Rural Road Study
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Rating Criteria (Paved Roads)

= i

Deformation
Edge Break

Rutting Flushing/Bleeding
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Field Assessment Sheets(Paved Roads)

Date:

Assessment completed by:

ENGINEE LTD

reconstruction

7 Deformed needing reconstruction

8 Deformed bad level of service

9 Deformed very bad |evel of service

Weather

Road Name:

Chainage:

Sealed/Paved Roadway Condition Assessment

+7 Rutting 25-30mm

8 Rutting 30-35mm

9 Rutting 35-40mm

+7 Dead — Moderate surface ravelling /stripping

& Dead — Isolated crumbling surface

9 Dead — moderately crumbling surface

Section:

Width: Length:

D 0 As new D 0 As new D O Asnew D 0 No edge break D O No edge drop

O 1mild isolated deformation O 1miner ruttivg less than Smm 0 Very good O 1020mm [0 1020mm

|:| 2 Moderate Isolated deformation D 2 Rutting 5-10rmm {isolated) D 2 Satisfactory D 2 20-20mm |:| 220-40mm

D 3 Mildly deformed extensive coverage D 3 Rutting 5-10mm {extensive) D 3 Fair D 3 40-60mm D 3 40-60mm

D +4 Moderately rough treatable by patching D 4 5ome Rutting 15-20mm D 4 Poar D 4 60-80mm D +4 60-80mm

D 5 Moderately Rough extensive coverage D 5 Extersive Rutting 15-20mrm D 5 Very poor D +5 80-100mm D 5 80-1000mm
treatable with resurfacing

D 6 Deformed approaching need for D 6 Rutting 20rmrm-25rmm D 6 Dead — Minor surface ravelling/stripping D 6100-120rmm D 6 =100mm

BRSHRE . =

7 120-140mm

beyond 5m

3 160-180mm 2 Tress /Shrubbery

from 2rm to 5m

0 No tress/Shrubbery

O O Oo
O 0o oo
R N o
O O oo

0

8140-160mm L) 1Tress/Shrubbery
O
O

10 Deformed no service potential 10 Rutting greater than 40mm 10 Dead — Extersive crumbling surface 10 > 180mm 3 Tress/Shrubbery up

to 2rn from shoulder

OoOo0Oo oooooOd

0 Matte firish

1 srnooth finish

2 Bleeding isolated defects
3 Black moderate defects
4 Black extensive coverage

5 Black extensive defocts8ifor poor skid
resistance

+6 Severe defects poor service
7 Extensive defects bad level of service
8 severe defects very bad service

9 Extensive defects no service potential

0 As rew

1INl

2 1solated spalling {breaking off}
3 Sorne spalling {breaking off)
Alsolated coverage stripping

+5 Moderate coverage stripping

6 Extensive coverage stripping
7 Wide coverage stipping base exposed
8 Extensive stripping, bad service

9 Severe defects, very bad service

O Oooo oooooaod

10 Extensive stripping no service
potertial

O Oooo oooooaod

0 As news

1 Mildisolated cracking

2 Moderate isolated cracking

2 Mild cracking extensive coverage

+ 4 Moderate cracking extensive coverage

5 Moderate cracking total coverage

6 Major cracking total surface
7 Severe cracking total coverage
8 Severe, total coverage, poor service

9 Severe, total coverage, very poor service

10 Extrerne, total coverage, noservice potential
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QG As mew

1 Negligible patching <1%

2 Isolated infrequent patching {0-5%)

2 Slightly spaced infrequent patching (5-10%)
4 Moderately spaced patching (10-15%)

5 Large areas isolated (15-20%)

+6 Large areas extensive coverage {20-25%)
7 Wide coverage (25-30%}
8 Extensive patching moderate coverage (30-40%)

9 Extensive patching wide coverage (40-50%)

10 Extensive patching coverage {>50%)

I
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Field Assessment Sheets(Paved Roads)

Sealed/Paved Roadway Condition Assessm:

D 0 As new D 0 As new
D 1 Minaor rutting less than Smm D 1¥eryeood
D 2 Rutting S-10mm (isolated) D 28 atsfactory
e D 3 Rutting 5-10mm (extens ive) D 3 Fair
tching D 4Some Rutting 15-20mm D 4 Poor
ze D S Extensive Rutting 15-20mm D S¥ery poor
D 6 Rutting 20mm-25mm D b Dead —Minorsurface

Rural Road Study 5
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Rating Criteria (Gravel Roads)

Brushing
Presence of

Water/Ponding

Surface Condition Ditches |

Gravel Condition
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Field Assessment Sheets(Gravel Roads)

Date: Weather: .
Road Name: Section:
Assessment completed by: Chainage: Width: Length:

ENGINEE Gravel/Unsealed Roadway Conditi
0 Frashly Graded {Appears to foll ow the standard shoulder 0 o ExcelentCrosstall 3-2% {Defined cross-fall) O onew Gravel

and ditch lines)
D 2 Moderately worn {Some rounding on shoulder) D 1 Good Cross fall 2-3% D 1 Gravel good condition
D 3 Significantly Worn {Cross-fall changed, shoulders are D 2 Acceptable Cross fall 1-2% D 2 Gravel moderately worn

rounded and ditches becoming restricted)
D 4 Adversely Worn {Cross section changed from standards D 3 Below Standard Cross fall 0-1% D +3 Gravel extensively wom

significantly)
D 5 Dirt Road {No gravel and no significant drainage D 4 Subgrade breakthrough {needs Gravel resurfacing)

established)
D 0 No Apparent deviation from D 0 Ditch depth more than 0.8 m D O Ditch width 3m and over D 0 Back slope flatter than 3:1 D 0 No Windrows.

standarcls
O 1side Slopes appears to be O 1piten depth between 0.8 mto O 1Diteh width between 3m 0 +1Back slope between 3:1 and [ 1 windrowsless than 100 m

between 3:1and 2:1 G.5m to 2m 2:1
D +2 Side Slopes appears to be D +2 Ditch depth between 0.5 m D 2 Ditch width between 2m D 2 Back slope between 2: and 1:1 D 2 Windrows between 100 m and 500 m

between 2:1 and 1:1 to 0.3m and 1m
D 3 Side Slopes steeperthan 1:1 D 3 Ditch depth less than 0.3m D +3 Ditch width between D 3 Back slope steeper than 1:1 D 3 Windrows between 500 m and 1000 m

1mand0m
[l ane pitch [J 42vpitch [1 4 windrows aver 1000 m
D 0 Easily drive upper limit of speed category D 0 Excellent drainage- Ditches well defined D 0 No trees or shrubbery
0 1can just drive at upper lirmit of speed category O 11solated Ponding/Evidence by vegetation {Less than 50 [ 1presence of shrubbery/trees beyond 5 r from shoulder
m ponding/drainage change)

D 2 Moderate ride-ability (between upperand lower limit) D 2 Moderate Ponding (between 50 m to 100 m) D 2 Presence of shrubbery/trees between 2 m to 5 m wide from shoulder.
O s Easily drive at lower limit of speed category 0 +35evere Ponding {between 100 m to 250 m} 0 zpresence of shrubbery/trees up to 2mwide from shoulder.
D 4 Can just drive at lower |imit of speed category D 4 Extensive Ponding (Qver 250 m)
[ snotable to drive at lower limit of speed category O snoditches
[ +6Below standards Wetlands O refe
D 7 Ride-abhility well below standard D 0 No Wetlands D Right:
0 gpoor ride-ability 0 1 wetlands < 100m
0o Very poor ride-ability 0 2 wetlands > 100<500m
D 10 Extremely poor ride-ability D 3 Wetlands > 500m

Rural Road Study 7
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Field Assessment Sheets(Gravel Roads)

ENUOoINEEMMINUD LW IGVUIIUIIQEI

| | 1 Freshly Graded (Appears tofollowthestandardshoulder
and ditch lines)

Ll 2 Moderatelywarn (Some rounding onshoulder)

Ll 3 Significantly Worn (Cross-fall changed, shouldersare
rournded and ditches becoming restricted)

D 4 Advers ely Wom (Cross s ection changed from standards
senificanthy)

D € Dirt Road (Noeravel and nos gnificant drainage
establs hed)

Rural Road Study 8
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Field Assessment Sheets(Sketch Sheet and Intersections)

/ Assessment completed by : Date : Weather : \
& | | L

it 75 from the
I e Eart | west

INTERSECTION SIGHT DISTANCE

© IO

» INTE!
= APF HWAYE
e INDICATE THE OBSTRUCTION
EEEEEEEEEEEEEE ©  CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX FOR EACH APPROACH
© INDICATE THE SPEED AND OTHER SIGNS FOR EACH AFFROACH

Rural Road Study 9
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Field Assessment Sheets(Motorgrader/Patrol Operators)

GRAVEL ROADS ROADWAY CONDITION ASSESSMENT

MOTOR GRADER/PATROL OPERAT OR INPUTS

Additional Time Required for Maintenance

Reasons for Additional Time

Grader Beat MG-1 1 3 1 B
= =
et :g E ’_g Tg é 7; _;_, g N Remarks
Road Name From To L:i'l’isl 5 . £ ; % % . § : . T g . 2 2 é“ & 3
sE |SSE|ls2E|nsE s:El s 11213213
Rge Rd 221 Twp Rd 450 Hwy 611 20
Rge Rd 221 Hwy 611 S ofHwy 611 11
Rge Rd 222 Twp Rd 450 Huwy 611 20
Rge Rd 222 Hwy 611 Twp Rd 442 20
Rge Rd 222 Twp Rd 442 s of Twp Rd 441 13
Rge Rd 223 N. of Hwy 611 Hwy 611 05
Rge Rd 223 Hwy 611 § of Hwy 611 1.2
Rge Rd 223 N of Twp Rd 441.5 |[Twp Rd 440 1.7
Rge Rd 224 Twp Rd 462 Two Rd 460 20
Rge Rd 224 Twp Rd 460 Two Rd 454 20
Rge Rd 224 Twp Rd 454 S offwo Rd 454 05
Rge Rd 224 N of Twp Rd 450 Twad 450 05
Rge Rd 224 Hwry 611 Twp Rd 442 20
Rge Rd 224 Twp Rd 442 S of Twp Rd 441 12
Rge Rd 224A Twp Rd 454 Twp Rd 452 20
Rge Rd 225 N of Twp Rd 452 Twp Rd 452 03
Rge Rd 225 Twp Rd 452 Twp Rd 450 20
Rge Rd 225 Twp Rd 450 Hwy 611 20
Rge Rd 230 Twp Rd 460 S of Twp Rd 460 12
Rge Rd 230A S of Twp Rd 460 Twp Rd 454 1.0
Rge Rd 230 Twp Rd 454 Twp Rd 452 20
Rge Rd 230 Twp Rd 452 Twp Rd 450 22
Rge Rd 230 Twp Rd 450 Hwy 611 20
Rge Rd 230 Hwy 611 Twp Rd 442 20
Rge Rd 231 Twp Rd 460 Twp Rd 454 20
Rge Rd 231 Twp Rd 454 Twp Rd 452 20
Rge Rd 231 Twp Rd 452 Twp Rd 450 20
Rge Rd 231 Twp Rd 450 S of Twp Rd 450 09
Rge Rd 231 Hwy 611 Twp Rd 442 20
Rge Rd 231 Twp Rd 442 Twp Rd 441 1.0
Rge Rd 232 Twp Rd 460 Twp Rd 454 20
Rge Rd 232 Twp Rd 454 Twp Rd 452 20
Rge Rd 232 Twp Rd 452 Twp Rd 450 2.0

Rural Road Study




EEEEEEEEEEEEEE

Field Assessment Sheets(Motorgrader/Patrol Operators)

GRAVELROADS ROADWAY CONDITION ASSESSMIENT

MOTOR GRADER/PATROLOPERATOR Il‘gPUTS

Additional Time Required for Maintenance

Reasons for Additional Time

p 1 2 3 4 g
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_ng g
Q —_ —_— — —_— —_
2 z z z : |E3 = | m o
TISE |SSE|RSE|ZSE|SSE|SSE| 8| 53| 8| B | £
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Relative Importance of Assessment Criteria(Paved Roads)
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Relative Importance of Assessment Criteria(Gravel Roads)

Weightings

Unsealed/Gravel Road Factor (%)

Surface Condition 10
Gravel Surface Shape 10
Gravel Condition 10
EECTE -
Ditch Depth 5
Ditch Slope
: - 5
Windrows (Lips)
Rideability 10
Drainage Performance - 7
Ponding
Drainage Performance - 3
Wetlands
5
Motor Grader/ Patrol 7
Operator Input
TOTAL 100

Rural Road Study 13
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Influencing Factors

e Traffic Growth

* Capacity

» Safety

* Heavy Vehicle Percentage

* Future Mobility Needs as Identified in MDP/Planning Division
* Economic Development/Recreational Needs

e Connectivity to Provincial Highway System

* Future Roadway Classification

* Significance factor

* Any other factors
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Influencing Factors

Traffic Growth 1.5

Capacity 1.6

Safety 1.0 for now but increase when sufficient data available
Heavy Vehicle Percentage 1.6

Future Mobility Needs as Identified in MDP/Planning Division 1.4
Economic Development/Recreational Needs 1.6

Connectivity to Provincial Highway System 1.4

Future Roadway Classification 1.4

Significance factor 0.5

Any other factors as required
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Classification
Sl | 500 vpd & over | 9.0to 11.0m | Hot mix Asphalt
R e
Rl I 250-1000vpd | 8.0to9.0m | O mMXAsPhaltor
DR - TR Cold mix
SR 1 I
2 Gravel Dust
3 n 100-500 vpd 7.3t08.0 m ravel bus
Ul Control
S
=
Iv 0-300 vpd 7.3 m Gravel

Rural Road Study 16
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FIGURE 6.1

INFLUENCING FACTORS FOR TRAFFIC
GROWTH, HEAVY VEHICLES/TRUCKS, FUTURE
MOBILITY, ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT/RECREATION AND
CONNECTIVITY TO PROVINCIAL HIGHWAY

2016 RURAL ROAD STUDY

DaTe
017-02-27
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———13——— PRIMARY HIGHWAY

SECONDARY HIGHWAY PAVED

SECONDARY HIGHWAY GRAVEL
COUNTY ROAD GRAVEL
COUNTY ROAD PAVED

LEGEND

[
==

]

Westerose

S TRAFFICGROWTH

HAMLET
S HEAVY TRUCKS
SUBDIVISION
— FJTURE MOBILITY PER MDP
INDIAN RESERVATION E— ()P { RE CREATIONAL
TOWN / HAMLET S CONMNECT IMITY TO PROVINCIAL HIGHWAY

GROWTH AREA
PER 2011 STUDY
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Database
In Access(Microsoft) Format — for ROHI purposes

Based on weighting criteria and influencing factors the
correct roads seem to be coming to the top.

Once migration to county database is complete more
stability and functionality can be added
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Next Steps

Migrate to County GIS Data Base

Integrate intersection data

Develop data entry/revision functions to facilitate
database up-keep

County’s Road Assets to be summarized




What gets measured gets managed.

— Peter, Drucker, —
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