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STAFF REPORT 
 
 

MEETING 
DATE:  November 28, 2017 
 
TO: City Council 
 
FROM: Robert Brown, Community Development Director 
 Scott Ward, Director of Hamilton Base Reuse 
 Peggy Flynn, Assistant City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  CITY COUNCIL DISCUSSION AND DIRECTION TO STAFF 

REGARDING CITY-OWNED VACANT AND/OR UNDERUTILIZED 

PARCELS, INCLUDING: 
 
• TOWN CENTER (INCLUDING FORMER THEATER) APN 157-690-47 
• COMMISSARY SITE, APN 157-970-03 
• OLD GYM PARKING LOT, APN 157-690-37 
• HAMILTON PARKWAY AND PALM DRIVE, APN 157-180-47 
• BACHELOR OFFICER’S QUARTERS/OFFICER’S CLUB/OLD GYM 

SITE, APN 157-690-53 
• MAIN GATE ROAD PARCEL (ADJACENT TO HAMILTON SCHOOL),  

APN 155-011-21 
• HUD PARCEL (NORTH OF COMMISSARY SITE), APN 157-970-07 
• PARCEL ALONG THE CREEK/DRAINAGEWAY, EAST OF 

HAMILTON SCHOOL, APN 155-500-66 
• CHRISTMAS TREE HILL, APN 157-720-02 
• AMMO HILL/SKATE PARK, APN 157-180-79 
• RESERVOIR HILL, APN 157-180-53 
• PARCEL NORTH OF RESERVOIR HILL, APN 157-180-72 
• B STREET PARCEL (NORTH OF SMART STATION), APN 157-860-04 

 
A. DISCUSSION AND DIRECTION TO STAFF ON OPTIONS 

RELATING TO GENERAL PLAN, ZONING, AND OTHER PUBLIC 

PLANNING PROCESSES FOR SAID PARCELS. 

 

B. DISCUSSION AND DIRECTION RELATING TO STRATEGIC 

PLAN ECONOMIC VITALITY – OBJECTIVE #3(C) WHICH 

READS “REMOVE BLIGHT, RESTORE HISTORIC STRUCTURES, 

GENERATE REVENUE, AND UTILIZE CITY-OWNED 

PROPERTIES IN HAMILTON,” INCLUDING THE INTENT OF 

THE OBJECTIVE, THE PROPERTIES TO WHICH IT IS 

APPLICABLE, AND OPTIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 

OBJECTIVE.   

 
 

922 Machin Avenue 
Novato, CA  94945 

415/ 899-8900 
FAX 415/ 899-8213 

www.novato.org 
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REQUEST  
 
a. Discuss and provide direction to staff on options relating to General Plan, Zoning, and 

other public planning processes for said parcels (listed above). 
 

b. Discuss and provide direction to staff relating to Strategic Plan Economic Vitality – 
Objective #3(c) which reads “remove blight, restore historic structures, generate revenue, 
and utilize City-owned properties in Hamilton,” including, the intent of the objective, the 
properties to which it is applicable, and options for implementation of the objective.   

 
 
SUMMARY 

 
Over the past year, the City has engaged the Hamilton community to discuss some of the City-
owned parcels at Hamilton—specifically, the Town Center (including former Theater), 
Commissary, and Bachelor Officer’s Quarters/Officer’s Club/Old Gym sites. On March 20, 2017, 
the City held a community meeting at the Hamilton Community Center to discuss and gather 
feedback on the best process for redeveloping and revitalizing these parcels. As a follow-up, the 
City held another community meeting on April 22, 2017, to gather feedback on utilization 
possibilities for these sites. Summaries of this feedback are provided in Attachment 4. 
 
To round out this discussion, and in response to City Council direction in April and May of this 
year, in this agenda item staff is presenting two policy considerations for Council: (1) public 
planning process options and (2) clarification of a Strategic Plan Objective for City-owned vacant 
and/or underutilized parcels in Hamilton. An extensive public engagement process will be an 
integral part of any option under consideration. 
 
For this discussion, staff has provided a range of options relating to all City-owned vacant and 
underutilized parcels at Hamilton for a thorough conversation regarding the parcels, the planning 
options (including public involvement) and the Strategic Plan objective (including property 
utilization options) relating thereto.  As discussed more fully in section B below, Council may 
choose to discuss all, or only some of these parcels at your discretion or to prioritize the discussion 
as to the most critical parcels and options.    
 
Staff has presented comprehensive information in this report to engender a full discussion 
regarding both items culminating in direction to staff as to both items.  Due to the interrelationship 
between these two items, staff suggests that Council refrain from providing direction on either 
item until after the discussion on both items has concluded. 
 
Attachment 1 provides a map depicting the locations of the 13 vacant and underutilized City-
Owed parcels at Hamilton. 
 
Attachment 2 provides a matrix of 13 city-owned parcels for consideration as to the Planning 
Options for the parcels.  The parcels are identified as to their description, Assessor’s Parcel 
Number (APN), size, current planning designations, economic development potential and planning 
options listed in the columns to the right.   
 
Attachment 3 provides a matrix of 13 city-owned parcels for consideration as to the Strategic Plan 
Implementation Options for utilization of the parcels.  The parcels are again identified as to their 
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description, APN, size, current planning designations, economic development potential and 
Strategic Plan options for utilization of the parcels listed in the columns to the right.   
 
For discussion purposes, staff has identified the parcels based on “economic development 
potential,” which includes consideration of current zoning, access, and development constraints. 
Each parcel has its own set of challenges and opportunities, and staff created this category to 
provide Council a place to start the discussion, if so desired. 
 
BACKGROUND  

 

On April 4, 2017, Councilmember Drew requested an item to be added to a future agenda regarding 
discussion of potentially including Hamilton properties as a focus area in the General Plan update 
process. Upon Council discussion of the requested agenda item, the request was refined to include 
an agenda item to consider a full range of planning options for the vacant and underutilized City-
owned properties in Hamilton. This request was unanimously supported by the Council and is 
addressed in Section A. PLANNING OPTIONS. 

 
On May 2, 2017, Councilmember Eklund requested an item be added to a future agenda regarding 
discussion and direction on options of how to proceed in carrying out the Council Strategic Plan – 
Economic Vitality Objective 3(c) relating to the City-owned Hamilton properties which states 
“Once restrictions are removed evaluate and engage a process to more fully utilize City-owned 
properties while respecting the historical nature of these assets.”   Council discussed the requested 
agenda item and voted unanimously to consider the agenda item at a future meeting as requested.  
This report includes a discussion of Councilmember Eklund’s requested item in Section B. 

STRATEGIC PLAN.  
 
These two agenda items have been combined into this single staff report as was discussed and 
agreed upon by the Council on May 2.  The reason for the combining of the discussion is the 
interrelationship between the two topics and the benefit of considering both utilization of the 
properties and the desired public process when providing direction, so that decisions on each topic 
are not made in isolation of the issues presented by the other related topic. Due to the 
interrelationship of these two items, staff suggests that Council refrain from providing direction 
on either item until after the discussion on both items has concluded.   
 

A. PLANNING (PUBLIC PROCESS) OPTIONS 

 
The following is a description of the City’s regulatory documents affecting development of the 
subject parcels, the level of public involvement in considering new development on these sites and 
the status of the General Plan Update process. 
 
Hamilton Field Master Plan and Reuse Plan 
 
The Hamilton area specifically has been the subject of ongoing planning and public review 
processes related to zoning since the former military base was decommissioned in 1974.  There 
are two separate Master Plans applicable to the two separate areas of Hamilton.   These two Master 
Plans are the Hamilton Field Master Plan and the Hamilton Reuse Plan/Master Plan Hamilton 
Field Department of Defense Housing Facility (DODHF) Property as described below. 
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The Hamilton Field Master Plan is a result of a planning effort that spanned from 1986 
through 1993 with approval of the Hamilton Field Master Plan (a.k.a., New Hamilton 
Partnership Master Plan or NHP Master Plan) which occurred in 1993.  The Hamilton Field 
Master Plan applies to approximately 400 acres of land that has been developed with: 
Hamilton Landing (former aircraft Hangers), Bayside, Southgate, Hamilton Park, Chapel 
Hill, Traditions, Villas at Hamilton, San Pablo Subdivision, and Hideaway.  Each of these 
developments are subject to Precise Development Plans, which were adopted via project- 
specific planning and public review processes.   

 
The Hamilton Reuse Plan/Master Plan Hamilton Field DODHF Property, adopted in 1995, 
was also the subject of a significant planning effort spanning multiple years.   The planning 
process for this document spanned nearly three years and involved the Hamilton Reuse 
Commission (2 council members, 2 planning commissioners, and five Novato residents), 
Hamilton Advisory Commission (25 residents representing various stakeholder groups), 
Technical Advisory Committee (provided assistance with technical issues, such as 
engineering and utility matters), and the Multi-Agency Board (MAB).  The Hamilton 
Reuse Plan was later adopted as the Master Plan for this area and continues to govern land 
uses relating thereto.  The area covered by the Hamilton Reuse Plan includes: New 
Beginnings/Next Key Center, properties along State Access Road and C Street (excluding 
Lanham Village), Meadow Park (formerly Capehart/Hillside Housing), Hamilton Hospital, 
Town Center, Unity in Marin, Bachelor Officers Quarters/Officers Club/Hamilton Pool, 
and Pointe Marin (along Ignacio Boulevard; formerly referred to as “Rafael Village” and 
“Smurf Village”).   

 
These comprehensive Master Plans set forth all permitted, and conditionally-permitted, land uses 
for every parcel at Hamilton except for those remaining in federal ownership. 
 
In 1996, the City of Novato adopted a new comprehensive General Plan. The land use regulations 
set forth in both Hamilton Master Plans were reflected in the adopted 1996 General Plan.  
 
Novato General Plan  

 

The 1996 General Plan applies to all land in Novato, including all lands in Hamilton.  In particular, 
the General Plan addresses land use on a City-wide basis through the application of land use 
designations applicable to each property in the city as identified on the Novato General Plan Land 
Use Map (LU 1).  All of the properties located in Hamilton, whether they are publicly or privately 
owned have a land use designation which governs use of the property and which is included on 
the General Plan Land Use Map.    
 
The 1996 General Plan includes nine chapters (elements) specifying a wide range of policies and 
programs addressing such matters as land use, transportation, housing, and the environment. The 
majority of these policies and programs apply uniformly to all properties in Novato and serve as a 
basis for reviewing and rendering decisions on development proposals, city programs, and city 
initiated capital improvement projects.  All parcels at Hamilton are subject to these policies and 
programs of the 1996 General Plan. 
 
The 1996 General Plan also includes policies and programs that apply to specific areas, such as 
Hamilton and downtown Novato. These policies and programs are not as numerous as those with 
City-wide application since a General Plan is principally intended to apply broadly to a community 
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with other planning tools, such as a specific plan, zoning ordinance, or Master Plan, providing 
guidance on an area-specific basis. Nevertheless, the 1996 General Plan does contain policies and 
programs specifically addressed to Hamilton (Attachment 5). Policies and programs from the 
1996 General Plan that have already been implemented, such as a policy calling for the prohibition 
of aviation uses at Hamilton, have been omitted. 
 
The Draft General Plan 2035 also applies to all land in Novato, including all lands in Hamilton 
(Attachment 5). The General Plan Update does not propose changes in allowable land uses for 
properties in the Hamilton area, which will remain as they were in the 1996 General Plan as 
indicated on the Land Use Map.  Future uses of lands in the Hamilton Area must comply with 
those land use designations unless they go through a public process to change the land use 
designations as set forth below.  The General Plan Update also contains policies and programs 
applicable to the Hamilton area as well as uniform policies applicable citywide.  All parcels at 
Hamilton are subject to the policies and programs of the General Plan Update. 
 
Zoning 

 

The entirety of Hamilton Field is zoned Planned District (PD).  Planned District is essentially a 
custom zoning designation that relies on the adoption of a Master Plan and a Precise Development 
Plan to apply parcel or area specific land use regulations and development standards. A Master 
Plan sets forth acceptable land uses and development intensity (e.g., residential density, 
commercial floor area ratio).  A Precise Development Plan addresses project-specific development 
standards including setbacks, height limits, minimum lot sizes, lot coverage, and so on.  The 
Planned District process is essentially a way to impose more site-specific regulations to an area of 
land and provides the most control to the City and the community over which land uses will be 
permissible in a given area.  Approval of a Master Plan/Precise Development Plan is a City Council 
action, subject to review and recommendation by the Planning Commission.  Novato has hundreds 
of parcels of land and areas which are subject to the Planned District process.  These include not 
only Hamilton, but also Bel Marin Keys Industrial Parks, San Marin, Bahia, Pacheco Valle, 
Vintage Oaks, and numerous others.  These site-specific regulations remain in place for perpetuity 
unless amended through the process described below.     
 
As mentioned above, the two Master Plans cover the entirety of the Hamilton area. These 
documents represent the current effective zoning applicable to Hamilton Field.  Future 
development proposals must be consistent with the Master Plans, unless the applicable Master 
Plan(s) are amended through a public process as set forth below.   
 
Process for Review of Future Project Proposals in any Master Plan area 

 
Proposals for development for properties zoned Planned Development, such as those at Hamilton, 
undergo a heightened level of public review.  They require the submittal of a site-specific Planned 
Development Master Plan and Precise Development Plan which ultimately will establish the 
allowable uses, operational conditions, development regulations and detailed design of buildings, 
landscaping and grading.  These applications are subject to an initial community meeting to 
familiarize nearby residents and businesses of the proposed project, followed by public hearings 
before the Design Review Commission, the Planning Commission and finally the City Council.  
This process typically entails the preparation of an environmental review document per 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
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Review of Projects in the Hamilton Master Plan Areas 

 
Currently, Hamilton Field has only a few remaining properties available for use or reuse, most of 
which are located in the area subject to the Hamilton Reuse Plan/Master Plan Hamilton Field 
DODHF Property.  If these properties are proposed to be used for a land use consistent with the 
applicable Master Plan, it would still be necessary to adopt a site/project specific Precise 
Development Plan prior to any development of the parcels.  The process to adopt such a plan would 
involve a noticed neighborhood meeting, and noticed public hearings before the Design Review 
Commission, Planning Commission, and City Council, prior to adoption.  In addition, the adoption 
of a Precise Development Plan would require environmental review pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). These processes are intended to encourage public 
participation and input on a given project. 
 
If potential use or reuse of properties at Hamilton involved proposals to establish a land use not 
consistent with the General Plan and applicable Master Plan, it would be necessary to consider 
amending the General Plan land use designation applicable to a given property and/or amend the 
Master Plan itself in addition to the approval of a Precise Development Plan.  The process for such 
amendments would be the same as described above for a Precise Development Plan approval. 
 
General Plan 2035 Update Process – History & Status 

 
At the outset of the General Plan Update process on April 2, 2013 the City Council provided 
direction on the intended update process, which was to include a focus on “specific areas of the 
community that may benefit from carefully planned change.”  The staff report identified seven 
possible focus areas including the North Redwood Corridor, the San Marin Business Park (later 
called the North, North Redwood Corridor), Hamilton, South Redwood Boulevard, the Northwest 
Quadrant, The Square Shopping Center and the Bel Marin Keys Industrial Parks. 
 
On October 7, 2013, the Planning Commission provided input on the refined work program, 
recommending four focus areas:  North Redwood Corridor, the North, North Redwood Corridor 
(San Marin Drive to Olompali), the Northwest Quadrant and Hamilton. 
 
At its meeting of October 22, 2013, the City Council agreed with this list of focus areas, with the 
understanding that the federal Lands-to-Parks restrictions would have to be removed from the City-
owned properties in a timely manner for Hamilton to be included as a focus area. 
 
The conducting of community workshops/charrettes through Council direction for three of the 
focus areas occurred as follows: 

▪ North Redwood Corridor:  September 2013 – January 2014 
▪ North, North Redwood Corridor:  June 2014 – September 2014 
▪ Northwest Quadrant:  March 2015 – June 2015 

The drafting of the new General Plan began in January 2016 with release of the Draft General Plan 
2020 on August 1, 2016.  The removal of the federal Lands-to-Parks restrictions on many of the 
City-owned properties occurred in March 2016 which was too late in the General Plan process for 
inclusion in the draft without a significant delay in the approved timeline. 
 
Currently, the City Council review of the Draft General Plan is nearing completion.  The 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is underway.  It is expected that hearings for adoption will 
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occur in mid-2018. Options related to planning processes and public involvement are addressed 
under the “DISCUSSION” section of this report, A. Planning Options. 
 

B. STRATEGIC PLAN 

 
On June 2, 2015, the Council adopted its three-year Strategic Plan for Fiscal Years 2015-16, 2016-
17 and 2017-18. The plan has five overarching goals: (1) A City that Works, (2) Living Well, 
Together, (3) Economic Vitality, (4) Great Places, and (5) Environmental Legacy.  
 
Within the goal of Economic Vitality, Strategic Objective #3 (Attachment 6) directs staff to 
“Remove blight, restore historic structures, generate revenue, and utilize City-owned properties in 
Hamilton.”  Objective #3 is sub-divided into three workplan items: 
 

a. Facilitate and expedite the development application for the historic Hamilton Hospital 
into an assisted living and memory care facility. 
 

b. Complete an application to the federal government to remove and exchange Lands to Parks 
restrictions on key properties and work to have the application expeditiously processed. 
 

c. Once restrictions are removed, evaluate and engage a process to more fully utilize City-
owned properties while respecting the historical nature of these assets. 

 
In early 2013, the City solicited developer input and interest in the Hamilton Hospital, 516 Hospital 
Drive.  Approximately twelve qualified firms were contacted and/or given tours of the site over 
the course of six months. One developer, the Innisfree Companies, briefly entered into negotiations 
for an Exclusive Right to Negotiate with the City in May of 2013, but withdrew from negotiations 
after inspecting the historic structure.  In October 2013, negotiations began with Avesta 
Development for the purchase of the property.  A meeting to review the concept with the 
community was held at the Hamilton Forum on September 17, 2014.  Public comment during this 
meeting was generally positive. Council approved the Purchase and Sale Agreement for that 
transaction on September 23, 2014.  
 
Avesta’s project proposed a purchase price of $2M, which exceeded the appraised value of the 
property, and included the rehabilitation and expansion of the historic Hamilton Hospital for use 
as an assisted living and memory care facility featuring 80 rooms (48 assisted living and 32 
memory care rooms) on a 3.41-acre site.  The facility will have a total floor area of 71,702 square-
feet, inclusive of a new addition of 56,533 square-feet.  The building’s height will range from two 
to four-stories (43-feet) and have 27 parking stalls. 
 
Workplan item “a” was successfully completed, when, on November 13, 2017, escrow closed on 
this parcel and the City received $2 million for the sale of the land. The Buyer is planning to submit 
for construction permits in early 2018. 
 
Also in early 2013, the City solicited input and interest from five Bay Area affordable housing 
developers for redevelopment of, APN 157-860-03, a vacant City-owned parcel on Hamilton 
Parkway colloquially known as the “Senior Housing Triangle.”  The site is zoned for 25 Affordable 
Senior Rental Units. Of the affordable housing developers contacted, none felt that they could 
economically redevelop the site as zoned and indicated that a minimum of ~70 units would be 
required to secure funding.  In May of 2013, Urban Community Partners (“UCP”), a local real 
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estate development company (partner Ian Gillis lived in Hamilton) proposed redeveloping the site 
for lower density, market rate for sale senior housing. On June 25, 2013, Council authorized staff 
to execute an Exclusive Right to Negotiate with UCP for the parcel.  A meeting to review the 
concept with the community was held at the Hamilton Forum on June 11, 2014.  Public comment 
during this meeting was generally very positive.  Council approved a Purchase and Sale Agreement 
on July 16, 2014 for a purchase price of $500,000. 
 
UCP’s project will construct a senior-oriented housing project on a 1.5-acre vacant site, comprised 
of 16 single family residential homes, including two affordable units, in a cottage 
neighborhood.  Proposed homes are two-stories, up to 27 feet in height.  The project contains 16 
two-car garages and a public/guest parking area with 16 spaces.  UCP closed escrow on this 
transaction in January of 2017 and is in the process of obtaining their construction permits. 
 
On March 15, 2016, the City Council completed workplan item “b,” by approving the Hamilton 
Federal Lands to Parks Exchange (“Exchange”).  The intent and effect of this Exchange was to 
remove various restrictive deed covenants from several City-owned properties in the Hamilton 
neighborhood to allow for private investment and to facilitate their rehabilitation and revitalization. 
The city-owned properties in Hamilton that benefited from the Exchange include the Bachelor 
Officers Quarters (“BOQ”), a portion of APN 157-690-53 that was subdivided as part of the 
Exchange, the Commissary Site, APN 157-970-03, and the Town Center site,  
APN 157-690-4, referred to collectively as the “Hamilton FLP Exchange Parcels.”  
 
Having successfully removed impediments to third-party investment, the City is now able to 
pursue Economic Vitality Strategic Objective #3c to, “…evaluate and engage a process to more 
fully utilize City-owned properties while respecting the historical nature of these assets.”   
 
Below, under item B. STRATEGIC PLAN, is the discussion of options for implementation of 
Strategic Plan Economic Vitality Strategic Objective #3c. 
 
DISCUSSION 

 
A. PLANNING OPTIONS 

 

The following discussion represents potential options related to land use planning, including 
public involvement, for the vacant and underutilized City-owned properties at Hamilton. 
Following the discussion of each potential option are pros and cons identified by staff. The 
matrix included as Attachment 2 is intended to assist the Council with selecting planning 
options for each of the listed parcels. 

  
1) Include Hamilton as a General Plan Focus Area 

 
This option involves a City-initiated public planning process to determine appropriate land 
uses and potential development criteria for one or more of the subject parcels for inclusion 
in the General Plan. 

 
Currently, the three focus areas previously discussed (North Redwood Corridor, North-
North Redwood Corridor and the Northwest Quad) resulted in specific policies and 
programs for each of these sub-areas being included in the Great Places (Land Use) chapter 
of the Draft General Plan 2035.  This option would include the development of specific 
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policies and programs not for a specific sub-area, but for specific parcels (the vacant and 
underutilized City-owned properties at Hamilton).  This is true because the subject parcels 
are spread among different planning areas within Hamilton and most of the other parcels 
within each of the planning areas are already fully developed.  Thus, any focus area for 
these specific parcels would be a bit different than the other focus areas in the Draft General 
Plan 2035 in that it would not follow the pattern of addressing the whole of a sub-area. 

 

Conducting a public process for these properties at Hamilton as a focus area would require 
consideration of land use, design/scale, cost estimates for historic rehabilitation and 
infrastructure, and economic feasibility as well as revisions to the Draft General Plan EIR 
to evaluate the impacts of any proposed land use changes.  This analysis and public process 
to determine preferred uses for the subject properties would require the hiring of 
consultants and amendment of existing contracts (EIR) and participation by staff from the 
planning, engineering, economic development and legal departments. 
 
a. Pros: 

i. Performing an up-front public planning process would allow for reevaluation of 
existing land use allowances prior to any re-use, lease, license, or other process for 
the City-owned parcels. 
 

ii. Could shorten or eliminate CEQA process if any ultimate use is consistent with 
what was evaluated in the General Plan EIR. 

 
b. Cons: 

i. Adding Hamilton as a focus area prior to adoption of the Draft General Plan 2035 
would require the Draft General Plan 2035 project be put on hold for many months 
(probably at least 9-12 months) for analysis, conducting of public review 
workshops and decision-making, including the environmental consultants’ work on 
the EIR.  This will require additional costs to re-scope the project and rebid the 
consultants and reassemble their sub consultants and reacquaint them with the draft 
document. 

 
ii. Adding Hamilton as a General Plan Focus Area would considerably delay the 

General Plan Update Process, likely by at least 1 year if meaningful public 
involvement is incorporated, and require City funding for consulting assistance (est. 
at $150,000-$200,000), and would require dedicated staff time from several 
departments with resulting impacts on staff work on other City priorities. 

 
iii. Effectively shifts the cost of environmental review from any potential end user (e.g. 

lessee, purchaser) to the City. 
 
iv. This option would likely result in a delay in any re-use of the subject parcels.  The 

minimum delay before any actual re-use would likely take place would be 3-4 
years. Increased costs of ongoing maintenance and security would occur to the City 
during the period of delay. 

 
v. Could result in use restrictions on the sites that would reduce the viability of any 

future private redevelopment of the subject parcels: 
 

1. Constraining redevelopment options, limiting uses or imposing requirements 
for public improvements that are not economically viable. 

 

2. Reducing the number of potential development partners interested in the sites. 
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2) Add an implementation program to General Plan 2035 calling for a future focus area 
process for Hamilton and/or Master Plan/Precise Development Plan Amendment 

 
This option involves including a General Plan program calling for a future focus area for 
one or more of the subject parcels.  The City Council could include a program calling for 
the subsequent City-initiated amendment of the Master Plan/Precise Development plan for 
one or more specific subject parcels.  Under this option, the public planning process would 
not be initiated in advance of the adoption of the General Plan 2035, but would occur at 
some later time period as determined by the City.  The same process outlined in Option 3 
above would occur, but would be initiated at some time after adoption of the General Plan. 
 
a. Pros: 

i. The pros of this option would be similar to those in option 1 above. 
 

b. Cons: 
i. The cons of this option would be similar to Option 1 except that: 

 

(1.) This option would not delay the adoption of the draft General Plan 2035; and 
(2.) This option would result in substantially more delay prior to any actual reuse 

of the subject property(ies) and would also likely increase the costs of the 
effort due to increased costs to the City of environmental review independent 
of the General Plan EIR and costs of inflation.  

 
3) City-initiated Amendment of the Master Plan/Precise Development Plan 

 

This option involves City-initiated amendment of the Hamilton Master Plan(s) and 
development and adoption of one or more Precise Development Plans for the subject 
parcel(s), outside of the current General Plan Update process.  (Note that in the event the 
desired uses are not consistent with the General Plan 2035, this option would also require 
a General Plan amendment).  This option would require a public process and consultant 
assistance to facilitate the public process and to prepare the amendments and plans as 
described above.  In addition, a project-specific environmental impact report would also 
be required.   

 

a. Pros: 
i. Performing an up-front public planning process would allow for reevaluation of 

existing land use allowances prior to a reuse process for the City-owned parcels. 
 

ii. City Council approval of a Master Plan/Precise Development Plan would remove 
much of the future entitlement responsibilities for a future developer if the approved 
land uses and development criteria correspond to a developer’s proposal.  

 

b. Cons: 
i. Cost to be approximately $250,000-$450,000 and take up to 24 months to complete.  

The higher cost is due to a more project-level CEQA document. 
 

ii. Would put on hold any redevelopment of the subject parcels for up to 4 years. 
 

iii. Could place use restrictions on the sites that reduce the viability of any future reuse 
process by: 
(1.) Constraining redevelopment options, or revising land use and zoning 

regulations for projects which are not viable from a market standpoint. 
(2.) Reducing number of potential development partners interested in the site(s). 
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4) Continue and Broaden a Public-Visioning Process to Inform Future Land Use Options 

 
This option involves a continued discussion and more formal visioning process with the 
Hamilton and broader Novato community on defining desired land uses, assessing the 
viability of the community-identified options, engaging in discussions with and obtaining 
recommendations and direction from the Planning Commission and City Council.  
Ultimately the Planning Commission and City Council will identify viable potential use 
options and next steps for each parcel.  The results of the visioning process would be 
utilized differently based on the desired reuse (City retention, public/private partnership, 
sale, lease, use agreement etc.) of each site.  If retained in public ownership and use, the 
vision would inform a future Capital Improvement project(s).  If the intent is to offer 
subject parcels for private use and/or redevelopment, the vision statements would assist 
prospective developers in understanding the desires of the community in preparing their 
proposals. 

 
a. Pros: 

i. Obtaining comprehensive and broader community feedback on desired 
reuse/redevelopment options for subject parcels 
 

ii. Creates an opportunity for early Council feedback and direction 
iii. Less up-front cost than preparation of a Master Plan/Precise Development Plan 

application and less time to obtain City Council direction as to the desired reuse of 
the subject parcels.  No CEQA document prepared at this point since City Council 
direction would be preliminary and would not constitute a formal decision requiring 
environmental review.  Would still require consulting assistance to facilitate public 
process, prepare engineering estimates, possibly develop site plan alternatives and 
evaluate economic feasibility 
 

iv. Provides information to potential developers regarding community and Council 
desires 

 
b. Cons: 

i. Delay of redevelopment and reuse of the subject parcels pending completion of the 
visioning process at a time when the real estate market is strong 

ii. Devotion of substantial staff resources (including extending Hamilton Reuse 
Director position), shifting from other Council priorities 

iii. Could reduce the economic viability of any future redevelopment of the subject 
parcels by: 
(a.) Constraining redevelopment options, limiting uses or imposing requirements 

for public improvements that are not economically viable. 
 

(b.) Reducing the number of potential development partners interested in the sites. 
 

iv. A visioning process without a strong economic component could create/exacerbate 
unrealistic expectations in the community as to the development options for the 
sites.  Such expectations would encumber any future entitlement process. 
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5) Appoint a Working Group to Conduct a Public Process Ultimately Leading to a 

Committee Recommendation on Land Use 
 

This option involves the appointment of a group of stakeholders to hold public workshops 
to gather information and work to reach consensus on recommendations regarding desired 
land uses for the subject parcels. If this option is chosen, staff would recommend that the 
group be comprised of representatives from the Hamilton Community, the broader Novato 
community, potential user groups and the development community representing a range of 
perspectives. 
 
The recommendation of the working group would then go to the Planning Commission and 
Council for consideration and adjustments, if any.  The final Council approved vision 
would be utilized differently based on the desired reuse (City retention, public/private 
partnership, sale, lease, use agreement etc.) of each site.  If retained in public ownership 
and use, the recommendations would inform future Capital Improvement project(s).  If the 
intent is to offer subject parcels for private use and/or redevelopment, the recommendations 
would assist prospective developers in understanding the desires of the community in 
preparing their proposals. 
 
a. Pros: 

i. Obtaining comprehensive and broader community feedback on desired 
reuse/redevelopment options for subject parcels 

b. Cons: 
i. Delay of redevelopment and reuse of the subject parcels pending completion of the 

committee process at a time when the real estate market is strong 
ii. Devotion of substantial staff resources (including extending Hamilton Reuse 

Director position) to facilitate or support the committee process, shifting from other 
Council priorities 

iii. Substantial consultant costs to support committee work (facilitator, subject experts) 
iv. City Council cannot adopt recommendations without CEQA analysis and 

associated costs  
v. Committee members could become entrenched in positions, resulting in deadlock 
vi. Committee could recommend options that are not financially viable or feasible, 

resulting in substantial public controversy 
vii. Could reduce the economic viability of any future redevelopment of the subject 

parcels by: 
 

(a.) Constraining redevelopment options, limiting uses or imposing requirements 
for public improvements that are not economically viable. 
 

(b.) Reducing the number of potential development partners interested in the sites. 
 

viii. A visioning process without a strong economic component could create/exacerbate 
unrealistic expectations in the community as to the development options for the 
sites.  Such expectations would encumber any future entitlement process. 
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6) Initiate Development Review or Capital Improvement Program Development and 
Associated Public Process at the Time of Project Proposal. 

 
This option involves first determining on a parcel by parcel basis the desired reuse (City 
retention, public/private partnership, sale, lease, use agreement etc.) of each parcel.   
 

Discussion of options associated with ultimate use of the city-owned and underutilized parcels are 
set forth below in DISCUSSION, Section B. STRATEGIC PLAN.  

 
For parcels identified for private or public-private partnership use or reuse: 

1) Council identification of desired ownership option(s) (sale, lease, use agreement); 
2) initiate an RFP process to solicit proposals or identify a sole source developer; 
3) review of proposals by the community, Planning Commission and City Council;  
4) Council selection of the desired development partner;  
5) preparation and submittal of formal development applications by selected 
            developer (including, but not necessarily limited to Master Plan amendment(s) and 
            Precise Development Plan);  
6) publicly-noticed community workshops;  
7) public scoping session for the CEQA document;  
8) preparation of the CEQA document;  
9) public hearing(s) before the Design Review Committee on site design on the 
            overall proposal; 
10) public hearing(s) before the Planning Commission including consideration of the 
            CEQA document and project applications;  
11) public hearing(s) of the City Council resulting in decisions on the CEQA 
            document and project proposal, and 
12) public hearing(s) on final design review. 

 
a. Pros: 

i. Would maximize the number of interested development partners 
 

ii. Would allow City to leverage the expertise of potential development partners to 
develop creative ideas for redeveloping the sites 
 

iii. Would more readily focus the public process on economically viable alternatives. 
 

iv. Would reduce the necessary investment of City monies since the development 
partner would fund the entitlements process 

 
b. Cons: 

i. Could result in responses from potential developers that are not consistent with 
community desires and are ultimately rejected by the City Council 
 

For parcels identified for City retention or Public-public partnership reuse 

1) City Council identification of desired use(s); 
2) approval of project budget for inclusion in the Capital Improvement Program to 

prepare necessary development plans and environmental document; 
3) publicly-noticed community workshops;  
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4) public scoping session for the CEQA document;  
5) preparation of the CEQA document;  
6) public hearing(s) before the Design Review Committee on site design on the overall 

proposal; 
7) public hearing(s) before the Planning Commission including consideration of the 

CEQA document and project details;  
8) public hearing(s) of the City Council resulting in decisions on the CEQA document 

and project proposal, and 
  9)   review of final design. 

 
a.  Pros 

i. Public use/public-public partnerships are focused on providing better services for 
the community and not focused on profit-making. 
 

ii. As to public-public partnerships, the benefits of scale and shared resources can 
deliver higher public efficiencies and lower costs. 
 

iii. Retain local control of process and project. 
 

iv. Retain ownership 
 

v. For some parcels, may respond to community desire of retention for public use. 
 

b. Cons: 
i. Limited financial resources for investment 

 

ii. Limited administrative capacity and support for ongoing oversight 
 

iii. For public-public partnerships, process and project timelines may be protracted 
with multiple entities 

 
B. STRATEGIC PLAN 

 
This section of the report addresses the discussion and direction relating to Strategic Plan 
Economic Vitality – Objective #3(c) which reads “remove blight, restore historic structures, 
generate revenue, and utilize City-owned properties in Hamilton,” including the intent of the 
objective, the properties to which it is applicable, and options for implementation of the objective. 
 
Intent of the Objective 

 
Staff believes the intent of Objective #3c is to rehabilitate and reuse City-owned historic structures 
to prevent further deterioration and to activate these properties into economically-viable uses. 
 
Properties to Which Applicable 

 
It is clear from the objective, that the former Hamilton Lands-to-Parks parcels were intended to be 
included in this objective. They include the Bachelor Officers Quarters (“BOQ”), a portion of APN 
157-690-53 that was subdivided as part of the Exchange, the Commissary Site, APN 157-970-03, 
and the Town Center site, APN 157-690-4. However, staff has included all vacant and 
underutilized parcels as part of this staff report in order for Council to have a full discussion as to 
whether additional parcels should be considered. 
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Options for Implementation  

 
Below are the options relating to implementation of Strategic Plan Economic Vitality Strategic 
Objective #3c. Council may elect to pursue different options for different properties or portions of 
properties identified above. The matrix included as Attachment 3 is intended to assist the Council 
with selecting implementation options for each of the listed parcels. 
   
1) City Retention and Reuse: The City funds the redevelopment of the sites wholly out of the 

General Fund or other financial mechanism (ex: loan or bond measure).  This process could be 
led by Staff or a consultant (i.e. a real estate firm acting as a consultant to the City). 
 
a. Pros:  

i. City gains maximum potential economic benefit from the site(s) 
 

ii. City retains full ownership and use of the site(s) 
 

b. Cons: 
i. Highest direct cost to the City of any option under consideration. (Example: 

renovation of the Hamilton Theater for use as a theater was estimated to be ~$6M in 
2013. Construction costs have escalated considerably since then.)  
 

ii. Maximum economic risk to City  
 

2) Sale via Request for Proposal (“RFP”): The City offers the sites for sale via a publicly 
competed process.   

 
a. Pros:  

i. Considerably reduced cost and risks to City relative to Option 1 
 

ii. Maximizes redevelopment opportunities and likely number of responses 
 

iii. Leverages private sector to generate ideas for economically redeveloping site(s) 
 

iv. Gain income and/or developer-funded public improvements 
 

b. Cons: 
i. City would lose ownership of site(s)   

 
3) Sole Source Sale: Staff promotes the site for sale to experienced and qualified development 

partners and recommends a partner or partners to Council.  (This is the process used to 
successfully implement the Hamilton Cottages and Hamilton Hospital redevelopments) 
 
a. Pros 

i. Minimal upfront cost to City 
 

ii. Focuses Staff time and public process on high quality redevelopment partners with 
economically viable redevelopment proposals 
 

iii. Leverages private sector to generate ideas for economically redeveloping site(s) 
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iv. Gain income and/or developer-funded public improvements 
 

b. Cons: 
i. City would lose ownership of site(s) 

 
4) Public-Private Partnership Options 

 

a. Lease via RFP: The City offers the sites for lease to interested parties via a publicly-
competed process.   
 
i. Pros:  

1. Reduced cost and risks to City relative to Option 1 

2. Leverages private sector to generate ideas to economical redevelop the site(s). 

3. Site(s) would remain in City’s ownership 
 

ii. Cons: 
1. Considerably reduced potential economic gain relative to previous options 

2. City would cede some control of the site(s) via a lease 

3. A lease would be less economically viable than a land sale for potential 
development partners.  As a result, fewer development partners will be interested 
and the economic value of the lease will be less than the value of a land sale 
 

b. Sole Source Lease: Staff promotes the sites for lease to experienced and qualified 
development partners and recommends a partner or partners to Council.   
 
i. Pros:  

1. Minimal upfront cost to City 

2. Focuses Staff time and public process on high quality redevelopment partners with 
economically viable redevelopment proposals 

3. Leverages private sector to generate ideas to economically redevelop the site(s) 

4. Site(s) would remain in City’s ownership 
 

ii. Cons: 
1. Considerably reduced potential economic gain relative to previous options 

2. City would cede some control of the site(s) via a lease 

3. A lease would be less economically viable than a land sale for potential 
development partners.  As a result, fewer development partners will be interested 
and the economic value of the lease will be less than the value of a land sale. 

 
c. Sale-Leaseback via RFP: The City offers the sites for sale via a publicly competed process 

and leases back some or all of the property as a condition of the sale.  
 

i. Pros:  
1. Reduced cost and risks to City relative to previous options 
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2. Leverages private sector to generate ideas to economically redevelop site(s) 

3. City would retain usage of all or portions of the site(s) 
 

ii. Cons: 
1. Reduced potential economic gain to City 

2. City would no longer own site(s) 

3. Less economically viable than a land sale or lease options, further limiting 
redevelopment partners and opportunities 

 
d. Sole Source Sale-Leaseback: Staff promotes the site for sale to experienced and qualified 

development partners and recommends a partner or partners to Council.  As a condition of 
the sale, the City would lease back some, or all of, the redeveloped property from the 
developer.   
 
i. Pros:  

1. Reduced cost and risks to City relative to previous options 

2. Leverages private sector to generate ideas to economically redevelop site(s) 

3. Focuses Staff time and public process on high quality redevelopment partners with 
economically viable redevelopment proposals 

4. City would retain usage of all or portions of the site(s) 
 

ii. Cons: 
1. Reduced potential economic gain to City 

2. City would no longer own site(s) 

3. Less economically viable than a land sale or lease options, further limiting 
redevelopment partners and opportunities 

 
e. Sale-Buyback via RFP: The City offers the sites for sale via a publicly-competed process 

with the condition that some or all of the areas sold be transferred back to the City after 
redevelopment.  
 
i. Pros:  

1. Reduced cost and risks to City 

2. Leverages private sector to generate ideas to economically redevelop the site(s) 

3. Site(s), or portions thereof, would remain in City’s ownership 
 

ii. Cons: 
1. City would cede control of portions of the site(s) that are not transferred back to the 

City 
 

f. Sole Source Sale-Buyback: Staff promotes the site for sale to experienced and qualified 
development partners and recommends a partner or partners to Council.  As a condition of 
the sale, the development partner would transfer some or all of the site back to the City 
after redevelopment.   
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i. Pros:  
1. Reduced cost and risks to City 

2. Leverages private sector to generate ideas to economically redevelop the site(s) 

3. Focuses Staff time and public process on high quality redevelopment partners with 
economically viable redevelopment proposals 

4. Site(s), or portions thereof, would remain in City’s ownership 
 

ii. Cons: 
1. City would cede control of portions of the site that are not transferred back to the 

City 
 

5) Public-Public Partnership: The City identifies one or more public entities interested in 
partnering to redevelop the site(s) via a Joint Construction or Use Agreement or similar 
arrangement. 
 

a. Pros:  
i. Reduced cost and risks to City relative to Option 1 

ii. Site(s) would remain in City’s ownership 
 

b. Cons: 
i. Reduced potential revenue gain relative to most options 

ii. City would cede some control of the site(s) via a Use Agreement 
 
Note that the City could elicit proposals for any/all of Options 2 - 4 simultaneously to maximize 
the odds of receiving a viable proposal. 
 
Any of these processes could be carried out for any of the sites before or after use restrictions are 
placed on the properties via a General Plan or Hamilton Master Plan revision.  However, placing 
restrictions on a site prior to seeking out development partners will limit the economic viability of 
any reuse process and limit/eliminate the opportunity to partner with the private sector to develop 
market-reality based and creative ideas to redevelop the sites. 
 
PUBLIC OUTREACH:  
 

On March 20, 2017, the City held a community meeting at the Hamilton Community Center to 
discuss some of the City-owned Hamilton properties and the potential process to solicit developer 
interest. Community feedback as well as Question-and-Answers were documented and posted on 
the City’s website and sent out to meeting participants.  
 
As a follow-up, on April 22, 2017, another public meeting was held at the Hamilton Community 
Center to present the opportunities and challenges inherent in the redevelopment of the 
Commissary, Town Center and BOQ/Officers Club/Gym parcels and to seek feedback on these 
vacant and underutilized city-owned properties. Both events were well-attended, and feedback 
varied widely. Both meetings are summarized in Attachment 4. This background along with a 
summary of each of the sites and the subsequent meetings are on the City’s website at 
www.novato.org/hamiltonltp. 
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On Nov 15, a public notice was mailed to all Hamilton residents and property owners regarding 
the Nov. 28 Council meeting. 
 
In addition to the mailing, this notice was: 

• posted on the City’s website homepage as a news item 
• notified via e-mail and text message 
• posted citywide on Nextdoor 
• posted on the City’s Facebook and Twitter  
• shared with the Novato in the Know Facebook Group 
• emailed to the Hamilton Forum. 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  
 
Staff believes the process that is most likely to succeed in redeveloping the parcels is a Sole Source 
Land Sale (Strategic Plan Options 3, 4b, 4d, and 4f) as to the Town Center Site (APN 157-690-
47), the Commissary Site (APN 157-970-03), the Old Gym Parking Lot (APN 157-690-37), and 
the Bachelor Officer’s Quarters/Officer’s Club/Old Gym site (APN 157-690-53). The planning 
process, including initial public review of the proposal prior to Council entering into a Purchase 
and Sale or Lease Agreement, would be followed by an extensive public engagement and review 
process as outlined in Planning Option 6. Note that this is the process that was used in the recent 
redevelopment transactions for the Hamilton Hospital and Hamilton Cottages projects. 
 
If Council believes that the Sole Source option described above is unacceptable, staff recommends 
authorizing staff to issue Request for Proposals (RFPs) for the following City-owned sites in 
Hamilton, including the Town Center Site (APN 157-690-47), the Commissary Site (APN 157-
970-03), the Old Gym Parking Lot (APN 157-690-37), and the Bachelor Officer’s 
Quarters/Officer’s Club/Old Gym site (APN 157-690-53).  Direct staff to draft the RFPs such that 
responders may propose a Sale, Lease, Sale-Leaseback and Sale-Buyback or any other 
transactional structure that they feel the Council may find acceptable (Options 2, 4a, 4c, and 4e).  
Staff will return to Council with a recommended schedule for, and more detailed description of, 
the proposed RFPs and public engagement process.  
 
The planning process, including initial public review of the RFP responses prior to Council 
entering into a Purchase and Sale or Lease Agreement, would be followed by an extensive public 
engagement and review process as outlined in Planning Option 6. 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Map: Vacant and Underutilized City-Owed Parcels at Hamilton  
2. Matrix: Vacant and Underutilized City-Owed Parcels at Hamilton—Planning Options 
3. Matrix: Vacant and Underutilized City-Owed Parcels at Hamilton—Strategic Plan Options 
4. 3/20/17 & 4/22/17 Community Feedback on Commissary, Town Center and BOQ/Officers 

Club/Gym parcels 
5. 1996 General Plan & General Plan 2035 policies specific to Hamilton 
6. Strategic Plan–July 1, 2015 to June 30, 2018, Economic Vitality Goal and Objectives 
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Map: Vacant and Underutilized City-Owned Parcels at Hamilton 
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VACANT AND UNDERUTILIZED CITY-OWNED PARCELS AT HAMILTON – PLANNING OPTIONS          

No. Description APN Size General Plan Designation Zoning Economic 
Development 

Potential 
 

Planning Options 

 #1 
General 

Plan Focus 
Area 

#2 
Program in 

General Plan 
for Future 

Amendment 

#3  
City-initiated 
Master Plan 
Amendment 

#4 
Public-

Process to 
inform 
options 

#5 
Working  

Group/Public 
Process 

#6 
Dev 

Review/CIP 
Process with 

proposal 

1 Town Center site 
(incl. Theater) 

157-
690-47 

4.9 
acres 

Mixed Use Planned 
Development 

Yes       

2 Commissary site 157-
970-03 

4.6 
acres 

Community Facilities Planned 
Development 

Yes       

3 Old Gym Parking Lot 157-
690-37 

0.8 
acres 

Mixed Use Planned 
Development 

Yes       

4 Hamilton Parkway 
and Palm Drive 

157-
180-47 

7.7 
acres 

Mixed Use and Open Space Planned 
Development 

Yes       

5 Bachelor Officer’s 
Quarters/Officer’s 
Club/Old Gym site 

157-
690-53 

19 
acres 

Mixed Use Planned 
Development 

Yes       

6 Main Gate Road adj. 
to Hamilton School 

155-
011-21 

0.5 
acres 

Community Facilities Community 
Facilities 

Limited       

7 HUD Parcel (north of 
Commissary site) 

157-
970-07 

2.8 
acres 

Community Facilities Planned 
Development 

Limited       

8 Parcel along 
creek/drainageway, 
east of Hamilton 
School 

155-
500-66 

6.6 
acres 

Medium Density 
Residential 

Planned 
Development 

Limited       

9 Christmas Tree Hill 157-
720-02 

2.5 
acres 

General Commercial Planned 
Development 

Limited       

10 Ammo Hill/Skate 
Park 

157-
180-79 

122 
acres 

Parkland and Open Space Planned 
Development 

Limited       

11 Reservoir Hill 157-
180-53 

32 
acres 

Open Space & Medium 
Density Residential 

Planned 
Development 

Limited       

12 Parcel north of 
Reservoir Hill 

157-
180-72 

5.6 
acres 

Open Space & Medium 
Density Residential 

Planned 
Development 

Limited       

13 B Street Parcel 
(north of SMART 
station) 

157-
860-04 

4 
acres 

Medium Density 
Multifamily Residential 

Planned 
Development 

Limited       
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VACANT AND UNDERUTILIZED CITY-OWNED PARCELS AT HAMILTON – STRATEGIC PLAN OPTIONS          

No. Description APN Size General 
Plan 

Designation 

Zoning Development 
Potential 

 

Utilization Options 

 #1 
City 

Retention 
& Reuse 

#2 
 Sale 
/RFP 

#3  
Sole 

Source 
Sale 

#4a 
Lease 
/RFP 

#4b  
Sole 

Source 
Lease 

#4c  
Sale – 

Leaseback 
/RFP 

#4d  
Sole 

Source 
Sale – 

Leaseback  

#4e  
Sale – 

Buyback 
/RFP 

#4f  
Sole 

Source 
Sale – 

Buyback  

#5  
Public – 
Public 

Partnership 

1 Town Center site 
(incl. former 
Theater) 

157-
690-
47 

4.9 
acres 

Mixed Use Planned 
Development 

 
Yes 

          

2 Commissary site 157-
970-
03 

4.6 
acres 

Community 
Facilities 

Planned 
Development 

 
Yes 

          

3 Old Gym Parking 
Lot 

157-
690-
37 

0.8 
acres 

Mixed Use Planned 
Development 

 
Yes 

          

4 Hamilton Parkway 
and Palm Drive 

157-
180-
47 

7.7 
acres 

Mixed Use 
and Open 
Space 

Planned 
Development 

 
Yes 

          

5 Bachelor Officer’s 
Quarters/Officer’s 
Club/Old Gym site 

157-
690-
53 

19 
acres 

Mixed Use Planned 
Development 

 
Yes 

          

6 Main Gate Road 
adj. to Hamilton 
School 

155-
011-
21 

0.5 
acres 

Community 
Facilities 

Community 
Facilities 

 
Limited 

          

7 HUD Parcel (north 
of Commissary site) 

157-
970-
07 

2.8 
acres 

Community 
Facilities 

Planned 
Development 

 
Limited 

          

8 Parcel along the 
creek/drainageway
, east of Hamilton 
School 

155-
500-
66 

6.6 
acres 

Medium 
Density 
Residential 

Planned 
Development 

 
 

Limited 

          

9 Christmas Tree Hill 157-
720-
02 

2.5 
acres 

General 
Commercial 

Planned 
Development 

 
Limited 

          

10 Ammo Hill/Skate 
Park 

157-
180-
79 

122 
acres 

Parkland 
and Open 
Space 

Planned 
Development 

 
Limited 
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11 Reservoir Hill 157-
180-
53 

32 
acres 

Open Space 
& Medium 
Density 
Residential  

Planned 
Development 

 
Limited 

          

12 Parcel north of 
Reservoir Hill 

157-
180-
72 

5.6 
acres 

Open Space 
and 
Medium 
Density 
Residential  

Planned 
Development 

 
Limited 

          

13 B Street Parcel 
(north of SMART 
station) 

157-
860-
04 

4 
acres 

Medium 
Density 
Multifamily 
Residential 

Planned 
Development 

 
Limited 
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City-owned Hamilton Properties 

Community Meeting 

March 20, 2017 

Summary of Community Comments: 

• Quality of thought should go into the planning of the parcels

• Greater involvement from the community

• Use the Hamilton Trust funds to help rehabilitate these sites

• Process seems rushed and 90 days doesn’t seem like enough time for developers to respond

• This has been the first discussion

• Need more meetings to give feedback and before the RFP is issued

• This process represents one way—not the only or best way to proceed

• Need a vision of what the community wants

• Need to include community stakeholders as a resource to draw upon and more input is needed than is

proposed

• Specific uses for each parcel

• Identify 3-6 criteria that the proposals must adhere to

• Design the RFP responses around what the community wants

• Need legal documentation regarding the Hamilton Trust on the website—want to understand what it can

be used for—have it available at the 3/28 Council meeting

• Needs to blend architecturally with current Spanish style

• Survey needs to be done before the RFP is issued

• Address the homelessness issue and provide services (on the HUD parcel)

• Commissary parcel—possible parking solution; is it polluted

• Hamilton Trust—how much is in the Trust

• Use funds from the sale of Hamilton properties to put back into rehabilitation of other Hamilton properties

• I like this process

• Need alternate access to SMART station—could Hamilton Trust funds be used

• Town Center site: neighborhood-serving retail (e.g. ice cream, postal annex); walkable, vibrant,

architecturally-similar

• Put out RFP on commissary & BOQ first

• Thanks for the 93 acres of open space & for bringing this process forward

• Commissary site: boutique shops

• Hamilton Forum offered to host meeting on Hamilton Trust

• Factor in church parking needs

• Intrigued by open RFP process; extend the process if possible

• Take funding and create a park with benches; Town Center is the heart of Hamilton

• Commissary site is most viable parcel; example: Liberty Station in San Diego

• Meetings like these should be recorded

• Need more & regular updates on Hamilton projects

• Tranquility & safety is a priority

• Project (e.g. Theater) should be shared with non-profits

• Non-profit interest in these sites: arts organizations, use of community center, bocce ball

• We have a great city; this dialogue is good

• Need an update on the Hospital 24
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City-owned Hamilton Properties  

Community Meeting 

March 20, 2017 

 

Questions & Answers 

 

Will we get multiple proposals?  

Staff will endeavor to craft any Requests for Proposals to maximize the chances of receiving multiple 

proposals.  However, there is no way to guarantee the number of proposals that will be submitted. 

What is the reality for the Commissary site?  

The Commissary parcel is probably the most viable candidate for economic redevelopment of any of the 

Hamilton FLP sites and may be desirable for any number of uses, including residential, hotel and possibly 

retail.  An RFP process may reveal other options. 

Why the rush? Is 90 days enough time (for developers to hear about the RFP & to respond)?  

90 days is a typical response time allowed for RFPs such as those contemplated for the Hamilton properties 

and it allows adequate time for potential proposers to respond. 

How will the RFP be distributed?  

RFPs will be posted on the City’s website as well as other relevant websites (ex: oppsites.com) as well as in 

local newspapers, distributed to any parties that have expressed interest in the sites to the City, and will be 

directly marketed to qualified, reputable real estate developers. 

Could there be non-profit interest in these sites?  

Yes.  However, other than affordable housing groups, no non-profits have expressed an active interest in any 

of the sites. 

Was there zoning assigned to these sites as part of the Hamilton FLP Exchange?  

No. 

Does the Town Center have to have housing?  

It does not.  However, a residential use of some kind is the most likely economic driver to fund public 

amenities on that site.  There might also be other viable options revealed via an RFP process.  

Can we identify 3-6 criteria that the proposals adhere to?   

The draft RFP process for the BOQ and Town Center parcels currently contemplate 3 mandatory criteria for 

any proposal: 

1) That they restore any historic structures to Sec. of Int. Standards. 
2) That they maintain or replace in kind any City facilities currently on the site. 
3) That they allow for parking for any City facilities currently utilizing the RFP area for parking. 
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Can the Hamilton Trust funds be used (to rehabilitate the Hamilton properties)? How much is in the fund?   

The Hamilton Trust is a $32 million permanent, irrevocable trust whose principal can never be spent, per the 

trust document. The principal must be invested in qualified investment vehicles in accordance with the City’s 

investment policy and state code. The City is the beneficiary of the Trust, with most of the interest / 

investment earnings from the trust going to the City’s General Fund. The Novato Public Financing Authority 

(NPFA), a joint powers authority, is the trustee and directs the investments of the trust.  

Several times since the Trust was created, the NPFA has chosen to invest a portion of its funds as an interest-

bearing loan to the City in order to finance a City project. This occurred in 2004 with the renovation project at 

the City’s Corporation Yard and more recently in 2016/2017 with the financing of the Downtown SMART 

Station Phase 1. In both instances, the City’s General Fund was the repayment source for such financings, 

which were used as an alternative to publicly issued bonds or privately-placed bank loans. 

It is theoretically possible that an additional loan from the Hamilton Trust could be used as part of a financing 

strategy for the renovation of properties in Hamilton. However, the City must identify a repayment source for 

such loans. Without an alternative repayment source, the City’s General Fund would be obligated to repay the 

loan from the Trust. 
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Hamilton Federal Lands to Parks Community Workshop 

Saturday, April 22, 2017 

Community Feedback 

 

Town Center Site (APN 157-690-47) 

• Keep and expand award-winning preschool; retail/commercial I am opposed to because we aren’t 

getting enough support for Hangar Café & Beso, Hamilton Cleaners closed; Hamilton marketplace 

has lost La Boulangerie and the yogurt shop as well as Sonoma Latina Grill – this is the place for 

retail, within walking and shuttle distance; NO HOUSING!!! 

• City should retain the Town Center parcel and use it as a true community center for Hamilton which 

has thousands of residential units and no community facilities!; residents must go to other facilities 

for community and family gatherings; put in a full-service kitchen and expand meeting room space 

to serve a variety of purposes; retain theater for local performance (1 support) * ; Bay Trail; use 

facilities for presentations re: wetlands, wildlife and community theatre including secure bathroom 

facilities; square with art focus – theatre, art gallery, let the neighbors help fund what they want to 

see; NO HOUSING!!! 

• community center, small stores; theatre for stage (1st phase); no infill housing!!! (1 support) *; 

community center enhancement – kitchen, warming oven for events; phase 3/4/5: rebuild NCO club 

(1 support) *, for gallery, indoor farmer’s market – like ferry building (1 support) * ; wetlands 

educational center; bocce ball facility like San Rafael at south end of parcel (1 support) * ; theatre 

for performance – regional theatre including schools, dance, film (1 support) * ; NO HOUSING, keep 

retail, keep preschool, no more traffic, no more pollution.  

• Carwash (theatre) (1 non-support) * 

• Bakery (1 support) * 

• Hamilton Theatre – performing arts venue (2 support) * – 2nd choice  

• Maintain area as “Hamilton Green” i.e. very limited development – bocce  

• Restore/renovate Hamilton Theatre & maintain drive-in (1 support) * 

• Mixed-use, neighborhood-serving retail and housing – yes to store @ Commissary (1 support) * 

• Hamilton Theatre for local use (1 support) * 

• Community park/benches/fountain/small retail/repair parking lot (1 support) * 

• Restore Hamilton Theatre (1 support) * 

• Town Square – outdoor community use area 

• Theatre for lectures & performances (2 support) * 

• Small pub –wine/beer only (1 support) * 

• Neighborhood commercial – no housing, no commercial – only food stores 

• NO HOUSING, please! Hamilton already has more housing than originally planned and will have 
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more with hospital assisted living 

• Entertainment, community center with measured residential development for economic visibility 

and public agriculture garden/community garden (1 support) * 

• Professional offices – urgent care center (1 support) * 

• Please, NO MORE HOUSING!!! 

• Please No SPORTS Complex! 

•  “coffee house” type of café 

• Bocce courts 

• Groomed lawn/garden area with fountain and benches 

• Community garden (1 support) * 

• Pub 

o Bocce courts – 157-180-47 

o Parking – 157-180-47 

o Labyrinth – 157-180-47 

• Bocce, beer, pizza, volleyball courts (2 support) * 

• Campo di bocce restaurant with indoor/outdoor bocce courts (exists in Los Gatos and Livermore) 

• [photo of Hamilton theatre]: performing arts, baby steps first, stage 

• [photo of NCO Club No. 1]: restore at south end of parcel for community use classroom; event 

rental; marketplace  

• Coffee house – bakery (1 support) * 

• Adequate housing 

• Yoga studio (1 support) * 

• Corporate/community meeting center – theatre (lectures, etc.) 

• Green space with outdoor tables, landscaping 

• Starbucks (reliable draw) or Equator Coffee (small corp) 

• Gathering space for farmer’s market, arts; crafts fair, music events (1 support) * 

• Decrease parking; share with Unity – move package to back side of site 

• Restore theatre; share use with Charter & Hamilton School, Novato Theatre Co., maintain/improve 

parking lot (1 support) * 

• Post Office!!! (1 support) * 

• Bay/wetland Education Center 

• Wine bar/book store/poets night/lit night etc. (1 support) * 
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• Small children’s play area (1 support) * 

• Community garden with trail going through it & benches & ‘par course’ etc. 

• Live/work for small shops 

• Community center, small retail 

• Ice cream/gelato/yogurt 

• Retreat center 

• Yoga-mindfulness center 

• Keep all palm trees  

• Phase 1: Save the historic Hamilton Theater for stage – lectures/classroom (1 support) * and 

preserve and improve as much of the parking as possible for all the current and future uses (1 

support) * ; Phase 2/3/4: Add a kithen to the Community Center, bocce ball facility at south end of 

the parcel (former NCO Club) or a small event space/gallery at south end of the parcel (former NCO 

Club) 

• Partner with non-profit to establish a wetlands restoration education center. Any building(s) should 

complement Spanish style already in place in the Hamilton Town Center (1 support) * 

• Housing (1 non-support) * 

 

* Where indicated--support or non-support of suggestion by an individual  
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Hamilton Federal Lands to Parks Community Workshop 

Saturday, April 22, 2017 

Community Feedback 

 

Commissary Site (APN 157-970-03) 

• Planned development not “one off” – look at Hamilton community strategically; no housing – already have a 

lot – few vacant properties in Novato for community use; Visitor Center for Bay Trail (like Muir Woods) – (1 

support) *  

• Community center 

o Children (teen center) learning center 

o Seniors 

o Adult  

• Community garden 

• Technology education center (1 support) * 

• Safe place to walk, sit w/designated gardens 

• Gathering place for community events – farmer’s market, music etc. (1 support) * 

• Increase Homeward Bound/transitional housing (1 support) * 

• Community garden (allotments) 

• Low rise residential (1 support) * 

• Mixed use; residential and neighborhood-serving retail 

• A church (congregation looking for a new home) 

• An equestrian center 

• Community garden (allotments?) 

• Hi-rise apartments with open space a la Wincup (2 non-support) * 

• Rental housing – flats – elevator  

• Low-rise, affordable apartments with a community park (1 support) * 

• Allow New Beginnings to expand – housing, single story units with community gardens 

o Spiritual conference center 

• Grocery store 

• No housing (2 support) * 

• Community center/square 

• Farmer’s market 

• Square with family activities (bocce – similar to Miwok) 

o With BBQ/grills/brew pub  

o Similar to Healdsburg/Sonoma (2 support) * 
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• Expand Homeward Bound culinary program & transitional housing 

• High-density, multi-generational senior and family affordable housing & market-rate apartments (1 non-

support, 2 support for senior/family affordable housing) * 

• BioScience headquarters or other “clean” industry businesses 

o For example, BioMarin (no ceiling-height restriction); Comcast, Solar Company; Tesla Solar; more 

video game tech companies  

o Why: low impact on traffic; noise while using current infrastructure 

o P.S. I live near Hangers – quiet all night and on weekends – good, responsive neighbors 

o Nice, market-rate housing community called “Quarry Hill @ Hamilton” 

o Or upscale rental housing 

 

* Where indicated--support or non-support of suggestion by an individual  
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Hamilton Federal Lands to Parks Community Workshop 

Saturday, April 22, 2017 

Community Feedback 

 

BOQ/Gym/Officers Club Site (APN 157-690-53) 

• Spa with year-round access (1 support) * ; to pool for spa patrons that will offset costs for 

Hamilton neighbor use during summer (spa would manage); Note: Hamilton pool is becoming a 

regional facility as opposed to a Novato pool – because San Rafael markets through Groupon to 

SF – capacity is exceeded by noon and closed to local families; retreat; hostel; café to be used by 

pool; bocce courts; spa; sell it to the Hamilton community; NO HOUSING – Hamilton already has 

more housing than originally planned 

• About the area: This is a beautiful property that should serve a use to benefit the community; no 

housing!; strategic thought required for entire Hamilton area 

• Bed & Breakfast 

• Spa (2 support) * 

• Use existing building as a hostel for cyclists passing through (1 support) * 

• Lighted football field 

• Build a new gym (basketball clubs) 

• Couple with pool visitors – an educational Bay/Westland ‘museum’ exhibit 

• Whatever else, maintain adequate parking for Hamilton pool 

• No housing, more parking, a small pub 

• Lighted field – softball, football, soccer, baseball  

• No more housing until effect of currently approved development & SMART traffic increases are 

known 

• Retreat center (5 support) * 

• Residential housing (1 non-support) * 

• Separate top and bottom of site 

• No more housing, retreat center 

• No housing 

• Reduce pool parking demand – increase Groupon price for pool 

• Reduce parking demand – charge $ for parking 

• Put parking in bottom lot/stairway; escalator to access top 

• Combine gym facilities of BOQ: Town Center building 

o The YMCA is already in Hamilton – what about working with them? 
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o New building 

o Move this to the Commissary site 

• No housing –love retreat idea 

• Deluxe, top-of-the-line condos – large, 2-story (1 non-support) * 

• Westland Restoration Center/educational; example of military base conversion, environment 

and land uses  

• Expansion of pool to incorporate a bar/café/bocce courts/little kid play area 

 

* Where indicated--support or non-support of suggestion by an individual  
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1996 GENERAL PLAN REFERENCES TO HAMILTON 
 
Table LU 2: Land Use Designations.  Maximum Floor Area Ratio:  0.4, except for the Novato 
Industrial Park and Hamilton hangar areas where the maximum FAR shall be 0.6. 
 
Policy EN 47: Hamilton Field. Develop and rehabilitate appropriate parks and 
recreation facilities on portions of Hamilton Field that become City-owned. 
 

 

GENERAL PLAN 2035 REFERENCES TO HAMILTON 

Table GP-3:  Land Use Categories – Light Industrial/Office.  Maximum FAR is 0.4, except for the 

Novato Industrial Park and the Hamilton hangar areas, where the maximum FAR is 0.6. 

Policy CC 8: Pedestrian-Oriented Land Uses.  Encourage pedestrian-oriented, rather than auto-

dependent uses in areas such as, but not limited to, Downtown, Pacheco Plaza, Hamilton Town 

Center, The Square Shopping Center and other activity centers where mixed uses, shared 

parking (on- and off-street), transit service, and other conditions facilitate pedestrian 

circulation and community interaction. 

Program LW 5a: Bay Trail.  Work with the Marin County Open Space District, the Association of 

Bay Area Governments, and other regional, state and federal agencies to extend the Bay Trail 

north and south of its current location along the Hamilton wetlands. 

Program 7a: Hamilton Wetlands.  Work with regional, state and federal agencies and other 

interest groups to obtain funds to develop environmental education programs and an 

interpretive center at Hamilton with connections to the Bay Trail, Hamilton community park 

and wetland restoration activities in the vicinity. 

Program LW 11b:  Hamilton Arts Center.  Continue to support the leasing of artist studios and 

production of arts events and classes at the Hamilton Arts Center in conjunction with the Marin 

Museum of Contemporary Art. 

Program SH 2m(4): Dam and Levee Safety.  Maintain the Hamilton levee’s FEMA accreditation. 
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Land Use Map (excerpt) from both 1996 and 2035 General Plans: 
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7S T R AT E G I C  P L A N  —  July 1, 2015 to June 30, 2018

ECONOMIC VITALITY

Encourage a thriving business environment, 
becoming a hub of economic activity and 
innovation, with a focus on high-paying industries, 
a vibrant downtown, and a healthy economy.
OUTCOME:  A climate where business flourishes and 
grows, that attracts visitors, where residents can do 
business, work, and shop, and the City has the resources 
it needs to provide the services our community desires.

Strategic Objectives:
1. Strengthen and expand the biotech and life 

sciences industries in Novato.
a. Secure active participation and funding from other cities, counties and private sector 

companies for the North Bay Life Science Alliance. (Yr 1 – FY 15/16)
b. Explore numerous public/private funding sources to help the Buck Institute complete construction 

of two additional laboratories and housing for visiting personnel. (Yr 1 – FY 15/16)
c. Expand the North Bay life science workforce by collaborating with educational organizations such 

as the College of Marin and the four county Workforce Investment Boards. (Yr 1 – FY 15/16)
d. Work with local property owners to re-purpose or build new facilities that 

would be attractive to growing life science companies including evaluating 
opportunities for a small business incubator. (Yr 1 – FY 15/16)

2. Aggressively conduct business recruitment and retention and work to 
reduce Novato’s loss of retail revenue to surrounding communities.
a. Continue the “Shop Local Novato” campaign to help strengthen existing retailers’ 

sales and bring new products and services to Novato. (Yr 1 – FY 15/16)
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8 S T R AT E G I C  P L A N  —  July 1, 2015 to June 30, 2018

b. Conclude feasibility studies and work with the Golden Gate Transit District, North Marin 
Water District, Novato residents, Planning Commission, Design Review Committee, 
City Council and other appropriate constituencies to determine if building a home 
improvement store is logistically and economically feasible. (Yr 1 – FY 15/16)

c. Work with the Chamber of Commerce, the Downtown Novato Business District and 
individual businesses to help recruit or retain jobs and companies and visit at least 
twenty-five businesses annually to get feedback on City programs and services, 
and to find out how City can help them succeed. (Yr 1 – FY 15/16)

d. Work with commercial and retail property owners/managers to keep these 
areas vibrant, active and occupied with growing businesses including but not 
limited to Bel Marin Keys, Hamilton, Commons, Pacheco Plaza, Ignacio Center, 
Vintage Oaks, Square Shopping Center, etc. (Yr 1 – FY 15/16)

e. Continue Councilmember participation in MCCMC effort to study 
the minimum wage issue. (Yr 1 – FY 15/16)

3. Remove blight, restore historic structures, generate 
revenue, and utilize City owned properties in Hamilton.
a. Facilitate and expedite the development application for the historic Hamilton Hospital 

into an assisted living and memory care facility. (Yr 1 – FY 15/16)
b. Complete application to the federal government to remove and 

exchange Lands to Parks restrictions on key properties and work to have 
application expeditiously processed. (Yr 1 – FY 15/16)

c. Once restrictions are removed, evaluate and engage a process to more fully utilize City owned 
properties while respecting the historical nature of these assets. (Yr 1 – FY 15/16)
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