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In the modern days, the use of medical marijuana has continued to be a controversial subject of conversation among health care professionals and law regulators on this topic. While the advantages of medical marihuana to ailing individuals such as Charles Erikson have been an excellent debate for years, this substance's effectiveness to these patients has been quite revolutionary. 
According to the Supremacy Clause of the Constitution, federal law forestalls contrary state law.  At the same time, Congress may only act within its constitutional powers/rights. Among the most essential of these is the ability to control Commerce among the given States, which Congress expressly relied upon in enacting the Controlled Substance Act. The federal government's power to control interstate Commerce granted to it by the Article 1, Section 8 of the United Stated Constitution has been translated by the Supreme Court in the country to mean that the feds can regulate nearly anything or any substance that affects interstate Commerce. 
I believes that the Commerce Clause does not apply to medical marijuana. The CSA's enforcement against intrastate medical marijuana violates the Commerce Clause. Using marijuana for medical purposes didn’t “substantially impact" interstate Commerce and couldn’t be controlled by Congress. Growing/Using marihuana for medical or personal use wasn’t in any way related to interstate Commerce as it is in the Commerce clause to oversee interstate. Therefore Congress had no power nor authority to ban its use. This common-sense reading of "interstate commerce" prevents the federal government from pestering peaceful citizens who comply with the laws of the state. 
Additionally, following the fundamental right to integrity under the constitution’s 14th amendment liberty clause, the article finalizes that the government doesn’t have any enthralling interest to disallow such liberty (the right of a person to define their own concept of “liberty” and cases expanding privacy support this right) interest by restricting marijuana consumption for medical or even recreational reasons. With the facts above, I do not doubt that Charlie Erikson has a fundamental right to use or access medical marijuana as prohibiting him would be unconstitutional. The court would be exceeding the powers given to Congress under the commerce clause of the 14th amendment.
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