
-----Original Message----- 
From: digdugki@aol.com 
To: CouncilGroup@rcgov.org; 
""<CouncilGroup""@rcgov.org><CouncilGroup@rcgov.org> 
Sent: Mon, 5 May 2008 5:38 pm 
Subject: Involuntary Annexation 

Ladies and Gentleman, 
 
My name is Doug Kinniburgh and as a resident of Pennington County, I write to you 
today regarding the proposed resolution to move forward on the forced annexation of the 
"doughnut hole" area on east Highway 44.  My residence is on South Valley Drive and 
even though it is not in the boundary of the proposed resolution, I know that my 
neighborhood is among the next steps in the process. 
 
First I would like to comment on the "doughnut hole".  This hole was created when the 
City annexed the state property purchased for construction of US Highway 16B along 
with the voluntary annexation of the Plumb Creek Development.  Annexation of the state 
property was a non-issue as the state retained full control of access and maintenance of 
this facility and thus no-loss, no-gain.  With regard to the Plumb Creek Development, it is 
my opinion that voluntary annexation was the easy out for the developer who received a 
large settlement from the state for the purpose of building a service road to connect his 
development to the future intersection of Minnesota Street.  The City annexed the 
property while the developer sold his shares to an unknowing party and escaped the 
settlement conditions with the money and no service road. 
 
Secondly, I would like to discuss forced annexation.  I believe that the City is taking the 
wrong approach instead of trying to offer some incentive to be voluntary annexed.  Most 
of the residents, myself included, that I have spoken to have a fear that the level of 
services will decrease with annexation.  Currently, the County does an excellent job of 
maintaining our roads, bridges, drainage, and signing.  The Sheriff's office also does an 
excellent job of patrolling our neighborhoods.  In fact, we see a deputy on our street on a 
daily basis.  With last Friday's snow storm, our streets were plowed long before the city 
maintained St. Patrick Street was plowed.  We currently receive high marks on fire 
protection with the mutual aide agreement in place and excellent response time from both 
RV Volunteer Fire Department and the City of Rapid City Fire Department.  We have 
RV Sanitary Districts service of water and sewer including excellent water pressure with 
RVSD pump house located on our street.  With regard to water and sewer, we also fear 
getting caught in the same predicament as Copperfield is with paying higher rates then 
the rest of the city residents. 
 
Last item I would like to comment on at this time is the benefit to cost figures that seems 
to be missing from the staff report on the proposed recommendation to annex.  The cost 
of additional services was listed out and then summarized as negligible but there were no 
dollar figures given for the revenue generated by the property taxes for the city.  I know 
that a 5% increase in my property taxes times the number of residents along this street 
will not even come close to paying for the annual full time fire department costs listed in 
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the report.  Where do the actual numbers indicate for b/c ratio? 
 
Please consider working with our neighborhood rather then forcing annexation. Please 
call if you have any questions or would like to discuss.  I too will conduct more research 
as the process moves forward to offer additional comments in the future. 
 
Sincerely, 
Doug Kinniburgh 
3010 S. Valley Dr. 
Rapid City, SD 57703 
605-484-1245  
 














