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Chairman Faber, Ranking Member Schiavoni, and distinguished members of the Senate
Rules and Reference Committee: my name is Christopher D. Stock, and I am here on behalf of
the ResponsibleOhio campaign to legalize, regulate and tax the medical and personal use of
marijuana.

I have a deep and hard-earned respect for the institutions of this Great State of Ohio. I
began my professional career some twenty years ago delivering mail and moving furniture at the
Auditor of State’s Office. I worked my way up from the mailroom to become one of the first
performance auditors for the State — working tirelessly on improving the efficiency and
effectiveness of public entities such as the Cleveland City School District, the City of
Youngstown and many others. During my AOS years, my friend and mentor Jim Petro suggested
that I go to law school. I went to the Moritz College of Law at the Ohio State University and
became a lawyer. I had the privilege of clerking at the Ohio Supreme Court for the Honorable
Justice Terrence O’Donnell. There, I came to learn how important, and how finely-calibrated,
our system of justice is — not only to resolve disputes, but, on a more fundamental level, to
provide a kind of legal roadmap, one that gives all Ohioans certainty and clarity about our rights
and responsibilities. I later rejoined Mr. Petro at the Ohio Attorney General’s Office first as
Deputy State Solicitor and then as Deputy First Assistant Attorney General. From these

positions, I worked on some of the most challenging legal and policy issues facing our State at



the time. And, more importantly, my time at the Ohio Attorney General’s Office reinforced my
understanding and respect for certainty in the law, as well as teaching me that, at the end of the
day, these are the people’s laws. And, in a democracy, these laws must serve the people — not the
institutions that represent them.

I am here today on behalf of ResponsibleOhio. I am not here as a lawyer; I have provided
no legal services or advice to ResponsibleOhio. Rather, I am the principal drafter of the
ResponsibleOhio amendment. And, it is from this unique vantage point that I stand before you to
provide testimony on House Joint Resolution 4 (“HJR4™).

HJR4, as introduced, is deeply flawed for at least three reasons:

First, from a constitutional perspective, HIR4 effectively makes it impossible for future
individuals or organizations to amend the Ohio Constitution. This is not hyperbole. Let me give
you an example: The proposed Ohio Freedom to Marry Amendment, which may now be
superfluous in light of the last week’s Obergefell v. Hodges decision, states, in part, “marriages
shall be a union of two consenting adults not nearer of kin than second cousins, and not having a
husband or wife living . . .” This proposed amendment creates two separate classes of
“consenting adults” — those who are “not nearer of kin than second cousins,” for instance, and
those who are. This seemingly straightforward provision, however, would violate HJR4’s
proposed Section le (B)(1) because it would “grant or create” a “right” to some “consenting
adults” (i.e., the right to marry) that is not available to other “consenting adults.” Let me give
you another example: In 2009, voters approved an amendment that authorized the State to issue
up to two hundred million dollars of bonds to provide compensation to Ohio veterans of the
Persian Gulf, Afghanistan and Iraq conflicts. They did this for World War II, Korean War and

Vietnam War veterans as well. Those amendments created a “right” or “benefit” to compensation



for some Ohioans (or, to be more specific, Ohio military personnel who served in several
enumerated foreign conflicts or wars) that was not available to other Ohioans (or Ohio military
personnel who did not serve in those enumerated conflicts or wars).

As these examples demonstrate, HIR4 would make it impossible for Ohioans to
constitutionally protect gay marriage or compensate war veterans. And that is just the tip of the
iceberg in terms of the unintended consequences associated with this proposed joint resolution.

Second, from a checks-and-balances perspective, HIR4 — whether the drafters intended it
or not — dramatically shifts the power of the ballot initiative away from the people, and gives the
General Assembly unprecedented control over the Constitution. This is not what our founders
intended. The Ohio Constitution was designed to provide its citizens with a direct avenue to
bypass the Ohio General Assembly should it refuse to act on an issue of great general or public
importance. HIR4 would effectively force all attempts to amend the Ohio Constitution through
the Ohio General Assembly. We need look no further than the issue of marijuana to see how
HJR4 will nullify the Constitution’s direct democracy provision. It is my understanding that
some form of marijuana legalization law has been introduced before one or both chambers of this
august body year after year for nearly twenty years. Each of these bills died in committee after
only one hearing. Fed up with this inaction, a group of Ohio citizens resolved to take this issue
directly to the voters — as is their right under the Constitution. HRJ4, however, would nullify
these efforts, which, clearly in the case of marijuana legalization, would stymie the will of a
majority of Ohio citizens.

Third is the practical problem; and it is one I alluded to in my opening remarks. The law
— and especially the Constitution — is designed to provide certainty and clarity to Ohioans. What

the sponsors of HJR4 have done is to undermine that foundational principle. The process for



submitting a proposed constitutional amendment to the voters has existed in essentially its
current form since 1912. ResponsibleOhio followed those rules to bring this issue before the
voters. But now, certain members of the General Assembly appear poised to change those rules
at the eleventh hour. This creates a dangerous precedent. Set aside marijuana legalization for the
moment. Imagine a scenario in which I proposed an amendment to increase the minimum wage
to $20/hour for the November 2016 ballot. Now, imagine that just as I have gathered my three
hundred and five thousand valid signatures, the General Assembly puts a competing joint
resolution on the ballot that says something like “there shall be no amendments in the
Constitution dealing with workers’ wages, and, by the way, any ballot initiative on the
November 2016 ballot addressing workers’ wages automatically loses even if it gets a majority
of voter approval.” Change the scenario with respect to any number of subjects (infrastructure
bonds, union rights, gay marriage, veteran compensation, etc.), but the in terrorem eftect of
HJR4 remains the same — “if we don’t like your proposed amendment, we will find a way to
nullify it at the eleventh hour . . . so don’t even try it, future citizen groups.” This is the exact
type of legislative maneuvering that unravels the clarity and certainty that must underpin our
governing process.

I will conclude with this. The people of Ohio have grown tired of being denied access to
legitimate medical relief because of this legislative inaction. They are fed up with the nearly 300
collateral consequences associated with simple possession offenses that torpedo careers and tear
apart families. And I am certain they would welcome the $554 million in projected tax revenues
and nearly 35,000 jobs created as a result of legalization. There are those in the public and here
in the General Assembly who have argued that legalizing marijuana generally would be bad

public policy. And there are those who have argued that ResponsibleOhio’s proposed method of



legalizing marijuana is the wrong one. ResponsibleOhio is ready to have that debate. By the way,
it’s a fascinating one — and it’s one that the voters in Ohio deserve to have on an issue of such
critical importance. In fact, the only people that don’t seem to want to have that debate are the
sponsors of HJR4. But, as the Toledo Blade pointed out, “There’s no reason, or need, for
lawmakers to substitute their judgment for that of the voters.” If ResponsibleOhio is such a bad
deal for Ohio, as its opponents claim, the voters will reject it. No constitutional harm, as it were,
no constitutional foul.

So, what are the sponsors of HJR4 really after? That is not for me to say. I have heard
HJR4 pitched as a protection against monopolies in the Ohio Constitution. How ironic, then, that
what HRJ4 really accomplishes is to effectively place total control of the constitutional
amendment process in the hands of a single entity. In any case, I will caution this Honorable
Committee that the law of unintended consequences is ironclad — it cannot and will not be
trumped by HJIR4.

Thank you for the opportunity and privilege of testifying before you today. I would be

happy to answer any questions that the committee may have.



