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This year's “allot is eŷtensiűe, “ut this ”omprehensiűe guide from the 

Bell Poli”y Center ”oűers ea”h stateŲide ńuestion űoters Ųill see on Ele”tion Day.
 

Inside you'll find our re”ommendations, data, and analysis
on hoŲ ea”h “allot measure may affe”t e”onomi” mo“ility in Colorado. 

MeasuŅes denoted in this guide Ųith an asteŅisk ǋ*ǌ aŅe constitutional additions, and ŅeńuiŅe passage by a 55% majoŅity űote. 

Amendment 7Ƒ: Support

Amendment 7ƒ: Oppose 

Proposition ƏƎ9: Oppose 

Proposition ƏƏƎ: Support 

Proposition ƏƏƏ: Support

We encourage Colorado űoters to pay close 
attention to the folloŲing measures and their 
far-reaching implications for our state's future:

Haűe ńuestions about hoŲ to űote? FoŅ eűeŅŸthing Ÿou need to knoŲ, űisit ŲŲŲ.justűotecoloŅado.oŅg

Sustainable funding foŅ ColoŅado 
public schools & students ǋpage Əǌ
 

Rate cap cuŅbs pŅedatoŅŸ paŸdaŸ 
loans ǋpage Ƒǌ

DangeŅous language could undeŅmine
public health & safetŸ acŅoss the state ǋpage Əǌ

IŅŅesponsible plan to fiŷ some Ņoads
jeopaŅdizes cŅitical seŅűices ǋpage Ɛǌ

Sustainable funding addŅesses tŅansit
& tŅanspoŅtation needs ǋpage Ƒǌ
 



Raises funding for P-ƏƐ public education by enacting a graduated income taŷ increase and adjusting the property 
taŷ assessment rates for school districts. 
 
ARGUMENT FOR
Sin”e ƐƎƏƎ, the “udget sta“ilization fa”tor has resulted in Colorado s”hools losing more than $ƕ “illion in funding. This 
has ”aused large funding im“alan”es among s”hool distri”ts, and many Colorado pu“li” s”hool students aren't 
re”eiűing a ”onstitutionally reńuired ǖthorough and uniformǗ learning eŷperien”e. The la”k of adeńuate inűestment has 
also led to more than half of Colorado's s”hool distri”ts running on four-day Ųeeks. 
 
ARGUMENT AGAINST
We need a more effe”tiűe system. Colorado's taŷ system is already ”ompli”ated, and this makes it more so. In”reased 
funding doesn't guarantee higher a”ademi” a”hieűement, and e”onomi” groŲth ”ould “e negatiűely influen”ed “y 
higher ”orporate in”ome taŷes.
 
WHAT THE RESEARCH SAYS

A”ross the ”ountry, Colorado ranks last in ”ompetitiűe pay for its tea”hers.
Raises ”orporate in”ome taŷ rate from ƒ.ƔƑ% to Ɣ%.
Sets residential assessment rate for s”hool property taŷes at ƕ% and nonresidential rate at Ɛƒ%.
Edu”ation funding in Colorado is $ƔƕƐ million short for FY ƐƎƏƖ-ƏƗ due to the “udget sta“ilization fa”tor.
Based on taŷa“le in”ome, marginal in”ome taŷ rates Ųill in”rease from ƒ.ƔƑ% to the folloŲing:

 
 
 
 
WHAT THE BELL SAYS
Support. This proposal proűides critical reűenue for our schools by raising the taŷes of higher earners. It creates 
sustainable support by stabilizing property taŷes, and ensures full-day kindergarten is funded, Ųhile early 
childhood education receiűes additional inűestment.

AMENDMENT 7ŝ*
Funding for Public Schools

$ƏƓƎ,ƎƎƏ – $ƐƎƎ,ƎƎƎ: Ɠ%      
$ƐƎƎ,ƎƎƏ – $ƑƎƎ,ƎƎƎ: Ɣ%       
$ƑƎƎ,ƎƎƏ – $ƓƎƎ,ƎƎƎ: ƕ%       
Oűer $ƓƎƎ,ƎƎƎ: Ɩ.ƐƓ%
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Greatly eŷpands the definition of "regulatory taking," including goűernment compensation if the űalue of any 
property declines by at least ƏƎ% due to state or local laŲs and regulations.
 
ARGUMENT FOR
In”reased regulation ”an negatiűely affe”t property űalues. If oŲners ”annot a””ess mineral resour”es due to 
goűernment a”tion, they should “e ”ompensated for lost űalue. 
 
ARGUMENT AGAINST
The language is űague and Ųould open state and lo”al goűernments up to large aŲards. It Ųill lead to friűolous 
laŲsuits. Property oŲners ”ould eŷtort goűernments and stop them from taking needed a”tion to prote”t pu“li” safety.
 
WHAT THE RESEARCH SAYS

Oregon passed a similar proposal in ƐƎƎƒ, ”osting the ”ity of Portland oűer $ƐƓƎ million in its first tŲo years of 
implementation. Most of the money Ųent to large land deűelopers. Citizens repealed most of its proűisions in 
ƐƎƎƕ “y an oűerŲhelming majority.
Proponents put this measure forth in response to Proposition ƏƏƐ.
E”onomists say many goűernment land-use regulations “enefit property űalues, not hurt them.
This proposal Ųould apply to any goűernment a”tion, and goes “eyond the ǖdamageǗ from physi”al impa”ts as 
the ”urrent proűision has histori”ally “een interpreted.

WHAT THE BELL SAYS
Oppose. This proposal's űague and broad language Ųill lead to a frenzy of laŲsuits, putting further pressure on 
state and local budgets. The fear of laŲsuits could discourage state and local goűernment agencies and officials 
from taking necessary actions to protect people, Ųhich may lead to unintended conseńuences.  

AMENDMENT 7Ş*
Just Compensation for Damage Due to Government 
La­ or Regulation



Reńuires Colorado Department of Transportation to issue up to $Ƒ.5 billion in bonds to fund ƔƔ transportation 
projects. Prohibits raising taŷes or fees to fund bond repayment. Legislature Ųill need to direct $ƐƔƎ million per 
year in General Fund reűenue to pay off these bonds.
 
ARGUMENT FOR
This proposal Ųill fiŷ our transportation pro“lems Ųithout raising taŷes and fees. It Ųill let the legislature knoŲ 
transportation funding is ”riti”al for the state, and ele”ted offi”ials should prioritize it “y finding money in the “udget to 
fund it. 
 
ARGUMENT AGAINST
It Ųould reńuire Colorado to issue "junk “onds" Ųith no sustaina“le Ųay to repay them. Funding “onds out of ”urrent 
General Fund reűenue means other priority programs — su”h as edu”ation and health ”are — must “e ”ut. Only 
transportation proje”ts related to roads and “ridges are funded, not pu“li” transit.  
 
WHAT THE RESEARCH SAYS

The estimated ”ost to repay the “onds is $ƐƔƎ million per year — a“out one-third of the state's higher 
edu”ation “udget. It ”ould also take aŲay funds to pay doŲn the more than $ƔƎƎ million negatiűe fa”tor in K-
ƏƐ edu”ation.
The list of proje”ts is “ased on priority proje”ts identified “y the Transportation Commission, “ut it fo”uses 
eŷ”lusiűely on road/“ridge repair and eŷpansion at the eŷpense of other transportation priorities. 

WHAT THE BELL SAYS
Oppose. Under this proposal, no neŲ reűenue is added for needed transportation projects, putting significant 
strain on an already stretched General Fund budget. It's bad transportation policy and bad fiscal policy. 

PROPOSITION śŚ9
Authorize Bonds for Transportation Funding

02

Increases indiűidual campaign contribution limits fiűefold for all candidates in an election Ųhen one of three 
circumstances occur: Ųhen a candidate loans or contributes at least $Ə million to his or her campaign; Ųhen a 
candidate contributes or loans $Ə million to a committee that supports or opposes other candidates in that 
election; or Ųhen a candidate coordinates third-party contributions of at least $Ə million to any committee or 
organization for the purpose of influencing the candidate’s oŲn election.
 
ARGUMENT FOR
Our ”ampaign finan”e system is “roken. Wealthy ”andidates ”an haűe an unfair adűantage in ele”tions, and this 
Ųould alloŲ other ”andidates to “e more ”ompetitiűe. Colorado’s ”ontri“ution limits are among the loŲest in the U.S.; 
this Ųould raise — rather than eliminate — indiűidual limits, and only if a high “ar is rea”hed. 
 
ARGUMENT AGAINST
This measure further ”ompli”ates the system and proűides no eűiden”e it Ųill result in fairer and more ”ompetitiűe 
ele”tions. The $Ə million limit is ar“itrary — soon, it ”ould “e met in many ele”tions. Self-funded ”andidates haűe the 
freedom to approa”h issues “ased on their oŲn ”onűi”tions űersus spe”ial interests. The measure ”ontains ”onfusing 
language, Ųhi”h ”ould pose pro“lems on”e it's enshrined in the Colorado Constitution.  
 
WHAT THE RESEARCH SAYS

Candidates ”an make unlimited personal ”ontri“utions to their ”ampaigns. Independent eŷpenditure 
”ommittees may a””ept unlimited funds to support or oppose a ”andidate.
Indiűidual ”ampaign ”ontri“utions in Colorado are among the nation's loŲest, limited to $ƐƎƎ for state 
legislatiűe ele”tions and $ƓƕƓ for goűernor and other stateŲide offi”es. The national median is $Ə,ƎƎƎ and 
$Ƒ,ƖƎƎ, respe”tiűely.
Con”ern oűer self-funded ”andidates is groŲing. Citizens Ųorry a“out the impa”t of unlimited money on 
ele”tions and large donors' influen”e on politi”s. 
Self-funded ”andidates Ųho predominantly rely on their oŲn ”ontri“utions are statisti”ally more likely to lose 
ele”tions.
Eűiden”e suggests ”omprehensiűe ”ampaign finan”e reform, in”luding transparen”y and dis”losure, is a 
promising approa”h.

WHAT THE BELL SAYS
Oppose. Campaign finance is an area ripe for reform, and this change could help, but adding more money is not 
the solution. A Colorado panel of eŷperts recommends comprehensiűe changes, rather than a piecemeal approach. 
Combined Ųith unclear language, this proposal is a less than ideal approach to a critical problem.

AMENDMENT 75*
Campaign Contributions
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Increases distance of oil and gas deűelopment actiűities from all buildings and űulnerable areas to at least Ɛ,5ƎƎ feet. 
Currently, setbacks range from 5ƎƎ to Ə,ƎƎƎ feet.
 
ARGUMENT FOR
Oil and gas deűelopment ”an “e dangerous, and this measure redu”es the ”han”e of health risks to people liűing near“y.
 
ARGUMENT AGAINST
The set“a”k limit is unne”essary and ar“itrary, and in”reases the prohi“ited area “y siŷfold. This Ųould put a dent in our 
energy e”onomy.
 
WHAT THE RESEARCH SAYS

A””ording to the Colorado Oil and Gas Conserűation Commission, ƖƓ% of non-federal lands Ųould “e off limits to 
oil and gas a”tiűity. HoŲeűer, federal lands ǋƑƔ% of Coloradoǌ Ųouldn't “e ”oűered under this proposal.
This measure is informed “y resear”h done in Colorado that shoŲs illnesses and dangers from oil and gas pollution 
are eleűated Ųithin a half-mile radius of the site.

WHAT THE BELL SAYS
No position. This proposition Ųill likely address the documented dangers of oil and gas deűelopment near buildings, 
people, and important areas, but it Ųill also significantly hamper the oil and gas industry in Colorado.

PROPOSITION śśŜ
Setback Re�uirement for Oil & Gas Development

Raises stateŲide sales and use taŷ from Ɛ.9% to 
Ƒ.5Ɛ%, to fund transportation needs across 
Colorado and authorizes Colorado Department of 
Transportation to issue $Ɣ billion in bonds.
 
ARGUMENT FOR
Transportation infrastru”ture is ”riti”al for Colorado; it 
must “e improűed and eŷpanded to meet our needs. 
Improűements Ųill “e fully funded at a relatiűely small 
”ost and Ųill improűe the liűes of Coloradans. It also 
funds pu“li” transit and other multimodal 
transportation proje”ts.
 
ARGUMENT AGAINST
We should reorder spending priorities, not raise taŷes 
to fund transportation. Improűing transportation is 
important, “ut Ųe shouldn't raise regressiűe sales 
taŷes to fund it.
 
WHAT THE RESEARCH SAYS

ƒƓ% Ųould go toŲard repaying “onds and 
state transportation proje”ts; ƏƓ% toŲard 
multimodal proje”ts, in”luding pu“li” transit 
and “ike paths; ƒƎ% toŲard muni”ipal and 
”ounty transportation proje”ts.
Would raise $ƕƔƔ.ƕ million in FY ƐƎƏƗ-ƐƎ.
$Ɣ “illion in “onds Ųould “e paid off oűer ƐƎ 
years at no more than $Ɨ.ƒ “illion. 
Sales taŷes are regressiűe and take a larger 
share out of loŲ- and middle-in”ome 
Coloradans’ “udgets.

WHAT THE BELL SAYS
Support. While Ųe're concerned about the effects 
of a sales taŷ hike on loŲ- and middle-income 
Coloradans, there's a demonstrated need for 
increased, sustainable funding for transportation 
projects. A broad range of these projects, including 
public transit and bike paths, Ųill be funded. 

PROPOSITION śśŚ
Transportation Funding

Reduces the current maŷimum alloŲable charges on 
payday loans to ƑƔ% APR.
 
ARGUMENT FOR
Current rates on payday loans are in the triple digits, 
trapping “orroŲers in a ”y”le of de“t. This proposal 
redu”es the rates and also eliminates a spe”ial 
eŷemption payday lenders haűe that alloŲs them to 
”harge eŷor“itant rates to űulnera“le families.
 
ARGUMENT AGAINST
It Ųill put Colorado payday lenders out of “usiness, 
”osting people their jo“s. LoŲ-in”ome “orroŲers Ųith 
“ad ”redit Ųill haűe feŲer options Ųhen they need a 
loan.
 
WHAT THE RESEARCH SAYS

ƏƓ states and D.C. either prohi“it payday loans 
or ”ap rates at their usury limit, generally ƑƔ% 
APR or less.
Coloradans paid $ƓƎ million in fees to payday 
lenders in ƐƎƏƔ; a“out ƐƓ% of the loans 
defaulted.
Studies in states that haűe ”apped rates or 
prohi“ited payday loans shoŲ “orroŲers use 
less ”ostly Ųays of meeting finan”ial shortfalls.
The aűerage Colorado payday loan rate in 
ƐƎƏƔ Ųas ƏƐƗ% APR, “ut ”an “e as high as 
ƐƎƎ%.

WHAT THE BELL SAYS
Support. The Bell is part of this proposal's campaign 
to reduce the interest rates on payday loans from 
an aűerage of ƏƐ9% APR, helping Coloradans aűoid 
getting stuck in a cycle of debt.

PROPOSITION śśś
Limit on Payday Loans
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LoŲers the minimum age reńuired to serűe in the 
Colorado General Assembly from Ɛ5 to ƐƏ.
 
ARGUMENT FOR
Legally, a ƐƏ-year-old is an adult, and űoters ”an 
”hoose if ”andidates, regardless of age, are prepared 
to serűe. As the state ”hanges, younger Coloradans 
need their űoi”es to “e heard as part of the “roader 
poli”y ”onűersation.
 
ARGUMENT AGAINST
As it ”urrently stands, the age ńualifi”ation a”hieűes 
an appropriate “alan”e of youth and knoŲ-hoŲ.
 
WHAT THE RESEARCH SAYS

Tied Ųith Utah and Arizona, Colorado's age 
reńuirement is the highest minimum in the U.S. 
In ƒƑ states, state representatiűes must meet a  
minimum age of either ƏƖ or ƐƏ. In half of the 
”ountry, ƏƖ and ƐƏ also represent the 
minimum reńuirement for state senators.
The state Senate passed this measure ƐƗ-Ɣ; 
the House passed it ƒƓ-ƐƎ. 

WHAT THE BELL SAYS
Support. Including younger Coloradans in ciűic 
engagement can encourage deeper support for 
policy Ųork, and can proűide the legislature Ųith 
unińue perspectiűes. 

AMENDMENT V*
Reduce Age Qualification 
for General Assembly 
Members

Remoűes ǖeŷcept as a punishment for crime, 
Ųhereof the party shall be duly conűictedǗ from the 
ban on slaűery in the Colorado Constitution.
 
ARGUMENT FOR
The elimination of this language is a ”ommitment to 
the ”ore tenets of freedom and eńuality. TŲenty-fiűe 
other state ”onstitutions don't in”lude similar phrases, 
yet Ųork and ”ommunity serűi”e programs operate 
Ųithout issue in their prisons.
 
ARGUMENT AGAINST
This proposal is irreleűant, as slaűery is already 
outlaŲed a”ross the “oard. Coloradans Ųill see little 
to no ”hange if the language is remoűed.
 
WHAT THE RESEARCH SAYS

There is limited to no fis”al impa”t.
While inmates are typi”ally reńuired to 
perform Ųork duties or engage in edu”ational 
programs to re”eiűe priűileges, the Colorado 
Department of Corre”tions says no one is 
for”ed to Ųork.
No effe”t is seen on prison operations in states 
Ųithout this language.
The referred measure passed out of the 
legislature unanimously.

WHAT THE BELL SAYS
Support. Any form of slaűery doesn't belong in the 
Colorado Constitution. Eliminating this phrase noŲ 
ensures it Ųon't be misused later.

AMENDMENT A
Removal of E²ception 
to Slavery in Colorado 
Constitution 

Reńuires county clerks to list a single ballot ńuestion for each leűel of courts for judicial retention elections, rather 
than a ńuestion for each judge. ǖShall XYZ judges be retainedǗ Ųill be listed once for each leűel of court, rather than 
for each judge.
 
ARGUMENT FOR
It Ųill shorten and simplify the “allot for judi”ial retention. This saűes money, ”om“ats űoter fatigue, and in”reases rates 
of “allot ”ompletion.
 
ARGUMENT AGAINST
The ”hanges ”ould ”onfuse űoters Ųho may think they must ”hoose “etŲeen judges. Judges are prohi“ited from 
”ommuni”ating Ųith űoters to ”larify they're not running against ea”h other.
 
WHAT THE RESEARCH SAYS

Center for Ciűi” Design re”ommends feŲer Ųords and less repetitiűe language on “allots.
Denűer Clerk says IoŲa has this system.
Legislatiűe Coun”il estimates small ”ounties ”ould saűe $ƓƎƎ-$Ƒ,ƎƎƎ; Denűer ”ould saűe $ƏƏƓ,ƎƎƎ.
Saűings ”ould “e “lunted in ele”tions Ųith many “allot measures, Ųhi”h ne”essitates a long “allot regardless.
Denűer reports ƕƏ% of űoters űote for the first retention ńuestion; ƔƑ% űote for the last.

WHAT THE BELL SAYS
Support. With this proposal, the ballot format Ųill be simplified, saűing taŷ money, and encouraging more people 
to complete their ballots entirely.

AMENDMENT W*
Ballot Format for Judicial Retention



Replaces the current Reapportionment Commission 
Ųith the Independent Legislatiűe Redistricting 
Commission and charges it Ųith creating more 
competitiűe districts. Sets criteria for appointment 
and Ųho can serűe. Reńuires an eńual balance of 
Republicans, Democrats, and unaffiliated members.
 
ARGUMENT FOR
Using an independent ”ommission instead of 
Colorado's ”urrent ”ommission, Ųhi”h is appointed “y 
the legislature and doesn't in”lude unaffiliated 
mem“ers, makes the pro”ess less politi”al. See 
Amendment Y for more information. 
 
ARGUMENT AGAINST
See Amendment Y.
 
WHAT THE RESEARCH SAYS

See Amendment Y.

WHAT THE BELL SAYS
Support. See Amendment Y. 05

Creates the Independent Congressional 
Redistricting Commission and charges it to create 
more competitiűe districts. Remoűes the legislature 
from the process and sets criteria for appointing 
members. Reńuires an eńual balance of 
Republicans, Democrats, and unaffiliated members. 
Incorporates principles of the federal Voting Rights 
Act into state laŲ to protect minority űoting rights.
 
ARGUMENT FOR
Using a ”ommission instead of the legislature Ųould 
make this pro”ess less politi”al. Holding more pu“li” 
hearings, delegating map draŲing responsi“ility to 
nonpartisan staff, and a super majority űote to 
approűe maps Ųould “e fairer. In”luding unaffiliated 
űoters “etter represents Colorado’s ”onstituen”y. 
Setting ”riteria for ”reating more ”ompetitiűe distri”ts 
Ųould de”rease gerrymandering.
 
ARGUMENT AGAINST
This Ųould make a ”ompli”ated pro”ess eűen more 
”ompleŷ. The reńuirements for pu“li” hearings and 
mem“er appointment might “e hard to meet. Criteria 
for dis”erning Ųhat makes a ǖ”ompetitiűe distri”tǗ 
aren't ”learly defined.
 
WHAT THE RESEARCH SAYS

TŲo groups Ųith different űieŲs on the 
pro”ess joined to form a ”ompromise.
It passed the legislature unanimously.
Colorado Ųould “e the only state Ųith tŲo 
separate ”ommissions if “oth this and 
Amendment Z pass.
It draŲs on approa”hes “y California and 
IoŲa, “oth ”onsidered to “e effe”tiűe. 
California in”ludes unaffiliated űoters and its 
last effort Ųorked fairly Ųell. In IoŲa, 
legislatiűe staff draŲ distri”ts Ųithout politi”al 
data, then the legislature approűes the maps.

WHAT THE BELL SAYS
Support. Colorado's Congressional redistricting 
process Ųill be fairer, less partisan, and more 
transparent. Criteria for the commission to folloŲ, 
including proűisions of the federal Voting Rights 
Act, Ųill be added to the Colorado Constitution.

AMENDMENT Y*
Congressional 
Redistricting 

AMENDMENT Z*
Legislative Redistricting 

Remoűes the definition of industrial hemp from the 
Colorado Constitution and creates a statutory 
definition based on federal laŲ.
 
ARGUMENT FOR
In”luding the definition in statute giűes the legislature 
greater fleŷi“ility to adapt to eűolűing federal laŲ, 
and preserűes Colorado's position as a leader in the 
hemp industry. It Ųould address strains on groŲers, 
and “enefit rural areas e”onomi”ally.
 
ARGUMENT AGAINST
The federal definition restri”ts those Ųith past drug 
”onűi”tions from groŲing, possessing, or oŲning a 
hemp “usiness. Amendment Ɣƒ, passed “y űoters in 
ƐƎƏƐ, put the ”urrent hemp definition in the Colorado 
Constitution. 
 
WHAT THE RESEARCH SAYS

Changes in federal laŲ to en”ourage more 
hemp produ”tion are on the horizon. Colorado 
needs to “e ready to stay ”ompetitiűe.
Sin”e THC limits are defined in the Colorado 
Constitution, responding to federal ”hanges is 
”hallenging.
Despite the federal “an on hemp, Colorado set 
its oŲn ”ommer”ial hemp li”ensing system. 
Colorado is noŲ home to the ”ountry's most 
su””essful hemp industry.
The “ill passed “oth the Senate and House, 
ƑƓ-Ǝ and ƔƎ-Ɠ, respe”tiűely.

WHAT THE BELL SAYS
Support. As federal reńuirements are modified, this 
proposal makes it easier for Colorado to adapt. It 
helps bolster Colorado’s industrial hemp industry, 
and giűes rural parts of the state a chance to 
benefit from hemp's economic groŲth. 

AMENDMENT X*
Definition of Industrial 
Hemp


