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Why was a Supplemental 
Environmental Assessment 
Required?

A Supplemental Environmental Assessment 
(SEA) is a federal National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) review, which evaluates 
the significance and the potential impacts 
of proposed project changes made after the 
Record of Decision. 

The Supplemental EA examines 10 changes in 
the Southwest LRT Project since the Record of 
Decision in 2016.   

The Metropolitan Council will use the findings 
from the SEA to determine whether there is 
substantial evidence that the revised project 
will have a significant effect on the environment, 
and to decide if further environmental review is 
warranted. 

Under the Minnesota Environmental Policy 
Act (MEPA), this will serve as the state 
environmental document to evaluate the 
proposed changes to the project. 

LOCATIONS OF CHANGES SINCE THE RECORD OF DECISION

The 10 changes identified on the map above are described and analyzed in 
the Supplemental Environmental Assessment. The SEA and appendices are 
available on the Project website, www.swlrt.org. 
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Impacts on Historic Properties

 

Top left: Construction of Minneapolis & St. Louis Railway tracks, 
1916. Courtesy of the Minnesota Historical Society. 

Top right: Lyndale Avenue bridge over Great Northern and 
Minneapolis & St. Louis Railway tracks, 1936. Courtesy of the 
Minnesota Historical Society.

Bottom left:  Looking east over Hwy. 12, Cedar Lake rail yard on 
the right, 1949. Courtesy of the Minnesota Historical Society.

Bottom right: View looking northeast towards downtown 
Minneapolis from the northeast side of Cedar Lake (c. 1960s). 
Photographer unknown, courtesy of Don L. Hofsommer. 

Left: Remnants of a historic 
concrete retaining wall in the 
corridor protection area. 

The BNSF Wayzata Subdivision tracks are part 
of the St. Paul, Minneapolis & Manitoba / Great 
Northern Railway Historic District. This Historic 
District extends from Minneapolis to the North 
Dakota border. 

Impacts on this historic property are evaluated 
and resolved under two federal laws: 

 ■ Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act

 ■ Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act

The Federal Transit Administration has 
determined that the proposed Project design 
modifications will have an adverse effect on the 
railroad historic district under Section 106.

The finding of a new adverse effect under 
Section 106 changes the Section 4(f) 
determination, and requires the Project to 
produce an Amended Draft Section 4(f) 
Evaluation. 

Affected Section 4(f) Property:

A portion of the St. Paul, Minneapolis & Manitoba 
Railroad/Great Northern Railway Historic District, 
located in Minneapolis. 

Section 4(f) Qualifying Description:

The Historic District is eligible for the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP). 

May 2016 Final Section 4(f) Determination: 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement determined 
that the Project would have no adverse impact on 
the property under Section 106, and was therefore 
evaluated as a de minimis impact under Section 4(f).

February 2018 Preliminary Section 4(f) 
Determination:

The proposed changes to the Project will have an 
adverse effect under Section 106, and is therefore a 
direct use under Section 4(f). 

Above: Active freight rail tracks near Penn Avenue. 



 

Resolution of Historic Property Impacts

 

SECTION 106 REVIEW PROCESS
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and MnDOT’s Cultural Resources 
Unit (CRU) are responsible for evaluating transportation project impacts 
on historic properties. 

Working with the Southwest LRT Project, FTA and CRU: 

 ■ Identify historic properties that may be affected by the project (done);

 ■ Determine whether or not the project will have an adverse effect on 
historic properties (done); and

 ■ Work with consulting parties to resolve the adverse effect (in process).

RESOLVING ADVERSE EFFECTS
To mitigate the Project’s impacts on the St. Paul, Minneapolis & 
Manitoba / Great Northern Railway Historic District, several measures have 
been identified: 

 ■ Designing the Project modifications to meet the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards to the extent feasible;

 ■ Preparing a Minnesota Historic Property Record for portions of the 
district; and

 ■ Incorporating interpretive elements into the Project.

Interpretive elements incorporated into the design of the 
Southwest LRT Project could include interpretive panels 
(examples shown here do not represent actual content). 

F R O M  T H E  1 8 8 0 s  T H R O U G H  T H E  1 9 2 0 s , 

railroads transported almost all of the nation’s 

freight, long-distance passengers, and mail. As 

one of the country’s largest employers, the rail 

industry employed five times as many people as 

the federal government in 1891. Different types 

of workers participated in the construction, 

maintenance, and operation of the railroads. 

All of them played an essential role in moving 

people and goods from place to place. Most 

railroad workers were young men from the 

upper Midwest, while others were immigrants 

from Canada, Ireland, and England.

Railroad jobs changed along with rail networks. By the 

early 1900s, with the completion of most of the nationwide 

rail network, companies like the Great Northern no 

longer needed large crews to lay rail lines. As numbers of 

passengers declined, jobs for porters, waiters, and other 

workers decreased. New technology also made the trains 

easier to operate with fewer people. Computers helped 

coordinate rail traffic and control signals, taking over jobs 

that were previously performed by people. 

R U N N I N G  T H E  R A I L R O A D

In the late 1800s, each train required an engineer, 

fireman, conductor, and one or more brakemen 

to operate. Passenger trains with overnight 

accommodations for sleeping and dining cars required 

many other workers, including cooks, waiters, and 

porters. These workers performed nearly every aspect 

of customer service aboard the train. Women employed 

by the railroad usually cleaned cars or worked as clerks 

in railroad offices. By comparison, today’s light rail 

trains require just one operator.

A B O V E    A conductor’s key responsibilities have not changed over 
time. They oversee train operations and schedules, collect fares, and 
ensure rider safety.

Courtesy of the Minnesota Historical Society

(left image) Courtesy of Charles P. Gibson and the Minnesota Historical Society
(right image) Courtesy of Metro Transit

I M A G E  I N  C I R C L E   Railroad employees 
clear the tracks of snow for the waiting Empire 
Builder in Minneapolis, 1977.  

B E L O W    Workers from the Great  
Northern’s Dale Street Sheet Metal 
Department maintained locomotives. 
James J. Hill built the Dale Street 
Shops in St. Paul because of 
the city’s large population of 
rail workers and its close 
proximity to the rail line.

Railroad Workers

Steam engines required firemen to shovel 
coal to power the locomotive. With the 
conversion to diesel locomotives, the 
fireman’s job was no longer needed.

The Great Northern Railway transported mail 
until the 1960s. Mail service clerks would 
retrieve mailbags from trackside cranes—
often without the trains stopping.

Pullman porters worked in sleeping cars by 
waiting on passengers, handling their luggage, 
and attending to rider needs at all hours. The 
Pullman Company hired exclusively African 
American men as porters until the 1960s.

TRAIN CREWS

Engineer

Fireman

Brakeman

Conductor

MAIL SERVICE

Mail sorters/service clerks

STATIONS

Station/ticket agent

Telegrapher

MAINTENANCE  (shop/yard)

Boilermakers

Mechanics

Painters

Switchman

MAINTENANCE  (sections)

Section crews 

Signal engineers

CUSTOMER SERVICE

Porters 

Waiters

Cooks

K E E P I N G  T H E  T R A I N S  R U N N I N G

Early 1900s

     “ The life of a locomotive engineer appeals to the imagination. 

With his hand on the throttle which controls the…steam monster… 

                  [he is] the very embodiment of man's mastery  

                                                       of the harnessed forces of nature.”     

J O H N  S T E V E N S ,  Great Northern Chief Engineer 1915

Courtesy of the Minnesota Historical  Society

Courtesy of the St. Paul Dispatch-Pioneer Press and Minnesota Historical Society

Courtesy of Kregel Photo Parlors and the Minnesota Historical Society
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EXAMPLE

E A R LY  R A I L R O A D S  in the eastern United 

States connected existing communities. 

However, rail lines west of the Mississippi River 

extended through less populated areas. The 

arrival of the railroad encouraged settlement 

in Minnesota and farther west. Farmers relied 

on access to the railroad to receive goods and 

ship their agricultural products to bustling 

markets in the Twin Cities and beyond. 

Growing settlements and increased agricultural 

production led railroad companies to build new 

lines that branched out from the mainlines.

Railroads allowed Minnesotans to settle throughout the state 

and to prosper as farmers by providing a way to ship their crops 

to market. When Minnesota was first settled, farmers hauled 

products by wagons to rivers, where steamboats carried crops 

to markets. As the railroad network grew, farmers could settle 

farther away but relied on railroads for travel and shipping grain 

and other products for sale. By 1920, the railroads had reached 

almost every corner of the state, offering access and shipping 

for all Minnesotans.

E X P A N D I N G  A C C E S S

I M A G E  I N  C I R C L E   The Great Northern 
Railway adopted a Rocky Mountain goat 
named “Rocky” as part of its logo in the 
1920s, with an eye toward encouraging 
tourists to ride the rails through the scenic 
American West. 

James J. Hill, the “Empire Builder,” was an energetic, 

visionary, and ambitious leader who expanded railroads into 

the sparsely settled upper Midwest in the late 1800s. Hill 

led the St. Paul, Minneapolis & Manitoba Railway and its 

successor, the Great Northern. The railroad lines he built 

connected the Twin Cities with the Red River Valley, North 

Dakota, Montana, and the Pacific Northwest.  In order to 

prosper, the railroads needed settlers who would ride and 

ship their products by rail. Hill’s companies encouraged 

thousands of immigrants to settle and farm along the 

corridor, rapidly growing the region’s population.

T H E  E M P I R E  B U I L D E R

A B O V E    James J. Hill (center) poses in 1907 with an engineer and a 
fireman in front of the William Crooks, the first steam locomotive in 
Minnesota. Hill bought many smaller and failing railroads, unifying 
them under the Great Northern Railway. 

L E F T    Immigrants, most of them from Germany and 
Scandinavia, flocked to farms in the Midwest, looking for new 
opportunities. The Great Northern and other rail companies 
invited immigrants to the Midwest with ads like these.

Courtesy of the Minnesota Historical Society S
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Images courtesy of the David Rumsey Map Collection, www.davidrumsey.com,
The Newberry Library, Chicago, and Minnesota Historical Society

MINNESOTA RAIL LINES BUILT BY 
RAILROADS MERGED INTO THE 
GREAT NORTHERN RAILWAY FROM 
1862 THRU 1910:

Constructed from    1862-1879

Constructed from    1881-1900

Constructed from    1888-1907

Constructed from    1908-1910

St. Paul & Pacific Railroad

St. Paul, Minneapolis & Manitoba

Eastern Railway of Minnesota

Great Northern Railway

G R E A T  N O R T H E R N  L A N D A D V E R T I S E M E N T  1890s

“ No state has such timber, mineral and water privileges in close  

       association with farming and grazing lands…The Park Region  

  and Red River Valley districts are within easy distance of the  

               great markets of the Twin Cities.”     HISTORIC RAILROAD LINE

LIGHT RAIL STATION

METRO BLUE LINE 
LIGHT RAIL

C
ourtesy of the M

innesota Historical Society
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EXAMPLE Enhanced wall finish at Bassett Creek Valley Station. 



 

Existing Conditions

Target Field StationRoyalston Avenue/
Farmers Market Station

Bassett Creek 
Valley Station

Bryn Mawr
Station

Linden Yards (E
ast)

Lin
den Y

ard
s (W

est)Bryn Mawr Meadows

D
U

P
O

N
T 

AV
E

 N

B
R

YA
N

T 
AV

E
 N

M
O

R
G

A
N

 A
V

E
 S

S
U

M
M

IT
 P

L

11TH ST N

CHESTNUT
AVE W

6TH AVE N

10TH
 ST N

LY
N

D
A

LE
 A

V
E

 N

NEW
TON AVE S

B
O

R
D

E
R

 A
V

E
 N

4TH AVE N

KENWOOD PKWY

VAN WHITE
MEMORIAL

BLVD

MOUNT CURVE AVE

FR
E

M
O

N
T 

AV
E

 S

LINDEN AVE

LY
N

D
A

LE
 A

V
E

 N

5TH ST N

9T
H

 S
T 

N

IN
TE

R
S

TATE
 94

12TH
 ST N

HAWTHORNE AVE

INTERSTATE 394

5TH AVE N

16TH
 S

T N

CURRIE AVE

R
U

S
S

E
LL

 A
V

E
 S

3RD AVE N

HAWTHORNE AVE W

WAYZATA BLVD

DOUGLAS AVE

CHESTNUT AVE W

H
U

M
B

O
LD

T 
AV

E
 N

LAUREL AVE

DUNWOODY AVE

E
M

E
R

S
O

N
 A

V
E

 S

15
TH

 S
T 

N

SUMMIT PL

17TH ST N

G
IR

A
R

D
AV

E
 S D

U
P

O
N

T 
AV

E
 S

15
TH

 S
T 

N

LO
G

A
N

 A
V

E
 S

K
N

O
X

 A
V

E
 S

O
LI

V
E

R
 A

V
E

 S

JA
M

E
S

 A
V

E
 S

C
O

LF
A

X
 A

V
E

 S

3RD AVE N

IR
V

IN
G

 A
V

E
 N

IR
V

IN
G

 A
V

E
 S

HENNEPIN AVE

H
U

M
B

O
LD

T
AV

E
 S

N
O

R
TH

R
U

P
LN

MOUNT VIEW AVE

A
LD

R
IC

H
 A

V
E

 S

13TH ST N

6TH AVE N

P
E

N
N

 A
V

E
 S

M
APLE ST

2ND AVE N

5TH AVE N

KENWOOD PKWY

Q
U

E
E

N
 A

V
E

 S

GLENWOOD AVE

CEDAR LAKE RD S

HIGHWAY 55

W
AVERLY PL

R
O

YA
LS

TO
N

 A
V

E
 N

394 HOV LN

O
LI

VE
R

 A
VE

 S

FR
E

M
O

N
T 

AV
E

 N

INTERSTATE 394

G
IR

A
R

D
 A

V
E

 N

P
E

N
N

 A
V

E
 S

7TH ST N

LAUREL AVES
H

E
R

ID
A

N
 A

V
E

 S

Q
U

E
E

N
 A

V
E

 S
CURRIE

AVE

CEDAR LA
KE R

D N

C
O

LF
A

X
 A

V
E

 N

CHESTNUT AVE

6TH AVE N

LYN
D

ALE AVE N

394 HOV LN

EB I394 TO DUNWOODY AVE PARADE STADIUM DR

M
OR

GA
N 

AV
E 

S

LINDEN AVE

DOUGLAS AVE

VA
N

 W
H

IT
E

M
E

M
. B

LV
D

GLENWOOD AVE

Farmers Market

Dunwoody College
of Technology

Pedestrian
Overpass

BNSF freight tracks
north of LRT tracks

Freight rail tracks
(BNSF)

North Cedar Lake
Trail

Current design includes pier protection 
on both sides of LRT under I-394 bridge

Current design includes 
corridor protection between 
LRT and freight rail

Proposed corridor protection wall
between LRT and freight tracks

Proposed corridor protection wall
between LRT and freight tracks

3

5

9

1

2

4

6

7

8

10

11

± 0 500 1,000
Feet

Legend
LRT Stations
Existing Corridor Protection
Proposed Wall
LRT Alignment

11. Looking east at Glenwood Ave. 
bridge, Target Field in background.

10. Trails passing under I-94, looking 
east.

9. Industrial land along trail between 
Linden Yards and I-94, looking west. 

7. Trail near Bassett Creek Valley 
Station site, looking east. 

6. Looking east toward Van White 
Memorial Boulevard from trail 
overpass. 

5. Undeveloped land in the western 
Linden Yards and trail overpass, 
looking east. 

4. Linden Yards West, looking east: 
Trail and proposed wall diverge in 
this area. 

2. Looking east along the Cedar 
Lake Trail as it passes under I-394. 

3. Cedar Lake Trail under I-394, 
looking east.

8. Entrance to Linden Yards in 
eastern portion, looking east.

1. Bryn Mawr Station area, looking 
east along the Cedar Lake Trail. 
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Frequently Asked Questions

 

WHY IS THE CORRIDOR PROTECTION WALL BEING 
PROPOSED?

 ■ Freight railroad BNSF requires corridor protection between light rail 
tracks and BNSF’s “Wayzata Subdivision” freight rail tracks when they 
run side by side. 

 ■ The Southwest LRT Project cannot be built on BNSF land without 
BNSF’s agreement. 

WHY IS BNSF REQUIRING A CORRIDOR PROTECTION 
WALL?

 ■ BNSF considers the Wayzata Subdivision to be a “mainline,” – like 
a highway – a line that is heavily used and where trains can travel at 
higher speeds. 

 ■ BNSF’s current policy, as outlined in their Commuter Principles, is 
to require corridor protection wherever a transit project shares the 
company’s right-of-way. 

 ■ BNSF is seeking to maintain as much of its current right of way as 
possible, so that the company has capacity to meet  future needs.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF A CORRIDOR PROTECTION 
WALL?

 ■ In an unlikely event of a freight train derailment, the proposed wall 
would prevent freight train cars or the materials they carry from 
interfering with LRT. 

WHY IS THE WALL BEING PROPOSED NOW?
 ■ Federal regulations required the Southwest LRT Project to receive 
approval of its Environmental Impact Statement (a Record of Decision) 
before beginning negotiations to acquire property rights. 

 ■ The Record of Decision was issued in July 2016. Negotiations with 
freight rail companies cover many complex issues and are taking time 
to complete. 

 ■ BNSF introduced the requirement for a corridor protection wall during 
negotiations with the Southwest LRT Project. 

MARCH 22, 2018



 

Public Involvement

 

STAYING INFORMED 
The Southwest LRT Project website, www.SWLRT.org, provides the latest updates on freight rail 
corridor protection. 

The Southwest LRT Supplemental Environmental Assessment/Amended Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation 
describes corridor protection plans and impacts. It is available on the web at  
https://metrocouncil.org/swlrt/environmental. 

Contact Dan Pfeiffer if you have comments or questions, or if you would like an Outreach 
Coordinator to attend your event: 612-373-3897 or Daniel.Pfeiffer@metrotransit.org.

Community Meetings

Project staff have been meeting regularly with 
community groups to inform them about the 
proposed corridor protection wall, address 
concerns surrounding the design process, and 
seek input on the aesthetic design of the wall, 
including: 

 ■ Bryn Mawr Board

 ■ Harrison Neighborhood Association 

 ■ Bassett Creek Redevelopment Oversight 
Committee 

Pop-up Events

Pop-up events were held along the North Cedar 
Lake Trail to engage area residents and users 
of the corridor. These events provided details 
about the proposed corridor protection wall, 
general project information, and opportunities 
to give feedback.

Public Tours

Tours of the corridor have been given to policy 
makers and community members. The tours 
helped people visualize the proposed wall and 
understand how it will appear in different areas. 

Bassett Creek Valley Working Group

The Bassett Creek Valley Working Group was created in 
September 2017 to advise the Southwest LRT Project 
on the aesthetic design of the proposed corridor 
protection wall. 

The 15 members of the Working Group represented 
neighborhoods adjacent to the corridor protection 
area as well as the Minneapolis Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Advisory Committees. Members served for the duration 
of the wall design process. 

Starting in October 2017, the group met five times, 
including a tour of the corridor.  Input from the Working 
Group helped project staff advance the design of the 
proposed corridor protection wall.

The Working Group produced a report and recommendations, which are available online at  
https://metrocouncil.org/swlrt/bcvwg. 

Members of the Working Group discuss design 
alternatives with Southwest LRT Project staff 
during a tour of the corridor protection area.
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Corridor Protection Wall
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SECTION 4: Bassett Creek Valley Station Area

SECTION 5: I-394 to Glenwood Avenue

EASTERN PORTION

 ■ East end of proposed wall is under I-94 
overpass

 ■ New lighting under I-94 overpass

 ■ LRT bridge approach is approximately  
30 feet from the nearest proposed trail

 ■ Northstar Commuter Rail tail track is 
shifted to accommodate current freight 
rail spacing

 ■ New design does not further impact 
Catholic Charities

 ■ Proposed wall is approximately 270 feet 
from the nearest proposed trail

 ■ Proposed wall ranges from 5 feet tall to 
approximately 8 feet tall (for about 1000 
feet at Bassett Creek Valley Station)

 ■ Proposed wall does not block access 
from Bryn Mawr Meadows Park to LRT 
station via the Luce Line Bridge

 ■ Future Bassett Creek Valley development 
will buffer between LRT and the trail

Proposed corridor protection wall does not impact the Project’s Limits of Disturbance.
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Corridor Protection Wall
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VIEW B

VIEW A

SECTION 1: Bryn Mawr Station Area

SECTION 2: I-394 Underpass Area

SECTION 3: Bryn Mawr Meadows Area

WESTERN PORTION

 ■ Proposed wall is approximately  
70 feet from the nearest proposed trail

 ■ Proposed wall height is approximately  
5 feet  6 inches on the LRT/trail side

 ■ Proposed wall does not block access 
between North Cedar Lake and 
Kenilworth Trails

 ■ LRT is located between the trail and 
proposed wall

 ■ Current project design includes 
protection for bridge piers on both sides 
of LRT 

 ■ New lighting under I-394 overpass

 ■ Proposed wall is approximately 120 feet 
from the nearest trail

 ■ Proposed wall height is approximately  
4 feet on the LRT/trail side

 ■ LRT is located between the trail and 
proposed wall

 ■ Future Bassett Creek Valley development 
will buffer between LRT and trail

Proposed corridor protection wall does not impact the Project’s Limits of Disturbance.



 

Corridor Wall Renderings
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VIEW A: Proposed barrier wall in the Bryn Mawr Meadows area 

VIEW B: Proposed barrier wall near Bryn Mawr Station 

Existing

Proposed – Summer

Proposed – Winter
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Corridor Protection Wall Design

 

COLOR, TEXTURE AND SCALE LANDSCAPING

Design rendering of the proposed corridor protection wall seen from the LRT/trail side. 
Planned landscaping and plantings are not shown.

An example of using climbing vines to soften the appearance of 
a masonry wall along the METRO Blue Line in Minneapolis. 

Trees and vegetation will be planted between the trail and the 
LRT tracks in several areas, including near Bryn Mawr Station as 
shown above. 

Detail of the proposed wall surface. Repeating 30-foot-long segments create the appearance of cut stone. 

At Bassett Creek Valley Station, the proposed wall design features 
station-specific graphics. 

The height of the proposed wall varies. 
The rendering shows a typical wall 
height relative to a light rail vehicle 
west of Bassett Creek Valley Station. 

Species in planting areas along the proposed wall include alder, 
birch, and Boston ivy. 



 

Southwest LRT Project Background

 

PROJECT TIMELINE

2003: Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA) publishes 
Southwest Rail Transit Study in partnership with the cities of Eden Prairie, 
Minnetonka, Hopkins, St. Louis Park, and Minneapolis. The study evaluated 
twelve routes using light rail transit (LRT) and one using diesel multiple unit (DMU) 
technology.

October 2009: HCRRA recommends Locally Preferred Alternative route and 
mode.

October 2012: Hennepin County publishes the Southwest Transitway Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS).

December 2012: The Metropolitan Council becomes the project lead agency 
with the transfer of Responsible Government Unit status from Hennepin County.

January 2013: Design and engineering work on the Southwest LRT line begins. 

August 2014: Hennepin County and cities along the Southwest LRT route review 
and approve preliminary design plans in a Municipal Consent process.

May 2015: The Southwest LRT Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) is published.

August/September 2015: Hennepin County and cities along the LRT route 
provide approval for the project in a second Municipal Consent process.

May 2016: The Southwest LRT Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is 
published.

July 2016: The FTA issues its Record of Decision approving the Final EIS.

August 2016: The Metropolitan Council approves final scope & budget.

February 2018: The Council publishes the Supplemental Environmental 
Assessment/Amended Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, covering changes in the 
project since the Final EIS.
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ABOUT THE PROJECT
The Southwest Light Rail Transit (LRT) is extending METRO Green Line light 
rail service to the southwestern metropolitan area. The METRO Green Line 
Extension will operate on a route from downtown Minneapolis throught the 
communities of St. Louis Park, Hopkins, Minnetonka, and Eden Prairie, passing in 
close proximity to Edina. 

The line will include 15 new stations and will be part of an integrated system 
of transitways, including connections to the METRO Blue Line, the Northstar 
Commuter Rail line, many bus routes, and proposed future transitways. 

The total estimated project cost of $1.858 billion will be funded by the 
Metropolitan Council and project partners through a mix of federal, state and 
local sources, with federal funds making up approximately half the total. 

At Target Field Station in Minneapolis, Green Line Extension trains will continue 
along the METRO Green Line, providing one-seat rides to the University of 
Minnesota, State Capitol and downtown St. Paul.
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