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El Paso County  

Falcon/Peyton Small Area Master Plan Update 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

 
12 December 2007: 3-5 pm 

 
LOCATION:  El Paso County Development Services Department  
 2nd Floor Conference Room 

 2880 International Circle Colorado Springs, CO 80910 
 

ATTENDEES: Lynne Bliss, Committee Chair 
 Carl Schueler, El Paso County DSD 
 Tammy Jansma, Committee Member 
 Dave Elliott, Committee Member 
 Meggan Yoest, El Paso County DSD 
 Kathleen Wallace, New Falcon Herald 
 Sharon Bennett, Mountain View Properties 
 Janice Bennett Good, Mountain View Properties 
 Tim Kistler, Committee Member 
 Bud and Phyllis Bennett, Homeowners 
 Adrian Stanciu, Committee Member 
 Tasha Norman, NES 
 Chuck Burnett, Committee Member 
 David Sealander, Committee Member 
 Darsey Nicklasson, Committee Member 
 Kevin Butcher, Committee Member 
 Trent Harwig, Committee Member 
 Mark Shook, Committee Member 
 Conrad Schaap, Committee Member 
 Jim Kyle, Falcon Property Owner 
 JD Ross, Falcon Property Owner 
 
 

MINUTES 

 

 

1) Summary of Previous Meeting  & Agenda for this meeting 
 
Lynne opened the meeting by noting that over the course of the project, we've gotten some good 
information from stakeholders and getting good information is a very important part of our role.  
We need to balance everyone's needs, wants, and concerns throughout the process.  It's 
important to keep that in the forefront of our minds. 
 
Aaron went over the minutes from last meeting, and there were no comments or additions from 
the committee. 
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Subarea 1 

Subarea 1 includes the southern portion of the planning area, 

including everything south of Highway 24 and Judge Orr, 

excluding Santa Fe Springs. The area is distinguished by a 

scattered, unstructured development pattern, no large 

landowners, no central wastewater providers, and a significant 

existing population. 

Current Situation 

• Population is about 5,600 

• Total Acreage is about 21,000 

• Total Acreage not accounted for as existing or 

approved rural residential development is about 10,000 

Scenario 1 

An extension of current average densities (2.5 and 5 acre lots) 

throughout the remainder of the area. 

• Approximately .59 people/acre X 21,000 acres = about 

12,500 people in the area 

• This is the status quo, or no-action scenario, because 

this pattern has been spreading during the past 14 

years. 

Scenario 2 

Development at a higher density (similar to that proposed by 

High Plains Ranch) throughout the entire unfixed area. 

• 12,000 unaccounted for acres X 1.8 people/acre + 

5,600 existing population = about 27,000 people in the 

area. 

Scenario 3 

Development of half of the unfixed areas at urban densities 

(similar to those proposed in Santa Fe Springs). 

• 6,000 unaccounted for acres X 5.5 people/acre + 5,600 

existing population = about 39,000 people in the area. 

 

2) Sub-area Discussion 
 

Before Aaron started into the future land use discussion, the members of the group introduced 
themselves. 
 
Aaron noted that there are typically people in the committee meetings, both members and 
citizens, who have a financial interest in how different areas develop.  This is a very good thing, 
and we're glad those people are with us.  Getting the opinions of landowners and developers is 
very important to our planning process.  However, the committee should not feel limited in what 
we can talk about in front of interested parties.   
 
Aaron noted that the subarea scenario information was posted on the website, along with maps 
showing the specific subareas. 
 
Aaron summarized the three scenarios for each subarea.  The highlights of the discussion are 
summarized below. 
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Subarea 1 Discussion Notes: 
 

• Don’t want to extend rural residential densities throughout that subarea for water 
quality, infrastructure effectiveness, and other reasons. 

• Scenario 1 is the status quo or no action alternative, sees rural residential densities 
throughout the area. 

• Scenario 2 envisions a slightly higher density throughout the undeveloped portions of 
the area (3 times existing density) 

• Scenario 3 envisions limiting urban density (about 5.9 people per acre) to a “growth 
area”, and leaving the rest of the area to remain in true rural densities. 

• Stakeholders in that area are Meadowlake Airport and High Plains Ranch.  Indirect 
stakeholders are also Protect Our Wells and the Falcon Fire District.   

• The big stakeholder in the subarea is the existing population, which is a significant 
number.  The area has attracted people seeking a rural residential lifestyle, and 
presumably, those people would not be interested in urban densities in their 
backyards. 

• If there is an area that should be rural residential density, this area seems natural, 
because of the established population and development pattern. 

• However, some parts of the area may experience significant development pressures 
from the Falcon town center and the adjacent Banning Lewis Ranch developments.  
Rural residential is also not a water or infrastructure efficient way to develop the land. 

• The school district might prefer lower densities in the short term for planning 
purposes, but ultimately, higher densities might be more efficient. 

• Scenario 3 seems both unrealistic and hard to sustain.  If half of the area is 
developed at urban densities, the rest may follow, and the whole area is overtaxed. 

• Could consider centralized management of septic systems to limit the groundwater 
impacts. 

• Could try to encourage the establishment of centralized water systems, which would 
limit the contamination potential because the larger wells tend to be deeper, they are 
monitored for quality, and they are managed, maintained, and overseen by a 
professional organization.  The downside is that a central water system can be a 
single point of failure, and a failure can affect a larger population than on individual 
wells.  Many of the existing developments are on central water. 

• Central water systems may represent better stewardship of water resources because 
their usage is monitored vs. individual exempt wells. 

• Stream corridors might be important to protect from development. 

• Airfield clearance zones and the approach-departure path are important for the area 
as well. 

• Summary:  This may be a critical area to maintain the rural residential density, but we 
want to do whatever we can to limit the impact on transportation and groundwater 
quantity and quality. 
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Subarea 2 

Subarea 2 includes 4-Way Ranch and Shaw Ranch as well as the 

existing low-density residential development along Highway 24.  

The area is distinguished by the imminent development of two 

large ranches and a small existing population. 

Current Situation 

• Existing Population is about 900 

• Total Acres is about 18,500 

• Total fixed area is about 1500 acres 

• 4-Way Ranch, Shaw Ranch, and the Blattspieler 

property make up about 13,500 acres 

Scenario 1 

Expected Development of large landownership areas, urban level 

infill in the remaining white areas. 

• 4-Way – 20,655 people (based on reasonable 

assumption of urban density with transitional lower 

densities) 

• Shaw Ranch – 16,500 people (based on tentative plans) 

• Blattspieler Property – 1,568 people (based on rural 

residential densities) 

• Remaining 3,500 acres – 10,115 people (based on 

average of 2.89 people/acre from the above 

expectations) 

• Existing population – 900 people 

• Total Future Population – About 50,000 people 

• This scenario brings a lot of people to the area, and 

would involve urban densities and central services 

throughout much of the area. 

Scenario 2 

Expansion of Rural Residential Development throughout the 

subarea 

• 18,500 acres X .59 people/acre = About 11,000 people 

• This density would probably not support central 

services. 

Scenario 3 

Half of the area develops at urban densities, while the remainder 

stays at current rural (35 acre +) densities.  This scenario 

represents pocket or clustered development, with density 

constrained to specific density nodes and remaining areas 

preserved at rural densities. 

• 9,250 acres X 2.89 people/acre = About 27,000 people 
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Subarea 2 Discussion Notes 
 

• Shaw Ranch is in early discussion, so our estimates are based on early submissions 
of general planning numbers. 

• 4-Way Ranch has not entered any development discussions, so our estimates were 
based on supposition of future possibilities. 

• 4-Way Ranch may have lower development pressure than Shaw Ranch overall.   

• The Shaw Ranch initial vision is to have about 1000 acres open space, about 1500 
acres rural residential, and the remainder low-density urban development.  A small 
amount of commercial possibilities at the main intersection in the area.  The density 
is centered in the Ranch, with lower density rural residential around the outside. 

• Upper Black Squirrel corridor is important. 

• There is a question of whether it is desirable to have a series of small towns 
separated by low densities.  Shaw Ranch could become its own center of gravity.  
The problem is trying to keep those “new towns” separate.  Once they are built, and a 
critical mass is accumulated, the areas in between will want to develop at similar 
densities, and the area will have evolved into “urban sprawl.” 

• The developers of Shaw Ranch have an interest in developing their land with density 
in the middle buffered by lower densities at the edges, and it’s not necessarily the 
same interest as the community would have in creating a regional connection.  The 
developer’s main interest is to allow urban densities without making the neighbors too 
uneasy, so they transition their densities.  The regional interest may be to consolidate 
urban pockets more, so that there are not individual developments separated by 
ranchettes. 

• The importance of employment centers and industrial areas should be considered if 
an individual development is trying to present itself as a self-contained community.  It 
won’t be truly self-contained if everybody leaves to go to work.  To really operate as a 
small town, the community would have to have significant employment and light 
industrial areas.  This reduces the load on the transportation network. 

• Summary:  If there is a growth area into which we’d like to channel development in 
our planning area, it would be this subarea.  There is some concern about diluting the 
area’s capacity with rural residential buffers that just end up seeming like sprawl in 
the future.   
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Subarea 3 

Subarea 3 includes the area surrounding Peyton, including the 

Bennet properties and the pending Rock Springs development 

area.  The distinguishing factors in this area are the influence of 

the historic Peyton town center, a relatively small existing 

population, and the general pattern of small (35-50 acre) parcels 

owned by many landowners. 

Current Situation 

• Current population is about 1,200 people 

• Total Acreage – 19,000  

• Total “Future” Acres – 5,600 

• Total Existing Development Acres – 1,500 

 

Scenario 1 

Expected development of future areas with rural-residential 

densities filling in the remainder of the unfixed area. 

• Existing population – 1,200 

• Rock Springs Expected Population – 4,664 

• Mountain View Expected Population – 2,533 

• Remaining 13,000 acres at .5 people/acre – 6,500  

• Total Future Population – about 15,000 people 

Scenario 2 

Rural Residential development throughout the area 

• 19,000 acres X .5 people/acre = about 9,500 people 

Scenario 3 

Half of the area develops at urban densities, while the remainder 

stays at current rural (35 acre +) densities.  This scenario 

represents pocket or clustered development, with density 

constrained to specific density nodes and remaining areas 

preserved at rural densities. 

• 9,500 acres X 2.89 people/acre = about 28,000 people 
 
 

Subarea 3 Discussion Notes 
 

• This area is supposed to 
be the Peyton influence 
area, capturing people 
who would associate 
themselves with Peyton. 

• Rock Springs is a 
significant future 
possibility in the area.  
There is a portion that is 
almost approved for 
about 4 acre overall 
density (2.5 acre lots in clusters). 

• Is it accurate to see Peyton as being in the same place as Falcon was 20 years ago?   
o It may be more accurate to think of it as Falcon 30-40 years ago.  In Falcon the 

first urban density development came in 1984.  There are still no urban density 
developments approved in the Peyton area.   

o Peyton’s increasing distance from the employment centers of Colorado Springs 
may put it beyond a critical threshold. 

o What should Falcon have done better 25 years ago?  Roads. 

• There was a recent action in the Colorado Legislature that may put more teeth into 
local plans like the one we’re doing.  It is House Bill 1246, the “Predictability in 
Planning Act.” 

• Can you hold some space near the Peyton Town Center for industrial land and 
employment centers?  Gas prices could make Peyton far enough away to develop its 
own critical mass to be more independent from Colorado Springs.  The main 
problem, in an atmosphere of development pressure, is that it’s very difficult to fence 
off that land while houses are built all around it. 

• How does this plan account for the “Superslab” highway project?  We can’t account 
for it, because it will totally change the playing field for this plan.  So our plan would 
have to be re-done if the “superslab” is approved. 
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3) Draft Policy Outline – Distribution and Discussion 
 

Carl passed out a handout of the Draft Policies to the meeting attendees.  This is Carl’s first take 
at the policy statements that distill everything we’ve said throughout our planning process.  We’re 
going to beefing these up over the next few weeks.  Committee members were encouraged to 
look critically at the draft. 

 
4) Discuss Upcoming Considerations 

a. Public Meeting 
 
Dates are nailed down at Falcon High School on the 23

rd
 and Peyton Middle School on 

the 31
st
, from 5:30-7:30. 

 
b. BOCC Update on Dec. 20th 

 

Carl, Lynne, and Aaron will be briefing the County Commissioners on the 20
th
 of 

December. 
 

c. Future Meeting Schedule (1/2, 1/16, …) 
 

Next committee meetings will be on the 2
nd

 and the 16
th
. 

 
 

5) Miscellaneous / Administrative Items / Additions / Questions 
 
There were no additional items. 

 


