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ASSOCIATE )
May 6, 2004 AND O S inc

Mr. Ray McPhail

US Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources and Conservation Service
Joliet Field Office

606 West Front Avenure

Joliet, MT 59041

SUBJECT: BELFRY NORTH EA
F STPP 72-1(1) 10 CN 1016 Control no. 1016
Updated USDA NRCS-CPA-106 Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Forms

Dear Mr. McPhail:

Please find the enclosed revised USDA NRCS CPA-106 Farmland Conversion Impact Rating forms for
Corridor Type Projects prepared for the above referenced project. David Evans and Associates, Inc., project
consultant, is managing the project for the Montana Department of Transportation

NRCS Parts II and IV on the enclosed USDA NRCS CPA-106 Farmland Conversion Impact Rating forms
were revised per your direction with the information you provided by phone on May 5, 2004. As you
requested, the following changes were made to your original determinations, dated December 11, 2003:

e Part IV A — Represents total acreage of Prime and Unique Farmland as defined in FPPA for Carbon
County (taken from Part II #7).

e Part IV B — Represents total acreage of Statewide and Local Important Farmland as defined in FPPA
for Carbon County (taken from Part II #7).

¢ Part IV C — Is the percentage of farmland in county or local government to be converted by the
project (Part IIT C/Part II #6). ‘

e Part IV D —Is the percentage of farmland in Government jurisdiction with the same or higher relative
value (Part I #6 — Part IV C).

Parts 1, III, VI, and VII on these updated forms were completed by David Evans and Associates. The
information for these sections did not change from the December 11, 2003 forms.

This letter will serve as project documentation of your revisions to the CPA 106 forms for this project. These
changes have been completed as indicated on the attached forms. Please contact me at (720) 946-0969 if you
have any questions.

1331 17th Street  Suite 900 Denver Colorado 80202 Telephone: 720.946.0969 Facsimile: 720.946.0973




Natural Resource and Conservation Service
May 6, 2003
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Sincerely,
DAVID EVANS AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

R;%déz i

ia
GIS Analyst/Planner

Copies: Tom Martin, MDT
Debra Perkins-Smith, DEA
File

Attachments/Enclosures: Revised NRCS-CPA-106 Farmland Conversion Impact Rating for Corridor Type
Projects

File Name P:\MDOT0000-0013 Belfry North\ADMIN\ Transmittals\nrcs_CPA-106_coverletter_may2004.doc




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

NRCS-CPA-106
(Rev. 1-91)

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

3. Date of Land Evaluation Request

PART | (Te be completed by Federal Agency) 11/18/03 Shesl1of 3 Fermdd]

5. Federal Agency Involved

FHWA (MDT)
6. County and State Carbon County, MT

1. Name of Project Belfry North EA

2. Type of Project

Transportation/Highway Corridor

PART Ill (To be completed by Federal Agency) Aliarnative Cotridor For Sogment 34 Pand40¢)
Corridor A Corridor B Corridor C Corridor D
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 25 16 26 16
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services 0 0 0 0
Total Acres In Corridor 25 16

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c)) | Points
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 15 15 15 15
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 6 4 6 4
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 18 14 18 14
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 20 0 0 0 0
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 5 5 5 5
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 28 0 0 0 0
7. Availablility Of Farm Support Services 3 4 4 4 4
8. On-Farm Investments 20 5 3 5 3
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 25 1 0 1 0
10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 10 1 0 1 0
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 55 45 55 45
PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 54 54 54 54
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site
assessment) 160 55 45 55 45
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 109 99 109 99
1. Corridor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
See 5 Converted by Project:
ves [] o

5. Reason For Selection:

The Railroad Alignment Alternative - Corridor A and C has been selected as the preferred alignment because it relocates
the highway away from the Belfry school to the west side of town providing improved safety. A preferred typical section

(32-ft vs. 40-ft) has not been identified at this time.

vy

()f

Signature of Person Completing this Part:

IDATE 5__- g__ _d,j

NOTE: Complete a form for each segmént with morg tharPone Alternate Corridor




Belfry North EA - Belfry Area Segment Farmland Conversion

Question 1: How much land is in non-urban use within a 1.0 mile radius from where the project is intended?

5.133.02 5.275.70 57 30%

A

8 513302 527570 57.304%
[# |Railrad 40-f 5.133.02 5.275.70 47.30%
5] |Bmadway 40-f 5.133.02 5 275,70 67.30%

Question 2: How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in non-urban use?

Ralroad 32-ft 36,1848 50 24 80075 BB.53%
Broadway 32-f| 45,755.73 20,783.10 45.42%
Railrgad 40-f 35,332 60 2484330 68.38%
Broadway 40-f 45,770.61 20,791.00 45.43%

Question 3: How much of the site has been farmed more than 5 of the last 10 years?

Rallroad 32-1t
|Broadway 32-1 1.3z f
Railrosd 407t 2572 .05 BB ot
Broagway 401t 16,02 11,35 70,855,

[w]T] [ 5

Question 4: Is the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect
farmland or covered by private programs to protect farmland?

A —

B Broadway 32-1 Mo
[+ Railroad 20-f Ko
D Sreamdwiy $0-ft Mo

Question 5: Is the farm unit(s) containing the site as large as the average-size farming unit in the county?

3| Altor ath oL b & T,
A Ralroad 321 181, T2.06%
B Broadeay 32-0t J81.00 851.08 T2
[ Railrongd S0t 1,181.00 851.06 T2.06%
5] Broadway 40-it 1,181.00 85106 12.06%

h ining land on the farm will become non-farmable because of interference with land patterns?

Question 8: Does the site have farm investments?

A Railnoad 32-4 2474 T.08 28.62%
B Broadway 32-it 15,90 274 1T.04%
C Fairoadg 404t 25.72 727 28.27%
[¢] Broadwiy 40-ft 16.02 271 16.82%




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NRCS-CPA-106
Natural Resources Conservation Service

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING i
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS
PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) 3. Dale of Land Evaluation Request b hattor 3. Far #2)
1. Name of Project Belfry North EA 5 F'e:cﬁWA\g(;ruxg Involved
2. Type of Project Transportation/Highway Corridor 8. County and State ¢ a0p o County, MT

ernative Corridor For Segment Rzl (ar'do

' s W 22 -4
PART Ill (To be completed by Federal Ag ey Corridor A Corridor B Corridor C Corridor D
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 87 92 96
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services 8 9 8
C. Total Acres In Corridor 95 101 104 0
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c)) | Points
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 15 15 15
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 6 rd 7
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 18 19 20
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 20 0 0 0
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 0 0 0
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 25 2 3 2
7. Availablility Of Farm Support Services 5 4 4 4
8. On-Farm Investments 20 3 5 3
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 25 0 1 1
10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 10 0 1 1
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 48 55 57 0
PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 54 54 54
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site
assessment) 160 48 55 57 0
1. Corridor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
See 5 Converted by Project:
ves [] wo

5. Reason For Selection:

The Modified Existing Alignment Alternative - Corridor A has been selected as the preferred alignment because it
provides the similar safety improvements to the other alternatives but with fewer impacts. A preferred typical section
(32-ft vs. 40-ft) has not been identified at this time.

—_— N4

Signature of Person Completing this Part: / y |DATE
Zra g S-- CE'/

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with foré’thdw oneAlternate €orridor
%

Tal o R




Belfry North EA - Rural Corridor - 32ft - Segment Farmland Conversion

Question 1: How much land is in non-urban use within a 1.0 mile radius from where the project is intended?

N attorn l .
A "~ [Modified Existing 32-1 14,036,37 14,578.2 56.28%
b Ridgeway North 3a-1t 14,036.37 14.578.25 06.28%
C Ridgeway South 32-it 14,036.37 14,570.25 06.28%

Question 2: How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in non-urban use?

195,141.33

87,233.59

A
8 Ridgeway Morth 33-ft 180,312.00] 02,960,608 51.56%
[ Ridgeway Soulh 32-1 177,982 84] 82.413.07 51.92%

Question 3: How much of the site has been farmed more than 5 of the last 10 years?

"|Modified Existing 321 74 31 85.81%]
E Riageway North 32-1 G777 8263 B9.60%
C Ridgeway South 321t 05 58 B6.25 80.24%

Question 4: Is the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or covered by
private programs to protect farmland?

3T
Sita

™ A e

lnd s

Modified Existing 32-1t

A
B Ridgeway Norh 324t Mo
C Ridgeway South 321t Mo

Question 5: Is the farm unit(s) containing the site as large as the average-size farming unit in the county?

| Modified Existing 32

L

1.181.00 15.28%
B Ridgeway Norih 3.1 1.181.00 T80 50 15.08%
C Ridgeway South 32-1 1 181.00 180.50] 15.28%

Quastien & How much of the remaining land en the farm will bacome non-farmable becausa of interference with land patterns?

B Ridgenway Narlh 32-ft 82,22 9.08 9.85%
C Ridgeway South 32-t 05,58 el | B5.69%

Question 8: Does the site have farm investments?

Ridgeway North 3201

27.45%

Ridpaway South 32-ft

36.21%




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

NRCS-CPA-106

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING g
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS
PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) 3. Date of Land Evaluation Request Sheet1of_3___Fotm 37

1. Name of Project gafry North EA

5. Federal Agency Involved
FHWA

(MDT)

2. Type of Project

Transportation/Highway Corridor

PART lil (To be completed by Federal Agency)

6. County and State Carbon County, MT

Alternative Corridor For Segment _Ruml Coreidor 40-

it

Corridor A Corridor B Corridor C Corridor D
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 92 97 100
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services 8 9 8
C _Total Acres In C 'do 0

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))| Points
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 15 15 15
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 6 o T
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 19 19 20
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 20 0 0 0
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 0 0 0
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 25 2 3 2
7. Availablility Of Farm Support Services 5 4 & 4
8. On-Farm Investments 20 3 5 i
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 25 0 1 1
10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 10 0 1 1
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 49 55 B 0
PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 54 54 54
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site
assessment) e 49 55 5T 0
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 103 109 111 0

1. Corridor Selected:
See 5

2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be
Converted by Project:

3. Date Of Selection:

4, Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

ves []

No [7]

5. Reason For Selection:

The Modified Existing Alignment Alternative - Corridor A has been selected as the preferred alignment because it
provides the similar safety improvements to the other alternatives but with fewer impacts. A preferred typical section

(32-ft vs. 40-ft) has not been identified at this time.

S

Signature of Person Completing this Part: /

=gt (10
)

| DATE

5 -5-a

|
NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with midreffhan one Alternate Corridor




Belfry North EA - Rural Corridor - 40ft - Segment Farmland Conversion

Question 1: How much land is in non-urban use within a 1.0 mile radius from where the project is intended?

Area withina 1
mile radlus of
Non-Lrban Ama the prujacr aroa % of Arsa thatfs Nun
Sita Alternativa {ac) {ag) Urban Land

A Modified Exisfing 40-11 14036.37 14578.25 06, 28%
B Ridaeway Narh 40-it 14036.37 14578.25 96.28%
[+ Ridoeway South 40-t 14036,37 145¥8.25 06.28%

Question 2: How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in non-urban use?

" Perimater % of Perimetar

\ Tntal Parlmalar Bording Non- Bordaring Mon-
Site Ntmﬂw () Urban Land (ff) Urban Land
A Madified Existing -1I'I-H 1‘:1h.35‘ﬂ.2E 87.986.55 48 88%
1= Ricgeway Morth 40-1t 181,832 04 9372552 51.55%
ic Ridgeway Scuth 40-ft 17831238 03.179.52] 51.8T%

Question 3: How much of the site has been farmed more than 5 of the last 10 years?

il i =
Site Altornative Total'Area (ac) |Farmed Area (ac)| % of the site farmed
A Madified Exisling 40-1{ 01,85 B0.26 BY.38%
B Ridgoway Narth 40-if 06,97 a7.m H9.73%
= Ridgeway South 40-11 | 100,32 562 0,338

Question 4: Is the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or covered by

Modmed Existing 40-ft

A No
B Ridgeway North 40-ft No
C Ridgeway South 40-ft No

Question 5: Is the farm unit(s) containing the site as large as the average-size farming unit in the county?

Ay R MR avarage size farm |median iImpacted; % of the average size
Slto: |Altermative In county {ac) | farm skza (ac) | farm in the county |
A Modified Existing 40-ft 1,181.00 180.50 15.28%

B Ridgeway Norh 40-it 1.181.00 180.50 15.28%
i Ridgoway South 40-R 1,181.00 180.54 15.28%

Question 6: How much of the remaining land on the farm will become non-farmable because of interference with land patterns?

odified Existing 40-ft —91.85 8.11 8.83%

B Ridgeway North 40-ft 96.97 9.02 9.30%
C Ridgeway South 40-ft 100.32 8.11 8.08%

Question 8: Does the site have farm investments?

i d [ m: nffnrm a&mmmmat has
Site  |Alternative totalarea | Investments | farm investments

A Modified Existing 40-t 91.85 18.16 19.77%
B Ricfgeway Narlh 40-ft 96,97 26.22 27.04%
ic Ridgeway South 40-Mt 100,32 35.71 35.60%




NRCS-CPA-106 /Reverse)

CORRIDOR - TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

The following criteria are to be used for projects that have a linear or corridor - type site configuration connecting two distant
points, and crossing several different tracts of land. These include utility lines, highways, railroads, stream improvements, and flood
control systems. Federal agencies are to assess the suitability of each corridor - type site or design alternative for protection as farmland
along with the land evaluation information.

(1) How much land is in nonurban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is intended?
More than 90 percent - 15 points
90 to 20 percent - 14 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

(2)  How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in nonurban use?
More than 90 percent - 10 points
90 to 20 percent - 9 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

(3)  How much of the site has been farmed (managed for a scheduled harvest or timber activity) more than five of the last
10 years?
More than 30 percent - 20 points
90 to 20 percent - 19 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

{4) Isthe site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or covered by private programs
to protect farmiand?
Site is protected - 20 points
Site is not protected - 0 points

(5)  Is the farm unit(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average - size farming unit in the County ?
(Average farm sizes in each county are available from the NRCS field offices in each state. Data are from the latest available Census of
Agriculture, Acreage or Farm Units in Operation with $1,000 or more in sales.)

As large or larger - 10 points
Below average - deduct 1 point for each 5 percent below the average, down to 0 points if 50 percent or more below average - 9 to 0 points

(6) If the site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become non-farmable because of
interference with land patterns?
Acreage equal to more than 25 percent of acres directly converted by the project - 25 points
Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 1 to 24 point(s)
Acreage equal to less than 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 0 points

(7} Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm suppliers, equipment dealers,
processing and storage facilities and farmer's markets?
All required services are available - 5 points
Some required services are available - 4 to 1 point(s)
No required services are available - 0 points

(8)  Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on-farm investments such as barns, other storage building, fruit trees
and vines, field terraces, drainage, irrigation, waterways, or other soil and water conservation measures?
High amount of on-farm investment - 20 points
Moderate amount of on-farm investment - 19 to 1 point(s)
No on-farm investment - 0 points

(9)  Would the project at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricuitural use, reduce the demand for farm support
services so as to jeopardize the continued existence of these support services and thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area?
Substantial reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 25 points
Some reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 1 to 24 point(s)
No significant reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 0 points

(10)  1s the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with agricuiture that it is likely to
confribute to the eventual conversion of surrounding farmland to nonagricuitural use?
Proposed project is incompatible to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 10 points
Proposed project is tolerable to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 9 fo 1 poini(s)
Proposed project is fully compatible with existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 0 points
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DAVID EVANS

AND ASSOCIATES Inc.
December 10, 2003

Mr. Ray McPhail

US Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources and Conservation Service
Joliet Field Office

606 West Front Avenure

Joliet, MT 59041

SUBJECT: BELFRY NORTH EA
F STPP 72-1(1) 10 CN 1016 Control no. 1016
USDA NRCS-CPA-106 Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Forms

Dear Mr. McPhail:

Please find the enclosed USDA NRCS CPA-106 Farmland Conversion Impact Rating forms for Corridor
Type Projects and documentation containing supporting data prepared for the above referenced project.
David Evans and Associates, Inc., project consultant, is managing the project for the Montana Department of
Transportation. :

We will be coordinating the identification of Important Farmlands and completion of the USDA NRCS CPA-
106 forms through the Joliet Field Office, as directed in a July 1, 2002 correspondence from Dave White at
the Bozeman Service Center.

The P-72 study area for the Environmental Assessment begins at the south end of the Town of Belfry at the P-
72 and S-308 intersection (RP 10.54) and ends at the P-72 and US 310 intersection to the north (RP 21.42).
For analysis purposes, the project has been divided into two segments. The Belfry Area segment (RP 10.54 —
12.73) has two build alignment alternatives. The Rural Corridor segment (RP 12.73 — 21.42) has three build
alignment alternatives. In addition, each alternative has a 32ft width option and a 40ft width option which
provides wider shoulders. The no-build alternative will have no impacts on important farmlands in either
segment and as such is not included on either of the impact rating forms. The potential impact scores of the
build alternatives for each segment have been filled into the impact rating forms as follows:

Belfry Area - NRCS-CPA-106 Form #1 (Area Corresponds to Attached Map 1)

Site A — Railroad Alignment — 32 ft width
Site B — Broadway Alignment — 32 ft width
Site C — Railroad Alignment - 40 ft width
Site D — Broadway Alignment — 40 ft width

1331 17th Street  Suite 900 Denver Colorado 80202 Telephone: 720.946.0969 Facsimile: 720.946.0973



Natural Resource and Conservation Service
December 10, 2003 ® n
Page 2 of 3

DAVID EVANS
ANDASSOCIATES inc.

Rural Corridor — 32 ft Width NRCS-CPA-106 Form #2 (Area Corresponds to Attached Maps 2-5)

Site A — Modified Existing Alignment — 32 ft width
Site B - Ridgeway North Alignment — 32 ft width
Site C — Ridgeway South Alignment — 32 ft width

Rural Corridor — 40 ft Width - NRCS-CPA-106 Form #3 (Area Corresponds to Atttached Maps 2-5)

Site A — Modified Existing Alignment — 40 ft width
Site B — Ridgeway North Alignment — 40 ft width
Site C — Ridgeway South Alignment — 40 ft width

As per our phone conversation, I have provided hard copy documentation and hard copy maps for use in your
review of this project. Below describes the contents of this transmittal.

NRCS-CPA-106 #1 NRCS-CPA-106 Form #1 for all Belfry Area segment alternatives, 32—ﬁ
(Belfry Segment) width and 40-ft width.

Backup documentation #1 | Spreadsheet with detailed percentages and calculations related NRCS-CPA-
(Belfry Segment) 106 Section VI.

NRCS-CPA-106 #2 NRCS-CPA-106 Form #2 for Rural Corridor segment alternatives, 32ft-
(Rural Segment, 32ft) width options.

Backup documentation #2 | Spreadsheet with detailed percentages and calculations related NRCS-CPA-
(Rural Segment, 32ft) 106 Section VI.

NRCS-CPA-106 #3 . NRCS-CPA-106 Form #3 for Rural Corridor segment alternatives, 40ft-
(Rural Segment, 40ft) width options.

Backup documentation #3 | Spreadsheet with detailed percentages and calculations related NRCS-CPA-
(Rural Segment, 40ft) 106 Section V1.

Maps #1-5 1:450 scale maps of the project area and alternatives. To simplify the maps,
(All Alternatives) only the 40-ft width for each alternative is shown. They are identical to the
32ft alternatives only with wider shoulders.

The documentation above is also available in digital format at your request. This includes spreadsheets and
GIS data used in the conversion rating process.

1331 [7th Street  Suite 900 Denver Colorado 80202 Telephone: 720.946.0969 Facsimile: 720.946.0973



Natural Resource and Conservation Service
December 10, 2003
Page 3 of 3

DAVID EVANS
AND ASSOCIATES inc.

Please contact me at (720) 946-0969 if you have any questions about this information. Thank you for your
assistance.

Sincerely,

SSOCIATES, INC.

GIS Analyst/Planner

Copies: Tom Martin, MDT
Debra Perkins-Smith, DEA
File
Attachments/Enclosures: NRCS-CPA-106 Farmland Conversion Impact Rating for Corridor Type Projects
Supporting documentation for calculations

File Name P:\MDOT0000-0013 Belfry North\ADMIN\Transmittals\nrcs_CPA-1 06_covérIetter.doc

1331 17th Street  Suite 900 Denver Colorado 80202 Telephone: 720.946.0969 Facsimile: 720.946.0973





