
Legislative Council Draft 
 
 

- 1 - 

 

CC 
Proposition CC:  

Retain State Government 

Revenue 
 

Proposition CC proposes amending the Colorado statutes to: 1 

 allow the state government to keep all of the money it collects from 2 

existing sources every year beginning in the 2019-20 state budget year; 3 

and 4 

 require that any money the state government keeps over its existing 5 

revenue limit be spent for public schools, higher education, and 6 

transportation projects, rather than refunded to taxpayers. 7 

 

What your vote means: 8 

YES/FOR  NO/AGAINST 

A "yes" vote on Proposition CC 
changes state law and means 
the state can keep all of the 
money it collects over its revenue 
limit to spend on education and 
transportation. 

 A "no" vote on Proposition CC 
means that any money the state 
collects over its revenue limit must 
be refunded to taxpayers, as 
required under current law. 
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Summary and Analysis for Proposition CC  1 

What is the state revenue limit?   2 

The Colorado Constitution includes a section, titled “The Taxpayer’s Bill of Rights” 3 

and commonly known as TABOR, that limits the amount of money that the state 4 

government can collect and spend or save each year.  The limit is adjusted each 5 

year to account for inflation, state population growth, and voter-approved changes to 6 

the limit.  In the 2019-20 state budget year, the limit is about $15 billion. 7 

 

Currently, about one-third of the money that the state government collects is subject 8 

to the limit, including most taxes and some fees.  The remaining two-thirds of 9 

revenue not subject to the limit includes money from voter-approved tax increases, 10 

government-owned businesses, and the federal government. 11 

 
What happens to money collected above the limit? 12 

Money collected above the state revenue limit must be refunded to taxpayers.  This 13 

is sometimes called a TABOR refund. 14 

 
State law sets how the money is refunded.  Currently, a portion of this money is 15 

refunded through property tax benefits that local governments provide.  In years 16 

when refunds are not made, these benefits remain available and are funded from 17 

other sources.  The remaining money is refunded via state income tax returns. 18 

 

What happens if Proposition CC passes? 19 

 

Proposition CC permanently allows the state government to keep all the money it 20 

collects above the state revenue limit and spend it on public schools; higher 21 

education; and roads, bridges, and transit.  If Proposition CC passes, state law 22 

requires that the additional money be divided equally among these three areas. 23 

The State Auditor is required to publish a financial audit of money kept and spent as 24 

a result of Proposition CC each year. 25 

 

What happens if Proposition CC fails? 26 

Money collected above the state revenue limit will continue to be refunded to 27 

taxpayers as required under current law. 28 

Will Proposition CC affect refunds for overpayment of income taxes?   29 

 

No.  Taxpayers who pay more income tax than they owe receive an income tax 30 

refund after they file their annual tax returns.  These refunds are issued at the same 31 

time as TABOR refunds, and their amounts may be combined on checks sent by the 32 

Department of Revenue.  While Proposition CC eliminates future state TABOR 33 

refunds, it does not affect refunds for overpayment of income taxes. 34 
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How much money is affected by Proposition CC? 1 

Proposition CC affects all money the state government collects above its current 2 

revenue limit beginning in the 2019-20 state budget year.  Since the limit was 3 

created in 1992, the state has collected revenue above the limit in 9 of 26 budget 4 

years.  Assuming no other changes to law, legislative economists estimated in June 5 

that the state government would collect $310 million above the limit in the 2019-20 6 

budget year and $342 million above the limit in the 2020-21 budget year, 7 

representing about 2 percent of state government revenue subject to the limit for 8 

these years.  The amounts affected could be greater or less than estimated 9 

depending on actual collections. 10 

 
If these amounts are refunded to taxpayers, refunds are estimated to be between 11 

$26 and $90 per taxpayer per year, depending on the taxpayer’s income, and double 12 

these amounts for joint filers.  If Proposition CC passes, state law will direct the 13 

money to public schools; higher education; and roads, bridges, and transit in the year 14 

after it is collected.  Each of these programs is expected to receive $103 million in 15 

the 2020-21 budget year and $114 million in the 2021-22 budget year. 16 

 
Estimates of money collected above the limit are not available beyond the 2020-21 17 

budget year.  Over the long term, Proposition CC will increase government spending 18 

and eliminate TABOR refunds.  The amounts affected in future years will depend on 19 

economic conditions and policy decisions. 20 

 
 21 

For information on those issue committees that support or oppose the 
measures on the ballot at the November 5, 2019, election, go to the 
Colorado Secretary of State's elections center web site hyperlink for 

ballot and initiative information: 

http://www.sos.state.co.us/pubs/elections/Initiatives/InitiativesHome.html  

  

http://www.sos.state.co.us/pubs/elections/Initiatives/InitiativesHome.html
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Arguments For Proposition CC 1 

1) Proposition CC provides more money for critical investments in Colorado's future 2 

without raising tax rates.  By allowing the state to keep the money it already 3 

collects, the measure provides needed funding for K-12 education, higher 4 

education, and transportation.  While Colorado currently ranks in the top third of 5 

states in household income, it ranks in the bottom third in per-pupil public 6 

spending on both K-12 and higher education.  Further, the state's roads are 7 

deteriorating while the cost of improvements continues to increase.  Addressing 8 

these challenges requires statewide investment, and Proposition CC provides 9 

revenue for these investments immediately and into the future. 10 

 
2) Proposition CC allows elected officials to make better policy decisions while 11 

preserving the citizens’ right to vote on any new state taxes and tax rate 12 

increases.  Because these tax increases will still require voter approval if the 13 

measure passes, state government spending will remain limited.  Proposition CC 14 

simply allows the state government to keep the money it already collects.  Similar 15 

measures have been approved by voters in most Colorado counties, cities, and 16 

school districts.  17 

 

Arguments Against Proposition CC 18 

1) Proposition CC results in higher taxes by permanently eliminating all state 19 

TABOR refunds required by the Colorado Constitution.  Taxpayers are being 20 

asked to sacrifice their refunds to pay for programs that should already be funded 21 

within the state budget.  Even with the limit, the state government has already 22 

shifted money between funds and raised fees and tolls to increase its revenue 23 

faster than inflation and state population growth.  Proposition CC will cause 24 

government to expand at an even faster pace. 25 

 
2) Proposition CC continues to erode taxpayer protections in the Colorado 26 

Constitution.  Instead of asking voters for permission to keep specific amounts of 27 

money collected above the revenue limit each year, the state government is 28 

asking voters to give up refunds of unknown amounts forever.  The measure 29 

broadly directs where the new money will be spent, but the specifics can be 30 

changed in the future without voter approval.  Further, while spending this new 31 

money for education and transportation, the legislature could redirect existing 32 

funds to any other purpose.   33 
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Estimate of Fiscal Impact of Proposition CC  1 

State government revenue and spending.  Proposition CC will increase the 2 

amount of revenue that the state may keep and spend.  The measure is expected to 3 

increase state spending by $310 million in the 2020-21 budget year and $342 million 4 

in the 2021-22 budget year.  All money kept under the measure must be spent for 5 

public schools; higher education; and roads, bridges, and transit.  If Proposition CC 6 

passes, state law requires that these three areas receive equal shares of the money 7 

retained.  Expected spending for the first two budget years is shown in Table 1. 8 

 
Table 1 9 

Spending of Money Retained Under Proposition CC 10 

 

 2020-21 

Budget Year* 

2021-22 

Budget Year* 

Public Schools 

Public Higher Education 

State and Local Highway and Transit Projects 

$103 million 

$103 million 

$103 million 

$114 million 

$114 million 

$114 million 

Total** $310 million $342 million 

 *The state budget year begins on July 1 and ends on June 30. 11 

**Totals may not sum due to rounding. 12 

 
After the 2021-22 budget year, the amount of spending affected by Proposition CC 13 

will depend on the state’s economic performance. 14 

 
Taxpayer impacts.  Proposition CC will eliminate all TABOR refunds to taxpayers 15 

beginning with refunds that would otherwise be issued on 2020 tax returns.  Refunds 16 

are estimated at between $26 and $79 for single filers in tax year 2020 and between 17 

$30 and $90 for single filers in tax year 2021, depending on the taxpayer’s income.  18 

Joint filers would receive twice these amounts. 19 
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CC 
Proposition CC:  

Retain State Government 

Revenue 
 

Proposition CC proposes amending the Colorado statutes to: 1 

 allow the state government to keep all of the money it collects every year 2 

beginning in the 2019-20 state budget year; and 3 

 require that any money the state government keeps over its existing 4 

revenue limit be spent for public schools, higher education, and 5 

transportation projects, rather than returned to taxpayers. 6 

 

What your vote means: 7 

YES/FOR  NO/AGAINST 

A "yes" vote on Proposition CC 
changes state law and means 
the state can keep all of the 
money it collects over its revenue 
limit to spend on education and 
transportation. 

 A "no" vote on Proposition CC 
means that any money the state 
collects over its revenue limit must 
be returned to taxpayers, as 
required under current law. 
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Summary and Analysis for Proposition CC  1 

What is the state revenue limit?   2 

The Colorado Constitution includes a section, titled “The Taxpayer’s Bill of Rights” 3 

and commonly known as TABOR, that limits the amount of money that the state 4 

government can collect and spend or save each year.  The limit is adjusted each 5 

year to account for inflation, state population growth, and voter-approved changes to 6 

the limit.  In the 2019-20 state budget year, the limit is about $15 billion. 7 

Currently, about one-third of the money that the state government collects is subject 8 

to the limit, including most taxes and some fees.  The remaining two-thirds of 9 

revenue not subject to the limit includes money from voter-approved tax increases, 10 

government-owned businesses, and the federal government. 11 

What happens to money collected above the limit? 12 

Money collected above the state revenue limit must be returned to taxpayers.  This is 13 

sometimes called a TABOR refund. 14 

State law sets how the money is refunded.  Currently, a portion of this money is 15 

refunded through property tax benefits that local governments provide.  In years 16 

when refunds are not made, these benefits are funded from other sources.  The 17 

remaining money is refunded via state income tax returns. 18 

What happens if Proposition CC passes? 19 

Proposition CC permanently allows the state government to keep all the money it 20 

collects above the state revenue limit and spend it on public schools; higher 21 

education; and roads, bridges, and transit.  State law requires that the additional 22 

money be divided equally among these three areas. 23 

The State Auditor is required to publish a financial audit of money kept and spent as 24 

a result of Proposition CC each year. 25 

What happens if Proposition CC fails? 26 

Money collected above the state revenue limit will continue to be refunded to 27 

taxpayers as required under current law. 28 

Will Proposition CC affect refunds for overpayment of income taxes?   29 

No.  Taxpayers who pay more income tax than they owe receive an income tax 30 

refund after they file their annual tax returns.  These refunds are issued at the same 31 

time as TABOR refunds, and their amounts may be combined on checks sent by the 32 

Department of Revenue.  While Proposition CC eliminates future state TABOR 33 

refunds, it does not affect refunds for overpayment of income taxes. 34 
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How much money is affected by Proposition CC? 1 

Proposition CC affects all money the state government collects above its current 2 

revenue limit beginning in the 2019-20 state budget year.  Since the limit was 3 

created in 1992, the state has collected revenue above the limit in 9 of 26 budget 4 

years.  Assuming no other changes to law, legislative economists estimated in June 5 

that the state government would collect $310 million above the limit in the 2019-20 6 

budget year and $342 million above the limit in the 2020-21 budget year, 7 

representing about 2 percent of state government revenue subject to the limit for 8 

these years.  If these amounts are returned to taxpayers, refunds are estimated to be 9 

between $26 and $90 per taxpayer per year, depending on the taxpayer’s income, 10 

and double these amounts for joint filers.  The amounts affected could be greater or 11 

less than estimated depending on actual collections. 12 

 
Estimates are not available beyond the 2020-21 budget year.  Over the long term, 13 

Proposition CC will increase government spending and eliminate TABOR refunds.  14 

The amounts affected in future years will depend on economic conditions and policy 15 

decisions. 16 

 
 17 

For information on those issue committees that support or oppose the 
measures on the ballot at the November 5, 2019, election, go to the 
Colorado Secretary of State's elections center web site hyperlink for 

ballot and initiative information: 

http://www.sos.state.co.us/pubs/elections/Initiatives/InitiativesHome.html  

  

http://www.sos.state.co.us/pubs/elections/Initiatives/InitiativesHome.html
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Arguments For Proposition CC 1 

1) Proposition CC provides more money for critical investments in Colorado's future 2 

without raising tax rates.  By allowing the state to keep the money it already 3 

collects, the measure provides needed funding for K-12 education, higher 4 

education, and transportation.  While Colorado currently ranks in the top third of 5 

states in household income, it ranks in the bottom third in per-pupil public 6 

spending on both K-12 and higher education.  Further, the state's roads are 7 

deteriorating while the cost of improvements continues to increase.  Addressing 8 

these challenges requires statewide investment, and Proposition CC provides 9 

revenue for these investments immediately and into the future. 10 

 

2) Proposition CC allows elected officials to make better policy decisions while 11 

preserving the citizens’ right to vote on any new state taxes and tax rate 12 

increases.  Because these tax increases will still require voter approval under the 13 

measure, state government spending will remain limited.  Proposition CC simply 14 

allows the state government to keep the money it already collects.  Similar 15 

measures have been approved by voters in most Colorado counties, cities, and 16 

school districts.  17 

 

Arguments Against Proposition CC 18 

1) Proposition CC results in higher taxes by permanently eliminating all state 19 

TABOR refunds required by the Colorado Constitution.  Taxpayers are being 20 

asked to sacrifice their refunds to pay for programs that should already be funded 21 

within the state budget.  Even with the limit, the state government has already 22 

shifted money between funds and raised fees and tolls to increase its revenue 23 

faster than inflation and state population growth.  Proposition CC will cause 24 

government to expand at an even faster pace. 25 

 

2) Proposition CC continues to erode taxpayer protections in the Colorado 26 

Constitution.  Instead of asking voters for permission to keep specific amounts of 27 

money collected above the revenue limit each year, the state government is 28 

asking voters to give up refunds of unknown amounts forever.  The measure 29 

broadly directs where the new money will be spent, but the specifics can be 30 

changed in the future without voter approval.  Further, while spending this new 31 

money for education and transportation, the legislature could redirect existing 32 

funds to any other purpose.   33 
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Estimate of Fiscal Impact of Proposition CC  1 

State government revenue and spending.  Proposition CC will increase the 2 

amount of revenue that the state may keep and spend.  The measure is expected to 3 

increase state spending by $310 million in the 2020-21 budget year and $342 million 4 

in the 2021-22 budget year.  All money kept under the measure must be spent for 5 

public schools; higher education; and roads, bridges, and transit.  If Proposition CC 6 

is approved, state law requires that these three areas receive equal shares of the 7 

money retained.  Expected spending for the first two budget years is shown in 8 

Table 1. 9 

 
Table 1 10 

Spending of Money Retained Under Proposition CC 11 

 

 2020-21 

Budget Year* 

2021-22 

Budget Year* 

Public Schools 

Public Higher Education 

State and Local Highway and Transit Projects 

$103 million 

$103 million 

$103 million 

$114 million 

$114 million 

$114 million 

Total** $310 million $342 million 

 *The state budget year begins on July 1 and ends on June 30. 12 

**Totals may not sum due to rounding. 13 

 
After the 2021-22 budget year, the amount of spending affected by Proposition CC 14 

will depend on the state’s economic performance. 15 

Taxpayer impacts.  Proposition CC will eliminate all TABOR refunds to taxpayers 16 

beginning with refunds that would otherwise be issued on 2020 tax returns.  Refunds 17 

are estimated at between $26 and $79 for single filers in tax year 2020 and between 18 

$30 and $90 for single filers in tax year 2021, depending on the taxpayer’s income.  19 

Joint filers would receive twice these amounts. 20 
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B1B 

 
Proposition CC 

Retain State Government Revenue 

 

Dick Brown, representing himself: 
 
I have no comments on this draft.  It is well done. 
 
 

Douglas Bruce, representing himself: 
 
Talking to state staff is like talking to a stone.  You don’t seem to have fixed anything.  
What is the point of this exercise?  Going through the motions?  Pretending to be 
fair?  Wasting the time of citizens so they give up their fight for the truth? 
 
Please re-read the flier with FOURTEEN POINTS at VoteNoCC.com. 
 
Your ending summary says refund money “MUST” be spent on the three programs.  
Not only is that a lie, it contradicts the truthful statement by opponents made just 
above it. 
 
The legislature need not continue to give TAXPAYER refunds to local governments 
(illegally), in order to minimize the benefit to taxpayers under the TAXPAYER’S BILL 
OF RIGHTS. 
 
Please print out verbatim for LC members my comments to all three of your three 
robotic drafts. 
 
I will see you on September 5th.  Remember to hang your heads in shame.  Your 
self-interest is showing. 
 
Mr. Bruce requested that staff provide the comments he submitted on the first and 
second drafts of the Proposition CC Blue Book analysis (Attachments A and B). 
 

Penn Pfiffner, representing the TABOR Committee: 
 
I still believe that the arguments drafted here skew in favor of the measure.  One 
glaring omission is that there is no context. 
 
Have revenues to the State for all funds been flat or going down for the past five 
years?  Is it the case that there is less money to fund these items?  No, of course 
not.  But, the proposed Blue Book language is silent about the growth in the TOTAL 
state budget and silent about how much new tax and fee revenues have grown over 
the past five years for the funds that would be affected by CC. 
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B2B 

Susan Thornton, representing herself: 
 
Thank you for letting me review this draft. 
 
I would hope that in the “pro” section you might address the charge that the legislature 
could specify different uses for the TABOR overage (Further, while spending this new 
money for education and transportation, the legislature could redirect existing funds to 
any other purpose.) 
 
You could point out that legislators are reluctant/unlikely to use the TABOR funds in 
any way other than specified in the proposition and approved by voters. 
 
 
 
 



Re: Proposition CC - Retain State Government Revenue - First Draft

Douglas Bruce to:
Colorado Legislative Council Staff, Natalie
Mullis

06/26/2019 10:27 AM

TO THE BLUE BOOK COMMITTEE:

This is a VERY poor, lazy, embarrassing effort, even for a first draft
of this rigged Blue Book process to summarize CC.

1.  You should not avoid using the proper, legal, official term for
Article X section 20, which is the Taxpayer's Bill of Rights. To mention
only a nickname or an insider slogan like the acronym TABOR that many
voters won't know, is deceptive. People need to know they are being
asked as taxpayers to give up permanently one of their bill of rights.

2.  To minimize the impact of CC by having only two arguments for and
against downplays its profound impact. For FOURTEEN arguments against,
see the flier at VoteNoCC.com to copy  at least half the arguments.

     I expect you will tone down the language to avoid inflammatory
words like "lie." Read also the Welcome letter arguments.

3.  There are economic and political arguments. A historical reference
to Ref. C is essential, since "C" broke its promise of a "five-year time
out" and also did not keep its promise of dedicated spending. Even LC staff

     admits there is no proof of where the diverted money went. It was
the same broken promise now being recycled for CC.

4.  Your fiscal analysis should detail the explosion in total state
spending I copied on the website. It should reprint the chart, even
though TSS is not the same as FYS. The data comes from the state
controller and Greg Sobetski.

5.   Page 1 line 11 is untrue. TABOR does not limit savings; the state
can save billions yearly. It chooses not to, because it prefers spending.

6.  You ignore the scam by your employers of attempting to change a
constitutional provision (permanently) by a statute. That argument MUST
be raised. "Non-partisan" or not, you have a conflict of interest here.

7.   Your second draft must address that a $1.3 BILLION refund over the
next three years would be kept by the state if CC passes. Don't bury it
in the fiscal note. It must be part of the summary and the arguments
against.

8.   You must address that the promised areas of spending can be
switched as soon as next January (and was with Ref. C). The spending is
not guaranteed to be ADDITIONAL spending, and can be substitutional to
replace "cuts," The

      extra money can all go for PERA or pay raises. The auditor will
simply report where it was spent. As a legislative employee under
section 49 of article V, he cannot  enforce the political appropriations
promise, which can change.

      Wasn't that promised audit also a part of Ref. C, even though LC
staff reports they cannot identify where the $18+ BILLION was spent?

Attachment A
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9.   Lines 41-43 are a DISGRACE. The GA cannot make "policy changes" to
TABOR to reduce refunds. The formula is in the constitution, which the
GA cannot rewrite, as much as it wishes it could.

10.  Lines 44-46 describe illegal actions to refund excess taxes to
governments. That is NOT ALLOWED by the TAXPAYER'S Bill of Rights. You
can't REFUND money except to those who paid it (taxpayers). See "refund"
in the dictionary.

       Refunds are NOT "set in law." See TABOR (1), which allows "any
reasonable methods for refunds." Giving local governments money to
backfill unfunded state mandates is not a refund. If CC passes, I will
sue, not only to end that

      practice I just learned about this year, but to void the Blue
Book and passage of CC for downplaying taxpayer refunds, which illegally
slants the argument. ("You might as well vote YES since government will
keep the money anyway.")

      That seizure of TABOR refunds was not disclosed in the two
homestead ballot issues for Article X section 3.5. The state promised to
absorb that cost. Homestead credits are not dependent on excess state
spending.

11.  There are sales tax-based refunds the GA has allowed. It is
improper to write ONLY those with a positive net income tax paying
liability will get a refund (after your illegal diversion of TABOR
refunds  goes to local governments).

12.  I again request the arguments against include the link to the
official website recorded in opposition on the S of S
website--VoteNoCC.com. Sending voters to hunt for it at the S of S
website is a hostile act. Do voters who lack

      computers have to impose on friends, or drive to a remote public
library, to get the link, in addition to reading the contents of the
website on borrowed equipment? The Blue Book is not supposed to add
extra steps for information;             it is supposed to be a source
for information and to simplify the process of obtaining voter
information. They may want to give the website to a friend and ask him
to print out the information for them.

13. Lines 4-11 on page 2 should not lowball the figures. That's why you
should not include diverted homestead figures. You should not
participate in the process of cheating taxpayers out of their refunds,
which process you inadequately describe. Is the amount double for joint
filers? Your oath of office, if you took one, is to the state
constitution, not to sneaky swindles by your employers.

14. WHEN IS THE LEG COUNCIL MEETING TO REVIEW YOUR DRAFT?  I WILL MAKE A
BIG SCENE OUT OF THIS SWINDLE. STATE THE HOMESTEAD DIVERSION OF TAXPAYER
REFUNDS--OVER $50 MILLION? OVER $100 MILLION? IN WHAT YEARS DID IT
ACTUALLY DIVERT STATE SPENDING REFUNDS? HOW MUCH IN EACH SUCH YEAR?

15 Page 2, line 15 says refunds depend on "policy decisions." NO! The
policy decision on refunds was made in 1992 by passage of TABOR; you and
your 100 bosses can't change the constitution.

16. Page 2, line 18 is a lie. Taking our tax refunds is raising taxes.
Your 100 bosses saying it isn't doesn't license your saying so. An
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official document cannot publish an obvious lie. Increasing the amount
of net taxes we pay is a tax increase. You already quantified the tax
increase range at the top of the same page 2.

17. A needed argument against is that NONE of the money is spent "for
the children." All "education" money (two-thirds of the total kept) will
be spent on salaries of school employees, and possibly their pension
deficits (part of the $30 BILLION PLUS PERA HOLE).

18. Page 2 line 27 is also fraudulent. If there is no limit on money
retained, a voter-approved tax increase of any specified amount has no
requirement of honesty. If the tax raises twice the amount promised, the
state gets to keep it. Dishonest tax increases will have no limit.

19. Page 2 line 29 is also false. Nothing in TABOR prevents increased
"saving for future needs." That is a common lie. In fact, TABOR requires
minimum emergency reserves. Saying voter approval "complicates and
burdens state budgeting" is untrue. An annual election is not complicated.

20. Page 3 line 11 has a weak word, that "Slower growth in state
government is ACCEPTABLE." Instead, say "Voters approved the spending
limit to restrain runaway state government spending, as shown in Chart 1."

21. Page 1, line 17 should clarify "government-owned businesses and the
billions in fees they collect from citizens."

22. Page 1, line 27 should add that "roads and bridges" already have an
earmarked "fee" that was raised on car registration without voter approval.

23. Page 2, line 7 lists the June forecast; I assume you will instead
print any later one before November. I don't understand "Assuming no
other changes to law..."; the GA is not in session, so what could that
be? You should add a

sentence noting those refunds are under 1% per year of total state
spending.

24. Page 2 lines 13-14 are incorrect; CC does not eliminate refunds only
when the economy is strong." It ends them FOREVER, regardless of the
economy. What you have written implies refunds will exist when the
economy is weak.

Lines 14-15 are untrue and should be DELETED; there will be no state
refunds forever, regardless of economic conditions or policy decision.

25. Page 2 line 26--you can't call UNLIMITED STATE SPENDING FOREVER a
"responsible compromise." It is the extreme position; what could be more
extreme? "All for ME, none for YOU, and that's FOREVER."

I don't understand why the bottom of page 1 is split into two columns.

(719) 550-0010
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On 6/25/19 2:13 PM, Colorado Legislative Council Staff wrote:
>
> http://leg.colorado.gov/BallotAnalysis
>
>
> ** Proposition CC - Retain State Government Revenue - First Draft
> ------------------------------------------------------------
>
> Each year the Legislative Council Staff prepares a voter information booklet
that includes an analysis of measures that will appear on the statewide
ballot. We distribute drafts of each analysis to people who are interested in
commenting on the draft. The attached document is the first draft of the
Legislative Council Staff analysis of Proposition CC - Retain Statement
Government Revenue. The second attachment describes the process for writing
each analysis.
>
> You can simply press the reply button to send your comments via e-mail.
Comments are due by 7/02/2019. If you are having problems accessing the
documents, please click here (http://leg.colorado.gov/BallotAnalysis) . The
website contains the ballot analysis, the language of the measure, deadlines,
and staff contacts.
>
> Thank you for your assistance.
> Draft of the Analysis (
https://gallery.mailchimp.com/cdfe1a91fbddfb4e377564335/files/107858f6-3a61-44
61-a7de-0334827b421a/2019_2020_HB_19_1257v1.pdf)
> Analysis Process (
https://gallery.mailchimp.com/cdfe1a91fbddfb4e377564335/files/ad2c798e-7f41-4b
1f-9695-daa18a36472e/Proposition_CC1stLtr.pdf)
>
> ============================================================
> ** (mailto:lcs.ga@state.co.us)
> ** (https://twitter.com/ColoradoLCS)
> ** (http://leg.colorado.gov/BallotAnalysis)
> You are receiving this email because you opted in via our website.
>
> Our mailing address is:
> Colorado Legislative Council Staff
> Colorado General Assembly
> 200 E Colfax Ave Ste 029
> Denver, CO 80203-1716
> USA
> Want to change how you receive these emails?
> You can ** update your preferences (
https://state.us20.list-manage.com/profile?u=cdfe1a91fbddfb4e377564335&id=4029
551e05&e=c6ba73606f)
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> or ** unsubscribe from this list (
https://state.us20.list-manage.com/unsubscribe?u=cdfe1a91fbddfb4e377564335&id=
4029551e05&e=c6ba73606f&c=ec40002d40)
> .
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Re: Proposition CC - Retain State Government Revenue - Second Draft

Douglas Bruce to:
Colorado Legislative Council Staff, Natalie
Mullis

07/25/2019 07:54 AM

This charade is getting ridiculous. You use the insider acronym of
TABOR, rather than the official title

in the constitution, The Taxpayer's Bill  of Rights. It's obvious that
staff does not want the voters to know

 that is the ultimate effect of this illegal statute.

Page 1, line 4 falsely says TABOR limits how much the state can save;
that is FALSE. The state can save

billions yearly. It also REQUIRES an emergency reserve in section 5. 
Line 7 says FYS is $15 billion Per your

state controller and senior economist, that $26 BILLION difference can
all be saved (though it is currently illegal any way).

Line 16 needs to add that the general assembly can change spending
priorities at any time.

Line 25 needs to add that refund methods can be changed any time.
Refunds under the Taxpayer's

Bill of Rights are for taxpayers, not for county governments. Those
refunds are a matter of constitutional law that

cannot be permanently rewritten by statute.

The chart at VoteNoCC.com should be printed to show the rapid growth of
total state spending. The state does

not need the last dollars reflected yearly since 1994. The chart is
based on state controller and senior economist

Greg Sobetski emails to me. It is beyond dispute.

The opening words of CC ("Without raising taxes..." are not true. Why
give more money to people who you know

are not telling you the truth? When tax refunds are kept by the state,
that is a net tax increase. Page 2,

starting at line 32 admits $300 MILLION next year in refunds would be
kept by CC.

Argument 1) For CC is not true. When government takes your money, it is
NOT an "investment," because you never

get your money back much less a return on that money. It is just a tax
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increase. The money they want is not "for the

children." School children will get $0 of these hundreds of millions. A
majority of government school employees are

not teachers. The money can go for the $30 BILLION pension deficit; that
does not educate one child. Other money

recently went for $70 million in new Department of Transportation office
space, which does not fill one pothole.

Argument 2) For CC is not true. CC does not "preserve the right to vote
on state tax increases" because we will never

again vote on our constitutionally-guaranteed tax refunds. They will be
gone forever.  Local approval does not make

it lawful. The state constitution is not  by local option. A state law
cannot override the state constitution, any more than

politicians can repeal freedom of speech, religion, or jury trial.

Argument Against should add "Look at the chart of total state spending
since TABOR passed. The state does not need

to increase spending at that rate (354% in 25 years). Can't we preserve
this modest limit on one-third of total state spending?"

Another argument: "Even if you wish to put the financial desires of
government ahead of your own family, you should not take

away tax relief from other citizens; they may need their money more than
you need yours."

Another argument: "The state can and should change its refund methods. 
If there are three million adult citizens, the first-year

refund can be a flat $100 per adult citizen ($200 for a married couple).
It is irrational to give that up so government can waste it."

Fiscal Impact--should not be contradictory. Lines 5-8  say "must be
spent" on schools and roads, as does the second bullet on

page 1 and line 7 on page 1 and page 2, lines 13-16. YOU KNOW money can
be spent anywhere any time. KC Becker has

already admitted that publicly. YOU ALSO KNOW that Ref. C money was not
spent on its pledged purposes; a LC report has

already admitted that, too.

You should list websites in the Blue Book, not force voters to hunt for
them with the S of S. What about voters who don't

have computers? Don't their votes count? Shouldn't they be able to
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"borrow" a computer to find websites directly, in ONE STEP?

Look how much shorter VoteNoCC.com is than the huge S of S web address!
The Blue Book is supposed to be user friendly.

P.S. On page 5, the word "sum" is misused as a verb. It is a noun. Try
"May not add exactly due to rounding."

On 7/24/19 2:39 PM, Colorado Legislative Council Staff wrote:
>
> http://leg.colorado.gov/BallotAnalysis
>
>
> ** Proposition CC - Retain State Government Revenue - Second Draft
> ------------------------------------------------------------
>
> Each year the Legislative Council Staff prepares a voter information booklet
that includes an analysis of measures that will appear on the statewide
ballot. We distribute drafts of each analysis to people who are interested in
commenting on the draft. The attached document is the second draft of the
Legislative Council Staff analysis of Proposition CC - Retain Statement
Government Revenue. The second attachment describes the process for writing
each analysis.
>
> You can simply press the reply button to send your comments via e-mail.
Comments are due by 7/31/2019. If you are having problems accessing the
documents, please click here (http://leg.colorado.gov/BallotAnalysis) . The
website contains the ballot analysis, the language of the measure, deadlines,
and staff contacts.
>
> Thank you for your assistance.
> Draft of the Analysis (
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Proposition CC 
Retain State Government Revenue 

 
Ballot Title:  WITHOUT RAISING TAXES AND TO BETTER FUND PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 1 
HIGHER EDUCATION, AND ROADS, BRIDGES, AND TRANSIT, WITHIN A BALANCED 2 
BUDGET, MAY THE STATE KEEP AND SPEND ALL THE REVENUE IT ANNUALLY 3 
COLLECTS AFTER JUNE 30, 2019, BUT IS NOT CURRENTLY ALLOWED TO KEEP AND 4 
SPEND UNDER COLORADO LAW, WITH AN ANNUAL INDEPENDENT AUDIT TO SHOW 5 
HOW THE RETAINED REVENUES ARE SPENT? 6 
 
 Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Colorado: 7 
 
 SECTION 1.  In Colorado Revised Statutes, 24-77-103.6, amend (2) introductory portion and 8 
(4); and add (1)(c), (2.5), and (5.5) as follows: 9 

 
 24-77-103.6.  Retention of excess state revenues - general fund exempt account - 10 
required uses - excess state revenues legislative report. (1) (c)  NOTWITHSTANDING ANY 11 
PROVISION OF LAW TO THE CONTRARY, FOR EACH FISCAL YEAR COMMENCING ON OR AFTER 12 
JULY 1, 2019, THE STATE IS AUTHORIZED TO RETAIN AND SPEND ALL STATE REVENUES IN EXCESS OF 13 
THE LIMITATION ON STATE FISCAL YEAR SPENDING THAT THE STATE WOULD OTHERWISE BE REQUIRED 14 
TO REFUND UNDER SECTION 20 (7)(d) OF ARTICLE X OF THE STATE CONSTITUTION IF THE VOTERS HAD 15 
NOT APPROVED THIS SUBSECTION (1)(c) AT THE NOVEMBER 2019 STATEWIDE ELECTION. 16 

 
 (2)  There is hereby created in the general fund the general fund exempt account, which shall 17 
consist of an amount of moneys equal to the amount of state revenues in excess of the limitation 18 
on state fiscal year spending that the state retains for a given fiscal year pursuant to this section. 19 
The moneys in the account THAT CORRESPOND TO SUBSECTION (1)(b) OF THIS SECTION shall be 20 
appropriated or transferred by the general assembly for the following purposes: 21 

 
 (2.5)  THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY SHALL APPROPRIATE OR THE STATE TREASURER SHALL TRANSFER 22 
THE MONEY IN THE GENERAL FUND EXEMPT ACCOUNT THAT CORRESPONDS TO SUBSECTION (1)(c) OF 23 
THIS SECTION TO PROVIDE FUNDING FOR: 24 

 
 (a)  PUBLIC SCHOOLS; 25 

 
 (b)  HIGHER EDUCATION; AND 26 

 
 (c)  ROADS, BRIDGES, AND TRANSIT. 27 

 
 (4)  The approval of this section by the registered electors of the state voting on the issue at 28 
the November 2005 statewide election constitutes a AND THE NOVEMBER 2019 STATEWIDE 29 
ELECTION CONSTITUTE voter-approved revenue change CHANGES to allow the retention and 30 
expenditure of state revenues in excess of the limitation on state fiscal year spending. 31 

 
 (5.5)  THE STATE AUDITOR SHALL CONTRACT WITH A PRIVATE ENTITY TO ANNUALLY CONDUCT AN 32 
INDEPENDENT FINANCIAL AUDIT REGARDING THE USE OF THE MONEY IN THE GENERAL FUND EXEMPT 33 
ACCOUNT THAT IS APPROPRIATED OR TRANSFERRED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SUBSECTION (2.5) OF THIS 34 
SECTION. 35 

 
 SECTION 2.  Refer to people under referendum. At the election held on November 5, 2019, 36 
the secretary of state shall submit this act by its ballot title to the registered electors of the state 37 



for their approval or rejection. Each elector voting at the election may cast a vote either "Yes/For" 1 
or "No/Against" on the following ballot title: "Without raising taxes and to better fund public 2 
schools, higher education, and roads, bridges, and transit, within a balanced budget, may the 3 
state keep and spend all the revenue it annually collects after June 30, 2019, but is not currently 4 
allowed to keep and spend under Colorado law, with an annual independent audit to show how 5 
the retained revenues are spent?" Except as otherwise provided in section 1-40-123, Colorado 6 
Revised Statutes, if a majority of the electors voting on the ballot title vote "Yes/For", then the act 7 
will become part of the Colorado Revised Statutes. 8 
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