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Amendment 82: Redirect State Funds to 

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

Amendment 82 proposes amending the Colorado Constitution to: 1 

● require that certain motor vehicle-related state taxes and fees, which are currently used for 2 

transportation programs and general government operations, be spent exclusively on road 3 

construction and maintenance, road safety for motor vehicles, and the Colorado State Patrol. 4 

What Your Vote Means5 

YES 6 

A “yes” vote on Amendment 82 redirects 7 

certain motor vehicle-related taxes and fees 8 

away from transit and other programs and 9 

dedicates that money towards roads, road 10 

safety for motor vehicles, and the state 11 

patrol. 12 

NO 13 

A “no” vote on Amendment 82 means that 14 

the state and local governments maintain 15 

their existing authority to determine 16 

funding levels for roads, transit, and other 17 

programs. 18 

Summary and Analysis of Amendment 82 19 

What does Amendment 82 do? 20 

Amendment 82 amends the state constitution to require that state and local governments 21 

spend certain motor vehicle-related taxes and fees that are collected by the state exclusively on 22 

roads, road safety for motor vehicles (road safety), and the Colorado State Patrol beginning 23 

January 1, 2027. These include all state sales and excise taxes on motor vehicles and fuel, plus 24 

two-thirds of sales taxes collected on vehicle parts and accessories. This revenue would be 25 

distributed between state and local governments and restricted to four uses:  26 

● construction, maintenance, and operation of public roads;  27 

● design and engineering costs for road projects;  28 

● safety improvements for motor vehicles on public roads; and  29 

● state patrol operations. 30 

Functionally, the measure will impact two categories of existing funds. 31 

● Existing transportation funds. Under current law, most transportation funds are already 32 

distributed between the state and local government and used for roads, road safety for all 33 

road users, the state patrol, public transit, and other transportation programs serving 34 

pedestrians and cyclists. The measure narrows allowed uses of some of these funds so that 35 

they can only be used for roads, road safety for motor vehicles, and the state patrol. 36 
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● Other funds newly directed to roads. The measure requires certain existing sales taxes and 1 

other vehicle-related taxes and fees, which are currently used for general government 2 

operations (such as health care and education), transit, and other transportation programs, 3 

to be spent exclusively for roads, road safety for motor vehicles, and the state patrol. 4 

Much of this measure’s impact is delayed by House Bill 26-1430,1 a law that only goes into effect 5 

if Amendment 82 passes, as explained later in this analysis. 6 

How much do the state and local governments currently spend on transportation? 7 

The state and local governments currently receive about $1.4 billion per year in ongoing state 8 

transportation funding, including revenue from gas taxes, registration fees, and other 9 

transportation-related taxes and fees. A significant portion of this funding is already required to 10 

be spent on roads, road safety, and the state patrol, while some is also spent on transit or other 11 

non-road transportation purposes. The measure may result in reduced spending on transit and 12 

other non-road transportation programs. 13 

Figure 1 presents current state transportation funding distributed to state and local 14 

governments and how this funding may increase for roads, road safety, and the state patrol 15 

under the measure. The increase in road funding from redirected dollars shown in Figure 1 is an 16 

estimate. Depending on how the measure is interpreted by the legislature and courts, the 17 

measure may redirect less money than shown in Figure 1.  18 

Figure 1 19 

Actual and Forecasted Allocation of Vehicle-Related Taxes and Fees for Transportation 20 

Millions of Dollars 21 

 22 

Budget years with an “f” indicate that the funding amounts are forecasted.  23 

 

1 Online at: leg.colorado.gov/bluebook 
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What other funds will be redirected to roads? 1 

It is estimated that the measure will require up to $750 million per year in existing funds to be 2 

distributed to state and local governments for roads, road safety, and the state patrol. The actual 3 

amount will depend on how the measure is interpreted by the legislature and the courts. 4 

Figure 2 presents the current funding uses for the sources affected under the broadest 5 

interpretation of the measure. 6 

For the first three-and-a-half years, the redirected revenue in Figure 2 does not result in 7 

increased road funding because of tax and fee reductions in HB 26-1430. The general operating 8 

budget reductions in Figure 2 might not occur in the first three-and-a-half years because of 9 

provisions in HB 26-1430, which make more money available by reducing taxpayer funds in 10 

some years, as explained later in this analysis.  11 

Figure 2 12 

Potential Reduction in Other Program Funds under Amendment 82 13 

Millions of Dollars, Funds by Current Use 14 

 15 

The funds shown in Figure 2 are from the following sources: 16 

● Sales tax on motor vehicles and parts. State sales and use taxes collected on the sale of 17 

automobiles, parts, and accessories are currently credited to the state’s General Fund and 18 

support general government operations, such as health care, K-12 education, higher 19 

education, human services, and prisons. Amendment 82 requires that an estimated 20 

$580 million instead be spent on roads, road safety, and the state patrol, making this money 21 

unavailable for general government operations.  22 

● Vehicle-related taxes for transit and other transportation programs. In addition to 23 

funding roads, some vehicle registration-related fees currently support other transportation 24 

programs such as Division of Motor Vehicles (DMV) services, license plate manufacturing, 25 

police officer training standards, statewide emergency medical and trauma services (EMTS), 26 

air pollution control, pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, rapid transit, certain impaired 27 
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driving enforcement programs, and electric vehicle (EV) charging station grants, among 1 

others. Amendment 82 requires that an estimated $170 million of annual funding for these 2 

programs be spent on roads instead.  3 

Some state and local transportation projects are eligible for matching federal grants. In cases 4 

where the measure reallocates state funding away from transit or transportation programs other 5 

than roads, road safety, and the state patrol, federal matching grants will also become 6 

unavailable. However, in cases where the measure allocates more state funding to roads and 7 

road safety projects eligible for federal match, it may make more federal money available.  8 

When does increased funding for roads, road safety, and the state patrol begin? 9 

Amendment 82 takes effect in January 2027, but its full impact is delayed by a law passed by the 10 

state legislature in 2026. HB 26-1430 goes into effect if Amendment 82 passes. Through June 11 

2030, the law temporarily reduces fuel excise taxes, registration fees, and other 12 

transportation-related charges to roughly offset the funding being newly directed to roads 13 

under Amendment 82. The reduction in transportation-related taxes and fees creates budget 14 

space for general government operations by reducing the state’s obligation for refunds to 15 

taxpayers. As a result, HB 26-1430 may result in the measure having minimal impact to road and 16 

general state spending through June 2030 based on current expectations, though transit 17 

funding will be reduced. While HB 26-1430 is in effect, taxpayers will pay less in gas taxes and 18 

registration fees, but will receive fewer tax refunds from the state. Actual impacts to spending on 19 

roads, the state budget, and taxpayers will depend on state revenues over the next few years. A 20 

more detailed description of the net effects on taxpayers and general government operations 21 

can be found in the Fiscal Impact section below. 22 

Beginning July 2030, taxes and fees return to their current levels. From that point on, funding for 23 

roads, road safety, and the state patrol increases (Figure 1), and funding for general government 24 

operations, transit, and other transportation programs decreases (Figure 2). 25 

Arguments For Amendment 82 26 

1) Colorado’s roads rank among the worst in the nation. Poorly maintained roads are not just 27 

an inconvenience, they are a safety hazard that cost road users significant money and time 28 

and cause congestion, property damage, and injuries or fatalities. Despite this, Colorado’s 29 

roads remain severely underfunded. Less than 5 percent of the state’s operating budget 30 

goes towards the state’s transportation department (CDOT), and not all of CDOT’s budget is 31 

used for road maintenance and repair. The state’s budget has increased more than 32 

60 percent over the past 10 years while ongoing funding for roads has not kept up. 33 

2) Without raising taxes, Amendment 82 locks in sustainable funding for roads by redirecting 34 

existing revenue generated from motor vehicles and fuel exclusively to road construction, 35 

maintenance, safety improvements and the state patrol. The state has previously dedicated 36 

sales tax revenue from motor vehicles to roads, but without constitutional protection, the 37 

investment has eroded over time. Money that drivers pay in vehicle-related taxes and fees 38 

should be used for clearly connected purposes, going towards roads, road safety, and the 39 
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state patrol. The measure prioritizes safe, well-maintained roads that drivers depend on and 1 

expect. 2 

Arguments Against Amendment 82 3 

1) Amendment 82 diverts hundreds of millions of dollars away from health care, education, and 4 

other essential state services by redirecting sales tax revenue to the road construction 5 

industry, money that nearly every other state uses to fund general government operations. 6 

On top of that, it also diverts funding away from public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian 7 

transportation options, which could lead to increased traffic congestion and emissions, as 8 

well as endangering the most vulnerable road users such as pedestrians and bicyclists.  9 

2) Everyone wants well-maintained roads, but the measure’s rigid constitutional formulas and 10 

vaguely defined terms undermine the state’s ability to balance road funding against other 11 

essential state services and risk unintended consequences that will be hard to reverse once 12 

the measure is part of the state constitution. Constitutionally mandated formulas mean that 13 

local governments lose the ability to prioritize how they spend transportation funds to meet 14 

the specific needs of their community, and instead are forced to spend exclusively on roads. 15 

The state is already making responsible progress balancing roads with other state priorities, 16 

investing an additional $4.1 billion in transportation over the past 10 years, on top of the 17 

many dedicated revenue sources it already receives.  18 

Information about the organizations supporting and opposing this measure is 19 

available on the Colorado Secretary of State's website: 20 

www.coloradosos.gov/pubs/elections/Initiatives/ballot/contacts/2026.html  21 

Fiscal Impact of Amendment 82 22 

State Revenue 23 

The measure by itself has no impact on state revenue. If the measure passes, House Bill 26-1430 24 

will also go into effect and reduce state revenue by about $227 million in state budget year 25 

2026-27 and up to $580 million per year through budget year 2029-30. This revenue reduction 26 

is the result of a temporary decrease in certain motor vehicle tax and fee rates by about 38 27 

percent.  28 

The lower fee and tax collections will reduce state revenue relative to the state’s constitutional 29 

revenue limit, also known as the Taxpayer’s Bill of Rights (TABOR) limit. Less revenue subject to 30 

TABOR will reduce or eliminate TABOR refunds to taxpayers, which are paid from the state’s 31 

general operating budget when state revenue is over the TABOR limit. In years where TABOR 32 

refunds are eliminated, the measure instead reduces funds available for other budget priorities. 33 

http://www.coloradosos.gov/pubs/elections/Initiatives/ballot/contacts/2026.html
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State Spending 1 

Through June 2030, the measure combined with HB 26-1430 keeps transportation funding 2 

distributed to the state and local governments for roads, road safety, and the state patrol near 3 

current levels, while decreasing funding for transit and other transportation programs. In years 4 

where revenue is above the TABOR limit, the measure results in minimal changes to general 5 

state spending (health care, education, human services, etc.). In years where the revenue 6 

reductions cause state revenue to fall near or below the TABOR limit, state funding for purposes 7 

other than roads, road safety, and the state patrol will be reduced. 8 

After June 2030, the measure increases funding required to be spent on roads, road safety, and 9 

the state patrol by up to an estimated $750 million per year. This required spending will reduce 10 

money available for other state programs (the largest being health care, education, transit, and 11 

other transportation programs) by up to $750 million per year. The exact fiscal impact of the 12 

measure on other programs will depend on budgeting decisions and any future legislative 13 

actions to clarify implementation of the measure. 14 

Local Government Revenue and Spending 15 

Through June 2030, the measure keeps state transportation funding for counties and cities 16 

similar to current levels, while disallowing certain state-distributed funds from being spent on 17 

transit or other transportation programs. After June 2030, up to an additional $296 million per 18 

year will be distributed to counties and cities for roads and road safety. 19 

Taxpayer Impacts 20 

After June 2030, the measure has no impact on taxpayers. 21 

Through June 2030, taxpayers will pay less in certain motor vehicle taxes and fees. In years 22 

where revenue is sufficiently above the TABOR limit, the decrease in motor vehicle taxes and 23 

fees paid will be offset by a corresponding decrease in TABOR refunds to taxpayers. This results 24 

in no net impact to taxpayers overall, though individual taxpayer impacts may differ based on 25 

refunds claimed and motor vehicle taxes and fees paid. For more information, see the Legislative 26 

Council Staff memorandum titled, “A Brief Overview of the TABOR Revenue Limit.”2  27 

 

2 Online at: leg.colorado.gov/bluebook 
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Figure 3 1 

Impact of Amendment 82 and HB 26-1430 2 

 3 

Interactions with Other Measures 4 

Proposition NN allows the state to keep and spend revenue that would otherwise be refunded 5 

to taxpayers under TABOR, up to a newly established limit. If Amendment 82 passes, HB 26-1430 6 

reduces tax and fee revenue through June 2030, which will temporarily reduce the amount of 7 

money the state keeps and spends under Proposition NN if both measures pass. 8 
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Initiative 175: Redirect State Funds to 

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

Initiative 175 proposes amending the Colorado Constitution to: 1 

● require that certain motor vehicle-related state taxes and fees, which are currently used for 

transportation programs and general government operations, be spent exclusively on road 

construction and maintenance, road safety for motor vehicles, and the Colorado State Patrol. 

2 

3 

4 

What Your Vote Means5 

YES 6 

A “yes” vote on Initiative 175 redirects and 

dedicates certain motor vehicle-related 

taxes and fees away from other programs 

and towards roads, road safety for motor 

vehicles, and the state patrol. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

NO 12 

A “no” vote on Initiative 175 means that the 

state and local governments maintain their 

existing authority to determine funding 

levels for roads, transit, and other 

programs.  

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

Summary and Analysis of Initiative 175 18 

What does the measure do? 19 

Initiative 175 amends the state constitution to require that state and local governments spend 

certain motor vehicle-related taxes and fees that are collected by the state exclusively on roads, 

road safety for motor vehicles (road safety), and the Colorado State Patrol beginning January 1, 

2027. These include all state sales and excise taxes on motor vehicles and fuel, plus two-thirds of 

sales taxes collected on vehicle parts and accessories. This revenue would be distributed 

between state and local governments and restricted to four uses:  

● construction, maintenance, and operation of public roads;  

● design and engineering costs for road projects;  

● safety improvements for motor vehicles on public roads; and  

● state patrol operations. 

Functionally, the measure will impact two categories of existing funds. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

● Existing transportation funds. Under current law, most transportation funds are already 

distributed between the state and local government and used for roads, road safety for all 

road users, state patrol, public transit, and other transportation programs. The measure 

narrows allowed uses of some of these transportation funds so that they can only be used 

for roads, road safety for motor vehicles, and the state patrol. 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 
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● Other funds newly directed to roads. The measure requires certain existing sales taxes and 

other vehicle-related taxes and fees, which are currently used for general government 

operations (such as health care and education), transit, and other transportation programs, 

to be spent exclusively for roads, road safety for motor vehicles, and the state patrol. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Much of this measure’s impact is delayed by House Bill 26-1430,1

1 Online at leg.colorado.gov/bluebook. 

 a law that only goes into effect 

if Initiative 175 passes, as explained later in this analysis. 

5 

6 

How much do the state and local governments currently spend on transportation? 7 

The state and local governments currently receive about $1.4 billion per year in ongoing state 

transportation funding, including revenue from gas taxes, registration fees, and other 

transportation-related taxes and fees. A significant portion of this funding is already required to 

be spent on roads, road safety, and the state patrol, while some is also spent on transit or other 

non-road transportation purposes. The measure may result in reduced spending on transit and 

other non-road transportation programs. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Figure 1 presents current state transportation funding distributed to state and local 

governments and how this funding may increase for roads, road safety, and the state patrol 

under the measure. The increase in funding shown in Figure 1 is an estimate. Depending on how 

the measure is legally interpreted, the measure may redirect less money than shown in Figure 1. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

Figure 1 

Actual and Forecasted Allocation of Vehicle-Related Taxes and Fees for Transportation 

Millions of Dollars 

18 

19 

20 

 21 

Budget years with an “f” indicate that the funding amounts are forecasted.  22 
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What other funds will be redirected to roads? 1 

It is estimated that the measure will require up to $750 million per year in existing funds to be 

distributed to state and local governments for roads, road safety, and the state patrol. The actual 

amount will depend on how the measure is interpreted by the legislature and the courts. 

Figure 2 presents the current funding uses for the sources affected under the broadest 

interpretation of the measure. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Figure 2 

Potential Reduction in Other Program Funds under Initiative 175 

Millions of Dollars, Funds by Current Use 

7 

8 

9 

 10 

The funds shown in Figure 2 are from the following sources: 11 

● Sales tax on motor vehicles and parts. State sales and use taxes collected on the sale of 

automobiles, parts, and accessories are currently credited to the state’s General Fund and 

support general government operations, such as health care, K-12 education, higher 

education, human services, and prisons. Initiative 175 requires that an estimated $580 million 

instead be spent on roads, road safety, and the state patrol, making this money unavailable 

for general government operations.  

● Vehicle-related taxes for transit and other transportation programs. In addition to 

funding roads, some vehicle registration-related fees currently support other transportation 

programs such as Division of Motor Vehicles (DMV) services, license plate manufacturing, 

police officer training standards, statewide emergency medical and trauma services, air 

pollution control, pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, rapid transit, certain impaired driving 

enforcement programs, and electric vehicle charging stations, among others. Initiative 175 

requires that an estimated $170 million of annual funding for these programs be spent on 

roads instead.  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Some state and local transportation projects are eligible for matching federal grants. In cases 

where the measure reallocates state funding away from transit or transportation programs other 

than roads, road safety, and the state patrol, federal matching grants will also become 
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unavailable. However, in cases where the measure allocates more state funding to roads and 

road safety projects eligible for federal match, it may make more federal money available.  

1 

2 

When does increased funding for roads, road safety, and the state patrol begin? 3 

 Initiative 175 takes effect in January 2027, but its full impact is delayed by a law passed by the 

state legislature in 2026. House Bill 26-1430 goes into effect if Initiative 175 passes. Through 

June 2030, the law temporarily reduces fuel excise taxes, registration fees, and other 

transportation-related charges to roughly offset the funding being newly directed to roads 

under Initiative 175. The reduction in transportation-related taxes and fees creates budget space 

for general government operations by reducing the state’s obligation for refunds to taxpayers. 

As a result, HB 26-1430 may result in the measure having minimal impact to road and state 

spending through June 2030 based on current expectations. While HB 26-1430 is effective, 

taxpayers will pay less in transportation-related taxes and fees like gasoline taxes, but will 

receive fewer tax refunds from the state. Actual impacts to spending on roads, the state budget, 

and taxpayers will depend on state revenues over the next few years.  A more detailed 

description of the net effects on taxpayers and general government operations can be found in 

the Fiscal Impact section below. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Beginning July 2030, taxes and fees return to their current levels. From that point on, the overall 

amount of state revenue collected is unchanged. Funding for roads, road safety, and the state 

patrol increases, offset by decreases in funding for general government operations, transit, and 

other transportation programs. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Arguments For Initiative 175 21 

1) Colorado’s roads rank among the worst in the nation. Poorly maintained roads are not just 

an inconvenience, they are a safety hazard that cost road users significant money and time 

and cause congestion, property damage, and injuries or fatalities. Despite this, Colorado’s 

roads remain severely underfunded. Less than 5 percent of the state’s operating budget 

goes towards the state’s transportation department (CDOT), and not all of CDOT’s budget is 

used for road maintenance and repair. The state’s budget has increased more than 

60 percent over the past 10 years while ongoing funding for roads has not kept up. 

2) Without raising taxes, Initiative 175 locks in sustainable funding for roads by redirecting 

existing revenue generated from motor vehicles and fuel exclusively to road construction, 

maintenance, safety improvements and the state patrol. The state has previously dedicated 

sales tax revenue from motor vehicles to roads, but without constitutional protection, the 

investment has eroded over time. Money that drivers pay in vehicle-related taxes and fees 

should be used for clearly connected purposes, going towards roads, road safety, and the 

state patrol. The measure prioritizes safe, well-maintained roads that drivers depend on and 

expect. 
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Arguments Against Initiative 175 1 

1) Initiative 175 diverts hundreds of millions of dollars away from health care, education, and 

other essential state services by redirecting sales tax revenue to the road construction 

industry, money that nearly every other state uses to fund general government operations. 

On top of that, it also diverts funding away from public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian 

transportation options, which could lead to increased traffic congestion and emissions, as 

well as endangering the most vulnerable road users such as pedestrians and bicyclists.  

2) Everyone wants well-maintained roads, but the measure’s rigid constitutional formulas and 

vaguely defined terms undermine the state’s ability to balance road funding against other 

essential state services and risk unintended consequences that will be hard to reverse once 

the measure is part of the state constitution. Mandated formulas mean that local 

governments lose the ability to prioritize how they spend transportation funds to meet the 

specific needs of their community, and instead are forced to spend exclusively on roads. The 

state is already making responsible progress balancing roads with other state priorities, 

investing an additional $4.1 billion in transportation over the past 10 years, on top of the 

many dedicated revenue sources it already receives.  

2 

3 

4 

5 
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10 
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15 

16 

Information about the organizations supporting and opposing this measure is 

available on the Colorado Secretary of State's website: 

17 

18 

 19 

www.coloradosos.gov/pubs/elections/Initiatives/ballot/contacts/2026.html  20 

Fiscal Impact of Initiative 175 21 

State Revenue 22 

The measure by itself has no impact on state revenue. If the measure passes, House Bill 26-1430 

will also go into effect and reduce state revenue by about $227 million in state budget year 

2026-27 and up to $580 million per year through budget year 2029-30. This revenue reduction 

is the result of a temporary decrease in certain motor vehicle tax and fee rates by about 38 

percent.  

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

The lower fee and tax collections will reduce state revenue relative to the state’s constitutional 

revenue limit, also known as the Taxpayer’s Bill of Rights (TABOR) limit. Less revenue subject to 

TABOR will reduce or eliminate TABOR refunds to taxpayers, which are paid from the state’s 

general operating budget when state revenue is over the TABOR limit. In years where TABOR 

refunds are eliminated, the measure instead reduces funds available for other budget priorities. 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

State Spending 33 

Through June 2030, the measure combined with HB 26-1430 keeps transportation funding 

distributed to the state and local governments for roads, road safety, and the state patrol near 

current levels, while decreasing funding for transit and other transportation programs. In years 

where revenue is above the TABOR limit, the measure results in minimal changes to general 

34 

35 

36 

37 

http://www.coloradosos.gov/pubs/elections/Initiatives/ballot/contacts/2026.html
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state spending (health care, education, human services, etc.). In years where the revenue 

reductions cause state revenue to fall near or below the TABOR limit, state funding for purposes 

other than roads, road safety, and the state patrol will be reduced. 

1 

2 

3 

After June 2030, the measure increases funding required to be spent on roads, road safety, and 

the state patrol by up to an estimated $750 million per year. This required spending will reduce 

money available for other state programs (the largest being health care, education, transit, and 

other transportation programs) by up to $750 million per year. The exact fiscal impact of the 

measure on other programs will depend on budgeting decisions and any future legislative 

actions to clarify implementation of the measure. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Local Government Revenue and Spending 10 

Through June 2030, the measure keeps state transportation funding for counties and cities 

similar to current levels, while disallowing certain state-distributed funds from being spent on 

transit or other transportation programs. After June 2030, up to an additional $296 million per 

year will be distributed to counties and cities for roads and road safety. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

Taxpayer Impacts 15 

After June 2030, the measure has no impact on taxpayers. 16 

Through June 2030, taxpayers will pay less in certain motor vehicle taxes and fees. In years 

where revenue is sufficiently above the TABOR limit, the decrease in motor vehicle taxes and 

fees paid will be offset by a corresponding decrease in TABOR refunds to taxpayers. This results 

in no net impact to taxpayers overall, though individual taxpayer impacts may differ based on 

refunds claimed and motor vehicle taxes and fees paid. More information about the TABOR limit 

and refunds can be found in the accompanying Legislative Council Staff memorandum. 

17 
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Figure 3 

Impact of Initiative 175 and HB 26-1430 
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Interactions with Other Measures 1 

Proposition NN allows the state to keep and spend revenue that would otherwise be refunded 

to taxpayers under TABOR, up to a newly established limit. With House Bill 26-1430, 

Initiative 175 reduces tax and fee revenue through June 2030, which will temporarily reduce the 

amount of money the state keeps and spends under Proposition NN if both measures pass. 

2 

3 

4 

5 





Last Draft Comments from Interested Parties 

Amendment 82 

Redirect State Funds to Roads 

Madison Bryant, representing Colorado Counties Incorporated: 

Hello, 

Madison Bryant, Colorado Counties, Inc. 

We received the following comment from Commissioner Adam Gates of Yuma County regarding 

the third draft of the analysis for Initiative 175: 

"After reviewing the 175 draft, my suggestion is to remove the wording 'redirect' and replace it 

with 'direct' funding. This might help reduce hesitation from voters unless those that are 

thorough read the entirety of the measure. 

Under the section 'What Your Vote Means' (YES), eliminate the verbiage about taking fees away 

from other programs and simply state that it 'directs funding toward roads.' 

There are several other locations in the initiative where the wording could be clarified to 'direct 

funding.'" 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Madison Bryant 

Legislative and Member Services Coordinator 

Colorado Counties, Inc.  

Becky English, representing themself 

Hello Blue Book creators, 

I don’t have time to review all 7 pages, but I want to offer these suggestions for the Arguments 

section, page 5 of 3rd draft.  My additional primary standalone #1 may make the section 

impermissably long, but I think the point does somehow need to be more salient  than it currently 

is. Suggesting to change  thus: 

Arguments Against Initiative 175  

1) The state Constitution should not be used to micromanage our state’s operating budget.  Our 

state legislature is charged with that responsibility.  

2)  Everyone wants well-maintained roads, but the measure’s rigid constitutional formulas and 

vaguely defined terms undermine the state’s ability to balance road funding against other 

essential state services, and they risk unintended consequences that will be hard to reverse once 

the measure is part of the state constitution. Mandated formulas mean that local governments 

lose the ability to prioritize how they spend transportation funds to meet the specific needs of 

their community, and instead are forced to spend exclusively on roads. The state is already 

making responsible progress balancing roads with other state priorities, investing an additional 



$4.1 billion in transportation over the past 10 years, on top of the many dedicated revenue 

sources it already receives.   

3) Initiative 175 diverts hundreds of millions of dollars away from health care, education, and 

other essential state services by redirecting sales tax revenue to the road construction industry, 

money that nearly every other state uses to fund general government operations. In addition, the 

measure also diverts funding away from public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian transportation 

options, which could lead to increased traffic congestion and emissions, as well as endangering 

the most vulnerable road users such as pedestrians and bicyclists.  

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1y1gGGiIWrHq3lfGPnmxxDDxDTEAEO4VkbL8xMZqYOrg/e

dit?usp=sharing 

Renée Larrarte, representing Conservation Colorado: 

Hello, 

I reviewed the third draft of the Blue Book analysis for Initiative 175 and wanted to offer a few 

comments that I think would help make the analysis as clear and useful to voters as possible. 

Overall, I think the draft is strong, but I think there are several places where the voter-facing 

implications of the measure could be made clearer, particularly around the opportunity costs, the 

constitutional nature of the measure, and what a “no” vote actually means. 

1. Clarify what voters are giving up 

The analysis states that up to $750 million annually could be redirected after June 2030, but I 

think the voter implications of that should be more explicit. The fiscal analysis identifies health 

care, education, transit and other transportation programs among the areas that could be 

affected. 

I suggest adding language explaining that Initiative 175 does not create $750 million in new 

transportation funding. Rather, it redirects existing state revenue away from other state and 

transportation priorities and constitutionally requires those funds to be used for roads, road 

safety and the State Patrol. 

2. Clarify the “without raising taxes” argument 

The proponents' argument says the measure provides sustainable transportation funding without 

raising taxes. I think the analysis should provide more context here. Through June 2030, HB 26-

1430 temporarily reduces certain motor vehicle taxes and fees if Initiative 175 passes, but the 

fiscal analysis indicates that these reductions may be offset by reduced TABOR refunds. 

It would be helpful for voters to understand that the temporary reduction in transportation taxes 

and fees does not necessarily represent an equivalent reduction in taxpayers' overall tax burden. 

3. Explain that more road funding does not guarantee better roads 

I think an important point missing from the current Arguments Against is that Initiative 175 does 

not establish performance requirements, maintenance priorities, or other mechanisms 

guaranteeing that additional funding will result in better road conditions. 

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/docs.google.com/document/d/1y1gGGiIWrHq3lfGPnmxxDDxDTEAEO4VkbL8xMZqYOrg/edit?usp=sharing__;!!N3hutN9gVC0oIVTJNA!T7yAJjGnV9fnxGSBWl8Wpk3YtIh3zsO66w4Xgbi53Kt7PqGfp5nh4lZzIr2XLCQlcO4d4vCWOSVFUFfZqvnlDTpjYNJ0BaqY$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/docs.google.com/document/d/1y1gGGiIWrHq3lfGPnmxxDDxDTEAEO4VkbL8xMZqYOrg/edit?usp=sharing__;!!N3hutN9gVC0oIVTJNA!T7yAJjGnV9fnxGSBWl8Wpk3YtIh3zsO66w4Xgbi53Kt7PqGfp5nh4lZzIr2XLCQlcO4d4vCWOSVFUFfZqvnlDTpjYNJ0BaqY$


The measure redirects existing revenue to roads, but does not require that the money be 

prioritized toward fixing existing infrastructure rather than construction or expansion. More 

funding for roads is not necessarily the same thing as a strategy to get better transportation 

outcomes. 

4. Strengthen the local flexibility argument 

The draft mentions that local governments could lose flexibility in how transportation funds are 

spent. I think this could be made more concrete. 

Transportation needs differ significantly among urban, suburban, rural and mountain 

communities. Initiative 175 would constitutionally restrict affected funds to roads, motor-vehicle 

safety and the State Patrol, limiting the ability of state and local governments to respond to other 

transportation needs such as transit, pedestrian safety or bicycle infrastructure. 

Because these restrictions would be constitutional, future legislators and local governments would 

have limited ability to adapt funding priorities as community needs change. 

5. Make the federal funding issue more prominent 

The draft notes that federal matching funds could be lost when state funding is redirected away 

from transit and other non-road transportation programs, while additional federal funding could 

potentially become available for roads. 

I think voters would benefit from a clearer explanation that redirecting state funds does not 

necessarily produce a dollar-for-dollar increase in transportation investment. Some existing 

programs may leverage federal matching funds, meaning that moving state dollars could also 

result in the loss of federal dollars. The net effect is uncertain. 

6. Strengthen the constitutional lock-in argument 

I think the constitutional nature of Initiative 175 deserves greater emphasis. 

Voters are not simply deciding whether roads should receive more funding. They are being asked 

to put detailed transportation funding restrictions into the state Constitution. Transportation 

needs, technology, population, travel patterns and community priorities can change significantly 

over time. 

It would be helpful to explain that a “yes” vote would make these funding requirements much 

more difficult to change than ordinary statutory funding decisions. 

7. Consider revising the first Argument Against 

I would suggest avoiding the phrase “road construction industry,” since it could make the 

argument sound more political than necessary. The fiscal analysis itself provides a stronger and 

more neutral framing. 

Something along the lines of: 

“Initiative 175 redirects hundreds of millions of dollars in existing state revenue away from other 

public priorities. The measure could redirect up to $580 million annually that currently supports 

General Fund programs such as health care, K-12 and higher education, human services and 

prisons, as well as an estimated $170 million currently supporting DMV services, emissions 



programs, transit, pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, emergency medical services, impaired-

driving enforcement and EV charging. After June 2030, up to $750 million annually could instead 

be required to go to roads, road safety and the State Patrol.” 

8. Add transportation choice as a consideration 

I also think the analysis could explain that transportation investments are interconnected. Transit, 

walking, bicycling and other transportation options can provide alternatives to driving and help 

reduce demand on roads. 

Initiative 175 would prioritize roads and motor-vehicle infrastructure rather than allowing 

transportation funding to be allocated among different modes based on which investments most 

effectively address congestion, safety, mobility and access in a particular community. 

9. Clarify what a “no” vote means 

Finally, I think the “What Your Vote Means” section could be especially important for voters. 

The current language says that a “no” vote means the state and local governments maintain their 

existing authority to determine funding levels for roads, transit and other programs. I would 

consider making this more explicit: 

“A ‘no’ vote does not reduce existing transportation funding or prohibit the legislature from 

increasing funding for roads. Instead, it preserves the state's existing flexibility to determine how 

transportation revenues are allocated among road maintenance, road safety, transit and other 

transportation priorities.” 

I think this is an important distinction because voters could otherwise interpret a “no” vote as 

voting against fixing Colorado's roads. 

Overall, I think the strongest voter-facing explanation is that Initiative 175 does not require 

Colorado to choose between fixing roads and investing in other transportation needs. A no vote 

preserves the flexibility to do both and allows future governors, legislators and local governments 

to adjust transportation investments as needs change. 

Thanks for considering these comments. 

With Gratitude, 

Renée 

Travis Madsen, representing Southwest Energy Efficiency Project (SWEEP): 

Dear Legislative Council Staff, 

Thank you for your hard work on the Initiative 175 analysis. Attached please find comments from 

the Southwest Energy Efficiency Project on the 3rd draft. Please feel free to contact us with any 

questions. 

-Travis Madsen 

Mr. Madsen also submitted Attachment A. 



Tamra Ward, representing Move Colorado: 

Attached please find Move Colorado’s feedback on Draft #3. 

Thank you for reaching out. 

Warmly, 

Tamra 

Ms. Ward also submitted Attachment B. 





Comments on the third draft of the Blue Book for Initiative 175: Redirect State Funds to Roads 

Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 

August 19, 2026 

Summary 

Thank you for making improvements to the Blue Book description of Initiative 175 after the first 

and second drafts. SWEEP appreciates the opportunity to provide further feedback. 

The third draft does a significantly better job helping “voters understand the purpose and effect 

of [the] measure”.1 That said, it could still be improved. The most important change would be to 

increase up-front clarity about where exactly funds would be re-directed from. The top half of the 

first page is the most important part of the blue book to get right, since many voters will not read 

the more lengthy details below.  

Comments: Lines 1-4 

SWEEP appreciates the changes made to the initial description of the initiative in draft 3. That 

said, the description could be improved to better inform voters about the effect of the measure 

by explaining what “general government operations” means. Specifically, on line 3, after 

“general government operations,” please append “(such as education and health care)”. 

Comments: What your vote means 

Thank you for accepting feedback in the previous round to clarify that road safety projects would 

be limited to those for motor vehicles by stating that the measure dedicates affected funds to 

“road projects for motor vehicles and the State Patrol.” This clarification will help voters 

understand that safety projects for pedestrians, cyclists, transit riders or other road users would 

be excluded. 

This section could be further improved to help voters to make the most informed decision. 

First, the text states that funding would be redirected “away from other programs.” What other 

programs? If a voter did not read the body of the analysis, they could miss this key information. 

The next draft should provide an example of what kinds of other programs could be affected in 

order for the largest number of voters to accurately understand the effect of the measure.  

1 Colorado General Assembly, Ballot Information Booklet (Blue Book), accessed 1 July 2026 at 
https://content.leg.colorado.gov/content/initiatives/initiatives-blue-book-overview/ballot-information-
booklet-blue-book 
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Further, the YES answer omits the second effect of the measure, which would be to restrict the 

use of affected dollars to specific kinds of projects. As drafted, the word “dedicates” hints at this 

effect, but doesn’t actually explain it. While the body of the analysis does address this, the 

information is critical for voters to understand the effect of the measure, and it should be 

summarized in the initial explanation of what a YES vote means.  

 

Suggested revised language (with extra effort to minimize the word count): 

 

YES 

A “yes” vote on initiative 175 would redirect existing vehicle-related taxes and fees toward road 

projects for motor vehicles and the State Patrol, shifting funding away from other programs, 

such as education, health care and public transportation. 

 

 

The “NO” answer is improved from the first draft but is unchanged from the second draft. It 

could be further improved by giving some examples of “other programs” (eg: “other programs, 

such as education and health care.”) 

 

General Comments on the analysis 

Thank you for considering SWEEP’s earlier feedback. The analysis is improved from the first 

and second drafts. It is more clear, less complex and better organized. Voters will have an 

easier time understanding the proposal and casting an informed vote with this version, as 

compared to drafts 1 and 2. SWEEP supports keeping the analysis moving forward in this 

direction (and would oppose requests to roll portions of the analysis back to draft 1 or 2). 

Comments: What does the measure do? 

Thank you for considering SWEEP’s earlier feedback. This section is improved from the first 

and second drafts. It is simpler and more to the point, which will help voters cast an informed 

ballot. 

 

We appreciate that the updated section clearly points out the funds that will be redirected by the 

measure, and what those funds are currently used for. We also appreciate that the text draws a 

distinction between road safety for motor vehicles (the language in the initiative) and “road 

safety for all users” (lines 32-33). This could be improved by giving some examples of users that 

aren’t motor vehicles, which will help voters that are not steeped in transportation policy to 

better understand the distinction. For example, after “road users” on line 33, insert “(such as 

people riding a bus, walking, or biking)”. 
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Comments: Figures 1 and 2 

We note that Figure 1 includes the impact of HB26-1430, while it appears that Figure 2 does 

not. That could be a source of confusion for voters. Perhaps that could be fixed by changing 

figure 2 to just show 2030-2031?  

 

The legend for figure 2 includes a phrase that feels biased toward initiative proponents. 

Specifically: The top part of the bar is labeled “About 3 percent of the general operating budget 

(health care, education etc.). Including the “About 3 percent” phrase here has the effect of 

making the potential cuts to other programs seem minimal. There’s also no guarantee that every 

part of the general operating budget will contribute equally. SWEEP requests that the label for 

this part of the graph instead simply read “General State Budget (education, health care, human 

services, etc.)”. 

 

Comments: When does increased funding [...] begin 

Overall, this section is improved from previous versions. It could be further improved by the 

following changes: 

 

The blue book should include a sentence explaining why the legislature acted to adopt HB26-

1430 to help voters better understand the purpose and effect of the measure. That explanation 

should come from the legislature itself, via the declarations at the beginning of house bill 1430. 

 

Suggested new sentence to append at the end of the sentence concluding on page 4, line 5:  

 

The legislature adopted the bill to temporarily “avoid reductions of up to seven hundred million 

dollars in appropriations for critical state services including K-12 public education, health care, 

and higher education.”2 

 

Lastly, page 4 lines 17-20 could be confusing for voters because it describes overall revenue as  

“unchanged,” before talking about the main impact of the initiative, which would be to redirect 

funds. SWEEP requests that the paragraph be rephrased as follows: 

 

Beginning July 2030, taxes and fees return to their current levels. From that point on, funding for 

roads, road safety, and the state patrol increases (See Figure 1); offset by decreases in funding 

for general government operations (such as education and health care), transit, and other 

transportation programs (See Figure 2).  

 

Lastly, the Fiscal Impact section does a good job of explaining that HB26-1430 doesn’t block all 

of the impacts of the measure.3 It would be good to note this here as well – that while increased 

 
2 Colorado Legislature, House Bill 26-1430, section 2(b), signed into law 4 June 2026. 
3 Third draft of the Initiative 175 Blue Book Analysis, page 5, lines 34-36; and page 6, lines 11-13. 
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funding for roads wouldn’t trigger until 2030 under current law, the Initiative would immediately 

reduce funding for public transportation, pedestrians, cyclists, and other transportation programs 

outside of roads. 

Request for an additional section: Colorado’s Road Conditions 

Please add a section about Colorado’s road conditions. It should note that the state legislature 

passed a law in 2021 (SB21-260) that injected billions of new dollars into Colorado’s road 

system and created a mechanism to ensure that road funding will keep up with inflation. 

Mention that the additional state funding from 21-260 positioned Colorado to compete and win 

more than $7 billion in federal funding from the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law.4 It should mention 

that CDOT has invested a significant amount of this new funding into improving road conditions. 

 

Further, this section should relay recent information on Colorado road conditions from an 

authoritative state source - CDOT. This recent press release is a good source of data on road 

conditions: https://www.codot.gov/news/2026/june2026news/statewide-road-conditions-major-

improvements 

 

The data show significant improvements in pavement conditions on state highways since 2018. 

50 percent of Colorado’s Interstate Highway Miles were in “good” condition in 2025, and 42.5 

percent of non-interstate highways rated “good”.5 Additionally, the state has demonstrated real 

progress in repairing the worst roads. Only 1.6 percent of interstate miles were rated “poor” in 

2025 – half as many as in 2023. Similarly, the state cut the number of non-interstate highway 

miles in poor condition by a third, from 3.4% in 2023 to 2.4% in 2025.6  

 

This relevant factual context is important to help voters understand the purpose and effect of 

this measure and cast an informed vote. 

Comments: Fiscal impact section 

This section is improved and SWEEP finds it adequate. SWEEP appreciates the clarifications 

made in this section to help voters better understand the impact of the measure, including by 

identifying examples of general state budget programs that could be impacted. SWEEP further 

appreciates the clarification that the measure would prohibit the state and local governments 

from spending affected revenue on transit and other non-road transportation programs. 

 
4 Colorado Governor’s Office, “Colorado Members of Congress, Gov. Polis Celebrate Historic Progress in 
Colorado on Three-Year Anniversary of Bipartisan Infrastructure Law,” Press Release, 15 Nov. 2024, 
available at https://www.colorado.gov/governor/news/colorado-members-congress-gov-polis-celebrate-
historic-progress-colorado-three-year 
5 Colorado Department of Transportation, “Statewide Road Conditions See Major Improvements,” Press 
Release, 11 June 2026, available at: 
 https://www.codot.gov/news/2026/june2026news/statewide-road-conditions-major-improvements 
6 Id. 
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TO: Initiative #175 Blue Book Analysis Writing Team 
FROM: Move Colorado 
DATE: August 18, 2026 
RE:   Initiative #175 3rd Draft Feedback  

Propose Changes to Draft #3: Initiative 175 

Page 2, Line 17:  

Specify who will be legally interpreting the measure, as is noted on Page 3, line 4. 

Page 6, Figure 3:    

HB26-1430 Revenue Offset  

Move Colorado believes it is important to note that HB26-1430, should it go into effect, 
blunts the intent of #175 with the tax and fee cuts and additional diversions. Further, to 
clarify the impact on transportation funding, please note that funding levels would remain 
flat – vs. the current language which states “where they are now.”  

End Temp. Tax & Fee Cuts 

Question:   Following the passage of the Taxpayers Bill of Rights (TABOR), has a statewide 
tax or fee ever been temporarily cut and restored by the General Assembly via statute, vs. a 
vote of the people?   If that has not occurred, should this language be modified to note a 
vote is required?  

Interaction with Other Measures 

As Initiative #175 does not reduce taxes and fees through 2030, rather the implementation 
of HB26-1430 should #175 pass does so, we suggest a rewrite of second sentence to be 
clearer of the cascade of events.  
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Amendment 82
Redirect State Funds to Roads 

Last Name First Name Email Organization Name 

5.1159E+24 8.54948E+24 lecmqatin5_1779987979259@bsframework.shop 2.53943E+24 

. Blake faiths.slowish-0c@icloud.com 

Abram Josh joshabram@msn.com Self 

Adams Chris chris@weigh.in 

ANDERSON COLE cole@csinstituteco.org Common Sense Institute 

Arciniaga Colton colton.arciniaga@coleg.gov Colorado House Majority Office 

Badesch Ashley Ashley.Badesch@strategiesdc.com Sustainable Strategies DC 

Barnes Sarah sarah@coloradokids.org Colorado Children's Campaign 

Barnes Christine christine.barnes@nucacolorado.com National Utility Contractors Association of Colorado 

Bauer Shirley msshirleyb@gmail.com 

Beasley Julia julia@5280strategies.com 5280 Strategies 

Belkin Arriana arriana.belkin@coleg.gov Senate Majority 

Bender Rachel rbender@cml.org Colorado Municipal League 

Bennell Joe joe@coloradogroup.com The Colorado Group 

Berndt Mark mark.berndt@coleg.gov House Minority Office 

Binder C leaserate@yahoo.com 
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BUCKINGHAM EDWARD edward.t.buckingham@gmail.com  
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Capps Carson carson.capps@coleg.gov Colorado House Republicans 

CASTLE NATALIE natalie.castle@coleg.gov  

CDOT Bethany bethany.e.nicholas@state.co.us Colorado Department of Transportation 

Chandler Kathleen kchandler07@comcast.net  
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Last Name First Name Email Organization Name 
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Dillon Jennifer jennifer@ccjrc.org CCJRC 

Donahue Emma Edonahue@cml.org Colorado Municipal League 

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 

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 

Fox Adam afox@cohealthinitiative.org Colorado Consumer Health Initiative 

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

Froelich Meg repfroelichhd3@gmail.com 
Colorado House of Representatives, State 

Representative 

Frommer Matt mfrommer@swenergy.org Southwest Energy Efficiency Project 

Fulton Gregory greg@cmca.com Colorado Motor Carriers Association 

Gaines Cory corytgaines@gmail.com CTG 

Garner Jen jen@garnerist.com Garnerist 
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Gelay Jessica jessica.gelay@westernresources.org Western Resource Advocates 

Gillette K k103lang@hotmail.com  

Gomez Dominique dominique.gomez@state.co.us  

Graeve Dan dan.graeve@coleg.gov LCS 

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

Hatton Kiera kiera@cobaltadvocates.org Cobalt 

Holdcraft Kyle kydholdcraft@comcast.net  

Horowitz Zuri zuribella@gmail.com  

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

Jackson Julia julia.jackson@coleg.gov LCS 

Johnson Pamela pjeanj22@gmail.com  

Johnson Jamie jjohnson@pavememt.com CO/WY Chapter of ACPA 

Johnson Kristopher kristopher@johnson4colorado.org Committee to Elect Johnson For HD24 
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King Tari tari@capitolsolutionsinc.com Capitol Solutions Inc. 

Kinney Emily emily.kinney@aspen.gov City of Aspen 

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

Kolupke Katie katie.kolupke@coleg.gov LCS 
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Kroll Lauren laurenkroll@live.com  

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

Lamoureaux Dakota dakota.pueblo@gmail.com  

lauck emily elauck@jeffco.us Jefferson County 

Lee Rachel rachel@goldleafstrat.com  

Lee Christie christie.j.lee@ulalaunch.com ULA 

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 

Liddle Amanda amanda.liddle@coleg.gov LCS 

Lively Pierce pierce.lively@coleg.gov Office of Legislative Legal Services 

Long Ryan ryan.c.long@state.co.us Colorado Department of Transportation 

Long Becky Becky@slpublicaffairs.com Siegel Long Public Affairs 

Louet Erin erin.louet@pacweststrategies.com Pac/West Strategies 

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 
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Martin Carolyn cmpolicydir@gmail.com  
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Mauro Rich rjmauro@drcog.org DRCOG 

Mc M mittenshanover@yahoo.com  
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self on some issues (also a board director for the 

Taxpayer's Bill of Rights Foundation) 

Meyers Laurie laurie.m.meyers@gmail.com  

Milo Tony tmilo@ccainfo.org Colorado Contractors Association 

Moore Sallie inointronet@gmail.com  

Moss Sarah sarah@calpho.org 
Colorado Association of Local Public Health Officials 

(CALPHO) 
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park chae chae@slpublicaffairs.com  
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Piccolo Pete pete@bicyclecolorado.org Bicycle Colorado 
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Piper Chris chris.n.piper@state.co.us Colorado Energy Office, Governor's Office 

Putnam John jputnam@kaplankirsch.com Kaplan Kirsch LLP 

Radvillas Cullom comm@bikecoloradosprings.org Bike Colorado Springs 

Raynes Meghan mraynes@coloradoea.org Colorado Education Association 

Reed Jimmy jimmy.reed@state.co.us CDOR 

Richardson Chris Chris.Richardson.House@CoLeg.gov General Assembly 

Roberts Katelyn kateroberts@76.group  

Rowland Carla carla.rowland50@gmail.com  

Rush Jeany jeanyrush@comcast.net  

Rutledge Bennett rutledges@peoplepc.com Colorado by Consent of the Governed 

Rutter Cassie cassie.rutter@state.co.us State of Colorado 

SÃ¡nchez Alex alex@vocesunidas.org Voces Unidas 

Samelson Matt matthewsamelson@gmail.com  

Santos Lorena lorena.santos@boulderchamber.com Boulder Chamber 

Saunders Devin devin.saunders@pacweststrategies.com Pac/West Strategies 
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Amendment 82 1 

Redirect State Funds to Roads 2 

Ballot Title: Shall there be an amendment to the Colorado Constitution changing existing law on 3 

transportation funding, and, in connection therewith, increasing the amount of state revenue dedicated to 4 

road transportation; requiring state revenue collected from various transportation-related sources to only 5 

be used on “road transportation” defined to include building and fixing roads and bridges, improving driver 6 

safety, covering related planning and engineering costs, and funding for the Colorado State Patrol; and 7 

decreasing funding for other transportation-related services and programs provided by the state and local 8 

governments? 9 

Text of Measure: 10 

Be it enacted by the people of the state of Colorado: 11 

SECTION 1. In the constitution of the state of Colorado, article X, add section 22 as follows: 12 

22. State revenue collected to support road transportation – required use. 13 

(1) NOTWITHSTANDING ANY OTHER PROVISION OF LAW, ANY DISTRICT, AS THAT TERM IS DEFINED BY SECTION 20 OF THIS 14 

ARTICLE X, MUST SPEND ANY STATE REVENUE COLLECTED TO SUPPORT ROAD TRANSPORTATION ON ROAD TRANSPORTATION. 15 

(2) STATE REVENUE COLLECTED TO SUPPORT ROAD TRANSPORTATION SHALL BE ALLOCATED AMONG LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 16 

AND THE STATE HIGHWAY FUND, CONSISTENT WITH THE HIGHWAY USERS TAX FUND PROVIDED IN STATE LAW, AND EXPENDED 17 

AS SET FORTH IN THIS SECTION. 18 

(3) AS USED IN THIS SECTION: 19 

(a) “MOTOR VEHICLE” MEANS ANY SELF-PROPELLED VEHICLE THAT IS DESIGNED PRIMARILY FOR TRAVEL ON, AND IS 20 

COMMONLY USED TO TRANSPORT PERSONS OR PROPERTY OVER, PUBLIC STREETS, ROADS, HIGHWAYS, OR BRIDGES. THIS TERM 21 

INCLUDES ANY SUCH VEHICLE WITH A TRAILER OR SEMITRAILER ATTACHED THERETO, BUT DOES NOT INCLUDE ANY VEHICLE 22 

THAT IS DESIGNED TO AND DOES OPERATE AS A FARM TRACTOR OR ON RAILS. 23 

(b) “ROAD TRANSPORTATION” MEANS: 24 

(I) THE CONSTRUCTION, SURFACE REPAIRS, MAINTENANCE, AND OPERATION OF PUBLIC STREETS, ROADS, HIGHWAYS, OR 25 

BRIDGES, DESIGNED AND PRIMARILY USED FOR MOTOR VEHICLE USE; 26 

(II) THE DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVEMENT OF SAFETY MEASURES FOR MOTOR VEHICLES TRAVELING ON PUBLIC STREETS, 27 

ROADS, HIGHWAYS, OR BRIDGES; 28 

(III) THE DIRECTLY RELATED DESIGN, ENGINEERING, AND MANAGEMENT COSTS REQUIRED FOR ROAD TRANSPORTATION; AND 29 

(IV) COSTS OF THE COLORADO STATE PATROL. 30 

(c) “STATE REVENUE COLLECTED TO SUPPORT ROAD TRANSPORTATION” MEANS: 31 

(I) ALL SALES AND USE OR EXCISE TAXES OR FEES IMPOSED AND COLLECTED BY THE STATE ON MOTOR VEHICLES AND MOTOR 32 

VEHICLE FUEL; AND 33 

(II) TWO-THIRDS (2/3) OF STATE SALES AND USE TAXES IMPOSED AND COLLECTED BY THE STATE ON MOTOR VEHICLE PARTS, 34 

EQUIPMENT, MATERIALS, AND ACCESSORIES THAT ARE AFFIXED TO A VEHICLE. 35 

(4) THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS SECTION SHALL BE JANUARY 1, 2027. 36 
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