RECEIVED
0CT 17 2016

HEALTH FACILITIES &
SERVICES REVIEW BOARD

From The Episcopal Desk Of Bishop James E. Dukes

October 16, 2016

Via Hand Delivery by 9.00am

" Ms. Courtney R. Avery

~"... Administrator

~ lllinois Health Facilities and Services Review Board
525 West Jefferson St., Second Floor
Springfield, IL 62761

Re: Rockford Memorial Hospital / Project # E-021-16:
Comment on Staff Report and Request for Deferral

Dear Administrator Avery:

| serve as Senior Pastor of the Liberation Christian Church in Chicago, and am the Bishop of
Social Justice for the United Covenant Churches of Chnst (UCCC). There are multiple UCCC-
affiliated churches located in Rockford and | write on behalf of hundreds of Rockford residents
who have expressed not only interest but grave concern about this project.

Pursuant to the attached email to me from the Review Board's General Counsel, Mr. Juan
Morado, please accept this written comment on the staff report for Project # E-021-16
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MercyRockford Memorial Hospital. Also, because the staff report was not made available to the
public within the statutory timeframe, the project is not properly before the Review Board,
accordingly, | respectfully request that this project be deferred to the next meeting of the Review
Board.

A. BECAUSE THE STAFF REPORT WAS NOT TIMELY POSTED, THE PROJECT IS
NOT PROPERLY BEFORE THE BOARD, AND SHOULD BE DEFERRED TO THE
NEXT REVIEW BOARD MEETING

1. By law the Staff Report had to be posted by October 11, but it was not posted
until October 14, resulting in prejudice to the public’s right to comment.

The lllinois Health Facilities Planning Act requires staff reports to be made available to the
public at least 14 days before the meeting at which the project and report are to be considered.
That was not done here. The law was no! followed, to the detriment of the public’s right to
comment.

For the October 25 meeting, staff reports had to be made available by Tuesday, October 11.
indeed, at the public hearing on the project, Board Counsel Morado fwice announced that the
staff report “will be made available on the Internet on October 11th, 2016." But the
MercyRockford staff report was not posted until Friday, October 14, 2016. Consequently, late
posting of the staff report makes it nearly impossible for the public to meaningfully exercise their
statutory right to public comment. Since the Review Board staff only accepts public comments
that are delivered to the Springfield office in paper form (they do not accept faxes and emails
consistent with other agencies and the courts), and because of the 9:00am Monday deadline set
for comment receipt, the late posting of the staff report required me to prepare this comment
over the weekend, and arrange personal delivery in Springfield during the 30-minute window on
Monday between opening of the Planning Board office and the 9:00am deadline (obviously
FedEx was not an option). This unreasonable time frame directly results from the late posting of
the staff report.

2. The untimely posting of the Staff Report resulted in actual prejudice to me.

As you may recall, | telephoned you on Wednesday, October 12th to inquire about whether or
not a staff report was available for the MercyRockford Project and whether the project would be
considered at the October 25th Board meeting. At the time, no staff report was posted on the
Board’s website and the website indicated that no exemption requests were being considered.

When you did not return my call of October 12th, or subsequent calls, | sent you the attached
email concerning the scheduling and processing of the MercyRockford application. Somewhat
to my dismay, | received in response Mr. Morado’s email which begins by insinuating that | may
have violated ex parte rules and that my emailed process inquiry to you “may constitute ex parte
communication and may have to be reported and posted on the website.”

Why did my entirely appropriate and understandable inquiry about process resutt in a
suggestion of possibie improper communication, and why was | threatened in this way?
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My email to you solely related to procedures and process. It was limited to questions about: (1)
whether the project was on the October 25 agenda; (2) why the transcript of the public hearing
on September 16 was still not posted as of October 14; and (3} why MercyRockford's related
alteration requests, that were received by the Board on September 2, were not made available
to the public until October 11th, well after the public hearing on this project.

My email communication was strictly limited to “matters of procedure and practice” and in no
way “reflects on the substance” of the project and, therefore, under the Planning Act, is not an
ex parte communication. Any suggestion to the contrary would effectively block (and even
punish) citizen efforts to inquire about process iregularities and violations of statutory
procedures.

The “revised ethics and communications procedures” adopted by legislature to ensure the
integrity of the Certificate of Need process — in reaction to the scandal surrounding this very
applicant’s project in 2004 — were never intended to squelch public input and participation.
Nonetheless, my personal experience as an interested member of the public wishing to
comment has been one of hurdle after hurdle being erected.

Mr. Morado's invitation to me on Friday, October 14th, to submit comment on the staff report
fails to identify the deadiine for written comment. | cannot find anywhere on your website notice
of what that deadline is. Though Mr. Morado announced at the project's public hearing on
September 16th that the deadline for written comment was 9:00 a.m. on October 17th, that
deadline was based on the staff report being posted on October 11th — which, of course, did not
occur. Will Mr. Morado now claim that my process inquiry related to the untimely posted staff
report is itself untimely, and will he deem it to be "ex parte"? Worse, was Mr. Morado setting me
up for a late comment (and an ex parfe communication charge) by omitting mention of the
incredibly fast-approaching deadline? | certainly hope not. | dare not ask for confirmation of the
deadline, given the rebuke my first process inquiry generated. In that process inquiry, { merely
exercised citizen rights, in the interests of the west side community in Rockford, in compliance
with common sense and law. | will defend my good name and actions as necessary.

While | have made extraordinary efforts to file this public comment within the 30-minute window
allowed by the Review Board staff, certainly other potential commenters may have been
altogether dissuaded and precluded from exercising their rights. With an eye toward receiving a
public comment in Springfield by Monday, Oct. 17, at 9:00am (not by email or fax, and with
FedEx or other mail options being effectively foreclosed), there is a matenal difference between
timely posting the staff report on Oct. 11 (a Tuesday) and late-posting on Oct. 14 (a Friday).

Because the staff report was not posted on October 11th, as required by statute and by Mr.
Morado's public hearing announcements, and because the concemed public has not been
granted the full statutory time period to comment on the staff report, | respectfully request that
the Board comply with the statutory process and defer this project to the next Board meeting.

B. COMMENTS ON STAFF REPORT




1. The Staff Report fails to specifically mention any public objections or concerns
relating to the project, effectively silencing the message of citizens who made
the effort to appear and give testimony.

While the staff report notes that there was a public hearing that included opposition testimony,
the report makes no mention of who was there or what they had to sav.

In fact, close to 50 persons associated with the West side community, including myself,
appeared with questions, concerns and objections to the project. | was only allowed three
minutes to speak at the public hearing. Despite my efforts, none of my concerns {or anyone
else’s) are reflected in the staff report. So that the Planning Board members may understand the
community’s concems, | have attached to this letter my written comment submitted at the public
hearing for the Board’s consideration. | respectfully suggest that the staff report be revised to
summarize the nature of the community’s concemns over this project.

The staff report also fails to mention my timely written comment to the Board dated August 23,
2016, which still has not been posted on the Board’s website.

So that the letter may be properly inciuded in the project file for this project {(as it should have
been in August), | also include it with this wntten response. My August 23rd letter documents
that the procedural irregularities summounding this project began shortly after | submitted a
request for public heanng. In other words, once the public attempted to exercise its nght to
participate in this CON process, the Board’s "practice and process” suddenly began to work
against public input and participation. This is part of the “hurdle after hurdle” to which | referred
above.

2. Other substantive problems with the staff report.

Regarding MercyRockford's exemption request, the staff report contradicts itself in several
ways:

» First, the staff report recites the statutory requirement that an exemption may be
issued when the application meets the Review Board's information requests for an
exemption, but then fails to note that the Review Board repealed its information
request for Neonatal Intensive Care Unit exemptions in 2015. In fact, the Review
Board no longer has information requests for a Neonatal Intensive Care Unit
exemption and, therefore, this project cannot meet the statutory requirement.

+ Second, the staff report states that expansion of a neonatat intensive care service
is "not subject to the requirement to obtain a permit, but then applies the
requirements of a permit for expansion of a neonatal intensive care service. Page
3 of the report references Criterion 1110.930, which is a permit requirement, not
an exemption information request.

o Third, while apparently applying the permit criteria in lieu of the repealed
exemption information requests, the staff fails to apply all of the criteria. The staff
only applies the Staffing requirement from Criterion 1110.930 and does not apply
the other requirements under Criterion 1110.930 relating to the expansion of a
neonatal intensive care service.
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Accordingly, in addition to omitting information about the nature of the community’s concerns as
expressed in the public hearing, the staff report has substantive deficiencies that should be
corrected. A corrected staff report could and should precede consideration of this application at
the November meeting of the Planning Board, so that statutory procedural requirements are
followed.

C. CONCLUSION

As | originally mentioned in my letter to you of August 23, 2016, it appears that at every tun the
CON process has been applied in a manner that accommodates this applicant at the expense of
public input and participation — indeed, that discourages or makes unreasonably difficult any
public input and participation. As one who has devoted himself to social justice causes, | am
especially interested in assuring that citizens be allowed to advocate for their community
interests without unreasonable barriers (and especially without threatening and unfounded
suggestion of possible wrongdoing). 1 respectfully ask that, in acting on this application, the
Review Board adhere to the process requirements that benefit the public, as specified in
Planning Act and the Board's own regulations.

I again respectfully request that this project be deferred so that the Review Board can ensure
that this project is processed in a manner fully compliant with the Health Facilities Planning Act
and the Board's own regulations. In addition to following non-discretionary, statutory
timeframes, the deferral could also allow for a full public comment period as envisioned and
safeguarded in the Planning Act, and maybe also a revised staff report.

Respectfully,
‘ﬁ mj’\c;?ﬂ QW € ODuUGA

Bishop James E. Dukes




From: "Morado2, Juan (DPH)" <Juan.Morado2@illinois.gov>
Date: October 14, 2016 at 11:22:49 AM COT

To: "bishopjedukes@aol.com” <bishopjedukes@aocl.com>
Subject: FW: [External] Re: Mercy Rockford Public Hearing Notice

Dear Mr. Dukes,

The deadline for providing written comment on the exemption application was October 5, 2016.
Written comments received after that time may constitute ex parte communication and may have to be
reported and posted on the website.

The state board staff report and transcripts are available online and can be accessed with the following
link: https://wwwi.illinois.gov/sites/hfsrb/Projects/Pages/Rockford-Memorial-Hospital,-Rockford-E-D21-

16.aspx.

You are now able to provide written comment specifically on the state board staff report. All written
comments should be addressed and sent to:

Courtney Avery, Board Administrator

lllinois Health Facilities and Services Review Board
525 West Jefferson St., 2" Fioor

Springfield IL 62761

The Board cannot accept written comments that are submitted electronically.

The exemption application you are asking about will be on the October 25 agenda. The final agenda will
be posted on October 21 in accordance with the Open Meetings Act.

You can provide oral public comment at the meeting. You can sign up to provide oral public comment
before the meeting or the morning of the meeting. However, the Board respectfully requests that you
submit a public participation registration form located at
https://www.illinois.gov/sites/hfsrb/events/Documents/HFSRB%20Public%20Participation%20Sign-
in%20Form.doc before the meeting so that we know how many individuals will be providing oral
comments, All public participants are allotted 2 minutes to provide comments to the board regarding items
on the day’s agenda.

Best,
Juan

Juan Morado Jr.

General Counsel and Ethics Officer

Health Facilities and Services Review Board
69 West Washington Street Suite 3500
Chicago, IL 60602

Office- 312.814.2678

Email- juan.morado2@illinois.gov
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail (and attachments) contains information that belongs to the
sender and may be confidential or protected by attorney-client or attorney work product privilege.
The information is only for the intended recipient. If you are not the named or intended recipient,
please do not disclose, copy, distribute, or use this information. If you have received this transmission
in error, please promptly notify the sender of receipt of the e-mail and then destroy all copies of it.
Receipt by unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege or attorney work product
privilege or any other exemption from disclosure. Thank you.

From: DR J.E. Dukes [mailto:bishopjedukes@aol.com]

Sent: Friday, October 14, 2016 8:44 AM

To: Avery, Courtney

Subject: [External] Re: Mercy Rockford Public Hearing Notice

Once again thanks for your tremendous help.
| just have a few follow up questions about the process

Is the project stili on the October 25 agenda?

The CON Board's website still lists the Rockford exemption as a project scheduled for the October 25
meeting.

But the same web page shows that there are no Exemption Requests before the Board on October 25.
No staff report has been posted for the Rockford exemption.

We still don't know what standards the CON Board will apply to the Rockford exemption and were
expecting those standards to be addressed in the staff report.

Why hasn't the transcript of the public hearing been posted on the Board's website? The hearing was
held on September 16, almost four weeks ago.

Why didn't the CON Board timely post Mercy-Rockford’s alteration requests that it received on
September 27

We just learned about the alterations yesterday when the staff reports were posted.

At the public hearing on September 16, and in the media afterwards, Mercy-Rockford representatives
ridiculed our speakers for questioning the addition of NICU beds that were said to be needed at the West
side facility on Rockton Avenue. But two weeks earlier, Mercy-Rockford had already submitted the
alteration request to have those 6 beds added to the new hospital on the East side at -39 and Riverside.
That was not even mentioned by Mercy-Rockford at the public hearing and in the media. Why didn’t the
Board's staff let us know about the alteration request?

In Him
Dr. James E. Dukes
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From The Episcopal Desk Of Bishop James E. Dukes

August 23, 2016

Via Facsimile and E-mail

Ms. Courtney R. Avery

Administrator

lllinois Health Facilities and Services Review Board
525 West Jefferson St., Second Floor

Springfield, IL 62761

Re: Rockford Memorial Hospital / Project # E-021-16

Dear Administrator Avery:

As you know, | joined pastors from Rockford in requesting a public hearing on the above matter.
| write to object most strongly to the last-minute schedule changes and associated irregularities
regarding opportunity for public input. ! most strongly urge that the original schedule, as
originally published on the website of the lllinois Health Facilities and Services Review Board
(“Review Board"), be reinstated and followed.
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As you know, in our telephone conversation right after my public hearing request was filed, |
stressed the importance of scheduling the public heanng after Labor Day for the convenience of
parents with children returning to school. | was disappointed that the public hearing was set for
August 31, but took solace in the fact that written comments could be submitted up to 20 days
prior to the Review Board's meeting on October 25, 2016, the published agenda of which
included the above project. That original schedule, for both the public hearing and Review
Board meeting, appeared on the agency website beginning August 17, 2016.

Then inexplicably, without advance notice to me or my fellow public hearing requestors, the
schedule changed. Late yesterday the agency website moved this project to the September 13
Review Board meeting. It seems apparent that your agency has no desire to sincerely allow for
public input, and is playing a game that will render written comments ex parte communications
that may not be considered.

It is rich irony that these irregularities are associated with the very same applicant that was at
the center of the biggest scandal in Review Board history. It seems clear that the interest of this
applicant in expediting matters is more important than allowing for meaningful public input from
the involved community. Your last-minute scheduling change has made efforts by my pastoral
colleagues and me futile in regards to written comments from parishioners. Adding to the irony
is this passage from the statute, as amended in the wake of the scandal mentioned earlier, that
is supposed to govern Review Board procedure: “The integrity of the Certificate of Need process
is ensured through revised ethics and communications procedures.”

Among the irregularities that trouble my fellow pastors and me are the following:

o The new August 30 deadline for written comment ends before the public hearing on
August 31. How can that be?

¢ The new August 30 deadline violates the Review Board’'s own rules that require board
meetings to be at least 20 days after the close of the written comment period (you have
now scheduled this project for just 13 days after the close of the written comment). How
can that be?

¢ Under the Review Board’s rules, all written comments received after 20 days prior to a
board meeting “shall be considered ex parte, and shall not be forwarded to HFSRB...”
Accordingly, your last-minute scheduling change to the September 13 board meeting now
makes all public comment submitted after tomorrow (August 24) ex parte, including
comments made at the August 31 public hearing. How can that be?

e The Review Board set a special written comment deadline only for this applicant -- all
other projects on the September Review Board agenda have a written comment deadline
of August 24 in compliance with the agency’s 20-day rule. How can that be?

s There are no standards in the Review Board rules for consideration of this project as an
“‘exemption” rather than a formal Certificate of Need. Those standards were repealed last
year. What standards will the agency use in reviewing this project, where are those
standards found, and what filings have been required of the applicant to demonstrate that
it meets those standards?

ATTACHMENT TWO




In alf candor, it appears that every effort has been made to accommodate this applicant at the
expense of public input. This is inconsistent with public policy, the Health Facilities Planning
Act, and Review Board regulations. Please let me know without delay if the Review Board will
honor the original schedule, as published on the agency website beginning August 17, or if the
last-minute switch published late yesterday will be followed irrespective of Review Board

protocol and rules.

Respectfully,

+Bishop James E. Dukes

ATTACHMENT TWO




From The Episcopal Desk Of Bishop James E. Dukes

Date: September 16, 2016
Submitted by: James E. Dukes

Public Hearing Comments on Rockford Memorial Hospital / Project # E-021-16

Thank you Hearing Officer and Member of the Board.

My name is Bishop James E. Dukes. | serve as Senior Pastor of the
Liberation Christian Church in Chicago, and am the Bishop of Social Justice for
the United Covenant Churches of Christ (UCCC). There are multiple UCCC-
affiliated churches located in Rockford and | am here to speak on behalf of
hundreds of Rockford residents who have expressed not only an interest, but also

a grave concern, about this project and MercyRockford. More than 50 of those
1
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folks are here today, but | can tell you that there are hundreds more who would be
here if they could be. When you schedule a public hearing in this community at 11
o’clock in the morning on a weekday, on a workday, on a school day, you have
guaranteed that a majority of the public who would have attended, will not attend,
because this is not an accessible time for the members of this community who are
most affected by this project. | am fortunate to have been able to attend, and |

speak on behalf of those who could not be here.

I have been told that this hearing is only about six neonatal intensive care
beds at MercyRockford. Well there is a lot more going on here than six beds, and
the public needs to know about it. But let’s start with the six beds.

| have two questions about these six beds. First, where are they going to be
located? And, more importantly, how long are they going to be there? We know
where the beds are going. The application says that they are for MercyRockford's
West Side facility on Rockton Avenue. But the application is not telling us how
long they are going to be there, and that is a relevant question. Shouldn't the
community know how long those beds are going to be there, and how long the
neonatal intensive care unit at Rockton Avenue is going to be there?
MercyRockford’s application doesn’t tell us that.

There is a Notice about this project on the CON Board's website, and that
notice says, [quote] “On November 17, 2015, Rockford Memorial Hospital was
approved by the State Board to discontinue its 46-bed NICU unit service at 2400
North Rockton Avenue.... [T]he State Board agrees to allow Rockford Memorial
Hospita! to continue to operate its 46-bed NICU unit at the Rockton Avenue
campus until such time as their new Hospital was constructed and ready to
be occupled at 1-90/39 & East Riverside Bivd....” (Attachment 1.) So the CON

Board is telling us that the 46-bed Neonata! Intensive Care Unit, and these
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additional six beds, are only going to be at Rockton Avenue “until such t?me” as
the new hospital on the East Side is ready.

Then what happens? Then the neonatal unit at Rockton Avenue is shut
down. And that's not the only thing the CON Board approved last November. The
neonatal ICU will be closed, the pediatric ICU will be closed, the adult ICU will be
closed, the Obstetrics unit will be closed, the cardiac cath service will be closed,
the open heart surgery service will be closed, and the Level | Trauma Center will
be closed. The six beds are just the tip of the iceberg of services that will be shut
down on the West Side. But they are all connected. They were all part of the
same deal last November. And I've been told that's a “done deal.”

And now, adding insult to injury, we have this application for six short-lived
beds at Rockton Avenue. Why does MercyRockford want six more beds for a unit
they will be closing in a few years? Their application says that these beds are
needed because Crusader Clinic made a “recent decision to align its women’s and
children’s services, including newborn care, with Rockford Memorial Hospital.”
What the application doesn’t say is that MercyRockford's deal with Crusader Clinic
means that Crusader will no longer be referring patients to SwedishAmerican
Hospital.

What does that mean to the West Side? It means that when MercyRockiord
closes its services at Rockton Avenue, Crusader patients won't be able to go to
the next nearest hospital, SwedishAmerican. Instead, these patients will all have
to go to the new Mercy hospital on the East side. Who benefits from that?
Certainly not West side residents. That's a big burden on West side residents.
That's going to make access to the critical health care services much more difficult
for West side residents.
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When MercyRockford got approval to close down all those acute care
services on the West side, did they tell everyone that they also planned to cut a
deal with Crusader Clinic so that the West-siders wouldn’t even have access to
SwedishAmerican anymore, and that they’d all be shipped over fto
MercyRockford’s new hospital on the east side? | don’t think so. MercyRockford
is abandoning the West side by closing acute care services at its Rockton Avenue
campus. Now with this Crusader deal, MercyRockford is even blocking West side
access to acute care services at SwedishAmerican.

Is anyone concerned about the West side's access to health care? |
understand the Winnebago County Health Department sent a letter to the CON
Board when MercyRockford proposed to close alt those acute care services on the
West side and said that it wanted to, [quote] “Ensure that populations at highest
risk for poor health outcomes have access to the entire continuum of care
including primary prevention, acute care and restorative/rehabilitative care
to achieve high health equity.” (Attachment 2.) isn't the West side a high risk
popuiation tor poor health outcomes? Shouldn’t the West side have access to the
entire continuum of care including neonatal intensive care, pediatric intensive
care, adult intensive care, obstetrics, cardiac cath, open heart, obstetrics, and
Level | Trauma Center? Where is the equity here?

The Winnebago County Health Department also said that there needs to be
a “focus on accessibility to the care including proximity if it is going to be used
effectively.” Here you have the County Health Department itself saying that when
you move critical care services farther away from a high risk population, you
reduce the accessibility and the effectiveness of those services. That's exactly
what's happening here, but the County and the State let it happen.
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I've heard about some services that MercyRockford promises to keep on the
West Side — but | didn’t hear anything about a neonatal intensive care unit, or a
pediatric intensive care unit, or an adult intensive care unit, or an obstetrics unit, or
a cardiac cath service, or an open heart surgery service, or a Level | Trauma
Center. Those are the things that are really needed here. But we don’t hear
anything about those because they are all going to be closed, and from what |
see, the affected West side community is not fully aware of what is happening
over there at Rockford Memorial.

And now with this Crusader deal, West-side Crusader patients will be denied
access to critical acute care services both at Mercy's Rockton Avenue hospital
and at SwedishAmerican. Has anyone studied the impact on poor health
outcomes resulting from Crusader Clinic's decision to no longer send patients to
what will be the nearest hospital and instead sending them to the hospital that is
furthest away from the West side? MercyRockford's new hospital will be even
farther away than OSF Saint Anthony. Who's watching out for the high risk
populations on the West side? Anybody?

I've read that MercyRockford wants to turn its new hospital on the east side
into a “Destination” hospital. A destination for whom? Not West-side residents,
who will face long daily commutes when family members are admitted for jong-
term stays. I've read that MercyRockford wants to build hotels and restaurants
and all kinds of amenities for folks in Wisconsin to come down for extended stays
in Rockford while their family members are at the brand new hospital on the East
side. | fear that there is more concern about people in Wisconsin, where Mercy
came from, than for people living in Rockford’s own West side. And who is going
to profit from all these restaurants and hotels and amenities? Mercy owns the
land, are they going to own the hotels and the restaurants too?
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The East side gets a new hospital, and new hotels and new restaurants and
new amenities. What does the West side get? MercyRackford told the CON
Board last November that they would commit $50 million dollars over ten years to
the Rockton Avenue campus. That's $5 million dollars a year. You can’t even
change the carpeting there for $5 million dollars. That hospital building on the
west side is going to be a dilapidated, decaying, public blight at $5 million dollars a
year. And will MercyRockford even be there for ten more years?

When MercyRockford was in front of the Board last November to close down
services at the Rockton Avenue campus, the Chairlady of the CON Board
announced that MercyRockford could, [quote] “Completely close down the
Rockford Memorial site on Rockton Avenue and there would have been nothing
that this Board could do to stop that.” (Attachment 3.} If MercyRockford could do it
then, they could do it now, and based on what | just read there is nothing that this
CON Board would do to stop it. All these promises we've heard about for the
West side are only that, promises. All the real money, all the critical services, all
the attention and all the focus is on the East side. MercyRockford can pull the plug
on that West-side facility any time they want because they've been told by the
State that there is nothing anybody ¢an do to stop it.

| object to this project, and | object to the process. I'm not seeing the
transparency that was promised after the Mercy scandal in 2004. | still don’t know
what standards this Board is going to apply to this project, even though I've asked
for them in writing a month ago.

The West-side community deserves more transparency and answers. On
both the merits and the process, more attention to West-side needs must be
given, The current MercyRockford application and its reliance on an unfortunate

deal with Crusader is the only pending means to seek transparency and answers.
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I respectfully ask that the current application be denied or deferred until such
transparency and answers are provided. Thank you.
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{/sites/hfsrb/search)

HFESRB (/sites/hisrh/Pages/defauitasgx)  Rules, Statutes & Natices

E-021-16 Rockford Memorial Hospital,
Rockford

Date: 7/26/2014

in accordance with the requiremnents of the lllinois Health Facilities Planning Act, Notice # given of
a receipt of the establishment of a fifty two {52) bed Neanatal tntensive Care Unit {NICU)
appiication #E-021-14 - Rockford Memaorial Haspital The proposed NICU category of service will
be ocated at 2400 Nerth Rockton Avenue, Rockford, lHlingis. The applicants are Mercy Health
Cerporation and Rockfard Memorial Hospital The appraximate cast of the project is $500,000.
The operating entity licensee is Rockford Memorial Hospital, The anticipated completion date is
Qctober 31,2016

Cn Navember 17, 2015, Rockford Memaorial Hospilal was approved by the State Board fo
discantinue its forty six (46) bed RICU service at 2400 Narth Rockton Avenue, Rockfard, lllinois
At that time the State Board agreed to allow Rockford Memarial Hospital to continue to operate
its forty six {464) bed NICU unit at the Rockton Avenue campus untit such time as their new
Hospital was constructed and ready to beoccupied at 1-90/39 & East Riverside Blvd, Rockford,
Hlinols. Due to increase workload, Rockford Memarial Hospital (Rockion Avenue Campus) s in
need of an additional six (6] NICU beds. To accommodate this additiona! work!oad Rockiond
Memorial Hospital has to reestablivh the NICU service with a total of fifty two (52) beds.

s E-021-16 Rackford Memorial Hospital, Rockford
siteshisrb/Projects/ProfectDocuments/Exempt/E-021-14/2014-07-15% 20€.021- 16%
20EXE MPTION% 20APPLICATION. pdl)- Application

This cxemption application was declared complete gn July 26, 2014, Wrilten requests for a public
hearing must be received by the lllinols Health Facitiies and Services Reviews Board no later than
August 10, 2014, Request for 2 public hearing must be sent by letter to the administrator af the
address below, No emaills or faxes will be accepted
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The application is scheduled 1o be heard at the October 25, 2016 State Board Meeting to be held
in Bolinghrook, 1llinois. Any persorms wanting to submit written comments on this exemption
must submit those comments by October 5, 2016 by lotter at the address below. No emails or
taxes will be accepted. The State Baard will post its indings In a State Board StaM Report, and the
report will be made available via theinternet on October 11, 2018, The public may submit
vrritten respanses in support of ar in oppasition to the findings of the Jiinois Heatth Faciliiies and
Services Review Board. The pubiic will have untB 9:00 am, Qctober 17, 2014,

Rules and Statutes
(/sites/hisrb/rules/Pages/defaultaspx)
Admin’strative Rules
{/sites/hisrh/rules/Pages/ Ad ministratlve-Rulesaspx}

Amendments ta Rules
{fsites/misrb/riles/Pages/Amendments - Lo- Rules.aspx)

Court Rulings
{sites/mitsrh/rules/Pages/Caurt-Rulings.aspu}

Proposed Legislation
{sitesshissb/rules/Pages/Propoted- Legislation aspx)

Public Act 96-0031
Usltes/nsrb/rules/Docurments/094-003 Lo}

Public Notices
{/sites/hfsrb/rules/Pages/Public-Notices.aspx}

1.5inois Health Facites and Servizes Review Board
525 W. Jetterson St Second Floor
Springficid, IL 42761
Phone 217-782-3516
TTY. 80D-547-0444
Fax: 217-785-411¢

(/sites/Mtyrb/About/Pages/Contact aspa)

iinols gov Home /) 1)

142016
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Winnebago County

WD) Health Department

R —
. Sandra Martefl, RN, DNP
Promatinga Syfer snd Healtbler Cemmurity Since 1854 Pubfic Health Admintstrator
October 22, 2015 RECElVE D
Ms. Courtney Avery act 8 6 ZU|5
Admin:stralor '
Hlinois Mealth Facilities and Services Review Board ﬁ%’:w o

525 West Jeflerson
Springficld, IL 62761

Re: MercyRockford Health System — Project Numbers: 15-038, 15038, 15-040

Dear Ms. Avery,

As the state certifind local health department for Winnebago County including the City of Rockiord, the Winnebago
County Health Departrment is committed to its mission of heaithy people in a heaithy community withaut heaith
driparites.

Arcess 1o care inchuding behavioral and orat heatth was identified by the community through the iPLAN {illinois Project
fo1 Local Assessment of Needs} assessment process as 8 priority heahh issus for the communily by the cornmunity.
Strategies that expand healthcare services are weicome in auppart of the Communiy Health impeovement Plan,
Foputations of highest risk are contcentraled in the west region of wWinnebago County based on data from the most
recent IPLAN and Healthy Community Survey data. Expansion needs to ensure that populations st highest risk for paor
heaith outcomet have sccess to the entire continsum of care intiuding primary prevention, acute care, and
restoratwe/rehabilitatve care 10 achieve health equity, It also needs to focus on accessibitity to the care including
proxtmity o it is going to be used eifectively.

The Winnebago Coynty Board of Health believes that any project for our jurisdichon brought before the Minon Health
Facllitles and Services Review Gogrd should suppart this goal. Thank you for considering our thaughts in your review of

these projects.
Respectfully,

lames Powers, LOSW
President, Winnebago County Beard of Health

Susan Fernandet, RN John Halversen, DDS laymie Nekon
Angie Goral David Hetland, DVM Alleny Willams, MD
turi Hoower Paincia Lewis, RN, PhD Robert W thelmi
Rongld Gottschalk Steven Lidvall MD
Celebrating 150 Y ears and Beyord
401 Division St. P.O. Bux 009 Rockiord, IL 611100509 (815) 720-4000
www. wohd.org
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Fall Meeung
Conducted on Novemher §7, 2015

TeA LE I had a straxe?
DR. BREDEMKAMD: Yes, ratam.
CHATFRWOMAN JL3CH: Anc then, Mike, 1 jusL

wint Lo slardify -« with veu o1 Juan, either ons,

Becacse ol tie 1ew rale, the now law -- no’

riile, law - thal was wvdssed .n July of this yzac,
MercyRocktford Memorial could nave ccme in tcocday with

an examptiorn requrst tn clase the wesl-shde fHwopilal

and, nhad Laoy submitted all
that woulid llave bazn a dene
ML, CONSTANTINO:

CEAIRMOMAN CLSON:

the necessuary oaperware,
deal?
They had that oot ion, jes.

Thank you,

Ozher guestiars Zrom Boacd members?

pocror.

MIMZER GOYAL: My name iz Arvind Goyal, and

! represant, ex olficio, the Mrodicald prougram, also

called Bealih Ca-e and FTamily Servicues.
$9 my questica is very apectfic. T need tu
preamble that by aayloy my busiress =school edducation

Eaught me that, if you are losing money in opera-ions,

vort will not ke in husiness too long.
MR. BEA: The:ze vou do.

MIMBER GOYAL: FPrefacing that, T want o ask

you a wvary stralghi auestion al my level, whick is,

184
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Full Meeting
Comlucted on November 17, 2G135

peeviously made and very articulately sa, I'm overy
proud to say 1 will vete yes.
Mi:. FOATE: Thark yecu.

Mr. Hayes.

VIZE CHAIRMAN HAYES: L1'm golng Lo vote vyes.

And I unrderstand thar there are somr
criterla taal wern not set, bl we have a situvation
where wae are ruducing the hsd count and, also, tha
apiliLy Lo be abhle te remain on *he weasr dide aof
Aockiord as well as being able “o, you know, improve
tke financiai health and the new hozpital theres and
the economic develophant aspeats ro iv.

Su 1 vobe vzas.

¥R. RCATE: Thank vou.

Mr. Johnsun,

MIMIEZ JOHKRHOH: For prevaiously statnd
reasons but, more apactfically, Justice Geelman's
comments on making sure thal yuy -- hopefully -- Lhat
vou'l) continue o listern to the voice of rhe pecobdle
and incorperate that into your pians, T'll vole yes.

ME. BEA: Thanrz vou.

M. ROATE: Thank you.

Itadam Chalr.

CEATRWOMAN OLSOH: I voso yes, az weil,

202
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Full Mecting
Conducted on November 17, 2015

1 believe that, cvontrary Lo some of Lhe oupesizion,
that Lhls project shows a huge cormmdiment tu bhealth
care ol Lbe west side ol Kockford.

My concern was that the Appllicant could have
raslly comea in with an exemption request ta completely
close down the Reckiord Memosial site on Rackoon
Avenya ard thare would have besrn notking chat this
RBeoard could do to slop thal.

Toz those roasons 1 voute yus,

MA. ROATE: Thane ynon, Madam Chair,

Thar's 8 votes Iln the afirpative.

CHATRYIOMAN OLEON: Tha motion paazzs.

Can we have a roll catl voate on
Project 15-039,

¥H. HROATE: Moticor nade by ¥r. Calassie;
arrended by Mr. Bradloy.

¥r. Zradley.

MEMBEA ERADIEY: Thia {= nerher par: nf the
Rorkfozd -~

CHATRAURAEN OLSUIV:  Yes.

MR. RTATRE: YL, o,

MEMBER BRADLEY: Yes. ot tha rxasons
T szazeq carlier, 1 vote yas,

HMR. PTATE: Thunuk vou,

FLANET DEPOS
BRR433.3767 | WWW PLANETDEPOS.COM
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