To the Editor:

On November 4th voters will be confronted with two state proposals, each of which have been marketed as the salvation of people with serious medical problems but both of which need to be evaluated dispassionately.


Proposal 1 seeks to legalize the use and cultivation of marihuana for medical purposes. As a prosecutor I have many reservations about this proposal’s agenda but I realize there are some who are so moved by the plight of the chronically/terminally ill, and understandably so, that they believe a dangerous street drug needs to be added to the already vast array of pain management options.


To those people I want to point out that, while Proposal 1 requires the medicinal use of marihuana to be approved by a physician for registered patients with specified medical conditions, it does not alter the methods by which the marihuana must be acquired.


To elaborate, its not like pharmaceutical companies were given the green light to start manufacturing marihuana for physicians to prescribe and pharmacies to dispense. Patients, who would be allowed to possess up to 2.5 ounces of processed marihuana, would still have to acquire it by participating in a transaction that, for the seller, remains a felony, and take the risk that all buyers of street drugs take, i.e., that the product may be adulterated or counterfeited. Proposal 1 therefore perpetuates a market for sellers in a user-driven industry and does nothing to protect the proposed users from the hazards of street drugs.


Supporters of Proposal 1 were obviously cognizant of this problem because it also gives patients and/or their caregivers the option of growing their own - up to twelve plants in an enclosed, locked facility. Not everyone would be up to this kind of horticultural effort, but my concern here is that twelve plants can yield an awful lot of marihuana – the usual rule of thumb is that a single plant produces $1,000 worth of marihuana and it is very difficult for me to believe that the excess yield wouldn’t end up in the hands of people whose only medical problem is an addiction to marihuana.


Proposal 2, of course, seeks to guarantee medical researchers access to human embryos. As someone who is staunchly pro-life it is impossible for me to support this proposal but I realize there are many who believe most sincerely that the road to various cures can and therefore should be paved with human embryos.


To those people I want to point out that unlike Proposal 1, which is a legislative initiative, Proposal 2 calls for a constitutional amendment with a built-in prohibition on the later passage of any state or local laws that “prevent, restrict or discourage” stem cell research.

This means that, when the cures we all seek emerge from different quarters, when abuses in this process surface, or when hearts and minds eventually change, Proposal 2 will be cast in constitutional stone for future generations to regret.


Please join me in rejecting both proposals.
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