordinator at 403-627-3130
ND Box 279 Pincher Creek Alberta TOK 1WO/1037 Herron Ave/P 403-627-3130/F 403-627-5070/info@mdpinchercreek.ab.ca
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Jessica McClelland

To: Roland Milligan
Subject: RE: RMA Fall 2022 Convention Invite 

Subject: RMA Fall 2022 Convention Invite  

Dear Chief Administrative Officers: 

We are writing to inform you of a potential opportunity for municipal councils to meet with the 
Honourable Ric McIver, Minister of Municipal Affairs, at the 2022 RMA Fall Convention, scheduled to 
take place at the Edmonton Convention Centre from November 7-10, 2022. These meetings will be in 
person at the convention centre.  

Should your council wish to meet with Minister McIver during the convention, please submit a request 
by email to ma.engagement@gov.ab.ca no later than August 10, 2022. 

In your meeting request, please be sure to include one to three specific policy items or issues your 
municipality would like to discuss with the Minister.  

We generally receive more requests to meet with the Minister than can be reasonably 
accommodated over the course of the convention. To ensure suitable consideration of requests, 
municipalities should be mindful of the following criteria:  

 Policy items or issues directly relevant to the Minister of Municipal Affairs and the department
will be given priority.

 Municipalities located within the Capital Region can be more easily accommodated throughout
the year, so priority will be given to requests from municipalities at a distance from Edmonton
and to municipalities with whom Minister McIver has not yet had an opportunity to meet.

 Meeting requests received after the deadline will not be considered for the convention, but
may be considered for future meeting opportunities.

Meeting times with the Minister are scheduled for approximately 15 minutes per municipality. This will 
allow the Minister the opportunity to engage with as many municipal councils as possible. All 
municipalities submitting meeting requests will be notified at least two weeks prior to the convention 
as to the status of their request.  

Municipal Affairs will make every effort to find alternative opportunities throughout the remainder of 
the year for those municipalities the Minister is unable to accommodate during the convention. 

Engagement Team 
Municipal Services Division 

Classification: Protected A 
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g^uth ORDER DESK: 403-627-3585

OFFICE: 403-627-^N/CO
Large & Small Garbage Bins

Portable Toilets

Security Fencing

^
^

Septic Tank Cleaning

Potable Water Truck
GT®ev<' Dust Control Services

.00^r-- Small Picker Crane TruckWASTE MANAGEMENT
A Division of 2036326 Alberta Ltd.

Dear Councilors for the MD of Pincher Creek.

We are South West Waste Management, based here in Pincher Creek, and have been providing our waste management

services to clients within the town and surrounding areas for several years. We wanted to inquire with the MD of Pincher

Creek to discuss a potential conflict of interest.

The MD of Pincher Creek runs the landfill; however, they also have their own bins and garbage collection service. This could

be viewed as a conflict of interest, with shared ownership of both the garbage bins and the land where the garbage is

going. We have discussed this with two different councilors recently, who asked that we put our concerns in writing. As per

our trade show discussion, and prior conversations with Mr. Cox and Mr. Lemire, we wanted to formally inquire about this,

to confirm that this situation is equal and fair for all parties involved.

We are deeply concerned about the conflict, as this situation has continued to strongly affect our business in a negative

way. We would like to set up a face-to-face meeting, to discuss this further in-person, and to see a resolution brought to

the table.

With the MD of Pincher Creek running the landfill itself, the opportunity for collection services should be left open to other

local service providers within the community.

We look forward to hearing back regarding this matter, and would be very interested in an in-person meeting to discuss

this further. Thank you for you r time.

Warm Regards,

KmdalLTocw^ TayAmOcuzcla/

Kendall Toews & Taylen Oancia

South West Waste Management

Office: 403-627-2242 | Fax: 403-627-5652 | Box 2866 Pincher Creek, ABTOK 1WO | accountinR(5)southwestwaste.ca
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Ag Life
JUL - 5 2022

M.DofPincherCreek

June 29, 2022

DearSir/Madam,

RE: Connecting Kids to Agriculture

Food connects us all to agriculture. Now more than ever, our youth are disconnected from the story of

their food. At Agriculture for Life (Ag for Life) we envision a province where all Albertans understand and

appreciate the agriculture industry and the impact it has on their lives. We believe education is key.

Ag for Life is the go-to source for agriculture education resources and programs in the province. We are

Agriculture in the Classroom - Alberta and are a known and trusted source in the sector, supported by

the agriculture industry, teachers, parents, and most importantly, the students. Since 2011, we have

been helping kids across the province discover themselves in agriculture through hands-on, immersive

learning experiences.

Whether we are speaking with students about the depth and importance of the sector in our province

or exposing them to the vast career opportunities, we are delivering positive messages and building

agriculture trust with Albertans.

Supporting agriculture education today means informed customers tomorrow; consumers who care

about the food they eat, where it was grown, and the farmers who grew it.

We hope you will consider being an annual supporter of Ag for Life and agriculture education in Alberta.

Thank you for your consideration.

fh Halford

Manager, Strategic Partnerships

.' !'i idilr, i 'i ;'.''.: ii! i'/!'. ;\ii .iiiill:,, /\!; rai i\'\/'.'
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Too few Alberta students and teachers understand the
- - importance of agriculture in their lives — but they're

^hungry to learn, and that's why we're here.

gfiut we can't do it alone! - - — - '

.w'?:'x»^
it ^^i-^y

•aa^V4

^
~ "^ ^\ y

€"^
-^..

~'-ih.

I;"

^supportns^rucial in our ability to deliver high-impact agricultural, safet^and

ieredQ'd&tion programs to K-12 students in communities and classrooms across the
!-- • —3rtN3^ -,"*;.' '"' - . - -

rbVince?FTerlp us build awareness and understanding of agriculture through education.

^Become an annual supporter today. -~—:: •

./Your Support Will:

^
( • Help plant the seeds of agricultural literacy in Alberta classrooms.

• Grow knowledge about Alberta's agriculture industry in the minds of

tomorrow's consumers, educators, innovators and decision-makers.

• Meet increasing demand from teachers for accurate, balanced and current

agriculture programs, tools and resources linked to Alberta curriculum.

CORPORATE/ACADEMIC/MD'S/^SSOCIATIONS & SOCIETIES
• $1,500 annually

• Name listing on Ag for Life's website

• Opportunity to access Ag for Life printed resources for distribution*

• Opportunity to promote news and events on Ag for Life's social media channels*

• Opportunity to provide subject matter experts and/bnnterviewees in the - •;\-V • -

development of Ag for Life-educational resources including, magazines, socia.l k- ^^^
:- media-^fgital, video?rpodcarsts^^(?^sa^^^r6"^~:AB:''; -- " .-^--'.-:-f^^f

ffSJt

- ••"Cbaritable tax receipt available upon request
'^^vs^^, „. ^ ,'

s<..^..S"6gw^_;'-;ff .^ j.

-.
. s

*When available/Limited quantities

Ag Life INFO@AGRICULTUREFORLIFE.CA



Thursday June 23rd, 2022!

M.D. of Pincher Creek
Attn: M.D. Council

Dear M.D. of Pincher Creek Council,  

The Allied Arts Council of Pincher Creek is excited to be just a couple of weeks away from our latest 
creative adventure- our Balcony Concert Series coming up over the months of July and August on 
the Lebel Mansion grounds. These five community oriented, family friendly, live music events will 
take place on Thursday evenings, with our talented roster of entertainers from across the province 
performing from the balcony out onto the lawn.  

After a long two years of disconnect we recognize the need to gather and celebrate with our 
community in a safe way more than ever before and we hope these events offer a space to do so, 
while also supporting a new branch of artists and offering a new arts and cultural opportunity in our 
area. 

The Allied Arts Council Board of Directors and Staff would like to extend an invitation to members of 
M.D. to join us at one or more of our upcoming events. Attached you will find a poster with all of our
concert dates and performances. More details about each event can be found by visiting
www.thelebel.ca.

Thank you for helping us cultivate creativity in our area, the Arts in Pincher Creek and grow and 
flourish with your continued support!  

Sincerely,  
Kassandra Chancey  
Assistant Director 
Allied Arts Council of Pincher Creek  

The Balcony Concerts are made possible with the support of The Panoram Foundation and Alberta 
Foundation For The Arts. Special thanks to The Heritage Hotel for providing a discount on accommodations 
for our events in July, Coop Grocery for  donation of a gift card which will assist us in providing hospitality to 
our visiting artists and to all the local businesses who have helped share and promote our events. The Allied 

Arts Council thanks the Town and M.D. of Pincher Creek for their support of our organization. 

+�a

http://www.thelebel.ca


Classification: Protected A 

Alberta Transportation Southern Region Open Golf Tournament 
Tuesday, August 16, 2022 
Paradise Canyon Golf Resort 

(185 Canyon Boulevard, Lethbridge, Alberta) 

Registration: 11:30 am – 12:30 pm 
Shot Gun: 1:00 pm 
Supper and wrap-up after 

Cost: $210/person (includes 18 holes golf, cart and supper) 
Golfer First Name Last Name Handicap Company Phone Email 

1 
2 
3 
4 

Is this a team entry?      Yes  /   No 

Please make cheques payable to:  ATSRWC 
Mail cheque to: Alberta Transportation 

Attention: Cindy Helm 
909 – 3rd Avenue North, Box 314 
Lethbridge, AB  T1H 0H5 

Registration for each person is only complete with submission of both the entry form and fee. 
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