
 

2022 COLORADO BALLOT ISSUES 

ELECTION DAY – NOVEMBER 8, 2022 

THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS® OF COLORADO has prepared this pamphlet as a public service 

to promote civic responsibility by providing nonpartisan information about the issues on which citizens 

will be asked to vote as part of the November 8, 2022 election. 

THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS® OF COLORADO promotes informed participation in government 

by providing nonpartisan educational information on topics of public concern and on the processes of 

government. 

Contact the League’s VOTER HOTLINE at 303-863-VOTE (8683) for voter information, ballot 

information or for ballot issue speakers. 

Judges: for information about the judges on the ballot, please refer to the Legislative Analysis of the 
Ballot Issues, commonly known as the ‘Blue Book’, which is mailed to registered voters in each 

household. 

THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS® OF COLORADO is not responsible for the accuracy or fairness of 

the arguments of either side. The pro and con statements are a compilation of the material submitted by 

proponents and opponents of each ballot issue. 

The League has studied many policy issues throughout its long history. Based on these studies, we may 

have stances on one or more of the initiatives which will appear on this year’s ballot. If you would like to 
learn about the stances the League is taking on any of this year’s initiatives, please go to our website at 
www.lwvcolorado.org. 

Copyright © 2022 

 

http://www.lwvcolorado.org/


 

 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

THE BALLOT 

AMENDMENTS 

 Amendment D: New 23rd Judicial District Judges 

 Amendment E: Extend Homestead Exemption to Gold Star Spouses 

 Amendment F: Changes to Charitable Gaming Organizations 

PROPOSITIONS 

Proposition FF: Healthy Meals for All 

Proposition GG: Add Tax Table to Petitions and Ballots 

Proposition 121: Income Tax Rate Reduction 

Proposition 122: Access to Natural Psychedelic Substances 

Proposition 123: Dedicated State Income Tax Revenue for Affordable Housing Programs 

Proposition 124: Increase Allowable Liquor Store Locations 

Proposition 125: Allow Grocery and Convenience Stores to Sell Wine 

Proposition 126: Third-Party Delivery of Alcohol Beverages 

 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THE BALLOT 

Issues are placed on the ballot in one of two ways: 

Referendum: 

A proposal by the Legislature which is referred to citizens for a vote 

Initiative: 

A proposal by citizens who have gathered the required number of signatures (five percent of the total 
number of votes cast for Secretary of State in the previous general election) 

Statewide issues appearing on the ballot may be of two types: 

Amendments to the Colorado Constitution 

• May be referred to the voters by a two-thirds vote of both houses of the General Assembly or may 
be proposed by citizens using the initiative process. Only the voters (not the legislature) can change 
the Colorado Constitution. These proposals are called amendments. 

• Amendments to the Constitution need 55% of the vote to pass. 

Amendments to the Revised Statutes (Propositions) 

• May be referred to the voters by a majority vote of both houses of the General Assembly or may be 
proposed by citizens using the initiative process.  Although approved by voters, amendments to the 



Colorado Revised Statutes may subsequently be changed by the legislature. These proposals are 
called propositions and are changes to the statutes. 

• Local issues may also be on the ballot.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Amendments 

Amendment D: New 23rd Judicial District Judges 
This is a referred amendment from the legislature amending the Colorado Constitution to provide 

judges for the new 23rd Judicial District.   

Major Provisions: 

• Allows the governor to appoint district judges from the current 18th Judicial District to the new 23rd 
Judicial District; 

• Allows appointed judges who were elected to or retained in the November 2024 election for the 
18th Judicial District to finish their terms in the 23rd Judicial District; and 

• Requires that the appointed judges reside in the 23rd Judicial District by January 7, 2025.  
 

Background: 

The Colorado Constitution allows the Legislature to revise judicial district boundaries. The 18th Judicial 

District was drawn more than 50 years ago and now has a population of more than one million people, 

almost 20% of Colorado’s population. 

In 2020 the Colorado Legislature split the 18th Judicial District comprised of Arapahoe, Douglas, Elbert, 

and Lincoln counties. The 18th Judicial District would contain only Arapahoe County and the new 23rd 

Judicial District would be comprised of Douglas, Elbert, and Lincoln counties.  

 The original legislation, HB20-1026, split the 24 judges in the 18th Judicial District to assign 17 judges 

to Arapahoe and 8 to the new 23rd Judicial District. Any serving judge in the 18th Judicial District who 



lived in the new 23rd District could complete their term in the 23rd Judicial District and be eligible for 

retention election in the same year as they would normally have been in the 18th Judicial District.  

The legislation provided for one extra judge but did not designate which district would get it.  The 

legislation also did not allow for following the Constitutional process for appointing judges requiring a 

district nominations committee before gubernatorial appointment. This might have led to litigation 

resulting from defendants declaring that a judge was not legally seated.  It also did not designate what to 

do if there were not the correct number of judges residing in either county. 

This proposal implements HB20-1026 constitutionally by allowing the governor to appoint judges from 

the 18th Judicial District to fill the 8 new 23rd Judicial District seats regardless of whether the judges live 

in the new 23rd District provided they become residents of the 23rd Judicial District by January 7, 2025.   

This amends the Colorado Constitution, on a one-time basis, by removing the requirement that district 

judges be residents of their district on the day they are appointed or selected and by removing the 

requirement that they be recommended by a district nominations committee before the governor 

appoints judges. 

Those in favor say:  

1. The proposed amendment to the state Constitution avoids disruptions and delays of seating a judge 
by omitting the required nomination by the district committee before the governor makes 
appointments. The judges in the18th Judicial District had already been referred by a nominations 
committee before their appointment. 

2. The proposed amendment defines the process for providing the correct number of judges     and 
avoids confusion should there be the wrong number of judges residing in either district. There is no 
Constitutional procedure to dismiss a judge, except for impeachment.  

3. The proposed amendment is a one-time fix for situations not covered in the Constitution. 

Those opposed say: 

1. The proposed amendment is in conflict with the Colorado Constitution which requires that judges 
reside within their Judicial District on the day they are appointed. 

2. The amendment limits judges to those who were judges in the 18th Judicial District.  Why not open 
the appointments to other judges who do not live in the 23rd Judicial District? 

3. Is it worth a constitutional amendment to save the jobs of several judges who are in excess of the 
required 17 judges in the 18th Judicial District but do not live in the 23rd Judicial District? Why not 
use the current process involving a nominations committee? 

 

Amendment E: Extend Homestead Exemption to Gold Star Spouses 

This is a referred amendment from the legislature to the Colorado Constitution to extend the 
Homestead Exemption Act. 

Major Provision: 
• Allows a property tax exemption to the surviving spouse of a service member who died in the line of 

duty or of a veteran who died from service-related disease or injury.  

Background: 
Currently qualifying seniors, and qualifying disabled veterans plus their surviving spouses, receive a 
property tax exemption. Half of the first $200,000 of actual value of their owner-occupied primary 
residence is exempt. For example, a $120,000 residence is taxed as if it is worth $60,000, and a 



$400,000 residence is taxed as if it were worth $300,000. This measure would extend the property tax 
exemption to surviving spouses of veterans who died from a service-related injury or disease and of 
service members who died in the line of duty. The state reimburses local governments for revenue lost 
due to the exemptions. In a TABOR refund year, the reimbursement is the first claim on TABOR refunds. 
In non-TABOR refund years, reimbursements to local governments are made from the state General 
Fund.  

Those in favor say: 
1. Colorado’s Homestead Exemption allows a homeowner to exempt a certain amount of the home’s 
value from the homeowner’s property taxes in a given tax year. This tax relief is available to qualified 
residents over the age of sixty-five or qualified disabled veterans. The families of service members who 
lost their lives do not receive this same relief. It is inconsistent to provide relief to a family just because 
that family’s spouse was disabled in the line of duty and survived but not to families whose spouses died 
in the line of duty or whose death resulted from a service-related injury or disease. 

2. Service members who died in the line of duty paid the ultimate price to protect the United States and 
its citizens. While the state can never repay the families of these members for that sacrifice, it can 
provide a modicum of financial relief to these families during their time of need. It is estimated this 
measure would help roughly 900 surviving spouses during the 2023 tax year. 

Those opposed say: 
1. Although this is a property tax exemption, the state would reimburse local governments for revenue 

lost by the exemption, keeping local government budgets whole. In years with state revenue 
exceeding the revenue limit, the reimbursement would come out of the excess revenue. In years 
without a refund when state revenues are already tight, the reimbursement would be paid from the 
state General Fund. Earmarking portions of General Fund revenue, limiting them to a specific 
purpose by statute or constitution, reduces the flexibility of the Governor and state General 
Assembly to juggle constrained funds among a myriad of competing needs to serve Coloradans. 

Amendment F: Changes to Charitable Gaming Organizations 

This is a referred proposal from the legislature to amend the Colorado Constitution to allow revisions to 

charitable gaming activities. 

Major Provisions: 

• Reduces the required period of existence for a charitable organization to obtain a bingo-raffle 
license from five years to three years and allows the legislature to establish a different requirement 
in 2025; and  

• Allows, but does not require, a member of a non-profit charitable organization to receive 
compensation up to the minimum wage for managing a bingo-raffle game. Repeals the constitutional 
restriction on compensation beginning July 1, 2024. 

Background: 

Currently nonprofit organizations with bingo and raffle licenses are required to conduct those games 

with only volunteer members from the organization. Before the nonprofit organization can apply for a 

raffle or bingo license, it must have been in continuous existence for five years and submit other 

pertinent information. This proposal limits payment to a hired manager or operator to no more than the 

minimum wage. The proceeds of the game must be directed to the specific purposes of the nonprofit 

organization conducting the game. 

Those in favor say: 



1. The proposal would allow more opportunities for non-profits to consider running bingo raffles as a 
revenue stream for the benefit of their association's programs. Associations would have the choice 
to compensate their volunteers which in turn, would help with the recruitment and retention of the 
people who work the game to support the non-profit. 

2. Communities within Colorado benefit from the operation of nonprofits each day. In many locations, 
Colorado nonprofits are the sole source which provides an essential resource. 

Those opposed say: 

1. Allowing less reliable organizations to enter the non-profit gaming trade will reduce one of the 
larger revenue streams nonprofit organizations have for use in the community and effectively stop 
efforts in their entirety. Starting January 1, 2025 the Colorado legislature can further reduce an 
important key toward obtaining a bingo license, that is reducing the three-year organizational 
stability requirement to zero, which allowing any fly-by-night operation to operate and flee the state 
with the profits as fast as they came.  

2. Permitting bingo volunteers to receive a wage will reduce profit margin and effectively 
commercialize the non-profit charitable gaming trade, and potentially reduce the amount of money 
nonprofit organizations are able to dedicate to their core mission 

 

 
 

Propositions 
 

Proposition FF: Healthy Meals for All 

This is a referred proposal from the legislature to amend the statutes to provide meals for all public 

school students in Colorado. 

Major Provisions: 

• Creates a program that provides free healthy breakfasts and lunches for all public school students in 
Colorado where participating school food authorities (SFA) serve and participate in the national 
school lunch program or national school breakfast program; and 

• Funds the program by increasing taxes on households who earn more than $300,000; and from 
federal funds designated for school meals. 

 
Background:  

At the beginning of the COVID 19 pandemic, the U.S. Department of Agriculture authorized universal 

free meals for school students as one way to combat the widespread food insecurity that many 

households were experiencing. The two-year federal program required the US Congress to renew it to 

continue. Congress chose not to renew it, causing the program to expire at the end of the 2022 school 

year.   

It has been reported that Colorado schools served more than 1.3 million more school meals in October 

2021 than in pre-pandemic October 2019, an increase district officials attribute to the expanded free 

meals program. For the current school year, school meals are paid for with state and federal funds plus 

payments from families according to a student’s family income. 

The proposal creates a Department of Healthy Meals in the Colorado Department of Education in the 

Office of School Nutrition and would provide reimbursements to School Food Authorities (SFA) that 

choose to participate in the program. It provides eligibility to the School Food Authorities for funding to 



increase the wages or provide stipends for the food staff. The SFA will be eligible for a grant to pay for 

food purchasing, technical assistance, and education. Each participating SFA is required to create a 

parent and student committee to advise the local SFA on food purchasing.  

The measure provides food for the program should be grown, raised, or processed in Colorado. 

Every two years beginning in 2024 the Colorado Department of Education will submit a report to the 

state legislature on the school meal program. The independent report will examine the financial and 

performance success of the program.  

Those in favor say: 

1. Research on child hunger has found that children who are not adequately fed have lower grades, 

display behavioral problems in school, and tend to have more emotional, mental, and physical health 

problems than children who are not hungry. This program combats these problems by making sure 

every child in school has at least one meal per day. 

2. The impacts of higher costs of living impacts many families. Their family income can cause stress 

with the decision of whether to pay for school lunches or other expenses. Many families, who have 

incomes slightly above the federal requirements, do not qualify for the current federal free lunch 

program. This proposal which provides school breakfasts and lunches will help to relieve the 

pressure of the increases in the cost of living. 

3. Students who receive meals from the current federal free lunch program are embarrassed because 

of the stigma and shame of being singled out. Sometimes children’s families do not have available 

funds to pay for school lunches and run up school meal debt. All students will receive healthy and 

nutritionally balanced breakfasts and lunches in school. There will be no reason for children to be 

embarrassed or to skip school meals. 

Those opposed say: 

1. This measure raises taxes on some households at a time when inflation is high and the cost of living is 

increasing. Higher taxes mean that those taxpayers will have less money to save or invest in the 

economy. Those additional tax dollars should be used by individuals and families in the way they see 

fit. 

2. The state should not pay to feed children whose families can afford to purchase a school meal or 

bring food from home. Feeding your own children should be the role and responsibility of the 

parents or caregivers, not the government. The measure will continue state funding, resources, and 

oversight for a program that is not needed by all students. 

3. Colorado schools are underfunded. If voters want to increase taxes to help students, it would be 

better to give local districts this new money to use how the school district believes best serves their 

students. 

Proposition GG: Add Tax Table to Petitions and Ballots 

This is a referred statute from the legislature to add a tax table to citizen initiative petitions and to the 
ballot. 

 Major Provisions: 
• Adds a tax table to citizen initiative petitions and to the ballot for proposals that increase or 

decrease the state income tax, and requires that a fiscal impact statement be added in the ballot 
title.  



Background: 
If this referred measure passes, the title of a ballot initiative changing the income tax rate would include 
a table showing the resulting dollar change in income tax for eight different income groups. 
The impact statement would be in the form of a table showing, by eight different income categories, the 
current average income tax owed in each category, the average income tax paid in each category if the 
measure passes, and the difference between average tax owed before and after the rate change. The 
table would also appear in the initial fiscal impact statement prepared by the nonpartisan Director of 
Research of the Legislative Council. 

Currently this information is found in the ‘Blue Book’ (ballot information booklet). There is no 
requirement that this information be placed on petitions for initiatives or on the ballot. 

Those in favor say: 
1. The table with impacts on tax owed by income allows voters to clearly understand how an income 

tax increase or decrease will affect them and their families when deciding whether or not to sign a 
petition or to approve or deny a measure. 

2. This measure will make Coloradans more informed voters, and elections more transparent.  

Those opposed say: 
1. Including the table of impacts of the tax rate change would make ballot titles, and thus ballots, too 

long, costly, and cumbersome. Voters can already access similar information in the Blue Book. 

Proposition 121: Income Tax Rate Reduction 

This proposed statute would lower the income tax rate for all Colorado taxpayers. 

Major Provisions 
• Amends Colorado statutes to permanently reduce both the individual and corporate income tax 

rates from 4.55% to 4.40%. 

Background: 
Current Colorado law by statute, C.R.S. 39-22-104 (1.7) and C.R.S. 39-22-301 (1)(d)(I), imposes a flat 
rate income tax on the federal taxable income of all taxpayers, both individuals and corporations, 
regardless of the amount of income. Historically, that rate was 5.00 percent until 1998; 4.75 percent in 
1999; and 4.63 percent from 2000 to 2019.    A flat income tax takes a fixed share of income, regardless 
of how large or small the income is. Colorado has a flat income tax, currently taking 4.55% of the 
adjusted federal taxable income, whether that income is ten thousand dollars or ten million dollars. 

In 2020, a ballot initiative was passed by Colorado voters to reduce the flat rate income tax from 4.63 
percent to the current level of 4.55 percent. This measure, if passed, will reduce the flat rate in 2022 and 
future years from 4.55 percent to 4.40 percent. 

Collection of state income taxes provides the greater portion of the state’s General Fund.  Other 
portions of the General Fund are from sales taxes, cash funds from fees for government services to be 
spent on particular programs such as transportation, and federal government funds for such assistance 
programs as K-12 education and health care. 

Spending from the General Fund pays for state government operations such as education, human 
services, health care, and corrections. A decrease in the rate for collection of income taxes from 4.55 
percent to 4.40 percent may reduce the amount of money available to pay for state government 
operations. 



A Colorado Constitutional provision known as The Taxpayers Bill of Rights (TABOR) sets an annual 
revenue limit for the state requiring money collected over the limit to be returned to taxpayers, Money 
returned to taxpayers is known as the TABOR refund.  The state may spend or save tax collections 
under the limit. In years when the state collects revenues less than the Constitutional TABOR revenue 
limit, this measure will reduce the amount of money available to pay for state government operations. In 
years when the state collects money above the TABOR limit, this measure will reduce the amount 
returned to taxpayers as a TABOR refund. 

Those in favor say: 
1. This proposal constitutes a modest income tax cut for all taxpayers, from 4.55% to 4.40%. Everyone 

who pays income taxes will receive the exact same tax rate cut of 0.15% 

2. Coloradans face the fastest increase in prices in over 40 years. Rising costs are strangling household 
budgets and reducing our standard of living. This measure would allow Coloradans to keep more of 
their hard-earned money, helping them cope with this record inflation. 

3. Lowering taxes is one of the main ways Colorado can attract businesses, entrepreneurs, and job 
creators to the state, adding resiliency to the state’s economy at a time of record inflation and a high 
risk of impending economic recession. 

4. The state of Colorado has created and collected numerous fees on Coloradans in recent years. This 
tax cut will give taxpayers back a portion of the imposed fees. 

Those opposed say:  
1. Most of the measure’s benefits will go to a small population of wealthy taxpayers including 

corporations. Almost half of the proposed tax cut would go to tax filers making over $200,000 a 
year. A Coloradan making $50,000 annually would see a $75 tax cut. A Coloradan making $250,000 
would see a $375 tax break, while a taxpayer earning $1 million annually would see a $1,400 tax 
break. 

2. According to estimates, this measure would reduce the state General Fund nearly $400 million – or 
over 3 percent of the current General Fund budget. That is equivalent to almost half of the budget 
for the entire Department of Corrections. In addition to cuts throughout the budget, significant cuts 
would be made to education and other programs.  

3. Colorado is in the midst of historic rebates, but those do not last forever. Putting permanent income 
tax cuts in place means that, when a recession hits, Colorado will have to make significant cuts to 
programs like public safety, wildfire mitigation, health care, and education to balance our budget. 

Proposition 122: Access to Natural Psychedelic Substances 

This proposed statute would legalize the use of certain psychedelic substances for medicinal purposes. 

 Major Provisions: 

• Allows regulated access to natural psychedelic medicines for adults 21 and older that show promise 

in treating mental health conditions; 

• Allows the use of psychedelic mushrooms at licensed facilities; 

• Creates a regulated therapy system so adults could access natural psychedelic therapy in licensed 

healing centers; 

• Develops and promotes public education about the use of natural medicines; 

• Removes criminal penalties for personal use and possession of natural psychedelic mushrooms for 

those 21 years and older; 



• Establishes a Natural Medicine Advisory Board; and 

• Prohibits the sale of psychedelic drugs for recreational use. 

Background: 

This measure would allow individuals 21 and older to use five specific types of psychedelic substances. 

These substances can alter someone’s consciousness, mood or awareness of their surroundings. All of 

the substances referred to in the measure are currently listed as Schedule 1 controlled substances. A 

Schedule 1 controlled substance is currently defined as a drug with no accepted value for medical use or 

which has the potential for abuse. 

Currently, research is being conducted on the medical benefits of psychedelic mushroom and other 

psychedelic substances for treating depression, trauma, addiction, anxiety, or other challenging mental 

health conditions. The FDA (Food and Drug Administration) has designated psychedelic mushrooms as a 

breakthrough therapy for treating depression. This designation is used to speed up the research, 

development and review when it appears that it may have significant benefits for existing treatments.  

Those in favor say: 

1. Veterans suffering from PTSD (Post Traumatic Stress Disorder) and those who face a terminal 

diagnosis have found therapies with natural medicines work where others have failed. The Natural 

Medicine Health Act (NMHA) is designed to create safe access to natural medicines for veterans, 

survivors of trauma, people facing a terminal illness, as well as any adult who can safely benefit from 

access to natural medicines. 

2. Natural medicines show so much promise that the FDA recently granted psilocybin a “breakthrough 
therapy” designation for depression, meaning that natural psychedelic therapy may demonstrate 
substantial improvement over what’s currently available. 

3.  Research from institutions such as Johns Hopkins, UCLA, and NYU indicate that some natural 
psychedelic therapies can be effective in treating PTSD, depression, anxiety, and addiction — 
offering healing instead of a lifetime of sometimes daily, debilitating medication. 

Those opposed say: 
1. Setting up a regulated program is going too far, too soon. We should trust the FDA to make these 

drugs available when they have done more studies to show that they are safe and effective. 
2. This measure would allow the use of a drug that has been illegal for 50 years.  By decriminalizing 

personal use, the black market may expand and provide access to those underage or expose people 
to drugs that may be tainted with some other substance.       

3. Currently, there are no approved therapies for using psychedelic mushrooms or psychedelic 
therapies. Proposing a regulated program for use of these substances may lead some to believe that 
it has been approved by the FDA which is not yet the case.  

Proposition 123: Dedicated State Income Tax Revenue for Affordable 

Housing Programs 

This proposed statute would set aside existing revenue for affordable housing programs. 

Major Provisions: 
• Dedicates a portion of revenues (one tenth of one percent) from existing income tax revenues for 

affordable housing programs;  



• Exempts that money from the state’s revenue limits making a voter-approved change to the TABOR 
spending limit; and 

• Establishes eligible uses for this money.  

Background: 
In Colorado and across the United States, access to safe and affordable housing is a challenge for low-
income families when home prices continue to rise. Colorado has experienced an increase in the 
homeless population and an increase in the cost of housing – both in rental prices and in for-sale homes 
on the market. Affordable housing is being discussed in cities and counties across the state. 

This proposal defines affordable housing as that based on income and on housing costs. In general, a 
renter’s income for affordable housing would be at 60% of the median income of the area where they 
live. A homeowner would be making 100% of the area’s median income. Eligible monies for this program 
would be dispersed by DOLA (Department of Local Affairs) and OEDIT (Office of Economic 
Development and International Trade).  

The measure would designate about two percent of existing income tax revenue to housing. It makes a 
voter-approved change to the state TABOR spending limit. This proposal does not increase taxes. In 
TABOR refund years (state revenue exceeds the spending limit), it would reduce the TABOR refund, by 
$300 million or less in 2023-24, without affecting other General Fund spending. In years without 
TABOR refunds, money for housing would come from the General Fund. 

Currently, the state of Colorado allocates funding to communities to address housing, vouchers for 
rentals, homelessness, etc. Since 2021, the state has allocated over $1.2 billion from the federal 
American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA). for affordable housing and services that address housing insecurity, 
lack of affordable and workforce housing, or homelessness. These are one-time funds that will be spent 
over the next several years specifically on: emergency rental assistance; homeowner mortgage 
assistance; tax credits for developers; housing and infrastructure; and other housing solutions. 

Those in favor say: 
1. This measure proposes a sustainable source of funds to address housing needs for individuals and 

families across the income spectrum.in Colorado. It is nearly impossible for Colorado’s lowest wage 
earners to afford their housing without being cost burdened. 

2. This proposal is a comprehensive housing program designed to permanently fund affordable housing 
across the state through financing, and to create incentives for local governments to achieve 
meaningful growth in affordable housing. 

3. To create new affordable housing and to preserve existing stock, developers need access to land, 
responsive zoning, and appropriate financing. This measure would not increase taxes to meet the 
goals of this proposal.  

Those opposed say: 
1. The measure would set aside a tenth of a percent of income taxes the state is already collecting to be 

used for affordable housing. It would also have the effect of reducing TABOR refunds by the same 
amount, meaning it would eventually be a cost to taxpayers. 

2. This proposal does not address the existing causes that lead to homelessness and unaffordable 
housing. It would be better for the free market to deal with the issue, 

3. One billion for affordable housing has been funded by the state through the federal stimulus 
program in recent years. This is a duplication of services.  

Proposition 124: Increase Allowable Liquor Store Locations 



This statutory proposal allows an increase the number of retail liquor store licenses.  

Major Provisions: 

• Allows a gradual increase over time in the number of liquor licenses that can be issued to the owner 

of a retail liquor store for additional locations; and 

• Enables owner of a retail liquor store to hold an unlimited number of retail liquor store licenses on or 

after January 1, 2037. 

Background: 

Under current law, liquor-licensed drugstores (grocery stores with a pharmacy that sell beer, wine, and 

spirits) can hold eight licenses. This number increases every five years until January 1, 2037, when the 

owner of a liquor-licensed drugstore can hold an unlimited number of licenses. 

Under current law, retail liquor stores are limited to three locations per licensee, with four locations 

allowed beginning in 2027. This proposed amendment would allow retail liquor stores to hold as many 

licenses as liquor-licensed drugstores. 

Those in favor say: 

This measure corrects a long-term competitive disadvantage between retail liquor stores and large 

grocery chains.  

Those opposed say: 

Large retail liquor chains do not need the same number of licenses as grocery stores to compete 

effectively against them. Proposition 124 creates a disadvantage for small, locally owned liquor stores 

that may not have the capacity or desire to expand, and benefits large retail liquor store chains that 

have more resources. 

Proposition 125: Allow Grocery and Convenience Stores to Sell Wine 

This statutory proposal would allow the expansion of retail sale of alcohol beverages 

Major Provisions: 

• Creates a new fermented malt beverage and wine retailer license to allow grocery stores, 

convenience stores, and other businesses that are licensed to sell beer to also sell wine and conduct 

wine tastings. 

Background: 

The legislature made a number of changes to laws regarding the sale of alcohol. The new laws allowed 

for the sale of full strength beer in grocery stores and convenience stores. Those stores had previously 

been allowed to sell 3.2 beer. Additional locations were permitted to sell beer at that time. 

Current operational restrictions include: may not sell alcohol to those under 21 years of age; may not 

sell alcohol between midnight and 8:00 am; employees handling alcohol must be 18 years of age.  

The proposal would allow grocery and convenience stores to sell wine in addition to beer.  

Those in favor say: 

1. Consumers want the convenience of buying wine with groceries. This proposal will allow adults to 

buy wine in grocery and convenience stores just as they do now with beer. 



Those opposed say: 

1. This proposal creates a disadvantage for small, locally owned liquor stores that may not have the 

capacity or desire to expand, and benefits large national grocery and convenience store chains that 

have more resources. 

Proposition 126: Third-party delivery of alcohol beverages 

This statutory proposal would allow for a third-party delivery of alcohol beverages. 

Major Provisions 

• Allows retailers licensed for the sale of alcohol beverages for on-premises or off-premises 

consumption to deliver alcohol beverages to its customers through its own employees, through a 

qualified independent contractor, or through a third-party delivery service that holds a delivery 

service permit; and 

• Allows permanent takeout and delivery of alcohol from bars and restaurants which is currently 

scheduled for repeal in 2025. 

Background: 

Under current law, liquor-licensed businesses that deliver alcohol to their customers must use their 

own employees who are 21 years of age or older. This measure will allow liquor-licensed businesses to 

contract with third-party companies, such as grocery and meal delivery services, to deliver alcohol to 

their customers. 

Those in favor say: 

The delivery of groceries and restaurant meals has become a convenience that Coloradans expect 

and continue to use. Allowing third-party delivery services to deliver alcohol will let many more 

stores and restaurants provide this service to their customers. 

Those opposed say: 

This proposal does not have the safeguards available in a physical store or restaurant that ensure 

alcohol is not sold to minors. Under current law, retail liquor licensees who make deliveries using 

their own employees are liable for any violation. Under this measure, retailers are not liable once 

alcohol leaves their premises, and enforcement of third-party alcohol delivery laws is expected to be 

more difficult. 


