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ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW 

A. The titles fail to correctly and properly identify the true 

intent and meaning of the Initiative, which is to promote 

physician-assisted suicide. 

B. The title fails to reflect that the measure requires death 

certificates to reflect a cause of death to be something other 

than suicide. 

 

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

 Despite the Proponents strenuous efforts to call physician-assisted 

suicide by another name, the fact remains, Initiative #124 legalizes 

physician-assisted suicide.  To call it anything else is misleading. 

 The requirement that death certificates be changed to reflect a 

cause of death other than the actual cause is a central feature of the 

initiative, and to not reflect this in the title misleads the voters. 
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ARGUMENT 

I. The titles fail to correctly and properly identify the true 

intent and meaning of the Initiative, which is to promote physician-

assisted suicide. 

 As noted in Petitioners Walbert and Stephens’ briefs, and 

Petitioner Stanford, the common definition of suicide is clear and 

unambiguious. See Oxford Dictionary of English (2nd ed. revised 2009) 

(suicide is “the act of killing oneself intentionally”); Merriam-Webster’s 

Collegiate Dictionary 1249 (11th ed. 2014) (suicide is “the act or an 

instance of taking one’s own life voluntarily and intentionally esp. by a 

person of years of discretion and of sound mind.”); Black’s Law 

Dictionary 1571 (9th ed. 2009) (suicide is “[t]he act of taking one’s own 

life.”). The act described in the proposed initiative in euphemistic and 

confusing language is suicide, and the voters are entitled to know that. 

Dictionary usage is particularly important in textual analysis. As 

the Court has noted, “[i]n determining the meaning of constitutional or 

statutory phrases or words, we may look to dictionary definitions.”  

Cerbo v. Protect Colo. Jobs, Inc., 240 P.3d 495, 501 n.4 (Colo. App. 
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2010).  Likewise, dictionaries can be used to guide language selection, to 

ensure that that the language used in a ballot title is clear and 

unambiguous.  Changing the consequences for an action, such as this 

law does for suicide, does not change the definition of an act simply 

because it does not have all of its old consequences. Accordingly here, 

notwithstanding the Proponents attempts to avoid the use of the word 

“suicide,” suicide is the correct word to use to avoid misleading the 

voters. 

Additionally, here, the technical definition used by physicians, the 

very people empowered to act under this proposed initiative, has 

defined the acts permitted under this proposed initiative as physician-

assisted suicide.  The American Medical Association (AMA) defines 

physician-assisted suicide as occurring when “a physician facilitates a 

patient’s death by providing the necessary means and/or information to 

enable the patient to perform the life-ending act.” The AMA Code of 

Medical Ethics, Opinion 2.211, Physician-Assisted Suicide, June, 1994. 

http://www.ama-assn.org/ama/pub/physician-resources/medical-

ethics/code-medical-ethics/opinion2211.page? (last accessed May 10, 
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2016).  Contrary to the Title Board’s argument that the use of the term 

suicide, or physician-assisted suicide would be an impermissible catch 

phrase, the Title Board’s language is so euphemistic that it misleads 

the voters about the intent and purpose of the Proposed Initiative.  The 

use of common terms like suicide is not an impermissible catch phrase.   

 

II. The title fails to reflect that the measure requires death 

certificates to reflect a cause of death to be something other than suicide. 

 Petitioners Walbert and Stephens join in the arguments made by 

Petitioner Stanford. 

 

 Therefore, Petitioners request that the Court remand the matter 

to the Title Board with the instructions to amend the Final Title 

consistent with the concerns set forth herein. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 WHEREFORE, for the reasons set forth above, and in their 

Opening Brief, the Petitioners respectfully request that the Court find 
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that the Initiative does not contain a single subject and remand this 

matter to the Title Board with direction to return the Initiative to 

Proponents. In the alternative, Petitioners request that the Court 

remand the matter to the Title Board with the instructions to amend 

the title consistent with the concerns set forth above. 
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