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Amendment 81: Law Enforcement
Communication with Federal
Immigration Authorities

Placed on the ballot by citizen initiative * Passes with 55 percent of the vote

Amendment 81 proposes amending the Colorado Constitution to:

e require state and local law enforcement to make a reasonable effort to determine whether
an individual charged with a crime is lawfully present, if the charge is a crime of violence or
the individual has a prior felony conviction; and

¢ notify federal immigration authorities within 72 hours of filing charges if law enforcement
cannot determine that the charged individual is lawfully present in the United States.

What Your Vote Means

YES 1. NO

A "yes” vote on Amendment 81 requires 15 A "no” vote on Amendment 81 maintains
law enforcement to notify federal 16 current law, which allows cooperation with
immigration authorities after filing certain 17 federal immigration authorities in some
criminal charges against individuals who 18 criminal matters, but limits state and local
are not confirmed to be lawfully present. 19 law enforcement involvement in civil

20 immigration enforcement.

Summary and Analysis of Amendment 81

What does the measure do?

Amendment 81 requires certified peace officers employed by a law enforcement agency,
correctional officers, and district attorney personnel to notify the federal Department of
Homeland Security (DHS) within 72 hours of charging someone with a crime if the charge is a
crime of violence or if the individual has a prior felony conviction. The notification requirement
applies if the charged individual is not lawfully present in the United States, or if their lawful
status cannot be determined.

Which individuals are subject to notification?

The measure applies to an individual charged with, but not yet convicted of, a crime of violence,
which are crimes causing serious bodily harm or death to another person, or involving the use of
a deadly weapon. This includes crimes such as murder, assault, arson, escape, extortion,
kidnapping, aggravated robbery, and certain sexual offenses and human trafficking.
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The measure also applies to individuals with any prior felony conviction, regardless of when it
occurred, who are charged with any type of crime—including traffic violations, petty offenses,
misdemeanors, and felonies.

In all cases, the measure applies once the individual is formally charged with a crime, not at the
time of arrest, and before any legal process has determined whether they are guilty or innocent.

What is current law related to communication with federal immigration authorities?

Colorado law currently permits state and local law enforcement to cooperate in the enforcement
of federal criminal law, but limits state and local participation in civil immigration enforcement.
Among other restrictions, state and local government agencies and employees are prohibited
from sharing certain nonpublic personal information with federal immigration authorities, unless
directed by federal law, a court order, or a judicial warrant. Employees who violate these
prohibitions may be subject to a fine of up to $50,000. However, neither federal nor state law
require law enforcement agencies to notify federal immigration authorities when unlawfully
present individuals are charged with crimes. State and local authorities do not currently track or
publish data on how many unlawfully present individuals are charged with crimes of violence or
are charged with any crime after a prior felony conviction.

What authority do local governments have to engage with federal immigration
authorities?

Unless prohibited by state law, local governments have the authority to determine their level of
cooperation and communication with federal immigration authorities. For example, the City and
County of Denver expanded upon state law by prohibiting federal immigration authorities from
accessing city-controlled property like courthouses. Conversely, El Paso County requires officers
to notify federal immigration authorities if they suspect that an individual in their custody does

not have legal status.

Arguments For Amendment 81

1) Violent individuals and repeat offenders residing in the United States unlawfully should be
reported to federal immigration authorities for further enforcement action, which could
include removal from the country. The measure increases communication and coordination
between Colorado law enforcement and federal immigration authorities to identify
individuals who may pose a threat to public safety, without targeting those who are
otherwise law-abiding and contribute positively to society.

2) The measure creates a new uniform statewide standard for cooperation with federal
immigration authorities. Consistent requirements across jurisdictions improve enforcement
and reduce variation among local policies, thus improving public safety and allowing the
criminal justice system to work efficiently and effectively in removing potential criminals
from the country.
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Arguments Against Amendment 81

1) The measure undermines the constitutional right to due process and the presumption of
innocence by requiring local law enforcement to report individuals to DHS and Immigration
and Customs Enforcement (ICE) before a court determines whether the individual committed
a crime. Criminal charges are allegations, not findings of guilt, and individuals should not
face potentially life-altering immigration consequences, including deportation, before
receiving a fair trial. People who are legally present or who are found to not have committed
any crime could be swept up in immigration enforcement actions if they are unable to prove
their status in the measure’s strict 72-hour timeframe.

2) The measure is too broad to be enforced equitably and consistently, which erodes trust
between law enforcement and their communities. By failing to define key terms such as
“reasonable effort” or “lawful presence,” enforcement is left up to the discretion of individual
officers, who may rely on subjective characteristics such as language spoken or personal
appearance when deciding to review a person’s legal status. This breakdown in trust may
deter some individuals from reporting crimes, cooperating with investigations, or seeking
assistance for fear of subjecting themselves or members of their community to immigration
enforcement.

Information about the organizations supporting and opposing this measure is
available on the Colorado Secretary of State's website:

www.coloradosos.gov/pubs/elections/Initiatives/ballot/contacts/2026.html

Fiscal Impact of Amendment 81

State Spending

In state budget year 2026-27, state spending and workload will increase for agencies that
employ law enforcement officers. Two departments require system updates: the Department of
Revenue requires $50,000 to access federal databases and make programming changes, and the
Department of Natural Resources requires $10,000 to update computer systems. The measure
does not specify a funding source to pay for these costs and it is assumed that they will be paid
from the General Fund. Workload may also increase in these departments, as well as the
departments of Higher Education, Human Services, Judicial, Law, and Public Safety, to the extent
they are required to determine a charged individual's immigration status and communicate with
the federal government on affected cases; however, this work will be primarily conducted by
local governments.

Local Government Spending

Local law enforcement agencies, including police, district attorney offices, and Regional
Transportation District officers, will have increased workload and potential spending. As with the
state, the added workload involves determining a charged individual's immigration status and
communicating with the federal government on affected cases. Because this determination
happens after charges are filed, most of the workload will fall on district attorney offices. The
amount of work will vary by jurisdiction depending on how many individuals are charged there.
Spending, if incurred, will be on systems updates.

-3-
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Initiative 95: Law Enforcement
Communication with Federal
Immigration Authorities

Placed on the ballot by citizen initiative * Passes with 55 percent of the vote

Initiative 95 proposes amending the Colorado Constitution to:

e require state and local law enforcement to make a reasonable effort to determine whether
an individual charged with a crime is lawfully present, if the charge is a crime of violence or
the individual has a prior felony conviction; and

e notify federal immigration authorities within 72 hours of filing charges if law enforcement
cannot determine that the charged individual is lawfully present in the United States.

What Your Vote Means

YES 1. NO

A "yes” vote on Initiative 95 requires law 15 A "no” vote on Initiative 95 maintains
enforcement to notify federal immigration 16 current law, which allows cooperation with
authorities after filing certain criminal 17 federal immigration authorities in some
charges against individuals who are not 18 criminal matters, but limits state and local
confirmed to be lawfully present. 19 law enforcement involvement in civil

20 immigration enforcement.

Summary and Analysis of Initiative 95

What does the measure do?

Initiative 95 requires certified peace officers employed by a law enforcement agency,
correctional officers, and district attorney personnel to notify the federal Department of
Homeland Security (DHS) within 72 hours of charging someone with a crime if the charge is a
crime of violence or if the individual has a prior felony conviction. The notification requirement
applies if the charged individual is not lawfully present in the U.S., or if their lawful status cannot
be determined.

Which individuals are subject to notification?

The measure applies to an individual charged with, but not yet convicted of, a crime of violence,
which are crimes causing serious bodily harm or death to another person, or involving the use of
a deadly weapon. This includes crimes such as murder, assault, arson, escape, extortion,
kidnapping, aggravated robbery, and certain sexual offenses and human trafficking.
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The measure also applies to individuals with any prior felony conviction, regardless of when it
occurred, who are charged with any type of crime—including felonies, misdemeanors, petty
offenses, and traffic violations.

In all cases, the measure applies once the individual is formally charged with a crime, not at the
time of arrest, and before any legal process has determined whether they are guilty or innocent.

What is current law related to communication with federal immigration
authorities?

Colorado law currently permits state and local law enforcement to cooperate in the enforcement
of federal criminal law, but limits state and local participation in civil immigration enforcement.
Among other restrictions, state and local government agencies and employees are prohibited
from sharing certain nonpublic personal information with federal immigration authorities, unless
directed by federal law, a court order, or a judicial warrant. Employees who violate these
prohibitions may be subject to a fine of up to $50,000. However, neither federal nor state law
require law enforcement agencies to notify federal immigration authorities when unlawfully
present individuals are charged with crimes. State and local authorities do not currently track or
publish data on how many unlawfully present individuals are charged with crimes of violence or
are charged with any crime after a prior felony conviction.

What authority do local governments have to engage with federal immigration
authorities?

Unless prohibited by state law, local governments have the authority to determine their level of
cooperation and communication with federal immigration authorities. For example, the City and
County of Denver expanded upon state law by prohibiting federal immigration authorities from
accessing city-controlled property like courthouses. Conversely, El Paso County requires officers
to notify federal immigration authorities if they suspect that an individual in their custody does

not have legal status.

Arguments For Initiative 95

1) Violent individuals and repeat offenders residing in the U.S. unlawfully should be reported to
federal immigration authorities for further enforcement action, which could include removal
from the country. The measure increases communication and coordination between
Colorado law enforcement and federal immigration authorities to identify individuals who
may pose a threat to public safety, without targeting those who are otherwise law-abiding
and contribute positively to society.

2) The measure creates a new uniform statewide standard for cooperation with federal
immigration authorities. Consistent requirements across jurisdictions improve enforcement
and reduce variation among local policies, thus improving public safety and allowing the
criminal justice system to work efficiently and effectively in removing potential criminals
from the country.



—_

0o NoO Ul b~ Wi

11
12
13
14
15
16

17
18

19

20

21

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32

33
34
35
36

3rd Draft

Arguments Against Initiative 95

1) The measure undermines the constitutional right to due process and the presumption of
innocence by requiring local law enforcement to report individuals to DHS and Immigration
and Customs Enforcement (ICE) before a court determines whether the individual committed
a crime. Criminal charges are allegations, not findings of guilt, and individuals should not
face potentially life-altering immigration consequences, including deportation, before
receiving a fair trial. People who are legally present or who are found to not have committed
any crime could be swept up in immigration enforcement actions if they are unable to prove
their status in the measure's strict 72-hour timeframe.

2) The measure is too broad to be enforced equitably and consistently, which erodes trust
between law enforcement and their communities. By failing to define key terms such as
“reasonable effort” or “lawful presence,” enforcement is left up to the discretion of individual
officers, who may rely on subjective characteristics such as language spoken or personal
appearance. This breakdown in trust will deter some individuals from reporting crimes,
cooperating with investigations, or seeking assistance for fear of subjecting themselves or
members of their community to immigration enforcement.

Information about the organizations supporting and opposing this measure is
available on the Colorado Secretary of State's website:

www.coloradosos.gov/pubs/elections/Initiatives/ballot/contacts/2026.html

Fiscal Impact of Initiative 95

State Spending

In state budget year 2026-27, state spending and workload will increase for agencies that
employ law enforcement officers. Two departments require system updates: the Department of
Revenue requires $50,000 to access federal databases and make programming changes, and the
Department of Natural Resources requires $10,000 to update computer systems. The measure
does not specify a funding source to pay for these costs and it is assumed that they will be paid
from the General Fund. Workload may also increase in these departments, as well as the
departments of Higher Education, Human Services, Judicial, Law, and Public Safety, to the extent
they are required to determine a charged individual's immigration status and communicate with
the federal government on affected cases; however, this work will be primarily conducted by
local governments.

Local Government Spending

Local law enforcement agencies, including police, district attorney offices, and Regional
Transportation District officers, will have increased workload and potential spending. As with the
state, the added workload involves determining a charged individual's immigration status and
communicating with the federal government on affected cases. Because this determination

-3-
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1 happens after charges are filed, most of the workload will fall on district attorney offices. The
2 amount of work will vary by jurisdiction depending on how many individuals are charged there.
3 Spending, if incurred, will be on systems updates.



Last Draft Comments from Interested Parties

Amendment 81

Law Enforcement Communication with Federal Immigration Authorities

Karen Artell, representing themselves:

Ms. Artell submitted Attachment A.

Michael Fields, representing Advance Colorado:

1. The NO section should say in “federal” criminal matters rather than “some” criminal
matters, because the only time law enforcement is currently allowed to cooperate with
federal authorities is under a subpoena sought by federal authorities or in federally-run
investigation.

2. We disagree that local governments are allowed to notify the federal government about
anyone in their custody at will, as state law does prohibit the use of state systems to turn
over an individual's name. At least, this section should mention that state law prohibits
the use of state data systems in informations sharing with federal authorities.

3. Arguments For should have a higher emphasis on the fact that this measure focuses on
violent criminals and previously convicted felons — the most serious offenders rather
than just “crimes” or “potential threats.”

4. The second Argument Against includes factually inaccurate information. None of this is
“left up to the discretion of individual officers” because a charge has to take place, not
an arrest. District attorneys choose who to charge, and that is based on evidence not
“language spoken” or “personal appearance.” That argument confuses arrest with
charges and does not apply. Also, the “"breakdown in trust” argument that may lead
someone to not report a crime is factually inaccurate, too, as no one who reports a crime
is at risk here. This is focused on those who are charged with committing a crime, not
those involved in reporting it.

Ariane Frosh, representing ACLU Colorado:

Ms. Frosh submitted Attachment B.

Bennett Rutledge, representing themselves:

My argument against Initiative 95: Law Enforcement Communication with Federal
Immigration Authorities is: On June 3, 2026 a hearing was held in federal court on the
matter of Brian José Morales Garcia. A Colorado birth certificate, hospital records, and a
baptismal certificate were presented and the judge is asking for more evidence. Brian
remains outside the United States while the government continues to question whether
he is who he says he is. Attorney Kate Lincoln-Goldfinch stated "If a U.S. citizen can



present official identity documents and still be forced to provide additional proof,
fingerprints, biometrics, or other before being allowed back into their own country, that
creates a dangerous precedent for all Americans."

Initiative 95 requires Colorado peace officers assist the Department of Homeland
Security to exile almost anyone, just as they did to Denver-born Brian Morales. Vote NO
on Initiative 95.

Henry Sandman, representing Colorado Immigrant Rights Coalition (CIRC):

Mr. Sandman submitted Attachment C.
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Initiative 95: Law Enforcement
Communication with Federal
Immigration Authorities

Placed on the ballot by citizen initiative « Passes with 55 percent of the vote

Initiative 95 proposes amending the Colorado Constitution to:

e require state and local law enforcement to make a reasonable effort to determine whether
an individual charged with a crime is lawfully present, if the charge is a crime of violence or
the individual has a prior felony conviction; and

e notify federal immigration authorities within 72 hours of filing charges_if the person is not
lawfully present in the United States or if law enforcement cannot determine that the
charged individual is lawfully present in the United States.

What Your Vote Means

YES s NO

A "yes" vote on Initiative 95 requires law 16 A "no" vote on Initiative 95 maintains
enforcement to notify federal immigration 17 current law, which allows cooperation with
authorities after filing certain criminal 18 federal immigration authorities in some
charges against individuals who are not 19 criminal matters, but limits state and local
confirmed to be lawfully present. 20 law enforcement involvement in civil

21 immigration enforcement.

Summary and Analysis of Initiative 95

What does the measure do?

Initiative 95 requires certified peace officers employed by a law enforcement agency,
correctional officers, and district attorney personnel to notify the federal Department of
Homeland Security (DHS) within 72 hours of charging someone with a crime if the charge is a
crime of violence or if the individual has a prior felony conviction. The notification requirement
applies if the charged individual is not lawfully present in the U.S., or if their lawful status cannot
be determined.

Which individuals are subject to notification?

The measure applies to an individual charged with, but not yet convicted of, a crime of violence,
which are crimes causing serious bodily harm or death to another person, or involving the use of

Attachment A



0 NoO Uk~ W N =

Y]

G G N O O G Y
O oo ~NOOuUT D WN = O

[ASIIN)\S]
- O

NN NN NN
~No b wnN

28

29
30
31
32
33
34

35
36
37

3rd Draft

a deadly weapon. This includes crimes such as murder, assault, arson, escape, extortion,
kidnapping, aggravated robbery, and certain sexual offenses and human trafficking.

The measure also applies to individuals with any prior felony conviction, regardless of when it
occurred, who are charged with any type of crime—including felonies, misdemeanors, petty
offenses, and traffic violations.

In all cases, the measure applies once the individual is formally charged with a crime, not at the
time of arrest, and before any legal process has determined whether they are guilty or innocent.

What is current law related to communication with federal immigration
authorities?

Colorado law currently permits state and local law enforcement to cooperate in the enforcement
of federal criminal law, but limits state and local participation in civil immigration enforcement.
Among other restrictions, state and local government agencies and employees are prohibited
from sharing certain nonpublic personal information with federal immigration authorities, unless
directed by federal law, a court order, or a judicial warrant. Employees who violate these
prohibitions may be subject to a fine of up to $50,000. However, neither federal nor state law
require law enforcement agencies to notify federal immigration authorities when unlawfully
present individuals are charged with crimes. State and local authorities do not currently track or
publish data on how many unlawfully present individuals are charged with crimes of violence or
are charged with any crime after a prior felony conviction.

What authority do local governments have to engage with federal immigration
authorities?

Unless prohibited by state law, local governments have the authority to determine their level of
cooperation and communication with federal immigration authorities. For example, the City and
County of Denver expanded upon state law by prohibiting federal immigration authorities from
accessing city-controlled property like courthouses. Conversely, El Paso County requires officers
to notify federal immigration authorities if they suspect that an individual in their custody does

not have legal status.

Arguments For Initiative 95

1) Violent individuals and repeat offenders residing in the U.S. unlawfully should be reported to
federal immigration authorities for further enforcement action, which could include removal
from the country. [The measure increases communication and coordination between
Colorado law enforcement and federal |mm|grat|on authorities to identify |nd|V|duaIs who
may pose a threat to public safety, w : : :

Spsseab e sesipenb e masial \

2) The measure creates a new uniform statewide standard for cooperation with federal
immigration authorities. Consistent requirements across jurisdictions improve enforcement
and reduce variation among local policies, thus improving public safety and allowing the

Attachment A

Commented [KA1]: This is not a true statement. We
know time and again that law-abiding individuals who
are contributing positively to society including
individuals here legally, children and US citizens are
being targeted by DHS/ICE agents, abused, detained
for months on end in horrible conditions and murdered
with no consequences for the agents. This proposal will
only increase this activity.
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criminal justice system to work efficiently and effectively in removing potential criminals
from the country.

Arguments Against Initiative 95

1) The measure undermines the constitutional right to due process and the presumption of
innocence by requiring local law enforcement to report individuals to DHS and Immigration
and Customs Enforcement (ICE) before a court determines whether the individual committed
a crime. Criminal charges are allegations, not findings of guilt, and individuals should not
face potentially life-altering immigration consequences, including deportation, before
receiving a fair trial. People who are legally present or who are found to not have committed
any crime could be swept up in immigration enforcement actions if they are unable to prove
their status in the measure’s strict 72-hour timeframe. Removal from the country of persons
subject to the measure interferes with or stymies our judicial system from bringing a person
charged with a crime to justice and punishment if found guilty.

2) The measure is too broad to be enforced equitably and consistently, which erodes trust
between law enforcement and their communities. By failing to define key terms such as
"reasonable effort” or “lawful presence,” enforcement is left up to the discretion of individual
officers, who may rely on subjective characteristics such as language spoken or racial
profiling persenalappearance.. This breakdown in trust will deter some individuals from
reporting crimes, cooperating with investigations, or seeking assistance for fear of subjecting
themselves or members of their community to immigration enforcement.

Information about the organizations supporting and opposing this measure is
available on the Colorado Secretary of State's website:

www.coloradosos.gov/pubs/elections/Initiatives/ballot/contacts/2026.html

Fiscal Impact of Initiative 95

State Spending

In state budget year 2026-27, state spending and workload will increase for agencies that
employ law enforcement officers. Two departments require system updates: the Department of
Revenue requires $50,000 to access federal databases and make programming changes, and the
Department of Natural Resources requires $10,000 to update computer systems. The measure
does not specify a funding source to pay for these costs and it is assumed that they will be paid
from the General Fund. Workload may also increase in these departments, as well as the
departments of Higher Education, Human Services, Judicial, Law, and Public Safety, to the extent
they are required to determine a charged individual's immigration status and communicate with
the federal government on affected cases; however, this work will be primarily conducted by
local governments.
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Local Government Spending

Local law enforcement agencies, including police, district attorney offices, and Regional
Transportation District officers, will have increased workload and potential spending. As with the
state, the added workload involves determining a charged individual's immigration status and
communicating with the federal government on affected cases. Because this determination
happens after charges are filed, most of the workload will fall on district attorney offices. The
amount of work will vary by jurisdiction depending on how many individuals are charged there.
Spending, if incurred, will be on systems updates.

Attachment A



Attachment B

ACLU of Colorado: Feedback on Proposed Initiative 95 Blue Book Comment Draft 3
Submitted by: Ariane Frosh, Policy Counsel, ACLU of Colorado
Submitter Email Address: afrosh(@aclu-co.org

On page 2, line 2-3, strike “occurred, who are charged with any type of crime—including
felonies; misdemeaneors; petty offenses; and traffic violations.”

On page 2, lines 27-29, replace %e}eﬁkmdiﬂd&als—aﬂd—repea%eﬁfeﬁdefs—res&dmg—&%h%&&

wh*ekkee%el—remevﬁemeval—frem—th%eekm&y INDIVIUDALS RESIDING IN THE U.S.
UNLAWFULLY SHOULD NOT BE ALLOWED TO STAY IN THE COUNTRY AFTER

COMMITTING VIOLENT OR REPEAT CRIMES.”

On page 2, line 36, strike “criminal justice system to work efficiently-and-effeetively in
removing potential”

On page 3, line 6, add “face potentially life-altering immigration consequences, including
DETENTION AND deportation, before”

On page 3, line 14, add “appearance WHEN REPORTING PEOPLE TO ICE. This breakdown in
trust will deter”

ACLU of Colorado appreciates the feedback that LSC has accepted from our previous two
submissions. To the extent that LSC did not incorporate our feedback, we continue to urge LSC
to consider our prior suggestions, which we believe make the Comment more accurate and true
to the text of the proposed amendment.

We’d like, however, to draw LSC’s attention to a small handful of changes for the final Blue
Book that we believe will further achieve our shared goals of fairness and accuracy. In our
previous feedback, we have urged LSC to consider striking the language at page 1, lines 32-33
that enumerate certain examples of crimes of violence. While we continue to have concerns that
this language will play on the public’s fear, we understand LSC believes that the phrase is
important to educate voters. Instead, we suggest striking the reference to “felonies and
misdemeanors” in the following sentence. We believe that this second sentence can highlight the
alleged minor offenses that would trigger notification to ICE under the proposed amendment,
and is a fairer description of the proposed amendment’s impact following the list of violent
crimes in the preceding sentence.

In our feedback on the second draft of this comment, we suggested changes to language on page
2, lines 27-29 concerning “[v]iolent individuals and repeat offenders.” We reiterate our concerns
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that such a description improperly assumes that individuals who are merely charged with crimes
have, in fact, committed those crimes, and carries a negative judgment about those individuals.
While we disagree with the premise of the argument, we understand that LSC intends to present
it to voters. Although we also suggested changes to this language in the first draft and remain
concerned about the assumptions about individuals who are charged with crimes, we believe that
language is a fairer representation of the argument; the first draft described the crimes as “violent
or repeat,” rather than the people who are charged.

We have also encouraged LSC to reconsider the argument at page 3, lines 35-37 that suggests
that it is the role of the state criminal justice system to remove potentially dangerous individuals
from the country. Again, while we reiterate our disagreement with such a premise, we
understand that LSC intends to submit it to voters. We therefore recommend striking “efficiently
and effectively” from this language.

Finally, we appreciate LSC’s adoption of feedback to strengthen the arguments against this
initiative and suggest two small additions. First, because “deportation” appears for the first time
in this draft as an example of “potentially life-altering immigration consequences” at page 3 lines
6-7, we suggest adding “detention” to that list to provide a fuller picture of such consequences.
Finally, we think adding “when reporting people to ICE” at the end of the sentence at page 3,
lines 11-14 helps the reader understand when individual officers could exercise their discretion.

Again, we thank you for your work to help educate voters on this proposed amendment and
appreciate your consideration of our feedback. We remain happy to discuss any of this feedback
or our prior feedback.



Attachment C

CIRC Feedback on Proposed Initiative 95 Blue Book Comment Draft 3
Submitted by: Henry Sandman, Co-Executive Director of the Colorado Immigrant Rights

Coalition (CIRC)
Email: henry@circaction.org

CIRC appreciates the addition of Immigrations and Customs Enforcement (ICE) into the
arguments against Initiative 95. We still think it could be helpful for voters to know what
immigration departments are under the Department of Homeland Security in the summary and
analysis section for the measure and are suggesting an addition to that section below.

On Page 1, Line 25 ADD “WHICH INCLUDES CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION
(CBP), IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT (ICE), AND U.S. CITIZENSHIP AND
IMMIGRATION SERVICES (USCIS)” after “Department of Homeland Security (DHS)”

Thank you for giving the Colorado Immigrant Rights Coalition the opportunity to provide
feedback on the second draft of Blue Book language for the proposed Initiative 95.

We appreciate your consideration of the above changes to the proposed Blue Book language
and are happy to discuss or answer any questions about our submission.
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Christensen Larry larstuff@gmx.com

Christiansen Roni ronichristiansen@myyahoo.com

Clifford Chad Chad.clifford.house@coleg.gov CO House of Representatives
Cole Shaina shaina@rockymountainvoice.com Rocky Mountain Voice
Cordell Brian briancordell1967 @gmail.com

Crews Michael michael.crews@coleg.gov Senate Majority Office
Custer Mark mcuster505@proton.me

Dallison Kristin kdallison87@gmail.com

Dawe Ren ren@youcanplayproject.org You Can Play

Dewey Devynn devynn@dontstripourrights.org Dona€™t Strip Our Rights
Dillon Jennifer jennifer@ccjrc.org CCJRC

Donner Christie christie@ccjrc.org Colorado Criminal Justice Reform Coalition
DOR Chris chris.thai@state.co.us Department of Revenue
Dotter Jessica jessica@cdac.state.co.us Colorado District Attorneys' Council



Last Name First Name  Email Organization Name

Duran Monica monica.duran.house@coleg.gov

Enos Colleen colleen@chec.org Christian Home Educators of Colorado
Eslick Regina reslickLSW@gmail.com

Ewing David David.L.Ewing93@gmail.com

Fearn Austin afearn@aponte-busam.com Aponte Busam Public Affairs

Feret Lisa lisa.feret.house@coleg.gov Lisa For Colorado

Finn Jeff jeff@the-finns.com Self

Fisher Nathan nfisher@cocatholic.org Colorado Catholic Conference

Flanell Ava avaflanell@gmail.com

Fletcher Judy fletchejudy@gmail.com N/A

Flores Barbara cwhbcinfo@gmail.com Colorado voter

Francis Victoria vfrancis@immcouncil.org American Immigration Council

Frizell Lisa lisa.frizell.senate@coleg.gov Colorado State Senate

Froelich Meg repfroelichhd3@gmail.com E:L}Or:zztgg\tj:e of Representatives, State
Frosh Ariane afrosh@aclu-co.org ACLU of Colorado

Fung Brendan brendan.j.fung@gmail.com

Gaines Cory corytgaines@gmail.com CTG

Garcia Kathia kathia.garcia@pprm.org Planned Parenthood of the Rocky Mountains
Garner Jen jen@garnerist.com Garnerist



Last Name First Name  Email Organization Name

Giddings Kyle kyle@nofentanylmeasure.com Coloradans for Real Safety Solution
Gillette K k103lang@hotmail.com

Goodrich Jenelle jgoodrich@fsts.org FSTS

Green Jan janébgreen@gmail.com

Guerrieri John jmguerrieri@gmail.com Center for Health Progress

Gurule Dusti dusti@colorlatina.org

Hanson Kimberly kimberly.hanson@coleg.gov House Minority Office

Hanuman Arnold arnold@cdac.state.co.us Colorado District Attorneys' Council (CDAC)
Hastings Emily emilyjhastings@gmail.com

Hatton Kiera kiera@cobaltadvocates.org Cobalt

Holdcraft Kyle kydholdcraft@comcast.net

Horowitz Zuri zuribella@gmail.com

Hrovat Emily emily.hrovat@state.co.us OSPB

Hughes Monica Monica@cobaltadvocates.org Cobalt

Husted Rick rrhphase2@aim.com WWR

Jackson Julia juliajackson@coleg.gov LCS

Johnson Pamela pjeanj22@gmail.com

Johnson Kristopher kristopher@johnson4colorado.org Committee to Elect Johnson For HD24
Juday Darcy darcyjuday@gmail.com AAUW of Colorado

Kallivrousis Sheryl sherylkall@comcast.net LWvCO



Last Name First Name  Email Organization Name

Kelsen Bryan bryankelsen@msn.com

King Tari tari@capitolsolutionsinc.com Capitol Solutions Inc.

Kipp Cathy cathy.kipp.senate@coleg.gov Colorado Senate

Kolupke Katie katie kolupke@coleg.gov LCS

Kulmann Jan jan.kulmann@thorntonco.gov City of Thornton

Lamoureaux Dakota dakota.pueblo@gmail.com

Layton Rebekah rebekah.aspire@gmail.com SAGE Empowerment LLC

Leech Peggy pegleech@aol.com League of Women Voters of Colorado
Legleiter Kyle klegleiter@coloradohealth.org Colorado Health Foundation
Lehnerz Frank flehnerz.uwyo@gmail.com Self

Lester Mark mark@rmequality.org Rocky Mountain Equality

Lunn Matthew matthew.lunn@state.co.us Colorado Division of Criminal Justice
MacKillop Meghan meghan@nexuspolicygroup.com Nexus Policy Group

Maher Kathleen kgmaher@gmail.com

Mantell Joshua mantell@bellpolicy.org The Bell Policy Center

Marchetti Stephen battalion555@gmail.com

Marine Crystal crystal.marine12@yahoo.com Personal

MartAnez Annie amartinez@copolicy.org CCLP

Martin Carolyn cmpolicydir@gmail.com



Last Name First Name  Email Organization Name
. . lor rganization for Latin rtunity an
Martinez Vanessa vanessa@colorlatina.org (I;Zpioajuocgvgiigt?ttsczCOclJ_ORa)t a Opportunity and
Martinez Hernandez Roberta dulcineal19@gmail.com
Maycheco Maureen maureen@colorlatina.org E:Li;ajuocgvrg;?;?tﬁon for Latina Opportunity and
Mc M mittenshanover@yahoo.com
Mendoza Olivia omendoza@aclu-co.org ACLU Colorado
Meyers Laurie laurie.m.meyers@gmail.com
Moore Sallie inointronet@gmail.com
Morales Shaleen smorales@rmian.org Rocky Mountain Immigrant Advocacy Network
Moss Sarah sarah@calpho.org (CCOAT_La:S)ASSOdaﬁon of Local Public Health Officials
Mueller Patrick patrick@cdac.state.co.us Colorado District Attorneys' Council
Newell Kiyana Kiyana@neweracoloradoaction.org New Era Colorado Action Fund
Nickerson Jody jody57@proton.me Citizen
Nurse Christopher  christopher@christophernurse.com Nurse Public Affairs
park chae chae@slpublicaffairs.com
Parker Bruce bruce@rmequality.org Rocky Mountain Equality
Peterson Bob rpeterson.summit@gmail.com
Redhorse Consuelo cmredhorse@gmail.com
Reeves Todd treeves@arvada.org Colorado Association of Police
Reinsch Laura pinky @slpublicaffairs.com Siegel Long Public Affairs



Last Name First Name  Email Organization Name

Robinson Anaya arobinson@aclu-co.org ACLU of CO

Rowland Carla carla.rowland50@gmail.com

Ruedebusch Katie katie.ruedebusch@coleg.gov

Rush Jeany jeanyrush@comcast.net

Rutledge Bennett rutledges@peoplepc.com Colorado by Consent of the Governed
SAinchez Alex alex@vocesunidas.org Voces Unidas

Sandman Henry henry@circaction.org CIRC

Scanlan Julia julia.scanlan@coloradoccat.org Counties & Commissioners Acting Together (CCAT)
Schieffelin Marcella JusticeCare@proton.me Marcella Schieffelin Consulting LLC/Justice Care
Schneider Caitlin schneider@coloradofiscal.org

Sher Alex alexliorsher@gmail.com

Shereda Christina christinaj5418@gmail.com

Sherwood Amy americasherwood@yahoo.com League of Women Voters Colorado
Siegel Carolyn carolyn@slpublicaffairs.com Siegel Long Public Affairs

Silverstein Justin justin.s@cosfp.org Colorado School Finance Project
Stensland Toby stenslat@gmail.com

Story Tammy rep.tammy.story@gmail.com General Assembly

Swope Christina christina.s.swope@gmail.com DSA

Taheri Suzanne st@westglp.com West Group

Thom Mary marythomgj@gmail.com



Last Name First Name  Email Organization Name
Tierney Martha mtierney@tierneylawrence.com
Troxell Ashley ashley@ashleytroxell.com
Wangler Lillian lillian.wangler@gmail.com
Wark Brandon brandon.wark@gmail.com
Watson Brady brady.watson22 @proton.me
Webster Andrew andrew.webster@coleg.gov LCS
Westbrook Holly westbrook_holly@hotmail.com
White Kathy white@coloradofiscal.org Colorado Fiscal Institute
Williams Stephen swilliams@fountainpd.com Fountain Police Department
Winegar Rebecca rcwinegar89@gmail.com
Woodruff Jeffrey jeffrey.woodruff@pitkincounty.com Pitkin County
Woodson Sarah woodsonforhd42@gmail.com Woodson For Colorado
Wyscaver Laura lwyscaver@msn.com
Zepernick Bill bill.zepernick@coleg.gov
Zoll Daisy daisy@slpublicaffairs.com Siegel Long Public Affairs
Step director@citizensproject.org Citizens Project
NK ENVOYCOLLECTOR@GMAIL.COM IPL

miranda.martinez-mundo@coleg.gov

ian.escalante@rmgohg.org

mike.weissman.senate@coleg.gov



N

o v A~ W

10
11

12

13

14

15

16
17
18

19
20

21

22

23

24
25
26

Amendment 81

Law Enforcement Communication with Federal Immigration Authorities

Ballot Title: Shall there be an amendment to the Colorado Constitution requiring law enforcement to notify
the department of homeland security when a person is charged with either a violent crime or any crime if
the person has a prior felony conviction if law enforcement cannot determine that the person is lawfully
present in the United States?

Text of Measure:

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Colorado:

SECTION 1. In the constitution of the state of Colorado, add section 17 to article XVIII as follows:

Section 17. Notification requirements for felons and violent offenders unlawfully present in the
United States

(1) Definitions. AS USED IN THIS SECTION, UNLESS THE CONTEXT OTHERWISE REQUIRES, “LAW ENFORCEMENT" MEANS:
(a) A CERTIFIED PEACE OFFICER DESCRIBED IN LAW, WHO IS EMPLOYED BY A LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY;

(b) A CORRECTIONAL OFFICER; OR

(c) AN ATTORNEY OR INVESTIGATOR WHO IS EMPLOYED BY A DISTRICT ATTORNEY.,

(2) Requirement to notify upon charging. NOTWITHSTANDING ANY OTHER PROVISION OF COLORADO LAW, LAW
ENFORCEMENT SHALL NOTIFY THE FEDERAL DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY WITHIN SEVENTY-TWO HOURS AFTER
CHARGING THE PERSON WITH A CRIME IF:

(a) THE PERSON IS NOT LAWFULLY PRESENT IN THE UNITED STATES OR THE STATUS OF THE PERSON'S LAWFUL PRESENCE IS
UNKNOWN AFTER A REASONABLE ATTEMPT TO DETERMINE IT HAS BEEN MADE BY LAW ENFORCEMENT; AND

(b) EITHER:
(1) THE PERSON IS CHARGED WITH A CRIME OF VIOLENCE AS DEFINED BY COLORADO STATUTE; OR
(I1) THE PERSON HAS BEEN CONVICTED OF A PRIOR FELONY.

(3) Reasonable effort required. LAW ENFORCEMENT HAS A DUTY TO MAKE A REASONABLE EFFORT TO DETERMINE
WHETHER A PERSON CHARGED WHO WOULD BE THE SUBJECT OF A NOTIFICATION UNDER THIS SECTION IS LAWFULLY PRESENT
IN THE UNITED STATES,
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