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House Bill 09-1272 

From the very first reading of the measure that went on last year’s ballot, there wasn’t much disagreement that Amendment 50 was a badly written piece of legislation.  Community colleges were to receive 78% of the proceeds under Amendment 50 – that was the “warm and fuzzy” lightening rod meant to persuade voters it was a good thing for all of Colorado.  Community colleges, without a doubt, need new funding.  Such institutions are affordable to traditional-age students and many older students who would not otherwise be able to get a college degree, and unfortunately, seemed to get overlooked in higher education funding.  

HB 1272 is otherwise known as the implementing legislation which voters were “warned” would be necessary with the passage of Amendment 50.


Back in the hype period preceding Amendment 50 getting on the ballot, questions were asked at various and many meetings.  HB 1272 is supposed to answer those many, many questions, but it may generate as many questions as it answers.  Perhaps the best way to present the answers the bill is supposed to satisfy is to simply list the significant points:


1) The limited gaming commission is to identify gaming tax revenue attributable to limited gaming activity under the revised limits approved by the respective gaming towns;


2) Such revenues are required to be administratively separated from revenue attributable to limited gaming under the prior limitations;  

3) Directs the new revenue to community colleges (78%), and gaming towns and counties (22%) in accordance with the formula specified in Amendment 50;


4) Defines the games of craps and roulette;


5) Defines undefined terms in Amendment 50; and


6) Specifies the methods for calculating the apportionment of gaming tax revenues as required by Amendment 50.  

Additionally, specifies community colleges eligible to receive funds, sets parameters as to student enrollment for application of the distribution formula, and allows governing boards of the community colleges to issue revenue bonds which will be paid off with the anticipated new revenue.  

One of, if not, the major stumbling points, presented by Amendment 50 was now to determine the “old” revenue and the “new” revenue – the “new” revenue being that generated by the increased betting limit, extended hours and the addition of craps and roulette.  The old limits you will recall were $5 bet, 8-2 a.m. hours and no craps or roulette.

The Colorado Legislative Council’s Fiscal Impact Analysis uses the term “extended limited gaming,” and defines that to mean “the extension of hours, games or bet limits by local vote in accordance with Section 9(7)(a) of Article XVIII of the State Constitution.”


The most interesting statements within the analysis are these:  “The bill defines limited gaming tax revenue attributable to extended limited gaming to mean all limited gaming tax revenue in excess of the amount collected during FY 2008-09, adjusted annually based on a formula that considers the percentage change in the annual amount of gaming tax revenue collected,” and “The Limited Gaming Control Commission is to annually determine the amount of gaming tax revenue generated in each city from extended limited gaming.”  


Point of information:  The Colorado Revised Statutes, Section 4. 12-47.1-601, Gaming Tax . . . will be amended by HB 1272.  The most significant of the amended section is:  “The tax imposed shall be set by rule promulgated by the Limited Gaming Control Commission,” and “In no event shall the tax exceed forty percent of the adjusted gross proceeds.”  Information was released at one point saying the cap was twenty percent, but not so in the “real” bill.

HB 1272 passed its third reading in the Senate last week, and now goes back to the House for consideration of the amendments made by the Senate.  It is going to be interesting to see just how this really plays out.  
House Bill 09-1170 


Debate on the floor of House of Representatives went along party lines, with Republicans claiming unions were behind the bill.  HB 1170, “Concerning Unemployment Insurance Benefits for Locked Out Employees,” if it becomes law, allows an employee who is subject to a lockout initiated by an employer to receive unemployment insurance benefits.  


Republican legislators tried the argument that an employee was not unemployed just because of a lockout, and that paying unemployment to such employees could possibly bankrupt the unemployment fund.  


Democrats were having no part of such rhetoric, with one Democrat after another rising to the podium citing statistics that even with the high unemployment rate at its present level, the fund had a balance at the end of January of $562,000,000.00.  Representative Larry Liston, R-El Paso, noted that in 2004, the balance in the unemployment fund was $16 million reflecting the gravity of the earlier economic downturn.

Representative Sal Pace, D-Pueblo, made the point that HB 1170 is not a strike bill, but is about no fault employee lockouts which result in all the same aspects of being unemployed – unable to pay the mortgage, buy food for one’s family and pay the utilities.  The bill passed its second reading by voice vote as no one had called for a roll call vote, so stay tuned on this one.  HB 1170 and SB 09247 (see below) may have some conflict because of the combined demand on the unemployment fund.  

Sponsors of HB 1170:  


Representative Edward Casso, D-Denver, (303) 866-2346 


Representative Sal Pace, D-Pueblo, (303) 866-2968

Senator Lois Tochtrop, D-Adams, (303) 866-4863 
Senate Bill 09-247


Legislators, cognizant of the worsening economy, just introduced SB 247, “Concerning the Expansion of Benefits for Unemployed Workers in Colorado.”  Its first committee hearing is yet to be scheduled.  With the number of potential additions to the unemployed rolls, the demand placed on the state unemployment fund would be substantial should SB 247 be passed.  The Legislative Council staff has not yet made it fiscal impact analysis on the unemployment fund.  


The bill, if passed, will amend Section 1. 8-70-103 of the Colorado Revised Statutes, adding a definition to the statutes, “alternative base period” which means “the last four completed calendar quarters immediately preceding the benefit year.”


The additional types of employees to be covered are:


1) A worker who separates from a job due to domestic violence which endangers the worker or worker’s spouse/family;


2) A worker who quits to relocate to a new place when a spouse’s employment location is changed and commuting is impractical, so long as the worker is available for suitable work; and


3) An individual who quits to take care of an ill or disabled immediate family member for a period longer than that allowed for medical leave absence policy or the federal “Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993.”  


The bill also “authorizes enhanced unemployment insurance compensation benefits to eligible unemployment insurance claimants who are enrolled and making satisfactory progress in an approved training program that will train them for a high-demand occupation, a more stable long-term occupation, or an occupation in the renewable energy industry.”  This provision in the bill will end on July 1, 2012.

Sponsors of SB 09-247:  


Senator Lois Tochtrop, D-Adams, (303) 866-4863


Representative Sal Pace, D-Pueblo, (303) 866-2978.
House Bill 09-1227 


The title for HB 09-1227 is a sign of the times – “Concerning the Protection of Neighborhoods from Negative Impacts Associated With Rental Properties.”  


There has been considerable publicity in the national media about the impact of foreclosures on neighborhoods, in many cases destroying entire neighborhoods, and resulting in widespread slum areas.  


The situation also arises in part from owners unable to sell their property and/or facing foreclosure, rent the property in an effort to avoid foreclosure.  In far too many cases, methamphetamine dealers rent vacant properties to use as drug labs. 


One of the provisions of HB 1227 is to allow a peace officer “to notify a landlord if a tenant has been charged with a criminal act that constitutes a public nuisance under state law or local ordinance,”. . . or more than one complaint is received about the same tenant  committing an act that constitutes a nuisance.  


A second provision is meant to provide unscrupulous landlords from collecting rent on a property in foreclosure, but not applying it toward outstanding payments on the loan or secondly, to any fees due to any association of real property owners for grounds and property upkeep.


Sponsors of HB 1227:  


Representative Jerry K. Frangas, D-Denver, (303) 866-2954


Senator Evie Hudak, D-Jefferson, (303) 866-4840


The reader’s comments or questions are always welcome.  E-mail me at doris@dorisbeaver.com. 
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