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Golden is trying to buy 
its way out of the tower 
struggle. Its chances 
are up to the courts
BY STEVE GRAHAM
newsroom@milehighnews.com

Golden resident Stony Shelton’s 
biggest concern about a proposed 
new TV tower is aesthetic.

“From my specific location, I 
can just barely see any of the small 
towers that would go away,” said 
Shelton, who lives closer to the pro-
posed site for a single tower in the 
Stonebridge neighborhood. “Right 
now in my life, that new tower is 
going to appear to be much taller. 
It will certainly be much closer.” 

The city of Golden wants to 
keep Shelton’s view clear. City offi -
cials want to buy the piece of land 
where four TV stations — channels 
4, 7, 9, 20 — plan to build the new 
tower. The TV stations, under the 
Lake Cedar Group umbrella, want 
to replace several existing towers 
on Lookout Mountain with one 
tower farther down the mountain. 
Lake Cedar owns the new tower 
site but is not currently using the 
land. 

Lookout Mountain residents are 
concerned about health, safety and 
electronic interference in relation 
to the proposed tower. However, 
Golden is fi ghting the proposal on 
another front. City offi cials want to 
preserve the mountain backdrop 
and create more open space in the 
foothills above the city.

An eminent 
end to feud?

PART TWO

See TOWERS, page 12

INSIDE

• The County Commission’s 
ruling may not be the end of the 
towers dispute, PAGE 12.
• A look at the alternative 
sites proposed for new digital 
broadcast towers, PAGE 13.
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Stephanie Wolf, right, of the Morgan 8 team fi ghts to keep the ball after she intercepted a pass intended for 
Danielle Saulsbery of Alpha Phi during a Powder Puff football game Friday, Oct. 7, at the Colorado School of 
Mines. The powder puff games were just part of the festivities for Mines homecoming this year.

BY EMILY HOIS
emilyhois@milehighnews.com

Homecoming weekend 
for a group of women at 
the Colorado School of 

Mines means pulling fl ags instead 
of pulling all-nighters.

For at least four years, Mines 
has organized a powder puff foot-
ball game, where interested wom-
en play fl ag football against com-
petitors of the same gender. This 
year, six teams competed in a pre-
liminary round, and the champi-
onship game was Saturday after 
the men’s game against the New 
Mexico Highlands University 
Cowboys. 

Though the sorority team Al-
pha Phi didn’t advance that far, 
the players remained in high 
spirits despite its 24-0 defeat.
“I laid some people out — I did 
the best I could,” said senior line-
woman Alisson Waltman.

For three years, senior Adam 
Noelck has coached the Alpha Phi 

team as it played in the women’s 
intramural league. 

He also coached the powder 
puff team.

Alpha Phi’s defeaters, Morgan 
8, were more on top of their Friday 
game, Noelck said, citing several 
“rough interceptions.”

During club games, hired offi -
cials make calls on the sidelines. 
At powder puff, students made 
the calls, and Noelck noticed 
more roughhousing on the 80-
yard fi eld. 

Waltman and sorority sister 
Danielle Saulsbery regularly play 
on an intramural team. Their so-
rority recruited Noelck to help 
guide its powder puff team. 

“I think it’s good to have one 
person who’s directional,” said 
Saulsbery, a sophomore line-
backer. “I knew football, but (No-
elck) really helped me learn how 
to play.”

Mines women unite
FEMALE ENROLLMENT 
AT COLORADO 
SCHOOL OF MINES 
(PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 
ENROLLMENT)

1991 – 513 out of 2,558 (20%)
1992 – 591 out of 2,785 (21%)
1993 – 651 out of 2,969 (21%)
1994 – 645 out of 3,059 (21%)
1995 – 712 out of 3,064 (23%)
1996 – 660 out of 2,856 (23%)
1997 – 658 out of 2,915 (22%)
1998 – 685 out of 2,898 (23%)
1999 – 705 out of 2,965 (23%)
2000 – 709 out of 2,934 (24%)
2001 – 838 out of 3,253 (25%)
2002 – 841 out of 3,249 (26%)
2003 – 839 out of 3,409 (25%)
2004 – 848 out of 3,581 (24%)
2005 – 869 out of 3,849 (23%)

Source: Cameron Bell, 
public relations specialist 
for Colorado School of Mines

See HOMECOMING, page 2

GT   10.12.06

Editor’s note: The 
Golden Transcript’s 
new policy is to publish 
all corrections on Page 1. 

State House Rep. Gwyn 
Green is opposed to the 
completion of the north-
west corridor through 
Golden. An article Oct. 
5 incorrectly reported 
Green’s position. A 
corrected version of the 
story runs on Page 4. We 
regret the error.
The Golden Transcript 
strives to accurately 
serve our community. 
We will correct or clarify 
any mistakes or mis-
representations in our 
publications reported to 
us at 303-279-5541.

CORRECTION
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When will the 
tower tussle end?

The Jefferson County commis-
sioners are expected to vote on the 
tower once again by the end of the 
year. Will that end the tower fight? 
Not likely.

A previous Jefferson County 
board approved the towers, but 
Jefferson County Judge Brooke 
Jackson put construction on hold 
and sent the case back to the board 
after residents appealed the deci-
sion. Residents said the commis-
sioners did not consider enough 
testimony regarding the potential 
for multiple towers to fall.

The board voted 2-1 last year 
against a resolution declaring the 
towers safe. Two of the three com-
missioners had sided with resi-
dents on Lookout Mountain who 
worry about the tower toppling 
onto their homes or onto power 
lines. But Jackson disputed that 
decision after Lake Cedar Group 
filed an appeal. In May, he asked 
the commissioners to reconsider 
their vote.

“Competent evidence was pre-
sented that multiple tower failures 
would not impact dwellings occu-
pied by anyone other than Lake 
Cedar,” Jackson wrote in his May 
23, 2006, decision. “… The con-
trary ‘evidence’ consists largely of 
statements of counsel and specu-
lation. … Neither a lawyer’s argu-
ment nor speculation constitutes 
competent evidence.”

The Jefferson County Commis-
sioners will likely vote by the end of 
the year to uphold or deny the pre-
vious commissioners’ approval of 
the Lake Cedar Group proposal.

Commission Chairman Kevin 
McCasky said the three commis-
sioners are currently reviewing 
the extensive record from previ-
ous tower hearings. He said he ex-
pects to make a decision in the fi-
nal six weeks of 2006 or early Janu-
ary 2007. 

Judge Brooke Jackson’s May rul-
ing sent the decision back to the 
commissioners, but said they were 
not required to host hearings. 

If the commissioners uphold the 
previous board’s decision, the in-
junction would likely be lifted and 
the Lake Cedar Group would be al-
lowed to build a new digital tower. 
However, if residents and other op-
ponents appeal again, the tower 
may once again be put on hold. If 
they cannot successfully appeal, 
some residents said they will move 
from Lookout Mountain to avoid 
the new tower’s radiation levels.

Meanwhile, no one is sure when 
a Jefferson County judge will rule 
on Golden’s wish to use eminent 
domain to buy the land for the pro-
posed new tower. If the judge rules 
against the condemnation attempt, 
city spokeswoman Sabrina Hen-
derson promises to fight the case 
to the Colorado Supreme Court, if 
necessary. Such an appeals process 
could tie up the disputed land in 
courts for several years.

For more information on the 
commissioners’ upcoming deci-
sion or to provide input, call 303-
271-8525.

— Steve Graham

The land surrounding the 
proposed tower site compris-
es public open space and park 
sites. In 1917, the city of Den-
ver established one of its first 
mountain parks at the top of 
Lookout Mountain. The 66-
acre site now houses Buffalo 
Bill’s Grave and Museum. 

Next to the museum is the 
Boettcher Mansion and Look-
out Mountain Nature Center. 
In 1968, the Boettcher family 
deeded the buildings and 110 
acres of surrounding land to 
Jefferson County for public use, 
according to Jefferson County 
Open Space documents. 

The parks also have trail 
links to the adjacent Windy 
Saddle and Centennial Cone 
parks. City officials said they 
would like to buy land on the 
east face of Lookout Mountain 
to create trail connections from 
the Chimney Gulch Trail, which 
starts in Golden and ends near 
the peak of Lookout Mountain, 
to the nearby Apex Park. 

Land on the face of Lookout 
Mountain has been designat-
ed as open space on city com-
prehensive plans since at least 
1993. The land also was desig-
nated as open space in Jeffer-

son County’s Central Mountain 
Community Plan in 1994 and 
as a priority protection area 
in the Jefferson County Open 
Space Plan in 2003.

“This is one of the great re-
gional destinations for recre-
ation,” said John Putnam, the 
attorney representing the city 
in its attempt to buy the land.

In late 2005, city officials 
approached the Lake Cedar 
Group about buying the land. 

The city started eyeing the 
purchase after much of North 
and South Table Mountain was 
turned into open space, large-
ly through land deals with the 
Coors Brewing Co. and La-
Farge North America, said city 
spokeswoman Sabrina Hen-
derson. 

“Once much of that was ac-
complished, we started look-
ing at, ‘What are our other op-
tions?’” Henderson said.

Also, city officials said it 
seemed to be a reasonable, 
simple solution to a long fight.

“We can settle this fairly 
easily by buying the land,” said 
Mayor Charles Baroch.

Lake Cedar Group wasn’t 
willing to sell under Golden’s 
terms, so in April the city filed 
a condemnation petition in Jef-
ferson County District Court.

“We didn’t want to take it by 
eminent domain. That wasn’t 
our initial intent,” said Baroch. 
“Most of the city council is very 
much opposed to eminent do-
main. But sometimes when 
people won’t negotiate in good 
faith or negotiate at all, then 
you have to use that.” 

Lake Cedar Group doesn’t 
see it that way at all. It has of-
fered to designate the current 
tower site and land around the 
new tower, 75 acres in all, for 
open space. The group also has 
offered to help the city of Gold-
en buy more open space. Both 
offers, though, are dependent 
on building the new tower on 
the proposed site.

The city is interfering in a 
county zoning decision and 
could impede their right to a 
fair hearing, Lake Cedar Group 
officials said.

The Jefferson County com-
missioners in June filed a peti-
tion arguing against the city of 
Golden’s attempt to condemn 
property outside city boundar-
ies for open space.

Area attorneys who special-
ize in land use and eminent do-
main cases said Golden faces 
an uphill legal battle in trying 
to condemn private land out-
side city boundaries.

Denver attorney John Carv-
er believes the city’s stated mo-
tivation of creating open space 
is disingenuous, he said.

“That’s a little bit suspect 
for Golden to go that route,” 
Carver said. “They are try-
ing to use eminent domain to 
stop a private enterprise from 
doing what it wants to do. … 
If the stated purpose is truly 
more mountain parks, there’s 
all sorts of other land out there 
they could use.”

On the other hand, attorney 
Bryan Kuhn said a court would 
allow condemnation for open 
space use because of the pub-
lic benefits of such a use. How-
ever, he said the city will have 
trouble condemning land out-
side city boundaries. 

“It would be unclear to me 
how the city would have the au-
thority that might allow them 
to do that,” Kuhn said.

An April report by the Inde-
pendence Institute, a Golden 
think tank, criticized Golden’s 
condemnation attempt.

“Golden’s proposal to forc-
ibly acquire 65 acres of land 
outside of its jurisdiction rais-
es serious questions about the 
ability of local governments 

Photo by JUSTIN SAGARSEE

Many of the residents of Lookout Mountain are against a new tower being erected because of the alleged increase in radiation that will be pro-
duced from its digital signal. One family in particular used a piece of plywood with a tower and a slash through it to show commuters how they 
felt about the tower proposal in their community.

“That’s a little bit suspect for Golden to go  
that route. They are trying to use eminent domain 

to stop a private enterprise from doing what  
it wants to do. ... If the stated purpose is truly  

more mountain parks, there’s all sorts of  
other land out there they could use.” 

 
> John Carver, Denver attorney

“We didn’t want to take it by eminent domain. 
That wasn’t our initial intent. Most of the  

city council is very much opposed to eminent 
domain. But sometimes when people  

won’t negotiate in good faith or negotiate  
at all, then you have to use that.” 

 
> Charles Baroch, Golden mayor

TOWERS, FROM PAGE 1

See TOWERS, page 15
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Lake Cedar Group: 
Squaw, other mountains, 
buildings have drawbacks

BY STEVE GRAHAM
newsroom@milehighnews.com

If Golden doesn’t want a tower 
on the mountain backdrop and 
Lookout Mountain residents don’t 
want the tower in their backyard, 
why doesn’t the Lake Cedar Group 
— Channels 4, 7, 9 and 20 — just 
move? 

Because they can’t, they say.
“If there is a place we could go, 

and we wouldn’t run into the same 
hornet’s nest with neighbors, and we 
could meet our federal mandate to 
keep free over-the-air television, that 
is something we would give a lot of 
thought to,” said Lake Cedar Group 
general manager Pete McNally. “But 
none of those places exists.”

Lookout Mountain residents 
and other opponents say alter-
native sites exist but Lake Cedar 
Group is ignoring them, for various 
reasons. Here’s a look at the options 
for other tower sites:

SQUAW MOUNTAIN 
Squaw Mountain Communica-

tions owns a 30-acre site at nearly 

11,000 feet in Clear Creek County. 
The SMC site already houses FM 
antennas for country radio station 
KYGO and Mexican music station 
KXPK, the first and fourth most 
popular stations in the Denver 
market, according to Arbitron rat-
ings released July 27, 2006.

PBS station KDBI Channel 12 
also broadcasts from higher up 
Squaw Mountain, though from a 
different site and using relatively 
low power.

Clear Creek County planning 
director Fred Rollenhagen said the 
Squaw Mountain Communica-
tions site allows for three towers up 
to 200 feet in height, as well as aux-
iliary buildings. The site has other 
restrictions, but it has been zoned 
for towers for more than 20 years, 
and a tower application that meets 
the restrictions would not require 
zoning hearings, he said.

The Lake Cedar Group has not 
contacted Clear Creek County offi-
cials with a proposal, so Rollenha-
gen said he didn’t know if the site 
would meet the zoning require-
ments.

Victoria West, vice president 
of sales and marketing for Squaw 
Mountain, is more confident about 
the site.

“We could take them tomor-
row,” she said. “We have open arms 
for them.”

She has reviewed the Lake Ce-
dar Group proposal, she said, and 
the Squaw site meets all the sta-
tions’ needs. 

“We believe we could get them 
better coverage than they have 
now,” she said, noting the site’s add-
ed elevation and the unique nature 
of digital broadcast signals would 
provide wide, strong broadcast 
coverage across a large swath of 
the Front Range, with very little sig-
nal lost in western Jefferson Coun-
ty and other areas in the shadow of 
the Front Range mountains.

“The information that there 
would be shadowing west of Wad-
sworth has absolutely no valida-
tion,” she said.

McNally said West is mistaken 
about his firm’s proposal, which he 
said would require zoning hearings 
and would not be assured of ap-
proval. He said Squaw Mountain 
residents, though fewer in number 
than on Lookout Mountain, also 
would fight the tower.

“It is simply moving from one 
NIMBY group to another,” he said.

What’s the alternative?

Images provided by Lake Cedar Group

Above, a rendering of Lookout Mountain showing existing broadcast 
towers and buildings, as well as the proposed digital tower.  
Below, Lookout Mountain following the removal of current LCG towers.

See ALTERNATIVES, page 14
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If Lake Cedar Group did sub-
mit to zoning hearings in Clear 
Creek County, the group could be 
assured of some resident opposi-
tion. Rollenhagen said he received 
several phone calls during the first 
round of Lookout Mountain hear-
ings.

“The property owners were 
concerned about the towers being 
relocated from Jefferson County to 
Clear Creek County,” Rollenhagen 
said. “… Residents in Clear Creek 
County would carry the burden 
and obviously residents don’t care 
for that idea.” 

Moreover, the site can’t meet 
the stations’ federal mandate of 
replicating existing service with 
the new digital signal, McNally 
said. 

“If we move to Squaw Moun-
tain, hundreds of thousands of 
households will no longer get free 
over-the-air television,” he said. 
“That is not acceptable to the 
FCC, it is not acceptable to us.”

On the other hand, Lookout 
Mountain resident and electri-
cal engineer Al Hislop said he 

has conducted broadcast tests of 
the Squaw Mountain site, which 
worked “better than expected.” He 
argues a combination of repeaters 
and the latest digital receiver tech-
nology could overcome problem-
atic gaps in coverage.

Digital translators or repeat-
ers could not compensate for the 
Squaw Mountain site’s shadows 
and coverage holes, said McNally. 
No effective digital repeaters ex-
ist to boost a digital signal on the 
same frequency, said Lake Cedar 
Group spokesman Marv Rock-
ford. The Institute of Electrical 
and Electronics Engineers will 
discuss the latest test of digital re-
peaters this month at its annual 
conference.

Translators, which work by rep-
licating the signal on a different 
frequency, will not work because 
the Denver TV dial is already too 
crowded, Rockford said. The sta-
tions cannot find open frequen-
cies to repeat the signal into Boul-
der, for example, which is current-
ly shadowed by other mountains. 

Lake Cedar Group officials also 
argue Golden would receive a par-
ticularly weak signal, so residents 

who support a move to Squaw 
Mountain are pushing to deny 
their neighbors free digital televi-
sion.

ELDORADO MOUNTAIN
Jefferson County commissioned 

Jim Hart to conduct an indepen-
dent technical analysis of digital 
TV and other signals from Squaw 
Mountain and three Jeffco sites 
— Eldorado Mountain, Lookout 
Mountain and Mount Morrison. 

The study found Eldorado and 
Squaw mountains have the larg-
est coverage area, though each has 
holes and other coverage prob-
lems.  

Nonetheless, the Jefferson 
County Commissioners voted in 
2002 to deny a proposal for a 421-
foot broadcast tower on Eldorado 
Mountain, at the Boulder County 
line. The proposal faced at least as 
much opposition as the Lookout 
Mountain proposal, and additional 
stumbling blocks including site ac-
cess problems and incompatibil-
ity with an adjacent state park and 
the nearby federal laboratory quiet 
zone in Boulder.

A new proposal for Eldorado 

Mountain would be unlikely to 
overcome these issues.

MOUNT MORRISON 
Mount Morrison is too close to 

the Lookout Mountain towers in 
many ways to be an alternative for 
Lake Cedar Group. A multi-use an-
tenna site is already on the moun-
tain, but it faced heavy opposition 
from many of the same residents 
who lined up against the Look-
out Mountain proposal. Also, any 
shadowing and signal problems 
from Lookout would be similar 
on Mount Morrison, according to 
Hart’s independent technical anal-
ysis.

DOWNTOWN HIGH-RISE BUILDINGS
Most major cities, particular-

ly east of the Rockies, effectively 
broadcast from antennas at the top 
of high-rise towers. 

The Lake Cedar Group stations 
have tried the same approach here, 
but with little success. They are cur-
rently broadcasting a temporary 
digital signal from the Republic 
Plaza building in downtown Den-
ver, but said the signal is not reach-
ing a large percentage of metro ar-
ea viewers.

Part of the reason is the sta-

tion’s weak signal, but even oppo-
nents acknowledge building-top 
antennas aren’t ideal in a moun-
tainous area. The reason, accord-
ing to broadcast engineers, is that 
digital television is an “all or noth-
ing” proposition. Analog TV view-
ers may see ghost images or static 
if the signal bounces off moun-
tains or other buildings, but a dig-
ital signal is canceled completely 
when it bounces off the moun-
tains.

EASTERN PLAINS
Finally, smaller TV markets (and 

even cities as large as Chicago) use 
tall towers on the plains or other 
open spaces. For the same rea-
sons towers on downtown build-
ings won’t work, Lake Cedar Group 
officials said towers on the plains 
wouldn’t work. 

Canyon Area Residents for the 
Environment believe any other site 
would pose fewer health risks.

Lake Cedar Group officials see 
any alternative as an invitation to a 
new set of problems.

“If there are perceived problems 
on Lookout Mountain, let’s fix those 
problems,” McNally said. “Let’s not 
move the problems to somebody 
else’s neighborhood.”

THE KEY PLAYERS

FOUR MAIN PARTIES FIGHT FOR THEIR INTERESTS IN THE HEATED  
STRUGGLE OVER A NEW BROADCAST TOWER ON LOOKOUT MOUNTAIN.

1. The Lake Cedar Group: Four Denver TV stations — Channels 4, 7, 9 and 20 — formed this coalition to create a con-
solidated broadcast tower. All the stations have broadcast towers on Lookout Mountain, but each wants to upgrade 
to digital. They must do so because of a federal mandate, but they also argue that digital technology is far better. They 
claim digital produces better picture quality. Digital compression also allows TV stations to use the same bandwidth 
to provide more information to viewers, such as round-the-clock weather forecasts.
2. Canyon Area Residents for the Environment: This group represents about 10,000 residents in unincorporated 
Jefferson County in the foothills above Golden. It adamantly opposes all the broadcast towers on Lookout Mountain, 
particularly the new Lake Cedar Group Tower. It argues the towers emit harmful levels of radiation and cause health 
risks and severe electronic interference problems. The group also worries about the potential safety risk of the towers 
falling. Finally, it argues the towers are an eyesore and should be taken down.
3. Jefferson County Commissioners: The board of commissioners must review thousands of pages of testimony 
from each of the above groups, as well as many other experts and interested residents. The board is expected to 
decide by late January 2007 whether to allow Lake Cedar Group to build the new digital tower. Former commission-
ers, who have left because of term limits or resignations, approved the towers, but Canyon Area Residents for the 
Environment and others successfully sued for appeal.
4. The city of Golden: The city has long taken a position against the towers, supporting residents who are concerned 
about health and interference issues. The city added a new wrinkle to the legal struggle in 2005 when it attempted 
to buy the Lake Cedar Group land, where the new tower would sit. The city filed an eminent domain claim in county 
court and awaits a judge’s decision.

LEARN MORE

LINKS TO MORE INFORMATION ON LOOKOUT 
MOUNTAIN TOWERS AND RADIOFREQUENCY EMISSIONS

www.HDTVColorado.com — Lake Cedar Group Web site
www.C-A-R-E.org — Canyon Area Residents for the Environment (citizen 
tower opposition group) Web site
www.JeffcoMajority.org — Jeffco Majority (citizen tower support group) 
Web site
www.co.jefferson.co.us/bcc/index.htm — Jefferson County  
Commissioners’ Web site
http://ci.golden.co.us — City of Golden Web site
www.ieee.org — International engineering organization Web site,  
with extensive information about digital television technology.
www.fcc.gov — Federal Communications Commission Web site
www.emrnetwork.org — Web site for non-profit organization working  
for tighter restrictions on electromagnetic radiation
www.who.int/peh-emf — World Health Organization Web site  
that compiles information about electromagnetic fields
www.hdtvhonestly.com — Created by Lookout Mountain and Golden citizens

ALTERNATIVES, FROM PAGE 13


