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 Respondents Dan Ritchie and Albert Yates (the “Proponents”), by and 

through their undersigned counsel, hereby submit their Answer Brief:  

ARGUMENT 

 In her Opening Brief, Petitioner Natalie Menten (the “Petitioner”) states 

several propositions of law pertaining to the single subject rule.  R. Petitioner’s 

Opening Brief, pp. 3-6.  However, the Petitioner fails to connect these propositions 

of law to her contention that Proposed Ballot Initiative #116 (“Initiative #116”), 

Proposed Ballot Initiative #117 (“Initiative #117”) and Proposed Ballot Initiative 

#118 (“Initiative #118,” and together with Initiative #116 and Initiative #117, the 

“Initiatives”) contain more than a single subject.  Pursuant to C.A.R. 28(A), the 

Court is not required to address “bald legal proposition[s] presented without 

argument or development.”  See, e.g., Barnett v. Elite Props. of Am., Inc., 252 P.3d 

14, 19 (Colo. App. 2010); Sinclair Transp. Co. v. Sandberg, 350 P.3d 924, 935-36 

(Colo. App. 2014); see also R. Title Board’s Opening Brief p. 7.  Because the 

Petitioner has failed to provide any legal analysis to support her position that the 

Initiatives contain more than a single subject, the Court should uphold the 

decisions of the Title Board.       

 As the Proponents argued in their Opening Brief, the purposes for which the 

retained revenues may be spent merely explain the single subject of the Initiatives, 
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which is to authorize the state to retain excess revenues.  R. Respondents’ Opening 

Brief, p. 9.  These purposes do not constitute additional subjects.  Accordingly, the 

Court should uphold the decisions of the Title Board.        

CONCLUSION 

 

 For the reasons stated herein and in Respondents’ Opening Brief, the 

Proponents respectfully request that the Court uphold the title, ballot title and 

submission clause for Initiative #116, Initiative #117 and Initiative #118. 

 Respectfully submitted this 26th day of May, 2016.  

       s/ Dee P. Wisor 

       Dee P. Wisor 

 

       s/ Martina Hinojosa 

       Martina Hinojosa 

        

       BUTLER SNOW LLP 

       Attorneys for Respondents  

       Dan Ritchie and Al Yates  
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