July 13, 2004

Marcia Eikins, Director

Growth Management Department
City of Rapid City

300 6™ Street

Rapid City, SD 57701

HAND DELIVERED

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:

We, the undersigned, are making a request for a delay in the annexation and the rezoning of the land that is
to contain the Hyland Park Subdivision. This proposed project contiguously lies to the south, to the east,
and to the west of our propertics. We are attaching a map that indicates in the yellow highlighted areas the
proposed project and in the orange highlighted arcas, the properties where we reside.

The following are the primary and very important reasons why we are requesting the delay of the rezoning
and annexation:

1.

The annexation is for a specific project contained within 120 acres. Any annexation specifically for
such a certain project should examine the intended use of the property at the same time, not subsequent
to, the annexation.

The long-range, comprehensive land-use plan is currently under study for the South Highway 16
Corridor and will come before the Common Council concurrently with this project. We believe that
the long-range land-use plan has not taken into account the current usage in place, the restrictive
covenants that exist on the surrounding properties, nor the fact that the prior studies have already
concluded that this area is most appropriatety Park-Forest.

The closast development with this intense density is on Catron Boulevard, one and one-haif miles to
the north. The next closest such development is two plus miles in any direction. We believe this is
spot zoning to simply put LDR in the middle of land intended to be, and currently used as, Park-Forest.
Our surrounding parcels are restricted to no less than five acres, and currently none are less than ten.
The current usage ranges from. 10-40 acres.

Growth Management Department says this will have the impact of 3,500 additional day trips on
Sammis Trail, meeting Highway 16 in a very congested area. We are concerned about the impact of
this traffic on the families that currently live here.
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5. In 1983, this 120-acre parcel was an integral part of the Hart Ranch PUD granted by the County. That
PUD was approved on the basis that it was committed to 300 houses on 1,100 acres contiguous and
inclusive of this property. That density was clearly reiterated over the years in subsequent actions to
amend the PUD by the County Commission and is still in place as of this date. All of us inspected
and purchased property based on current usage, restrictive covenants, and the zoning in the area, which
inctuded the 300-house/1,100 acre restriction of the PUD,

6. We believe this development will clearly have a negative impact on our property values and
investments made over the last 20+ years. The negative impact is due to the use of the surrounding
properties clearly being Park-Forest. The proposed density will make these types of equine properties
used by people for more rural activities less desirable for re-sale and for the approximately 10 platted
but un-occupied sites available. This lack of desire to live here for Park-Forest type activities will lead
to lower values due to the incompatible uses and the resulting traffic intensity, the strain on
infrastructure (drainage, water, bus routes, schools, etc.), the resulting need for additional commercial
development, etc. What community does not need Park-Forest type of areas? People have a need and
ability to enjoy low density, high-end homes in a country setting in the City and why put this type of
high density right in the middle of such an area?

We are not anti-development! But, we are for responsible and reasonable development. We do not believe
that annexation and zoning coming before land-use plans and ignoring current use, restrictive covenants,
and prior zoning and planning history (which all indicate Park-Forest), is reasonable development or
equitable treatment of neighboring land-owners. Should this proceed as planned, it could be a short-
circuiting of due process.

Given the above facts and our concerns for equity for all parties including the City, the developer, and the
neighborhood, we feel the annexation and rezoning should be delayed for further discussion, hearings, and

study. We will participate in all discussions in an objective and cooperative manner, given the opportunity
to do so0.

For convenience and in order to expedite communication, we are enclosing additional copies for the
Common Council and the Planning Commission. Thank you.

Sincerely,

i L

) Liberty7(ist Church — Wa illiams, Pastor
f
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(3) Dean and Danetle Pasclike
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/*/ C‘)’C}l'j?wu oo
(4) Casey afid Kathy ‘Peterson I
(5) Lew and Kerry Papendwk = / L

%ﬁb
(6)%hj‘and Gina Glardmo
//—”m -

(7)Craig a;d/'fammy Méstad

{8) Ross and Fern Johnson

{ ) Denotes corresponding propetty on attached map.

CC: Rapid City Common Council
Rapid City Planning Commission
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

x ok * CITY HALL =+ 22 MAIN STREET « RAPID CITY, SQUTH DAKOTA 57701 * PHONE 394-2186 *

DATE: March 6, 1986

TO:

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

This is to inferm you that the undersigned petitioner has appiied for a public
nearing as foliows:

OWNER'S MAME: Duininck Brothers % Gilchrist Land Co.
TYPE OF HEARING: Amendment to Planned Unit Development designation
PRESENT ZONING OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: General Agriculture/PUD overlay

PROPCSED REZONING (If Rezoning): Not applicable

REASON FOR REQUEST: To allow for construction of single-family attached
dwelling units along the north side of Spring Creek Road within the area
specified below and with a maximum density of 118 units per the 36.3 total
acres; and to amend the maximun density af the Suburban Residential areas
from 800 acres + 350 acres per 300 units to 764 acres + 350 acres per 300

units
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: Please see the enclosure

L OCATION OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: On the north side of Spring Creek Road
anproximately 1% miles east of Highway 16

The hearing will be held in the County Commissioners Meeting Room at the
County Courthouse 1n Rapid City, South Dakota at 1:30 P.M. on the 24th day of

March, 1986. The public is invited to express their opinions./
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Signature of Owner Or Agent




COUNTY BOARD MINUTES
March 25, 1986

AMENOMENT TO HART RANCH PUD

liart Ranch Development Co. by Leon Kelzenberg - to allow for construction o single-~famly attached d

units along the north side of Spring Creek Road within Ine srua spacitied ang weth g mexmum densily of "

per Che 36.3 acres; and (o amend [AE sasimum densily o7 tne cuburnan iecident1al areas from 800 acras + 38

pe* 300 units tro 764 acres + 390 acres per 00 units - lovated along the oorth side af Upner Spring {re

{C-2339) approsimately ) mile east 0o Highway 16
NWy of Section 12, TS, R7

Trat pertion of the We of Section 11, TiS, R7L, BHM, und of Huk af
the Ny <orner

penninaton County, South Dakota, a parcel of land described as foitlows: Commenc g it

Section 11: thence South a distance of A80.10° 1o tne point of Beginming, tgentical to ¢ point
acetherly 8.0, line of Upper Spring Creer Roay, C-02.0, Lhence North a «i1slance of 48D.00"; thendc
dratance oT 480.00'; thence G5 78" 111 E 4 arafame ot /831 00" thence S 7YY 427 L a distance of 21
rpence Soutn o Aistance of 335.26' to e poinl on o Lne noviiieriy RLVOVH, Prne af sora Uppuee bpring (et

‘nence westariy along the northerly R.O.W. Tine of <aid Upper Spring Creek ©o0ad & Jrstdnce of 3400.00°
“gint of Beginning

Mr., Cock exptaned that the applicants wish to construct a maximum of 118 single-family attached

snics [zownhouses) alona the north side of Upper Soring Creek Road in an area which has already been age

sar "CAD" development unger the original Hart Rancn PUD approved 1n July ot TIR3.  However, the or141

coarcdation indicafed that dgevelopment n this WERO" area wculd be lacated on Lhe “leyel ‘tansie-top' mead

aot be visible from Spring Creek Road, this oeing the +easen for Lnis recuestad amengment. The |

YA
[PV

Cawnnouses will he served by extensions from Che existing water and Sewage 015p0Sdt wpsiems.

Jonn McMahon questioned how the Fquaiization Office would assess a valuation on these hames and fhe

,re3" that would be created. lU was noted that Lhis matler wouid nave to be audressed by the Resassor.
MOVED by Rypkema and ceconded by Alexanaer that this PUD Amendment be approved Subject to the f

LonaiILIons: 5

t That the interior roadway widths be consiructled with 4 minimum of 20 fegt OT aspnalt with Z-Foot §

of an all-weather materral on either side;
from tpper Spring Creek Road be 13

e That the numper of a~proaches into this Lownhouse development

rour {4);

B (hat the remainder o' the ib-acre parced 1 questron not recaryod 1Gr the townhouses Lhems

sestonated as @ “"common area” for the resicdents of the Townhouses, and

<, fhat the development 1 question be shown on & map which 18 [0 e certiiied Lsianedl by St

igplicants, the Planmiag Cammission Chairman ang County foard Chairman.

sooroved by unanimous vote.





