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approval, G & L Realty must include outstanding community benefits in the agreement. This is an
example of why two separate development agreements, one for the non-profit hospital, and one for
the for-profit private developer are so appropriate. Before these projects return, please secure two
projects, two CUP’s, and two development agreements.

Development Agreement Costs City its Control

The fact that all city control over the project was relinquished for 25 years was a central reason for
the Planning Commission’s five to zero vote for denial of the first development agreement. The
second, completely new agreement is no better. All control is taken from the city. Please send this
second agreement to the Planning Commission to discover its recommendation about this new
document. That is what city procedures have always required.

Splitting the “For Profit” and “Non Profit” Cases '

Everyone supports a single EIR for this case. What Smart Growth does not support is the blending
of the very different requirements of a non-profit, tax exempt, and public beneflt corporation with
those of a private for profit developer.

Two CUP’s, and two development agreements, along with the other permits are clearly necessary.

What the city can and should do for our local non-profit hospital are very different from what they
can and should do for an out-of-town, unknown, for profit developer.

Appeal of Planning Commission Recommendation

Smart Growth SCV had a long list of reasons explammg why the action taken on the master plan by
the Planning Commission in a three to two vote was improper — a full public hearing covering all
the facts and the law involving this plan is necessary to demonstrate the defects in this action. The
city’s procedures for moving a Master Plan Request form the Planning Commission to the City
Council with a recommendation are precise. To secure our rights, Smart Growth SCV filed a t1me1y

- appeal, with full payment of all fees, which was accepted by the City of Santa Clarita. We looked .

forward to proving beyond all doubt that the recommendation action was premature, incomplete,
out of compliance with city policy and precedent and far more. More than a week after our appeal
was accepted by the city, our appeal fees were returned, and our timely, filed appeal was rejected.
As'a result, our rights have been compromised and damaged. Please direct city staff to restore our

appeal so that we may present our case to the City Council.
\

EIR Comments :

Please keep the final certification of the project EIR open. The project has been substantially
revised. Whether or not the new project is comparable to any of the project alternatives listed in the
pending EIR has not been evaluated. The new revised project presents significantly different issues
for visual impact.analysis, view shed effect, traffic analysis, noise, architectural compatibility, and
more. An EIR supplement, or at very minimum, an addendum is necessary under CEQA. Please
require this additional required CEQA analysis before thlS case advances. ‘

Clarifications on the Draft “Issues and Questions from the June 12th 2007 City Councﬂ
Meeting” report

On behalf of everyone in the community who seeks the best health care for Santa Clarita, Smart
Growth thanks the City Council for its initial list of the issues raised at the f1rst hearmg on these two
proposals. The following are some clarifications and additions: -



6.

3.

1. The draft should say, “Where are the original deeds? Please produce them.” For over-a year ‘
and a half we have been told that the deeds are missing. G & L Realty must have them. They
could not have closed escrow w1thout them.

- 2. The draft report makes reference to a “revised” development agreement. One thing
~ accomplished at the first hearing was that everyone agreed that there is a second, new
development agreement. Please take the appropriate action accordingly.

3. The report mischaracterizes the testimony about access to the-G & L property. Testimoﬁy
verified that this massive project is located on a single means of access. That access is
McBean Parkway. Orchard Village Road does not qualify as an additional means of access.

4. The Santa Clarita City General Plan has precise language within it that defines Henry Mayo
Newhall Memorial Hospital as a community hospital exclusively. The HMNMH expansion
plan attempts to transform our community hospital into a regional hospital. This cannot be
done unless the City General Plan is amended as a result of a General Plan amendment
request. No such request has been submitted by either G & L or the hosp1tal Unless such a
request is filed this case cannot proceed.

Additional Clarifications and Additions to the Issues List

At the first hearing, the community development director incorrectly referred to the Henry Mayo, G
& L Realty proposal as an infill project. The designation of “infill” refers to vacant land surrounded
by existing development Such vacant land is “infilled” with development that is compatible with its

surroundings. This site is already fully developed in accordance with its designation in the general

plan as a community hospital. The proposal before City Council is not infill -- it is a massive, .
vertical expansion that is more dense in its coverage by far than even the Dan Palmer Las Lomas
outrage. If approved, it would be the densest proposal in Northern Los Angeles County located in
any government jurisdictio_n.

Parking Structure Mitigation

- Before this project returns, please require that the parking structures be placed under ground instead

of thrusting into the sky. G & L Realty is a for-profit developer. In Beverly Hills, where it owns:
multiple medical office buildings miles away from any hospital, the City of Beverly Hills has
required that for-profit development place the majority of its parking structures below ground. What

is good enough for Beverly Hills might.well meet Santa Clarita’s requirements.
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Mr. David J. Gauny
‘Chairman

Smart Growth SCV
P.O. Box 55734

Santa Clarita, CA 91385

SENT VIA CERTIFIED MAIL

Subject: Response to the Appeal Filed by Smart Growth SCV on February 21,
‘ 2007 Regarding the Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial I—Iospual Master
Plan Project

Dear Mr. Gauny:

On February 21, 2007, you filed an appeal of the Planning Commission action of
February 6, 2007 regarding the Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital Master Plan

' (Master Case 04-325). As mentioned during the meeting, the Planning Comimission’s
action is advisory on the project with the excepﬂon of the denial of the proposed
Development Agreement. Since the action is only advisory on the Master
Plan/Conditional Use Permit, the filing of the appeal is not necessary since the formal
action on the project would occur at the City Council level. Pursuant to our phone
conversation of March 2, 2007, I am 1etu1n1ng yom appeal and your $2,100 check
that was submitted.

If you have any questions or would like fu1t:he1 1nf01111at10n please contact me or
Fred Follstad, Senior Planne1 at 661-255-4330.

S

"

j 777 e

18/'\ M. Hardy, AICP
Plannmg Manager

LMH:FLEF:lep
s/cd/eurtent/12004/04-325 (Henry Mnyo)/Leltel to Gauny 0307.doc

Enclosures

cc: Kenneth R. Pulskamp, City Manager
Ken Striplin, Assistant City Manager
~ Paul Brotzman, Director of Community Development
Fred Follstad AICP, Senior Planner
J oseph Montes, Assistant City Attorney
Sharon Dawson, City Clerk
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Mr. David J. Gauny

Smart Growth SCV

P.O. Box 55734

Santa Clarita, CA 91385-0734

Subject: Response to June 19, 2007, letter submitted by Smart Growth SCV
Regarding a Transcript from the June 12, 2007, City Council
meeting for the proposed Henry Mayo Newhall Memorial Hospital
Master Plan Project ‘ '

Dear Mr. Gauny:

Thank you for your letter dated June 19, 2007, regarding the Henry Mayo
Newhall Memorial Hospital (HMNMH) Master Plan project. I would like to take
this opportunity to respond to some of the issues raised in your letter.

DUE PROCESS

In your letter, a claim is made that the City has failed to provide due process on
the HMNMH Master Plan project. The City does not agree with this assertion.
Due process requires notice and an opportunity to be heard. Notice for the Master
Plan Project has been published in accordance with law, and letters to residents
within 1,000 feet of the project have been sent in connection with the California
Environmental Quality Act review process, as well as the public hearings before
both the Planning Commission and the City Council.

In your letter, an assertion is made that, “...while the hearing has been noticed as
a “hospital expansion”, any expanded hospital building is conspicuously absent
from the plan.” This statement is not accurate. Every version of the HMNMH
Master Plan, which has been provided to you, has included Inpatient Building A
and a proposed increase in hospital beds within the existing hospital facility. As
part of the revised HMNMH Master Plan project before the City Council, and as
described in the June 12, 2007, City Council agenda report and staff presentation,
the project includes the construction and operation of a five-story (plus basement),
125,363 square-foot, 120-bed inpatient hospital building that would require
approvals and permitting from the California Office of Statewide Health Planning
and Development (OSHPD). ’

In terms of opportunities to be heard, the Planning Commission conducted two
publicly-noticed site visits and held a public hearing over multiple meetings, at

@
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which testimony was received from numerous members of the public, and
extensive written materials were provided by the public.

The City Council is now engaged in a public hearing process which is expected to
extend over multiple City Council meetings. The public hearing was opened on
June 12, 2007, and continued to the June 26, 2007, City Council meeting. In the
June 26, 2007, City Council agenda report, it is recommended that the public
hearing be continued to the August 28, 2007, City Council meeting, immediately
following the City Council’s summer break. The City feels there has been, and
will continue to be, ample opportunity for public input during the course of this
project to date and intends that there be ongoing opportunities as the processing
progresses.

FORM OF THE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Another issue stated in your letter is an assertion, raised repeatedly in the past,
that the public has not seen the proposed Conditional Use Permit (CUP), which is
required for building and parking structure heights that extend higher than 35°.
As staff has explained to you on several occasions, the CUP document does not
exist until such time as the Council directs that approval documents, which
include resolutions and conditions of approval, be prepared to grant this
conditional use permit for building height. The proposed master plan and the
project description indicate which buildings and structures would be considered
under this conditional use permit. Should the Council direct staff to prepare
documentation for approval of any buildings and structures that exceed 35’ in
height, Conditional Use Permit findings and appropriate conditions of approval,
as provided in Section 17.03.040 of the City’s Unified Development Code, would
be drafted and considered by the City Council as part of their formal action on the
project. Prior to the City Council’s adoption of any resolution, which includes the
project conditions of approval, the public will have the opportunity to review
these documents and make comments to the City Council.

MODIFICATIONS TO THE PROJECT

Your letter references a review of “two very different projects, a Development
Agreement appeal hearing, and a second new Development Agreement that has
never been seen by the City’s Planning Commission.” It has been the City’s
experience with larger projects that such projects evolve during the course of
processing the projects through the City’s entitlement process. It is not
uncommon for adjustments and modifications to be made both before the
Planning Commission and City Council in response to comments from the public,
the Planning Commissioners and the City Councilmembers. In a similar fashion,
the HMNMH Master Plan project has undergone such modification, both before
the Planning Commission and now the City Council. The City would anticipate
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additional modifications and adjustments as the project progresses through the
City Council’s review.

It is because of this dynamic that the public hearing on the project remains open
until just before final action is taken by the City Council, to ensure that the public
has opportunities to address any modifications to the project, whether proposed by
members of the City Council, the project applicant, or members of the public.

With respect to the Development Agreement, the denial of which by the Planning
Commission has been appealed to the City Council, the Council has the option of
upholding the denial, or approving the Development Agreement—with
modifications if deemed appropriate by the City Council and agreed to by the
project applicant. Staff and the project applicant have engaged in discussions
concerning some modifications to the provisions of the Development Agreement,
and a copy of the Development Agreement with the to-date modifications has
been posted on the City’s website. Under the City’s municipal code, the City
Council has the discretion to refer any such modifications to the Planning
Commission for further review. But, it is important to note that whether the
development agreement is once again reviewed by the Planning Commission or
not, further modifications can still be made by the Council, even after such
subsequent review by the Commission.

REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION

In your letter, a statement is made that requests for information during the
Planning Commission process were “largely ignored.” The City disagrees with
this assertion and finds that the vast majority of issues raised by the public during
the public hearing process before the Planning Commission, which began on
Tuesday, October 18, 2005, and was closed on November 21, 2006, have been
addressed in writing. The Draft Final Environmental Impact Report, which is
available for public review on the City’s website, contains comments and
responses to comments from agencies and member of the public. In addition,
staff has communicated regularly with members of the public, including
representatives of Smart Growth SCV, via phone, e-mail, and in-person meetings
to further clarify the process and answer questions regarding the project and the
environmental impact analysis. We request that you provide the City with
specific questions that you feel have not been adequately addressed through the
process.

On November 21, 2006, the Planning Commission closed the public hearing on
the HMNMH Master Plan project and directed staff to return with documents to
reflect the Planning Commission’s determination regarding both their
recommendation to the City Council on the master plan, conditional use permit,
and environmental impact report, and their final action on the development
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agreement. Staff returned to the Planning Commission at their February 6, 2007,
meeting with a resolution recommending certification of the Final Environmental
Impact Report, a resolution recommending approval of a revised HMNMH
Master Plan / Conditional Use Permit, and a resolution of denial for the proposed
Development Agreement.

The letter references “misleading advice” in the staff report and resolutions
prepared for Planning Commission’s consideration at the February 6, 2007,
Planning Commission meeting. Your letter does not specify what information
was misleading, but it is important to clarify that the documents were reflective of
Commission direction. As with all projects that go before the Planning
Commission, the Commission retains the authority to reopen the public hearing,
to continue the item for further Commission discussion, to request additional
information of staff, to request modifications to the text included in the
documents, or to take formal action on the matter before them. At the February 6,
2007, Planning Commission meeting, the Commission decided to take formal
action to deny the Development Agreement and made recommendations to the
City Council. As part of this action, the Commission directed that specific
conditions be added to the Draft Conditions of Approval for the project. '

SMART GROWTH SCV’S APPEAL

With regard to Smart Growth SCV’s appeal of the Planning Commission’s
recommendation of approval for the master plan/conditional use permit to the
City Council, the letter notes that, “a subsequent timely appeal was filed (with
fees) but was rejected by the city for reasons unknown.” Please refer to the City’s
letter dated March 7, 2007, to David Gauny, Chairman, Smart Growth SCV, sent
via certified mail. In this March 7, 2007, letter, it is explained that,

“As mentioned during the meeting, the Planning Commission’s action is
advisory on the project with the exception of the denial of the proposed
Development Agreement. Since the action is only advisory on the Master
Plan/Conditional Use Permit, the filing of an appeal is not necessary since
the formal action on the project would occur at the City Council level.
Pursuant to our phone conversation of March 2, 2007, I am returning your
appeal and your $2,100 check that was submitted.”

If there continues to be confusion among the membership of Smart Growth SCV
as to why it was unnecessary to appeal a recommendation of the Planning
Commission to the City Council, please contact Planning staff for clarification.
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RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS RAISED BEFORE THE COUNCIL

In your letter, a statement is made that, “the hearings cannot reconvene without
the ability to review and act on previous findings and directives.” At their June
12, 2007, City Council meeting, the Council took action to continue the public
hearing to the June 26, 2007, meeting, to allow for additional public comments
and continued dialogue about the project. In preparation for this meeting, staff
has prepared a list of questions and issues raised at the June 12™ meeting that will
likely be augmented at the June 26™ meeting. Council gave clear direction to staff
at the June 12 meeting that the issues raised by the public were to be noted and
responses were to be prepared for Council review. Further, as stated in the City
Council agenda report for the June 26, 2007, meeting, staff is following up on a
number of other tasks requested by the City Council, including the facilitation of a
community meeting, and will return to the August 28, 2007, City Council meeting
with responses to the questions and issues raised, including any other items
requested by the City Council.

If you have any questions, or would like further information, please contact me, or
Paul Brotzman, Director of Community Development, or Lisa Hardy, Planning
Manager, at 661-255-4300.

- Sincerely,

Marsha McLean, Mayor
Santa Clarita City Council

MM:KRP:LMH:lep
s/cd/current/!2004/04-325 (Henry Mayo)June 22 Letter to David Gauny.doc

cc: City Councilmembers
Ken Pulskamp, City Manager
Ken Striplin, Assistant City Manager
Carl Newton, City Attorney
Paul Brotzman, Director of Community Development
Lisa M. Hardy, AICP, Planning Manager
Fred Follstad, AICP, Senior Planner



