A

B.

C.

AGENDA
COUNCIL MEETING
MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK NO. 9
Tuesday, March 24, 2026
3:00 pm
Council Chambers

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

DELEGATION

MINUTES/NOTES

1.

2.

3.

4.

Council Committee Minutes

- March 10, 2026

Council Meeting Minutes

- March 10, 2026

Coffee with Council — Division 1
- March 17, 2026

Special Council Meeting Minutes
- March 18, 2026

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES

Delegations from March 10, 2026

a) Bringing Hearts Home — Chinook Regional Hospital Foundation

- Presentation Attached

b) AltaLink — Wildfire Mitigation Program

COMMITTEE REPORTS / DIVISIONAL CONCERNS

agrwpnE

Councillor Tony Bruder — Division 1
Reeve Rick Lemire — Division 2
Councillor Dave Cox- Division 3
Councillor Jim Welsch - Division 4
Councillor John MacGarva — Division 5

ADMINISTRATION REPORTS

1. Operations

a) Public Works Department Report
- Report from Public Works dated March 17, 2026
- Schedule A — Shop/Fleet Report
b) Policy C-PW-009 Dust Control and Schedule “A”
- Report from Public Works dated March 17, 2026
c) C-FIN-500 Resale of Materials and Supplies
- Report from Public Works dated March 17, 2026
d) Utilities & Infrastructure Report
- Report from Utilities & Infrastructure dated March 17, 2026
e) 10 Year Bridge Structure — Asset Management Plan — 2026 Interim Update
- Report from Utilities & Infrastructure dated March 17, 2026
f) Circular Materials — Advancing the Circular Economy
- Utilities & Infrastructure will Speak to this Document
2. Finance
3. Planning and Community Services

a) Bylaw 1368-26 - Land Use Bylaw Amendment — Secondary Suites

- Report from Development, dated March 19, 2026

b) Bylaw 1370-26 - Land Use Bylaw Amendment — Hann Rezoning

- Report from Development, dated March 19, 2026

4, Municipal



a) CAO Report

- Report from Administration, dated March 19, 2026
b) 2026 Coffee with Council — Division 2

- Report from Administration, dated March 19, 2026

CORRESPONDENCE
1) For Action

a) Kootenai Brown Historical Park
- Invitation to Canada Day in the Park
b) Matthew Halton High School (Hawks Basketball Team)

- Request for Sponsorship for Provincial Championship
¢) St. Michael’s School

- Request for Auction Item for “A Night In Paris” Event

2) For Information

a) Dave Bairnes

- URGENT: #2840 Sentinel Record - Forensic Disclosure
b) Minister of Environment and Protected Areas
- Alberta's AIS Prevention and Response Framework
c) STARS
- Thank You for the Donation

NEW BUSINESS

CLOSED MEETING SESSION

a) 2026-2027 Proposed Crowsnest Pass RCMP Detachment Priorities — ATIA Sec. 29.1
b) Land Use Bylaw - Non-Compliance — ATIA Sec. 29.1

ADJOURNMENT
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MINUTES
REGULAR COUNCIL COMMITTEE MEETING
MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK NO. 9
Tuesday, March 10, 2026,
11:00 am
Council Chambers

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

Staff: CAO Roland Milligan, Public Works Manager Alan McRae, Development Officer Laura McKinnon, and
Executive Assistant Jessica McClelland.

Reeve Rick Lemire called the meeting to order, the time being 11:00 am.
1. Approval of Agenda
Councillor Jim Welsch
Moved that the agenda for March 10, 2026, be amended to include:
Closed Session:
b) Crowsnest Pincher Creek Landfill Association Discussion — ATIA Sec. 29.1
AND THAT the agenda be approved as amended.
Carried

Mayor Wayne Oliver of the Town of Pincher Creek attended the meeting as a guest to hear the presentation
by the Chinook Regional Hospital Foundation.

2. Delegations

a) Chinook Regional Hospital Foundation (CRHF) — “Bringing Hearts Home” Cardiac Care Centre of
Excellence

CAO Crystal Elliot and Oliver Swizell, Director of Development at Chinook Regional Hospital
Foundation, along with Board Member James Van Leeuwen and local rural physician Dr. Gavin Parker,
attended the meeting. They discussed “Bringing Hearts Home” Cardiac Care Centre of Excellence.

In partnership with Southern Alberta’s Cardiac Sciences Advisory Cabinet and Alberta Health Services
leadership, CRHF is working on an initiative to raise $30 million over the next 30 months to transform
cardiac care in southern Alberta. This campaign is called Bringing Hearts Home. CRHF has already
secured $12 million in early commitments.

Heart disease remains the leading cause of death in southern Alberta, claiming more lives than any other
condition. The average travel time to Calgary is 3.5 hours—more than twice the 90-minute window
considered the ideal response time for a heart attack. Currently, our region does not have access to the full
range of cardiac care. Neither Chinook Regional nor Medicine Hat Regional Hospital has the facilities for
advanced cardiac diagnostics or interventions.



REGULAR COUNCIL COMMITTEE MEETING
MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK NO. 9
TUESDAY MARCH 10, 2026

CRHF is experiencing strong government momentum: In February, a Government of Alberta Minister
publicly committed to the project, reaffirming earlier support from Premier Smith. On February 27, the
province allocated $5 million to support the cardiac ICU expansions in Lethbridge and Medicine Hat, as
well as the development of the new catheterization lab. Currently, the project has progressed to Functional
Programming and Design. Since 2022, Alberta Health Services and the Government of Alberta have been
steadily advancing the Cardiac Centre of Excellence. While long-term planning continues, urgent needs
are already being addressed.

CRHF and their partner foundations — Medicine Hat, Taber & District, Crowsnest Pass, and Windy
Slopes — have invested in life-saving equipment for our communities, including $137,000 for new Holter
monitors and $114,000 for Pediatric Bedside and Central Monitors.

Currently, they are looking at support through a one-time donation or a multi-year pledge. Hutterite friends
(colonies) have partnered with CRHF to advocate with each colony in southern Alberta to commit to
donating with a goal of raising over 1 million dollars.

Council thanked them for their important work and will further discuss this request at the next Council
meeting.

Mayor Oliver and Representatives of the Chinook Regional Hospital Foundation left the meeting at 11:37
pm.

b) AltaLink - AltaLink Wildfire Mitigation Program

Colin Harvey, Municipal and Community Relations Manager, and Brendan Pan, Wildfire System
Operations Engineer at AltaLink, attended the meeting to discuss the Wildfire Mitigation Project.

AltaLink is Alberta’s largest electricity transmission provider, and wildfires are growing larger and more
intense. Less than 10% of fires are caused by electricity infrastructure, and AltaLink leads wildfire
mitigation efforts in Canada. AltaLink’s wildfire mitigation plan aims to protect communities while
providing safe, reliable and affordable power.

One aspect of mitigation is the Public Safety Power Shutoff (PSPS), a last-resort fire-prevention measure.

e A PSPS is atool to keep people and communities safe

e AltaLink can proactively shut off power during extreme and dangerous weather conditions that can
result in catastrophic wildfires

e PSPS is used as a last-resort preventative measure

e Each situation is unique — no single factor drives a PSPS

AltaLink reviewed the requirements for the PSPS and confirmed that, through targeted community
outreach, AltaLink aims to raise awareness and improve emergency preparedness.

AltaLink left the meeting at 12:16 pm.

3. Closed Session



REGULAR COUNCIL COMMITTEE MEETING
MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK NO. 9
TUESDAY MARCH 10, 2026

Councillor Dave Cox

Moved that the Council move into closed session to discuss the following, the time being 12:12 pm.

a) Public Works Call Log — ATIA Sec. 29.1
b) Crowsnest Pincher Creek Landfill Discussion — ATIA Sec. 29.1

Councillor Dave Cox

Moved that Council move out of closed session, the time being 12:40 pm.

Carried

4. 2026 Newsletter Discussion

Rural Crime Watch

Taxes — pie chart showing where funds go (policing/education)
Airport update

Water hauling — MD reaching out to the Province for assistance
Water pumping contacts

ASB - list of equipment and costs for spraying?

Downloading from Provincial Government

PW timelines

Fire Hall progress

Naming the grader

5. Round Table

Question on line marking at Beaver Mines water standpipe — there is a project occurring in area
that MD is aware of.

Concerns with Circular Materials proposal regarding recycling.

Deadstock bin for division 3 — still working on finding a site.

Livingstone School potential changes - workshop discussion.

Springpoint Colony building road on private land — intersecting with MD road.

6. Adjournment

Councillor John MacGarva

Moved that the committee meeting adjourn at 2:08 pm.

Carried

REEVE

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER
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MINUTES 10084
MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK NO. 9
REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING
MARCH 10, 2026

The Regular Meeting of Council of the Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 was held on Tuesday,

March

10, 2026, in the Council Chambers of the Municipal District Administration Building,

Pincher Creek, Alberta.

PRESENT  Reeve Rick Lemire, Deputy Reeve Tony Bruder, and Councillors Dave Cox, John

STAFF

MacGarva and Jim Welsch.

CAO Roland Milligan, Public Works Manager Alan McRae, Senior Planner with
ORRSC Gavin Scott, Utilities & Infrastructure Manager David Desabrais, Development
Officer Laura McKinnon, Finance Manager Brendan Schlossburger and Executive
Assistant Jessica McClelland.

Reeve Rick Lemire called the meeting to order at 3:00 pm.

A

ADOPTION OF AGENDA
Councillor Jim Welsch 26/096
Moved that the agenda for March 10, 2026, be amended to include:

Action:

c) Request for Support — Coalfields School Community Centre

Information:

b) Alberta Community Partnership (APC) Program

Closed:

a) Proposed Meeting with Minister Hunter — ATIA Sec. 29.1
AND THAT the agenda be approved as amended.

Carried

PUBLIC HEARING 1368-26

Reeve Rick Lemire opened the meeting at 3:00 pm. CAO Roland Milligan reviewed the general
rules of conduct surrounding Public Hearings.

Advertising Requirement

CAO Roland Milligan stated that this Public Hearing has been advertised in accordance with
Section 606 of the Municipal Government Act. This Public Hearing was advertised in Shootin
the Breeze on February 25 and March 4, 2026, as well as the MD website and MD Social Media
pages.

Purpose of the Hearing

Reeve Rick Lemire provided an overview of the purpose of the proposed changes. The purpose
of Bylaw No. 1368-26, being an amendment to the Land Use Bylaw No. 1349-23, is to propose
an amendment to add a detached secondary suite and to limit the dwelling density within the
agriculturally oriented districts in the Land Use Bylaw.

Senior Planner with ORRSC, Gavin Scott, provided an overview of the history and rationale for
the proposed changes to Bylaw 1368-26.

Reeve Rick Lemire asked if anyone in the audience wished to speak; there were none.
Reeve Rick Lemire asked if there were any written responses; there were none.

Councillor Dave Cox 26/097

Moved to adjourn the Public Hearing for Bylaw 1368-26, the time being 3:04 pm.
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Council Meeting
Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
March 10, 2026
Carried

C. PUBLIC HEARING 1370-26

Reeve Rick Lemire opened the meeting at 3:05 pm. CAO Roland Milligan reviewed the general
rules of conduct surrounding Public Hearings.

Advertising Requirement
CAO Roland Milligan stated that this Public Hearing has been advertised in accordance with
Section 606 of the Municipal Government Act. This Public Hearing was advertised in Shootin
the Breeze on February 25 and March 4, 2026, as well as the MD website and MD Social Media
pages.
Purpose of the Hearing
Reeve Rick Lemire provided an overview of the purpose of the proposed changes. The purpose
of Bylaw No. 1370-26 is a request to change the land use designations to allow for rural
business subdivision and development of lands legally described as:
Block 4, Plan 7910279, as shown on Schedule ‘A’ from “Grouped Country Residential -
GRC” to “Rural Business — RB”; and The portion of SW 34-7-2 W5M hereto, from
“Agricultural - A” to “Rural Business — RB”.

Senior Planner with ORRSC, Gavin Scott, provided an overview of the history and rationale for
the proposed changes to Bylaw 1370-26.

Reeve Rick Lemire asked if anyone in the audience wished to speak; there were none.
Reeve Rick Lemire inquired if there were any written responses. Two submissions were
included in the Public Hearing package, and their questions were addressed before the hearing;
no additional responses were received.
Councillor Dave Cox 26/098
Moved to adjourn the Public Hearing for Bylaw 1370-26, the time being 3:10 pm.
Carried
D. DELEGATIONS
E. MINUTES
1) Special Council Meeting Minutes — February 19, 2026
Councillor John MacGarva 26/099
Moved that the minutes of the Special Council Meeting of February 19, 2026, be
approved as presented.
Carried
2) Council Committee Meeting Minutes — February 24, 2026
Councillor Jim Welsch 26/100

Moved that the minutes of the Council Committee Meeting of February 10, 2026, be
approved as presented.

Carried
2) Council Meeting Minutes — February 24, 2026

Councillor Tony Bruder 26/101
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March 10, 2026

Moved that the minutes of the Council Meeting of February 24, 2026, be approved as
presented.

Carried
D. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
E. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES
a) Support for Enhanced Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) Prevention Efforts
Councillor Tony Bruder 26/102

Moved that a letter be sent to support enhanced AIS prevention efforts for not just the
Burmis location, but for the continued support for all ports of entry into Alberta,
especially the USA boarder,

AND ALSO to send copies to John Barlow Member of Parliament, RJ Sigurdson
Minister of Agriculture and Irrigation, and Parks Canada.

Carried
b) Alberta SouthWest Regional Alliance
Councillor Jim Welsch 26/103

Moved to accept the Alberta SouthWest Regional presentation from the February 24,
2026, Committee Meeting, information.

Carried
F. COMMITTEE REPORTS / DIVISIONAL CONCERNS

1. Councillor Tony Bruder — Division 1
- Crowsnest Pincher Creek Landfill Association
- Pincher Creek Regional Library Association
- Waterton Biosphere
- Agricultural Services Board
2. Reeve Rick Lemire — Division 2
- Livingstone Range School Division workshop
- Hometown Award
Councillor Dave Cox- Division 3
Councillor Jim Welsch - Division 4
- Oldman River Regional Service Commission
- Agriculture Service Board
- Pincher Creek Emergency Services Commission
* Possibility to invite Fire Chief to future Coffee with Council meetings
5. Councillor John MacGarva — Division 5
- Pincher Creek Housing
- Lundbreck Citizens Council
- Livingstone Range School Division workshop

sw

Councillor John MacGarva 26/104
Moved to accept the Committee Reports as information.
Carried
G. ADMINISTRATION REPORTS
1. Operations

a) Public Works Operations Report
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Councillor Dave Cox 26/105
Moved that Council receive the Public Works Operations Report, including
Schedule A — Shop/Fleet Report, for the period February 16, 2026, to March 1, 2026,
as information.
Carried
b) Budget Increase Request for Approved 2026 Vehicle Purchase
Councillor Tony Bruder 26/106

Moved that Council approve a Capital Budget increase of $8000, to a maximum of
$73,000, for the purchase of a 1 Ton Crew Cab, Cab and Chassis Truck,

AND THAT the additional funds be taken from the Equipment Reserve.
Carried
c) Utilities & Infrastructure Report

Held until later in the meeting once Utilities & Infrastructure Manager David Desabrais

arrives.
2. Finance
3. Development and Community Services

a) Bylaw 1369-26 (Land Use Bylaw Amendment Agricultural Reservoirs & Dugouts)
Councillor Dave Cox 26/107

Moved that Council give first reading to Bylaw No. 1369-26, being the Land Use Bylaw
Amendment (Agricultural Reservoirs & Dugouts),

AND THAT the date for the required Public Hearing be set for April 14, 2026, at 3:00

pm.
Carried
4. Municipal
a) CAO Report
Councillor Jim Welsch 26/108

Moved that Council receive the CAO Report for the period February 23, 2026, to March
5, 2026, as information.

Carried
Gavin Scott left at 4:15 pm.
b) Policy C-CO-001 Councillors and Member at Large Remuneration
Councillor Tony Bruder 26/109

Moved that Council approve revised policy C-CO-001 Councillors and Member at
Large Remuneration.

Carried
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H. CORRESPONDENCE

A. For Action

a) Pincher Creek Community Center Hall Society - AGM on April 13, 2026
Councillor John MacGarva 26/110

Moved that Councillor Dave Cox be authorized to attend the Pincher Creek Community
Center Hall Society AGM on April 13, 2026.

Carried
b) Edna Mackenzie - Letter of Concern Over MD Destruction of Saskatoon Bushes
Councillor Jim Welsch 26/111
Moved that a letter be sent to Edna Mackenzie, regarding her concerns over the
destruction of saskatoon bushes, stating that foliage along the MD right of way is the

responsibility of the MD, and safety on the roads is the MD’s main concern,

AND THAT, any further concerns regarding the MD’s work should be directed to
management at Public Works.

Carried
¢) Request for Support — Coalfields School Community Centre
Councillor Tony Bruder 26/112

Moved that a letter be sent to the Coalfields School Community Centre advising that, as
they received $2500 in operational funding for 2026, through the Joint Council Grant
Program, they reapply during the 2027 funding stream.

Carried
B. For Information

Councillor Dave Cox 26/113
Moved that the following be received as information:

a) Alberta Environment and Protected Areas — Minister Hunter
- Response to Notification of Water License Concerns

Carried
b) Alberta Community Partnership (APC) Program
Councillor John MacGarva 26/114

Moved to receive the Alberta Community Partnership (APC) Program letter from
Alberta Municipal Affairs, as information.

Carried
Utilities & Infrastructure Manager David Desabrais attended the meeting at 4:41 pm.
c) Utilities & Infrastructure Report

Councillor Tony Bruder 26/115
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Moved that Council receive the Utilities & Infrastructure report for February 19, 2026,
to March 4, 2026, as information.

Carried
. NEW BUSINESS
J. CLOSED SESSION
Councillor John MacGarva 26/116

Moved that the Council move into closed session to discuss the following, the time being 5:15

pm.
a) Continuing Care Concerns — ATIA Sec. 29.1
b) Southfork Road (Old Highway 3) - Road Ban Assessment — ATIA Sec. 29.1
c) Proposed Meeting with Minister Hunter — ATIA Sec. 29.1

Councillor Jim Welsch 26/117

Moved that Council move out of closed session, the time being 5:46 pm.
Carried

b) Southfork Road (Old Highway 3)

Councillor Dave Cox 26/118

Moved that Council direct administration to move forward with a full assessment of the Southfork
Road,

AND THAT the amount, up to $30,000, is to be taken the from Tax Rate Stabilization Reserve.
Carried
K. ADJOURNMENT
Councillor John MacGarva 26/119
Moved that Council adjourn the meeting, the time being 5:48 pm.

Carried

REEVE

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER
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Coffee with Council
Tuesday, March 17, 2026
6:00 pm
Division 1 - Twin Butte Hall
Attendees:
Reeve Rick Lemire, Deputy Reeve Tony Bruder, Councillor Dave Cox, Jim Welsch and John MacGarva, CAO
Roland Milligan, Public Works Manager Alan McRae, CPO Robyn Potter, and Executive Assistant Jessica
McClelland.
Also In Attendance:
Fire Chief Pat Neuman, Rural Crime Watch Members Anne Stevick, Blanch Lemire and Shelly Anne Dennis
Audience:

Approximately 43 staff members and residents from various divisions were in attendance.

Deputy Reeve Tony Bruder opened the meeting, welcomed everyone for attending. Reminded people where the
emergency exits and washrooms are.

Council introduced themselves and the staff who were in attendance.

Deputy Reeve Tony Bruder reminded residents that there was no set agenda for the meeting, requested that
people keep it civil, and opened the floor to questions.

e MD responses in bullet points.

Fortis Powerline Upgrades

Fortis promised powerline upgrades in the Twin Butte area. Is the MD aware of when this will happen?
e Nothing has been told to the MD for a timeline on upgrades.

St. Henry’s Historical Society

Would it be possible for the MD to lend St. Henry’s Historical Society a traffic counter? We are curious about
the amount of traffic the site receives.

e The MD would have a portable traffic counter that could be lent to the society.

e Public Works will arrange for it to be delivered.

Drought — Water Pumping

Thank you to the MD for assistance with the culvert for water pumping and signage on the road during
pumping.
e Council just met with the Minister of Environment and Protected Areas, asking about funding and other
options for agricultural water.
e Council also requested the same from the Federal Government.
e Public Works Manager is an asset to the community, was raised in agriculture and understands the
significance this kind of assistance has.



Rural Crime Watch

Captus

Rural Crime Watch has been reorganized and is taking some time to get operational; paperwork and such
needed to be refiled for the society.
New Executives are Anne Stevick, Blanch Lemire, Shelly Anne Dennis and Barb Boyer.
There is a meeting planned for April 15, 2026 at 6:30 in the MD office.
They request that if you previously joined and haven’t received a Rural Crime Watch sign, you advise an
executive,
Actively recruiting new members.
They will be at the MD booths at the Trade Fair at the end of April.
Currently looking for a representative from Divisions 1, 2, 4 & 5.
0 Representatives would be a contact for that division to assist with Rural Crime Watch
information.
Signal and RAVE Apps were explained.

Is there any update on the Captus project?

Captus owns the 140-acre property and all infrastructure that was previously the Shell Gulf plant.
Captus wants to produce power, not sell it into the grid.

o Cost is prohibitive and would require an increased transmission line.
They are looking for someone to use the power on-site.

Water Concerns

Any water used on site will come from deep, salt brine water; no surface water will be used.

Does Captus have experience in cooling technology?

Captus wouldn’t be responsible for this portion; the company they work with would be.
Technology is changing all the time.

Our climate helps with cooling.

New systems are closed loop systems and don’t require as much water.

Data Centre

Nothing has been officially applied for.

Paridae deal was not successful.

Carbon sequestration will cost three times as much as producing power.
Complicated venture.

Residents encouraged to reach out to Paul Connoly with Captus for information.
Currently there is no new information to share on the proposed project.

When would the notification be made if the project moves forward?

Alberta Utilities Commission (AUC) would be in contact with MD should Captus want to produce
power.

First step from the MD would be a change to the Land Use Bylaw, to allow for a land use change, which
would trigger a Public Hearing and notification, as set out in the Municipal Government Act.

Emergency Services

Community Connect

Chief Neuman discussed the upcoming rollout of Pincher Creek Emergency Services' new Community
Connect.
o This will be a self-registration done online.



o Community members can provide pertinent information that Emergency crews may need to
know to assist better.
= How many pets are in the household? Are any of them dangerous?
= Children in the house?
= Mobility issues?
o0 Will be only visible to the dispatching unit at the time of an event.
o0 Program will launch in late April.

Location Concerns
e Phones have GPS integrated, but depending on where you are, they could pull information from
different cell towers, making it difficult for crews to find you.
Call centers are having issues with the dash on the blue sign address numbers.
When people call 911, the information given can be incorrect.
Over 2 years, the MD has had people take a photo and a pin, it is now gone to the province.
There was a disconnect; you are talking to someone in Red Deer or further.
Reminder to residents:
o Know your legal land description.
o0 Blue sign number — remove the dash if the call centre is having trouble finding your location.
0 Say you are in the MD of Pincher Creek, not North of Town, or in Twin Butte.

Fire Hall Renovation
Plans are to be moved in for June.
As with all construction, there have been delays.
Will be a ribbon-cutting and open house once they are moved in.
The new space will have 6 bedrooms for staff who are on-call.
o0 Contract with Alberta Health Services:
= Ambulance out the door in 90 seconds.
= Pincher to provide 24-hour ambulance services.
= Community is never without an ambulance.
The old building is listed at $729,000 and has interest.
e Ause change would require a rezoning from the Town of Pincher Creek.

What is the policy for emergency crews in the event of an active shooter?
e When a call comes in, if there is an active shooter with an unknown location, emergency crews do not
enter the area until it is secure.
e Comes down to safety, emergency crews are not equipped to deal with that situation.

Campground
e The opposition group has had more discussion with ID #4 than the MD has.

e There has been no application to the MD.
e Public Lands is sending a form letter stating that no application has been made to them.
e Any changes or applications would be advertised to the public.

Can the MD protect against the future development of that land?

If a majority of landowners want to see a change, potential to have that happen.

Talk to the Councillors.

Can be changed with the Municipal Development Plan and zoning.

Residents can contact the Development Officer for further information on this process.

Would the potential campground become a recreational lease from the Province?



e Would need to be rezoned as rural recreation first; it is currently zoned agriculture.

Could the province declare the lands a 4-season resort?

e The province could declare it a park, which would remove MD rights for control, but there have been no
talks of this happening.

e The province isn’t seeing this campground as a priority; it's currently just rumours from a resident in
another municipality.

Tourism
e Waterton had 570,000 people visiting last year, expectations are similar this year.
e RCMP advised the average speed on Highway 6 was 130 km.
e Tourism is being pushed to our area by other forms of Government.
0 Council has made it clear to Ministers that we have issues with tourism in our area, we are not
set up for it, and it is costing the municipality money for cleanup and damage to our roads.
o0 Council is pushing back and asking for controlled tourism to our region.

Can the province install more washrooms along the highway?
e They won’t, there is no money for that.

Agriculture
e A meeting is being planned for dam users — Agriculture Service Board (ASB) has requested this meeting
for a few months.

e ASB has an opening for a member; MD would like to see someone from Division 1.

Reservoir
e Looking at raw water storage
e Hauling water for livestock — MD is looking at ways to assist producers, going to AB environment, for
raw water to water cattle.
e Currently looking at costs, feasibility, etc.
e MD has 5 dams, all of which are low or empty.

Looking at starting user groups for the dams. MD controls dams, checking perimeters and the integrity
of the dams.

Not about people who pump, it's about the releases and people downstream.

Used to be a landowner that maintained it; some still are, the rest is the MD. We need consistency.

MD wants input from all users, not just the person opening the dam.

Council has concerns with how water allocation orders are announced. The Province no longer runs ads
in the paper or sends notifications; it's up to people to go online to find the information.

Water — Coal Mines
e MD is doing private selenium testing.

Is there money set aside for dam work?
e Yes, MD has reserves specifically for this dams.

Funding Cutbacks
e The province has cut back STIP funding to the MD, which we used to use for major infrastructure
projects.
e Offloading more costs to municipalities for education and police.
e Policing expected to increase 50% over the next 5 years.



e MD is just given a bill from the province and collects the funds; there is no extra funding for the
municipality.

Roads
Can the MD use different gravel? The current supply is very dusty.
e MD is currently crushing at a different specification, but it will take a couple of years of stockpiling to
see a change.
e Current dry weather isn’t helping with dust.

Community Peace Officer
e Introduction of CPO and explanation of the program.
e The majority of the program is community outreach and education.
e Working with the rural crime watch to get that program up and functioning.

Random Camping Concerns
e Depending on the area, contact CPR or the RCMP.

Draft Traffic Bylaw 1365-25
License of Occupation (LOC)/Road Allowance Rental:
MD clarified the following:
e Overview of what the MD is proposing, this is not being a new process, License of Occupations have
been around since early 2000’s.
e Renting of the road allowances promotes grazing.

Concerns that if the lease holder has the liability, if there is no LOC, the landowner doesn’t have the liability.
e No different than hay permits, the person using the land holds the liability.
e CPO reminded them that the MD isn’t coming in heavy handed, this is a tool we can follow if education
doesn’t work.
e LOC'’s started due to neighbour disputes.
e MD isn’t going out looking for them; we are a complaint-based system.
e Good stewardship should be encouraged.

Community Standards Bylaw 1366-25:
e Comes down to education, MD isn’t going out looking for issues.

Meeting closed at 8:02 pm.
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MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK NO. 9
SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING
MARCH 18, 2026

The Special Meeting of Council of the Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 was held on
Wednesday, March 18, 2026, in the Town of Pincher Creek Council Chambers.

Notice of this Special Council Meeting was posted on the MD website and social media.

PRESENT  Reeve Rick Lemire, Deputy Reeve Tony Bruder, Councillors Dave Cox, Jim Welsch and

STAFF

ALSO

John MacGarva.

CAO Roland Milligan, Acting Director of Corporate Services Brendan Schlossberger, and
Executive Assistant Jessica McClelland.

Town of Pincher Creek: Mayor Wayne Oliver, Councillors Mark Barber, Bernice
Cyr, Brian McGillivray, Gord McMullen, Sahra Nodge, and Valerie Wynder, CAO
Konrad Dunbar, Director of Corporate Services Wendy Catonio, Director of
Operations and Infrastructure Kyle Ross, and Executive Assistant Carolina
Hunsperger.

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

A.

ADOPTION OF AGENDA
Councillor Dave Cox 26/120

Moved that the Special Council Agenda for March 18, 2026, be amended to include:

New Business:

b) Regional District of East Kootenay/SW Alberta Elected Officials Meeting — Jointly
Hosting with Town and MD

AND THAT the agenda be approved as amended.

Carried

B. NEW BUSINESS

a) Community Housing and Economic Development Committee - Film Request
- Link to Movie Trailer provided by Town of Pincher Creek

The Town of Pincher Creek showcased a film trailer titled “Thinking Beyond the Market”
about affordable housing. The presentation was organized by the Pincher Creek
Foundation, shared with the Housing Committee, and then forwarded to the Joint Council.
A free screening might be available, though there is a $200 fee for the speaker's
participation. The film could potentially be screened at the upcoming Joint Council
meeting.

Further discussion of this opportunity will take place at each Council meeting.

b) Regional District of East Kootenay/SW Alberta Elected Officials Meeting — Jointly
Hosting with Town and MD

The last Regional District of East Kootenay/SW Alberta Elected Officials Meeting was
held in Sparwood in November 2025. The Reeve and Mayor offered to co-host the next
meeting, scheduled for October/November 2026, after the BC Municipal Election. CAOs
will review venues and organize the event.

C. STANDING DISCUSSION ITEMS

a) Regional Water Supply Mitigation Strategy

MD Council wanted to follow up on previous discussions with the Town on getting water to
Pincher Station and Airport. Since the last joint meeting, Alberta SouthWest presented to
the MD regarding airports in the region. Alberta SouthWest has been developing plans that
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utilize existing airport infrastructure to support future initiatives in aerospace, minerals, and
medical tourism. The current goal is to evaluate community readiness before planning, then
align their abilities with specific needs and desires. One key component of these plans for
Pincher Creek would be water to the airport.

MD questioned whether the Town has considered supplying water to a regional system and
how this plan can progress. MD has met with David Hunt, Water Approvals Team Lead
with Alberta Environment and Protected Areas and asked about the use of water licenses.
He suggested there are different approaches MD can take for a regional system. The
administration, together with the Town and MD, has been discussing many options. MD
could become a purchaser of water, establish a utility account, or use part of our own license
and transfer it to the Town to process raw water. There is also the possibility of connecting
the two water systems to increase capacity and for emergency use. Until a study on these
options is completed, it is difficult to determine which option would be most beneficial.

The Town prefers to keep the capital separate from operational functions for economic
reasons. In addition to financial considerations, safety backup remains essential. Ensuring
the safety and security of infrastructure is important and could be shared if the facility is
shared. The town plans to invite Alberta SouthWest to a future meeting and will also contact
David Hunt to discuss the water license.

Town indicated that the simplest method for the MD to transfer part of the MD license is for
the Town to sell treated water back to MD. Administration will keep exploring this potential
plan.

b) Pincher Creek and District Library Board and Chinook Arch (Library Renovations)

MD Council requested an update on recent library developments. The town has not finalized
the financial details but has indicated that the gym space is available for inclusion in the
lease or for the town to rent to the library for events. No agreements are in place yet. Until
the library has a renovation plan, MD Council is not prepared to consider a financial
request.

c) Recreation Facilities Update
MD Council requested an update on the ice arena and possible upgrades. The engineers'
report didn’t provide the Town with what was asked in the scope of work. The Town
advised that, to last another 20 years, the arena will need new trusses, the floors will need to
be replaced, and the ice plant is on its last legs. The request was to plan for $5 to $6 million
and upgrade it to last another 20 years; the rough estimate cost share to the MD would be
around $3.5 million. The proposed scope came back at $10 million, with changes different
from what was asked. The Town will go back to the engineers with another request and
ensure proper information is provided back to the Town and MD.
D. CLOSED SESSION
Councillor Jim Welsch 26/121
Moved that Council move into closed session to discuss the following, the time being 6:48 pm.

a) Pincher Creek Emergency Services Commission — Draft Master Agreement ATIA Sec.
28.1

Carried
Councillor John MacGarva 26/122
Moved that Council move out of closed session, the time being 7:31 pm.

Carried
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E. ADJOURNMENT

Councillor Tony Bruder
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26/123

Moved that Council adjourn the meeting, the time being 7:32 pm.

Carried

REEVE

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER
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Slide 1 – Title Slide: Bringing Hearts Home

Good Evening, and thank you for being here.
My name is Crystal Elliott, and I’m the CEO of the Chinook Regional Hospital Foundation.
We are proud to be working in partnership with Southern Alberta’s Cardiac Sciences Advisory Cabinet and Alberta Health Services leadership on a truly transformational initiative:
To raise $30 million over the next 30 months to revolutionize cardiac care in southern Alberta.
This campaign is called Bringing Hearts Home. And I’m thrilled to share that we’ve already secured $12 million in early commitments—a powerful signal of the belief and momentum behind this work.



The
Problem

Heart disease is

the # 2 cause of
death in Canada.
In southern Alberta,
it is the

# 1cause ofdeath.


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Heart disease is the leading cause of death in southern Alberta.
It claims more lives than any other condition, and it affects every family in our region—deeply and personally.



Bringing Hearts
Home

Southern Alberta experiences
a 29.6% higher death rate
from cardiac-related health
Issues compared to the rest
of Alberta.
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Presentation Notes
In order to Shorten the Road.

Southern Alberta experiences a 29.6% higher rate of cardiac-related death than the rest of the province.

And the average travel time to Calgary is 3.5 hours—more than double the 90-minute window considered the gold standard for heart attack response.
This isn’t just an inconvenience—it’s a risk to life.



Bringing Hearts
Home

Why is this?

Neither Chinook Regional Hospital in
Lethbridge nor Medicine Hat Regional
Hospital is currently equipped to deliver full
diagnostic and interventional cardiac
treatment.

This lack oflocalresources
forces over L300 southern
Albertans to travelto
Calgary fortreatmenteach
year.
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Why are we seeing such high mortality?

It’s because our region doesn’t yet have access to the full spectrum of cardiac care.
Neither Chinook Regional nor Medicine Hat Regional Hospital has the facilities for advanced cardiac diagnostics or interventions.
As a result, more than 1,300 southern Albertans every year must travel to Calgary—often in crisis—to receive care.
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Before we go further, I want to pause and introduce someone who embodies why this campaign matters.
Tony Deys has given us permission to share his story. This video will take about 4 minutes to demonstrate to you why this campaign matters

End of video:

Tony’s journey reminds us that behind every statistic is a human story.



To address this crisis, the Chinook Regional
Hospital Foundation, in collaboration with the
Cardiac Sciences Advisory Cabinet and
Alberta Health Services South Zone, has
launched a $30M fundraising campaign to
create the Southern Alberta Cardiac Centre
of Excellence & Service Plan .

This state-of-the-art facility will transform
cardiac care in the region by providing local,
timely and lifesaving treatment.
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We have a solution—and it’s bold, practical, and within reach.

We’re also seeing strong government momentum:

In February, a Government of Alberta Minister publicly committed to the project at our gala, reaffirming earlier support from Premier Smith.

And on February 27, the province committed $5 million in funding to support the cardiac ICU expansions in both Lethbridge and Medicine Hat, and the development of the new catheterization lab.

Currently, the project has advanced to Functional Programming and Design.



Bringing Hearts
Home

Our hospitaland health system teams
are working very hard behind the
scenestocarefullyevaluate every
need forthe new Cardiac Sciences

Project. This detailed work makes sure

we are asking forthe right things - the

right space,equipment,and services -
and thattheyare designed to work
together.Ittakestime,butthattime is

Important. We wanttogetitrightthe
firsttime so thatwhen this project
moves forward,itis builtto meetthe

needs ofpatientsand familiesacross

southern Alberta fordecadestocome.
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Thanks to your support and advocacy, governments and health leaders are taking action to bring world - class cardiac care closer to home. 

Since 2022, Alberta Health Services and the Government of Alberta have been steadily moving the Cardiac Centre of Excellence forward — from early needs assessments to budget commitments and public affirmations of support. 
Each milestone builds momentum toward transforming care for patients and families across southern Alberta.

While long-term planning continues, urgent needs are already being met today. 
Together, the Chinook Regional Hospital Foundation and our partner foundations — Medicine Hat, Taber & District, Crowsnest Pass, and Windy Slopes — have invested in life-saving equipment for our communities, including $137,000 for new Holter monitors and $114,000 for Pediatric Bedside and Central Monitors. 

These early investments are making a difference right now, while we continue building toward the future vision of the Cardiac Centre of Excellence & Services Plan.

Between public and private commitments, we are moving forward with confidence.




Bringing Hearts
Home

Southern
Alberta
Cardiac
Services

Plan

Key Initiatives

Upgraded facilites  at
Chinook Regional and
Medicine Hat Regional
Hospitals

New labs and technology
including a Cardiac
Catheterization Lab,
Electrophysiology Lab, and
Echocardiography Labs

Expanded critical care
capacity via additional
cardiac/ ICU beds to treat
more patients locally

Key Results

Improved early detection of
cardiac issues through
advanced diagnostic equipment

Faster response times  to life -
threatening cardiac emergencies

Expanded prevention and
education programs to
reduce heart disease risk

Treatment closer to home for
thousands of southern
Albertans every year

For more information on specific campaign
goals, please see Appendix One on slide 12.
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The Cardiac Services Plan will:

Provide faster emergency treatment,
Expand ICU and diagnostic capacity,
Add advanced cardiac labs including catheterization and electrophysiology,
And support prevention and education programs to reduce future risk.

This is care that saves lives and keeps families together.



Bringing Hearts
Home

Our
Request

The Chinook Regional Hospital Foundation
respectfully invites you to consider donating a
gift of to support the creation of the Southern
Alberta Cardiac Centre of Excellence.

This transformational investment can be donated
over the course of several years in a number of
ways. Your generosity will save lives, reduce
Inequities in access to care, and provide
generations of southern Albertans with the critical
treatment they need  — when they need it the
most.

It could be your children thatbenefit from this,
or your grandchildren  , or even you yourself
Because heartdisease canimpactanyone at
anytime.
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We are asking for your help to make this vision real.

Whether through a one-time donation or a multi-year pledge, your support will directly improve cardiac care in our region.
You’re not just investing in a plan—you’re investing in your neighbors, your family, and your community’s health.

Our Hutterite friends have partnered with us to advocate with each colony in southern Alberta to commit to making a donation with a goal of raising over 1 Million dollars. Today we are asking you, the Kinsmen and Kinette clubs of southern Alberta to consider coming together in a similar way to commit to prioritizing each club donating to the Bringing Hearts Home Campaign to build a legacy for you, your families and your friends.��



Everything
depends on
people like you.

And everyone benefits

from bettercardiac care:

Critically, Acutely, and Chronically lll
Chronic and acute sufferers of cardiac disease will have
life - saving or life - lengthening care closer to home.

Caregivers
Caregivers of cardiac sufferers will have their burdens
reduced and be able to spend more quality time with their

Children and Pregnant Mothers

The pediatric and neo - natal population of southern
Alberta will be substantially impacted by the

addition of Echocardiography Labs.

First Nations

Indigenous peoples have higher rates of cardiac death than
non - Indigenous peoples — +30% for men and +76% for
women - and no other population has worse outcomes.

Community

Anyone entering a hospital for cardiac or critical care will
benefit from advanced services, expanded programs,
infrastructure that meets current standards, and state-of-
the-arttechnology.
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This initiative will serve: 

Patients facing chronic or acute cardiac illness,
Caregivers, who will finally have services closer to home,
Children and expectant mothers, through expanded echo diagnostics,
Indigenous peoples, who face some of the highest cardiac mortality rates—up to 76% higher for indigenous women,
And everyone in our region who might one day need critical cardiac care.

This is about health equity, timely access, and quality of life.



Bringing Hearts
Home

Recognition

The Chinook Regional
Hospital Foundation thanks
you for your kindness. If you
choose to contribute to our
campaign, we will gratefully
offer the following
recognition:

Tax Receipt
Issued in accordance with CRA guidelines

Annual Impact Report
Detailing the campaign’s progress and
outcomes

Personalized Acknowledgements

Including thank you cards, letters, and in - person
expressions of gratitude from our CEO, our Board of
Directors, and our Campaign Chair

Prominent Recognition
On our electronic donor wall

Feature Story

Highlighting your contribution in print and social
media

Naming Opportunities
For facilities and equipment funded by the campaign,
commensurate to the size of your gift


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We believe in recognizing the generosity that makes this possible.
That includes:

Tax receipts and annual reports,
Personalized acknowledgments from myself, our Board, and campaign leadership,
Recognition on our digital donor wall,
Media coverage and storytelling features,
And meaningful naming opportunities for major gifts.

Your support will be honored with care and gratitude.



Chinook Regional Hospital Foundation

960-19 Street South
Lethbridge, AB, TLJ 1W5

(403) 388-6001
info@crhfoundation.ca

crhfoundation.ca

Charitable Registration Number:
10762 3241RR0001
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On behalf of the Chinook Regional Hospital Foundation, thank you.
Your belief in this project—and in the people it will help—is what fuels our momentum.
Together, we are bringing hope and healing to southern Alberta.
We are shortening the road & bringing hearts home.

Happy to answer any questions


mailto:info@crhfoundation.ca
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Recommendation to Council

EVENTS

Safety Meeting — March 4, 2026

Safety Inspection Admin building — March 6, 2026
JHSC Meeting — March 11, 2026

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

NONE

Presented to: Council Page 2 of 2
Date of Meeting: March 24, 2026
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M.D. OF PINCHER CREEK NO. 9

CORPORATE POLICY
C-PW-009

TITLE: DUST CONTROL
Approved by Council Date: February 22, 2011
Revised by Council Date: June 26, 2018
Revised by Council Date: May 14, 2019
Revised by Council Date: May 26, 2020
Revised by Council Date: November 24, 2020
Revised by Council Date: February 27, 2024

PURPOSE OF POLICY

To identify areas in which approved dust control suppressants be applied on Municipal District
(MD) controlled roadways in ongoing efforts to ensure public safety, quality of life, and to realize
road maintenance cost reductions.

POLICY STATEMENT

1.

The intent of this policy is to ensure appropriate usage and maintenance of MD roadways.
The dust control program is an applied surface treatment for roadway sections that have
been requested by ratepayers. Application will be during the spring or summer months,
weather permitting and scheduled in accordance with local gravelling to maximize the
effectiveness of the dust control agent.

The MD does not guarantee that the dust control product will be effective in eliminating
dust but only to control it. Dust control locations will be maintained at the MD’s sole
discretion. The drivability and the safety of the road is the MD’s top priority, and the MD
reserves the right to grade any sections of dust control product applied during normal
grading operations. The maintenance will be deemed necessary for road conditions that
may present a risk to general traffic using said roadway.

Residents requesting dust control services shall be charged a fee, as per MD policy C-FIN-
529, Fees and Charges, each time the dust control product is applied on the road. Cost
adjustments to the subsidized dust control rate shall be estimated by the Public Works
Manager or designate yearly in March and amended through Council resolution in the MD
policy C-FIN-529, Fees and Charges.

The minimum treatment area length will be 100m adjacent to the residents/applicants
property. Approximate typical spray width will match the existing road width to a
maximum width of 8 metres.

Refunds will not be issued in the event that the dust control application is deferred due to
road construction, delay in delivery of product, weather conditions, equipment breakdowns
or any other circumstance that may postpone application. On MD road construction
projects where the road surface has been disturbed and surface gravel has been placed,
adjacent landowners will receive a one-time application in the year of construction.

The MD hires contractors to spray chloride base products at their respective rate (litres/sq.

m.). When Lignosulfonate is the dust control product requested, the MD will apply the

product with MD staff and equipment.

C-PW-009 Page 1 of 2 Dust Control C-PW-009
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Recommendation to Council

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

NONE

Presented to: Council Page 2 of 2
Date of Meeting: March 24, 2026




MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK

CORPORATE POLICY

C-FIN-500

TITLE: RESALE OF MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES

Approved by Council: Date: November 9, 2004
Revised by Council: Date: April 8, 2025

GRAVEL SALES TO PRIVATE PARTIES

Since the Municipality, as a service to its ratepayers, allows individuals to purchase small
volumes of gravel; and,

Since the Municipality is receiving an incrcasing number of requests for gravel; and,

Since, the volume of gravel being provided by the M.D. is significantly reducing its gravel stocks
and impacting on the commercial activity of local gravel businesses,

The M.D. Council, therefore, establishes the following policy concerning the sale of municipally
owned gravel:

l. Self removal of gravel owned by the Municipal District of Pincher Creek No.9 is sirictly
prohibited. Loading out of aggregate will only be completed by the Public Works
department or contractor approved by the Public Works Superintendent or his

designate,

2. Gravel or pit run may only be purchased by M.D. ratepayers. Gravel or pit run shall be
sold at the cost set forth in Corporate Policy C-FIN-529- Fees and Charges.

3. The M.D. shall not sell to commercial or industrial businesses except by Council
resolution.

4. Gravel purchased from the M.D. shall be solely for the personal use of a ratepayer and
shall only be used upon their land.

5. Gravel purchased from the M.D. shall not be resold, bartered, or in any way used as a
form of payment to third parties.

6. Any costs incurred by the Municipality for the loading of gravel, hauling of gravel, or

administrative costs associated with recording the removal of gravel, shall be charged to
the ratepayer.

7. Costs incurred shall be invoiced directly to the ratepayer.

8. The Public Works Superintendent, or his designate, is authorized to limit quantities,sell
from another pit, or refuse the sale of gravel if in his/her opinion the gravel quantities
are inadequate to meet municipal needs, present or anticipated.

9. The Public Works Superintendent, or his designate, is authorized to impose such
conditions as may be required to insure the proper management of municipally owned
crushed gravel or municipally acquired gravel reserves on private lands.

Page 1 of 2



Resale of Materials and Supplies C-FIN-500

10.  The Public Works Superintendent, or his designate, is authorized to impose such
conditions as may be required to insure the proper administration of this policy.
11.  Any person removing M.D. owned gravel without authorization from the Public Works

Superintendent or his designate may be prosecuted.

. )
S ; - ) _
PN \1{‘ M -
Rick Lemire Roland Milligan
Reeve Chief Administrative Officer

Page 2 of 2



M.D. OF PINCHER CREEK NO. 9
UTILITIES & INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT

SUMMARY OF MAJOR UPDATES MAR 5% — 18

GENERAL PROJECTS UPDATES

e 2026 capital budgets update developed.
LARGE (PRE-2026) PROJECTS

e Additional bench testing complete for Manganese removal, required results achieved.
e BF 75481 (Olin Creek) work beginning. Completion anticipated by Mar. 31°,

LARGE 2026 IMPLEMENTATION PROJECTS

e Lundbreck Wastewater Line rehabilitation: Multiple quotes received, under review.
e Prelim. Eng. report received for BF 1348 (Connelly Creek). Under review.

LARGE 2027 IMPLEMENTATION PROJECTS
e Proposals received for Gladstone and Campbell replacements. Under review.

STUDIES & PLANNING WORK

e Regional Facilities Condition Assessment: Grant successful, reviewing quotation/award plan.
e Regional Drought Study: TFA Received for provincial site. Geotechnical work planned for Mar

23 week.

e Transportation Master Plan: Sent final comments back to MPE Mar. 17,

e Cridland provincial audit received. Province requires copies of completed studies due to
seepage.

e Airport paving assessment/Southfork road ban review approved by Council. Reviewing options

internally prior to award.
e Final 10 yr. bridge study interim update reviewed with Council Mar. 24,

OPERATIONS UPDATES

e No change to water shortage risk (low — normal).

e Lundbreck reservoir repair planning continues.

e Standpipe liability/instruction messaging installed, ordered entrance signage.

e Water plant re-approval submission complete.

e Make Up Air Unit (MUA) relocation in Beaver Mines Lift Station complete.

e Pincher Creek standpipe minor control loop filtration upgrades scoped and awarded.

e |CS-300 course complete.

e (Carbondale & Castle Falls pit reclamations pending reduced requirements with Province.

e CM confirmed Eco Center recycling issues will not be backtracked, provided CNPCL is now
recycling all PPP materials.

DATE: March 24, 2026 Page 1 of 10
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General Projects Budget Update
2026 Approved Budget: $3,293,682. Mar. 17" Spent: $4,341. Feb

18* Spent-$0

Large Ongoing Projects (Pre-2026 Construction Start)

Oldman Reservoir Water Intake Low Level Project
o $1.68M grant application finalized Jan 30", 2024/
= Approval received for $1.8M project, covering up to 75% of costs.
o DFPP (Drought and Flood Protection Program) grant tops up capital project and
covers 70% of costs for a Drought Projects Assessment.
0 Potassium Permanganate (KMnO4) treatment setup order placed, scoping install
location/building.
o Additional budget request of $115,000 approved by Council Jan. 20™
o Complete initial bench testing of KMnO4 for Manganese removal Feb 25, Testing
went well. Additional testing complete March 4.
= Achieved removal near aesthetic objective (0.02 mg/L) from 0.32 mg/L
initial concentration in 30 mins. Health Canada Max Allowable
Concentration (MAC): 0.12 mg/L
= Achieved MAC in 15 minutes consistently at % dose of overdose (water
starts to go pink)

DATE: March 24, 2026 Page 2 of 10



Watercourse Crossing Inspection & Remediation Project — 100% Grant funded
o Funding agreement signed Mar. 28™, 2023 for $1.55M.
= Extension received to March 31%, 2027.
o Status report 5 complete for up to Dec. 31%.

Bridge File 75481 — TWN RD 93B over Olin Creek Trib., SW-23-009-01 W5M

1.5m x 24m L culvert with high deflection and corrosion. Replace with two (2) 1.2m x
36m L CSPs

o Tender closed Nov. 4™. Ten (10) bids received. Awarded to low bidder (Vitae
Environmental Ltd.) for $277,910 (Eng. Est. $299,357).

o Kickoff complete March 4™
o Project start delayed to Mar. 16" with weather. Stripping and site isolations underway.

Meyers Corner Road Culvert Replacement
Replace failed 900mm culvert via boring method with 1.37m x 35m welded pipe
0 Work substantially complete. Temp. fence to be removed in Spring to allow seed take.
Bridge File 70175 — Yarrow Creek Bridge Rehabilitation, NW-22-003-030 W4M
Perform a pile splice repair on two piles in the west abutment, replace the east pile cap,
place fill and riprap at the west headslope, minor wheel guard repairs & repairs to

timber span, channel realignment, and west abutment riprap work.

o Project complete. Seeding has not taken significantly, to be reviewed in Spring.

DATE: March 24, 2026 Page 3 0f 10



WCR #1: Iron Creek under Tapay (Carbondale) Road, LSD SE-15-006-03 W5M

Install new 4.7m x 2m x 15m L corrugated steel box culvert to remediate fish passage
concerns on Iron Creek under the WCR program (100% funded)

o0 Project complete, seeding and cottonwood staking to be reviewed in Spring/Summer.
= Site tour complete Mar. 12!, minimal seed has taken to date.

Large Projects Planned for 2026 Implementation

Lundbreck Wastewater Main Rehabilitation between Railway/Park St.

2021 inspection and subsequent wastewater study determined MH 5 to 6 is aggregate
material and a good candidate for trenchless rehabilitation. Work required to install
Cured in Place Pipe (CIPP).

o Scoping underway, meeting held with MPE Feb. 18" to discuss contractor options.
0 Reaching out to specialized contractors while developing project scope.
o0 Quotes received, evaluation underway.

WCR #3: Connelly Creek under Connelly Rd (BF 1348), LSD SW-03-008-02 W5M

Replace or design a maintenance solution for the 3m x 49m L (5.6m cover) structural
plate corrugated steel pipe (SPCSP) and remediate fish passage under the WCR
Program.

STIP application submitted Nov. 24

Received funder guidance/approval to proceed with prelim eng. under WCR program.
Preliminary engineering kicked off Apr. 3", received Mar. 12", Under internal review.
Survey complete Apr. 25™,

O 00O

Bridge File 71542 — Waldron Flats over Indian Creek, SE-07-010-01 W5M

2m x 2.2m x 32m L culvert with isolated perforations in the roof of 3 rings and 1 ring
on the foot. Replace with a 2.7m diameter x 48m long culvert.

o STIP application submitted Nov. 24",
o Kicked off design work Jan. 28", 80% complete. Kicked off land acquisition Feb. 10"

Bridge File 76203 — West End Maycroft over Ernst Creek, NW-26-010-03 W5M
2.5m x 1.8m x 20m L culvert with 3 cracked rings in sidewall with 85mm remaining.
Deflection and corrosion also present. Replace with two (2) 1.8m diameter x 28m L

culverts.

o STIP application submitted Nov. 24
o Kicked off design work Jan. 28", 80% complete. Kicked off land acquisition Feb. 10"

DATE: March 24, 2026 Page 4 of 10



Pisony Road over Cow Creek Tributary Culvert, LSD NE-01-009-03 W5M

1m x 14m L culvert failing on dead end road. Dual 1m x 13m L culverts are
anticipated solution.

o Preliminary engineering and basic aquatic assessment kicked off Jan. 31st, 2025, with
Roseke. Reduced prelim. eng. scope compared to Bridge Files.

o Preliminary engineering assessment received Jun. 16". Under review.

0 Anticipate Fall 2026 construction.

Large Projects Planned for 2027 Implementation

Gladstone Rd. over Mill Creek Trib., LSD SE-01-006-02 W5M

0.6m x 17m L culvert failing and causing significant scour and erosion downstream.
Preliminary engineering required to determine replacement requirements.

o0 Located on an unmapped Class A waterbody. Fish passage not expected to be required
due to downstream barriers.
0 Revising proposal based on reduced scope of DFO requirements.
o Revised proposal received Mar 17", under review.
o Potential for project to get accelerated to 2026.

Southfork Hill Road
Emergent investigatory and repair work for the Southfork Hill slide issues

o STIP LMI resubmission complete Nov. 27", 2025.

o Geotechnical scope awarded and complete. Final geotech. report received Dec 9™,
o Initial STIP application submitted Nov. 28", 2024 — Unsuccessful.

0 Project paused pending further deterioration or future grant opportunities. Design work
pending STIP decision.

Therriault Dam — Rehabilitation Work

Geotechnical and Hydrogeology study complete in 2023. 2024 preliminary engineering
determined most economically viable solution to address undersized spillway/overtop
potential. 2025 work included detailed design work to rehabilitate spillway. 2026 work set
to begin after DFPP funding decision and (if successful) shall include a lifecycle
assessment on how to best use water source during drought.

o DFPP application submitted Nov. 27", Anticipate response Q1 2026.

o Spillway design complete, regulatory submissions pending grant timing.

o Significant amount of history related to Therriault Dam reviewed during application
process. Disaster Recovery Program (DRP) accessed in 1995, 2002, 2005, 2010, and
2014 related to Therriault Dam and spillway rebuilds. About $600,000 spend (inflation
adjusted) on flood recovery since 1994. A flood was also noted in 2006.

o Additional design work pending grant decision.

DATE: March 24, 2026 Page 5 of 10



Bridge File 73608 — Twin Butte Rd. Over Waterton River, NW-34-003-10 W4M W5M
78m L steel truss bridge with isolated pile and stringers in fair-poor condition.

Preliminary engineering required to determine extend of recommend repair work and
costs.

0 MD to reach out to Cardston upon conclusion of preliminary engineering to discuss
potential for cost sharing.

Bridge File 673 — Skyline Rd. Over Olin Creek, SE-31-009-01 W5M
2m x 2.2m x 54m L culvert (7m cover) with roof/sidewall deflection and cracked
seems. Preliminary engineering required to determine feasibility of maintenance vs.
replacement.
o0 Fish passage anticipated to be a requirement at this site. Current site likely inhibits.
Beaver Creek Rd. over Beaver Creek Trib., LSD NE and SE-33-008-28 W4M
Two separate failing culverts along Beaver Creek Rd. One 0.9m x 28m L (5m cover)
has failed section in middle with cavity in ditch. One 0.75m x 30m L (9-10m cover)
silted off/failed at downstream end. Preliminary engineering required to determine

appropriate replacement/boring feasibility.

0 Maintenance not anticipated to be feasible. Assessment of options required.
o Proposal received Mar. 16", under review.

Studies and Planning Work

Regional Facilities Condition Assessment & Master Plan

o Grant application submitted Nov. 25" for Alberta Community Partnership —
Intermunicipal Collaboration Grant with Cowley support.

0 Received notice Mar. 6™ of successful grant ($200,000). Awaiting grant agreement.

o0 Starting review of scope and engineering services quotation/award plan.

Regional Drought Strategic Implementation Strategy & Raw Water Storage Project

o0 Grant received (up to 70%) for a Drought Projects Assessment under DFPP.

o0 Grant application for 3 month (25-year) forecasted volumes received from AEPA.
o $3.4M project, up to 75% of costs.
o ATEC has confirmed stacking of AMMWP Raw Water Storage grant funds

acceptable for the Drought Projects Assessment (Phase 2).

o Final water resource assessment received Feb 3",

o Temporary Field Authorization (TFA) submitted Feb. 5! for Provincial site.
o TFA received Mar. 10"

o Signed temporary access agreement for geotechnical work with a stakeholder.

o Initial geotechnical round scheduled week of Council for two (2) sites.

o Site visit of TOPC WTP planned for March 23",
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0 Requests made for 3-way discussion between Town and AEPA regarding licensing
concerns. Plan to discuss further Mar. 23"

Transportation Master Plan

$200,000 grant received from ACP to complete a Transportation Master Plan, consisting
of a paved, gravel road condition assessment, culvert (non-Bridge File) condition
assessment, gravel pit analysis, airport runway assessment

Awarded August 2024.

Gravel pit report complete.

Maycroft Road draft prelim. assessment received May 26",

Draft TMP report received Jul. 21%, significant number of comments on new sections of

report. Internal comments to be sent back to MPE prior to Sep. 9" Council meeting.

o Received comments back and path forward plan Sep. 10". Discussion held with
MPE Oct. 10". Comments incorporated and sent back for MD review Dec. 16™.
MD review and additional comments sent back Dec. 19'".

o Draft revised road classification sent to MD for review, comments sent back Feb. 5th,
MPE working on incorporation and finalization.

o “Final” draft report received Feb. 26" minor comments sent back Mar. 17" for

finalization.

O O0O0oo

Cridland Dam

Geotechnical work as recommended in 2021 Dam Safety Review due to observed seepage
and unknown soil properties.

o Reports complete and presented to Council for information Feb. 10™.

0 Quarterly documented monitoring required.

o Provincial audit results received Mar. 12", Audit required that we submit the
geotechnical and spillway study results to them due to observed seepage and that
comment be provided on hazard potential downstream to the Regulator.

Miscellaneous

o Airport pavement assessment to be kicked off. Revised costing for Southfork road
assessment received Feb. 18". Council approved up to $30,000 for Southfork road
assessment Mar. 10", Reviewing alternate options internally prior to kicking off any
work.

o0 10 yr. bridge study update complete.

o To be presented to Council at Mar. 24" meeting.
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Operations Updates

WATER SHORTAGE RESPONSE PLAN
Implemented Stage: Normal (Restrictions ended Dec. 13™")

o Monitoring risk scoring once/month. Risk assessed Mar. 12™". Risk score: 4.8 (normal).

Risk-assessed-Feb-9" Risk-score—4-7{normal)-

Beaver Mines Lot Servicing
e 49/66 developed applications received, 48 approved, 47 connected (71%)
o Fifteen (15) undeveloped fully serviced locations, One (1) exempt with conditions
0 Reminders sent regarding mandatory Jan. 1, 2028, connection with Jan/Feb bills.

General Water Operations Updates March 17", 2026:

Scoped new connection inquiry in Lundbreck.

Valves ordered for treatment skid issues, arrived.

Installed new injection quill for dosing mainline.

AEPA inspection of Lundbreck Distribution system complete Feb. 26"". Anticipate a few

minor recommendations from report.

e Telus site visit complete Mar. 3" to review CMR backup dialer issues. No Telus line
available in the area. Alternate solution necessary.

e Working to finalize Utility Services Guidelines (USG) updates to include Hamlet of
Lundbreck, and Rural Transmission connections.

e Reviewing trial options for odour control in the Lundbreck Lagoon during melts/
turnover.

e Reviewing plan to access Lundbreck reservoir for minor repair work. 10-12 days of
downtime expected on main reservoir, reviewed with PCES.

o Finalizing scheduling and scope award.

e PC Standpipe experienced a failure event resulting in upper fill getting stuck on. Working

on more permanent solution along with solutions to deal with chronic ice buildup.
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o Liability signage put up on all standpipes. Entrance signage ordered — awaiting
delivery. Implementing maintenance/inspections to assist with reducing concerns.
o Upgraded filter received, installation planned week of Mar. 16",
e Reviewing expiring water plant approval reapplication
0 AEPA provided direction that a 1 year Water Source Assessment is required (E.
coli testing). Water operations have started this.
0 AEPA requested another extension request, completed Mar. 3",
o Submitted EPEA 10-year approval Mar. 13", anticipate review period of 1 year,
pending Water Source Assessment results.
e Move of Make Up Air (MUA) unit in Lift Station complete.
e Letter sent to Cowley Mar 28" detailing various requests and proposed path forward for
water assets, licenses, and amended operations contract.
0 Meeting held with Cowley Feb, 19"". Alignment not successful.
0 Assessing alternate options internally, Cowley has indicated openness to transfer
of building ownership.
Beaver Mines Water/\Wastewater Projects
0 Awaiting thaw/rain event to assess BM WWTP infiltration.
0 Awaiting minor changes to Lift STN Record drawings.

General Miscellaneous Operations Update Mar. 18™, 2026:
e [CS-300 3-day course complete.
e CEIP Updates (MD):
o 2 fully complete projects: $11,935.60 in financing.
0 4 projects estimated and approved: $166,190 in financing.
0 4 projects in pre-qualification and application process.
e 2026 gravel pit reclamation work:
o Carbondale
= Received verbal direction that Forestry & Parks may only require this site
to be regraded (forego reseeding, 2 years monitoring) due to future
campsite potential.
o Castle Falls
= Received verbal direction that Forestry & Parks may forego additional
work on this site (topsoil spreading, additional reseeding, 2 years
monitoring) due to future campsite potential.
0 Pine Creek
e Circular Materials notified regarding EPR reporting non-compliance with Paper. Circular
Materials has indicated they have been working to resolve via meeting with CNPCL.
o CM is auditing our tickets to Capital Paper/E-360, working to obtain verification
from CNPCL.
= Remains outstanding as of Mar. 18™.
0 MD set deadline for response Mar. 6. CNPCL held meeting with CM Feb. 26,
indicated:
= Intent to start paper recycling again after discussions with E-360 and CM.
= CM has stated they do not require tickets to confirm when paper stopped,
and they have no interest in charging back.
=  CM would be confirming the above via an email (confirmation received
Mar. 5.
e Waste handling contract expiring.
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Recommendation:
That the Utilities & Infrastructure report for Mar. 5" — Mar. 18", 2026, be received as

information.

Prepared by: David Desabrais Date: Mar. 18", 2026

Council Meeting Date: Mar. 24", 2026
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Bridge Structure Asset Management Plan Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
10 Year Prioritization December 2025 Update

1 Prelude

The original document was created in June 2022. This document is being provided to show the inventory updates and
changes since the development of the original document. All 2025 updates are shown in blue italicized font below.
The original information provided in normal font is still accurate for this assessment, and/or representative of the 2022
information provided to the Municipal District of Pincher Creek

Since the original document was completed, the MD of Pincher Creek has replaced five (5) structures, completed
significant maintenance on five (5) structures, added four (4) new structures to their inventory and removed one (1).

An estimated total bridge program expenditure near $ 4.4 million over the past four (4) years has resulted in an overall
improvement to the average condition of the inventory, but as additional structures age, and costs rise, further
budgetary allocation should be considered.

Please refer to the additional 2025 updated information in this report and the Appendix for current asset information.

2 Introduction

Roseke Engineering Ltd. (Roseke) has been commissioned by the Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 (the M.D.)
to update the 2022 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.

3 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/bridges-and-structure-technical-standards.aspx
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Bridge Structure Asset Management Plan Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
10 Year Prioritization December 2025 Update

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.

4 Inventory Information

4.1  Inventory Information (2022)

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:

Municipal District of Pincher Creek Structure Inventory 2022

= Bridge Culvert = Standard Bridge Major Bridge

The average year of construction for all structures is 1969 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  m Standard Bridge  m Bridge Culvert

32
27
14
11 11 10 11 11
4 ° .
3 3
2 2 2
aue B B & .88
- AP

1900-1939 1940-1949 1950-1959 1960-1969 1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 2010 - 2022
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Bridge Structure Asset Management Plan Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
10 Year Prioritization December 2025 Update

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.

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.

4.2 Inventory Information Update (2025)

The Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 has 164 structures in their inventory that are currently in service. The
previous study, completed in 2022, indicated that there were 160 structures, which appears accurate since (4) four
new bridge files were installed since 2022, and bridge file 06559 was removed from inventory. Of the remaining
structures in service, 111 are bridge-sized culverts (1.5 m equivalent diameter or larger), 37 are standard bridges, and
16 are major bridges as shown in the figure below.

Municipal District of Pincher Creek Structure Inventory 2025

= Bridge Culvert = Standard Bridge Major Bridge

The average year of construction for all structures is 1973, which makes them 52 years old on average. The following
figure shows the quantity of structures (by type) constructed per decade:
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Municipal District of Pincher Creek
Quantity of Bridge Structures and Year of Construction

= Major Bridgzeé m Standard Bridge  m Bridge Culvert
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4.3 2025 Summary of Inventory Changes
Since the previous 10-year plan was provided in 2022 the MD of Pincher Creek has completed the following work:

e Maintenance has been completed on five (5) structures:
0 BF 00470 - A full length liner was installed in the existing CSP
0 BF 70175 - Major bridge was repaired and head slope erosion was addressed.
0 BF 75801 - Vertical steel struts were installed to prevent further deflections
0 BF 74048 - Vertical timber struts were installed to prevent further deflections
0 BF 07433 - Major Bridge repairs completed.
e  Six crossing structures were replaced
0 One (1) Major bridge was replaced (BF 02488) (Fisher Bridge)
0 One (1) standard bridge has been removed (BF 74017) and replaced with a new CSP structure
o Four bridge culvert structures were replaced:
BF 74260
BF 76294
BF 75265
BF 75377
e  Four (4) new structures were added to the MD’s Inventory
0 BF 84380 - Existing cattle pass on the Maycroft Road was identified and the inventory was updated
0 BF 84361 - New bridge culvert installed on South Todd Creek
0 BF 84367 — New Open Bottom Arch Structure installed on Iron Creek
0 BF 84379 - TC Energy installed a new open bottom arch culvert on a Tributary to Rock Creek
e Five (5) crossing maintenance or replacement projects are underway:
0 BF 75481 - Culvert replacement project awarded to Vitae Environmental. To be completed March
2026.
o0 BF 07080 - Preliminary Engineering completed for a replacement bridge crossing. Project on hold.
0 BF 76203 - Preliminary Engineering completed for a replacement culvert crossing. Funding
application submitted.
0 BF 71542 - Preliminary Engineering completed for a replacement culvert crossing. Funding
application submitted.
0 BF 01348 - Preliminary Engineering for a replacement structure in progress. Funding application
submitted.
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e  Two structures are no longer bridge sized. The bridge file number for each crossing remains in the inventory
system pending future potential upgrading, but they will no longer require inspections as per TEC's bridge
program. They include:

0 BF 00470 - the newly installed liner is less than 1.50 m in diameter
0 BF 06559 is a 600 mm diameter CSP. It was being inspected as BF 01116, but the inventory was
updated.

Additional maintenance may have potentially been completed on several other structures for which the total quantity
could not be confirmed.

Work on non-bridge sized culvert structures was not accounted for in this plan.

At the time of this report, it was found that 54 of the 164 structures (33%) in the M.D. currently require maintenance.
That represents a 3% decrease in the maintenance requirements since 2022. An additional 9 structures require that
additional monitoring be completed due to the presence of known significant deficiencies. Several of these structures
also include recommendations to monitor on reduced inspection cycles.

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.

5 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 164 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:
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Bridge Structure Asset Management Plan Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9

10 Year Prioritization December 2025 Update
BIM Rating Description Maintenance Priority
5-9 Element is in acceptable condition and functioning as intended No Action Required
4 Element is below minimal acceptable condition Low Priority for Repair
3 Element is showing signs of deterioration or distress and therefore . o .
- . Medium Priority for Repair
not functioning as intended
2 Element has severe deterioration or distress, and/or is presenting a High Priority for Repair
hazardous condition.
1 Danger of Collapse or Danger to Users Immediate Action Required

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:
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Bridge Structure Asset Management Plan

10 Year Prioritization

Bridge File #

Location

Figure 1 - 2022 Prioritized Structures

Crossing Name

Nearest Town

Roadway
Standard

Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9

Structural
Condition
Rating

December 2025 Update

Sufficiency Maintenance

REWI]

Required?

02488-01 | 1927 | NW 26-07-02 WAM Crowsnest River Lundbreck RLU-209G-090 22.2% 30.3% Y 2020
00468-01 | 1968 | SE 04-06-20 WAM Kettles Creek Pincher Creek | RLU-208G-090 22.2% 46.2% N 2018
75737-01 | 1953 | NE 23-09-03 W5M South Todd Creek Burmis RLU-208G-090 22.2% 52.3% N 2018
76294-01 | 1965 | SW32-06-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Cowley RLU-208G-090 22.2% 52.8% M 2022
75265-01 | 1960 | NE 11-10-01 W5M Heath Creek Cowley RLU-208G-090 34.6% Y
01113-01 | 1971 | SE31-07-29WAM | Trib. To Oldman River Pincher Creek | RLU-208G-090 40.3% M 2033
74048-01 | 1962 | NW 36-09-03 W5M Todd Creek Burmis RLU-207G-060 49.2% M 2029
75801-01 | 1953 | SW09-10-01 W5M |  Trib. To Oldman River Cowley RLU-208G-090 51.0% Y 2030
75481-01 | 1961 | SW23-09-01 W5M Trib. To Olin Creek Cowley RLU-208G-090 51.1% M 2030
00470-01 | 1988 | SE02-06-01 W5M | Trib. To Pincher Creek | Pincher Creek | RLU-208G-090 53.1% M 2032
74260-01 1954 | SW13-05-29 WAM [ Trib. To Foothill Creek Pincher Creek | RLU-208G-090 54.0% Y 2020
07080-01 | 1974 | SW17-03-29 WAM Dungarvan Creek Twin Butte RLU-208G-090 54.1% M 2030
76203-01 | 1965 | NW 26-10-03 W5M Ernst Creek Maycroft RLU-208G-090 54.5% M
71542-01 | 1967 | SE07-10-01 W5M Indian Creek Maycroft RLU-207G-060 56.5% M 2035
13960-01 | 1961 | SE11-08-01 W5M | Trib. To Oldman River Cowley RLU-207G-060 58.1% M 2031
01077-01 1963 | NW 12-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek | RLU-208G-090 60.1% Y 2032
70175-01 1957 | NW 22-03-30 W4M Yarrow Creek Twin Butte RLU-209G-090 44.4% 34.6% Y
76636-01 1962 | SE 17-06-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Pincher Creek | RLU-207G-060 44.4% 44.5% N
75377-01 1962 | NW 08-06-02 W5M Screwdriver Creek Burmis RLU-208G-090 44.4% 47.5% Y 2020
01348-01 | 199 | SW03-08-02 W5M Connelly Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 44.4% 49.8% N 2030
07743-01 1908 | SW23-05-02 W5M Gladstone Creek Pincher Creek | RLU-209G-090 44.4% 49.9% Y
02187-01 | 1968 | NW27-03-29 WAM | Trib. To Dungarvan Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060 44.4% 50.5% Y
00673-01 | 1958 | SE21-09-01 W5M Olin Creek Cowley RLU-208G-090 44.4% 52.4% N 2028
74110-01 | 1957 | SW36-09-03 W5M Todd Creek Burmis RLU-207G-060 44.4% 53.3% N
01528-01 1953 | NW 25-05-01 W5M Pincher Creek Pincher Creek | RLU-208G-090 44.4% 56.2% Y 2028
00471-01 1960 | SW02-06-01 W5M [  Trib. To Pincher Creek | Pincher Creek | RLU-209G-090 44.4% 56.4% N 2033
73602-01 1972 | SE 31-05-01 W5M | Trib. To Gladstone Creek | Pincher Creek | RLU-208G-060 44.4% 56.4% Y 2034
74425-01 1955 | NW23-05-02 W5M | Trib. To Gladstone Creek | Beaver Mines | RLU-209G-090 44.4% 59.5% N 2030
01410-01 | 1958 | SW14-05-28 WAM | Trib. T o Waterton River Brocket RLU-208G-090 44.4% 60.3% N 2029
07982-01 | 1982 | SW20-03-29 WAM | Trib. To Dungarvan Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060 44.4% 60.4% Y 2028
77192-01 1970 | SE 27-06-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Pincher Creek | RLU-207G-060 44.4% 60.9% N 2028
7842701 1980 | SE 25-08-29 WAM Trib. To Beaver Creek Brocket RLU-208G-090 44.4% 61.9% Y 2035
06906-01 1013 | SE 13-07-03 W5M Crowsnest River Burmis RLU-207G-060 50.0% 36.8% Y 2035
70417-01 | 1960 | SE05-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Pincher Creek | RLU-208G-090 50.0% 62.8% Y
74259-01 | 1954 | SE01-06-30 WAM | Trib. To Indianfarm Creek | Pincher Creek | RLU-207G-060 55.6% 49.6% M
02360-01 | 1955 | NW18-08-29 WAM | Trib. To Oldman River Pincher Creek | RLU-207G-060 55.6% 56.9% M 2030
08685-01 | 1953 | SW05-05-29 W4AM Foothill Creek Twin Butte RLU-208G-090 55.6% 59.7% Y 2030
06836-01 | 1953 | SE 29-09-02-W5M Todd Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 55.6% 63.5% Y 2031
74906-01 | 1962 | SW06-05-29 WAM Foothill Creek Pincher Creek | RLU-208G-090 61.1% 65.8% Y 2030
06765-01 | 1990 | NW 03-06-02 W5M Beaver Mines Creek Pincher Creek | RLU-208G-090 66.7% 72.8% Y 2038
06559-01 | 1910 | NW 36-04-30 WAM Foothill Creek Twin Butte RLU-208G-090 77.8% 74.8% Y 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. should review the inspections, comments, and check the site conditions annually when
considering replacement/maintenance at each crossing.

In 2025, a total of 49 structures (40 structures in 2022) 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.

For information purposes, the list is shaded as follows:

- The structures highlighted in green font have had maintenance/replacement completed

- The structures highlighted in orange are (or were) in progress of having maintenance/replacement completed.
The grey highlighted structures have ratings indicating maintenance/replacement may be required in 10
years.
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Figure 2 - 2025 Prioritized Structures

Crossing Name

Nearest Town

Roadway
Standard

Structural
Condition

Rating

Sufficiency

Rating

Maintenance
Required?

01113-01 | 1971 | SE 31-07-29 W4M Trib. To Oldman River Pincher Creek [ RLU-208G-090 41.3% N
73608-01 | 1921 | NE 34-03-28 W4M Waterton River Hill Spring RLU-207G-060 43.1% Y
00673-01 | 1958 | SE 21-09-01 W5M Olin Creek Cowley RLU-208G-090 45.8% M
02360-01 | 1955 | NW 18-08-29 W4M Trib. To Oldman River Pincher Creek [ RLU-207G-060 46.4% N
75801-01 | 1953 [ SW 09-10-01 W5M Trib. To Oldman River Cowley RLU-208G-090 49.8% N
75481-01 | 1961 | SW 23-09-01 W5M Trib. To Olin Creek Cowley RLU-208G-090 51.1% M
07080-01 | 1974 | SW 17-03-29 W4M Dungarvan Creek Twin Butte RLU-208G-090 54.1% M
76203-01 | 1965 | NW 26-10-3 W5M Ernst Creek Maycroft RLU-208G-090 54.2% M
74906-01 | 1962 | SW 06-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek | RLU-208G-090 55.8% Y
71542-01 | 1967 | SE 07-10-01 W5M Indian Creek Maycroft RLU-207G-060 56.5% M
13960-01 | 1961 | SE 11-08-01 W5M Trib. To Oldman River Cowley RLU-207G-060 58.1% M
84522-01 | 2003 | NW 28-08-01 W5M| Unnamed Watercourse Cowley RLU-209G-090 60.2% M
70175-01 | 1957 | NW 22-03-30 W4M Yarrow Creek Twin Butte RLU-209G-090 31.5% Y
08685-01 | 1953 | SW 05-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Twin Butte RLU-208G-090 53.4% Y
71266-01 | 1953 | SE 36-07-02 W5M Connelly Creek Lundbreck RLU-206G-060 54.1% Y
00488-01 | 1958 | SW 26-05-28 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek | RLU-208G-090 55.5% Y
01077-01 | 1963 | NW 12-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek | RLU-208G-090 60.1% Y
02070-01 | 1965 | NW 10-06-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek [ RLU-208G-090 60.7% Y
02069-01 | 1962 | NW 08-05-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek | RLU-207G-060 66.6% Y
76636-01 | 1962 | SE 17-06-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Pincher Creek [RLU-207G-060| 44.4% 42.2% N
01348-01 | 1969 | SW 03-08-02 W5M Connelly Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090| 44.4% 48.1% N
74048-01 | 1962 | NW 36-09-03 W5M Todd Creek Burmis RLU-207G-060| 44.4% 49.2% N
02187-01 | 1968 | NW 27-03-29 W4M| Trib. To Dungarvan Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060| 44.4% 50.5% Y
74110-01 | 1957 | SW 36-09-03 W5M Todd Creek Burmis RLU-207G-060| 44.4% 55.5% N
09213-01 | 1952 | SW 13-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek [RLU-208G-090| 44.4% 55.6% Y
01528-01 | 1953 | NW 25-05-01 W5M Pincher Creek Pincher Creek [ RLU-208G-090| 44.4% 56.2% Y
00471-01 | 1960 [ SW 02-06-01 W5M|  Trib. To Pincher Creek Pincher Creek [RLU-209G-090| 44.4% 56.4% N
73602-01 | 1972 | SE 31-05-01 W5M | Trib. To Gladstone Creek Pincher Creek [ RLU-208G-060| 44.4% 56.4% Y
74175-01 | 1958 | SW 35-05-30 W4M Keties Creek Pincher Creek  [RLU-208G-090| 44.4% 57.5% Y
77192-01 | 1970 | SE 27-06-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Pincher Creek  [RLU-207G-060| 44.4% 58.1% N
08686-01 | 1959 | NW 16-5-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-90 44.4% 58.5% Y
74425-01 | 1955 | NW 23-05-02 W5M| Trib. To Gladstone Creek Beaver Mines RLU-209G-090| 44.4% 59.5% N
06836-01 | 1953 | SE 29-09-02-W5M Todd Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090| 44.4% 60.1% Y
01410-01 | 1958 | SW 14-05-28 W4M |  Trib. To Waterton River Brocket RLU-208G-090| 44.4% 60.3% N
00760-01 | 1959 | SE 03-06-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek [RLU-207G-060| 44.4% 60.4% N
07982-01 | 1982 | SW 20-03-29 W4AM | Trib. To Dungarvan Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060| 44.4% 60.4% Y
78427-01 | 1980 | SE 25-08-29 W4AM Trib. To Beaver Creek Brocket RLU-208G-090| 44.4% 61.9% N
02419-01 | 1965 | NE 34-04-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G 44.4% 62.9% Y
01839-01 | 1964 | SW 02-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek [ RLU-208G-090| 44.4% 64.7% N
00479-01 | 1926 | NE 12-04-29 W4M Drywood Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060| 50.0% 30.6% Y
13957-01 | 1966 | NE 05-08-02 W5M Connelly Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-060| 50.0% 44.4% Y
74141-01 | 1923 | SE 14-07-20 W4M Oldman River Brocket RLU-209G-090| 50.0% 44.5% Y
70423-01 | 1933 | SW 02-06-01 W5M Pincher Creek Pincher Creek  [RLU-208G-090| 50.0% 52.3% Y
00481-01 | 1967 | SW 28-06-30 W4M Trib. To Pincher Creek Pincher Creek [RLU-207G-060| 50.0% 59.7% Y
00828-01 | 1950 | NE 01-08-02 W5M Cow Creek Lundbreck RLU-207G-060| 50.0% 60.7% Y
00784-01 | 1955 | SE 28-05-28 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek [ RLU-207G-060| 50.0% 63.0% Y
74259-01 | 1954 | SE01-06-30 W4AM | Trib. To Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek [ RLU-207G-060| 55.6% 48.7% M
07743-01 | 1908 | SW 23-05-02 W5M Gladstone Creek Pincher Creek  [RLU-209G-090| 55.6% 56.3% N
74038-1 1980 | NW 24-06-30 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek  [RLUE-207G-060 55.6% 64.1% Y
06559-01 | 1910 | NW 36-04-30 W4M Foothill Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060| 88.9% 76.0% N
02488-01 | 2025 | NW 26-7-2 W5M Crowsnest River Lundbreck RLU-206G-60 94.4% 67.8% Y
84367-01 | 2024 | SE 23-09-03 W5M [Tributary to South Todd CreeH Lundbreck RLU-207G-060| 100.0% 75.0% N
84361-01 | 2025 | SE 15-06-03 W5M Iron Creek Beaver Mines RLU-206G-050| 100.0% 75.0% N
75265-02 | 2023 | NE 11-10-01 W5M Heath Creek Cowley RLU-207G-060| 100.0% 78.4% N
70417-01 | 2025 | SE 05-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Pincher Creek  [RLU-208G-090| 100.0% 80.0% N
84379-01 | 2025 | SW 11-08-03 W5M Trib. To Rock Creek Burmis RLU-206G-060| 100.0% 80.9% N
74260-02 | 2024 | SW 13-05-29 W4M Trib. To Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-90 | 100.0% 90.8% N
76294-02 | 2023 | SW 32-06-01 W5M pd order tributary to Castle Riy Cowley RLU-208G-090| 100.0% 91.9% N
75377-02 | 2022 | NW 08-06-02 W5M Screwdriver Creek Burmis RLU-208G-060| 100.0% 93.3% N
00470-01 | 1988 | SE 02-06-01 W5M Trib. To Pincher Creek Pincher Creek | RLU-208G-090| 100.0% 100.0% M
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It has been noted that some new structures have appeared in the prioritized list due to new deficiencies that may have
been identified during recent inspections. The total quantity of prioritized structures has increased by 9 structures
since 2022 because of these new deficiencies appearing and because many existing bridge structures constructed in
the 1950's are nearing their 75-year design life. Many bridge structures were also cored in 2021, and the bridge
inventory has now been updated to reflect these results since the last plan was developed.

The change in structure types and inventory requiring maintenance or replacement is summarized in the table below.:

Table 1 - Comparison of Estimated Number of Structures Requiring Replacement or Maintenance in Next 10 Years

Number of Structures that Require Maintenance or Replacement in Next 10 Years

SR e 2022 Inventory | 2025 Inventory | Change Since 2022
Bridge Culverts 30 (75.0%) 23 (46.9%) -7
Standard Bridges 7 (17.5%) 200.8%) +13
Major Bridges 3 (7.5%) 6 (12.2%) +3
Total 40 49 +9

An updated Ten-Year Prioritization List was developed for the 49 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.

Structures that have been replaced or have had maintenance completed remain in the updated prioritized list included
in Appendix D. This list supersedes the previous list completed in 2022.

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
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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.

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.

6 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 can 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/or need. 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.

6.1 2022 Budget Allocation Information

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:
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Figure 3 - 2022 Bridge Structure Budget Allocation

Bridge Structure Budgetary Allocation Total Program Yearly Average
Estimated Bridge Structure Maintenance Costs (2023 — 2033) $ 1,840,000 $ 184,000 /year
Estimated Bridge Structure Replacement Costs (2023 - 2033) $ 2,526,000 $ 252,600 / year
Estimated Bridge Culvert Maintenance Costs (2023 — 2033) $ 225,000 $ 22,500/ year
Estimated Bridge Culvert Replacement Costs (2023 — 2033) $ 10,014,000 $ 1,001,400/ year
Estimated Total Required Maintenance Budget (2023 - 2033) $ 2,065,000 $ 206,500 / year
Estimated Total Required Replacement Budget (2023 — 2033) $ 12,540,000 $ 1,254,000 / year
Total Estimated Average Budget Allocation (2023-2033) $ 14,605,000 $ 1,460,500 / year

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. Itis 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.

6.2 2025 Budget Allocation Information

Roseke has provided an updated 2025 cost to complete maintenance or replace each structure on the updated ten-
year priority list so that budget projections could be made going forward. It also provides a breakdown of the costs of
the projects that have been completed and the current projects that are in progress. However, the costs were not
broken down by structure type during this assessment. Details are shown in the following Table:
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Figure 4 - 2025 Budget Allocation and Expenditure Breakdown

Bridge Structure Budgetary Allocation

Total Program Yearly Average

Estimated Total Expenditure (2025 - 2035) $ 4,428,245 $1,107,061/year
Includes Completed Engineering for Projects in Progress

Estimated Total Expenditure for Projects in Progress $ 4,238,635

Project are Pending Funding Approval

Estimated Total Required Maintenance Budget (2025 - 2035) $5,297,190 $529,719 / year
Estimated Total Required Replacement Budget (2025 — 2035) $ 16,297,056 $ 1,629,706 / year
Total Estimated Average Budget Allocation (2025 - 2035) $ 21,594,246 $2,159,425 / year

The annual estimated total budget allocation has increased by approximately 48% due to the increased quantities of
structures requiring work and the increased number of bridge structures requiring work. The analysis also indicates
that maintenance has been assumed for most bridge structures. Replacement could significantly increase the annual
budget requirements. But if maintenance is completed, the MD should acknowledge that an estimated $ 24,375,360
of budgetary monies will be deferred 10-15 years at which point replacement could be required. The annual budgetary
requirements could therefore increase quite drastically.

The current and previous estimated expenditures required based on the structure types are shown in the following
table:

Table 2 - Total Estimated 10 Year Expenditure Comparison from Previous Plan

Current and Past Estimated Expenditure Based on Structure Type

S Avg. _/-\nnual Avg. _/-\nnual

tructure 20022032 | 20222032 | 20252035 | 20252035 | Additona Additonal

Type . . Maintenance Replacement

Maintenance | Replacement | Maintenance | Replacement =~ qts 2022 - G

2025 2022-2025

Culverts $1,005000 | $2,297,000 | $1,972,190 | $5,271,960 $ 129,200 $ 297,496

Bridge

Structures $1,060,000 | $10,243,000 | $3,325,000 | $11,025096 | $ 226,500 $ 78,210

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 49 identified structures.
The M.D. may adjust target years based on funding availability, budgetary constraints, and/or need. Minor adjustments
to the prioritization order could also be considered if needed to work within the annual budget constraints. Based on
assumed funding limitations and potential extended life spans, some work was pushed beyond 2035.

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 and to prevent future additional deferred costs, and to
optimize the expenditures over several decades.

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. A recommended $75,000 annual budget should be reserved for additional routine
maintenance to be completed.

A detailed copy of the 2025-2035 asset budget allocation has been included in Appendix E.
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7 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:

7.1  Alberta Transportation Strategic Transportation Infrastructure Program (STIP)

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
ona 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#umplinks-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.

7.2 Alberta Environment & Parks Watercourse Crossing Remediation Grant Program

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
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-crossing-program.aspx

As of 2025, it is understood that this program has been put on hold and that funding applications are no longer being
accepted under the Watercourse Crossing Remediation Program until further notice.

7.3 The Department of Fisheries & Oceans (DFO) — Fish Habitat Bank

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
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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.gc.ca/pnw-ppelreviews-revues/policies-politigues-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.

8 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.

Respectfully submitted by:

Levi Ober, P.L.Eng. Bernie Roseke, P.Eng, PMP
Bridge Engineer Principal / Owner
Roseke Engineering Ltd. 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

Total Number of Structures in Service and Managed by the Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9: 164

Total Number of Bridge Sized Culverts: 111
CSP/Rolled Culvert Alternatives: 54
Structural Plate Configurations: 54
Rigid Structures (Concrete Box, Steel, Etc): 3

Total Number Standard Bridges: 37
Type PG Girder Bridges 14
Type HC Girder Bridges 11
Treated Timber Bridges 3
S-Series Girder Bridges (SM,SL,SC, etc) 9

Major Bridges 16
Truss Bridges (TH, PT) 12
Other Types 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: 2022 Avg. 1973 2025 Avg. 1977 (48 Years)
CSP / Rolled Culvert Alternatives: 1984 1989 (36 Years)
Structural Plate Configurations: 1967 1969 (56 Years)
Rigid Structures (Concrete Box, Steel, Etc) 1960 1960 (65 Years)
Year of Construction (Age) of all Standard Bridges: 2022 Avg. 1970 2025 Avg. 1971 (63 Years)
Type PG Girder Bridges 1957 1957 (68 Years)
Type HC Girder Bridges 1965 1965 (60 Years)
Treated Timber Bridges 1965 1965 (60 Years)
S-Series Girder Bridges (SM,SL,SC, etc) 1998 2002 (27 Years)
Year of Construction (Age) of all Major Bridges 2022 Avg. 1940 2025 Avg. 1940 (85 Years)
Truss Bridges (TH, PT) 1926 1926 (99 Years)
Other Types 1983 1983 (42 Years)
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Table No. 3 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY USAGE

Useage Type for All Structures in Service in the Municipal District of Pincher Creek: 164
Structures Located on Tributaries 64
Bridge Sized Culverts 61
Standard Bridges 3
Major Bridges 0
Structure Located on Creeks 84
Bridge Sized Culverts 41
Standard Bridges 35
Major Bridges 8
Structures Located on Rivers 11
Bridge Sized Culverts 3
Standard Bridges 0
Major Bridges 8
Structures used as Livestock/Over Passes 5
Bridge Sized Culverts 5
Standard Bridges 0
Major Bridges 0
Table No. 4 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY ROADWAY CLASSIFICATION / SERVICE LEVEL
Roadway Classification for All Structures in Service in the Municipal District of Pincher Creek: 164
Structures with an RLU-206G-060 Roadway Classification 3
Bridge Sized Culverts 1
Standard Bridges 2
Major Bridges 0
Structures with an RLU-207G-060 Roadway Classification 54
Bridge Sized Culverts 36
Standard Bridges 13
Major Bridges 5
Structures with an RLU-208G-060 Roadway Classification 6
Bridge Sized Culverts 4
Standard Bridges 1
Major Bridges 1
Structures with an RLU-208G-090 Roadway Classification 79
Bridge Sized Culverts 58
Standard Bridges 20
Major Bridges 1
Structures with an RLU-208-100 Roadway Classification 6
Bridge Sized Culverts 5
Standard Bridges
Major Bridges 1
Structures with an RLU-209G-090 Roadway Classification 16
Bridge Sized Culverts 6
Standard Bridges 2
Major Bridges 8
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Table No. 5 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY CONDITION

Structural Condition Rating for All Structures in Service in the Municipal District of Pincher Creek: 164

Structures with a Structural Condition Rating Less than 30% 1
Bridge Sized Culverts 0
Standard Bridges
Major Bridges 0

Structures with a Structural Condition Rating between 30% and 40% 19
Bridge Sized Culverts 11
Standard Bridges 6
Major Bridges 2

Structures with a Structural Condition Rating between 40% and 50% 27
Bridge Sized Culverts 11
Standard Bridges 12
Major Bridges 4

Structures with a Structural Condition Rating between 50% and 60% 25
Bridge Sized Culverts 12
Standard Bridges
Major Bridges 6

Structures with a Structural Condtion Rating between 60% and 70% 25
Bridge Sized Culverts 21
Standard Bridges 4
Major Bridges 0

Structures with a Structural Condtion Rating greater than 70% 67
Bridge Sized Culverts 56
Standard Bridges 9
Major Bridges 2

ROSEKE ENGINEERING LTD. Page 3 of 4 2025-12-18



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. 6 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY ESTIMATED REPLACEMENT YEAR

Estimated Replacement Year for All Structures in Service in the Municipal District of Pincher Creek: 164

Structures with an Estimated Replacement Year Occurring prior to 2028 9
Bridge Sized Culverts 0
Standard Bridges 8
Major Bridges

Structures with an Estimated Replacment Year Occurring Between 2028 and 2033 37
Bridge Sized Culverts 24
Standard Bridges 11
Major Bridges 2

Structures with an Estimated Replacement Year Occurring Between 2033 and 2038 58
Bridge Sized Culverts 42
Standard Bridges 10
Major Bridges 6

Structures with an Estimated Replacement Year Occurring Between 2038 and 2043 26
Bridge Sized Culverts 16
Standard Bridges 7
Major Bridges 3

Structures with an Estimated Replacement Year Occurring Between 2043 and 2048 6
Bridge Sized Culverts 6
Standard Bridges 0
Major Bridges 0

Structures with an Estimated Replacement Year Occurring Beyond 2048 28
Bridge Sized Culverts 23
Standard Bridges 3
Major Bridges 2

Table No. 7 - BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY WITH MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS
All Structures in Service that Require Maintenance in the Municipal District of Pincher Creek: 164

Maintenance Required 54
Bridge Sized Culverts 17
Standard Bridges 24
Major Bridges 13

Maintenance Not Required 101
Bridge Sized Culverts 85
Standard Bridges 15
Major Bridges 1

Additional Monitoring Required 9
Bridge Sized Culverts 9
Standard Bridges 0
Major Bridges 0
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MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK No. 9 - ALL BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY (2025)

15-Dec-25

Structures Listed in Order Based on: 1. Structural Condition Rating, 2. Sufficiency Rating, 3. Esti 1 Repl Year, 4. Mail Needs

Equiv. Diameter /

- . . ... Skew (degrees) .
. ¥ . y q Structural Sufficiency Maintenance Roadway Width o Cover / Height Detour Length
Bridge File#  Year Built Location Crossing Name Nearest Town Roadway Standard Structure Type Span Type Structure Length Condition Rating Rating Required? m) +=RHF m) (km) Est. AADT  AADT Est. Year

Clear Width

=]
ic
s
[

-=LHF

Single Axle Loading
Semi Loading
Train Loading

Approach Rd General
U/S End General
Barrel General Rating
D/S End General
Superstructure
General Rating
Substructure General
Structure Useage /
Channel General

01113-01 SE 31-07-29 WAM Trib. To Oldman River Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 2441 mm 485m 4 5 41.3% N 0

73608-01 1921 NE 34-03-28 W4M Waterton River Hill Spring RLU-207G-060 Major Bridge TT/THTT 25 46 59 49m 8.5m-61m-8.5m 5 4 7 43.1% Y 2030 7.0 0 24 16 87 2022
00673-01 1958 SE 21-09-01 W5M Olin Creek Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 2140 mm 54.3m 4 7 6 6 45.8% M 2028 9.3 0 7.1 159 2023
02360-01 1955 NW 18-08-29 W4M Trib. To Oldman River Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 1526 mm 60.5m 4 6 6 6 46.4% N 2030 7.0 0 8.0 3 61 2025
75801-01 1953 SW 09-10-01 W5M Trib. To Oldman River Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MPE 1528 mm 250m 6 6 4 5 49.8% N 2034 8.0 0 24 1 132 2021
75481-01 1961 SW 23-09-01 W5M Trib. To Olin Creek Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 1525 mm 23.8m 6 7 5 7 51.1% M 2030 6.0 30 2.0 999 16 2025
07080-01 1974 SW 17-03-29 W4M Dungarvan Creek Twin Butte RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 4275 mm 37.2 5 6 5 4 54.1% M 2030 8.0 -30 1.0 7 15 2025
76203-01 1965 NW 26-10-3 W5M Ernst Creek Maycroft RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert RPP 2490 mm/1750 mm 20.1m 6 7 6 5 54.2% M 2037 9.4 -30 12 164 2022
74906-01 1962 SW 06-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge HC 30 52 75 6.4m 85m 6 4 55.8% Y 6.6 15 15 2 32 2025
71542-01 1967 SE 07-10-01 W5M Indian Creek Maycroft RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 2135 mm 31L7m 5 6 6 7 56.5% M 2035 7.6 -30 34 36 2025
13960-01 1961 SE 11-08-01 W5M Trib. To Oldman River Cowley RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 1525 mm 49.4m 5 7 7 7 58.1% M 2031 7.3 0 8.6 6 70 2021
84522-01 2003 NW 28-08-01 W5M Unnamed Watercourse Cowley RLU-209G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 1800 mm 280m 5 7 7 5 60.2% M 2046 9.3 -30 14 38 2024
70175-01 1957 NW 22-03-30 W4M Yarrow Creek Twin Butte RLU-209G-090 Major Bridge THITT 16 21 27 43m 381m-6.1m 6 5 2 31.5% Y 7.0 0 338 13 60 2022
08685-01 1953 SW 05-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Twin Butte RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 3x6.1m 8 4 5 53.4% Y 6.8 0 2.7 6 76 2023
71266-01 1953 SE 36-07-02 W5M Connelly Creek Lundbreck RLU-206G-060 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.1m 6.1m 5 4 5 54.1% Y 2030 5.6 0 3.0 12 86 2025
00488-01 1958 SW 26-05-28 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 3x8.5m 6 4 6 55.5% Y 2031 74 0 29 11 84 2024
01077-01 1963 NW 12-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge HC 28 49 65 7.3m 3x6.1m 7 4 7 60.1% Y 2032 73 0 4.0 8 38 2021
02070-01 1965 NW 10-06-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge HC 28 49 65 73m 6.1m-8.5m-6.1m 7 4 6 60.7% Y 2036 7.4 0 4.8 7 30 2023
02069-01 1962 NW 08-05-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge HC 30 52 75 7.3m 85m 6 4 6 66.6% Y 6.4 15 2.0 6 13 2023
76636-01 1962 SE 17-06-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert RPP 1842 mm 152m 6 4 6 7 44.4% 42.2% N 2037 6 0 0.9 999 43 2022
01348-01 1969 SW 03-08-02 W5M Connelly Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 3000 mm 48.8m 4 6 4 6 7 44.4% 48.1% N 2030 7.0 30 52 999 27 2024
74048-01 1962 NW 36-09-03 W5M Todd Creek Burmis RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert FP 2950 mm 158 m 6 7 4 5 5 44.4% 49.2% N 2029 6.0 -15 999 20 2019
02187-01 1968 NW 27-03-29 W4M Trib. To Dungarvan Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge T 28 49 67 6.1m 6.1m 5 5 44.4% 50.5% Y 4.0 0 3.0 3 10 2024
74110-01 1957 SW 36-09-03 W5M Todd Creek Burmis RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert RPP 1840 mm 17.1m 7 6 4 6 5 44.4% 55.5% N 2035 73 0 0.5 999 12 2022
09213-01 1952 SW 13-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 7.3m 85m 4 5 6 44.4% 55.6% Y 2036 5.6 0 24 6 6 2025
01528-01 1953 NW 25-05-01 W5M Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 3x6.1m 6 5 3 5 44.4% 56.2% Y 2035 7.2 -45 3.6 5 54 2025
00471-01 1960 SW 02-06-01 W5M Trib. To Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-209G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 1830 mm 36.0m 5 6 4 6 44.4% 56.4% N 2033 8.9 -30 3.4 6 46 2024
73602-01 1972 SE 31-05-01 W5M Trib. To Gladstone Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 1823 mm 72.5m 5 6 4 4 6 44.4% 56.4% Y 2034 5.0 0 10.1 999 18 2021
74175-01 1958 SW 35-05-30 W4M Kettles Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 6.1m 7 4 4 7 44.4% 57.5% Y 2030 8.2 0 2.1 3 54 2025
77192-01 1970 SE 27-06-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 1500 mm 329m 5 4 4 7 7 44.4% 58.1% N 2028 6.5 30 55 999 17 2023
08686-01 1959 NW 16-5-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-90 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 6.1m-6.1m-6.1m 6 5 6 44.4% 58.5% Y 2024 7.4 0 14 9 40 2023
74425-01 1955 NW 23-05-02 W5M Trib. To Gladstone Creek Beaver Mines RLU-209G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 1502 mm 433m 5 7 4 5 6 44.4% 59.5% N 2030 9 0 5.2 90 2020
06836-01 1953 SE 29-09-02-W5M Todd Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 7.0m 85m 6 5 6 44.4% 60.1% Y 2031 7.0 0 10 26 2023
01410-01 1958 SW 14-05-28 W4M Trib. To Waterton River Brocket RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MPE 1502 mm 40.7m 6 5 4 6 6 44.4% 60.3% N 2029 8.4 40 0.9 3 16 2023
00760-01 1959 SE 03-06-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 2x6.1m 7 4 4 6 44.4% 60.4% N 2034 7.0 0 2.2 7 18 2025
07982-01 1982 SW 20-03-29 W4M Trib. To Dungarvan Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SP 2280 mm 40.2 5 6 4 4 8 44.4% 60.4% Y 2035 6.8 0 5.6 5 36 2025
78427-01 1980 SE 25-08-29 W4M Trib. To Beaver Creek Brocket RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 1600 mm 440m 7 7 4 5 7 44.4% 61.9% N 2035 8.0 -30 B 6 25 2019
02419-01 1965 NE 34-04-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G Standard Bridge HC 28 49 65 7.3 6.1m 6 5 6 44.4% 62.9% Y 2036 7.3 0 21 8 40 2024
01839-01 1964 SW 02-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge HC 30 52 75 7.3m 3x8.5m 5 4 4 6 44.4% 64.7% N 2030 8.3 0 14 8 37 2020
00479-01 1926 NE 12-04-29 W4M Drywood Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060 Major Bridge SUTHITT 16 19 26 49m 10m-53.3m-8.5m 4 5 4 50.0% 30.6% Y 2042 6.0 0 21 B8 36 2022
13957-01 1966 NE 05-08-02 W5M Connelly Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-060 Standard Bridge T 28 49 67 6.1m 6.1m 5 4 5 50.0% 44.4% Y 2031 6.0 0 19 999 18 2021
74141-01 1923 SE 14-07-20 W4M Oldman River Brocket RLU-209G-090 Major Bridge THIPG 28 40 46 48m 2x53.3m / 4x6.1m 5 5 4 6 50.0% 44.5% Y 2035 10 0 55 10 193 2022
70423-01 1933 SW 02-06-01 W5M Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Major Bridge PT/TT 26 43 50 30.5m-6.1m 5 4 5 6 50.0% 52.3% Y 2033 7.6 0 2.7 6 39 2022
00481-01 1967 SW 28-06-30 W4M Trib. To Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 6.1m 7 5 4 5 50.0% 59.7% Y 2036 5.9 0 24 3 36 2017
00828-01 1950 NE 01-08-02 W5M Cow Creek Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Major Bridge TT 29 51 73 6.1m 6.1m 5 5 4 4 50.0% 60.7% Y 2030 4.6 0 19 999 1 2022
00784-01 1955 SE 28-05-28 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 3x6.1m 7 6 6 50.0% 63.0% Y 2032 5.8 0 3.8 5 56 2022
01169-01 1921 SE 24-06-02 W5M Castle River Pincher Creek RLU-209G-090 Major Bridge TH 20 35 47 49m 41.1m 4 4 6 5 55.6% 37.4% Y 2038 8.0 0 3.7 6 52 2022
06906-01 1913 SE 13-07-03 W5M Crowsnest River Burmis RLU-207G-060 Major Bridge PT 19 35 47 43m 244m 5 4 6 4 55.6% 39.3% Y 2035 7.0 0 33 999 135 2022
02224-01 1917 SW 16-09-01 W4M Oldman River Cowley RLU-209G-090 Major Bridge TH/SG 30 41 44 43m 61m-213m 6 5 5 6 55.6% 47.9% Y 2037 7.0 0 7.7 3 71 2022
74259-01 1954 SE 01-06-30 W4M Trib. To Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SP 1830 mm 232m 4 4 5 5 4 55.6% 48.7% M 2034 4.0 0 25 999 4 2024
74119-01 1964 SW 02-05-29 W4M Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-206G-060 Major Bridge PT 24 34 42 49m 30.5m 5 5 5 4 55.6% 49.9% Y 2035 5.7 0 2.0 16 39 2022
78753-01 1956 SW 08-06-02 W5M Trib. To Screwdriver Creek Beaver Mines RLU-208G-060 Bridge Culvert RPP 1843 mm 17.7m 4 6 5 5 5 55.6% 50.5% N 2039 6.0 0 0.4 999 10 2024
07449-01 1929 SW 18-08-01 W5M Todd Creek Cowley RLU-207G-060 Major Bridge PT 18 33 48 49m 183 m 5 4 6 5 55.6% 51.0% Y 2035 5.0 0 25 999 1 2022
02053-01 1956 SW 27-04-30 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 1830 mm 311m 4 6 5 5 5 55.6% 55.3% N 2032 8.2 0 4.8 15 15 2020
07743-01 1908 SW 23-05-02 W5M Gladstone Creek Pincher Creek RLU-209G-090 Major Bridge PA/PT/PA 28 49 62 73m 8.5m-18.3m-8.5m 5 4 6 6 55.6% 56.3% N 2039 9.6 0 51 999 121 2023
06701-01 1954 NE 30-06-02 W5M Trib. To Castle River Burmis RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 1829 mm 305m 4 7 5 5 7 55.6% 57.2% Y 2035 7.5 0 32 32 2025
08860-01 1952 NW 11-06-02 W5M Beaver Mines Creek Beaver Mines RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 7.2m 3x6.1m 4 5 5 7 55.6% 57.8% N 2040 6.3 0 3 999 12 2025
73757-01 1981 NE 35-06-01 W5M Castle River Pincher Creek RLU-208G-060 Major Bridge FM 28 49 62 75m 27m-33.5m-27m 5 4 6 4 55.6% 58.6% Y 2036 8.0 0 8 258 2022
75483-01 1964 SW 13-10-01 W5M Heath Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert RPP 1842 mm 149m 5 5 5 4 5 55.6% 59.0% Y 2030 6.3 0 0.5 999 30 2025
00645-01 1966 SE 04-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP/MP 1525mm/915mm 31.1m/35.4m 6 713 | 715 | 715 7 55.6% 61.3% Y 2035 9.0 -20 2.0 11 296 2021
75960-01 1964 NW 01-09-03 W5M Cow Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert FP 1475 mm 152m 5 6 5 4 5 55.6% 62.9% Y 2028 78 0 0.8 20 72 2023
74038-1 1980 NW 24-06-30 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLUE-207G-060 Standard Bridge SM 28 49 62 76m 1x10m 5 7 6 55.6% 64.1% Y 6.9 0 2.2 999 90 2022
01533-01 1959 SW 30-06-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208-100 Bridge Culvert BPR 5675 mm 332m 7 6 5 4 7 55.6% 64.3% Y 2032 9.5 0 15 10 74 2017
75067-01 1962 SW 07-06-28 W4M Crowlodge Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert FP 1474 mm 189m 7 5 5 5 8 55.6% 65.6% N 2030 7.0 -35 3 15 2025
71390-01 1964 SW 25-09-03 W5M Trib. To S. Todd Creek Maycroft RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert FP 1475 mm 20.1m 5 7 5 6 5 55.6% 66.5% N 2035 78 30 13 18 22 2022
75266-01 1959 NW 16-05-29 W4AM Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 3x6.1m 6 6 4 6 55.6% 67.0% Y 2034 6.1 0 2.9 3 19 2023
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MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK No. 9 - ALL BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY (2025)

Structures Listed in Order Based on: 1. Structural Condition Rating, 2. Sufficiency Rating, 3. Esti

15-Dec-25

t Year, 4.

Needs
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00448-01 SE 17-05-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 3008 mm 26.2m 6 5 6 67.9% N
76572-01 1954 NE 11-10-02 W5M Trib. To Oldman River Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SP 1800 mm 20.7m 5 6 5 4 7 55.6% 68.1% Y 2030 7.3 10 18 1 22 2022
09389-01 1971 SE 04-03-29 W4M Cottonwood Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge HC 30 52 75 73m 85m 6 5 6 55.6% 68.6% Y 2036 7.0 0 2.2 999 17 2025
71838-01 1971 NE 23-08-30 W4M Tennessee Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge HC 28 49 65 7.3m 6.1m 7 5 6 55.6% 68.8% Y 2037 7.5 0 3.0 5 23 2022
09388-01 1963 SE 05-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge HC 28 49 65 7.3m 3x6.1m 5 6 6 61.1% 68.9% N 2040 8.0 30 2.2 7 68 2025
02066-01 1953 NW 29-07-02 W5M Rock Creek Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert BP 2237 mm 219m 4 4 6 4 6 66.7% 56.0% Y 2035 6.3 -15 2.2 999 13 2021
75313-01 1960 SW 06-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Cowley RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 1831 mm 29.3m 4 6 6 6 5 66.7% 57.8% N 2037 7.0 30 2.8 8 40 2022
75462-01 1961 NW 02-10-01 W5M Webber Creek Cowley RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 1500 mm 18.3m 4 6 6 6 6 66.7% 58.9% N 2034 75 0 13 999 18 2024
77702-01 1960 SE 23-08-30 W4M Tennessee Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 2135 mm 250m 4 7 6 7 6 66.7% 60.5% N 2029 7.0 40 2.6 6 30 2019
75008-01 1960 SW 10-09-02 W5M Wildcat Creek Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 1800 mm 19.5m 4 7 6 7 5 66.7% 60.8% N 2030 5.7 0 999 14 2021
76662-01 1967 NW 07-07-29 W4M Nose Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 1500 mm 21.3m 4 7 6 5 6 66.7% 61.8% N 2034 7.2 0 2.2 4 29 2024
71282-01 1963 SE 17-06-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 2128 mm 256m 5 7 6 5 6 66.7% 62.3% N 2040 6.8 0 2.8 999 16 2025
13964-01 1963 SE 04-09-02 W5M Cow Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge HC 28 49 65 7.3m 6.1m 4 7 7 66.7% 62.5% N 2031 6.0 0 2.3 999 10 2025
75264-01 1953 SW 06-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 1830 mm 25.6m 4 6 6 6 7 66.7% 62.5% N 2034 7.0 0 2.2 10 17 2024
70177-01 1949 SW 15-08-30 W4M Trib. To Tennessee Creek Pincher Creek RLU-209G-090 Bridge Culvert SP/MP 1830mm/1200mm 25m/16.6 m 4 7/6 | 6/8 | 6/6 7 66.7% 62.5% N 2040 7.0 0 16 7 28 2025
70920-01 1953 SW 29-04-29 W4M Trib. To Foothill Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SP 1500 mm 12.6 m 4 5 6 5 6 66.7% 63.1% N 2029 5.0 0 0.1 11 16 2019
02497-01 1983 NE 28-04-28 W4M Trib. To Waterton River Hill Spring RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 2750 mm 39.6m 4 7 6 5 7 66.7% 65.6% N 2038 8.0 0 25 5 17 2019
75482-01 1953 SW 13-10-01 W5M Heath Creek Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert RPP 1690 mm 134m 5 7 6 4 4 66.7% 66.2% Y 2034 55 0 0.5 999 17 2024
70176-01 1971 SE 16-04-30 W4M South Drywood Creek Twin Butte RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge HC 35 57 82 73m 3x11.6m 4 5 7 66.7% 66.8% N 2036 8.9 0 1.0 15 54 2025
00253-01 1973 NE 15-06-30 W4M Kettles Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 4305 mm 341m 5 4 6 7 6 66.7% 66.9% Y 2033 85 0 1.6 2 43 2022
71109-01 1974 SW 01-05-30 W4M Trib. To Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 2136 mm 21.7 5 6 6 6 7 66.7% 68.2% N 2039 8.0 0 1.0 4 60 2021
75376-01 1977 NW 23-05-02 W5M Trib. To Gladstone Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 1500 mm 21.8m 6 6 6 6 7 66.7% 68.9% N 2034 7.0 0 15 999 34 2020
75736-01 1963 SW 02-06-28 W4M Trib. To Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert RPP 1842 mm 17.7m 6 6 6 6 7 66.7% 68.9% N 2040 6.3 0 14 3 34 2025
74258-01 1954 NW 17-05-29 W4M Trib. To Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SP 1830 mm 146m 5 5 6 5 6 66.7% 69.1% N 2033 7.0 0 0.8 8 36 2023
70736-01 1956 NW 31-07-29 W4M Trib. To Oldman River Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 2136 mm 36.1m 5 6 6 4 7 66.7% 69.6% Y 2033 8.3 0 3.0 3 48 2023
01838-01 1955 SW 28-04-28 W4M Trib. To Waterton River Hill Spring RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 2478 mm 36.2m 9 7 6 5 5 66.7% 70.5% N 2033 8.0 0 3 32 2024
70750-01 1975 SW 12-05-30 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 2136 mm 25m 6 5 6 7 6 66.7% 70.6% N 2034 8.0 0 15 7 75 2024
00868-01 1979 SW 25-05-01 W5M Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-209G-090 Standard Bridge VS 28 49 62 8.8m 9.1m-10.7m-9.1m 5 5 7 66.7% 72.5% Y 2040 85 0 18 5 36 2025
06765-01 1990 NW 03-06-02 W5M Beaver Mines Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert RPE 3676 mm 29.3m 5 7 6 4 6 66.7% 72.8% A 2038 8.0 -20 14 7 72 2025
74044-02 1965 SE 12-05-30 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-206G-060 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 8.53m 5 6 6 72.2% 69.7% N 2040 5.0 20 13 6 4 2022
74161-02 2009 SW 25-08-29 W4M Beaver Creek Brocket RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge SC 28 49 62 6.5m 12.0m 5 9 6 72.2% 71.3% N 2030 5.7 0 2.6 11 20 2024
75461-01 1961 NW 02-10-01 W5M Jim Creek Cowley RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 2036 mm 238m 4 6 7 6 6 77.8% 63.9% N 2034 8.0 0 15 999 18 2024
71535-01 1960 SE 13-08-30 W4M Trib. To Oldman River Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 1831 mm 250m 4 6 7 5 5 77.8% 64.5% N 2033 6.5 0 2.2 7 101 2023
01135-01 1986 SW 16-07-29 W4M Oldman River Pincher Creek RLU-208-100 Major Bridge DBT/NU  |MS300 DL 10.0m 42m-42m-36.75m 6 6/8 6 77.8% 68.4% Y 2055 10.7 0 6.0 3 69 2022
74199-01 1955 NW 06-06-27 W4M Trib. To Scotts Coulee Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 2140 mm 195m 4 7 7 7 7 77.8% 69.4% N 2038 6.9 0 14 6 25 2023
06504-01 2005 SW 24-05-29 W4M Trib. To Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 1800 mm 14.0m 6 6 7 4 6 77.8% 71.2% N 2035 8.3 0 0.4 3 24 2025
00732-02 1999 SE 35-05-01 W5M Trib. To Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2000 mm 250m 4 8 7 7 5 77.8% 71.4% N 2053 8.0 -35 1.0 6 100 2024
75101-01 1959 NW 22-05-01 W5M Trib. To Chipman Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 1500 mm 152m 5 6 7 4 6 77.8% 71.6% Y 2034 6.7 0 4.0 999 36 2024
01116-01 1974 NW 36-04-30 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 2743 mm 282m 4 7 7 7 7 77.8% 72.5% N 2029 8.2 0 11 5 18 2019
74201-01 1960 SE 13-06-02 W5M Trib. To Mill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208-100 Bridge Culvert SPE 1525 mm 423m 4 8 7 8 5 77.8% 72.6% N 2037 9.3 0 53 15 50 2022
74045-01 1962 NE 10-10-02 W5M Tetley Creek Lundbreck RLU-208-100 Bridge Culvert SPE 2135 mm 320m 6 6 7 6 5 77.8% 73.1% N 2035 8.3 -30 24 187 2022
00451-01 1991 NE 31-07-01 W5M Todd Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge SC 28 49 62 88m 3x11.0m 5 7 6 77.8% 74.9% N 2040 8.6 20 17 30 2021
00636-01 1961 NW 27-06-30 W4M Trib. To Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 2140 mm 21.3m 5 7 7 4 7 77.8% 75.8% Y 2034 8.0 0 15 5 30 2024
07569-01 1959 SW 06-05-28 W4M Trib. To Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 2136 mm 26.4m 6 6 7 5 77.8% 75.9% Y 2034 8 -20 18 13 17 2024
09766-01 2003 SE 27-06-29 W4M Cattle Pass Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2100 mm 220m 4 8 7 7 8 77.8% 76.3% N 2035 85 0 15 6 231 2024
75312-01 1960 SE 06-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert RPP 1840 mm 140m 6 7 7 6 5 77.8% 76.5% N 2034 7.0 0 8 18 2024
00476-01 1995 SE 15-06-30 W4M Trib. To Kettles Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 1800 mm 240m 5 4 7 7 7 77.8% 76.9% N 2035 5.7 0 18 999 29 2021
13962-01 1953 SW 01-08-02 W5M Trib. To Crowsnest River Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP/SP/MP 1520 mm/1500mm 6m-13m-8m 5 9 717 4 6 77.8% 77.2% Y 2037 6.0 0 0.9 6 15 2022
74533-01 1982 SW 06-09-02 W5M Cow Creek Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge SM 28 49 62 7.6m 6.0m 5 8 6 77.8% 77.8% N 2032 7.6 0 17 1 1 2020
02227-01 1993 SW 14-08-30 W4M Tennessee Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 2430 mm 98.2m 6 7 7 7 6 77.8% 78.1% N 2040 8.0 16 10.5 15 28 2025
07568-01 1962 SW 11-05-28 W4M Trib. To Waterton River Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 1831 mm 329m 7 7 7 7 7 77.8% 78.3% N 2028 8.0 0 4.0 8 46 2021
06560-01 1990 SW 35-04-28 W4M Trib. To Waterton River Hill Spring RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 2134 mm 66.5m 5 8 7 7 6 77.8% 79.0% N 2043 8.0 5 6.7 3 30 2019
71540-01 1993 SE 04-10-01 W5M Heath Creek Maycroft RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 3440 mm 53.0m 7 6 7 6 6 77.8% 79.3% N 2045 8.8 0 54 20 2024
70638-01 1974 SW 04-09-01 W5M Olin Creek Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE/MP 2140mm/1800mm 226m/250m 7 817 718 8/8 5 77.8% 80.2% N 2033 8.5 15 13 106 2022
75103-01 1959 NE 27-05-28 W4M Trib. To Foothill Creek Brocket RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 1524 mm 20.7m 8 8 7 6 7 77.8% 81.6% N 2038 8.5 0 12 13 36 2023
73661-01 1989 SW 03-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Cowley RLU-208-100 Bridge Culvert SP 3670 mm 28.7m 5 8 7 8 7 77.8% 83.3% N 2043 74 0 11 5 54 2024
02166-01 1986 SE 11-08-01 W5M Cattle Pass Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2400 mm 240m 5 7 7 7 7 77.8% 85.0% N 2039 85 0 12 16 2024
80492-01 1986 NE 11-08-01 W5M Cattle Pass Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2200 mm 242m 6 8 7 8 7 77.8% 86.2% N 2039 8.0 0 12 11 70 2024
02118-02 2004 SW 19-03-29 W4M Trib. To Dungarvan Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 2400 mm 27.0m 5 9 7 9 9 77.8% 86.8% N 2050 7.0 15 1.0 12 24 2022
02064-02 2015 SW 14-04-29 W4M Drywood Creek Twin Butte RLU-209G-090 Major Bridge WG 1100 DL 7.2m 31.0m 4 8 7 88.9% 70.6% Y 2065 7.2 0 4.0 10 17 2022
06559-01 1910 NW 36-04-30 W4M Foothill Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 0.6m 14.0m 4 8 8 8 7 88.9% 76.0% N 2035 7 0 1.0 10 36 2017
01175-01 1990 SW 01-09-02 W5M Todd Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 4300 mm 46.9m 4 8 8 8 7 88.9% 78.6% N 2039 6.5 0 5.2 17 72 2023
74219-01 1994 SW 04-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP/MP 2200mm/2200mm 21.0m/21.0m 8 5/4 8/8 6/7 6 88.9% 82.5% N 2032 6.3 0 0.9 8 11 2022
01734-01 1989 SW 05-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Cowley RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 2200 mm 40.0m 6 8 8 7 6 88.9% 84.1% N 2039 7 0 35 8 14 2024
74176-01 1987 SE 30-05-02 W5M Beaver Mines Creek Beaver Mines RLU-208G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 2200 mm 23.0m 5 7 8 8 6 88.9% 84.9% N 2035 7 0 999 18 2022
75737-02 2017 NE 23-09-03 W5M South Todd Creek Lundbreck RCU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2400 mm 28m 6 7 8 7 7 88.9% 86.3% N 2062 7 20 0.5 16 50 2022
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MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK No. 9 - ALL BRIDGE STRUCTURE INVENTORY (2025)

15-Dec-25

Structures Listed in Order Based on: 1. Structural Condition Rating, 2. Sufficiency Rating, 3. Estimated Repl t Year, 4. Mail Needs
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84380-01 1980 NW 16-10-02 W5M Cattle Pass Lundbreck RLU-210G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2000 mm 240m 7 7 8 7 5 88.9% 86.5% N 257
75102-01 1997 SW 15-06-29 W4M Trib. To Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-209G-090 Bridge Culvert MP/MP 2200 mm/2700mm 240m/27.0m 7 7/8 | 8/8 718 8 88.9% 86.8% N 2060 9 0 13 16 66 2023
00783-01 1986 SW 16-05-28 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert RPE 6050 mm 61.6 m 6 7 8 7 7 88.9% 86.9% N 2043 8.0 10 6.6 8 11 2022
76010-02 2005 SE 25-05-01 W5M Trib. To Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2700 mm 38.0m 5 8 8 8 5 88.9% 87.2% N 2050 9 0 31 6 38 2022
00468-02 2017 SE 04-06-30 W4M Kettles Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2700 mm 48m 5 8 8 8 7 88.9% 88.2% N 2062 85 15 3.0 3 60 2022
06505-01 1996 SW 14-05-29 W4AM Trib. To Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2200 mm 27.0m 8 9 8 8 8 88.9% 90.1% N 2047 8 0 16 8 33 2022
74049-01 1996 SW 12-08-03 W5M Trib. To Rock Creek Burmis RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2000 mm 21.0m 6 8 8 8 8 88.9% 91.4% N 2032 8 0 1.0 16 153 2023
80493-01 1986 NE 12-08-29 W4M Cattle Pass Brocket RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2200 mm 240m 5 8 8 8 7 88.9% 91.6% N 2037 8.3 0 11 6 40 2022
74047-01 2001 NE 25-09-03 W5M Todd Creek Burmis RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP/MP 2000mm/1200mm 26.0m/26.0m 5 9/9 | 9/8 | 9/8 7 88.9% 92.3% N 2061 75 -20 0.8 12 50 2023
02488-01 2025 NW 26-7-2 W5M Crowsnest River Lundbreck RLU-206G-60 Major Bridge PT 28 49 62 42m 30.5m 5 9 8 6 94.4% 67.8% Y 2080 4.9 0 4.4 1 39 2022
01529-01 1996 SW 30-08-01 W5M Todd Creek Lundbreck RLU-209G-090 Standard Bridge sC 28 49 62 8.0m 120m 8 9 8 6 94.4% 80.6% N 2041 8 0 12 6 36 2020
07235-01 1967 NW 05-09-01 W5M Olin Creek Cowley RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SSP 1500 mm 450m 4 4 9 7 6 100.0% 69.7% N 2050 7 0 6.3 8 17 2025
84367-01 2024 SE 23-09-03 W5M Tributary to South Todd Creek Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 1800 mm 24m 5 8 9 9 5 100.0% 75.0% N 2075 8 4 18 25 2024
84361-01 2025 SE 15-06-03 W5M Iron Creek Beaver Mines RLU-206G-050 Bridge Culvert RPP 3348 mm 14m 5 9 9 9 7 100.0% 75.0% N 2075 45 0 1 15 2025
75265-02 2023 NE 11-10-01 W5M Heath Creek Cowley RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 3000 mm 28m 4 8 9 9 4 100.0% 78.4% N 2073 6.5 0 15 999 12 2023
70417-01 2025 SE 05-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2000mm/2000mm 26.0m/26.0m 7 9/9 | 9/9 | 9/9 6 100.0% 80.0% N 2075 8.0 0 8 144 2025
84379-01 2025 SW 11-08-03 W5M Trib. To Rock Creek Burmis RLU-206G-060 Bridge Culvert RP 2400 mm 85m 4 7 9 6 6 100.0% 80.9% N 2065 4 0 999 1 2025
00452-02 2010 NW 13-08-02 W5M Cow Creek Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge SL CL800 DL 89m 128m 5 9 9 6 100.0% 82.1% N 2071 71 0 11 7 30 2025
71543-02 2008 SW 07-10-01 W5M Callum Creek Cowley RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge SL CL800 DL 9.0m 2x128m 6 X X X 9 9 7 100.0% 83.9% N 2058 8 0 25 36 36 2024
72882-01 1993 SW 26-08-02 W5M Cow Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge SC 28 49 62 8.0m 10.0m 9 9 9 6 100.0% 85.2% N 2041 8 0 3.0 10 60 2025
00449-02 2009 SW 28-05-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge SL 28 49 62 9.0m 2x10.0m 8 9 9 8 100.0% 88.0% N 2059 9 0 37 6 44 2021
75009-02 2021 NE 09-09-02 W5M Wildcat Creek Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 1800 mm 43.0m 4 9 9 9 7 100.0% 88.3% N 2071 6.2 -15 4.4 999 12 2018
74260-02 2024 SW 13-05-29 W4M Trib. To Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-90 Bridge Culvert MPE 2000 mm 240m 5 9 9 9 5 100.0% 90.8% N 2074 7.8 5 0.9 10 46 2025
76294-02 2023 SW 32-06-01 W5M 2nd order tributary to Castle River Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 1600 mm 26 m 6 9 9 9 7 100.0% 91.9% N 2083 85 17 13 32 48 2024
75377-02 2022 NW 08-06-02 W5M Screwdriver Creek Burmis RLU-208G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 2700 mm 37m 5 9 9 9 5 100.0% 93.3% N 2072 7.8 -40 1.0 999 60 2023
00671-02 2018 NW 19-07-01 W5M Trib. To Crowsnest River Lundbreck RLU-208-100 Bridge Culvert MP 2700 mm 440m 5 9 9 7 6 100.0% 95.7% N 2078 8 0 3.3 3 284 2023
76293-02 2020 NW 03-06-02 W5M Trib. To Beaver Mines Creek Beaver Mines RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP/MP 1200 mm/1200mm 240m/240m 5 9/9 | 9/9 | 9/9 5 100.0% 97.1% N 2070 7.6 15 10 10 72 2025
01744-02 2019 SW 27-05-29 W4M Trib. To Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 2430 mm 91.4m 8 9 9 8 7 100.0% 97.7% N 2064 85 25 8.0 5 30 2024
06613-02 2020 SW 03-09-01 W5M Cabin Creek Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 2430 mm 732m 5 9 9 9 6 100.0% 97.8% N 2070 85 0 8.3 80 2025
84238-01 2019 NE 20-09-02 W5M Trib. To S. Todd Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 1810 mm 54.8 m 9 9 9 9 7 100.0% 98.5% N 2064 8.5 14 5.0 10 75 2024
00769-02 2013 SW 05-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Pincher Creek RLU-209G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2700 mm 31.0m 7 9 9 9 8 100.0% 99.3% N 2060 7.8 10 8 80 2023
00470-01 1988 SE 02-06-01 W5M Trib. To Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SSP 1372 mm 440m 5 8 9 8 6 100.0% 100.0% M 2075 8.0 10 49 17 28 2025

COLOR CODING INFORMATION:

Maintenance or Replacement Work has been completed. Allowable Loading Is Adequate Road Width < 5m High Priority for Repair ERY =< 2025 Height of Cover <0.5m No Detour Available

Work on Structures is in progress. Allowable Loading is Substandard

Structures highlighted in grey had further detailed analysis completed. Road Width 6m-7m Low Priority for Repair ERY - 2030-2035 Height of Cover 0.8m - 1.0m Detour Between 10 and 20 km

Road Width 7m + Adequate or Better Condition
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MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK No. 9 - BRIDGE CULVERT INVENTORY (2025)

15-Dec-25
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01113-01 SE 31-07-29 WAM Trib. To Oldman River Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert 2441 mm 48.5m 4 5 5 5 41.3% N 0

00673-01 1958 SE 21-09-01 W5M Olin Creek Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 2140 mm 54.3m 4 7 6 6 45.8% M 2028 9.3 0 7.1 159 2023
02360-01 1955 NW 18-08-29 W4M Trib. To Oldman River Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 1526 mm 60.5m 4 6 6 6 46.4% N 2030 7.0 0 8.0 8 61 2025
75801-01 1953 SW 09-10-01 W5M Trib. To Oldman River Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MPE 1528 mm 250m 6 6 4 5 49.8% N 2034 8.0 0 24 1 132 2021
75481-01 1961 SW 23-09-01 W5M Trib. To Olin Creek Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 1525 mm 238m 6 7 5 7 51.1% M 2030 6.0 30 2.0 999 16 2025
07080-01 1974 SW 17-03-29 W4M Dungarvan Creek Twin Butte RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 4275 mm 37.2 5 6 5 4 54.1% M 2030 8.0 -30 1.0 7 15 2025
76203-01 1965 NW 26-10-3 W5M Ernst Creek Maycroft RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert RPP 2490 mm/1750 mm 20.1m 6 7 6 5 54.2% M 2037 9.4 -30 12 164 2022
71542-01 1967 SE 07-10-01 W5M Indian Creek Maycroft RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 2135 mm 3L7m 5 6 6 7 56.5% M 2035 7.6 -30 34 36 2025
13960-01 1961 SE 11-08-01 W5M Trib. To Oldman River Cowley RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 1525 mm 49.4m 5 7 7 7 58.1% M 2031 73 0 8.6 6 70 2021
84522-01 2003 NW 28-08-01 W5M Unnamed Watercourse Cowley RLU-209G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 1800 mm 28.0m 5 7 7 5 60.2% M 2046 9.3 -30 14 38 2024
76636-01 1962 SE 17-06-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert RPP 1842 mm 152m 6 4 6 7 44.4% 42.2% N 2037 6 0 0.9 999 43 2022
01348-01 1969 SW 03-08-02 W5M Connelly Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 3000 mm 48.8m 4 6 4 6 7 44.4% 48.1% N 2030 7.0 30 52 999 27 2024
74048-01 1962 NW 36-09-03 W5M Todd Creek Burmis RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert FP 2950 mm 158 m 6 7 4 5 5 44.4% 49.2% N 2029 6.0 -15 999 20 2019
74110-01 1957 SW 36-09-03 W5M Todd Creek Burmis RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert RPP 1840 mm 17.1m 7 6 4 6 5 44.4% 55.5% N 2035 7.3 0 0.5 999 12 2022
00471-01 1960 SW 02-06-01 W5M Trib. To Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-209G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 1830 mm 36.0m 5 6 4 5 6 44.4% 56.4% N 2033 8.9 -30 3.4 6 46 2024
73602-01 1972 SE 31-05-01 W5M Trib. To Gladstone Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 1823 mm 72.5m 5 6 4 4 6 44.4% 56.4% Y 2034 5.0 0 10.1 999 18 2021
77192-01 1970 SE 27-06-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 1500 mm 329m 5 4 4 7 7 44.4% 58.1% N 2028 6.5 30 55 999 17 2023
74425-01 1955 NW 23-05-02 W5M Trib. To Gladstone Creek Beaver Mines RLU-209G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 1502 mm 433m 5 7 4 5 6 44.4% 59.5% N 2030 9 0 52 90 2020
01410-01 1958 SW 14-05-28 W4M Trib. To Waterton River Brocket RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MPE 1502 mm 40.7m 6 5 4 6 6 44.4% 60.3% N 2029 8.4 40 0.9 3 16 2023
07982-01 1982 SW 20-03-29 W4M Trib. To Dungarvan Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SP 2280 mm 40.2 5 6 4 4 8 44.4% 60.4% Y 2035 6.8 0 5.6 5 36 2025
78427-01 1980 SE 25-08-29 W4M Trib. To Beaver Creek Brocket RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 1600 mm 440m 7 7 4 5 7 44.4% 61.9% N 2035 8.0 -30 B 6 25 2019
74259-01 1954 SE 01-06-30 WAM Trib. To Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SP 1830 mm 23.2m 4 4 5 5 4 55.6% 48.7% M 2034 4.0 0 25 999 4 2024
78753-01 1956 SW 08-06-02 W5M Trib. To Screwdriver Creek Beaver Mines RLU-208G-060 Bridge Culvert RPP 1843 mm 17.7m 4 6 5 5 5 55.6% 50.5% N 2039 6.0 0 0.4 999 10 2024
02053-01 1956 SW 27-04-30 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 1830 mm 3L1m 4 6 5 5 5 55.6% 55.3% N 2032 8.2 0 438 15 15 2020
06701-01 1954 NE 30-06-02 W5M Trib. To Castle River Burmis RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 1829 mm 305m 4 7 5 5 7 55.6% 57.2% Y 2035 75 0 32 32 2025
75483-01 1964 SW 13-10-01 W5M Heath Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert RPP 1842 mm 149m 5 5 5 4 5 55.6% 59.0% Y 2030 6.3 0 0.5 999 30 2025
00645-01 1966 SE 04-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP/MP 1525mm/915mm 31.1m/35.4m 6 713 | 715 | 715 7 55.6% 61.3% Y 2035 9.0 -20 2.0 11 296 2021
75960-01 1964 NW 01-09-03 W5M Cow Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert FP 1475 mm 152 m 5 6 5 4 5 55.6% 62.9% Y 2028 7.8 0 0.8 20 72 2023
01533-01 1959 SW 30-06-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208-100 Bridge Culvert BPR 5675 mm 332m 7 6 5 4 7 55.6% 64.3% Y 2032 9.5 0 15 10 74 2017
75067-01 1962 SW 07-06-28 W4M Crowlodge Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert FP 1474 mm 189m 7 5 5 5 8 55.6% 65.6% N 2030 7.0 -35 0.6 3 15 2025
71390-01 1964 SW 25-09-03 W5M Trib. To S. Todd Creek Maycroft RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert FP 1475 mm 20.1m 5 7 5 6 5 55.6% 66.5% N 2035 7.8 30 13 18 22 2022
00448-01 1958 SE 17-05-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 3008 mm 26.2m 6 7 5 7 6 55.6% 67.9% N 2040 9.4 0 14 8 36 2023
76572-01 1954 NE 11-10-02 W5M Trib. To Oldman River Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SP 1800 mm 20.7m 5 6 5 4 7 55.6% 68.1% Y 2030 73 10 18 1 22 2022
02066-01 1953 NW 29-07-02 W5M Rock Creek Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert BP 2237 mm 219m 4 4 6 4 6 66.7% 56.0% Y 2035 6.3 -15 2.2 999 13 2021
75313-01 1960 SW 06-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Cowley RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 1831 mm 29.3m 4 6 6 6 5 66.7% 57.8% N 2037 7.0 30 2.8 8 40 2022
75462-01 1961 NW 02-10-01 W5M Webber Creek Cowley RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 1500 mm 18.3m 4 6 6 6 6 66.7% 58.9% N 2034 75 0 13 999 18 2024
77702-01 1960 SE 23-08-30 W4M Tennessee Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 2135 mm 250m 4 7 6 7 6 66.7% 60.5% N 2029 7.0 40 2.6 6 30 2019
75008-01 1960 SW 10-09-02 W5M Wildcat Creek Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 1800 mm 19.5m 4 7 6 7 5 66.7% 60.8% N 2030 5.7 0 999 14 2021
76662-01 1967 NW 07-07-29 W4M Nose Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 1500 mm 21.3m 4 7 6 5 6 66.7% 61.8% N 2034 7.2 0 2.2 4 29 2024
71282-01 1963 SE 17-06-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 2128 mm 25.6m 5 7 6 5 6 66.7% 62.3% N 2040 6.8 0 2.8 999 16 2025
75264-01 1953 SW 06-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 1830 mm 256m 4 6 6 6 7 66.7% 62.5% N 2034 7.0 0 2.2 10 17 2024
70177-01 1949 SW 15-08-30 W4M Trib. To Tennessee Creek Pincher Creek RLU-209G-090 Bridge Culvert SP/MP 1830mm/1200mm 25m/16.6 m 4 7/6 | 6/8 | 6/6 7 66.7% 62.5% N 2040 7.0 0 16 7 28 2025
70920-01 1953 SW 29-04-29 W4M Trib. To Foothill Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SP 1500 mm 12.6 m 4 5 6 5 6 66.7% 63.1% N 2029 5.0 0 0.1 11 16 2019
02497-01 1983 NE 28-04-28 W4M Trib. To Waterton River Hill Spring RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 2750 mm 39.6m 4 7 6 5 7 66.7% 65.6% N 2038 8.0 0 25 5 17 2019
75482-01 1953 SW 13-10-01 W5M Heath Creek Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert RPP 1690 mm 134m 5 7 6 4 4 66.7% 66.2% Y 2034 55 0 0.5 999 17 2024
00253-01 1973 NE 15-06-30 W4M Kettles Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 4305 mm 34.1m 5 4 6 7 6 66.7% 66.9% Y 2033 8.5 0 16 2 43 2022
71109-01 1974 SW 01-05-30 W4M Trib. To Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 2136 mm 271.7 5 6 6 6 7 66.7% 68.2% N 2039 8.0 0 1.0 4 60 2021
75376-01 1977 NW 23-05-02 W5M Trib. To Gladstone Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 1500 mm 21.8m 6 6 6 6 7 66.7% 68.9% N 2034 7.0 0 15 999 34 2020
75736-01 1963 SW 02-06-28 W4M Trib. To Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert RPP 1842 mm 17.7m 6 6 6 6 7 66.7% 68.9% N 2040 6.3 0 14 3 34 2025
74258-01 1954 NW 17-05-29 W4M Trib. To Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SP 1830 mm 146m 5 5 6 5 6 66.7% 69.1% N 2033 7.0 0 0.8 8 36 2023
70736-01 1956 NW 31-07-29 W4M Trib. To Oldman River Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 2136 mm 36.1m 5 6 6 4 7 66.7% 69.6% Y 2033 8.3 0 3.0 3 48 2023
01838-01 1955 SW 28-04-28 W4M Trib. To Waterton River Hill Spring RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 2478 mm 36.2m 9 7 6 5 5 66.7% 70.5% N 2033 8.0 0 3 32 2024
70750-01 1975 SW 12-05-30 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 2136 mm 25m 6 5 6 7 6 66.7% 70.6% N 2034 8.0 0 15 7 75 2024
06765-01 1990 NW 03-06-02 W5M Beaver Mines Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert RPE 3676 mm 29.3m 5 7 6 4 6 66.7% 72.8% Y 2038 8.0 -20 14 7 72 2025
75461-01 1961 NW 02-10-01 W5M Jim Creek Cowley RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 2036 mm 238m 4 6 7 6 X 6 77.8% 63.9% N 2034 8.0 0 15 999 18 2024
71535-01 1960 SE 13-08-30 W4M Trib. To Oldman River Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 1831 mm 250m 4 6 7 5 5 77.8% 64.5% N 2033 6.5 0 2.2 7 101 2023
74199-01 1955 NW 06-06-27 W4M Trib. To Scotts Coulee Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SPE 2140 mm 19.5m 4 7 7 7 7 77.8% 69.4% N 2038 6.9 0 14 6 25 2023
06504-01 2005 SW 24-05-29 W4M Trib. To Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 1800 mm 140m 6 6 7 4 6 77.8% 71.2% N 2035 8.3 0 0.4 3 24 2025
00732-02 1999 SE 35-05-01 W5M Trib. To Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2000 mm 25.0m 4 8 7 7 5 77.8% 71.4% N 2053 8.0 -35 1.0 6 100 2024
75101-01 1959 NW 22-05-01 W5M Trib. To Chipman Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 1500 mm 152m 5 6 7 4 6 77.8% 71.6% Y 2034 6.7 0 4.0 999 36 2024
01116-01 1974 NW 36-04-30 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 2743 mm 282m 4 7 7 7 7 77.8% 72.5% N 2029 8.2 0 11 5 18 2019
74201-01 1960 SE 13-06-02 W5M Trib. To Mill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208-100 Bridge Culvert SPE 1525 mm 42.3m 4 8 7 8 5 77.8% 72.6% N 2037 9.3 0 53 15 50 2022
74045-01 1962 NE 10-10-02 W5M Tetley Creek Lundbreck RLU-208-100 Bridge Culvert SPE 2135 mm 320m 6 6 7 6 5 77.8% 73.1% N 2035 8.3 -30 24 187 2022
00636-01 1961 NW 27-06-30 W4M Trib. To Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 2140 mm 21.3m 5 7 7 4 7 77.8% 75.8% Y 2034 8.0 0 15 5 30 2024
07569-01 1959 SW 06-05-28 W4M Trib. To Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 2136 mm 26.4m 6 6 7 5 77.8% 75.9% Y 2034 8 -20 18 13 17 2024
09766-01 2003 SE 27-06-29 W4M Cattle Pass Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2100 mm 220m 4 8 7 7 X X 8 77.8% 76.3% N 2035 8.5 0 15 6 231 2024
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75312-01 1960 SE 06-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert RPP 1840 mm 14.0m 6 7 7 6 5 77.8% 76.5% N 18
00476-01 1995 SE 15-06-30 W4M Trib. To Kettles Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 1800 mm 240m 5 4 7 7 7 77.8% 76.9% N 2035 5.7 0 18 999 29 2021
13962-01 1953 SW 01-08-02 W5M Trib. To Crowsnest River Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP/SP/MP 1520 mm/1500mm 6m-13m-8m 5 9 717 4 6 77.8% 77.2% Y 2037 6.0 0 0.9 6 15 2022
02227-01 1993 SW 14-08-30 W4M Tennessee Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 2430 mm 98.2m 6 7 7 7 6 77.8% 78.1% N 2040 8.0 16 10.5 15 28 2025
07568-01 1962 SW 11-05-28 W4M Trib. To Waterton River Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE 1831 mm 329m 7 7 7 7 7 77.8% 78.3% N 2028 8.0 0 4.0 8 46 2021
06560-01 1990 SW 35-04-28 W4M Trib. To Waterton River Hill Spring RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 2134 mm 66.5m 5 8 7 7 6 77.8% 79.0% N 2043 8.0 5 6.7 3 30 2019
71540-01 1993 SE 04-10-01 W5M Heath Creek Maycroft RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 3440 mm 53.0m 7 6 7 6 6 77.8% 79.3% N 2045 8.8 0 5.4 20 2024
70638-01 1974 SW 04-09-01 W5M Olin Creek Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SPE/MP 2140mm/1800mm 22.6m/25.0m 7 8/7 | 7/8 | 8/8 5 77.8% 80.2% N 2033 85 15 13 106 2022
75103-01 1959 NE 27-05-28 W4M Trib. To Foothill Creek Brocket RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 1524 mm 20.7m 8 8 7 6 7 77.8% 81.6% N 2038 8.5 0 12 13 36 2023
73661-01 1989 SW 03-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Cowley RLU-208-100 Bridge Culvert SP 3670 mm 28.7m 5 8 7 8 7 77.8% 83.3% N 2043 74 0 11 5 54 2024
02166-01 1986 SE 11-08-01 W5M Cattle Pass Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2400 mm 240m 5 7 7 7 7 77.8% 85.0% N 2039 8.5 0 12 16 2024
80492-01 1986 NE 11-08-01 W5M Cattle Pass Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2200 mm 242m 6 8 7 8 7 77.8% 86.2% N 2039 8.0 0 12 11 70 2024
02118-02 2004 SW 19-03-29 WAM Trib. To Dungarvan Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 2400 mm 27.0m 5 9 7 9 9 77.8% 86.8% N 2050 7.0 15 1.0 12 24 2022
06559-01 1910 NW 36-04-30 W4M Foothill Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 0.6m 140 m 4 8 8 8 7 88.9% 76.0% N 2035 7 0 1.0 10 36 2017
01175-01 1990 SW 01-09-02 W5M Todd Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 4300 mm 46.9m 4 8 8 8 7 88.9% 78.6% N 2039 6.5 0 5.2 17 72 2023
74219-01 1994 SW 04-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP/MP 2200mm/2200mm 21.0m/21.0m 8 5/4 | 8/8 | 6/7 6 88.9% 82.5% N 2032 6.3 0 0.9 8 11 2022
01734-01 1989 SW 05-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Cowley RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 2200 mm 400m 6 8 8 7 6 88.9% 84.1% N 2039 7 0 35 8 14 2024
74176-01 1987 SE 30-05-02 W5M Beaver Mines Creek Beaver Mines RLU-208G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 2200 mm 230m 5 7 8 8 6 88.9% 84.9% N 2035 7 0 999 18 2022
75737-02 2017 NE 23-09-03 W5M South Todd Creek Lundbreck RCU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2400 mm 28m 6 7 8 7 7 88.9% 86.3% N 2062 7 20 0.5 16 50 2022
84380-01 1980 NW 16-10-02 W5M Cattle Pass Lundbreck RLU-210G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2000 mm 240m 7 7 8 7 5 88.9% 86.5% N 2040 10 0 0.9 257 2025
75102-01 1997 SW 15-06-29 W4M Trib. To Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-209G-090 Bridge Culvert MP/MP 2200 mm/2700mm 240m/27.0m 7 7/8 | 8/8 | 7/8 8 88.9% 86.8% N 2060 9 0 13 16 66 2023
00783-01 1986 SW 16-05-28 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert RPE 6050 mm 61.6m 6 7 8 7 7 88.9% 86.9% N 2043 8.0 10 6.6 8 11 2022
76010-02 2005 SE 25-05-01 W5M Trib. To Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2700 mm 38.0m 5 8 8 8 5 88.9% 87.2% N 2050 9 0 3.1 6 38 2022
00468-02 2017 SE 04-06-30 W4M Kettles Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2700 mm 48m 5 8 8 8 7 88.9% 88.2% N 2062 85 15 3.0 3 60 2022
06505-01 1996 SW 14-05-29 W4M Trib. To Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2200 mm 270m 8 9 8 8 8 88.9% 90.1% N 2047 8 0 1.6 8 33 2022
74049-01 1996 SW 12-08-03 W5M Trib. To Rock Creek Burmis RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2000 mm 21.0m 6 8 8 8 8 88.9% 91.4% N 2032 8 0 1.0 16 153 2023
80493-01 1986 NE 12-08-29 W4M Cattle Pass Brocket RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2200 mm 240m 5 8 8 8 7 88.9% 91.6% N 2037 8.3 0 11 6 40 2022
74047-01 2001 NE 25-09-03 W5M Todd Creek Burmis RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP/MP 2000mm/1200mm 26.0m/26.0m 5 9/9 | 9/8 | 9/8 7 88.9% 92.3% N 2061 75 -20 0.8 12 50 2023
07235-01 1967 NW 05-09-01 W5M Olin Creek Cowley RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert SSP 1500 mm 450m 4 4 9 7 6 100.0% 69.7% N 2050 7 0 6.3 8 17 2025
84367-01 2024 SE 23-09-03 W5M Tributary to South Todd Creek Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 1800 mm 24m 5 8 9 9 5 100.0% 75.0% N 2075 8 4 18 25 2024
84361-01 2025 SE 15-06-03 W5M Iron Creek Beaver Mines RLU-206G-050 Bridge Culvert RPP 3348 mm 14m 5 9 9 9 7 100.0% 75.0% N 2075 45 0 1 15 2025
75265-02 2023 NE 11-10-01 W5M Heath Creek Cowley RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 3000 mm 28m 4 8 9 9 4 100.0% 78.4% N 2073 6.5 0 15 999 12 2023
70417-01 2025 SE 05-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2000mm/2000mm 26.0m/26.0m 7 9/9 | 9/9 | 9/9 6 100.0% 80.0% N 2075 8.0 0 8 144 2025
84379-01 2025 SW 11-08-03 W5M Trib. To Rock Creek Burmis RLU-206G-060 Bridge Culvert RP 2400 mm 85m 4 7 9 6 6 100.0% 80.9% N 2065 4 0 999 1 2025
75009-02 2021 NE 09-09-02 W5M Wildcat Creek Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 1800 mm 43.0m 4 9 9 9 7 100.0% 88.3% N 2071 6.2 -15 4.4 999 12 2018
74260-02 2024 SW 13-05-29 W4M Trib. To Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-90 Bridge Culvert MPE 2000 mm 240m 5 9 9 9 5 100.0% 90.8% N 2074 7.8 5 0.9 10 46 2025
76294-02 2023 SW 32-06-01 W5M 2nd order tributary to Castle River Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 1600 mm 26 m 6 9 9 9 7 100.0% 91.9% N 2083 85 17 i3 48 2024
75377-02 2022 NW 08-06-02 W5M Screwdriver Creek Burmis RLU-208G-060 Bridge Culvert MP 2700 mm 37m 5 9 9 9 5 100.0% 93.3% N 2072 7.8 -40 1.0 999 60 2023
00671-02 2018 NW 19-07-01 W5M Trib. To Crowsnest River Lundbreck RLU-208-100 Bridge Culvert MP 2700 mm 440m 5 9 9 7 6 100.0% 95.7% N 2078 8 0 3.3 3 284 2023
76293-02 2020 NW 03-06-02 W5M Trib. To Beaver Mines Creek Beaver Mines RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert MP/MP 1200 mm/1200mm 240m/240m 5 9/9 | 9/9 | 9/9 5 100.0% 97.1% N 2070 7.6 15 1.0 10 72 2025
01744-02 2019 SW 27-05-29 WAM Trib. To Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 2430 mm 91.4m 8 9 9 8 7 100.0% 97.7% N 2064 85 25 8.0 5 30 2024
06613-02 2020 SW 03-09-01 W5M Cahin Creek Cowley RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 2430 mm 732m 5 9 9 9 6 100.0% 97.8% N 2070 8.5 0 8.3 80 2025
84238-01 2019 NE 20-09-02 W5M Trib. To S. Todd Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SP 1810 mm 54.8m 9 9 9 9 7 100.0% 98.5% N 2064 8.5 14 5.0 10 75 2024
00769-02 2013 SW 05-07-01 W5M Trib. To Castle River Pincher Creek RLU-209G-090 Bridge Culvert MP 2700 mm 31.0m 7 9 9 9 8 100.0% 99.3% N 2060 7.8 10 8 80 2023
00470-01 1988 SE 02-06-01 W5M Trib. To Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Bridge Culvert SSP 1372 mm 440m 5 8 9 8 6 100.0% 100.0% M 2075 8.0 10 49 17 28 2025

COLOR CODING INFORMATION:

Maintenance or Replacement Work has been completed. Allowable Loading Is Adequate Road Width < 5m High Priority for Repair ERY =< 2025 Height of Cover < 0.5 m No Detour Available

Work on Structures is in progress. Allowable Loading is Substandard

Structures highlighted in grey had further detailed analysis completed. Road Width 6m-7m Low Priority for Repair ERY - 2030-2035 Height of Cover 0.8m - 1.0m Detour Between 10 and 20 km

Road Width 7m + Adequate or Better Condition
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73608-01 1921 NE 34-03-28 W4M Waterton River Hill Spring RLU-207G-060 Major Bridge TTTHTT 49m 8.5m-61m-8.5m 5 43.1% Y 87
74906-01 1962 SW 06-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge HC 30 52 75 6.4m 85m 6 4 55.8% Y 6.6 15 15 2 32 2025
70175-01 1957 NW 22-03-30 W4M Yarrow Creek Twin Butte RLU-209G-090 Major Bridge THTT 16 21 27 43m 381m-6.1m 6 5 2 31.5% Y 7.0 0 3.8 13 60 2022
08685-01 1953 SW 05-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Twin Butte RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 3x6.1m 8 4 5 53.4% Y 6.8 0 2.7 6 76 2023
71266-01 1953 SE 36-07-02 W5M Connelly Creek Lundbreck RLU-206G-060 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.1m 6.1m 5 4 5 54.1% Y 2030 5.6 0 3.0 12 86 2025
00488-01 1958 SW 26-05-28 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 3x8.5m 6 4 6 55.5% Y 2031 7.4 0 2.9 11 84 2024
01077-01 1963 NW 12-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge HC 28 49 65 7.3m 3x6.1m 7 4 7 60.1% Y 2032 7.3 0 4.0 8 38 2021
02070-01 1965 NW 10-06-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge HC 28 49 65 73m 6.1m-8.5m-6.1m 7 4 6 60.7% Y 2036 74 0 4.8 7 30 2023
02069-01 1962 NW 08-05-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge HC 30 52 75 7.3m 85m 6 4 6 66.6% Y 6.4 15 20 6 13 2023
02187-01 1968 NW 27-03-29 W4M Trib. To Dungarvan Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge T 28 49 67 6.1m 6.1m 5 5 44.4% 50.5% Y 4.0 0 3.0 3 10 2024
09213-01 1952 SW 13-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 73m 85m 4 5 6 44.4% 55.6% Y 2036 5.6 0 24 6 6 2025
01528-01 1953 NW 25-05-01 W5M Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 3x6.1m 6 5 5 44.4% 56.2% Y 2035 7.2 -45 3.6 5 54 2025
74175-01 1958 SW 35-05-30 W4M Kettles Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 6.1m 7 4 4 7 44.4% 57.5% Y 2030 8.2 0 2.1 3 54 2025
08686-01 1959 NW 16-5-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-90 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 6.1m-6.1m-6.1m 6 5 6 44.4% 58.5% Y 74 0 14 9 40 2023
06836-01 1953 SE 29-09-02-W5M Todd Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 7.0m 85m 6 5 6 44.4% 60.1% Y 2031 7.0 0 10 26 2023
00760-01 1959 SE 03-06-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 2x6.1m 7 4 4 6 44.4% 60.4% N 2034 7.0 0 22 7 18 2025
02419-01 1965 NE 34-04-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G Standard Bridge HC 28 49 65 73 6.1m 6 5 6 44.4% 62.9% Y 2036 73 0 2.1 8 40 2024
01839-01 1964 SW 02-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge HC 30 52 75 73m 3x8.5m 5 4 4 6 44.4% 64.7% N 2030 8.3 0 14 8 37 2020
00479-01 1926 NE 12-04-29 W4M Drywood Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060 Major Bridge SLTHITT 16 19 26 49m 10m-53.3m-8.5m 4 5 4 50.0% 30.6% Y 2042 6.0 0 21 3 36 2022
13957-01 1966 NE 05-08-02 W5M Connelly Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-060 Standard Bridge TT 28 49 67 6.1m 6.1m 5 4 5 50.0% 44.4% Y 2031 6.0 0 19 999 18 2021
74141-01 1923 SE 14-07-20 W4M Oldman River Brocket RLU-209G-090 Major Bridge THIPG 28 40 46 48m 2x53.3m / 4x6.1m 5 5 4 6 50.0% 44.5% Y 2035 10 0 55 10 193 2022
70423-01 1933 SW 02-06-01 W5M Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Major Bridge PT/TT 26 43 50 30.5m-6.1m 5 4 5 6 50.0% 52.3% Y 2033 7.6 0 2.7 6 39 2022
00481-01 1967 SW 28-06-30 W4M Trib. To Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 6.1m 7 5 4 5 50.0% 59.7% Y 2036 5.9 0 24 3 36 2017
00828-01 1950 NE 01-08-02 W5M Cow Creek Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Major Bridge TT 29 51 73 6.1m 6.1m 5 5 4 4 50.0% 60.7% Y 2030 4.6 0 19 999 1 2022
00784-01 1955 SE 28-05-28 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 3x6.1m 7 6 6 50.0% 63.0% Y 2032 5.8 0 338 5 56 2022
01169-01 1921 SE 24-06-02 W5M Castle River Pincher Creek RLU-209G-090 Major Bridge TH 20 35 47 49m 411m 4 4 6 5 55.6% 37.4% Y 2038 8.0 0 3.7 6 52 2022
06906-01 1913 SE 13-07-03 W5M Crowsnest River Burmis RLU-207G-060 Major Bridge PT 19 35 47 43m 244m 5 4 6 4 55.6% 39.3% Y 2035 7.0 0 3.3 999 135 2022
02224-01 1917 SW 16-09-01 W4M Oldman River Cowley RLU-209G-090 Major Bridge TH/SG 30 41 44 43m 61m-213m 6 5 5 6 55.6% 47.9% Y 2037 7.0 0 77 3 71 2022
74119-01 1964 SW 02-05-29 W4M Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-206G-060 Major Bridge PT 24 34 42 49m 305m 5 5 5 4 55.6% 49.9% Y 2035 57 0 2.0 16 39 2022
07449-01 1929 SW 18-08-01 W5M Todd Creek Cowley RLU-207G-060 Major Bridge PT 18 33 48 49m 18.3m 5 4 6 5 55.6% 51.0% Y 2035 5.0 0 25 999 1 2022
07743-01 1908 SW 23-05-02 W5M Gladstone Creek Pincher Creek RLU-209G-090 Major Bridge PA/PT/PA 28 49 62 7.3m 8.5m-18.3m-8.5m 5 4 6 6 55.6% 56.3% N 2039 9.6 0 51 999 121 2023
08860-01 1952 NW 11-06-02 W5M Beaver Mines Creek Beaver Mines RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 7.2m 3x6.1m 4 5 5 7 55.6% 57.8% N 2040 6.3 0 3 999 12 2025
73757-01 1981 NE 35-06-01 W5M Castle River Pincher Creek RLU-208G-060 Major Bridge FM 28 49 62 75m 27m-33.5m-27m 5 4 6 4 55.6% 58.6% Y 2036 8.0 0 8 258 2022
74038-1 1980 NW 24-06-30 W4AM Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLUE-207G-060 Standard Bridge SM 28 49 62 7.6m 1x10m 5 7 6 55.6% 64.1% Y 6.9 0 22 999 90 2022
75266-01 1959 NW 16-05-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 6.4m 3x6.1m 6 6 4 6 55.6% 67.0% Y 2034 6.1 0 2.9 3 19 2023
09389-01 1971 SE 04-03-29 W4M Cottonwood Creek Twin Butte RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge HC 30 52 75 7.3m 85m 6 5 5 6 55.6% 68.6% Y 2036 7.0 0 22 999 17 2025
71838-01 1971 NE 23-08-30 W4M Tennessee Creek Pincher Creek RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge HC 28 49 65 7.3m 6.1m 7 5 5 6 55.6% 68.8% Y 2037 75 0 3.0 5 23 2022
09388-01 1963 SE 05-05-29 W4M Foothill Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge HC 28 49 65 7.3m 3x6.1m 5 6 5 6 61.1% 68.9% N 2040 8.0 30 2.2 7 68 2025
13964-01 1963 SE 04-09-02 W5M Cow Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge HC 28 49 65 7.3m 6.1m 4 7 5 7 66.7% 62.5% N 2031 6.0 0 23 999 10 2025
70176-01 1971 SE 16-04-30 W4M South Drywood Creek Twin Butte RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge HC 35 57 82 7.3m 3x116m 4 5 7 7 66.7% 66.8% N 2036 8.9 0 1.0 15 54 2025
00868-01 1979 SW 25-05-01 W5M Pincher Creek Pincher Creek RLU-209G-090 Standard Bridge VS 28 49 62 8.8m 9.1m-10.7m-9.1m 5 5 7 7 66.7% 72.5% Y 2040 85 0 18 5 36 2025
74044-02 1965 SE 12-05-30 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-206G-060 Standard Bridge PG 28 49 62 8.53m 5 6 7 6 72.2% 69.7% N 2040 5.0 20 13 6 4 2022
74161-02 2009 SW 25-08-29 W4M Beaver Creek Brocket RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge SC 28 49 62 6.5m 12.0m 5 X X X 9 4 6 72.2% 71.3% N 2030 5.7 0 2.6 11 20 2024
01135-01 1986 SW 16-07-29 W4M Oldman River Pincher Creek RLU-208-100 Major Bridge DBT/NU  [MS300 DL 10.0m 42m-42m-36.75m 6 X X X 6/8 8 6 77.8% 68.4% Y 2055 10.7 0 6.0 3 69 2022
00451-01 1991 NE 31-07-01 W5M Todd Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge SC 28 49 62 8.8m 3x11.0m 5 7 7 6 77.8% 74.9% N 2040 8.6 20 17 30 2021
74533-01 1982 SW 06-09-02 W5M Cow Creek Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge SM 28 49 62 76m 6.0m 5 X X 8 6 6 77.8% 77.8% N 2032 7.6 0 17 1 1 2020
02064-02 2015 SW 14-04-29 W4M Drywood Creek Twin Butte RLU-209G-090 Major Bridge WG L100 DL 72m 31.0m 4 X X X 8 8 7 88.9% 70.6% Y 2065 7.2 0 4.0 10 17 2022
02488-01 2025 NW 26-7-2 W5M Crowsnest River Lundbreck RLU-206G-60 Major Bridge PT 28 49 62 42m 305m 5 9 8 6 94.4% 67.8% Y 2080 49 0 44 1 39 2022
01529-01 1996 SW 30-08-01 W5M Todd Creek Lundbreck RLU-209G-090 Standard Bridge SC 28 49 62 8.0m 12.0m 8 9 8 6 94.4% 80.6% N 2041 8 0 12 6 36 2020
00452-02 2010 NW 13-08-02 W5M Cow Creek Lundbreck RLU-207G-060 Standard Bridge SL CL800 DL 89m 12.8m 5 9 9 6 100.0% 82.1% N 2071 7.1 0 11 7 30 2025
71543-02 2008 SW 07-10-01 W5M Callum Creek Cowley RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge SL CL800 DL 9.0m 2x128m 6 9 9 7 100.0% 83.9% N 2058 8 0 25 36 2024
72882-01 1993 SW 26-08-02 W5M Cow Creek Lundbreck RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge SC 28 | 49 62 8.0m 10.0m 9 9 9 6 100.0% 85.2% N 2041 8 0 3.0 10 60 2025
00449-02 2009 SW 28-05-29 W4M Indianfarm Creek Pincher Creek RLU-208G-090 Standard Bridge SL 28 | 49 62 9.0m 2x100m 8 9 9 8 100.0% 88.0% N 2059 9 0 37 6 44 2021

COLOR CODING INFORMATION:

Maintenance or Replacement Work has been completed. Allowable Loading Is Adequate Road Width < 5m High Priority for Repair ERY =< 2025 Height of Cover < 0.5 m No Detour Available

Work on Structures is in progress. Allowable Loading is Substandard

Structures highlighted in grey had further detailed analysis completed. Road Width 6m-7m Low Priority for Repair ERY - 2030-2035 Height of Cover 0.8m - 1.0m Detour Between 10 and 20 km

Road Width 7m + Adequate or Better Condition

ROSEKE ENGINEERING LTD. Page 1 of 1 2025-12-18
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Bridge File #

Year Buit Location & Description

BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions /
Recommendations

BIM Estimated
Replacement Year

Structural
Condition Rating

Sufficiency Rating

Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2025 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

Bridge File Inventory
Background Information

Bridge File Review Commentary
Prioritized Structures not Shaded.
Structures Shaded in Green had work completed.
Structures Shaded in orange have work in progress.

The MD of Pincher Creek reached out to Roseke Engineering in Sept 2023 to complete the preliminary

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy
or Replacement Alternative

TARGET
Year

Estimated Maintenance
Cost

Estimated Replacement
Cost

LOEAL RORD QYR engineering, aquatic assessment, detailed design, and STIP application. Roseke Engineering completed the
TRIBUTARY TO OLIN CREEK - 6.0 m roadway width, 30 deg. RHF skew, 2 m of cover . AR ! ! X N " Design Replacement Structure:
near . . . . -2020 Est. AADT = 16 vpd preliminary engineering in the Fall of 2024 and proceeded to design the project in the Winter of 2024/2025.
This structure has 12% roof deflection (R=3) and 9% sidewall deflection (R=4). : n
COWLEY, AB - No detour route available ; ; . . " (2) 1200 mm dia. X 33 m long CSPs
. o . . . - UIS below streambed. D/S above This project has been tendered and awarded to Vitae Environmental with construction planned to be completed by
75481 -01 1961 "Olin" There is some corrosion with pitting occurring on the floor. There is also a rusty roof with 2030 33.3% 51.1% - 80 mm vertical seam Yse aration March 31, 2026 Endineer's C Estimate for Replacement: 2026 $ $ 353 668
a comment indicating this pipe was salvaged and the roof used to be the floor. There is 70 U7 Noti but N /p . 9 $329,370.00 P ’ ’
SW 23-09-01 W5M hanging outlet (300mm) and no rip rap protection on either end but no noted erosion :22 Z?d:eaZIo;es CIECORISIoE o The replacement structure consists of two (2) 1200 mm diameter CSP with an invert length of 35.0 m. On-site R
concems. ) ) detour being utilized with additional temporary workspace being accounted for. q n 1 Y0
- No road or channel alignment concerns Vitae Environmental Bid Price:
() mrgg;a. AL ~(Csn Uizl (e | D AEE The road plan is also being modified throughout the entire quarter section to keep the road within the existing road 3291000
allowance and encompass the longer culvert structure.
LOGAL ROAD OVER ERNST - 9.4 m roadway width, 30 deg. LHF skew Roseke completed the preliminary engineering for this crossing in 2025. It was recommended that the existing
CREEK This structure has 3 cracked rings (#6,#7 & #8). There is a minimum 85 mm of steel -2017 Est. AADT = 146 vpd. pipe be replaced with (2) 1800 mm diameter x 30 m CSP. R e AT
near remaining. It results in the sidewall being rated a 3. - ?Ozkm dfetour route . . . . . . :
' ' CSsP
" . - No bevel ends.
76203 -01 | 1965 West End Maycroft® |6 corrosion with scaling along the floor at U/S end. 2037 33.3% 54.2% |- UIS Invert 300 mm below, D/S Invert 200 mm above  |This is a sensitive stream containing bull trout. Preliminary Work Complete 2026 |s $ 522,989
streambed .
Y AR el Heavy natural vegetation with rip rap at both ends. Some additional rip rap placed at SE - No scour/erosion concerns STIP Funding has been applied for in 2025. STIP Funding applied for 2025
(1) 2430 mim (span) x 1750 to direct flow. - Mapped Class D but <2 km to C!ass B (Sept 1to Aug 9 app! .
mm (rise) x 20.1 m SPCSP 15). Bull Trout and Other SARA listed species. Maycroft Road is a busy road. B Estimate = $473,120
Pipe Arch No maintenance action made for cracked rings at this time. Continue to monitor. - On the Gap Road/ Maycroft Road. b
-BISDA =16 km? Q=11 m’s MD has already contributed approximately $15,758 to this project.
- 7.6 m Roadway Width, 30 deg. LHF skew
ogt ROé\;)E(é\éER IR -2020 Est. AADT = 36 vpd. Roseke Engineering completed a preliminary engineering report in September 2025 and recommended a
near it i el s i G, i 6 i) R 7, (R - Detour length = 28 km. replacement structure 2700 mm in diameter and approximately 48 m long be installed at this location.
MAYCROFT, AB currently rated 3. There is also isolated perforations in Ring 1 on the floor. Roof ) g: 2 ; i c:)ver " . - " . Estimated Replacement Structure:
Deflection is near 4% and the sidewall deflection near 3%. The coating rating is 3 based ) Nl ae 7 0Pes el cor:)structlor; apsrgmfgs:gma utf|||zed. N.o Uy pre;ent, bUt. poter;tlal fl:.tureflrrrl]provem(lents a!ong iz
71542 -01 | 1967 "East End Maycroft' |on the perforations. Largest Perforation is 60 mm x 10 mm. 2035 33.3% 56.5% | Ri‘:f;;:rue/g’z':g ;78”‘;?8100 o stream may be completed by in the future to improve the quantity and quality of the aquatic environment. (1) 2700 mm dia. X 48 m long CSP 2026 s s 620512
SE 07-10-01 W5M Recommendation was made to Monitor Roof and floor perforations at 1/2 cycle (every ~ 2 g\lﬁrgtﬁa:t();:bs?r\:;:nogeﬂ it AP A e S el (DA (R I B Estimate = $569,320
(1) 2030 mm (span) x 2240 years) - Inlet is below streambed 200 mm The MD has already contributed approximately $15,000 to this project for the preliminary work.
mm (rise) x 31.7 m SPCSP - Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
‘ -BISDA=13km? Q=7m’s
There are no current maintenance actions for this structure. A review of historical inspections indicates that the
cracked seams were identified during the 2019 inspection and are currently stable as of 2024.
Recommended Maintenance Action:
R ; The MD should continue to monitor the cracked seams at regular cycles. Ifitis found, that the cracks are growing,
LOCAL ROAD OVER R ;&gégflﬁéﬂj% Zg)dz.iegree RHF skew and there is less than 100 mm of steel remaining, the elements will be down rated to a "3" rating. At that time, the Continue Monitoring Cracked Seams
CONNELLY CREEK This structure has two cracked rings (R5 and R6) with 145 mm of steel remaining. No - e avalEhs MD should increase the inspection cycle to monitor or complete additional repairs to the cracked seam at that
near significant deflection present. 5% i 6 @ time. If corrosion is a concerning factor at that time, full replacement may be required. You could assess for a If conditions worsen in next 5-10 years
LUNDBRECK, AB -2:1 side slopes liner, but | suspect that fish passage will need to be accommodated and the inverts are above streambed and
01348 -01 1969 There is minor surface rust (R=5) with a comment that there are rust spots 15-20 mm in 2030 44.4% 49.8% |- Class 2rip rap U/S and DIS. inhibit passage. Due to the reduction in cross-sectional area it is unlikely that a liner will be adequate for these 2026 $ $ 1,134,056

"Connelly Road"
SW 03-08-02 W5M

(1) 3000 mm x 48.8 m SPCSP

diameter in Rings 4-10.

The vertical and horizontal alignment are rated 4 due to the structure being on a long
curve with hills to the east and west.

- 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)

-BIS DA =36 km?, Q =16 m¥/s

conditions.

The MD of Pincher Creek is planning on utilizing funding from the Watercourse Crossing Remediation Grant
Program for this crossing. A STIP Application has also already been submitted for 2025 for the remaining balance
above $600K.

Roseke Engineering is proceeding with the preliminary engineering now to verify the appropriate strategy and/or
replacement structure type estimated to be 3300 mm in dia. Total cost allocated to this so far is:
approximately $15,000.

Estimated Replacement Year = 2030
Estimated Replacement Structure
(1) 3300 mm x 65m CSP

Construction A Estimate = $1,057,800

www.roseke.com

2026-02-25
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Bridge File #

Year Buit Location & Description

BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions /
Recommendations

BIM Estimated
Replacement Year

Structural

Condition Rating

Sufficiency Rating

Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2025 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

Bridge File Inventory
Background Information

Bridge File Review Commentary
Prioritized Structures not Shaded.
Structures Shaded in Green had work completed.
Structures Shaded in orange have work in progress.

The Structural Condition Rating is 33.3% and the Sufficiency Rating of 43.1% in 2025. With the decreased general
rating from 4 to 3 for the substructure elements drastically decreased the overall rating of the substructure.

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy
or Replacement Alternative

TARGET
Year

Estimated Maintenance

Cost

Estimated Replacement
Cost

LOCAL ROAD OVER Recommended Maintenance Action
WATERTON RIVER . At this time, it is assumed that the life of the structure can be extended by completing maintenance which would . .
near ) . " . . -4.9 m clear roadway, 7.0 m roadway width. The . ] : ; . ; " : : Complete Bridge Repairs
HILL SPRING. AB This structure is located SW of Hill Spring on a Range Road 282A from Twin Butte. The inspection indicates its on a zero dearee skew include the replacement of wind bracing, some piles, some stringers, and possibly upgrading the timber wearing
’ structure was cored in October of 2021 and rot was confirmed in P1P3 and P2P6 has ) 23 m of cover 9 surface. This option is expected to be more economical and will provide an estimated 10-15 years of life at which Estimated
1966/ "Twin Butte Road" beginning rot. Rot in pile A2P2, rated 3. Several of the stringers are cracked with rot in } Clrossin of the Waterton River. Maoped Class C on time additional maintenance on other timber elements may be required. Replacement Structure:
73608 -01 Sp1-52, Sp3-51,513 - rated 3. 2030 33.3% 43.1% | Tossing - app P : 2027 |s 52500000 5,140,680
1921 Pincher Creek Management Map. (Sept 1 to Aug 15) . " . ) )
NE 34-03-28 WAM - 2022 Est. AADT = 87 vod If replacement is warranted, pending a complete review of hydrology, hydraulics, and fish passage requirements - (4) Span 20 m SLC 700
The wearing surface has significant abrasion and wear, the wheel guards have been 16 km detour Ien_th P install a (4) span 20 m - 20 m - 20 m - 20 m SLC 700 standard bridge at the existing location. A standard bridge P
3 Span Bridge (85 m- 61 m damaged but still functional. 2 layer flex beam, with 5 missing slice bolts at Sp.1 - Sp. 3. -BISDA= 220 kmgz would be the preferred option due to the reduced costs, but the length and height of the required structure may or a Maior Bridae if determined by Prelimina
P ge . - dictate the preferred strategy. ) ge 1t determ y "y
8.5m TH) on a Treated Engineering
Timber and Steel Substrucure Roseke Engineering has been asked to provide a proposal for the preliminary work on this crossing.
The cracked seams were stable from 2014 until the last inspection in 2023 at which time it was noted that the
remaining steel has reduced to 90 mm and the deflections have increased by approximately 2.0%. The current
maintenance action is to monitor the cracked seams at half cycles (every 36 months). The change in stability is a Recommended Action:
LOCAL RgQEE(l)(VER OLIN This structure has 8% roof deflection and 6% sidewall deflection. There are also 3 -9.3 m roadway width, z6ro degree skew bit concerning and continued monitoring should be completed to verify if the deficiencies are worsening. Continue Monftoring Cracked Seams &
cracked seams along the north side of Rings #18, #19, & # 20 with only 90 mm of steel - 7.1 mof cover ] . ] ] ] ] 9
near L o It will be an expensive replacement project due to the high depth of fill, and the detour requirements. Maintenance Deflections.
remaining. - 2:1 side slopes L N . )
COWLEY, AB _ should be completed to maximize design life span if possible.
-2018 Est. AADT = 36 vpd.
Minor superficial corrosion is present. - 41 km detour length Plan For Replacement.
00673 -01 | 1958 "Skyline Road" P P ’ 2028 33.3% 45.8% ng ) At that time, the MD should evaluate the potential for a liner to be installed. Since the completion of the 2027 $ $ 849,150
- Some Class 2 rip rap U/S. No erosion. Invert 200 mm . . . . : " " .
- . - preliminary and design for BF 75481 located upstream of this crossing, we know there is al ow potential for fish to | Assess for liner and/or auguring, but replacement
Missing bolts in roof, loose bolt sections in R14-R17. below streambed. o . - h s h e
SE 21-09-01 W5M . . be in this creek due to its ephemeral nature, so a liner evaluation should be conducted to confirm feasibility from a likely required in 5 years.
- Class 2 rip rap D/S. No erosion. Invert above 200 mm. hvdraulic and environmental stand pint
(1) 2040 mim (span) x 2240 Poor horizontal and vertical alignment (R=4) due to crossing being located on a curve with - Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15) y point Estimated Replacement Structure
. P hills to the north and south. - No historic flow information available . " . ; . " - P
mm (rise) x 54.3 m SPCSP This is the Skyline Road, so there is no available detour. On-site traffic accommodation measures will likely be
required. Replacement prior to failure should be planned to minimize impacts on local landowners. (1) 3000 mm x 60 m CSP
Roseke has been asked to provide an engineering proposal for the work on this crossing.
LOCAL ROAD OVER A
TRIBUTARY TO THE ) . Upon review, it was found that the extensive perforations in the floor were recently downgraded from "isolated"
OLDMAN RIVER 7.0 m roadway WI_dth’ 261 degree skew. which they were since they have been identified since 2015. The perforations are also located approximately 10 - . .
) . ) . . ) _ - 2020 Est. AADT =13 vpd . ] ’ - Recommended Maintenance Action:
near This structure is located on a local road with poor vertical and horizontal alignment (R=4). -3 km detour available 13 m from the upstream end where there is reduced loading but they are now worsening. Deflections have
PINCHER CREEK, AB e remained stable, but the SCR has been reduced due to the change in perforation classification. . .
. . . L _ - 8.0 m of cover, 2:1 side slopes Install 2 1219 mm dia. x 70 m SWSP Liner
There is corrosion along the floor and extensive perforations in ring 3. (R=4). A ~UIS Invert below streambed 200 mm. 300 mm Rip Rap -
02360 -01 | 1955 "Ashvale Road" maintenance recommendation was made to monitor these perforations at a reduced cycle 2030 33.3% 46.4% No erosion ’ Depending on the hydraulic and environmental requirements, the installation of a liner may be permissible. 2027 $ 479,250 | § 743,700
(~2 years). -DIS Invert below streambed 200 mm. - 400 mm Rip Rap Over3|z‘ed replacement equ co‘uld be installed. A conerete ﬂeor may be aple to be installed. Pending further Estimated Replacement Structure
NW 18-08-29 W4M - No erosion hydraulic review and considerations for fish passage will not likely be required due to the presence of a small
There is 4% - 6% barrel deflection. No other concerns were identified. R ’ reservoir downstream. With the height of fill, a liner may be permissible if some backwater can be temporarily "
(1) 1451 mm (span) x 1600 ;J;;m;[;\)p_eg flazss D_V\éatea;body stored.. A geotechnical evaluation may be required due to the total depth of fill if replacement is required. (1)2000 mm diameter x 70 m CSP
mm (rise) x 60.5 m long ) =8km’, Q=6m’s. Auguring may also be an option.
SPCSP Ellipse
Minimum cover requirements for a structure this large is 1.18 m which is 0.18 m greater than what is there based
on the information on the BIM form. The noted cracked roof seam is in the last ring which suggests it is not under
LOCAL ROAD OVER This structure has a cracked roof seam in Ring 10. There is an estimated 60 mm of steel -8.0 m roadway width, 30 degree LHF skew. (ol i D (B WD €l el Seelin i e eI Sl 2002
DUNGARVAN CREEK Enainobetveeniiletedboltho S Eeondtionl S nol g R ) - 3:1 side slopes & 1.0 m of cover Based on the current condition of the pipe in combination with the type and location of the deficiency identified, the
TWIN SE?ITE AB There are isolated perforations in the floor in ring 1, and minor surface rust. Deflections :g;;lirjtzg]? r;l;rza:)rrslir:]t IE IinieslEl ERuiEs ElEelan 5 Esitine Moileily (s eulkai Replacement Structure:
d 0
are at 1%. - Class 3 D/S with scour hole R=5 The MD of Pincher Creek obtained the services of Roseke Engineering in 2022 to complete preliminary (3) Span (8m-12m-8m) SL510 Girder Bridge on
"Oil Rasi " 0 0 : L ; ) X -12m- )
07080 -01 | 1974 Oil Basin Road i £ e e e e e B o e o 6 = el el 2030 33.3% 54.1% 7 km Detour Length engineering whleh was eompleted in March 2923. Th?t preliminary report recommendled thata (3.) span Type Steel Substructure 2028 $ $ 1,650,700
tio rap profection - 2020 Est. AADT = 15 vpd. SL510 Girder Bridge be installed at the crossing as it's the most hydraulically beneficial and provides the most
SW 17-03-29 W4M prapp ’ - Poor channel alignment at U/S value due to the increased lifespan over a CSP alternative. Preliminary work was funded through the Watercourse " _
2 3 . I . - B Estimate = $1,540,700
The current maintenance recommendation is to monitor the cracked roof seam. -BIS DA =23 km?, Q = 39 m¥s. Crossing Remediation Grant Program. Total Contribution already made = $15,758.00
(1) 4070 mm (span) x 4480 ' - D/S Structure is 6.7 m Concrete Box.
mm (rise) x 37.2 m SPCSP - Bank Protection added to road at SW. Project on hold due to funding limitations and road usage. Landowner has also indicated they prefer a CSP, but

not recommended.

Bull Trout present. Sensitive environmental concerns.

www.roseke.com

2026-02-25
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Bridge File #

Year Buit Location & Description

LOCAL ROAD OVER
FOOTHILL CREEK
near
PINCHER CREEK, AB

BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions /
Recommendations

The 2025 inspection has revealed that this structure has worsened due to the
deterioration of the girders and the rot in the piles and a cap.

The guardrail has blunt ends that is creating a hazard. There is cracking and spalling
occurring throughout the girders. There is poor channel alignment.

BIM Estimated
Replacement Year

Structural
Condition Rating

Sufficiency Rating

Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2025 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

Bridge File Inventory
Background Information

-6.4m clear width, 6.6 m roadway width, 15 deg. RHF
Skew.

- 2020 Est. AADT = 32 vpd

- 2 km detour route available

- HWM not visible

- No scour/erosion concems

- Poor channel alignment - skew does not match creek

Bridge File Review Commentary
Prioritized Structures not Shaded.
Structures Shaded in Green had work completed.
Structures Shaded in orange have work in progress.

An evaluation should be completed to determine if more value is provided by performing repairs and/or replacing
this structure. At this time, it is believed that maintenance should be completed to fix timber substructure
elements. but the girders should be replaced and that may not provide additional value if there are remaining
timber elements with a reduced life span.

If the assessment determines that the cost of repairs does not provide value based on the estimated life span

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy

or Replacement Alternative

Recommended Action:

Complete Maintenance:

Replace Timber elements with rot (piles and cap)
Replace a minimum of two girders. Possibly more

due to current 4 rating for others.

TARGET
Year

Estimated Maintenance

Cost

Estimated Replacement

Cost

0 0
B In September of , alevel 2 timber coring inspection was completed and it was foun . . - provided, replacement may be warranted depending on the structure type. Full hydrological and hydraulic study . . ™ ’
7490601 SW 06-05-29 W4M s ber of 2021, a level 2 fimb leted and found 2030 333% 55.8% Mapped Ciass D Waterbody ded, repl b dd d h Full hydrol I:and hydraul d Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10 2028 ’ o800
that there is t rot in the timber elements, including: - =54 km". should be completed to verify. Fish passage may or may not be required, pending further review. A large culvert
hat there i in the timber el includi BIS DA = 54 km” hould b leted ify. Fish b ired, pending furth iew. Al | y cars
8.5 m HC Girder Bridge on a - BF 08685 is D/S structure may be sufficient or a replacement standard bridge may be required. years.
’ Timber Substruct%re Abutment 1 has isolated rot at Piles #2 & #4 (R=4) There is also isolated rot and -BISDA =13 km? 4 m%s
beginning rot in the cap (R=3) - Historic Flood Photo shows water at girder level with Preliminary Engineering should be completed to verify the appropriate course of action. At this time, it is Estimated Replacement Structure:
Abutment 2 has isolated rot in pile 2 and pile 6 (R=4) and no rot in the cap. significant overbank flooding. presumed that replacement will be preferred due to the overall age and condition of the structure. '
(2) 3300 mm dia. x 32 m CSP
or a single span standard bridge.
LOGAL ROAD OVER A ;g : Efoézy:ry Width, Zero deg. Skew. This structure corrosion problems, deflections and it is under 8.5 m of fill.
TRlBUTAiTVL% OLDMAN ;0521 lete[s\lzgis:. % from shoulder to fence line. An extensive hydraulic review and liner feasibility study will be required to determine if a 1219 mm diameter liner
near This structure has 14% roof deflection (R=3) and 11% sidewall deflection (R=3). There is - 6 km Detour Route c?n tie |n§t&}!L(éd| at th|§ Io;a%na‘tﬁasid zi:‘thetstrltjctures dow?s:reta;]m,glr;d upstheam, a‘ ZOOZTT] diameter
COWLEY, AB also a hole in the roof in R5 and isolated perforations in R2,R4,R5, and R on the floor. - Rip Rap appears adequate U/S & D/S structure Is ikely required. tonally, Ihis stucture connects lo the Jldman Reserolr, and lish passage .
’ - requirements will need to be assessed. The downstream structure and/or the small reservoir downstream may act Estimated Replacement Structure:
The floor and coating are rated 4. 0 Py - No scour/erosion concemns. ; . ; ) g
13960 -01 | 1961 "Lower Tennesses Road" 2031 33.3% 58.1% | DJS Invert above Streambed. U/S Invert below 600 mm |28 barriers tofish. Iffish passage is not an issue, and backwater can be temporarily stored upstrea, then a liner 2028 $ 518,930
Regional Consultant commented on form indicating deflections have been stable since (45%) ' may work. Otherwise full replacement with a 2000 mm diameter x 55 m CSP may be required. Pending further (1) 2000 mm dia. X 55 m long CSP
SE 11-08-01 W5M 1933 Continue Monitorin 9 N HV\;M not visible review, the MD may be able to line the existing CSP and tunnel a secondary SWSP next to it to accommodate
’ 9- - Class B Waterbody by default. ( Sept 1 to Aug 15) flows. A detailed preliminary engineering report should be completed to verify the correct strategy, but at this time
(1) 1450 mm (span) x 1600 BIS DA = 5 km? Qy_ Z s ' 9 itis assumed that full replacement will be required. The road can be closed during construction due to an
mm (rise) x 49.4 m SPCSP - Small reservoirydownstream available defour route.
- potentially steep slopes
MUNICIPAL ROAD OVER A
TRIBUTARY TO OLDMAN -9.3m clear width, 9.3 m roadway width, 30 deg. LHF  |This structure has corrosion problems, with minimal deflections and is under 1.4 m of fill.
RIVER Skew.
near - 2040 Est. AADT =38 vpd An extensive hydraulic review and liner feasibility study will be required to determine if a 1572 mm diameter liner
COWLEY, AB This structure has isolated perforations in Ring 1 and Ring 3. The sidewall and coating are - 26 km detour route available can be installed at this location. There are no structures on the watercourse. Additionally, this structure connects Estimated Replacement Structure:
84522 --01 | 2003 both rated 4 as a result. 2046 33.3% 60.2% - HWM not visible to the Oldman Reservoir, and fish passage requirements will need to be assessed. The downstream structure P ' 2028 $ 283050
"Lank Bridge Road" 7 £ 70\ No scourferosion concerns and/or the small reservoir downstream may act as barriers to fish. If fish passage is not an issue, and backwater (1) 2000 mm dia. X 30 m long CSP ’
Recommendation was made to monitor perforations at 1/2 cycle (every 2 years) - Poor channel alignment - 90 deg. turn to the right at D/S |can be temporarily stored upstream, then a liner may work. Otherwise full replacement with a 2000 mm diameter x ) 9
SW 28-08-01 W5M end 30 m CSP may be required. A detailed preliminary engineering report should be completed to verify the correct
- Unmapped Class C Waterbody strategy, but at this time it is assumed that full replacement will be required. The road can be closed during
mm dia. x 28.0 m -No ata Available construction due to an available detour route.
1) 1800 mm dia. x 28.0 No BIS Data Availabl ion d ilable d
CSP
The cracked seams were first identified in 2002 and have been stable since. There is a minor change in deflection
-7.7 m Roadway Widih, Zero deg. Skew. On a curve. Y since then and the coating on the floor is rated 5 (superficial rust).
l.n;ﬁsgifjlo;:ger:g?} 5m of cover Based on the aerial imagery, the overflow channel from the D/S reservoir is assumed to go dry annually due to the
LOCAL ROAD OVER A ) U./S End 1 m below lstreambed storage provided so fish passage may not be a design constraint but considerations of sedimentation will be Estimated Replacement Structure:
TRIBUTARY TO OLDMAN  |This structure has poor alignment due to the presence of a intersection 50 m to the west, - DIS End 300 mm below strearribed required. This structure may also have a steep slope that may also impede passage. Further environmental P ’
RIVER its on a long horizontal curve, and in a valley with hills in both directions. There is also an - ' evaluation required. )
. . - 300 mm Rip Rap both ends (1) 3000 mm dia. X 55 m long CSP
near erosion gully along the west side. Approach Road GR =4. -2 km Detour length
PINCHER CREEK, AB - 2018 Est AADng 2 vpd At this time, the three preferred options are estimated to be: Concrete End Treatment Reauired at U/S
There are 4 cracked seams with a minimum of 50 mm of steel remaining. Roof deflection e ' 1. Pending a complete review of hydrology, hydraulics and fish passage requirements - install a 2134 mm (84") a
01113 -01 | 1971 2033 33.3% 41.3% |- Somesiltation in pipe. 2029 |s 55006000 849,150

"Demotsu Loop"
SE 31-07-29 W4M

(1) 2322 mm (span) x 2560
mm (rise) x 48.5 m SPCSP

is 7%, Sidewall deflection is 6%. Sidewall R =3. Roof R =5. There is also superficial
corrosion along the floor.

There is some erosion at the downstream end. The bank above the culvert has sloughed
92 m (2007 Note).

- Tributary to Oldman Reservoir. Unmapped. Class C by
default. (Sept 1 to Aug 15).

- Listed as Tennessee Creek (BIS)

- Small Reservoir D/S impedes flow to Oldman Reservoir.
\When Oldman is a FSL, it backs up to this reservoir.

- High fill with some backwater storage available. |also
think this culvert is on a steep slope.

-BIS DA =31km? BISQ =13 m¥s

diameter x 55.0 m long SWSP Liner

2. Install a liner and tunnel a second pipe beside the liner. Geotechnical investigation and confirmation of fish
passage required to confirm feasibility.

3. Open cut installation of (1) 3000 mm dia. x 55.0 m CSP.

Localized Detour not required. The MD could also potentially close this road due to minor local detour being
available but it might cause push back from 2 landowners.

Recommend continue monitoring of cracks and deflections on half cycle until replacement is completed. Consider
aroad closure in lieu of replacement.

Maintenance Action:

Install a Liner Pending Review of Environmental

Concerns.

Or Remove Structure

www.roseke.com
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Bridge File #

Year Buit Location & Description

BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions /
Recommendations

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

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

BIM Estimated
Replacement Year

Structural

Condition Rating

Sufficiency Rating

Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2025 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

Bridge File Inventory
Background Information

Bridge File Review Commentary
Prioritized Structures not Shaded.
Structures Shaded in Green had work completed.
Structures Shaded in orange have work in progress.

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy
or Replacement Alternative

Recommended Maintenance Action:

TARGET
Year

Estimated Maintenance

Cost

Estimated Replacement
Cost

LOCAL ROAD OVER I L " N . . L . X X X . Replace Rotten Cap, Rotten Piles, Cracked
FOOTHILL CREEK There are six girders with wide cracks or spalling occurring outside the anchorage zone. An evaluation should be completed to determine if more value is provided by performing repairs and/or replacing Girders and Install Guardrail
near One girder has narrow shear cracks. this structure.
- 6.4 m clear roadway, 6.8 m roadway width, zero degree ) " "
TWINBUTTE, AB No other concerns were noted on the most recent inspection. However, in September of skew At this time, it is believed that maintenance should be completed to fix timber substructure elements. Maintenance may ex;gnde;hrz life an addtional 10-
"Bird Road" 2021, a level 2 timber coring inspection was completed and it was found that there is - no guardrail Consideration for girder replacement should also be included. The installation of guardrail as well. years.
08685 -01 | 1965 significant ot in the timber elements, including: 2030 38.9% 53.4% |- HWM 2.0 m below deck top . . _ 2029 |s 375,000 | § 1,560,660
. . . " . Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2039
SW 05-05-29 WAM - Mapped Class D Waterbody If the assessment determines that the cost of repairs does not provide value based on the estimated life span
Abutment 1 has rot with a void forming in Pile #3 (R=3) -2.70 m pier height provided, replacement may be warranted depending on the structure type. Full hydrological and hydraulic study . .
) . L ) _ - . ; _ 2 3 . Estimated Replacement Structure:
3 Span (6.1 m each) PG Pier 1 has rot with void in the shim cap (R=3) and beginning rot in the cap and pile 1 (R=4) -BISDA=31km?% Q=28m’/s should be completed to verify.
> opan (0. Pier 2 has beginning rot in Piles 1,3 and 4 (R=4) and in the shim cap. the top Cap has ) . -
Girder Bridge on a Treated . . ) ) _ " - " . . " Either a Standard Bridge consisting of 3 x 8 m
) extensive rot with a void forming (R=3) Ratings from the Level 2 Coring inspection should be included on next BIM inspection.
Timber Substructure - ) _ spans.
Abutment 2 has significant rot in the top cap R=3 or
These "3" ratings signify a medium priority for repair and where not included in the level 1 (2) 3600 mm dia. x 32 m CSP
inspection.
At this time, maintenance is probably the preferred
course of action to extend the Estimated
Replacement Year:
LOCAL ROAD OVER Recommended Maintenance Action:
CONNELLY CREEK " Lo . . ; ; .
near ﬁl?se:tiljucit;;n should be completed to determine if more value is provided by performing repairs and/or replacing Replace Rotten Caps
LUNDBRECK, AB Bow Valley Bridge Services cored this structure in October of 2021. A1 Isolated rot over -8.1m clear roadway, 5.6 m roadway width, zera degres X . "
] . ; RS " L skew T ) " Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10-
1953/ "Olsen Road" pile 3, rated 4. AZ rot over pile 1 and pile 2, rated 3. This rating signifies a medium priority - HWM 1.0 m below deck to At this time, it is believed that maintenance should be completed to fix timber substructure elements. 15 vears
71266 01 | o for repair. 2030 38.9% 541% | Unmap;l)ed Class D Watergody Consideration for girder replacement should also be included. years. 2029 $ 240,000.00 | $ 1,181,040
SE 36-07-02 W5M A1, G2 wide longitudinal crack in AZ with spalling. Rated 3+1 for PG's. :g.lgon:c_k;N;g :rilzgh(; = unknown If the assessment determines that the cost of repairs does not provide value based on the estimated life span Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2040
! . - T provided, replacement may be warranted depending on the replacement structure type. Full hydrological and . .
Single Span (6.1 m) PG Girder| A ) Estimated Replacement Structure:
Bridge on a Treated Timber hydraulic study should be completed to verify.
Substructure Either a Standard Bridge consisting of a single
span 8 m.
or
(2) 3000 mm dia. x 28 m CSP
LOCAL ROAD OVER ) . . - 6.4m clear roadway, 7.4 m roadway width, zero degree Recommended Maintenance Action:
Several things were noted on the 2024 inspection: " - . . ) ) .
FOOTHILL CREEK skew An evaluation should be completed to determine if more value is provided by performing repairs and/or replacing " " "
) Splice Rotten Piles and Replace Girders
near " . - HWM 0.8 m below deck top this structure.
PINCHER CREEK AB Some spalling was noted on the outside of curbs. - Mapped Class C Waterbod
’ ppec ] y . " . . Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10-
- " ) ’ -2.90 m pier height At this time, it is believed that maintenance should be completed to fix timber substructure elements.
1958/ "Jenkins Road" Precast units tied together. Verfical flexure cracks on most girders. At narth pier 2nd and - Coring completed Nov 2021 Consideration for girder replacement should be considered. This structure could also be considered for 15 years.
00488 --01 5th from the west at comer and supported by pier cap. G7 span 1 wide longitudinal crack 2031 38.9% 55.5% g completed 9 pac e o . 2030 $ 325,000.00 | § 1,679,210
1958 h L . . - - PG Girders cracking replacement due to the combined deficiencies in the girders and the timber structure components. . . _
SW 26-05-28 WaM out of AZ. Spalling on PC joints throughout up to 60 mm wide. G3 P1 wide longitudinal - 2024 Est. AADT = 84 vod Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2035
crack in AZ. Rebar exposed midspan in sound concrete. A pa. . . . . .
- No scour/erosion concems noted. If the assessment determines that the cost of repairs does not provide value based on the estimated life span Estimated Replacement Structure:
(3) 3 Span (6.1 m each) PG | . . . - Detour length = 11 km provided, replacement may be warranted depending on the structure type. Full hydrological and hydraulic study P '
. - Timber components were cored by Bow Valley Bridge Services in Nov of 2021. Beginning _ _ .
Girder Bridge on a Treated . ] - . ’ - ] -BISDA=31km? Q=17m? should be completed to verify. B
Timber Substructure rot in pier cap over pile 4. Pier 2 Pile 2 extensive beginning rot in bottom approx. 2m. 3 Span Standard Brldgesgr (2) 3600 mm x 38 m
-7.3m Clear Roadway Width This structure had maintenance completed in 2017 (New Caps) and now 11 of 29 girders have deficiencies. The Recommended Maintenance Action:
LOCAL ROAD OVER This strupture ha§ minor spalls |n‘the qeck top and curbs. There is no guardrail at this ‘sne - Zero degree skew guard rail and bridge rail are also inadequate to protect the public from the hazards. Replace Girders, Replace Bridge Rail and Install
and the timber bridge rail is showing signs of decay. There is 1 girder rated 3 due to wide ) .
FOOTHILLS CREEK L . ) . ) - Bird Nests ) - - . . ' ) . Guardrail.
near angltudmal cracks in two Ieg§ in the AZ with unsounds concrete (Sp: 2 G4). Five othgr - Some maintenance completed. thlon #1- Fomplete a detailed |r7vest|gat|on of glrdgrs. Consider completing updgted Ieyel 2 coring to‘verlfy
PINCHER CREEK, AB ﬁ:;?tzr:tr;a:zi:];:ge condition with sound concrete. Three other girders have cracking - No guardrail - inadequate bridge rai timber condition. Replace approximately half of all girders (Est. 15). Install new bridge rail and guardrail. Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10-
"SGT Wilde Rd" ngweclszfzs;aik:;i pile (2017) Option #2 - Replace Bridge. Cannot confirm if large double culvert configuration (Est. 2 x 3600 mm diameter) or 16 years.
01077 -01 | 1963 The caps were installed on abutments and piers in March of 2017 with steel bearing 2032 38.9% 60.1% | Coring completed 2016 standard bridge will be preferred. Three 8.5 m span bridge U/S, single 8.5 m span bridge D/S. Cost-benefit Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2037 2030 $ 325,000 | $ 1,747,140
NW 12-05-29 WaM plates. - 2021 ?Est AADT = 38 v;;d analysis required to verify appropriate strategy. At this time, it is estimated that a standard bridge will be preferred P -

3 Span (6.1m Each) HC Girder|
Bridge on a Treated Timber
Substructure

Piles were cored in July 2016 by BVBS. A2-P5 was spliced with new H-Pile. P2-P2 was
showing signs of rot at the waterline.

Recommendation was made to replace bridge rail.

- No scour/erosion concems noted.

- Detour Length = 8 km. (REL Est. 6km)

- Mapped Class D Waterbody.
-Q=15.3ms in 1993 (WSC)

- Bridges U/S and D/S, Pier Height 4 m.

based on extended design life provided. Hydrological and Geotechnical information required to confirm.

At this time, considering that some maintenance has been completed - the preferred alternative is replace half of
the girders and upgrade the railing to extend the ERY by 10-15 years. A detailed preliminary engineering report
should be completed to assess maintenance costs vs. replacement costs with respect to design life span and
potential impacts to the environment and users.

Estimated Replacement Structure:

3 Span Standard Bridge
or
(2) 3600 mm dia. x 40 m CSP

www.roseke.com
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Bridge File #

Year Buit Location & Description

LOCAL ROAD OVER INDIAN
FARM CREEK
near
PINCHER CREEK, AB

BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions /
Recommendations

Bow Valley Bridge Services cored the structure in November of 2021. The coring

BIM Estimated
Replacement Year

Structural

Condition Rating

Sufficiency Rating

Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2025 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

Bridge File Inventory
Background Information

- 7.3 m Clear Roadway Width
- Zero degree skew
- Not attenuated guardrail

Bridge File Review Commentary
Prioritized Structures not Shaded.
Structures Shaded in Green had work completed.
Structures Shaded in orange have work in progress.

An evaluation should be completed to determine if more value is provided by performing repairs and/or replacing
this structure.

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy
or Replacement Alternative

At this time, maintenance is probably the preferred
course of action to extend the Estimated
Replacement Year:
Recommended Maintenance Action:

Replace Rotten Caps

TARGET
Year

Estimated Maintenance

Cost

Estimated Replacement
Cost

inspgctign confirmed rot in the Pier cap anq beginning ‘rot in the west cap. There ?S also -HC ‘Girders cracking At this time, it is believed that maintenance should be completed to fix timber substructure elements.
02070 --01 1965/ "Chipman Road" 2‘;3':22;2:\011;321rﬁ)ztfegycs:srr:lfz. Medium cracks in P1-G5 and wide oracks in S2-G5. 2036 38.9Y% 60.7% ggglgiz?rzp/\lg?ti i%zde Consideration for girder replacement should be considered. This structure could also be considered for Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10- 2030 $ 375.000.00 1447 440
- 1965 ' . LR o ' replacement due to the combined deficiencies in the girders and the timber structure components. 15 years. B T
- No scour/erosion concems noted.
NW 10-06-29 WM The inspection recommended replacing the cracked sway brace at P2, and replacing the - Detour Length =7 km.
cap at P1 ’ - Unmapped Class D Waterbod If the assessment determines that the cost of repairs does not provide value based on the estimated life span Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2046
3 Span (6.1-8.5-6.1) HC i ' = 42 ms. DA = 65 k2 Y provided, replacement may be warranted depending on the structure type. Full hydrological and hydraulic study
Girder Bridge on a Treated (B); [rJn/SSYP‘ _H 5 hm4 should be completed to verify. Estimated Replacement Structure:
Timber Substructure -Bridge D/S, Pier Height 4 m.
Standard Bridge consisting of a dual span 12 m -
12 m SL510 Girder Bridge
An evaluation should be completed to determine if more value is provided by performing repairs and/or replacing
this structure.
. . . . At this time, it is believed that a cost benefit analysis should be completed after the structure has a level 2 coring
Bow Valley Bridge Services cored the structure in November of 2021. The coring . ) . . - . ’ ]
. ’ ) A ! . . inspection completed to assess the severity of rot in the timber components. Consideration for girder replacement
LOCALFE\%?AD&\EEEIT(INDIAN Icnr?;izt!):dc:naﬂlr;nzds Ij:g:g;;g;:\;. P5,P6 and A2-P1. The girders showed significant -7.3m Clear Roadway Width along with pile replacement should be considered. This structure could also be considered for replacement due to
near pals, ’ ) 15 deg RHF degree Zkew the combined deficiencies in the girders and the timber structure components. As well as the relatively low cost of
PINCHER CREEK, AB |- A1 G5 small hole, medium longitudinal crack in AZ, west leg - HC Girders cracking L?gi?:m‘zztffﬂigert;r;gstimztrrucmre upstream under highway 22s a dual 2000 mm dia. structure and this At this time, replacement is probably the preferred
- A2G1 small longitudinal crack starting in AZ, west leg - Coring completed 2021. 9 y ’ course of action:
1962/ "Bird Road" - A2G9 spall, west leg 0 0 - 2023 Est. AADT =30 vpd. . . . ' )
02060 01 | 1z 2026 | 383% | B66% vosoursosonocans s e | Recommardstsconaristomves | 203019
NW 08-05-29WAM |- A2G7 wide longitudinal crack in both legs in AZ - Detour Length = 6 km. ph s b P o y 5 pending ype. Full hydrolog Y v
- Unmapped Class D Waterbody. should be completed o vertly. (2) 2000 mm x 32 m Corrugated Steel Pipes
Single Span 8.5 m Type HC |The existing maintenance recommendation was to preform a splice repair on piles that -Q =42 m’%s, DA = 65 km? . ) .
Girder Bridge on a Treated |showed isolated rot. As this inspection was done almost 4 years ago it is unlikely that the - Bridge and Culverts U/S, Culvert D/S There are two options for his crossing:
Timber Substructure rot remaingd isolated but a level 2 inspection should be completed to confirm the extent of Option #1 - Continue monitoring structure - implement load restriction if condition worsens. Plan for repairs
rotin the imber members. replacement or remove from inventory.
Option #2 - Complete maintenance to replace isolated rot in the abutment piles. Then continue to monitor other
timber components until replacement is warranted.
At this time, maintenance is probably the preferred
60 § it § ‘ course of action to extend the Estimated
- 6.0 m roadway width, zero degree skew Replacement Year:
TLR(I)BCL?II'_AECY){\I%%\;\ESBI'CE - No detour route available
-2017 Est. AADT = 18 vpd. i ion:
RIVER This structure is located in a sag curve with a vertical alionment rating of 3 -0.9 m of cover P The cracked seam in Ring 3 just appeared following the last inspection but there is quite a bit of steel remaining. Recommended Maintenance Action:
near 9 9 gots. -2 side sl Corrosion is not an issue at this time, but the limited cover in combination with the pipe shape and cracked seams " -
PINCHER CREEK, AB Tlh Sblg s oges 20 b bed require that monitoring be continued at regular intervals. If the cracks worsen, seam repairs and/or additional Continue Monitoring Cracked Seams
) i o ; i o i - The U/S end is 20 mm above streambed. : )
z‘;‘;{(ﬂzﬂ:;?:?: ;ir: n;:i;é?iii:iﬁzlfl fgg?r(:rﬁlozfssizln:j;;rﬁﬁ There is also 8 - The D/S end is 600 mm above streambed. increased monitoring frequency should be completed to extend the life span of the structure further. If conditions worsen in next 5-10 vears
76636 -01 | 1962 "McRae Road" o ¢ 2023 44.4% 42.2% |-New rip rap placed in 1995 y 2031 $ 322,110

SE 17-06-01 W5M

(1) 2134 mm (span) x 1549
mm (rise) x 15.2 m SPCSP
Pipe Arch

There is a note that this pipe washed out in 1995.

Superficial corrosion is present.

- HWM 1 m above crown

- Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)

- U8 Structure is 2200 mm dia. BF 75099
-BIS DA =16 km’, Q = 8 m*/s BF 75099
-BISDA =13 km’, Q =7 m¥s BF 76636

The structure is known to be undersized due to historic washouts, and fish passage will need to be maintained.
Consequently, a liner is not expected to be feasible and full replacement will be required in the future. An on-site
detour will likely be required for construction. Grade line improvements should also be considered to improve
cover and level of safety.

Repair Cracked Seam, Increase Monitoring
Frequency, or plan for replacement.

Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2037
Estimated Replacement Structure

(1) 2200 mm x 32 m CSP

www.roseke.com
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Bridge File #

Year Buit Location & Description

BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions /
Recommendations

There is poor alignment at this structure. Rating =3. Kink and sharp drop to bridge.
Curve off of bridge on north side. There is also poor drainage as water runs onto the deck
from both sides.

A new wearing surface as installed in 2008 and is now dirt covered. The bridge rail is

BIM Estimated
Replacement Year

Structural

Condition Rating

Sufficiency Rating

Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2025 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

Bridge File Inventory
Background Information

- 6.1 m clear roadway, 4.0 m roadway width, zero degree

Bridge File Review Commentary
Prioritized Structures not Shaded.
Structures Shaded in Green had work completed.
Structures Shaded in orange have work in progress.

The need for this structure should be 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.

There are four options for this crossing:

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy
or Replacement Alternative

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Replace Timber Rail, Complete Pile Repairs,

Estimated Maintenance

Cost

Estimated Replacement
Cost

LOCAL ROAD OVER A . S A skew, " . and Install Struts.
TRIBUTARY TO DUNGARVAN issp:g szl;crz:iaﬁr:i trrt])it;elr;.cg;ir:;re are two rotten posts and the coating is wearing off. There ~2019 Est. AADT =10 vpd Option #1 - Remove the structure from Service.
CREEK 9 ' - 3 km Detour length Oofion #2 - Conti itoring structure - implement load restriction if condit Plan f ) Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10
near . o ot oies 34 and 5 al abutment 1 e i thatol - No scour protection except for some 300 mm rip rap at pllon »t ontinue mz}m oring s :uc ure - implement load restriction if condition worsens. Plan for repairs, Jears.
is suspected that piles 3,4 and 5 at abutment 1 have rot. itis also suspected that piles the SW comer. No erosion concerns noted at this time, |rePlacement or remove from inventory.
02187 -01 | 1968 TWINBUTTE, AB 1,3,4 and 5 at abutment 2 have rot. There was also some potential bulging occurring at 2024 44.4% 50.5% | 30 m backwal height. Revised Estimated Relacement Year = 2037 2031 $ 871,790
NW 27-03-29 WaM the 3rd pile on abutment 2. Abutment 1 appears to be moving. ~HWM 1.0 m below top of curb Option #3 - Complete Maintenance - Replace Timber Bridge Rail, Complete a pile splice repair, install (2) struts. P
st ‘ Ston. 1 and 46 are bowed - Unmapped Class B Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15) Hzl)wever, there are also 3 piles showing signs of bowing. Consider additional pile repairs or drive new additional Estimated Replacement Structure:
Single Span (6.1 m) on @ struts are in poor condition. #1 and #. are bowed. -No BIS Available. U/S Structures provide an estimated |P''S-
; 2 3 ]
Treated Timber Substructure This structure is used daily by a local farmer. 30 km” DA, and a flow of Est. 15 mls Option #4 - Replace Structure with a large diameter culvert structure. Estimate (2) 3300 mm x 28 m CSP's. Large Diameter Culver(s)
A level 2 Timber Coring Inspection was completed September 23, 2021. Pile 2,3, and 5 At this time, Roseke feels that it is an expensive asset to maintain for use by a single landowner and the MD (2) 3300 mm dia. x 28 m CSP
are showing signs of bowing. Pile 5 had beginning rot in two bottom cores. No other rot consider removing this structure from inventory. [fit is desirable to keep it, the MD should could continue to
was found. R=3 for the piles. monitor (Option #2) and plan for significant repairs/replacement in 5-10 years.
. Recommended Maintenance Action:
-6.4 mroadway width, zero degree skew There are no current maintenance actions for this structure. A review of historical inspections indicates that the
LOCAL ROAD OVER TODD - 0.5 m of cover - . : S - . -
CREEK -3:1 side slopes cracked seams were identified during the most recent inspection in 2017. The cracked seams are likely due to the Continue Monitoring Cracked Seams
p _ pipe shape in combination with the low cover over the structure.
near - 2017 Est. AADT =25 vpd ™ .
BURMIS. AB - No detour route available If conditions worsen in next 5-10 years
’ This culvert has minimal cover over it and there are four cracked seams with a minimum ~UIS Invert is 100 mm above streambed, there is no rip The MD should continue to monitor the cracked seams at regular cycles. Ifit is found, that the cracks are growing,
"Willow Valley Road" of 127 mm of steel remaining. Roof deflection is near 3%, and sidewall deflection is near rap, but there s no erosion either. ’ and there is less than 100 mm of steel remaining, the elements will be down rated to a "3" rating. At that time, the Repair Cracked Seam, Increase Monitoring
74110 -01 | 1957 y 2%. Sidewall and seams are rated 4. 2025 44.4% 53.3% | DIS invertis heaving 100 mm and is 400 mm above the| MD should increasing the inspection cycle to monitor or complete additional repairs to the cracked seam at that Frequency, or plan for replacement. 2031 $ 734,820
"y : ' - time. Consideration for improving the height of cover may also help alleviate structural concerns. You could
SW 36-09-03 WM No other concerns were noted. isdtrei]iir;l::dl Norip rap present and no scourferosion evaluate for a liner, but | suspect that fish passage will need to be accommodated and the inverts are above Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2035
o streambed and inhibit passage. Due to the reduction in cross-sectional area it is unlikely that a liner will be
(1) 2130 mm (span) x 1550 - HWM not visible q e for th dit Estimated Reol { Struct
mm (rise) x 17.1 m SPCSP - Class C Waterbody (May 1 to Aug 15 and Sept 16 to adequate for these conditions. stimated Replacement structure
Pipe Arch Ag:g 1[2 =15kt Q=9 m's An-onsite detour strategy will likely be required. (1) 2700 mm x 28 m CSP
This structure has a treated timber bridge rail and posts that are deteriorating. R = 4.
There is no guardrail at this location.
LOCAL ROAD OVER iit:]fozrlG;ﬁ:rs have wide longitudinal cracks outside the anchorage zone and some This structure requires that repairs be made to several timber substructure elements, since coring was completed
PINCHER CREEK pating. - 7.2 m roadway width, 45 deg. LHF skew 6 years ago. Based on the deficiencies identified and the work involved to complete maintenance, even low At this time, it is preferred to monitor the structure
near Caps and Piles were cored in 2016. No rot in caps excent for Pier 2 sub cap and the east - 5 km detour length priority elements should be repaired or the potential additional life span may not be fully realized. It is estimated and complete a full life cycle cost analysis.
PINCHER CREEK AB ca pwhich had rot beginnin ’ P P P - 2020 Est. AADT =54 vpd that 13 of 28 piles would need splice repairs, 2 pile caps would need to be replaced and backwall sheathing would
) p ginning. - Backwall height is 3.60 m, pier height listed as 2.20 m? |need to be repaired or replaced. Pending further review, it is estimated that a
WA g " ; . A - - Rip Rap placed at U/S N. bank. replacement standard bridge structure will be
01528 -01 | 1953 Christie Mines Road The piles were also cored in 2016 at which time 9 of 14 pier piles and 4 of 14 abutment 2028 44.4% 56.2% |- No scour noted at abutments. Itis recommended that a full life cycle cost analysis be completed to confirm the appropriate strategy at this site. preferred 2032 $ 1,900,320
piles had beginning rot. Piles rated 4 at abutments and 3 at piers.
NW 25-05-01 W5M ) ’ - Class B Waterbody due to Proximity to Pincher Creek  |The overall repair costs are expected to be substantial in relation to the potential life span achieved and the MD
Sheathing is missing on the bottom two rows at the biers. The backwalls are missin (Sept 1to Aug 15) may be better off replacing this structure with a newer larger standard bridge capable of handling larger flows and Estimated Replacement Structure
9 gon piers. 9 - Historic Flood Photo shows significant drift drift considering that a washed out has occurred at this location before.
3.' Span (6'1 m Bach) PG Iqwer planks, a‘nd there is a broken plank at the N. Abutment. The nose plates are too accumulation that resulted in the roadway being washed 3 Span (8m-10m-8m) SL510 Girder Bridge on a
Gqur?r;gzggig:tri;ﬁ?ed high by approximately 1 m. out. Scour along banks - flow was full width of channel.  |At this time, it is presumed that a longer standard bridge structure will provide better value and reduce the overall Steel Substructure
There is scour at the piers 0.6 m deep. There is also channel alignment concerns - the risks.
creek turns right (north) approx. 20 m U/S and drift gets caught at the SE corner. A guide
bank at the north has washed out previously. No other scour/erosion concerns noted at
this time.
) " . " " . This structure has a cracked seam and corrosion issues which are contributing to the low ratings. There is no
0/ 0,
LOCAL ROADOVERA This structure ha§ 9% rogf deflection and 5% mdewgll deﬂgctloq. In addiion, there is one - 8.9 m roadway width, 30 degree LHF skew maintenance action to be completed at this time. The MD should continue to monitor this structure. The cracked . L
TRIBUTARY TO PINCHER |cracked seam (Ring 3) with 128 mm of steel remaining. Ring 2 is torn on the floor at the _ R : . S ) f Recommended Maintenance Action:
CREEK downstream south side - 2018 Est. AADT =100 vpd. seam has been identified since 2008 but the isolated perforations in the floor have just appeared since the last
near g Zr?n[:;t:g\:;?ngth inspection (2018). Install a 1372 mm dia. x 40 m SWSP Liner
PINCHER CREEK, AB There is corrosion along the floor with isolated perforaions. - 1.5:1 side slopes Considering that the cracked seam appears stable, the MD should plan to replace the structure once the Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2029
00471 -01 | 1960 2033 44.4% 56.4% |- /S End heaving 100 mm and Below streambed 200 |perforations worsen. This is expected to occur within 5-10 years and pending no other change to the condition of P h 2032 $ 452,880.00 | $ 841,380

"Christie Mines Road"
SW 02-06-01 W5M

(1) 1830 mm dia. X 36 m
SPCSP

There is a T intersection 20 m south and it is located on a curve.

No scour/erosion concerns noted.

No maintenance actions made at this time.

mm
- D/S end above streambed 500 mm

- HWM not visible

- Class B Watercourse due to proximity to Pincher Creek
(Sept 1to Aug 15). SARA listed species.

the cracked seam.

A liner is the preferred future maintenance action, but further review will be required to confirm if it is permissible
based on the deflections and the hanging outlet. The upstream structure was liner with a 1372 mm dia. SWSP in
2025, and flow is subsurface downstream so fish impacts can be avoided. The deflection issues and pipe
alignment need to be verified, but a liner is preferred.

Estimated Replacement Structure

(1) 2400 mm x 40 m CSP

www.roseke.com
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Bridge File #

Year Buit Location & Description

BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions /
Recommendations

BIM Estimated
Replacement Year

Structural
Condition Rating

Sufficiency Rating

Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2025 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

Bridge File Inventory
Background Information

Bridge File Review Commentary
Prioritized Structures not Shaded.
Structures Shaded in Green had work completed.
Structures Shaded in orange have work in progress.

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy
or Replacement Alternative

TARGET
Year

Estimated Maintenance

Cost

Estimated Replacement
Cost

LOCAL ROAD OVER
KETTLES CREEK . Recommended Maintenance Action:
near -8:2m roadway width This structure has several cracked girders and rust stains from exposed stirrups. The most recent inspection
PINCHER CREEK, AB Zzsc?;fgresswere last inspected on August 20, 2020 and were found to have the following g(fms gziloﬁ:\lz:gzthm ved. carried over the girder ratings from the previous 2020 inspection. The girders have likely deteriorated since they Continue Monitoring Rot and Girder Cracks
- . _— . . ) were last seen 5 years ago.
- " - G2, G4, G5 have wide longitudinal cracks in sound concrete in AZ - 2.10 m greatest breast wall height X .
1958/ Trombley Road g A ) 0 0 } - Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2032
74175 -01 1958 1 pointincrease applied for PH girders 2030 44.4% 57.5% HWM not visible . Timber components were cored by Bow Valley Bridge Services in Nov. 2021. Isolated rot was discovered in the 2033 $ $ 543460
- Unmapped Class D Watercourse (No RAP period) . . L . "
SW 35-05-30 W4M ) . " . ~ . : ] cap of A2 over Pile 3. As this structure was cored nearly 5 years ago, it is recommended that prior to any Estimated Replacement Structure
A level 2 Timber Coring Inspection was completed November, 2021. No rot was found in - BIS DA = 13 km?, no flow information available . ) . . .
) ) L ) . " . maintenance or replacement work being completed that a level 2 inspection be completed to better determine the
- the piles but isolated beginning rot was discovered on A2's cap above P3. - 2700 mm dia. D/S after confluence with another ) ) -
Single Span (6.1 m) Type PG . severity of the rot and girder deficiencies. (1) 2700 mm x 30 m CSP
: A tributary.
Girders on Treated Timber
Substructure
Minor damage to guardrail at SW comer, guardrails not attenuator Al th'zg:ﬁ:{; r;a:;i?;na?oc:fe;r)]:jo?;:léstzri;)tr:éerred
LOCAL ROAD OVER INDIAN - 7.4 m roadway width Replacement Year:
FARM CREEK Longitudinal cracks in AZ in sound concrete outside leg at A1-G8 ) y _ P ’
- 2023 Est. AADT =40 vpd. " - . " . . .
near -9 km Dstour length With beginning rot in P1P2 and the Pier 2 cap, as well as extensive rot in P1P4. It is recommended that a level 2 Recommended Maintenance Action:
PINCHER CREEK, AB |30 mm gap between curb girder & girder at NE North span on- inspection be completed to ensure that the Nov 2021 coring results are still accurate to the scope of rot occurring '
1959/ -4.00 m greatest pile height in the timber components of the structure
o 0 0 R - iar Pi
08686 --01 1959 NW 16-05-29 W4M This structure was cored in Nov 2021. The coring inspection confirmed the following: 2024 444 A’ 585 A’ HiWM 2.5 m below top of curb . Replace Rotten Caps and Pler Piles 2033 $ 325,000 | § 1,645,580.00
. ) - Unmapped Class D Watercourse (No RAP period) - ) T I . ’ - .
- No rot found in abutment piles or caps a - With the girders being in good condition it is likely that replacing the pier cap and pier piles is likely to be suitable . . ™
- - ] -BISDA=23km? Q=17 m¥s B " ; ) Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10-
3 Span (6.1 m Each) PG |- Pier 2 cap has beginning rot over pile 5 . " to achieve another 10-15 years out of the structure. Alternatively, a replacement standard bridge may be required.
) : " - M - 2865 mm (span) x 3150 mm (rise) x 26.2 m long ellipse 15 years.
Girder Bridge on a Treated |- Pier 1 Pile 2 beginning rot .
Timber Substructure - Pier 1 Pile 4 extensive rot U'S of the crossing.
Estimated Replacement Structure - 3 Span
Standard Bridae
LOCAL ROAD OVER A ) . o " o
TRIBUTARY TO GLADSTONE This §tructure is located 50 m north of a "Y" Intersection and there is a hl to the north but : Upon review of historical inspections it appears as though the deflections have been present since 2005 and
CREEK the alignment elements are rated 5. - 9.0 m roadway width, zero deg. Skew. h 4 only 1% in 2021 R ded Maint Action:
Ree -2020 Est. AADT = 90 vpd increased only 1% in . ecommended Maintenance Action:
The upstream end has no scour and erosion issues and there is no rip rap. The bevel is - 72 km detour route " . - ] ] L " o " . "
BEAVER MINES, AB offlevel at bit, but no concerns were identified. - side slopes are 3:1 to fence line and 2:1 beyond Contml‘Jed‘momtormg should be completeq. Additional mgmtenanpg will be reqmred if deflections exceed 15‘/0. Continue Monitoring Deflections
. m 0 0 There s 5.2 m of cover Corrosion is also a concern and there are isolated perforations so it is probably wise to plan for replacement in the N o
74425 -01 | 1955 Gladstone Intersection There is 8% roof deflection and 11% sidewall deflection. Both rated 4. There are isolated 2030 44.4% 59.5% |. U/S Invert below streambed 200 mm, Downstream future. ! Year =2033 2033 $ $ 491,730
e perforations in the floor of ring 2 and a 50 mm floor bulge. There is minor surface rust above 500 mm. ] . ] ) - .
NW 23-05-02 W5M clsewhere, with some staining around the bolts. -300 mm rip rap D/S, None U/S. T‘hIS s‘tructure isona road with no detour and 5.2 m of cover. Fish passage will likely need to be accommodated (1) 2000 mm diameter x 48 m CSP
-Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15) since it outlets into Gladstone Creek <2 km downstream.
(1) 1429 mm (span) x 1575 The downstream end is hanaing 0.5 m above streambed and there is some rio rap that BIS DA =13 km®. Q = 4 The structure size appears to be adequate, although there is room for backwater. Will probably have to oversize
mm (rise) x 43.3 m SPCSP ging - prap ) =1okm, L4=amis to maintain burial depth and minimize velocities for passage.
Ellipse appears to be adequate.
The most recent inspection and ratings indicate this structure is in fair to good condition Recommended Maintenance Action:
with some deficiencies: -7.0m clear roadway width, zero deg. Skew. An evaluation shouI‘d bg completeq to determing if more value is provided by peﬁorming repairs and/or replacing !
LOCAL ROAD OVER TODD ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ - 2020 Est. AADT = 36 vpd this structure. A‘t this tllme, it is believed that malntenance shquld be completed to fix tlmber‘ substructure Replac.e Rotten Cap, Rotten I.’|Ies, Cr.acked
CREEK There is no guardrail. There is some cracking occurring on the curbs. The timber bridge - 10 km detour route elements. Consideration for girder replacement and bridge rail replacement should also be included. The Girders and Replace Bridge Rail
rail is in poor condition. The backwall is missing planks. rot is suspected in the piles. -No drail installation of guardrail as well.
near ! ! guardrai ) ) .
LUNDBRECK, AB there is some erosion under the south backwall. - HWM not visible ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10-
o wdonth . ; o H  Septemberof - Some scour under south backwall If thgdasdsessrlnent det(termmebs that thetctl)jslt1 of re;l)fnrs dotte; nott przt)wd(i valuerﬁshetzor; thg elstlrrlljart]etj1 Ilfellspatnd 15 years.
. o " o other concemns were noted on the most recent inspection. However, in September o 0 Py - Class C Waterbody (Sept 16 to Apr 15 and May 1 1o |Provided, replacement may be warranted depending on the structure type. Full hydrological and hydraulic study
06836 -01 1953 Willow Valley Road 2021, a level 2 timber coring inspection was completed and it was found that there is t rot 2031 44.4% 60.1% Aug 15) y (Sep P y should be completed to verify. Fish passage will be required, but pending review of flows, may allow for a large Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2039 2033 $ 245000 $ 530,560
SW 06-05-29 W4M in the timber elements, including: - BIS DA = 54 kmZ. dual culvert structure to be installed. Extimatod Replacement Sucture:
) . Abutment 2 has beginning rot in Piles #2 & #6 (R=4) - DIS Structure s 3 span VS Girder Bridge (BF 02370) There is no available detour route - Its actually very long and the adjacent landowner has buildings on both sides
8.5 m HC Girder Bridge on a Abutment 1 has significant rot in the cap (R=3) and beginning rot in piles #3 and #5 Huy 22 of the creek. Consideration for traffic accommodation measures will be required Either a single 12 m span standard bridge
Timber Substructure 9 P R= ginning P ' -BIS 2360 DA =83 km’, Q =24 m’ss. ' e ? orp ?
These "3" ratings signify a medium priority for repair and where not included in the level 1 Ratings from the Level 2 Coring inspection should be included on next BIM inspection. (2) 3000 mm dia. x 32 m CSP
inspection.
LOCAL ROAD OVER A - 6.5 m roadway width, 30 deg. RHF skew
i i i 0/ il - =
TRIBUTARY TO CASTLE | This structure has a hillto the east with a 9% grade and a long hillto the west. 2018 Est. AADT 1? vpd. This structure serves 2 landowners and there is no available detour route. It is undersized based on the estimated ’ .
RIVER - No Detour route available . " . . : Recommended Maintenance Action:
. . . _ . . . . high water mark. The deflections have been present since 2000 and have increased approximately 1% for the
near There is 9% sidewall deflection (R=4) and 6% roof deflection. There is superficial - 2:1 side slopes sidewall and 2% for the roof. It appears to have been stable through the past 2 decades. There is also superficial
PINCHER CREEK, AB corrosion on the floor and some ponding at the downstream end due to a deep burial - 5.5 m of cover corrosion alongothe floor - tapp 9 P ’ P Continue Monitoring Deflections
depth (600 mm). 0 0 - U/S Invert below stream bed 500 mm :
7719201 | 1970 "West of Honey Lane" 2028 44.4% 60.9% | D/S Invert below stream bed 600 mm " . " - ] ] ; Estimated Replacement Structure 2033 $ $ 305,030
. - ; " The MD should continue to monitor the deflections. If they exceed 15% additional maintenance will be required.
No erosion concerns noted but a local farmer indicated high water has been 1 m over the - No scour / erosion concerns noted Pending a review of the corrosion issues at that fime. full replacement mav be warranted. Dus to the oroximity fo
SE 27-06-01 W5M crown. -HWM 1 m above crown ) 9 - - ’ place y be v e P Y (1) 16000 mm dia. x 36 m CSP
Pincher Creek, the environmental requirements, and the deflections, and historic flow levels, liners are not
- Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15) assumed to be adequate. Full replacement will likely be required at the end of its service life.
(1) 1500 mm dia. X 32.9 m -BIS DA =5 km?, Q =2 m’s (Likely More based on quate. P y a ’
CspP comments)

www.roseke.com
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Bridge File #

Year Buit Location & Description

LOCAL ROAD OVER A
TRIBUTARY TO OLDMAN
RIVER
near
COWLEY, AB

BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions /
Recommendations

This pipe has 19% roof deflection (R=3) and 13% sidewall deflection (R=3).

Vertical Steel Struts were installed at this location in 2024. The ratings remain as is, until
the next inspection at which time the struts can be proven effective, and the rating will
increase to a "4" with the struts present. SCR expected to increase to 44.4%

BIM Estimated
Replacement Year

Structural
Condition Rating

Sufficiency Rating

Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2025 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

Bridge File Inventory
Background Information

- 8.0 m roadway width, zero deg. Skew

- 2021 Est. AADT = 132 vpd

- No available detour route on BIM

- 2.4 m of cover

- 3:1 side slopes

- Hill to north and south. No alignment concerns noted.

Bridge File Review Commentary
Prioritized Structures not Shaded.
Structures Shaded in Green had work completed.
Structures Shaded in orange have work in progress.

Deflections are expected to remain stable since the vertical steel struts were installed. The structure appears to
be undersized in width due to high outlet velocities that cause a scour hole at the downstream end and likely
impedes fish passage. However, there is small reservoir downstream D/S that is assumed to be a barrier to fish.

Only minor superficial corrosion indicated on BIM, so it is recommended that regular inspection be completed until
perforations develop and further action is required.

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy
or Replacement Alternative

Completed Maintenance Action:
Installed Vertical Timber Struts

Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10

Estimated Maintenance
Cost

Estimated Replacement
Cost

n Al 0, 0, years. R R
75801-01 | 1953 Wi There is only minor superficial corrosion at this location. 2034 33.3% 51.0% | U/S Invert 400 mm, D/S Invert is below 100 mm. 2034
SW 09-10-01 W5M - D/S Scour hole 3m x 5m x 1m Replacement alternatives will likely consist of a 2200 mm diameter x 35.0 m in 10-15 years ( Estimate 2040). Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2035
There is a scour hole downstream for which a maintenance recommendation was made to - No HWM visible.
place additional rip rap. - Mapped Class D but 2 km to Class C (Sept 1 to Aug 15) [Total Estimated Maintenance Cost: $45,0000 Estimated Replacement Structure:
()ikise mm (sp;sn)ox il - Small reservoir D/S.
mmégi’el)il);ipsé m -BISDA=8km% Q=5m’s Strut installation completed by Elkhorn Welding. Engineering by Roseke Engineering. (1) 2200 mm x 35.0 m CSP
LOCAL ROAD OVER A This culvert is located on a local road leading to a gravel pit 50 m west of Hwy 775 just Eg ;T\'/;ﬁ:gl\ga!e\:ﬁhr’oﬁgo degree skew Upon review of historical inspections it appears as though the deflections have been present since 2000 and are Recommended Maintenance Action:
TRIBUTARY TO GLADSTONE upstream of BF 76203. This culvert is located on a long curve but the alignment is rated -2021 Est. AADT = 18 vpd stable. ‘ N ‘
CREEK acceptably. 104 m of cover Continue Monitoring Deflections
near 2 5',1 side slobes Continued monitoring and routine maintenance should be completed. Additional maintenance will be required if
PINCHER CREEK. AB This structure has 8% roof deflection and 7% sidewall deflection. Both R=4). There is } U/S Invert beIZW streambed 100 mm, no rip rap but no deflections exceed 15%. Otherwise plan for replacement in the future. Revised Esti d Repl; t Year = 2033
’ superficial corrosion on the roof and floor and some water infiltration due to seams not 0 0 ; ’
73602 -01 1972 being well nestled. 2034 44.0% 56.4%  ferosion. . . This structure is on an access road with no detour and high fills. Fish passage will likely need to be Estimated Replacement Structure 2034 $ 1,720,940
SE 31-05-01 W5M - D/S Invert is 800 mm above streambed and there is a . . ) = ) h
Jarge scour hole with no rio ra accommodated. Appears to possibly be undersized due to high outlet velocities. Fish passage likely currently
(1) 1745 mm (span) x 1901 There is a scour hole at the downstream end 3m x 4m x 1.2 m deep and the outlet is ) H%NM ot visible P rap. impeded. Due to height of cover, SPCSP may be required. Concrete Box may be required due to extended life (1) 2400 mm x 2400 mm x 76 m Precast
. P hanging 800 mm above streambed. span provided. Replacement is expensive and extensive planning should be completed to verify best alternative. Concrete Box
mm (rise) x 72.5 m SPCSP - Unmapped Class C waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15) ) . ) )
Ellinse The MD may also be able to realign the road south of the crossing to the next access road to avoid need for this
P Recommendation was made to place 60 cu.m. of Class 1 rip rap at downstream end. structure.
Upon review of historical inspections it appears as though the deflections have been present since 1994 and is
LOCAL ROAD OVER A ] " - A
TRIBUTARY TO BEAVER :gb;ngrg:?\ﬂ[)\?iﬂ;s?:epieg. LHF skew relatively stable. Minor changes occurred during this time. Recommended Maintenance Action:
CE:;K This structure has 10% roof deflection (R=4) and 8% sidewall deflection (R=4). There is - 6 km detour route Continued monitoring should be completed. Additional maintenance will be required if deflections exceed 15%. Continue Monitoring Deflections
BROCKET AB also some minor surface corrosion noted (R=7). -3.5m of cover 9
78427 -01 1980 ’ 2035 44 4% 58.1% - 3:1 side slopes There is an available local road detour for construction. The structure is on a class waterbody, but confirmation of Estimated Replacement Structure 2034 $ 390610
B "East Sheen Camp Road" There is a 6m x 3m x0.5 m deep scour hole at the downstream end. /0 =170 1500 mm rip rap U/S. Invert 200 mm below streambed  [fish presence is required due to potential channel disconnects and a potential barrier downstream. it is assumed P ’
P P - 600 mm rip rap D/S. Invert 200 mm below streambed  |that fish passage will likely need to be accommodated at this time but further review should be completed as the 1) 1800 mm diameter x 46 m CSP
SE 25-08-29 W4M No other concerns were identified. If deflections near 15%, struts should be installed. - HWM not visible channel also appears to go dry.
- mapped Class C Waterbody (May 1 to Aug 15)
(1) 1600 mm dia. X 44 m CSP - No BIS flow data available. The structure is assumed to be adequate for flows but it is well protected with rip rap so confirmation of velocities
) will be required.
LOCAL ROAD OVER A 2nd
TRIBUTARY TO THE ]
WATERTON RIVER g:r;n dr:;) 1‘:?2/”\”{?’]’ 40 deg. RHF skew Recommended Maintenance Action:
near This culvert has 8% roof deflection (R=5) and 9% sidewall deflection (R=4). The pipe is - 2018 Est AADTg- 16 vod
BROCKET, AB not well aligned and there is 110 mm circumferential seam separation. 0.9 mof lcover = 1o Continue Monitoring Deflections
} 3j1 side slopes The deflections have been present since 2003 although some minor changes have occurred. Corrosion is not
01410 -01 1958 "Jenkins Road" There is minimal cover and the structure is under a T-intersection. 2029 44.4% 60.3% } Nlo scourlerzsion concems currently an issue, and continued monitoring should be completed at regular cycles to monitor. If deflections Estimated Replacement Structure 2034 $ 317,021
- No HWM visible increase to 15% in either direction, further action would be required. Eg. Temporary struts or full replacement.
SW 14-05-28 W4M No scour/erosion concems noted. Concrete Rip Rap (800 mm in dia.) at D/S. Hanging ~300 mm dia. Rio Rap at UIS (1) 1600 mm x 42 m CSP
DIS End (700 mm). - Np Rap
(1) 1429 mm (span) x 175 - Unmapped Class D Waterbody
mim (rise) x 40.7 m CSP - Possibly Class C (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
Ellipse
LOCAL ROAD OVER A - 6.8 m roadway width, zero degree skew
TRIBUTARY TO DUNGARVAN - 2020 Est. AADT = 36 vpd
CREEK -5 km defour route Recommended Maintenance Action:
near . . . . - 5.6 m of cover Upon review of historical inspections it appears as though the deflections have been present since 1998 and are '
There is a hill to the south and to the north of this culvert. This structure has moderate o N
TWIN BUTTE, AB - . . . - 2.5:1 side slopes relatively stable. " - "
rust on the floor (R=5). Roof and sidewall deflections are 10% and 9% respectively. UIS invert below streambed 500 mm and no Continue Monitoring Deflections
N 0 0 -
07982 -01 1982 "Allred N. Road" . 2028 44.4% 60.4% scour/erosion Continued monitoring should be conducted and additional maintenance will be required if deflections exceed 15%. " 2034 $ 611,390
Other than the scour hole at the downstream end, there are no other significant concerns. . ] . ) ) ) Estimated Replacement Structure
. " - DIS Invert above streambed 300 mm with 3m x 5m Otherwise plan for replacement in the future. Maintenance not likely to be permitted due to fish passage
Maintenance recommendation was to place 60 cu.m of Class 2 at the downstream end. f - .
SW 20-03-29 W4M scour hole requirements. Road can be closed for construction, detour available.

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

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

2700 x 48 m CSP

www.roseke.com
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Bridge File #

Year Buit Location & Description

LOCAL ROAD OVER INDIAN
FARM CREEK
near
PINCHER CREEK, AB

BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions /
Recommendations

This structure was cored in July 2016 by Bow Valley Bridge Services. At that time only A1
P3 had beginning rot. Though many of the pules had previously split and have been
banded.

BIM Estimated
Replacement Year

Structural
Condition Rating

Sufficiency Rating

Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2025 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

Bridge File Inventory
Background Information

-6.4m clear roadway width, zero deg. Skew.
- 2025 Est. AADT = 18 vpd

- 7 km detour route

- HWM 1.6 m below top of curb.

- No scour noted

Bridge File Review Commentary

Prioritized Structures not Shaded.
Structures Shaded in Green had work completed.
Structures Shaded in orange have work in progress.

Since the coring inspection was completed almost 10 years ago its recommended that the MD continue monitoring

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy
or Replacement Alternative

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Continue Monitoring for Rot
Complete pile repairs and/or consider new level 2

TARGET
Year

Estimated Maintenance

Cost

Estimated Replacement
Cost

00760 -01 11%2%/ Chipman Road 2034 44.4% 60.4% |- Mapped Class D Waterbody (No RAP) the structure to ensure the rot has not passed the beginning stage in A1P3 and is not suspected to be occurring in inspection if Ievelljlﬁlgiz;:]iics:n identifies more 2034 $ $ 271,730
SE 03-06-29 WM The girders on this structure are relatively good according to the most recent BIM -BIS DA = 54 km”. any other timber components. Maintenance may be considered if things worsen. ’
inspection. The only comment is that Span 1 G5 has a wide longitudinal crack in the AZ - D/S Structure is 3 span VS Girder Bridge (BF 02370) .
rated "4" Hwy 22 Estimated Replacement Structure
2 Span (6.1 m Each) PG _ ) a3
Girder Bridge on a Treated -BIS 00760 DA =60 km", Q =6 m'/s. (1) 2400 mm x 42 m CSP
Timber Substructure
- 6.0 m Roadway width.15 deg. LHF skew.
ogt R%gDESXER QD - No Detour available. Vertical timber struts were installed in Fall of 2024 by TA Excavating as an additional item to the work done at BF
near - 2019 Est. AADT =20 vpd 84367 (South Todd Creek) . The installation of Vertical Timber Struts has added approximately 10 years to the
BURMIS. AB - 3:2 side slopes & 0.6 m of cover lifespan of the existing structure. Timber Vertical Struts installed Fall 2024
’ This structure has 13% roof deflection (R=3) and only 2% sidewall deflection. There is - No Bevel Ends
. " minor superficial corrosion and no erosion concerns were noted. 0, 0, - U/S invert Below streambed 50 mm Replacement alternative will likely consist of a double 1200 mm dia. x 28 m culvert configuration due to low cover. | Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 20345 ) )
74048 -01 ez il el e 2029 44.4% 49.2% - D/S invert Above streambed 100 mm Alternatively, if permitted - a grade raise would be required to facilitate installation of a 1500 mm dia. CSP. The 2035
Vertical Treated Timber Struts were installed in 2024 - No Rip Rap protection (minimal) dual pipe configuration is expected to be better for velocities and reduced roadway work costs. Fish passage will Estimated Replacement Structure:
NW 36-09-03 W5M . : : A ’ ] h
- No scour/erosion problems need to be considered and there is no available detour so a localized detour will be required.
(1) 1830 mm (span) x 1120 - HWM Not visible (2) 1200 mm dia. x 30 m CSP
: pan) - Class C Waterbody (May 1 to Aug 15 and Sept 16to  |Total Completed Project Cost was: $62,422.84
mm (rise) x 15.8 m Pipe Arch April 5)
SW and SE guardrail turndown ends damaged.
LOCAL ROAD OVER -7.3m clear roadway width, zero deg. Skew. This struct included Hofth th " g ‘ority rating for the rot R ded Maint Action:
FOOTHILL CREEK Bird nests on site -2024 Est. AADT = 40 vpd is structure was included as part of the assessment because there was a medium priority rating for the ro : ecommended Maintenance Action:
near -8 km detour route present in the pier caps at the time of the coring inspection. As this inspection was completed 4 years ago, it's
PINCHER CREEK, AB Girder Defects as noted: ~HWM 1.6 m below top of curb. likely that the rot has become more severe since this inspection was completed. Complete a level .2 Coring In§pect|on. Following
1965/ - $1G3 west leg narrow crack outside of AZ o o - No scour noted ) ) ) ) ) ) Results Consider Replacing Rotten Caps
02419 --01 1965 NE 34-04-29 WaM - $169 wide longitudinal crack out of AZ in both legs 2036 44.4% 62.9% | Mapped Class D Waterbody (No RAP). Itis recommended prior to any maintenance being completed that another inspection be completed to confim the | } N 2035 $ 485 | $ 1,560,660.00
) R ; ; ; extents of the rot present at the site. At this time, pending any further timber defects, the preferred strategy is to | Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10-
(girders are rated 5) D/S Structure is 3 span VS Girder Bridge (BF 02370) < - / ” - ) "
Hwy 22 replace the caps. An additional 10-15 years of life can potentially be obtained until rot appears in the other timber 15 years.
3 Span (6.1 m Each) HC wy clements
Girder Bridge on a Treated  [Structure was cored by BVBS in November 2021 the coring revealed beginning rot in the - BIS 00760 DA =60 km?, Q =6 m’s. ’ Revised Estimated Replacement Year = 2039
Timber Substructure east end of P1s cap and rot in the east end of the P2s cap rated "3". No rot was found in P -
any other timber members at the time of coring.
filsrd;r“:efzc;?i;s ;O(teid:osure no rust. This structure requires that repairs be made to several timber substructure elements, since coring was completed Recommended Maintenance Action:
LOCAL ROAD OVER ; PgG7 vgvide on pitudinzl cracl’< inAZ ) 6 years ago. Based on the deficiencies identified and the work involved to complete maintenance, even low
FOOTHILL CREEK ong -8.3m clear roadway width, zero deg. Skew. priority elements should be repaired or the potential additional life span may not be fully realized. It is estimated |Complete a level 2 Coring Inspection. Following
- SP2G1 spalling rebar exposed out of AZ _ . . . ) ! .
near ) - " L . - 2020 Est. AADT = 37 vpd that 2 piles would need splice repairs, and 2 pile caps would need to be replaced. Results Consider Replacing Rotten
- P2G1 minor spalling medium longitudinal crack in AZ
PINCHER CREEK, AB . . - 8 km detour route Components
- A1G2 wide long crack in AZ both legs L . ) . . L
) : - HWM not visible. It is recommended that a full life cycle cost analysis be completed to confirm the appropriate strategy at this site.
1964/ "Bruder Road" -P161, G2, G3, G4 wide long crack in P2. 1 leg only No scour noted The overall repair costs are expected to be substantial in relation to the potential life span achieved and the MD | Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10
- i 0, 0, - -
01839 --01 1964 P2 G7 spall, rebar exposed in AZ. 2030 44.4% 64.7% - Mapped Class D Waterbody (No RAP). may be better off replacing this structure with a newer standard bridge capable of handling larger flows and drift. 15 years. 2035 $ 500,000 § 156,680.00
SW 02-05-29 W4M Piles cored by Bow Valley Bridge Services in November of 2021 - D/S Structure is a single span VS Girder Bridge (BF Pending further investigation, replacement may be
- y Bow y Bridg 09213) With only a single span bridge downstream of the crossing, it is possible that a dual or tiple culvert structure could warranted pending costs:
- Pier 3, P2 beginning rot bottom core . " ; - ) - S )
3 Span (8.5 m Each) HC | Pier 1. P2 beginning rot - No BIS information available facilitate flows through the crossing. Preliminary engineering should be completed to confirm the best suitable
Girder Bridge on a Treated | Pier 1’and 2 cga isglated beginning rot replacement crossing when required. Estimated replacement structure is a
Timber Substructure : P ginning 8 m-10m-8m SL510 Grider Bridge on a Steel
-Norot in sub cap For budgetary purposes, a replacement bridge structure is being assumed Substructure
- Piles previously banded getary purposes, a rep 9 9 ’
LOCAL ROAD OVER A new inspection was complete in 2025, but not downloadable at the time of this report. Maintenance action
DRYWOOD CREEK Guardrail broken and splintered at NE. Bridge rail post blocking, rotting, split and cracked includes the recommendation to monitor the south bank. Recommended Maintenance Action:
near behind flex beam - 7 at each side. -6.0m clear roadway width, zero deg. Skew.
TWIN BUTTE, AB - 2022 Est. AADT = 36 vpd Continued monitoring should be prioritized, but pending potential future flooding along drywood creek, the MD Complete erosion repairs and repair bridge rail.
New Strip Deck installed in 2018 - 3 km detour route should plan to repair the bank erosion by installing larger Class 2 Rock. Environmental support and permitting will | Complete a level 2 to verify the presence of rot in
1926/ "Bonertz Road" 0, 0, - HWM not visible. be required. timber elements and repair as needed.
00479 --01 1926 Significant erosion and scour affecting pier stability. Approximately 8.6 m of pile remains 2042 50.0% 30.6% - Significant scour present at pier 2035 $ 485,00000| § 4,500,000
NE 12-04-29 W4M below ground at SW of pier based on markings from driving. - Mapped Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15) Plan for additional guardrail improvements as well. An updated level 2 coring inspection may be valuable in Replacement Alternative:
- BIS 00479 DA = 271 km2, Q = 284 m*/s. determining if additional repairs are required prior to committing to maintenance. However, considering the size of
3 span (10m - 53.3 m - 8.5 m) |Erosion at south pier at west end. Class 1 and 2 rip rap placed at toe of south head slope. the bridge, maintenance is likely more valuable at this time since a replacement structure would likely require (4 Span SLC 700 on Concrete Substructure or
TH bridge on Treated Timber |Erosion at south pier with loose, easily erodible material. another major bridge. An SLC 700 may be feasible, but regardless, it will be quite expensive to replace so Major Bridge)
Substructure maintenance should be prioritized.
LOCAL ROAD OVER . ’ " . .
CONNELLY CREEK NW bridge rail post rotten. Crack and section loss on backside of NE rail.
near New caps installed November 2020 -6.1'm clear roadway width, zero deg. Skew. The structure appears to be in good condition for it's age after the caps were replaced in Nov 2022. The bridge Recommended Maintenance Action:
LUNDBRECK, AB P ’ - 2021 Est. AADT = 18 vpd rail should be replaced if there are multiple additional rotten components.
Hollow sound at bottom of north backwall - 999 km detour route Replace Rotten Bridge rail Components or Replace
13957 --01 1966/ "Connelly Road" ' 2031 50.0% 44.4% - HWM 2.4 m below top of curb The MD should consider another level 2 coring inspection in the next few years, or prior to completing any Bridge Rail 2036 $ s 622.710.00
1966 L AR Significant scour present at pier substructure repairs so that all elements showing signs of rot can be replaced or repaired as required. Until then, T

NE 05-08-02 W5M

Single Span (6.1 m) Treated
Timber Bridge on a Treated
Timber Substructure

Piles cored July 2016 by Bow Valley Bridge Services, A2P2 has rot in bottom core. No
other cores on the pile showed signs of rot.

Maintenance recommended to replace damaged and rotten bridge rail planks and posts.
As well as installing hazard markers and post the speed limit at 20 km/hr.

- Mapped Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
-BIS 13957 DA =31 km? Q =17 m%s.

www.roseke.com

the bridge rail should be upgraded or replaced.

Replacement with a large diameter CSP appears feasible.

Estimated Replacement Structure:

(1) 3300 mm dia. x 40 m CSP

2026-02-25
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Bridge File #

Year Buit Location & Description

LOCAL ROAD OVER THE
OLDMAN RIVER
near
BROCKET, AB

BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions /
Recommendations

6 broken sections of wheel guard in span 2 and span 3, several split blocks.
Several bridge rail posts with delam cracks

1 open connector pocket at Sp 1 and 3 at Span 4.

BIM Estimated
Replacement Year

Structural
Condition Rating

Sufficiency Rating

Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2025 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

Bridge File Inventory
Background Information

-4.8m clear roadway width, zero deg. Skew.
- 2022 Est. AADT = 193 vpd
- 10 km detour route

Bridge File Review Commentary
Prioritized Structures not Shaded.
Structures Shaded in Green had work completed.
Structures Shaded in orange have work in progress.

This structure appears to be in relatively good condition; most of the deficiencies noted in the most recent BIM
inspection are localized to the deck top and bridge rails. As a replacement structure at this location would likely be

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy
or Replacement Alternative

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Replace Broken Wheel guard Sections. Replace
Damaged Bridge rail Posts. Grout Lift Pockets.

TARGET
Year

Estimated Maintenance

Cost

Estimated Replacement
Cost

1923/ "W. Summerview Road" 0 0 - HWM not visible o . ; : o - : .
74141 01 | o Wingwall spall at base of NW 2035 50.0% 445% | Signifcant scour present at pier amajor bridge, ts recommended that maintenance the life of the existing structure by approximately 15 years. | Partial Depth Repairs at Approach Ramp. Lower 2036 $ 425,000 | $ 5,948,250.00
Nose Plate approximately 2 m.
SE 14-07-29 W4M - Mapped Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15) S . ) )
" . ; Additional instream rip rap work may be required to protect against scour.
Heavy scaling and visible rebar below nose plate on P3 - No BIS data available _
' Replacement Structure =
Six Span (6.1-6.1-53.3-53.3- Maior Bridge
6.1-6.1) Timber Bridge ona [Minor localized scour at U/S end and north side approximately 1.5 m deep. ! 9
Treated Timber Substructure
LOCAL ROAD OVER This structure appears to have had a significant amount of maintenance done in recent years. Most components
PINCHER CREEK Strip deck was replaced in 2018 were rated adequate on the last BIM inspection. The "4" rating is currently being governed by rotten or damaged
near wheel guard sections, damage to the bridge rail posts at the SW and NE end, as well as missing connecting knee Recommended Maintenance Action:
PINCHER CREEK, AB |6 rotted or split wheel guard blocks -5.4m clear roadway width, zero deg. Skew. braces in the following locations: '
- 2025 Est. AADT = 39 vpd Replace Wheel Guards, Bridge Rail Posts
1933/ "Toney Road" SW and NE steel end posts have minor cracks, SW steel end post is bent but functional. - 6 km detour route - Missing 1 structural bolt connecting knee braces to top chord at U3-L3S, UBL6S and UGL6N. Re I:ce Missing Bolts I’Qe Iage Wingwall ‘I:in
70423 --01 1930 2036 50.0% 52.3% |-HWM not visible - Missing gusset connecting knee brace to bottom chord L4N. P 9 Con P 9 2037 $ 350,000.00 | $ 1,639,140.00
SW 02-06-01 W5M Missing 1 structural bolt connecting knee brace to top chord at U3-L3S, U6L6S and - Mapped Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15) p-
L6L6N. Missing gusset connecting knee brace to bottom chord L4N. L5S-L6N bent. - BIS 70423 DA = 41 km?, Q = 156 m/s. Some maintenance is required to replace or repair these items but should be a low priority for repair at the current " _
AR ) - Estimated Replacement Structure = 3 Span (12
Two Span (30.5m - 6.1 m) [UBL6N knee brace with minor bending. time. . .
m each) SL510 Girder Bridge
Pony-Truss Type Steel
Trusses on Treated Timber |Tin top cap at NE damaged. A replacement standard bridge would likely work at this location.
Substructure
LOCAL ROAD OVER A
TRIBUTARY TO PINCHER |Abrasion chips along top edges of G2-G3
CREEK -6.4m clear roadway width, zero deg. Skew. Recommended Maintenance Action:
near 3 new girders installing in May of 1995 along the east side. A2G1 wide longitudinal crack - 2022 Est. AADT =142 vpd This structure appears good with some minor deficiencies. The overall rating is being driven down based on the "
PINCHER CREEK, AB in AZ - 3 km detour route . i . Lo X Band Pile A1P5
1967/ ) 0 0 L substructure rating of "4" based on the full height splinter in the outer shell. The MD could opt to band A1P5 which
00481 --01 1967 2036 50.0% 59.7% |- HWM not visible would likely return the substructure general rating to a "5". At this time the structure is adequate and there is no 2037 $ 5000000 | § 377,205.00
SW 28-06-30 W4M A2P4 split and banded, A2P2 minor split. A1P5 splinter in outer shell full height split. - Unmapped Class D Waterbody (No RAP) need fo e)r/form any immediate actign 9 ’ a Estimated Replacement Structure:
Timber components cored by Bow Valley Bridge Services in Nov 2021. -BIS 00481 DA=5km?, Q=4 m7s. P y '
Single Span (6.1 m) Type PG (1) 2700 mm x 27 m long CSP
Girder Bridge on a Treated |Heavy grass cover with cement riprap both U/S and D/S
Timber Substructure
LOCAL ROAD OVER
GLADSTONE CREEK
near
PINCHER CREEK
" W Bow Valley Bridge Services completed a level 2 coring inspection at this location and - 7.3 m clear width, 9.6 m roadway width, zero degree n :
Gladstone' e . : L Maintenance Completed:
Roseke Engineering has prepared a Tender to complete maintenance at this location in skew
2022. Maintenance was completed in Fall 2023 -2019 AADT Est. = 121 vpd. Pre{ Iy (Y Dol | Py o
S 2R - No detour available Since 2022 the Maintenance items were completed it is estimated that the maintenance has added 10-15 years of N §tnp Dec!(, -
The maintenance included the replacement of the timber components of the No scour/erosion concems additional life to the structure, the revised replacement year was updated to 2037 Rep i dllinberSinnoses Replacaentof
) 0 0 - b . § f 5 0 ; )
07743 -01 i .3 SPER gD BOim(R superstructure (strip deck, subdeck, wheel guard and stringers). Additionally, the guardrail 2037 55.6% 56.3% - 5.1 m pier height EHdgeRaE Canail Bt HiiCI el 2037 $ $
Girders - 18.3 m Pony Truss - : P A n
] was upgraded to thrie-beam to bring it up current standards. - HWM not visible Total Completed Project Cost $321,501.64 "
8.5 m PA Girders) on a Estimated Future Replacement Structure
Treated Timber and Steel =GB (R (DA 3 Span (12 m-14 m-12 m) SL510 Standard Bridge
The PA Girders on the approach spans have wide cracks in the anchorage zone. Sp.1 G2 - Historic flood photo shows drift accumulation on piers P 9
Substructure L RN ] s -
is in unsound concrete. All interior girders are in good condition. and significant loss of fill at south abutment.
This structure has significant scour concerns that are beginning to undermine the abutment footings at A1P4 and Recommended Maintenance Action:
A2P1-3. Due to the age and overall condition of this structure, the MD should probably consider replacement in '
LOCAL ROAD OVER COW Timber components cored by Bow Valley Bridge Services in Oct 2021 lieu of repairs. An assessment should be considered, but the timber elements are failing and its the footings that
CREEK P y y Bridg ’ -6.1m clear roadway width, zero deg. Skew. repatrs. An ’ 9 9 Restore Concrete Footings, Replace A2P2 Timber
_ are being undermined. - " .
near . . . - 2025 Est. AADT = 16 vpd Pile and Place Additional Riprap
New deck top installed in 1999, moderate to heavy wear on wheel paths. 1 split plank at .
LUNDBRECK, AB . ) A - no detour route available - L - .
SE and NE wheel guard. Bridge rail showing signs of rot at several posts. The existing bridge is located on an undeveloped local road and the MD should consider if replacement is ) . "
00828 --01 1950/ 2030 50.0% 60.7% - HWM 1.6 m below top of curb required, or if the structure can be removed from inventory. Maintenance may extend the life an additional 10- 2038 $ $ 1977 610.00
1950 NE 01-08-02 W5M L +170 1. Mapped Class C Waterbody (RAP from May 1 to August ’ ’ 15 years. e

Single Span 8.5 m Treated
Timber Bridge on a Treated
Timber Substructure

Footings starting to erode and undermining beginning to occur under P4 for 1.5 m at A1
and under piles 1-3 for 4 m at A2. Scour occurring behind NE wingwall, rated "4"

This structure is considered a major bridge because it is on footings.

15 and Sept 16 to April 15)
- BIS 00828 DA = 96 km?, no Q data available

The upstream structure is a 12 m long SL510 bridge and flows are expected to be higher at this location. This
suggests a replacement bridge is required, but preliminary engineering should be completed to see if a large
diameter culvert can be installed. With the assumption that fish passage is required, we don't think a low level
crossing would be permissible, but a large diameter culvert configuration may work. Reducing cost should be
prioritized based on usage. A single alternating prefabricated bridge may also be considered.

Estimated Replacement Structure:

Either a single 12 m span standard bridge or
large diameter culvert(s)

www.roseke.com
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Bridge File #

Year Buit Location & Description

LOCAL ROAD OVER
FOOTHILL CREEK
near
PINCHER CREEK, AB

BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions /
Recommendations

Coring was completed by Bow Valley Bridge Services in Nov 2021. During the Level 2

BIM Estimated
Replacement Year

Structural

Condition Rating

Sufficiency Rating

Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2025 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

Bridge File Inventory
Background Information

-6.4m clear roadway width, zero deg. Skew.
- 2022 Est. AADT = 56 vpd
-5 km detour route

Bridge File Review Commentary
Prioritized Structures not Shaded.
Structures Shaded in Green had work completed.
Structures Shaded in orange have work in progress.

This structure was included as part of the assessment because there was a medium priority rating for the rot
present in the piles at the time of the coring inspection. As this inspection was completed 9 years ago, it's likely
that the rot has become more severe since this inspection was completed.

It is recommended prior to any maintenance being completed that another coring inspection be completed to
confirm the extents of the rot present at the site. If the extent of rot at the site remains localized to what was

Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy
or Replacement Alternative

Recommended Maintenance Action:

Splice Pile A2-P2, Replace Split Sway Brace

TARGET
Year

Estimated Maintenance

Cost

Estimated Replacement
Cost

00784 --01 11%5555/ Crook Road Coring Inspection rot was confirmed in A2-P2 in the bottom core, rated "3". 2032 50.0% 63.0% u\glphg:fcrg::gv\vlvtsg:)gocdurtzmp from Sept 110 discovered during the level 2 inspection in 2021 then it's recommended that the MD splice the single pile and 2038 $ 200,000.00 1,188,810
SE 28-05-28 WAM P2 has a split sway brace. August 15) y replace tge broken sway brace. Should the rot be more extensive alternative maintenance alternatives should be Estimated Replacement Structure =
_ , ’ assessed.
3 Span (6.1-6.1-6.1) Type PG -BIS 00784 DA = 41 km?, no Q data available Dual (2) 3600 mm x 35 m long CSP structures.
Girder Blridgé on. a Treated It's likely based on the crossing location that a large dual culvert alternative may be feasible at the crossing.
Timber Substructure Upstream on Range Road 284 is a single 6710 mm (span) x 5390 mm (rise) x 61.6 m long SPCSP Ellipse. Ora
replacement standard bridge may be required.
LOCAL ROAD OVER
FOOTHILL CREEK
near
TWINBUTTE, AB - 6 m roadway width, zero degree skew
This structure was being inspected as BF 01116. The actual structure is a non-bridge i
"Old Shell Road" sized 600 mm dia. culvert. No further inspections required as part of the BIM System - 2017 Est. AADT = 36 vpd
06559 -01 | 1910 Bridge File Number will remain on file ' 2035 88.9% 76.0% |- 10 km Detour length Continue monitoring the approach pipe as required. Replacement estimated to be required in 10 + years None. 2038 $ 411,000
NW 36-04-30 W4M -1m ‘of cover, 3:1 side slopes
- No rip rap
(1) 2610 mm (span) x 2880
mm (rise) x 27.6 m SPCSP
Ellipse
o [This bridge culvert has corosion issues that caused isolated perforations to appear in the This structure is located near the end of a dead end road. Construction should be able to proceed with a road ‘ ‘
LOCAL ROAD OVER 2" floor of Rings #2, #3, #4, and #5. - 4.0 m roadway width, zero degree skew. closure. Recommended Maintenance Action:
TRIBUTARY TO INDIANFARM -2019 Est. AADT =6 vpd ) ! ] o ! o !
CREEK Roof deflection is near 4% and sidewall deflection is near 1%. - No detour available This structure has a structural rating greater than 50% but was reviewed due to the presence of perforations in the Continue Monitoring Floor Perforations
near -2.5m of cover, 1.5:1 side slopes floor. . ) )
PINCHER CREEK, AB |31 is a holle in the west wall of the downstream bevel from equipment damage. - U/S Invert below streambed 400 mm. No Rip Rap - No ! - ! ) o . o N If conditions worsen - consider assessing for a
74259 -01 1954 2025 55.6% 49.6% |erosion (;ontmugd monitoring should be completed untlllcorrosmn severity increases to "extensive or "severe at Whlch concrete floor or replacement. 2039 $ 320790
"Toney Road" There are no erosion concems at this site : : - DIS Invert below streambed 300 mm. - 500 mm Rip Rap time maintenance / replacement should be considered. A concrete floor may be able to be installed, pending ’
’ - No erosion. hydraulic review but at this time it is assumed that a replacement structure will be required. It is also assumed that Estimated Replacement Structure
SE 01-06-30 WaM There is poor channel alignment and poor vertical roadway alignment due to a 20% grade - Unmapped Class D Waterbody the skew angle il need to be increased to better align with the siream. '
" increasing in both directions from the culvert. -BISDA=8km?, Q=6m’s. " - . " - - (1) 2000 mm diameter x 34 m CSP
(1) 1830 mm dia. X23.2m The poor vertical alignment should be improved, but additional signage may be adequate considering the road
SPCSP Maintenance recommendation included continuing monitoring of perforations on the floor dead ends approximately 60 m to the east. This structure appears to provide land access for a local resident
’ otherwise the need for this structure should be evaluated..
Maintenance was completed on this structure in 2019. Unfortunately, the BIM was
completed in the winter and lots of the new elements were not visible. It appears as
LOCAL ROAD OVER though a new strip deck was installed and new wheel guards were installed. There was Roseke completed the design and tendered the noted repairs in 2025. The work was undertaken by Volker Stevin
YARROW CREEK some potholes creating a bump on approach to the bridge but the alignment ratings Highways Ltd. A new BIM Inspection needs to be completed to update the ratings. A Project summary Report
. SE?ITE " indicate the roadway is adequate. There is no guardrail at this location. 4.3 m clear roadway width, 7 m roadway width, zero also needs to be submitted. Maintenance Completed in Nov 2025
There is some minor damage or defects to the truss members and one missing bolt. degiee skew A UROW was obtained for the upland area at the southwest comer. A legal survey is currently underway to o n n
" . - 4.3 m vertical clearance L L " R " X . | Complete Pile Repairs, Change Cap, Place Rip
Spread Eagle Road i ; » i i ; -2020 Est. AADT = 60 vpd encompass the additional area within the bed banks that was applied for under an RDS Disposition and which will Rap, and Fix Timber Components
70175 -01 1957 There is corrosion and pitting on the splash zone of the truss. The timber bridge rail on 2025 38.9% 31.5% ~13km détour lenth ’ now form part of the road plan. ! 2040 $ ; )
: 1908 NW 22-03-30 W4M the approach span in untreated and needs to be painted. There is some scour at the west J 70 70 3.8 m pier hei htg Revised Estimated Reol  Year = 2040
side within 1 m of abutment 1. There are steep banks aalong the west side with no rip rap :Nlo ;:;r'j:a”e'g Volker Stevin completed the work for evised Eslimaled Replacement Year =
2 Span Bridge (38.1m rotection. Recommendation was made to place 60 m’® of Class 1 Rip Rap. o
Through Truss with a 6.1 m P P Prep gf;iﬁs\gzt;beﬁis(sem Ry, This work is expected to provide an additional 10-15 years of life for this structure, at which time additional timber Vo:(:;i?ei::;z;‘f:g;sz
Treated Timber Approach  |A timber coring inspection was completed in October 2021 at which time it was revealed substructure repairs may be required. ’
Span) on a Treated Timber |that there was beginning rot in vert. blocks of piles 2 and 6 at abutment 1 (R=4). and piles
Substructure 2 and 3 at abutment 2 (R=4). Additionally, there is extensive rot with a void in Pile 3 East, The total project costs are Estimated to be:
and Pile 5 West at Pier 1 (R=2) Two additional piles had large vertical splits (R=4). The
Cap at Abut 2 has beginning rot, the rest are ok.
LOCAL ROAD OVER Recommended Maintenance Action:
FOOTHILL CREEK
near -7.0 m roadway width, 0 deg. skew Continue Monitoring Floor Perforations
PINCHER CREEK, AB - 2022 Est. AADT = 90 vpd Considering the bridge is in decent condition and there is life expectancy left, it is recommended that the single
This structure is in fairly good condition but following a level 2 coring inspection in 2021 - No Detour Route e b I‘g direplaced. An additi - ) PO ) If conditions worsen - consider assessing for a
"Lowland Heights" rot was identified in Pile 2 at Abutment 1. . pile be splicedreplaced. An additional 15 years of ife should be achievable with this repair. concrete floor or replacement.
74038 -01 | 1980 9 2026 55.6% | 64.1% |-22mAbutment height P 2040 |s 905,760

SW 02-05-29 W4M

Single Span (10 m) Type SM
Girder Bridge on a Treated
Timber Substructure

- Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15)
-BISDA=40km’, Q=30 m’ls

Future replacement will likely consist of a large dual culvert structure or concrete box if it can fit geometrically.
Otherwise a standard bridge will be required

Estimated Replacement Structure

(2) 2400 mm diameter x 40 m CSP

www.roseke.com

2026-02-25
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Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2025 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST

Bridge File Review Commentary

Bridge File# YearBuit Location & Description BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions / BIM Estimated Structural P Bridge File Inventory Prioritized Structures not Shaded. Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy TARGET Estimated Maintenance ~ Estimated Replacement
g P Recommendations Replacement Year  Condition Rating Y Background Information Structures Shaded in Green had work completed. or Replacement Alternative Year Cost Cost
Structures Shaded in orange have work in progress.
Stgg\[l\vlbiﬁ/é%%\éiiK This structure is located NW of Beaver Mines on a dead end road with curves and a hill to In 2020, Roseke Engineering completed the preliminary engineering and design for a replacement structure that
the east. The structure currently has severe perforations in the floor from Ring 1 through consisted of a single 2700 mm dia. X 37 m long CSP with corner baffles along the upstream half of the pipe to
near - ) ) ) - - . - 8 m clear roadway )
BURMIS. AB to Ring 6 which has resulted in a 3 rating. There is 2% roof deflection and 2% sidewall - 40 dea. LHF skew improve fish passage.
’ deflection. A recommendation was made to monitor the floor in inspection 1/2 cycles. 10 mgo.f cover ’
"7 Gates Road" ) 5j1 side slopes The project was tendered for construction in 2021, but the Contractor went into default and the contract was
75377 -02 | 1962 The upstream end has perforations in the floor. The downstream end is hanging 200 mm 2072 100.0% 93.3% | R ApADT — terminated. The project was retendered in 2022 and completed in 2023. - 2072 $ - |$ -
above streambed and there are perforations in the floor of the bevel as well. No other ) =00 vp
NW 08-06-02 W5M . - No Detour Route available - " A
concerns were noted but a recommendation was made to replace the culvert. The design Life Span of the structure may be reduced due to the current shape and condition of the supplied pipe
- Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15) ) : .
" . following damage from a wind event in 2021.
(1) 1724 mm (span) x 1901 L - N . - SARA listed Species
mm (rise) x 19.5 m SPCSP Roseke Engineering completed the preliminary engineering, design and tender for a
EIIiplse replacement structure at this location in 2020. Total Completed Project Costs $275,526.21
TTIS STrUCTUre was Tepraced I ZuZ3.” Ve allemnpred [0 repraced It ine prvious year, but
LOCAL ROAD OVER HEATH [Pricing was high so we waiting and tendered a year later. 6.5 m Roadway Width. 9 degree RHF skew
CREEK . . " . - No detour available ; ; ] . . ;
near The new structure was installed using a staged construction approach to maintain access - 2023 Est. AADT = 12 vpd This pre-tender work for this project was completed in 2022 but the tendered prices were very high as a result of a
LUNDBRECK, AB for the landowner. -0.9 m of Cover late tender per!oq and limited window of opportunity. We cancelled this project and retendered in 2023 and got
) e SES much better pricing.
" . There is a concrete end treatment on the U/S south side. WE also placed large boulders 0, 0, ) y . ) ) )
75265-02 | 2023 e Gl (ReEk for fish passage at the upstream end. Additional bank protection works was completed 2073 100.0% 90.8% ) glt;'s-lsv\é:Mv;i ?:;l:o q The project was tendered on April 26, 2023 and was awarded to Volkler Stevin Highways Ltd. shortly after. 2073 $ $
along the upstream bank where the channel curves and it was beginning to erode into the ~ y
NE 11-10-01 W5M - DA =27.3 km2 .
roadway. . _ Total Completed Project Cost: $392,635.58
- Design flow = 13.9 m¥s
(@)t mgsd;a. R Roseke completed the prelimiinary engineering, design, tender (x2) and construction and =(CiEnie] e =i
post-construction engineering for this project from 2021 - 2023
LOCAL ROAD OVER A
TRIBUTARY TO FOOTHILL |The previous structure was in poor condition due to 15% roof deflection (R=3) and 12% - 8 m Roadway Width. 5 degree RHF skew The MD of Pincher Creek reached out to Roseke Engineering in July 2022 to complete the preliminary
CREEK sidewall deflection (R=3). There was also heavy corrosion on the floor with perforations - 10 km detour length engineering, aquatic assessment, detailed design, and STIP application. Roseke Engineering completed the
near occurring. As a result the MD of Pincher Creek prioritized the structure for replacement in - 2023 Est. AADT =46 vpd preliminary engineering in September 2022 and proceeded to design the project in the Spring of 2023.
PINCHER CREEK, AB  |2024. -0.9 m of Cover
74260 -02 | 2024 2074 100.0% 90.8% |- 211 side slopes The project was tendered on August 1, 2024, and was awarded to N.L. Smith & Sons shortly after. = 2074 $ - |$ -
"Buck Jack Road" The replacement of the structure was completed by N.L. Smith and Sons construction in - No HWM Visible
the Fall of 2024, the project was completed under the estimated cost and in less time than - Unmapped Class D Waterbody Total Completed Project Cost: $166,635.64
SW 13-05-29 W4M was estimated. - Design flow = 6.0 m*
- U/S Structure is a 2.2 m dia. CSP
(1) 2000 mm dia. x 24 m CSP
LOCAL ROAD OVER
TRIBUTARY TO CASTLE
Rr:\égf This structure is in fair condition based on the level 1 BIM, but a level 2 timber coring - 7.3 m clear roadway width, zero degree skew The MD of Pincher Creek reached out to Roseke Engineering in Fall 2023 to complete Preliminary Engineering
PINCHER CREEK AB inspection was completed in October 2021 and it was discovered that there was extensive - 2017 Est. AADT =52 vpd which determined that (2) 2000 mm diameter x 26 m CSPs would be the best replacement structure at this
! rot and large full height void in pile 3 at abutment 1. (R=2). There was also beginning rot - 8 km Detour Route location.
1960/ " " in 3 consecutive cores in the cap over piles 1 and 2. At abutment 2 isolated rot was found 0, 0, - 1.6 m backwall height ) )
70417 -02 1960 il et in pile 6 and beginning rot was found in the cap over piles 1-3. R=4. 2026 100.0% 80.0% - No erosion concerns noted. The design of the replacement structures was completed in Winter 2024/2025. Construction was complete in 2075 $ $
SE 05-07-01 W5M - Class C Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15) November 2025. We just need to provide a Project Summary Report and finalize land.
Other than those deficiencies noted from the level 2 inspection the level 1 inspection just - No BIS Data available. Dry Oct. 2021.
Single 6.1 m Clear Span PG identified some cracking girders identified. (R=4). - DIS and U/S structures are culverts. Total Completed Project Costs: $322,070
Girder Bridge on Timber
Substructure
LOCAL ROAD OVER A
TRIBUTARY TO PINCHER - 8.0 m roadway width. 10 deg. RHF skew.
CREEK - 17 km Detour Route.
near - 2021 Est. AADT = 28 vpd.
PINCHER CREEK, AB -5m of Cover Volker Stevin Highways Ltd. completed the installation of a 1372 mm liner in November of 2025. Recommended Maintenance Action: 2075
00470 -01 | 1988 ' ' ' 2032 100.0% | 100.0% |- Inverts below streambed 400mm $ - s -
"Murrays Corner" Iy ek it 2 i g Sl e st (0 A0 - Drift present Total Completed Project Costs: $232,669 (1) 1372 mm dia. X 44 m long SWSP
- No scour/erosion concems
SE 02-06-01 W5M - HWM not visible
- No fish present at this location
(1) 1600 mm dia. X 43 m CSP
LOCAL ROAD OVER THE
CROWSNEST RIVER
near
LUNDBRECK, AB - 4.9 m clear roadway width. 6.2 m road width. The MD of Pincher Creek obtained the services of ISL Engineering Ltd. to design and manage a replacement
- Vertical eroded banks in the vicinity of bridge . Water is |structure. A prefabricated replacement bridge structure was installed at this location. The new structure consists
"Fishers Brdige" This is the Fisher Bridge. The bridge has recently been replaced. Some warranty work is 0, 0, starting to undercut the south abutment. of a 30.5 m long Steel Truss Acrow bridge sitting on the existing concrete abutments that were restored. Warranty ; ) )
02488 -02 ik still required, but the road has been reopened. 2080 94.4% 67.8% - Est. Deck to Streambed =4.4 m work is still currently required at this site as specified n the most recent BIM Inspection. THTE ST 07 EpEee) 2080 $ $
NW 26-07-02 W4M - HWM Est. 1.1 m below the curb.
- Class B Waterbody (Sept 1 to Aug 15) Total Estimated Cost of Project: $1,150,000.00
(1) 24.4 m Long Pony Truss
Bridge on Concrete
Substructure www.roseke.com
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Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 E—
BRIDGE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM - 2025 ASSET MANAGEMENT & PLANNING - PRIORITIZED REPLACEMENT LIST I

Bridge File Review Commentary

Bridge File# YearBuit Location & Description BIM Background Information / Comments / Maintenance Actions / BIM Estimated Structural P Bridge File Inventory Prioritized Structures not Shaded. Estimated Preferred Maintenance Strategy Estimated Maintenance ~ Estimated Replacement
g P Recommendations Replacement Year  Condition Rating Y Background Information Structures Shaded in Green had work completed. or Replacement Alternative Cost Cost
Structures Shaded in orange have work in progress.
L?ggb?gé? .%/ E)i;\Tf_gD This structure had 6% roof deflection and 3% sidewall deflection. There were also
RIVER extensive perforations due to corrosion in Ring 2 and Ring 3. Sidewall and Coating R=2. -8.5m roadway width. Zero degree skew. The MD of Pincher Creek reached out to Roseke Engineering in July 2022 to complete the preliminary
near A Low Rating Notification Filed with MD. Inspection Cycle reduced to 6 months to monitor -3:1 Side slopes engineering, aquatic assessment, detailed design, and STIP application. Roseke Engineering completed the
COWLEY. AB but no additional recent formal inspection information is available. As a result the MD of O me e preliminary engineering in September 2022 and proceeded to design the project in the Winter of 2022.
’ Pincher Creek prioritized the structure for replacement in 2023. -2021 Est. AADT = 134 vpd.
76294 -02 | 2023 e — 2074 100.0% 91.9% |32 km detour length The project was tendered on May 12, 2023, and was awarded to East Butte Contracting shortly after. = 2093 $ - |8 -
The replacement of the structure was completed by East Butte Contracting in the Fall of - New Class 1 riprap upstream and downstream
SW 32-06-01 WaM 2023, the prgject was completed unger the estimated project costs even though the - Design flow: 3.10 m¥s Total Completed Project Cost: $237,443.55
project duration was longer than estimated. , 3
- Drainage area: 4.04 km
(1) 1600 mm dia. X 26.0 m
CSPD63
1. 164 Structures in Service Under the control 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 (2025 - 2035): $5,297,190.00
2. Maintenance/Replacement Prioritization subject to change pending further inspection/review. Strategy may be dependant upon life cycle costs or other external factors. Estimated Total Replacement Budget (2025 - 2035): $1 6,297,056.00
3. Maintenance should be completed as soon as possible to ensure design life is achieved. Estimated Total 10 Year Bridge File Asset Management Budget: $21,594,246.00
4. Information provided based on a desktop review of inspection data and available background information and is subject to change. Estimated Average Expenditu re per year: $2,1 59,424.60
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 Monitoring Required to verify recommended Year of Action for structures with target action years in excess of 5 years.
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Appendix E

Bridge Structure Budget
Allocation



Bridge File Number Target Year

Target Year Estimated

Maintenance Costs

MD of PINCHER CREEK NO. 9
ESTIMATED 10 YEAR BUDGET FOR CAPITAL BRIDGE PROGRAM

Target Year Estimated

Replacement Costs

Estimated
Replacement

Year

Future Estimated
Replacement Costs

07743-01 2022 $ 2037 $

75377-02 2022 $ 2072 $

75265-02 2023 $ 2073 $

76294-02 2023 $ 2093 $

75801-01 2024 $ 2034 $

74048-01 2024 $ 2029 $

84367-01 2024 $ 2074 $

74260-02 2024 $ 2074 $

70175-01 2025 $ 2025 $

02488-01 2025 $ 2080 $

84361-01 2025 $ 2075 $

70417-01 2025 $ 2075 $

84379-01 2025 $ 2075 $

00470-01 2025 $ 2075 $

75481-01 2026 $ $ 309,928 2030 $

76203-01 2026 $ $ 522,989 2037 $

71542-01 2026 $ $ 620,512 2035 $

01348-01 2026 $ - |8 1,134,506 2030

73608-01 2027 $ 525,000 | $ - 2030 $ 5,140,680
00673-01 2027 $ - |$ 849,150 2028 $ 485,000
02360-01 2027 $ 479,250 | $ - 2030 $ 743,700
07080-01 2028 $ $ 1,650,700 2030 $ -
74906-01 2028 $ $ 448,800 2030 $

13960-01 2028 $ $ 518,930 2031 $

84522-01 2028 $ - | $ 283,050 2046 $ -
08685-01 2029 $ 375,000 | $ 2030 $ 1,560,660
71266-01 2029 $ 240,000 | $ 2030 $ 1,181,040
01113-01 2029 $ 550,060 | $ 2033 $ 849,150
00488-01 2030 $ 325,000 | $ 2031 $ 1,679,210
01077-01 2030 $ 325,000 2032 $ 1,747,140
02070-01 2030 $ 375,000 | $ - 2036 $ 1,447,440
02069-01 2030 $ $ 603,840 2026 $

76636-01 2031 $ $ 332,110 2032 $

02187-01 2031 $ $ 871,790 2024 $

74110-01 2031 $ $ 734,820 2025 $

09213-01 2032 $ $ 317,020 2028 $

01528-01 2032 $ - |$ 1,900,320 2028 $ -
00471-01 2033 $ 452,880 | $ - 2033 $ 841,380
74175-01 2033 $ $ 543,460 2030 $

77192-01 2033 $ - |$ 305,030 2028 $ -
08686-01 2033 $ 245,000 | $ 2024 $ 660,450




MD of PINCHER CREEK NO. 9
ESTIMATED 10 YEAR BUDGET FOR CAPITAL BRIDGE PROGRAM

. . Estimated .

Bridge Pl umber TargetYoar 1 e RomcomentCoss RSSOt ot
74425-01 2033 $ - % 491,730 2030 $ -
06836-01 2033 $ 245,000 | $ - 2031 $ 530,580
73602-01 2034 $ $ 1,720,940 2034 $ -
01410-01 2034 $ $ 317,021 2029
00760-01 2034 $ $ 271,730 2034 $
07982-01 2034 $ $ 611,390 2028 $
78427-01 2034 $ - % 390,610 2035
02419-01 2035 $ 485,000 | $ - 2036 $ 1,560,680
01839-01 2035 $ - | 546,680 2030 $ -
00479-01 2035 $ 675,000 | $ - 2042 $ 5,948,250
13957-01 2036 $ - |3 622,710 2031 $ -
74141-01 2036 $ 425,000 | $ - 2035 $ 5,948,250
70423-01 2037 $ $ 1,639,140 2036 $
00481-01 2037 $ $ 377,205 2036 $
00828-01 2038 $ - | 1,277,610 2030 $ -
00784-01 2038 $ 200,000 | $ - 2032 $ 1,188,810
74259-01 2039 $ $ 320,790 2025 $
74038-01 2040 $ $ 905,760 2026 $

TOTAL 2022-2025 $ - $ - $ -
TOTAL InProgress  $ - $ 4,238,635 $ -
TOTAL 2025-2035 $ 5,297,190 $ 16,297,056  Deferred §$ 24,375,360
TOTAL 2035-2040 $ 625,000 $ 5,143,215 Deferred $ 7,137,060
SUMMARY:
Total Estimated Bridge Structure Maintenance Costs 2025-2035 $ 3,325,000
Total Estimated Bridge Structure Replacement Costs 2025 - 2035: $ 5,271,960
Total Estimated Bridge Culvert Maintenance Costs 2025 - 2035: $ 1,972,190
Total Estimated Bridge Culvert Replacement Costs 2025 - 2035: $ 11,025,096
Total Estimated Maintenance Costs 2025 - 2035: $ 5,297,190
Total Estimated Replacement Costs 2025 - 2035: $ 16,297,056
TOTAL ESTIMATED BUDGET FOR BRIDGE STRUCTURES (2026-2036): $ 21,594,246
ESTIMATED AVERAGE ANNUAL BUDGET ALLOCATION: §$ 2,159,425
Recommend Additional Annual Allocation For Routine Maintenance: $ 75,000
TOTAL ESTIMATED REPLACEMENT COSTS DEFERRED 10 YEARS: $ 24,375,360
NOTES:

1. Costs estimated based on 2025 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
BYLAW NO. 1368-26

Being a bylaw of the Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 in the Province of Alberta,
to amend Bylaw No. 1349-23, being the Land Use Bylaw.

WHEREAS Section 640 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;

WHEREAS The Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 desire to amend
sections of the Land Use Bylaw as shown on Schedule ‘A’ attached
hereto; and

WHEREAS The purpose of the proposed amendment is to add a detached

secondary suite and to limit the dwelling density within the
agriculturally oriented districts in the Land Use Bylaw;

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. 1368-26".

2. Amendments to Land Use Bylaw No. 1349-23 as per “Schedule A” attached. That
the amendments to Bylaw No. 1349-23, being the Land Use Bylaw, include
additions to section that affect numbering and formatting which will be changed to
maintain the consistency of the portions of the Bylaw being amended.

3. This bylaw shall come into force and effect upon third and final passing thereof and
a consolidated version of the Land Use Bylaw reflecting the amendment is
authorized to be prepared.

READ a first time this _____dayof , 2026.
A PUBLIC HEARING was held this ____ dayof , 2026.
READ a second time this ____ dayof , 2026.
READ a third time and finally PASSED this __ day of , 2026.
Reeve Chief Administrative Officer

Rick Lemire Roland Milligan

Bylaw No. 1368-26 Page 1 of 3



SCHEDULE ‘A’

1.

Revise Part | — General Section 6 Definitions as follows:

6.140 Secondary Suite
An additional dwelling unit located on a property containing a single unit residence, which
is subordinate to the principal dwelling primary-residence. The secondary suite must be

Iocated W|th|n the same yard as the prlnC|paI dwelling. Ih&umi—mast—hav&a—sepa;a&e

e*tener—ef—the—heuse— A secondary sune shall not be developed W|th|n a “Duplex” “Seml-
detached dwelling”, “Multi-unit dwelling”, “Manufactured home park”, “Rowhouse or
townhouse” or “Apartment”. “Garden suite”, “Surveillance suite”, and “Secondary farm
residence” are separate uses.

6.121 Principal Dwelling
Principal dwelling means the primary residence unit located on a titled piece of land.

Delete and replace Part VI Section 42.1 and 42.2 with the following:

42.1 The maximum number of dwelling units per parcel of land is as regulated through the
applicable land use district and associated use specific standards of development of this
Bylaw.

42.2 No person shall construct or locate, or cause to be constructed or located, more than
one dwelling unit on a parcel except as provided in the land use district for which the
application is made and authorized by the Development Authority through issuance of a
development permit for a use that allows for more than one dwelling in accordance with the
provisions of this Bylaw.

Revise Part VI Section 42.3 with the following:

42.3 Within the Agriculture — A, Airport Vicinity Protection — AVP, Urban Fringe — UF, Wind
Farm Industrial — WFI districts, one or more additional dwelling units may be located on a
parcel provided that:

(a) all such dwelling units are secondary farm residences on a parcel that has an area
greater than 32.4 ha (80 acres) and this use is a permitted or discretionary use in the
applicable district; and

(b) all such dwelling units comply with this bylaw.

Revise Part VIII Tourist Home Section 47.15 by changing the following:

47.15 Within the Agriculture — A district, a tourist home may be considered on properties that
have a principal dwelling and that may also have a secondary suite or a secondary farm
residence. andfor Only one of the dwelling units may be considered for the Tourist Home
use. Alternatively, where a principal dwelling is located on the site, a tourist home may be
approved as a maximum of two (2) supplemental recreation vehicle spaces and is to be
designated as a seasonal tourist home in place of designating a dwelling unit as a tourist
home.

Revise Part VIII Section 49 Garden and Secondary Suites by changing Section 49.5(c)
to the following:

(c) in the Agriculture — A, Airport Vicinity Protection — AVP, Urban Fringe — UF, Wind Farm
Industrial — WFI districts where listed as a permitted or discretionary use, a secondary suite
may be considered (as shown in figure below) as a second storey garage (or shop) suite or

Schedule ‘A’ to Bylaw No. 1368-26 Page 2 of 3



detached dwelling. All secondary suites in this category are limited to a maximum building
footprint or floor area of 1000 ft? (28.32m?).

6. Revise Part IX — Districts Section 2 by removing ‘Garden Suite’ from the Agriculture
— A, Airport Vicinity Protection — AVP, Rural Business — RB, Urban Fringe — UF,
Wind Farm Industrial — WFI districts.

7. Revise Part IX — Districts by adding to Agriculture — A, Airport Vicinity Protection —
AVP, Rural Business — RB, Urban Fringe — UF, Wind Farm Industrial — WFI districts
the following:

3. Maximum Density

For all subdivided parcels that are less than 32.4 ha (80 acres) the maximum number of
dwelling units is two (2). This can be any combination of a principal dwelling with a secondary
suite as defined by Section 49. For those properties that were approved for a secondary farm
residence and were subdivided the secondary farm residence will need a permit to transition
to a secondary suite. Where a subdivided parcel contains more than 2 dwelling units, each
dwelling unit greater than two will be considered legal non-conforming and cannot be altered
or added to with an addition or secondary suite.

Bylaw No. 1368-26 Page 3 of 3
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Recommendation to Council

The Specialty Manufacturing/Cottage Industry, major use, requires the Rural Business land use designation
(Attachment No. 2)

An amending bylaw, Bylaw No. 1370-26 has been prepared for Council’s consideration (Attachment No.
3).

Bylaw No. 1370-26 was given First Reading on February 10™, 2026 and subsequently a public hearing was
held on March 10™, 2026

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

None.

Presented to: Council Page 2 of 2
Date of Meeting: March 24, 2026







IMPORTANT NOTES:
1. Every application for an amendment to the Land Use Bylaw shall be completed in every part and signed.

2. If the amendment involves a change of land use district, the applicant shall also supply:

(a) a site plan at a scale to the satisfaction of the Development Officer showing the size and shape of the
lands affected, the location and extent of existing developments, waterbodies and treed areas and the
location and form of any new development intended, fully dimensioned and explicit to the satisfaction of
the Development Officer;

(b) at the discretion of the Development Officer, a Real Property Report as proof of location of existing
development; and

(¢) a Certificate of Title indicating ownership and encumbrances.
3. Anapplication fee shall be required.

4. If the amendment involves a revision to the wording of the Land Use Bylaw, including the addition to or the
deletion from the permitted or discretionary uses listed for a district, the desired change shall be explicit and
reasons given.

5. Failure to complete the application form fully and supply the required information, plans, and fee may cause
delays in processing the application.

6. The Development Officer may refuse to accept an application for amendment to the Land Use Bylaw where
the information required has not been supplied or where the quality of such information is inadequate to
properly evaluate the application.

7. Upon receipt of an application for amendment, the Development Officer shall determine when the application
will be placed before the Council and shall issuc not less than 10 days’ notice to the applicant that he may
appear and speak to the application.

8. A decision of the Council in regard to an application to amend the Land Use Bylaw is final but, if refused, the
applicant may reapply at any time that the Council agrees to accept another application for the same or similar
amendment.



MD of Pincher Creek No. 9

P.O Box 279
1037 Herron Avenue
Pincher Creek Alberta TOK 1WO0
(403) 627-3130
Website: www.mdpinchercreek.ab.ca

Email: info@mdpinchercreek.ab.ca

Hann, Theresa and Stuwart PAYMENT RECEIPT
Canada :
Receipt Number: 70417
Date: 1/30/2026
Initials: SLW
GST Registration #: 10747347RP
Receipt Type Roll/Account  Description . QTY  Amount  Amount Owing ]
General RENZ Planning Rezoning Fees N/A $1,000.00 $0.00
Subtotal: , $1,000.00
Discount $0.00
GST $0.00
Total Receipt: : $1,000.00
- Cheque: $1,000.00

Total Amount Received: $1,000.00










INTENT

RURAL BUSINESS - RB

The intent of the Rural Business - RB district is to provide for isolated commercial uses on farm
yard locations where commercial uses may be accommodated in the rural areas.

USES
2.1

2.2

Permitted Uses

Accessory building (see Section 36)

Animal care service, major and minor

Extensive agriculture (see Section 15.1(b))

Farm buildings and structures (see Section 15.1(a))

Home occupation (see Section 47)

Manufactured home, singlewide and doublewide (see Section 54)
Modular home

Personal service

Solar energy system, household wall or roof mounted (see Section 15.1(r))
Single-detached residence

Specialty Manufacturing / Cottage Industry, minor

Wind Energy Conversion System — Category 1 (See Section 57)

Discretionary Uses

Abattoir

Accessory structure (see Section 37 and Section 15.1(1))
Accessory use

Animal care service, major and minor

Auto body or paint shop

Construction supply and contractors

Dwelling unit as a secondary use to an approved use (see Section 50)
Farmer’s market

Garden suite (see Section 49)

Intensive horticultural operation

Mini storage

Moved-in accessory building (see Section 54.6 - 54.9)

Moved-in dwelling (see Section 54.6-54.9)

Outdoor storage

Public utility

Restaurant

Retail store

Secondary suite (see Section 49)

Shipping container (see Section 58)

Sign (see Section 55)

Sleeping unit as an accessory use to an approved use (see Section 50)
Solar energy system, household — freestanding (see Section 59)
Specialty manufacturing / Cottage industry, major

Tourist home (see Section 47)

Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
Land Use Bylaw 1349-23

PART IX | 65



23 Prohibited Uses
All uses not deemed similar by the Development Authority to any permitted or discretionary
use listed above.

24 USE REQUIREMENTS:

(a) Prior to the approval of any commercial or industrial use, a dwelling unit must be
established on the parcel;

(b) Commercial and industrial uses shall be located to the rear of the dwelling unit;

(c) Commercial and industrial uses shall directly involve one or more residents of the parcel
involved in the business or operation;

(d) Hours of operation of commercial and industrial uses occurring outside of an enclosed
building shall be limited to between 8:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.;

(e) Any outdoor storage associated with a commercial or industrial use shall meet the
building setback requirements for commercial and industrial buildings;

(f) A development application which proposes to locate an outdoor storage use within the
boundary of the Burmis Lundbreck Corridor Area Structure Plan:

(i) at a location which, in the opinion of the MPC, is highly visible to the travelling
public from Provincial Highways 3, 3A, 22 or 507; or

(i) at a location which is highly visible to an adjoining or nearby residence, a public
park or recreation use, a commercial / private recreation use or a public and
institutional use;

shall not be approved.

3. MINIMUM LOT SIZE
All residences: 1.2 ha (3 acres) to a maximum of 4.05 ha (10.00 acres)
Other uses: 1.2 ha (3 acres)
4, MINIMUM SETBACK REQUIREMENTS
Sethacks from public roadways: 30 m (98.4 ft.)
All other property lines: 7.5m (24.6 ft.)
Provincial highways: Minimum distance as set by Alberta Transportation
and may be increased by MPC where warranted
Railways
(application: residence, dwelling 40 m (131 ft.) or less if mitigated by sound attenuation
or sleeping units): and not considered an unsafe location

Note: Setbacks can be varied by the MPC if they meet the generally accepted rules of
variances as outlined in Section 18.

See Section 57 for setbacks pertaining to WECS.

Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9
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MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT

Principal buildings: 10.7 m (35.1 ft.)
Accessory buildings: 10.7 m (35.1 ft.)
Fences, privacy walls and gates: 1 m (3.3 ft.) in all front yards
2 m (6.6 ft.) in all side and rear yards

ENVIRONMENTAL SETBACKS AND SEPARATION DISTANCES
See Sections 35, 44 and 45.

LANDSCAPING, SCREENING AND LOCATION OF STORAGE

The outdoor display of goods, materials or equipment solely for advertisement purposes may be
allowed by the MPC, but unless otherwise required by the MPC, foods, material and equipment:

(a) shall not be stored in a front yard; and

(b) shall be screened from public view, to the satisfaction of the MPC.

REFUSE SCREENING AND STORAGE

Unless otherwise required by the MPC or the Development Officer:

(a) refuse or garbage shall be kept in a suitably-sized container or enclosure;
(a) refuse and refuse containers shall be effectively screened; and

(b) refuse and refuse containers shall be located in a rear yard.

OFF-STREET PARKING AND LOADING REQUIREMENTS
See Section 56.
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MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF PINCHER CREEK NO. 9
BYLAW NO. 1370-26

Being a bylaw of the Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9 in the Province of Alberta,
to amend Bylaw No. 1349-23, 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;

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

Block 4, Plan 7910279, as shown on Schedule ‘A’ attached hereto,
from “Grouped Country Residential - GRC” to “Rural Business —
RB”; and

The portion of SW 34-7-2 W5M as shown on Schedule ‘A’ attached
hereto, from “Agricultural - A” to “Rural Business — RB”; and

WHEREAS The purpose of the proposed amendment is to allow for rural
business subdivision and development;

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. 1370-26".

2. Amendments to Land Use Bylaw No. 1349-23 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 ____ dayof , 2026.
A PUBLIC HEARING was held this ____ dayof , 2026.
READ a second time this ____ dayof , 2026.
READ a third time and finally PASSED this __ day of , 2026.
Reeve Chief Administrative Officer

Rick Lemire Roland Milligan

Bylaw No. 1370-26 Page 1 of 2
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CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER’S REPORT )

March 9, 2026, to March 20, 2026

Discussion:

Mar 10 Council Committee and Regular Council Meetings

Mar 11 Joint Health and Safety Committee Meeting

Mar 12 Emergency Advisory Committee Meeting

Mar 16 Teams Meeting with Minister Hunter and MLA Petrovic

Mar 17 Coffee with Council - Div 1 — Twin Butte

Mar 18 Special Joint Council — Town of Pincher Creek
Upcoming:

Mar 24 Council Committee and Regular Council Meetings

Mar 25 Employer Pre-Bargaining Meeting

Mar 26 Emergency Advisory Committee Meeting

Mar 27 MD Pincher Creek/Circular Materials Depot and Curbside Discussion

RECOMMENDATION:

That Council receives for information the Chief Administrative Officer’s report for the period March 9, 2026,
to March 20, 2026.

Prepared by: Roland Milligan, CAO Date: March 18, 2026

Respectfully presented to: Council Date: March 24, 2026



ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT ACTIVITY
March 5, 2026 to March 19, 2026

Correspondence from the Last Council:

Concerns Regarding Brushing at NE 22-5-30 W4M
Request for Funding — Coalfields Community Centre
Alberta SouthWest Regional Alliance — Thank you for attending

Advertising/Social:

Canadian Agricultural Safety Week

Coffee with Council — Division 1

PSA Road Closure — Township Road 65

Early closure of Crowsnest Pincher Creek Landfill
ReUse & Recycle Fair — June 13, 2026 from 10am to 2pm
Volunteer Appreciation Event — April 22, 2026

Public Hearing for Bylaws 1369-26 — April 14, 2026
Special Council Meeting Notification

Courtesy Post — Hill Spring Market

Rural Crime Watch Meeting — April 15, 2026 at 6:30 pm
Notification of Increase Traffic Fines

Dust Control Applications Available — Deadline May 1

Other Activities:

Working on 2026 Newsletter
Coffee with Council — Division 1
Special Joint Meeting with Town

Invites to Council:

Upcoming Dates of Importance:

Regular Committee, Council — March 24, 2026
Easter Break April 3 through 6, 2026

Regular Committee, Council — April 14, 2026
Public Hearing Bylaw 1369-26 — April 14, 2026
Rural Crime Watch — April 15, 2026 6:30 pm
Coffee with Council — Division 3 — April 21, 2026
Volunteer Appreciation Dinner — April 22, 2026
Pincher Creek Trade Show — April 24 and 26, 2026
Regular Committee, Council — April 28, 2026
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Canada Day Opening Ceremonies

From Kootenai Brown Pioneer Village <mail kbpv@gmail.com>
Date Fri 2026-03-06 10:54
To  Jessica McClelland <AdminExecAsst@mdpinchercreek.ab.ca>

Reeve Rick Lemire and Members of Council
Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9

March 6, 2026
Dear Reeve Rick Lemire and Members of Council,

On behalf of the staff and volunteers of Kootenai Brown Historical Park, I am pleased to extend a formal
invitation for you to join us for our Canada Day in the Park Celebration on Wednesday, July 1, 2026,
at Kootenai Brown Historical Park.

Our annual Canada Day celebration brings together residents and visitors from across the region to
recognize the day in a spirit of community, heritage, and national pride. The event will begin at 11:00
a.m. with a flag raising ceremony, followed by the singing of O Canada.

We would be honoured to have the Reeve and members of Council attend as distinguished guests and
participate as official dignitaries during the colour guard and flag raising ceremony. Your presence
would help mark this important national celebration and reflect the strong connection between our local
heritage institutions and the broader community.

Following the opening ceremony, guests are warmly invited to remain and enjoy the festivities taking
place throughout the park.

If you are available to attend and participate, please let us know at your convenience so that we may
include your names in the program and coordinate the ceremony details.

Thank you for your continued leadership and support within our region. We hope you will be able to join
us in celebrating Canada Day with the community.

Sincerely,

Danin Lawrence

Kootenai Brown Historical Park Operations Lead
Pincher Creek Visitor Information Center Coordinator
(403) 627-3684

https://www.kootenaibrown.ca/

"This is what I have seen in my dreams. This is the country for me."



Matthew Halton High School

P.O0.Box 1090, 945 Davidson Avenue
Pincher Creek, Alberta TOK 1TWO
403-627-4414

March 15, 2026
Dear Community Supporter,

The Matthew Halton Sr. Girls Basketball team has had an incredible season, and we are proud
to share that they have qualified for the 2A SSA Provincial Championships in Peace River,
Alberta, March 18—-22. Even more exciting, the team is currently ranked #2 in the province. It is
the first time since 1992 that Matthew Halton has had a Basketball team compete at Provincials.

Our team is a combined effort between Matthew Halton High School and Lundbreck School,
bringing together eight dedicated athletes who have worked extremely hard to reach this level of
competition. For these students, competing at provincials is an unforgettable opportunity to
represent our schools and our community on the provincial stage.

Travel to Peace River is a significant distance, and transportation costs for the team are
substantial. We are reaching out to our community for support to help cover these travel
expenses so our athletes can focus on competing and representing our region with pride.

Donations of any amount are greatly appreciated.
Contributions can be made in the following ways:
. In person: at the Matthew Halton School Office
. E-transfer: |hssportsbooster@gmail.com (Please make the answer to the question Basketball

and please make a note it is for the Sr Glrls BBall Team)

Your support will directly help these student-athletes make the journey to provincials and
experience the reward of their hard work and dedication.

Thank you for considering this request, for any further information please contact Eliza Grose
403-627-9489 or the school office 403-627-4414. Thank you for supporting youth athletics and
helping our team make this exciting trip possible. Our community support means the world to
these athletes.

Sincerely,

Matthew Halton Sr. Girls Basketball Team

Empowering Students

www.matthewhaltonhighschool.ca
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URGENT: #2840 Sentinel Record - Forensic Disclosure - Attn: Mayor/Reeve and Council

From Dave Bairnes <dbairnes@gmail.com>

Date Thu 2026-03-12 10:30

To Rick Lemire <CouncilDiv2@mdpinchercreek.ab.ca>; MDInfo <MDInfo@mdpinchercreek.ab.ca>; Wayne Oliver
<woliver@pinchercreek.ca>; mayor@crowsnestpass.com <mayor@crowsnestpass.com>;
cao@crowsnestpass.com <cao@crowsnestpass.com>; mayor@lethbridge.ca <mayor@lethbridge.ca>;
citycouncil@lethbridge.ca <citycouncil@lethbridge.ca>; reception@pinchercreek.ca
<reception@pinchercreek.ca>

0 1 attachment (56 KB)
SR Introduction and Oath Letter to the Guardians March 12 2026.pdf;

To the Mayors, Reeve, Councils and Stakeholders;

Further to my formal disclosures in early February to Premier Smith, Minister Jean, and the AER, | am
now formally notifying you of the existence of the #2840 Forensic Record (1976-Today). As the
custodian of this record, | have placed the Federal IAAC and the Sovereign Nations on notice that the
Hancock/NorthBack 'experiment’ represents a terminal geotechnical risk to our regional water security.
Since the Provincial authorities have failed to address the 1976 baseline, | am placing this technical
'‘Notice' directly in your hands to protect our municipal interests.

The following was sent to the Principal Guardians at Brocket and StandOff, this morning, follow official
notification, to the Federal Environment Minister and the IAAC, yesterday, at 10:46 AM, MDT.

FROM: SR (Sentinel Placeholder for Forensic Record #2840)
DATE: March 12, 2026 — 08:00 HRS
REF: Direct Federal Disclosure (IAAC) — March 11, 10:46 AM

1. THE SOVEREIGN ACKNOWLEDGMENT & OATH

SR recognizes the inherent and sovereign authority of the Niitsitapi over the littoyookaattsii, the
Oldman River, and the downstream territory. | hereby submit my #2840 Personal and Forensic Record
to you, the true and rightful Guardians. | place this record in your hands as the Sentinel technical
instrument of your sovereignty.

2. THE CUSTODIAN'S STORY

This record is my life's work. From 1976 to today, | have walked these slopes, mapped these strata, and
held this data as a private trust. | was there when the 1976 Coal Policy was forged; | am here now to
ensure its forensic truth is not erased. | know many of you, many of you know me; we are the kindred
spirits, guardians of this special place on Turtle Island. | provide this history as your guarantee that this
data is a lived reality, guarded specifically for this moment of crisis.

3. THE COVENANT OF COEXISTENCE

We respect the rights of industry, agriculture, and commerce to coexist. SR provides this brief to
protect the billion-dollar regional economy from a specific, terminal threat: the



Hancock/NorthBack/Crowsnest Pass Coal Mining experiment/deception, in collusion with Danielle
Smith's Alberta UCP "government.”

4. THE FORENSIC REALITY

The Proponent’s "Advanced Project” status is a forensic fraud. Our records prove the SME-819
interface is being breached. These boreholes are vertical conduits that will allow high-pressure saline
systems to permanently contaminate the freshwater aquifers of the littoyookaattsii.

5. THE MAGPIE PRECEDENT & DISPOSAL

By invoking the legal personhood of the Magpie River in Quebec, we will assert the river's right to
bodily integrity. | place the SR Sentinel Placeholder at your disposal as your guide to navigate the IAAC
Section 9 intervention and the regulatory void.

Oki,

SR
Keeper of the littoyookaattsii Record

V/ Email tracked with Mailsuite - Opt out



FROM: SR (Sentinel Placeholder for Forensic Record #2840)
DATE: March 12, 2026 — 08:00 HRS
REF: Direct Federal Disclosure (IAAC) — March 11, 10:46 AM

1. THE SOVEREIGN ACKNOWLEDGMENT & OATH

SR recognizes the inherent and sovereign authority of the Niitsitapi over the
littoyookaattsii, the Oldman River, and the downstream territory. | hereby submit my
#2840 Personal and Forensic Record to you, the true and rightful Guardians. | place this
record in your hands as the Sentinel technical instrument of your sovereignty.

2. THE CUSTODIAN'S STORY

This record is my life’s work. From 1976 to today, | have walked these slopes, mapped
these strata, and held this data as a private trust. | was there when the 1976 Coal Policy
was forged; | am here now to ensure its forensic truth is not erased. | know many of
you, many of you know me; we are the kindred spirits, guardians of this special place on
Turtle Island. | provide this history as your guarantee that this data is a lived reality,
guarded specifically for this moment of crisis.

3. THE COVENANT OF COEXISTENCE

We respect the rights of industry, agriculture, and commerce to coexist. SR provides this
brief to protect the billion-dollar regional economy from a specific, terminal threat: the
Hancock/NorthBack/Crowsnest Pass Coal Mining experiment/deception, in collusion
with Danielle Smith’s Alberta UCP “government.”

4. THE FORENSIC REALITY

The Proponent’s "Advanced Project” status is a forensic fraud. Our records prove the
SME-819 interface is being breached. These boreholes are vertical conduits that will
allow high-pressure saline systems to permanently contaminate the freshwater aquifers
of the littoyookaattsii.

5. THE MAGPIE PRECEDENT & DISPOSAL

By invoking the legal personhood of the Magpie River in Quebec, we will assert the
river's right to bodily integrity. | place the SR Sentinel Placeholder at your disposal as
your guide to navigate the IAAC Section 9 intervention and the regulatory void.

Oki,
SR

Keeper of the littoyookaattsii Record
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ENVIRONMENT AND PROTECTED AREAS

Office of the Minister

March 12, 2026

Mr. Rick Lemire, Reeve

c/o Ms. Jessica McClelland, Executive Assistant
Municipal District of Pincher Creek No. 9

1037 Herron Avenue

PO Box 279

Pincher Creek AB TOK 1WO0
adminexecasst@mdpinchercreek.ab.ca

Dear Reeve Lemire:

Thank you for your letter supporting enhanced aquatic invasive species (AlS)
prevention and your commitment to strengthening Alberta’s AIS response.

Environment and Protected Areas (EPA) remains committed to implementing the
AIS Task Force's recommendations and strengthening Alberta’s AIS prevention
and response framework. We are increasing the number of watercraft inspection
stations from 11 to 12 by adding a new site at the Chief Mountain Border
Crossing, while continuing to deploy the roving crew. We are also adding two
conservation K9 teams to return to the full complement of three teams.

The AIS Task Force recommended several key measures as essential to building
a robust, provincewide defense against invasive mussels. | am pleased to share
EPA advanced all seven AIS Task Force recommendations.

AIS program enhancements driven from task force recommendations include:

e exploring alternative funding to stabilize AIS program budgets and not be
subject to treasury board fluctuations. As well, a pilot proof of inspection
sticker was used in 2025, and is being repeated in 2026;

e pursuing the first in Canada pilot dip tank technology for hot washing
watercraft;

e instituting mandatory inspections for all watercraft entering Alberta from
eastern or southern borders, requiring watercraft to report to designated
provincial inspection stations before launching into Alberta’s waters;

e advocating more aquatic pesticide registrations be made available in Canada
to improve response efforts if/when needed,;

1/2
204 Legislature Building, 10800 - 97 Avenue NW, Edmonton, Alberta T5K 2B6 Canada Telephone 780-427-2391
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e enhancing detection abilities by incorporating environmental DNA monitoring
through water filtration to catch elusive species difficult to detect by
conventional monitoring efforts;

e ensuring a detailed plan for early detection and rapid response for invasive
mussels is developed, as well as updating the general AlS plan; and

e ensuring government readiness and preparedness if Alberta detects an
occurrence of invasive mussels by conducting annual exercises.

For more information, or to discuss next steps, please contact

Ms. Nicole Kimmel, Aquatic Invasive Species Specialist, in Edmonton,
at 780-975-3793 (dial 310-0000 for a toll-free connection)

or nicole.kimmel@gov.ab.ca.

Thank you for your ongoing support in protecting Alberta from AlIS.
Your leadership and collaboration are essential, as addressing the threat of
invasive species is a shared responsibility.

Sincerely,

ar—

Grant Hunter
Minister of Environment and Protected Areas

CccC: Honourable Danielle Smith
Premier of Alberta

Honourable RJ Sigurdson
Minister of Agriculture and Irrigation

Chelsae Petrovic
MLA, Livingstone-Macleod
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