
AGENDA 
The City of Auburn Hills 

Special Planning Commission Meeting 
Tuesday, February 16, 2016  7:00 p.m. 
LOCATION:  North Auburn Hills Baptist Church  

3889 N. Squirrel Road  Auburn Hills MI 

PHONE:  248-364-6900  www.auburnhills.org 
Meeting minutes are on file in the City Clerk’s office. 

 

 

1. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER 

 

2.  ROLL CALL OF PLANNING COMMISSION 

 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – January 19, 2016 

 

4. SPECIAL STUDY:  Review of the Northeast Corner Neighborhood Master Plan 

 

5. ADJOURNMENT   

 

 
 NOTE:  Anyone planning to attend the meeting who has need of special assistance under the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) is asked to contact the City Clerk's Office at 248-370-9402 or the City Manager's Office at 248-370-9440   48 
hours prior to the meeting.  Staff will be pleased to make the necessary arrangements.  If you wish to receive the Planning 
Commission meeting agenda on a regular basis via e-mail please call 248-364-6900 and request to be added to the 
distribution list. 
 
 
 
 



Thank you for attending the neighborhood meeting 
last month.   
 
At this meeting, the Auburn Hills Planning Commission 
will review the input it received and discuss potential 
updates to the Master Plan. 

 
Time:   7:00 p.m. 
Location:  North Auburn Hills Baptist Church 
  3889 N. Squirrel Road

Northeast Corner Neighborhood 
Follow-Up Meeting  

Please RSVP no later than Friday, February 12th to Elizabeth Brennan 
in the Community Development Department at 248-364-6946.



 

Not Yet Approved 

CITY OF AUBURN HILLS 
SPECIAL PLANNING COMMISSION  

MINUTES 
January 19, 2016 

1. CALL TO ORDER:   Planning Commission Chairperson Ouellette called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m. 
 
2. ROLL CALL OF PLANNING COMMISSION: 
 Present:  Beidoun, Burmeister, Ochs, Ouellette, Pierce  
 Absent:  Hitchcock, Justice, Mendieta, Shearer 

Also Present:  Mayor McDaniel, Council Members Kittle and Knight, City Manager 
Tanghe, Director of Community Development Cohen, Manager of Business 
Development Carroll, Assistant City Planner Keenan, Director of Senior 
Services Adcock, Community Development Executive Assistant Brennan, 
BAC Member Pattie Ormsbee 

  Guests:        98 (signed in) 
 
LOCATION:  North Auburn Hills Baptist Church, 3889 N. Squirrel Road, Auburn Hills, MI  48326 
 
3. NEIGHBORHOOD VISIONING MEETING - Northeast Corner Neighborhood Master Plan 
 
Mayor McDaniel welcomed everyone and explained the purpose of the meeting was to begin an open 
discussion with the neighborhood.  He stated that the City strives to be very transparent with its land use 
decisions.  He remarked that the best way to describe the City’s planning program is community-oriented and 
neighborhood driven.  He thanked those attending for participating in the process. 
 
Chairperson Ouellette introduced the Planning Commission.  He stated that the Planning Commission wishes to 
listen tonight and be responsive to the neighborhood’s needs while dealing with some issues governed by 
development pressures and land use compatibility with surrounding properties.  He informed everyone that a 
follow-up meeting would be held in mid-February. 
 
Mr. Cohen provided an extensive PowerPoint presentation and overview outlining the history of the Northeast 
Corner Neighborhood Master Plan originally adopted in 2001.  He also provided background information for 
several questions to be discussed later in the meeting by those present.   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mr. Cohen presenting information to meeting participants and City officials  
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Staff’s presentation focused on the following primary topics: 
 
1. Improving the Incentive to Preserve Open Space 

Mr. Cohen recommended that a slight increase in the master planned density incentive be considered by 
the Planning Commission to encourage developers to save open space, woodlands, and other natural 
features.  It works by allowing the clustering of homes on smaller lots and leaving excess land, typically 
included on conventional lots, as preserved open space.  An increase from 2.5 to 3.0 homes per acre would 
make the option more attractive to developers, which in turn would facilitate higher quality projects.  The City 
just approved a similar housing unit increase for Moceri’s proposed Villa Montclair development on N. 
Squirrel Road and would like to review whether the same density should be applied to the neighborhood as 
a whole.  The requirement of 20,000 sq. ft. lots would remain for non-open space projects. 
 
 

  

The proposed amendment to allow up to 3.0 homes per acre for open space 
preservation projects is based on the Villa Montclair project 

This slide shows how 3.0 homes per acre would impact a smaller project. In this case, if applied to 
the Hawk Woods Circle site, it would mostly likely allow between three and six additional homes 

based on buildable land and meeting the required open space percentage for the site. 
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2. Kensington Church / Property Across from AJAX - Change to Non-Residential 

Mr. Cohen explained that the results of methane testing, along with consideration of the adjacent land uses, 
have raised concern over the current residential land use planned for the southeast corner of Dutton and 
Bald Mountain Roads, formally owned by the Road Commission for Oakland County.  Kensington Church 
previously planned to build a large mega-church on the property in 2008, but those plans were scrapped 
due to the recession.  Mr. Cohen explained that the City wishes to discuss with the neighborhood about how 
future clean industrial development can be managed along that stretch of Dutton Road to buffer the heavier 
industrial land use (AJAX) across the street in Orion Township.  Mr. Cohen stated the City has experience 
facilitating quality development with greenbelt buffers.  The City would require any future developer to be 
sensitive and respectful to the residential properties surrounding the land.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

The AJAX property across the street in Orion Township is master planned for industrial land use, which 
impacts the viability of residential land use on the property south of Dutton Road in Auburn Hills 

The Kensington Church property (and potentially the RSC 
site) could be redeveloped with clean industrial businesses  
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3. Bald Mountain Road – Past Request for Land Use and Housing Density Change 
Mr. Cohen explained that in 2007 several property owners along Bald Mountain Road formally requested 
that the Planning Commission amend the master plan to allow their property to be developed with industrial 
or multi-family residential uses.  After several meetings, the Planning Commission decided not to amend the 
plan.  Mr. Cohen explained that it would be appropriate to discuss the issue again to see if the residents 
want any changes to be made in this area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Potential change in housing density for land across from the Oakland Christian School 
Lastly, Mr. Cohen advised the meeting participants that the City wishes to improve the Shimmons Road 
curve, near the Oakland Christian School, but does not have the funds to purchase the ROW.  The 
Planning Commission is considering an amendment to the master plan to allow attached duplex units and 
a slight increase in housing density as an incentive for the developer to dedicate the land for the ROW to 
the City at no cost.  It would create a “win-win” for both parties.  Mr. Cohen stated that the exact density 
increase is not known yet, as the City engineer is still working to figure out the minimum ROW needed to 
improve the curvature of the road. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

This slide outlined land use ideas to consider along Bald Mountain Road  

Mr. Cohen explained that the City had to turn this proposal away since attached duplex housing 
are currently not allowed in the R-1A district and it exceeded 2.5 homes per acre.  The project 

would be similar to Auburn Grove Condominiums directly across the street.  
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Table Discussions 
After Mr. Cohen’s presentation, Mr. Keenan outlined the process for group discussion with the audience.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Meeting participants discussed the following questions at 15 separate tables.  Each group was asked to take 
notes, which were collected and tabulated by City staff (see attached summary). 
1) How do you feel about increasing housing density from 2.5 to 3.0 upa for projects that save open space 

and trees? 
2) Do you have objections to attached single-family housing like Auburn Grove or Arbor Cove?  In 2005, 

the City stopped allowing attached housing in the R-1A district, but now there is demand for it.  Would it 
be acceptable to allow attached units in open-space projects? 

3) Do you have objections or concerns with allowing attached units and slightly higher density around the 
Shimmons Road curve to help the City obtain Right-of-Way to fix the road? 

4) How do you feel about the Kensington Site and potential of T&R or clean industrial development on it?  
What other land uses would you like to see? 

5) How do you feel about the current land use adjacent to and south of the Kensington site along Bald 
Mountain Road?  Residents asked for it to be changed in 2007 to non-residential or multiple-family. 

6) Do you have any problems with cell phone service or data?  Are you OK with additional wireless 
communication facilities being built in the area to upgrade service? 

7) Are you happy with the amount of retail uses in your neighborhood? 
8) How do you feel about the traffic near where you live? 
9) Do you visit the Hawk Woods Nature Center?   Do you like it?   Anything you would like to see added? 
10) Any other observations or comments? 
 
At the conclusion of the discussion, it was announced that a follow-up meeting would be held by the Planning 
Commission on Tuesday, February 16th (same place and time) to review the results and discuss next steps. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:10 p.m. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Community Development  
Department Staff 

Over 100 participants including City officials participated in the discussion 
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January 19, 2016 – Northeast Corner Neighborhood Master Plan 
Table Discussion Notes 

 
Explanation:  The intent of this exercise was to facilitate discussion between residents and ultimately provide input for the Planning Commission.  Although there 
were 15 discussion tables, there are more than 15 comments per question.  Legible comments written down by scribes at each table were added to the list.  
Categories of “Yes, No, and Misc.” were used for many of the questions to help sort the input for easier reading. 
 
 

Question #1:  How do you feel about increasing housing density for projects that save open space and trees?   
2.5 to 3.0 UPA? 
 

Yes No Misc. 
 

1. OK 
2. OK to go from 2.5 to 3 
3. Maintain R-1A Zoning on any future 

development and allow cluster 
4. General agreement of table that not so much 

the size of lot (although it should be set) as 
long as open space and trees are preserved. 

5. Increase density.  Makes sense for 
community and developer 

6. No issues.  Steer to no kids due to Pontiac 
Schools 

7. Ok with higher density as long as traffic is 
addressed 

8. Don't mind increased density. Didn't matter 
9. In general, as long as the open space can be 

preserved, then increasing the density is not 
an issue 

1. No. Puts money in developers 
pockets – he offers x amount and 
sells for x amount but original 
owners only get certain percentage 

2. No  
3. The fewer the better  
4. Density spoils beauty by over-

building 
 

1. Some don’t like increasing density, but 
some don’t mind 

2. Traffic congestion needs to be 
considered 

3. Concerns about increased traffic 
4. Want a say in what happens to open 

space, trees, character 
5. Community should have some say on 

which trees stay 
6. Like open space development 
7. No high density apartments in north 

area 
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Question #2:  Do you have objections to attached single-family housing like Auburn Grove or Arbor Cove? In 
2005, the City stopped allowing attached housing in the R-1A district, but now there is demand for it.  Would it 
be acceptable to allow them in open-space projects? 

Yes No Misc. 
1. If it increases green space ok, but don’t 

increase population 
2. Attached housing – better than apartment 

buildings with transients / renters 
3. Do not want high-rise - No objection to 

housing similar to Arbor Cove and Auburn 
Grove 

4. Not opposed to appearance if kept up - Don’t 
affect drain area 

5. Would entertain this option as long as certain 
specifications regarding amount of open 
space and not touching open space is 
contained in ordinance amendments, i.e. 
preserving existing trees in open space 
areas 

6. Condos – max of two. Maintain esthetics / 
appeal 

7. Attached single family is acceptable to 
community 

8. If housing demands for boomers is needed – 
beef up residential housing supply.  Go for it. 
Attached or detached - whatever it takes. 

9. No objections. No problem with Arbor Cove.   
If that is what the market is looking for 

1. Not preferable for the area.  Takes 
away from the feeling of space 

2. No more attached units 
3. Leave it the same 
4. Does not want higher density 

because it will cause more traffic 
5. Don't want duplexes in single family 

zoning 

1. Why build family homes – Pontiac Schools 
2. No apartments 
3. Would it lower property values? 
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Question #3:  Do you have objections or concerns with allowing attached units and slightly higher density 
around the Shimmons Road curve to help the City obtain right-of-way to fix the road? 
 

Yes No Misc. 
1. “You give you get”.  An exception can be 

made here in only – Safety issue – not too 
out of place due to other higher density in the 
area 

2. OK to increase density but no reason to 
change road 

3. OK to increase density only if new curve is 
installed 

4. OK with duplex but not more density – only if 
ROW is given as part of deal 

5. Shimmons Curve – OK with plans 
6. Some agreed to PUD on Shimmons Rd. to 

get right-of-way & fix curve 
7. Do whatever it takes to fix curve 
8. No objections 
9. No problem with attached units and slightly 

higher density – but had concerns because 
of location across from the Christian School 
– added traffic from new housing entering 
directly across from the school drop-off 
driveway 

10. Must have new sidewalks (pathways) 
11. Most approved the trade-off of higher 

density for right-of-way in general.  Concern 
for traffic and safety issues 

1. All agree that 9 units should be kept 
instead of 28 

2. Fixing road does not justify a higher 
density with attached 

3. Lower, not higher density 
4. Don’t want high density on the other 

side of Shimmons  
5. Concerned that too many units on 

Shimmons Curve would be an issue.  
Maybe 4 to 6 max? 

 

1. Schools should participate in cost 
2. More density? – more people being hurt. 

Why can’t city pay for it? No money but 
why no money? 

3. Preserve quality of neighborhood on 
Squirrel North of Tienken 

4. Main traffic problem is caused by the 
Oakland Christian School – due to drop off 
and pick up 

5. Fixing the curve will not have a big impact 
on the traffic issue 

6. Shimmons curve – deep population 
concerns 

7. Speed issues, tree loss, improve road not 
modify curve 

8. No sidewalks or shoulder paving – don’t re-
build / re-route 

9. A gentle curve would increase speeds in 
area of school.  New traffic issue generated 
by new development and less sharp curve 
must be addressed.  Might need a turn 
lane into the school drive 

10. Traffic speed and safety at Oakland School 
– both curves 

11. Main traffic problem caused by Oakland 
Christian School due to pick-up and drop-
off 
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Question #4:  How do you feel about the Kensington Site and potential of T&R or clean industrial development 
on it?  What other land uses would you like to see? 

Yes No Misc. 
1. Would like to see industrial  or T&R in this area 
2. Would be OK with R/A 
3. Kensington property – comfortable with T&R and 

Light Industrial 
4. T&R is OK, Light Industrial, gyms, cross fit / rec 

facilities 
5. Extensive green belt is agreed on.  Access off 

Dutton. Green belt on three sides 
6. OK with light industrial 
7. Extensive green belt on Kensington piece, access 

off Dutton Road for Light Industrial.  No drilling 
8. 50% Tax Abatement for short term on building - 

clean industrial ok 
9. It should be industrial – too close to landfill for 

residential 
10. Group was generally comfortable with T&R on the 

site - given the asphalt plant on the other side of 
Dutton.  With any development in this area, there is 
potential for more traffic on Bald Mountain, therefore 
the road will need improvements, possible 
straightening of sharp curves. 

11. Industrial on Kensington site - heavy landscaping 
along Dutton and between residential 

12. Clean industrial up to soccer field on Dutton buffer 
(as for south as Kensington's south property line) 

13. Not in favor of light industrial – T&R is OK 

1. No Industry.  Trees are very 
important – save as much as 
we can.  We took lots of trees 
over the years. 

 

1. Senior center or build a park 
2. No access to Bald Mountain Road 
3. Large buffer and green space to protect 

residential area 
4. No apartments Dutton to Walton - 

Squirrel 
5. No oil or gas drilling 
6. Kensington – Split and make ½ a buffer 

to Ajax – Tie the south ½ to the 
eventual redevelopment of the 
residential lots on Bald Mt. 

7. No oil / gas, maybe a dog park, maybe 
a BMX track for kids 

8. No development at all was one 
suggestion 

9. Have the city purchase the property for a 
park. 

10. No industrial traffic on Squirrel Rd and 
Bald Mt. Rd 

11. East if soccer field used for recreating, 
ball diamond, walking trail, park, tennis 
courts, dog park 

12. No oil drilling 

 



Page | 5 
 

 

Question #5:  How do you feel about the land use adjacent to and south of the Kensington site - along Bald Mt. 
Road? Residents asked to be changed in 2007 to non-residential or multiple-family? 
 

Yes No Misc. 
1. Go for it 
2. No retail – enhance existing retail 
3. Day care 
4. Small office complex 
5. Support for transitional zoning south 

from Ajax.   
6. Higher residential densities will 

definitely require modification of Bald 
Mountain Road; particularly at 
intersection with Lapeer at the south 
end of Bald Mountain.  This is a 
troublesome intersection as it is. 

1. Leave zoning the same as it is now 
2. Want low-density along Bald Mt. Rd.  No 

apartments, prefer condos – prefer 
residential – no retail 

3. Leave it as is 
4. Agree to maintain residential zoning 
5. Maintain residential 
6. As long as no apartments – prefer single 

family, higher density 
7. Leave at 5 acre lots 
8. Redevelop at a less dense build-out after 

Oakland Heights closes – as market 
demand increases 

9. No! 
10. Prefer residential use retained in this area.  

No problem with higher residential 
densities south of Kensington site, with 
densities lower the further south you go on 
Bald Mountain.   

11. No high density apartments in north area 
12. No more apartments or mobile home parks 
13. Maintain character of Bald Mountain 

corridor 

1. What impact /benefit would it have for 
the City?  Taxes from industrial. Pontiac 
School District seems to prevent more 
people moving in 

2. Squirrel to Bald Mt – park path!  
Through wetlands behind Shimmons, 
through the acreage behind Pinecrest 
following the creek areas 

3. Create trail by creek / Bald Mt. Dr. 
4. Natural areas 
5. Splash pad 
6. Parks and playgrounds 
7. Family-friendly areas 
8. Slow down traffic 
9. Speed limit along Bald Mt. Rd. and 

walking path / sidewalks 
10. Do not use Hawk Woods as park.  Like 

to keep it natural and peaceful since it 
is a nature center 
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Question #6:  Do you have any problems with cell phone service or data?  Are you OK with additional wireless 
communication facilities being built in the area to upgrade service? 

Yes No Misc. 
1. Yes!!!  - Auburn Grove, Hawthorne Sub - 

signal stinks - very weak 
2. Cell phone connections could be better 
3. Tower in the outer rim of park near Bald 

Mt. Rd. near or in Hawk Woods Nature 
Preserve 

4. OK with upgrading – no towers unless on 
Auburn Hills property 

5. There are problems – correct placement 
and screening are acceptable 

6. Cell phones at Kensington site 
7. Sometimes problems 
8. T-mobile, AT&T, Cell phone reception 

bad.  No cell phone tower in Hawk Woods 

1. Not in Favor of towers – don’t have any 
problems 

2. Heritage has problems, but no one else.  Not ok 
with additional wireless 

3. TV reception problems – Kensington property 
would be a good place or put a communications 
center 

4. Cell phone AT&T and Sprint – not in residential 
communities 

5. No problems with cell phone service or data 
6. No issue with cell phone service 
7. No known problems.  Group understand federal 

regulations and if it has to be added, they 
understand. 

8. OK current call reception 
9. No. Approval of future wireless facilities 

depends on the facility that would be proposed 
10. No cell tower at Hawk Woods 

1. Comcast is a monopoly.  We 
want choice 
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Question #7:  Are you happy with the amount of retail uses in your neighborhood? 

Yes No Misc. 
1. Don’t like strip malls – happy with 

current amount 
2. Retail uses – yes. Like it away from 

housing but within five to ten minute 
drive 

3. Yes – with what is there. No party 
stores/liquor stores – plenty of other 
places to go in and around area within 
very reasonable drive 

4. No issue. Enough retail 
5. Have enough. No problem 
6. No more strip malls 
7. No. Enough retail 
8. No retail issues – access is fine now 
9. Happy with retail use? Yes.  Buildout 

existing retail on Lapeer – foot friendly
10. Yes. 
11. No retail needed because close 

proximity to Lapeer Rd. 

1. Better quality eating establishments for 
family dining, i.e. Cracker Barrel, Bob 
Evans, I-Hop, Egg & I.  Would like to see a 
Papa Joe’s type store 

2. Smaller coffee shops, fast foods 
3. Small shops 
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Question #8:  How do you feel about the traffic near where you live? 
1. Traffic ok in the area 
2. Need a right turn lane only from SB Squirrel to WB Walton 
3. North-bound Squirrel past Walton right turn lane is issue 
4. Cement curbs/barriers - where Squirrel (NB) goes to single lane is a hazard 
5. Don’t like higher speed limit on Bald Mt. 
6. Objects to raising of speed limit from 25 to 35 mph.  Done on Shimmons Road too.  25 to 35 mph.  Speed bumps? Signs with flashing yellow 

lights to indicate speed of vehicle driving too fast 
7. Left turn arrow from Squirrel to east-bound Tienken. 
8. Landscaping needed in boulevards on Squirrel Rd. 
9. Need lighting along Squirrel north of Walton 
10. Hate traffic on Squirrel  
11. Don’t like the boulevard 
12. Lighting on Squirrel 
13. Important to watch density – traffic is a problem 
14. Too much traffic as is 
15. Propose the cross-walk light on Walton Blvd from Beacon Hill Apt to Oakland University 
16. Traffic light at cross of Shimmons and Squirrel 
17. Too many trees taken down on Squirrel but the road has not been widened 
18. Crosswalk to OU and no sidewalks on North side of Walton 
19. Need streetlights on Squirrel and traffic light at Shimmons & Squirrel. 
20. Disappointed with Squirrel Road improvements – removed too many trees and road not widened enough.  
21. Mixed because of where we live 
22. Already too much traffic – problems for residents on Squirrel 
23. Traffic concern at Squirrel and Tienken – more so by those who enjoyed 16 years of road closure) 
24. Sidewalk issue maybe on NE corner of Tienken and Squirrel (even Dutton it is connected or  
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(Continued) Question #8:  How do you feel about the traffic near where you live? 
 

25. Traffic - Slow down on Bald Mt.  
26. Squirrel and Shimmons – dip on Squirrel 
27. On Shimmons, not so good. Getting too heavy 
28. On Bald Mountain, it is okay. 
29. Additional traffic on Squirrel Road - new road was poorly planned – obsolete 
30. Squirrel Road medians useless - no room for accidents 
31. Dangerous hill on Squirrel and Shimmons 
32. Need left turn signal at Tienken and Squirrel 
33. Having problems with traffic and speed on Shimmons 
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Question #9:  Do you visit the Hawk Woods Nature Center?  Do you like it? Anything you would like to 
see added? 

1. Wonderful.  Best kept secret 
2. Everyone likes and visits 
3. Walking paths and signage could be better 
4. Fill in potholes around lake 
5. Yes! Could sidewalks be put in? 
6. Yes/  50/50 
7. Hawk Woods Park is good as is 
8. We all like it and visit frequently 
9. Leave it alone 
10. Well liked.  If you add to it you will take away from natural state.  Good job. Leave it alone. 
11. Wonderful. Love it 
12. Visit Hawk Woods – no to adding to it 
13. Dog Area 
14. Yes - Like it. Playground Area? 
15. Positive responses. Several in group visit Hawk Woods 2 to 5 times a year.  Enjoy it.  Only improvements might be a few more trails, but 

current trails are sufficient. 
16. Connect to Hawk Woods Nature Center 
17. Possible use of utility pathway to connect Hawk Woods Nature Center 
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Question #10:  Any other observations or comments? 

1. Fabulous parks program – great employees and staff 
2. Plans for walkways / bike paths on Bald Mountain 
3. Flashing light at entrance of Paramount Estates on Tienken or passing lane 
4. Why are kids allowed to play on soccer field (across from Ajax) but no residences allowed? 
5. Traffic light at Bald Mountain and Dutton because it is a blind hill. 
6. Hawthorne Forest is not getting police patrols 
7. EMS response time is credible?  Boulevard too narrow – can’t pull over for emergency vehicles. 
8. No fracking 
9. Trolley 
10. Street lights on Squirrel 
11. Sidewalks below roadway – elevate above grade 
12. No more industrial. Small strip mall, senior housing, assisted living, medical 
13. Dutton & Squirrel – 10 acres? 
14. More lighting on Squirrel from Walton to Dutton 
15. The Squirrel Road Project is a failure.  It didn’t solve the problem. 
16. Blew it on Squirrel Road Project.  Took trees unnecessarily, put Band-Aids on but problems still exist. 
17. Excessive lighting – Dark Sky Initiative (investigate this) 
18. Can Auburn Hills buy Kensington? 
19. Fundraiser to buy Kensington? 
20. Bike / Walking path on Bald Mt. Road – Talk with DPW 
21. Utility path across from Hawk Woods 
22. Adjacent property owner wants to follow up with CD 
23. Connect to Clinton River Trail 
24. Sidewalk completion along Shimmons 
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