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VI. Further, the Colorado law is fatally void for 
vagueness, is unconstitutionally overbroad, is 
impossible to enforce, and arguably represents 
criminal violations of prohibitions against female 
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speech under such statutes as 18 U.S.C. §116, 18 
U.S.C. §241, and 42 U.S.C. §1983 liability. However, 
the Court need not reach these issues because the 
Colorado law is invalid on account of its facial 
violations of the First Amendment and of NIFLA. 
See Headnote I. 
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