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2.      HAMILTON SQUARE, LLC (ED) 

P2013-040; DESIGN REVIEW 

APN 157-980-05; MAIN GATE AND “C” STREETS 

 

Conduct a Design Review Hearing to discuss the site plan for a proposal to use the former 

gas station site at Main Gate and “C” Streets for residential use.  

 

CEQA Compliance:  Pursuant to Section 15063, an environmental review will be prepared 

based upon the recommendation by the Design Review Commission on the site plan and 

conceptual architecture. This review will be brought to the Planning Commission for a 

recommendation and City Council for action. 

 

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENT     

 

No one from the Public spoke on this issue. 

 

Staff Planner Dunn gave a summary of the proposal.  

 

 The Commission has seen this project twice before: Oct and Dec of 2013 

 Site plan has many similar features as the last one: a perimeter road, where buildings frame 

the site 

 Interior road towards western end of site was removed and now park space has increased 

from 7,500 to 13,500 square feet 

 At the December 4, 2013 workshop, Commissioner MacLeamy indicated there should be a 

ring road around the entire site, creating a large interior green space, with a perimeter wall 

around proposal, and buildings oriented towards the green space 

 Theme is Spanish style architecture 

 Staff requests recommendation of the proposed site plan and have the move project on to 

environmental review stage. The next step would be bringing the environmental review and 

project to the Planning Commission 

Rob Davidson of Thompson Development, Inc. gave a brief presentation.  

 

Site History  

 Operated by Navy as a gas station until 1990s 

 Purchased by Thompson Development, Inc. in 2005 

 Entitled for 30K sf of office space in 2007 

Revised Proposal 

 Reduced unit count from 31 to 35 

 Increased park size 

 Reduced massing on building on Main Gate to 2 stories 

 Removed parking along Main Gate Rd 

 Angled buildings facing Lanham to try and deflect sound 
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 Reduced hardscape 

 Engages Main Gate and C street to the street rather than having garage doors faces the streets 

Conclusion 

 The site is constrained and we think this is best solution 

 Excited about opportunity to bring TOD housing to SMART line 

 Had a meeting with Commissioner MacLeamy to discuss the project. Lanham Village and the 

Hamilton Forum are concerned about having garage doors face Main Gate and “C” Street and 

this proposal responds to their concerns with buildings facing the street.  

Questions to the Applicant: 

 Did you do outreach with community about buildings facing the street? 

 What did the process with the Community determine? 

Response of the Applicant:   

 We never took the walled concept to the community- we didn’t think the public would be 

excited about 

 There were two public meetings - one with Lanham and another at the Hamilton Forum. 

 Major concerns about height, addressed with articulation of architecture, hardscaping was 

another issue, working to have more water retention on site, density was another issue, 

initially 50 units, now smaller at 31 units. 2-story unit to top is 25 feet. 3-story unit is 30 ft, 

only exceeding by 4 feet.   

SUMMARY OF COMMISSION COMMENTS: 

 

Telfer: Main Gate Rd is a symbolic entrance to Hamilton and probably always will be. There will be 

more development and traffic going down that street. The concern is multiple access point to that busy 

street. There are two entrances into this development. Multiple access is not a good idea. Even with 

simple adjustment to dramatize single entrance. The North Bay Children’s Center will eventually be 

built to be more interesting facility. Charter School is between the proposal and Main Gate. Enormous 

amount of traffic between dropping off children in morning and afternoon. The Novato Unified School 

District has a master plan that terminates the through traffic use of “C” Street. Lots of vehicular and 

pedestrian traffic. Much more development over time combined with traffic brings back to concerns 

with vehicular access to this development. I do agree with not having a walled community. Visually it 

is not conducive to public interest. Fact is that you have reduced concept of loop road to create gigantic 

space in middle. Not sure how important it is for units to open on to enormous space. It seems like a 

plan that makes sense. The architecture is very dramatic. Complexity of shapes is what makes it work. 

I don’t think everything has to be 2 story building. We don’t object to 3, so why should we object to 

interesting architecture that is a bit higher. Landscaping will come later. I think you have to have access 

off C Street but not reasonable to have 2 streets with access, so eliminate Main Gate access? That will 

help traffic flow.  

 

Farrell: We have seen this several times. Last time Commissioner MacLeamy illustrated a U shape 

ring road. This has a great concept for residents to share a central green. However, it was definitely an 

inward focused theme that turned its back to the community.  I see benefits to both site plan concepts 
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and it’s challenging for the architect. My gut tells me that I like MacLeamy’s concepts but this is the 

Main Gate Rd and people drive by all the time. You don’t want to have cluster of walled communities 

that turn the back to the community. Vehicular road around units is necessary for people and fire dept 

access. You need to be able to get in and out. I like access to the central road to get in and out. Too 

congested if we lose corner access point on “C” Street. Creating the solution to the access points into 

the development is the important thing. I’m in agreement with how units on the corner face the street. 

This is a nice way of facing the community. Worry they don’t have access to green. But not direct 

connection. I’m looking at conceptual elevations and they are dead on regarding what Hamilton is. 

Spanish architecture is really nice, few comments for now- formal entry on units are very subdued.  

Massing is done really nicely especially on 3 story with popping out of balconies and porches. One 

thing about the 2 story is end units are access by an exterior staircase. That will demand a lot more 

length to building and is not shown on site plan. Not sure if exterior staircase works. 

 

Barber: I agree with most of what Commissioner Farrell said. Walled scenario enhances individual 

units but detrimental to community. Would rather have benefits to community. Would prefer this site 

plan and design scheme to a more walled off subdivision. The loop road allows getting required parking 

within the proposal.  

 

Central unit and one facing C Street- alley always bugged me. You have two 3-story buildings and 

going to look at driveways in both directions. Not sure how you can deal with that. It won’t be a 

pleasant space to be. Sounds like community was not happy with height. Could you bring in 

combination of 2 and 3 stories on Main Gate and C to bring in more light? Entry (2 way road) should 

somehow be emphasized a bit more. It should look like an entrance. I’m sure this will be addressed 

later. Mail pavilion does something, but more should be done later. Front porch- nice to have people 

out on front stoop. Will give people a reason to sit out on the front stoop. Make it comfortable. For 

steps on end units- these staircases might need to go away because there are too long. Only place I feel 

uncomfortable about is the alley. 

 

Beth Swanson Radovanovich: The idea of walls is not a new thing to Hamilton. Every community 

there has walls around to get their sense of community. On a very busy street, I will not want to sit on 

my front porch and watch traffic go by. We will still see garages of 6 units as you’re going towards the 

Bay (east).  The community was concerned about hardscape, density, height. I agree that alley will 

always be dark and shaded. Will not be a conducive. 4 access points and 2 on a very busy street. I like 

the idea of tucking the parking underneath and I like architecture and opt for more definition. I can’t 

support site plan as it is.  

 

Telfer: I hope with 20 ft setbacks there could be intimate place for families in addition to park space 

in center. Both areas can be developed in a positive and intimate way. I’m assuming we can make 

alleyway a nice spot by architecture. About issue of access points- need to have 80 foot fire track to 

turn around it. Road could connect to major road. Kiosk is a good idea but it does not need to be in 

front. Public works won’t go with 2 points on Main Gate either. 

 

Rob Davidson: One idea is to continue to bring alley that ends on Main Gate. Could bring that to inner 

road. Emergency access only can be on New Alley road. Main Gate is only right-in and right-out, as 

there’s a median on Main Gate. Adjust building so that is more along Main Gate. Might need a wall 

around that section. Access to the site by the Fire District is an overriding factor with this proposal. 

Novato Fire Protection District has to be able to get to both sides of 3 story units with fire truck. 
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Removing road altogether is not something will be able to accept. And this would reduce parking. 

There is some overage in on-street parking. 

 

Farrell: I’m still stuck on alley. What if the alley connected to mail pavilion and put up a low wall 

around corner units. I would not want to be on end units near traffic. This is an urban solution but this 

is not an urban area. If we had walls we could rotate one unit, add wall to hide garages and then 

transition to a short wall around 2-story building.  

 

Beth- We are down to things that are resolvable. If we approve now, will we never be able to change 

again? 

 

Barber- we can still address site plan issues and wall- how short and tall walls are.  

 

Planner Dunn: You are framing what will be done for rest of reviews (environmental, etc.). For 

example, bringing the alley to west towards entrance. That will not change as we go forward. Details 

can be changed, but not concept.  

 

Beth- from a conceptual perspective, this is going to be set. If that is the case, there is no guarantee 

that down the line things won’t change.  They usually do. 

 

Farrell- Won’t see ramifications until it is drawn. Not sure if it works. We need to see more design 

development. We make recommendations to applicant to make one entrance at a max on Main Gate. 

And creating some sort of semi-private space for outside corner units. We think the walls could work, 

but there might be other suggestions.  

 

While the Commission did not recommend the site plan so the project could move into the 

environmental review phase, they provided direction to Staff and the Applicant for the next review of 

the site plan: 

 

 Single access point on Main Gate 

 Create semi-private space for corner unit on Main Gate and corner on “C” street  

 Add a wall on the western end if the end building is rotated with the intent of blocking 

garages 

 The ring road may connect to alley way if it wraps around 

 


