Colorado Transgender Ballot Measures Face Calls for Change
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Colorado voters have approved two measures affecting transgender young people, prompting Boulder-based LGBTQ group Rocky Mountain Equality to ask lawmakers to reduce their impact. With the policies due to take effect in 2027, families, schools and healthcare professionals are now looking to the state legislature for clarity on what comes next.
Colorado transgender measures prompt a push for action
The vote has left some families facing an unsettling wait. Rocky Mountain Equality says parents are asking what the new rules mean for their children’s healthcare, while students are unsure whether they’ll be able to play on the teams that match their gender identity. The Boulder-based group is urging lawmakers to address the consequences before the measures take effect. (Boulder Reporting Lab; Colorado Public Radio)
Both measures passed with 52% support statewide. Proposition 134 sets school sports teams from elementary school through college as male, female or coed according to biological sex, restricting which teams transgender students can join. Proposition 135 prohibits healthcare professionals from performing surgery on anyone under 18 to alter biological sex characteristics; it doesn’t cover hormones or puberty blockers. (Colorado Public Radio; Colorado 2026 Blue Book)
What the new rules mean for schools and care
The proposals concern different parts of young people’s lives, but both have raised questions about how policies will work in practice. For school sports, the rules reach across Colorado’s education system. For healthcare, the surgery restriction is specific, so it’s worth distinguishing it from broader claims that the measure also bans other forms of care. (Colorado Public Radio; Colorado 2026 Blue Book)
Before the election, the Boulder Valley School District board unanimously opposed Proposition 134. The district warned that implementing it could bring extra administration, divert resources from classrooms and affect student inclusion. Those practical concerns sit alongside a more immediate one: whether transgender students feel safe and welcome at school. (Boulder Valley School District; Boulder Reporting Lab)
Boulder County voted strongly against both proposals
Statewide results don’t tell the whole story. Around 68% of Boulder County voters opposed Proposition 134, while about 69% voted against Proposition 135, making the county one of the strongest areas of opposition to both measures. The contrast underlines how sharply views differ across Colorado. (Boulder Reporting Lab; Colorado Public Radio)
The measures were backed by Protect Kids Colorado, which also supported a separate ballot proposal on human trafficking. That measure, Proposition 133, passed with around 62% support statewide, but opponents raised concerns that trafficking victims coerced into recruiting others could face the same life sentence as traffickers. (Boulder Reporting Lab; Colorado Public Radio)
Lawmakers can still revisit the measures
Both measures are scheduled to take effect on 1 January 2027. Because they amend state statutes rather than the Colorado Constitution, state lawmakers can amend or repeal them. That gives the legislature a route to respond, though what changes might be proposed remains to be seen. (Boulder Reporting Lab; Colorado 2026 Blue Book)
Boulder Democrats Judy Amabile and Junie Joseph have indicated support for addressing the effects of the measures, while Governor-elect Phil Weiser has said he would like to see adjustments. For families, schools and healthcare professionals, the next useful sign will be clear guidance on how the rules will be applied. (Boulder Reporting Lab)
The debate extends beyond the two transgender measures
Proposition 133 has its own complicated consequences. Boulder County District Attorney Michael Dougherty has argued against repealing it outright, while warning that victims forced to recruit others shouldn’t be treated like traffickers. He has called instead for a broader review of drug offences and sex crimes. (Boulder Reporting Lab; Colorado Public Radio)
That distinction matters: a law can be designed to punish serious harm and still raise difficult questions about who might be caught by its penalties. As Colorado lawmakers consider next steps, the challenge will be weighing voters’ decisions against the practical effects on young people and people who’ve experienced exploitation. (Boulder Reporting Lab; Colorado Public Radio)
For Colorado families, the key date is 1 January 2027, but the policy debate is already under way.
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