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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
At the March 1, 2022 City Council meeting, the Mayor and City Council requested that
Administration prepare the framework with options to consider for creating a Marihuana1 Facility
Taskforce (“MFTF”). The purpose of the MFTF was to research community interest and best
practices with respect to marihuana facilities allowed under the MRTMA which includes
Provisioning Centers, Processors, Growers, Secure Transporters, and Safety Compliance
Facilities. The end product is this comprehensive report which the City Council can use to help
determine whether some, all, or any of these facilities should be allowed in Sterling Heights.
The MFTF consists of the following members:











Police Chief
Fire Chief
City Development Director
Community Relations Director
Economic Development Advisor
Finance Director
City Attorney
City Manager
City Clerk
City Planner

A. THE PROCESS AND RESULTS.
The MFTF engaged with many other stakeholders throughout the process including community
groups, facility developers, school leaders, residents, and business owners. The viewpoints of
these groups varied and are represented in the attached minutes (Appendix A and B). Many
stakeholders expressed support for allowing facilities, while others expressed concern knowing
there were facilities located nearby in surrounding cities.
The MFTF obtained input from communities that have opted in under MRTMA. These
communities did not identify any significant problems with policing or related community
concerns (Appendix C). Some of the communities indicated that the regulatory process of the
required licensing, site plan reviews, and approval processes was cumbersome and time
consuming.
The MFTF also commissioned a statistically valid survey of residents’ views regarding marihuana
facilities (Appendix D). 60% of residents surveyed opposed having facilities located in the City,
while 40% expressed approval. There was good dispersion of the survey results in terms of gender,
race, age and geography. Notably, however, younger respondents viewed approval of facilities
more favorably than older respondents. Notwithstanding the 60% disapproval of facilities
reflected in the survey, 50.2% of Sterling Heights voters, voted for legalization of recreational

1

The spelling of the word “Marihuana” is used throughout this report for consistency.

marihuana in 2018. The disparity may be attributed to some voters being accepting of adult-use
marihuana, but opposed to facilities being located near them in Sterling Heights.
MFTF members visited a nearby facility and met with the manager and employees. The facility
was appealing, clean, and aside from traffic issues, there were no problems noted. This seemed to
be the case with most, if not all, facilities based on interviews conducted throughout the study
process.
In terms of potential revenue generation, it is important to note that the market appears to be
saturated and profits are declining, which has resulted in facility closures and/or consolidations
within the state. The state is trying to address this challenge by potentially implementing price
stabilization control measures. Whether or not these measures will be effective is unknown at this
time. But based on existing data available at this time, if the City allowed (for example) five
licensed dispensaries, the expected total annual revenue from state marihuana payments is
currently estimated at $200,000. This amount would be offset with increased consultant fees to
manage the regulatory process established by the City, as well as potential litigation at the onset.
A legal review of the impact on communities that have opted into MRTMA confirms that there
has been significant litigation in communities that placed a limit on the number of licenses to be
issued. In those cases, applicants who were denied approval often chose to sue the community
resulting in protracted and costly litigation. An example of this situation occurred in the City of
Warren. After years of litigation over the number of medical licenses and alleged Open Meetings
Act violations from unsuccessful applicants, the Michigan Court of Appeals ruled the 15 licenses
initially issued were valid. It remains to be seen if these 15 licenses will also qualify for
recreational sale approval. Based on this history, any city that places a cap on the number of
facility licenses is likely to find itself embroiled in litigation. Some communities like Grand
Rapids have avoided potential litigation, in part, by allowing unlimited adult-use licenses.
In summary, the MFTF conducted a thorough review of the MRTMA and the impact on
communities that have opted in and allowed marihuana facilities. In those communities, aside
from rather extensive litigation, there does not appear to be any adverse impact on the communities
in general, including criminal activity. Communities that have opted in to MRTMA facilities have
experienced economic gain vis-à-vis increased revenue and improved reuse of vacant—and in
many cases dilapidated—buildings. At the same time, there does not appear to be strong interest
from a majority of residents in Sterling Heights to opt into MRTMA, thereby allowing facilities.
The following report elaborates further on the aforementioned topics. We look forward to
presenting the findings publicly by year end if City Council so desires.
II. EVOLUTION OF MARIHUANA IN MICHIGAN
A. THE MEDICAL MARIHUANA ACT. i
The Medical Marihuana Act (“MMA”) is a voter-initiated law that was enacted in 2008 to
provide protections for the medical use of marihuana, provide a system of registry
identification cards for qualifying patients and primary caregivers, to impose a fee for registry
application and renewal, and to decriminalize the use and possession of marihuana for medical
purposes.
2

The MMA created a “Caregiver/Patient” model, which allows individuals acting as a
caregiver the ability to grow up to 72 marihuana plants to supply medical marihuana to up to
five patients (12 plants per patient, as well as 12 for the caregiver). Under the MMA,
Caregivers are to be reimbursed for their expenses in providing marihuana to their patients,
without profit. There are very few restrictions, and direct local control is preempted; even limited
controls over “secondary effects” have been challenged in court.
B. THE MEDICAL MARIHUANA FACILITIES LICENSING ACT. ii
In 2016, the Medical Marihuana Facilities Licensing Act (“MMFLA”) was passed, creating a
state-run commercial medical marihuana industry with the primary point of sale being through
“Provisioning Centers,” licensed by the State, and established in municipalities by adoption
of an ordinance allowing facilities within their geographical borders. Municipalities must
“opt in” and create an ordinance authorizing facilities under the MMFLA in order for facilities
to operate.
Licensing Rules include: background checks; business plans; facility plans; pre-licensing followed
by licensing, if qualified; and capitalization requirements. Licenses must be renewed annually.
Operating Rules include: no consuming of alcohol, tobacco, or marihuana products, very restricted
access, ventilation systems, security requirements, seed-to-sale tracking, no “candy confusion,”
employee restrictions, delivery limits, and eventually, THC concentrations, and serving size limits.
Municipalities have complete discretion over the types and number of facilities and may enact
ordinances, including zoning and safety regulations beyond the standards set by the state, but may
not regulate purity, pricing, or state licensing, and may not create regulations that conflict with the
state rules.
The following state licenses types are available under the MMFLA and associated administrative
rules:






Grower - A licensee that is a commercial entity located in this state that cultivates, dries,
trims, or cures and packages marihuana for sale to a processor, provisioning center, or
another grower.
o Class A Grower (may grow up to 500 marihuana plants)
o Class B Grower (may grow up to 1,000 marihuana plants)
o Class C Grower (may grow up to 1,500 marihuana plants)
Processor – A licensee that is a commercial entity located in this state that purchases
marihuana from a grower and that extracts resin from the marihuana or creates a
marihuana-infused product for sale and transfers in packaged form to a provisioning center
or another processor.
Provisioning Center – A licensee that is a commercial entity located in this state that
purchases marihuana from a grower or processor and sells, supplies, or provides marihuana
to registered qualifying patients, directly or through the patients' registered primary
caregivers.
o Provisioning centers also include any commercial property where marihuana is sold
at retail to registered qualifying patients or registered primary caregivers.
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Safety Compliance Facility – A licensee that is a commercial entity that takes marihuana
from a marihuana facility or receives marihuana from a registered primary caregiver, tests
the marihuana for rendered contaminants and for tetrahydrocannabinol and other
cannabinoids, returns the test results, and may return the marihuana to the marihuana
facility.
Secure Transporter – A licensee that is a commercial entity located in this state that stores
marihuana and transports marihuana between marihuana facilities for a fee.

There are currently 24,488 qualifying “Patients” assigned to 3,427 registered “Caregivers” in
Macomb County for purposes of growing and receiving marihuana under the MMA and
MMFLA.iii With that said, the value of commercial medical marihuana licenses issued under the
MMFLA has decreased due to the enactment of the MRTMA and widespread availability of adultuse recreational marihuana. State revenue from MMFLA facilities has steadily decreased since
the implementation of the MRTMA. As a result, medical dispensary and other medical marihuana
facility owners are reportedly planning to shift to adult-use licensing.
C. THE MICHIGAN REGULATION AND TAXATION OF MARIHUANA ACT.iv
After the enactment of the MMFLA, a statewide ballot initiative was brought forward by
various groups to allow all adults 21 years of age and older to possess and use marihuana
recreationally, creating a non-medical industry for those simply seeking to use marihuana for
their own purposes. The ballot initiative further sought to legalize the cultivation, processing,
distribution, and sale of industrial hemp. The ballot initiative also proposed to authorize
municipalities to ban or limit marihuana establishments within their boundaries. The ballot
initiative was successful and the state, enacted in 2018 what is known as the Michigan
Regulation and Taxation of Marihuana Act (MRTMA). Under the MRTMA, an individual may
possess, use, transport, or process up to 2.5 ounces of marihuana or 15 grams of concentrate, and
may grow up to 12 plants at home, and may share up to 2.5 ounces with others 21 years of age and
older.
As stated above, the MRTMA specifically provided that a municipality could “opt-out” and
prohibit the establishment of licensed adult-use facilities in their municipality. The city of Sterling
Heights opted out under the MRTMA upon enactment.
Licenses available under the MRTMA and Updated Rules include: v





Marihuana Retailer – a person licensed to obtain marihuana from marihuana
establishments and sell marihuana.
Marihuana Safety Compliance Facility – a person licensed to test marihuana and certify
marihuana for potency and the presence of contaminants.
Marihuana Secure Transporter – a person licensed to obtain marihuana from marihuana
establishments in order to transport it to other marihuana establishments.
Marihuana Processor – a person licensed to obtain marihuana from marihuana
establishments, process and package the marihuana, and sell it to marihuana
establishments.
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Marihuana Microbusiness – a person licensed to cultivate no more than 150 plants,
process and package marihuana, and sell marihuana.
Class A Marihuana Grower – a person licensed to cultivate no more than 100 marihuana
plants and sell the marihuana to marihuana establishments.
Class B Marihuana Grower: a person licensed to cultivate no more than 500 marihuana
plants and sell the marihuana to marihuana establishments.
Class C Marihuana Grower – a person licensed to cultivate no more than 2,000
marihuana plants and sell the marihuana to marihuana establishments.
Marihuana Event Organizer – allows the license holder to apply for Temporary
Marihuana Event licenses from the MRA.
Temporary Marihuana Event – this license allows a Marihuana Event Organizer to run
an event – which has been approved by the local municipality – where the onsite sale or
consumption of marihuana products, or both, are authorized at a specific location for a
limited time. Licensed Retailers and Microbusinesses may participate. The Marihuana
Event Organizer is required to hire security and ensure that all rules and requirements for
onsite consumption of marihuana products are followed.
Designated Consumption Establishment – allows the license holder, with local approval,
to operate a commercial space that is licensed by the MRA and authorized to permit adults
21 years of age and older to consume marihuana and marihuana products on premises. A
Designated Consumption Establishment license does not allow for sales or distribution of
marihuana or marihuana product, unless the license holder also possesses a Retailer or
Microbusiness license.
Excess Marihuana Grower – allows a licensee who already holds five adult-use Class C
Grower licenses to expand their allowable marihuana plant count.

These three laws, all of which remain in effect, created three separate marihuana industries
that are now regulated by the State of Michigan’s Cannabis Regulatory Agency (“CRA”).
While the CRA has established rules for both MMFLA and MRTMA facilities, clarification
of those rules continues through bulletins issued by the CRA, as the industry continues to
evolve.
III.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

A. MUNICIPAL RESPONSE TO MMFLA AND MRTMA – WHO’S IN AND WHO’S OUT?
The vast majority of municipalities in Michigan have chosen not to allow commercial sales of
marihuana in their community. As of July of 2022, 161 municipalities out of 1,773 (9%) in the
state have “opted in” medically, and 125 (7%) municipalities have allowed recreational marihuana
facilities in their jurisdictions. 1,382 (78%) municipalities have taken affirmative action (either
by resolution or ordinance) to opt out of the MRTMA.vi
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Municipality Opt-In Status
391
161
125

1,382
Opt-In Medical

Adult Use Approved

Opt-Out Adult and Medical

No Action

Notably, the State of Michigan did not cap the number of marihuana licenses that will be issued
by the state, however, the local municipality has the authority to restrict or limit the type and
number of facilities licensed in their boundaries. As of July 31, 2022, the total active state licenses
under both the MMFLA and MRTMA include:













85 Medical and 6 Recreational Class A Growers
17 Medical and 95 Recreational Class B Growers
647 Medical and 653 Recreational Class C Growers
116 Excess Growers (MRTMA)
141 Medical and 164 Recreational Processors
22 Medical and 21 Recreational Safety Compliance Facilities
23 Medical and 24 Recreational Secure Transporters
2 Class A Microbusiness (MRTMA)
13 Microbusiness (MRTMA)
43 Event Organizers (MRTMA)
2 Designated Consumption Establishments (MRTMA)
447 Medical and 541 Recreational Provisioning Centers

The CRA publishes an interactive map identifying all active MMFLA and MRTMA facilities, by
type, in Michigan.vii Most of the licensed adult-use provisioning centers carry dual licenses
(medical and adult use), while some are medical or adult use, only. In many instances adult use
retail facilities have opted to provide registered patients the same lower pricing they would receive
from a dispensary licensed only under the MMFLA to compete for the same customers. As a
result, MMFLA licensed dispensaries, which are subject to more regulation, are in danger of being
pushed out of the market. Moreover, the recent decline in revenue and price of marihuana shows
a potential saturation in the marketplace, with marihuana flower prices dropping 47%, while
recreational sales were increasing 126%. Michigan has reportedly issued grow licenses to produce
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nearly 1.7 million plants at any given time, resulting in a surplus of excess marihuana in the
marketplace.viii
As of September 1, 2022, only 8 Macomb County communities have allowed licenses for MMFLA
and/or MRTMA facilities in their communities:ix









Center Line (15 of each license except limited to 5 of each type of grower)
Harrison Township (allows all licenses except provisioning centers)
Lenox Township (up to 3 of each type of license)
Mount Clemens (1 per grower class, 2 of each for remaining licenses)
Warren (unlimited licenses, except only 15 provisioning centers)
Roseville (unlimited licenses in overlay districts, subject to buffers)
Utica (2 Adult-Use and Medical provisioning centers)
Romeo (currently 1 Adult-Use dispensary / Potential Cannabis Mall under MRTMA). x

With that said, the disbursement of facilities throughout the state of Michigan does not appear to
significantly impede the availability of products to the Detroit Metropolitan Area, and/or to
Macomb County residents. 95.1% of Michigan residents live within a 30-minute drive of a
currently licensed medical or adult-use facility.xi With respect to Sterling Heights, there are 19
dispensaries and/or provisioning centers within 20 miles of the city. There are 6 adult-use
dispensaries that deliver to residential properties in Sterling Heights, including 2 dispensaries
currently located in Utica, providing both medical and recreational marihuana.xii Warren currently
has 1 medical dispensary (LivWell). Up to 15 recreational dispensaries are anticipated to be located
either on or near the border of Sterling Heights in Warren, pending the outcome of ongoing
litigation.
B. COMMUNITY IMPACT.
1. IMPAIRED DRIVING.
Michigan prohibits a driver from operating a motor vehicle while intoxicated. To be found guilty,
prosecutors must show that a defendant was “under the influence” at the time the motor vehicle
was being operated. Prior to the MMA being passed, when it came to controlled substances (like
marihuana), Michigan had a “zero-tolerance” driving law (meaning that no amount of THC was
allowed while driving). However, marihuana has been carved out of that law in cases where
qualifying patients comply with the MMA. The MRTMA provides a similar exception. The
standard now is whether the patient is “under the influence,” which means whether the marihuana
has had a significant effect on a person’s mental or physical conditions so that he or she was no
longer able to operate a vehicle in a normal manner. As there is no reliable testing yet for traffic
stop investigations, police are required to rely on the traditional roadside “sobriety” testing to
determine impairment.
Michigan had 896 cannabinoid-involved vehicle crashes reported in 2020 (up 73% from 2019)
with a 140% increase in crashes with marihuana use; 430% increase in injury crashes involving
cannabis use; and, 640% increase in property damage accidents.xiii It should be noted that this data
includes all instances where THC is found in the bloodstream, whether by itself, or in cases where
7

alcohol and other drugs were present. While there can be no dispute that marihuana-related
automobile accidents have increased statewide since the adoption of the MRTMA, it does not
necessarily follow that allowing dispensaries or provisioning centers in Sterling Heights would
have a significant traffic safety impact given the current widespread availability of marihuana to
residents from facilities in neighboring municipalities.
2. LAW ENFORCEMENT IMPACT OF RECREATIONAL MARIHUANA.
As the city was compiling information on the overall impact of allowing recreational marihuana
in Sterling Heights, the police department reached out to thirteen police departments within cities
that have allowed recreational marihuana in order to get their feedback and any “lessons learned”
(Appendix E). Five police departments did not respond to our request. Eight agencies, however,
provided feedback with their experience to date. The overwhelming response was that there has
been minimal reports of crime or public safety issues in their municipalities. Only two issues were
identified: increased attempted burglaries of the recreational dispensaries in Grand Rapids and
Lansing and increased traffic concerns at the two dispensaries in the City of Utica. Otherwise,
there were no significant issues reported.
3. IMPACT ON ILLICIT GROW OPERATIONS.
The question of whether or not allowing recreational marihuana in Sterling Heights will decrease
the number of people growing marihuana illegally indoors is more difficult to answer. The City’s
police narcotics unit does not believe that adding commercial dispensaries will have a significant
impact on the sale of illicit marihuana. Much of the marihuana that is grown illegally inside
residential homes ends up being shipped out of state to locations where marihuana has yet to be
decriminalized. Some Caregivers may give up their home grows for licensed operations
elsewhere; however, no incentive exists to make this change because Caregivers can currently
provide products without much overhead (despite the illegality of making a profit or selling to
more than 5 patients).
For now, the “black market” continues to grow rather than decline, causing neighborhood fires,
brownouts, destruction of housing stock, odors, and more. In fact, the City has shut down over
700 illegal grow operations in residential areas over the past couple of years. Moreover, a “patient
card” is no longer necessary to procure marihuana or related products (unless the state creates a
niche for medical marihuana), so the incentive to relocate out of homes remains non-existent. This
is consistent with other states, such as Colorado and Washington, which have reported an increase,
year-over-year, in black market sales of marihuana with similar state regulations.xiv As such, the
evidence suggests that allowing a handful of marihuana dispensaries in Sterling Heights will not
change the number of illegal residential marihuana grow operations, which continue to thrive in
Michigan.xv
4. LITIGATION OVER IMPLEMENTATION.
Unlike the MMFLA, which provides broad discretion in the process of choosing applicants, the
MRTMA requires a competitive process be created to choose between qualifying applicants. As
such there will always be a “disappointed” applicant. In most cases, disappointed qualifying
8

applicants, have the financial means and incentive to challenge the process in court. A consistent
trend in communities that allow MRTMA facilities is to challenge the ordinance on its face and/or
challenge the procedural process adopted. There have been dozens of lawsuits filed throughout
Michigan on these issues, which are generally fact specific. The following is a sampling of
lawsuits brought in Macomb County:


Warren – The city faced litigation in October 2019 for the method used when granting
medical marihuana licenses with plaintiffs alleging the committee’s selection process was
flawed and that it violated the Open Meetings Act. Further, in December 2020, marihuana
investors sought to overturn Warren’s ordinance that limited provisioning center licenses
to fifteen. Plaintiffs demanded that Warren either grant twenty-eight (28) licenses for
recreational dispensaries or pay tens-of-millions in damages. This went so far as the City’s
Mayor attempting to veto the City Council’s vote in order to increase the amount of
dispensaries from the fifteen to twenty-eight. This case continues and was recently
remanded back from the Court of Appeals after it reversed the Circuit Court and held that
the City Council did not violate the Open Meetings Act with respect to its process in
reviewing applications. This lawsuit has an immediate impact on Sterling Heights in that
many of the proposed MRTMA dispensaries will be located along 14 Mile Road near Van
Dyke and Mound.



Mount Clemens - expects litigation from Clinton Township, which opted-out of
marihuana sales because a provisioning center is just feet away from the border with
Clinton Township, with the dispensary’s parking lot actually encroaching into Clinton
Township. The use of a “marihuana outlet” at Gibraltar Trade Center is claimed to be
prohibited by Township law.
A Lawsuit was recently filed by an applicant over the decision by Mount Clemens to
reconsider and rescind its ordinance prior to accepting applications which allowed a “first
to file” because the applicant had chosen to stand (camp) in line days before the
applications were to be accepted, and is now seeking judicial relief requiring its application
to be processed first.



Utica – the City of Utica has been sued by a disappointed applicant challenging the
implementation of the ordinance (which was initially brought through a ballot initiative),
claiming that it should have been adopted by council without amendments, and because it
was not, it needed to be added to the ballot. This challenge follows an unsuccessful attempt
to bring a separate ballot initiative to expand Utica’s ordinance to include more licenses
and take control away from City Council to amend marihuana zoning ordinances.



Detroit – the city’s initial attempt to grant marihuana licenses in 2021 was deemed likely
unconstitutional by a federal judge for favoring “legacy Detroiters” in their application
process.
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C. ORDINANCE IMPLEMENTATION.
The MMFLA and MRTMA allow municipalities to create both zoning and licensing ordinances to
regulate both the location and impact each marihuana facility might have on their respective
municipality.
1. ZONING CONSIDERATIONS.
Because each municipality has ultimate control over the location of all facilities within its borders,
careful consideration and extensive planning would be required to identify suitable areas within
the City in the event the City were to allow facilities under the MMFLA and/or MRTMA.
Location and spacing from drug-free zones, schools, churches, and parks would need to be
considered under both the MMFLA and MRTMA.
To date, communities have shown different preferences for dispensary/provisioning centers. Some
zone them into financially depressed areas; others choose medical, industrial, or commercial areas;
some have chosen downtown districts; some have placed them nearer to residences; some have
located them near similar uses, such as alcohol stores; and some place them in “adult use” types
of areas. A detailed chart comparing Medical and Adult-Use zoning ordinances in several
comparable communities is attached (Appendix F). Municipalities have taken different
approaches, such as implementing “overlay” districts, spacing requirements between facilities,
and/or limiting facilities to various existing zones. As stated above, because of the high likelihood
of litigation, careful consideration of these ordinances, extensive planning, and overall impact on
the community would need to be considered before implementation.
2. LICENSING CONSIDERATIONS.
The MMFLA provides the most flexibility, allowing for broad authority for “time, place, and
manner” regulation. The MRTMA, however, is more limited. This is because the MRTMA
expressly prohibits a municipality from adopting an ordinance that contains any regulation that
conflicts with the MRTMA, and/or any law or rule issued by CRA for any marihuana-related
business. The drafters of MRTMA also inserted language in the act that precludes any local
regulation that could be deemed “unreasonably impracticable." This nebulous standard further
calls into question any regulation that might subject a licensee to “additional costs or unreasonable
risk or require such a high investment of money, time, or any other resource or asset” that would
cause a reasonable businessperson not to operate the establishment. As such, many municipalities
have required establishments to be licensed under the MMFLA, first, and then proceeded to license
adult use under MRTMA, to allow for maximum local control.
Interviews with comparable communities have provided good responses on best practices in
preparing zoning and licensing ordinances, as well as potential pit-falls (Appendix C). The most
common response was that the initial start-up phase from drafting the ordinance, to implementation
and selection of applicants would require a significant amount of administrative time and
commitment. Some of these best practices include:
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Being very selective about where to allow the activities and the number/type of
licenses.
Only permitting certain activities in certain areas (i.e., growing in industrial areas).
Potentially amending existing building standards prior to opting-in, which would
impact all development, ensuring high standards for new marihuana facilities.
Developing a competitive process and accepting submissions.
Prohibiting full licenses until building plans, equity plans, development agreements,
and site plan approval is received, as well as passing all other legal standards.
Dedicate a staff person (potentially planning office, not Clerk’s office) to process
applications who understands the ordinances, and can speak to applicants.
Creating a map of required buffers which clearly shows the parcels that are eligible, so
that people have a clear understanding about where they can look.
Making clear whether the buffer is measured from the door of a building or the property
line.
Limiting the amount of licenses. You can always add more licenses, but it is more
difficult to take them away.
If there is more than one license in a facility, requiring all licenses to be prorated to
expire the same day. This minimizes the number of inspections.
There is likelihood that the municipality will receive some pushback for reasons that
are not necessarily aligned to a zoning standard. Making it clear that the applicant must
address very specific standards that mitigate impacts to land use may minimize the
pushback.
Requiring that applicants engage with the neighborhood in a meaningful way prior to
the approving of any application. This requirement ensures members of the community
are heard, and that the applicant is listening, and where appropriate, addressing
concerns of residents.
Requiring indemnification/hold harmless agreements from successful applicants to
defend against unsuccessful applicant lawsuits against the City.

Regardless of the types and number of facilities, if they are ultimately allowed in the City, sound
planning and licensing considerations need to be developed and reviewed in conjunction with state
law, comparative ordinances, and prior judicial opinions, prior to accepting applications, to
minimize potential challenges from disappointed applicants.
IV. REVENUE/COST ANALYSIS/ECONOMIC IMPACT
A. ECONOMIC IMPACT CONSIDERATIONS OF THE CANNABIS INDUSTRY.
The Cannabis Industry is relatively new in many states such as Michigan, with state legislatures
allowing communities to opt in or opt out. Conversely, there are a few states such as Colorado
where the industry is fairly mature. When reviewing the economic impact of the industry it is
important to look at examples of mature states like Colorado, as well as novice states like New
York and Michigan. There are many studies on economic impacts of cannabis and to sort through
them all is very tedious. Wade Trim prepared a report on the impact in other states, as well as in
Michigan. That report is attached as Appendix G. Additionally, the selections below represent
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other studies that consider the following: overall market size, impacts on commercial real estate,
and economic multipliers.
In New York, the SUNY Rockefeller Institute for Government reported in 2019 that the New York
State Department of Health estimated the marihuana market size to be between $1.7 and $3.5
billion, and that their analysis found that a $1.7 billion industry could generate a total economic
output of $4.1 billion and total employment of 30,700. Their report further estimated that the
industry would attract hundreds of millions of dollars in capital investment shortly after
legalization as investors pour in to take advantage of the new market. xvi
With that said, these and other reports have noted the following economic impacts:










Every state with a retail system has identified and licensed four types of firms in the supply
chain: cultivators, manufacturers, retailers, and testers.
In 2018, national employment (marihuana market) was between 121,000 to 150,000.
When considering the total employment and sales in the states, the average number of
cannabis employees is 12.4 per $1 million in revenue.
The consulting group MPG has developed proprietary cannabis input-output tables and
calculated related multipliers to address the limitations of traditional multiplier analysis.
They calculate a marihuana retail multiplier of 2.398, which is significantly higher than the
retail trade average of 1.844.
Lease prices for cannabis dispensaries and cultivation facilities can be 50%– 75% greater
than the market average for conventional retail, due to the scarcity of property qualifying
under zoning restrictions.
The economic promise of the legalized cannabis industry may not fully manifest.
Warehouses and other facilities often charge lease premiums due to the industry's risks; in
Denver, leases for recreational cannabis operators averaged $19.33/sf and $8.34/sf for
medical, versus an average industrial rate of $7.38/sf (Zhang et al., 2017).

B. FINANCIAL IMPACT IN MICHIGAN.
According to The Anderson Economic Group’s October 2021 report, Michigan Retail Sales and
Tax Revenues In 2020, cannabis retail stores sold $985 million in cannabis products. The
commercial cannabis industry also generated $169 million in cannabis specific taxes and fees. This
includes sales and excise tax revenue; grower, processor, and retailer license fees; and registration
fees for medical patients. Cannabis businesses also pay taxes on business income, as well as
property taxes, utility taxes, and motor fuel taxes. Cannabis industry employees pay income taxes
on their earnings. xvii As stated above, however, the recent decline in revenue and price of
marihuana shows a potential saturation in some markets, leading to the closing and re-organizing
of some established dispensaries.xviii
C. REVENUES TO MUNICIPALITIES.
In fiscal year 2021, the State of Michigan distributed adult-use marihuana payments based on
marihuana revenues to 62 cities (262 licenses), 15 villages (31 licenses), and 33 townships (81
licenses) in the amount of $21,113,586.56. Those municipalities with more licenses, received
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more revenue sharing. A list of municipalities, number of licenses, and amounts distributed is
attached as Appendix H. It is expected that the revenue will decrease in the next year due in large
part to the oversaturation of marihuana in the marketplace, causing a substantial drop in price, and
corresponding decrease in state revenue for distribution.xix
D. ECONOMIC IMPACT – PROVISIONING CENTERS.
1. DIRECT REVENUE.
The City would see three direct sources of revenue from allowing marihuana provisioning centers:
a) Annual Adult-Use Marihuana payments from the State of Michigan.
 For fiscal year 2021, communities received $56,453 per Marihuana Retail
Store/Microbusiness.
 Per the Michigan Cannabis Regulatory Agency, the retail price for an ounce of
marihuana flower has declined 44% between July 2021 and July 2022. Since
this payment is based on sales taxes, the amount of these payments will likely
decrease.
 For the revenue analysis, a 30% decrease in the annual payment has been
assumed, as some of the cost reduction may be offset by additional sales related
to the opening of new establishments.
b) Application Fees and Annual Renewal Fees.
 Per the Michigan Regulation and Taxation of Marihuana Act, “A municipality
may charge an annual fee of not more than $5,000 to defray application,
administrative, and enforcement costs…”.
c) Additional Property Taxes from increase in taxable value.
 The taxable value increase for a retail facility will vary based on the location
chosen. In all likelihood, any taxable value increase would result from
additional investment in a pre-existing location. Using examples from
surrounding communities, an increase in taxable value of $400,000 per location
is assumed.
2. DIRECT COSTS.
The costs associated with allowing marihuana facilities are primarily associated with the startup
of the program and will decrease over time. There will be a large administrative burden related to
processing applications and determining the successful applicants. A consultant would be
necessary to perform these tasks and any revenue received from applications fees would need to
be offset by this cost.
Legal fees will be incurred for the development of the ordinance and for potential litigation.
Lawsuits have been prevalent in communities that allow limited licenses. This cost has been
estimated at $250,000, but it could be significantly higher.
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3. NET DIRECT IMPACT - PROVISIONING CENTERS.
The following chart estimates the average annual net revenue the City would see over a five-year
period under three scenarios in which the City would allow 1, 5, or 10 provisioning centers.
Marijuana Provisiong Centers in Sterling Heights
Net Revenue over a Five-Year Period

Number of Provisioning Centers
Number of Applications Received
Revenues:
Adult-Use Marihuana Payments from SOM (1)
Application Fees (2)
Renewal Fees
Property Tax Increase (3)

Over 5 Years
Scenario 2
5
30

Scenario 1
1
30

$

Expenditures:
Consultant to review initial Applications
Ongoing Administrative Costs
Attorney Fees
Draft Ordinance
Potential Litigation (4)

205,500
150,000
25,000
26,500
407,000

$

1,027,500
150,000
125,000
132,500
1,435,000

Scenario 3
10
30

$

$

2,055,000
150,000
250,000
265,000
2,720,000

150,000
25,000

150,000
125,000

150,000
250,000

20,000
250,000

20,000
250,000

20,000
250,000

445,000

545,000

670,000

Net Revenue/(Cost)

$

(38,000)

$

890,000

$

2,050,000

Average Annual Revenue Over Five Years

$

(7,600)

$

178,000

$

410,000

Notes:
(1) Assumes a 30% decrease when compared to 2021 payouts due to recent drop in prices. 2% annual increase after Year 1.
(2) Assumes the receipt of 30 applications.
(3) Assumes a $400,000 TV increase per establishment.
(4) Potential cost of litigation is an unknown. Nearly every community with limited establishments has been sued.

As demonstrated in the table, allowing only one provisioning center would most likely result in a
net loss to the City as the startup costs would be greater than the revenue received over the fiveyear period.
In a more likely scenario, allowing five provisional centers, the net annual revenue to the City
would equate to approximately $178,000, however the potential litigation costs could change this
analysis significantly.
4. INDIRECT ECONOMIC I MPACT – PROVISIONING CENTERS.
Employment from Cannabis related industries is typically tied directly to retail dispensary
locations. Based on a fact finding trip city officials took to an operating dispensary it was
discovered that the dispensary operated much similar to a small restaurant or retail operation.
There were 12 to 15 employees that made $15 to $17 dollars per hour, with store and shift
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managers making approximately $70,000 annually plus bonuses. The dispensary representatives
also explained how individuals that previously worked at restaurants are now working for
dispensaries, or food delivery services like Uber Eats and Door Dash. While it may appear
dispensaries create jobs, the reality is jobs are shuffling around within the restaurant and retail
service industry, with many people working for multiple employers based on the new mobile
nature of these jobs.xx
Based on the assumptions in the aforementioned studies combined with personal interviews with
dispensary representatives, a new dispensary in Sterling Heights could impact the following:





12-15 employees per location
$530,000 total wages (assuming $17 per hour)
Economic Multiplier of 2.398
$1,270,940 total Indirect impact

E. ECONOMIC IMPACT – TESTING FACILITIES
Marihuana testing facilities may offer another source of direct and indirect revenues; however,
whether a market demand exists for more of these facilities to be built in the state is yet to be seen,
as there are multiple communities that have approved these licenses, with no facilities having yet
applied for a license in those communities.
1. DIRECT REVENUE – TESTING FACILITIES
Testing facilities are not eligible for Adult-Use Marihuana payments from the State of Michigan;
therefore, the only direct source of revenue is from property taxes. The taxable values of current
facilities vary greatly and range in investments from $7 million to $26 million (see below). Using
an average taxable value of $8 Million, the city could see an additional $100,000 annually in
additional property tax revenue from a large testing facility.
2. INDIRECT ECONOMIC IMPACT – TESTING FACILITIES
Jobs created in testing facilities would pay a much higher wage and require more education, often
times PhD or Masters level degrees, than in retail facilities. Based on the review of Viridis
Laboratories in Bay City, Trace Analytical Laboratories in Muskegon, and one anonymous
laboratory owner that considered a new lab in southeastern Michigan; Cannabis testing facilities
pay average wages of $55 per hour, with the high being $80 per hour for research scientist and $50
per hour for compliance and analytics positions. Laboratories often are testing for multiple
products, so it is difficult to parse how many jobs are directly related to Cannabis versus another
pharmaceutical product. However, there are a few interesting data points to consider, for example,
according to MIT Sloan School of Management, research related jobs often have a multiplier of
5.xxi
Furthermore, these facilities have significant requirements for clean rooms, hood and fume
systems, as well as other laboratory related infrastructure like testing benches, cold storage
systems, and the like. According to Jones Lange LaSalle (JLL) “lab construction costs can range
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from a low of $350 up to $1,325 per square foot. Unfortunately, there is no one formula, and each
lab use and building needs to be evaluated individually”. For a 20,000 square foot building the
cost of renovation into lab and testing space could range from $7 million to $26 million.
Based on the assumptions in the aforementioned studies combined with a review and interviews
of other facilities, a new laboratory in Sterling Heights could impact the following:





20 employees (this is just a sample; a laboratory employment would vary greatly with
business the lab was able to procure)
$2,288,000 total wages (assuming $55 per hour)
Economic Multiplier of 5
$11,440,000 total Indirect impact
V. COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

As the MFTF took steps to study whether marihuana facilities should be licensed to operate within
Sterling Heights, the group’s goal was to gather as much feedback as possible from residents and
Sterling Heights based business owners. To that end, the MFTF put together a plan to gather
primary quantitative research in the form of a statistically significant resident survey as well as
primary qualitative research in the form of two professionally facilitated public forums. These two
forms of research provided critical public engagement and insight in helping understand the
challenges and opportunities marihuana licensing may present in Sterling Heights.
The MFTF engaged the services of ETC Institute in Olathe, Kansas, to perform the statistically
valid resident survey. ETC administered this survey in August 2022. The survey was five questions
long. A random sample of households were mailed a postcard as well as a text message with a QR
code and link to the online survey. A phone number was also included for those who wished to
complete the survey by phone to ensure multiple communication channels were considered.
Residents were asked to enter their home address to verify residency and to ensure only responses
from households who were part of the random sample were included in the final survey results.
The overall results for the sample of 413 households have a precision of at least +/- 4.9% and a
confidence level of 95%.
Notably, the survey results closely matched the results of the 2017 resident survey in terms of
resident sentiment regarding whether we should allow state licensed medical marihuana to operate
in Sterling Heights. At that time, 60.5% were opposed (with 45.1% being strongly opposed) and
39.5% were in support (with only 15.4% being in strong support).
Now, in 2022, when asked if Sterling Heights should allow the retail sale of marihuana in
commercial and industrial areas, 59.2% were opposed (with 50.5% being strongly opposed) and
40.8% were in support (with only 25.1% being in strong support).
When asked if Sterling Heights should allow non-retail marihuana facilities, such as the
commercial growing, testing, processing and transporting in industrial areas, 60.7% were opposed
(with 49.7% being strongly opposed) and 39.2% were in support (with only 19.2% being in strong
support).
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Those responding were equally distributed among age ranges (with just under 20% of respondents
in each of five age ranges), and gender (with roughly half male and half female).
Cross-tabulation data demonstrated little difference in opinion based on gender. However, younger
residents are more supportive than older residents of both the retail sale of marihuana and nonretail marihuana facilities.
The retail sale of marihuana in commercial and industrial areas was supported by 54.6% of those
under 35, but by only 41.3% of those 35-44, 38.9% of those 45-54, 37.7% of those 55-64 and
30.9% of those over 65.
Non-retail marihuana facilities, such as the commercial growing, testing, processing and
transporting in industrial areas was supported by 52% of those under 35, but by only 38.9% of
those 35-44, 40.6% of those 45-54, 35.5% of those 55-64 and 31.7% of those over 65.
It is important to note that in 2018 50.2% of Sterling Heights voters voted in favor of the statewide MRTMA ballot initiative. The Ballot Initiative specifically asked voters to determine
whether the legalization of marihuana and the ability for a municipality to opt-out from allowing
licensed facilities in their jurisdictions should be approved. One can assume that residents may be
concerned of the impact that an adult-use facility may have in their neighborhood. This factor has
been addressed largely through zoning ordinances in the communities that allow adult-use
facilities, as noted in this report.
In addition to the quantitative survey, two public forums were held. Guests at the first forum were
specifically selected to ensure key stakeholders were represented, such as hospitals, schools,
utilities, public safety, business, clergy, developers, realtors, marihuana facilities, marihuana
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advocacy groups, etc. The second forum was open to all Sterling Heights residents and Sterling
Heights businesses.
During both forums, participants were asked to share their thoughts on how the licensing of
marihuana facilities in Sterling Heights may impact themselves or their organization and its
constituents, either positively or negatively. The forum conversations were facilitated by Strategiz,
a local consulting firm specializing in several areas including focus groups.
At the first forum, specific concerns discussed included, among other things, the harm and benefit
of marihuana on medical and psychiatric health; increases in addiction; increases in workplace
accidents; increases in traffic-related deaths where marihuana was present; a market that is
saturated but could be remedied by more communities opting in; the increase in property and
excise tax revenue; money left on the table because residents are already going to other
communities to purchase marihuana; and though residents may choose to use marihuana, it doesn’t
mean they want it grown or sold in the City as people do not want to live where it is grown or sold.
At the second forum, specific concerns discussed included, among other things, smaller cities need
the revenue more than Sterling Heights does; neighbor disputes have arisen from neighborhood
use; a good way to diversify tax base and bring good-paying STEM jobs to the community;
increases in addiction and behavioral health challenges; traffic and parking congestion and trash
near provisioning centers; marihuana business owners are good corporate citizens and give back
to their community; and arguments seem to be about legalization, which is already here, and not
about opt-in which is a different issue.
A detailed report from the quantitative survey with cross tabular data was produced (see Appendix
D) and detailed summaries from both public forums were produced (see Appendices A and B).
VI. CLOSING
As stated above, the intent of this report was to provide City Council with information so that
council members can make an informed decision. There is no question that when it comes to the
City of Sterling Heights opting in for medical and/or recreational marihuana use there is much to
consider.
Sterling Heights residents approved legalization in November 2018, however, they also were
opposed to opting in locally. Polls conducted by the MFTF, as well as feedback from public
stakeholder engagement sessions, demonstrated that a majority of residents remain opposed to the
city allowing for recreational or medicinal marihuana facilities to open in Sterling
Heights. However, after benchmarking several Michigan communities who had opted-in, there
was clearly a pattern of good experiences, overall, with the industry opening for business. There
were nearly no incidents of crime, facility investments improved the aesthetics of the area,
business owners were positive influences on the community, and communities realized net new
revenue and potential new job creation.
As noted herein, all communities expressed the significant costs associated with creating and
managing the application process, potential for litigation, and administrative burdens. With that
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said, weighing residents’ desire to remain an opt-out community needs to be evenly balanced with
the overall positive impact these businesses have on the community.
If City Council so desires, a presentation can be made at a City Council meeting in November,
December, or the 2023 Strategic Planning Session.
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APPENDIX A

CITY OF STERLING HEIGHTS
VELOCITY CENTER, 6633 18 MILE ROAD
MARIJUANA FORUM FOR STAKEHOLDERS
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 3, 2022
Facilitator:

Becky Davenport

Also Present: Susan Styf, President
Greg Yatoooma
Lauren Brosch
Stephanie Beres
Dunya Barash
Gino Tozzi, President
Chris Dowell, V.P.
Greg Jakub
Barbara Rossmann
Jason Abro
Ricci Torsch
Mike Bahoura
Marcello Mancini
Shelly Edgerton
Christy Sanborn
Sanford Williams
Marvin Kiezi
Connie Maxim-Sparrow
Pastor Stephen Lance
Nate Monroe
Pastor Herb Harbaugh
Randy Tomko, Lead Pastor
Stacy Ziarko
Jim Santilli
Brian LaPorte
Rick Scholz, Security

Strategize
CARE of Southeastern Michigan
Chaldean Chamber/Foundation
Consumer’s Energy
DTE Energy
Families Against Narcotics
Grosse Pointe Board of Realtors
Grosse Pointe Board of Realtors Commercial- NKGF
Henry Ford Macomb Hospital
Henry Ford Macomb Hospital
JARS Cannabis
Macomb County Community Mental Health
Macomb County Developers - Attorney/Cannabis Licensing
Macomb County Developers – Mancini Holdings
Michigan Cannabis Manufacturers Association
Office of Highway Safety Planning
Prestige Provisioning
PUFF Cannabis Company
Prestige Provisioning / Sparrow Consulting
Sterling Heights Clergy – Covenant Baptist Church
Sterling Heights Clergy – Lakeside Bible Chapel
Sterling Heights Clergy – Memorial Baptist
Sterling Heights Clergy - Rockpointe Community Church
Sterling Heights Regional Chamber
Transportation Improvement Association
Warren Consolidated Schools
Warren Consolidated Schools

The forum began at 2:05 p.m.
City of Sterling Heights Community Relations Director Melanie Davis welcomed everyone
present today, and she introduced some of the City Council members who are also
present to listen. She added there are also several City staff members from departments
that would be affected by this issue. She introduced Becky Davenport from Strategize,
who has assisted the City in their strategic planning and will serve as the moderator this
afternoon.
Ms. Becky Davenport, of Strategize, provide some background on the marijuana issue,
informing that in November 2018, the voters of Michigan approved the Michigan
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Regulation and Taxation of Marijuana Act, allowing communities to permit, ban, or place
restrictions on marijuana-related businesses. She explained the City of Sterling Heights
is currently taking several steps to study and evaluate whether marijuana retailers,
growers, safety compliance facilities, processors and/or transporters should be licensed
to operate facilities in Sterling Heights. The City’s goal is to research and gather
information and receive as much feedback as possible. She explained the attendees
today were invited to this forum to directly share how allowing licensing of marijuana
facilities in Sterling Heights would impact their organizations, either in a positive or
negative way. She reviewed the rules of engagement for today and invited comments
from those present. She added that comment cards will be shared.


Pastor Stephen Lantz, of Covenant Baptist Church:
o Money is the root of all evil.
o Safety on the road and in the community, noting marijuana affects drivers;
pointed out Sterling Heights voters passed Safe Streets millage and want a
safe community.
o Lost productivity in the workplace.
o Increased crime by users needing to support their habit. He stressed that
Sterling Heights voters passed Safe Streets millage and want a safe
community.
o It ends up in the hands of minors and irresponsible people.
o Health concerns for not only the individuals partaking, but also for those
breathing in the second-hand smoke, which affects developing minds.
o Marijuana causes psychiatric issues, including depression, anxiety, and
intellectual impairment lasting for days (quoted data from National Institute
of Health and National Institute on Drug Use).
o Cited a study of postal workers, where those who were tested for marijuana
on pre-employment had 55 percent more industrial accidents, 85 percent
more injuries, and 75 percent greater absenteeism compared with those
who tested negative for marijuana use.
o Short term effect of allowing marijuana businesses is that it brings more
money to the City, but the long-term effect is that it leaves much destruction
in the City.



Ricci Torsch, of Macomb County Community Mental Health:
o She agreed with comments made by Pastor Lantz.
o Although it is for 21 years of age and older, youth get their hands on it, and
it decreases their perception of the harm of marijuana.
o Bringing marijuana into a city increases marijuana use disorder and
hospitalizations.
o Extra revenue generated is not enough to offset all other societal and law
enforcement costs.
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o The market is saturated when considering licensing across the state.
o Some aspects of the law have not been addressed, including potency limits
which are extremely high and need to be lowered.
o Need for experts on the road who can handle those who are driving
impaired from marijuana.


Connie Maxim-Sparrow, of Prestige Provisioning and founder of Sparrow
Consulting, a cannabis licensing and consulting firm in Michigan:
o She is from Muskegon and has worked as a public administrator for twenty
years in many government areas, including work in planning and community
development, public health, and emergency management.
o Likes how this community is putting a lot of effort toward planning and
bringing stakeholders to the table.
o She has assisted in writing ordinances for Muskegon County, and they have
seen nothing but positive impacts from opting in. She urged anyone
wanting to see an entire community that has opted in to come to Muskegon
to talk to elected officials and city officials.
o Brings in a lot of property tax and excise tax revenue. With only 40 percent
of their facilities open in the county, they took in $1.3 million in excise tax,
and that does not include property tax.
o Health department has done incredible job in bringing forward juvenile
education.
o Juveniles have medical cards to treat autism, epilepsy, and other issues.



Shelly Edgerton, of Michigan Cannabis Manufacturers Association:
o She held position of Director of Department of Licensing and Regulatory
Affairs.
o Very few municipalities have opted in across the State of Michigan, with
many of those waiting to see what the State does; however, the State has
taken their action, and they are six years into this program.
o Addressed the concern about saturation, noting it is because they do not
have enough retail and there is a concentration of licensees in a particular
community. More communities need to opt in to create a stable market.
o Alcohol is sold all over, and she felt people need to start looking at cannabis
in similar ways.
o There are negatives with minor usage or careless parents, but it is no
different than with alcohol. Encouraged people to go in to see these
facilities.



Barbara Rossmann, representing Henry Ford Hospitals:
o There are two sides, but from a health care perspective, marijuana is an
entry point to addiction.
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o Has various ranges of potency, and it is a dangerous addictive drug. The
younger marijuana use begins, the higher the risk of addiction.
o Recent health needs assessment in Macomb County shows double digit
increase in both addiction and behavioral health challenges.
o Affects school performance by decreasing attention and ability to learn,
changes the developing teen brain, and they are trying to protect the youth
from obtaining this drug.
o Responsible for many accidents.
o Increases in eating-related diagnoses with recreational marijuana usage.


Jim Santilli, of the Transportation Improvement Association:
o Typically look at Colorado for data. Rocky Mountain High Intensity Drug
Traffic Unit publishes annual reports and document the legalization of
marijuana about both medical and recreational use, with public safety
professionals throughout the nation using those reports.
o Traffic deaths where drivers tested positive for marijuana increased 138
percent; all traffic deaths increased 29 percent.
o Suicide deaths where toxicology reports were positive for marijuana
increased from 14 percent in 2013 to 29 percent in 2020.
o Sixty-six percent of local jurisdictions have now abandoned medical and
recreational marijuana businesses, and that number is approximately 70
percent in Michigan.
o Black market continues to thrive in Colorado.
o University of Michigan provides data that fatal crashes where cannabis is
involved are on the rise in Michigan, suicide and homicide victims often test
positive for cannabis, and according to emergency departments, cannabisrelated conditions are increasing.
o He is willing to share reports if anyone is interested.



Mike Bahoura, Attorney working in cannabis licensing:
o He is a license holder in the industry, having owned operating dispensaries
and grow facilities across the state.
o Marijuana has been here long before 2018 and will be here long after
everyone in this room is gone.
o Whether or not Sterling Heights opts in, people who use marijuana will still
be driving through Sterling Heights.
o Benefits include economic and financial impact, with vacant buildings being
occupied and new buildings being constructed, increased tax revenue, and
more jobs.
o Urged people who are opposed to this to visit some of these facilities,
claiming they are some of the nicest retail buildings in the State.
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o The facilities are safe, with cameras and police guards. He felt the fears
behind cannabis are unfounded.


Marvin Kiezi, of PUFF Cannabis Company, owner and operator of PUFF Cannibis
in Utica, at Hall Road and Van Dyke.
o This is a very safe new development, and they have 70 employees at this
one facility.
o He assured they are good corporate citizens, donating back to the
community. He cited the example of their recent launch of a new basketball
park at Grant Park, spending $80,000 resurfacing it for the city.
o He provided information on THC and terpenes.
o Invited anyone interested to visit his facility, and noted they bring in
business to their city from others who do not have the product available for
purchase in their own communities.
o He felt cannabis is much safer than alcohol.



Greg Yatooma, Chaldean Chamber/Foundation:
o Stressed this is 2022, so cannabis is here and those wishing to use it are
doing so, often driving to other communities to purchase it.
o Encouraged Sterling Heights to do something for the community and use
the funds they receive from these businesses for education of public health
to youth, public safety, or mental health; can direct an ordinance that
compels the businesses to give to certain organizations or outline how the
excise tax is spent.
o He pointed out no one in Sterling Heights will start using cannabis because
a building is there, because they are already driving elsewhere to obtain it.
o Emphasized this brings money into the community.



Nate Monroe, of Lakeside Bible Chapel:
o Stated that universities having the ability to lure students to that community
and cited the example of Oakland University, where many of their graduates
stay in Oakland County rather than move back to Macomb County. He felt
if education can pull someone away from their family to move somewhere
else because access is easier, he believes marijuana would have the same
effect, where those who use marijuana will be likely to move closer to where
those facilities are located.
o The county is facing a major mental health crisis, and he does not feel
allowing these businesses in Sterling Heights will help.



Gino Tozzi, of Grosse Pointe Board of Realtors:
o Real estate is about using land to the highest and best use, but in Sterling
Heights, it is already being used in the highest and best fashion.
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o The issue Sterling Heights deals with is a lot of growing in the black market,
with single-family homes being used as grow houses, which is a detriment.
o Stakeholders of society need to be protected, so there needs to be
transparency and fairness amongst all parties, with regulations so that
families and others are being protected.


Susan Styf, of CARE of Southeastern Michigan, a nonprofit:
o The debate is not about marijuana and whether it is legal, because it is, but
the consideration is whether Sterling Heights wants to opt in and change
the landscape of the community.
o The location of the facilities will change who moves where in a community.
o Smell or odor that occurs, citing the example of driving on I-94 through
Harrison Township, where there are times that the odor can be detected.
There needs to be discussion on how that would be managed.
o It is still federally illegal, so there are not loans for business owners;
therefore, there is a narrow group of business owners with particular
resources. This may not be good or bad but needs to be looked at.
o Exposure will normalize something, so children seeing this will convey it is
ok, and parents may determine this is a community in which they do not
want to move into to raise their children.



Pastor Herb Harbaugh, of Memorial Baptist Church:
o Cautioned officials to be aware of the big picture, with many years and much
money spent to build Sterling Heights to what it is today, having a great
reputation and a destination for many to come here to live, work, play, and
worship.
o In twenty years, they will look back and will be judged on the decisions made
now. Cited the example of cigarettes in movies and television fifty years
ago, and now they are known to cause harm.
o Many will have to deal with the effects of marijuana in the community,
including counseling, ministering, and health care. He prayed the Council
has the courage and wisdom to make good decisions.

Ms. Davenport opened the floor for second thoughts and comments from those present.
Comment cards were also distributed at this point in the meeting.


Connie Maxim-Sparrow, of Prestige Provisioning and founder of Sparrow
Consulting:
o She spent years “on the other side of the table,” working as a paramedic,
emergency manager, and health care.
o Stated she uses marijuana for her recently diagnosed autism, as well as for
insomnia and a hand injury suffered in a car accident, and it has changed
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o
o
o
o

her life. She noted marijuana can treat many issues, including epilepsy,
irritable bowel syndrome and GI-related issues.
Hospital statistics are changing because people use cannabis daily.
Cannabis can eliminate the need for many other pharmaceutical
medications.
Cannabis stays in system for thirty days, as opposed to alcohol, which
remains in the system for twenty-four hours.
Strongly encouraged City of Sterling Heights to capture the excise tax from
the marijuana industry. It is a new revenue stream that remains consistent
and has helped Muskegon County tremendously with park and road
improvements and improved public safety.



Pastor Lantz, of Covenant Baptist Church:
o Admitted that people in Sterling Heights use marijuana, but noted statistics
show if the marijuana-related businesses are allowed, it will bring bad things
to the City, including crime. He noted that crime comes into communities,
and there is nothing anyone can do to totally stop it, but if they can stop or
diminish negative effects, they should consider it.
o Children will be affected by second-hand smoke.
o The main concern is recreational use, which opens the door to everyone.
o Cautioned City Council members to be careful as they make this decision,
because it will affect everyone, especially children in the community.



Marvin Kiezi, of PUFF Cannabis Company:
o Talked about the black market and over 30,000 caregivers in Macomb
County; pointed out the black-market results in the unknown quality of the
product, which could be tainted with mold, mildew, or pesticides and other
chemicals.
o Emphasized that all product going through a state-licensed facility is tested
and regulated, unlike the black market where nothing is tested.
o Marijuana business brings new development and redevelopment of vacant
buildings. He questioned whether the City would prefer to see these
businesses as new development or occupying vacant buildings, and what
will benefit the City.
o He stated his company is in Utica, but he can deliver to any address in any
community, but that community reaps no benefit from that purchase. He
emphasized there is cannabis available in Sterling Heights by having it
delivered to the doorsteps, even though it is from a company that may not
be in Sterling Heights.



Greg Yatooma, of Chaldean Chamber/Foundation:
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o Agreed with Mr. Kiezi that the product is already in the community,
comparing it to an ice cream truck that is making deliveries.
o Clarified that there are loans available for the cannabis industry, and
Michigan has very developed banking and lending institutions that provide
loans.


Shelly Edgerton, of Michigan Cannabis Manufacturers Association:
o Community has a lot of tools available to produce an ordinance that guards
against odor and protects safety. Many communities in Michigan have
opted in and have great ordinances, and recommended the City talk with
those communities.
o Revenue is generated through property tax, excise tax, license fee tax,
permit fees for new development. Excise tax can be dedicated to whatever
the community determines, including mental health purposes.



Dunya Barash, of Families Against Narcotics:
o Not everyone will become addicted to marijuana, but some will.
o They are seeing young people affected by substance abuse disorder, and
many of these begin with marijuana.
o Requested that if this is something Sterling Heights is considering, they
need to look at how they can have social responsibility and what they will
do for the organizations that help these disorders and deal with the negative
side effects.



Barbara Rossmann, of Henry Ford Hospitals:
o She is not debating medical marijuana because it has proven its
appropriateness.
o Recommended they look at how to mitigate the unintended long-term side
effects that can occur with recreational use.
o Addiction in Macomb County is on the rise, and data shows some of it is
related to marijuana use. There is also data from the states of Colorado
and Oregon.
o Questioned how they educate and instruct people about appropriateness,
adding she does not envy City Council for having to make this decision.



Mike Bahoura – Attorney in cannabis licensing:
o The voters spoke in 2018 on the ballot in the State of Michigan, and
Macomb County voters also passed this.
o Cautioned that if City Council does not opt in and set the framework, they
risk a ballot issue, and they then lose legislative control over it. He cited
this happened in Pontiac, and they now have twenty dispensaries because
of the ballot language.
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Pastor Randy Tomko, of Rockpointe Community Church:
o Explained he has a background in psychology and counseling as well as in
theology.
o Clinton Township had the same argument made, but they took the initiative
and knocked it down.
o He cannot recall one person in his forty years of work where substance was
an issue and marijuana was not the starter drug.
o If the City endorses this, it will communicate a bad message to the
community and young people.
o Stressed they are strongly opposed to this, and he has witnessed the
wreckage this has caused in other communities, adding it is definitely not
worth the economic gain.
o Marijuana affects the brain differently than alcohol and there are still new
studies coming out that address that issue.



Jim Santilli, Transportation Improvement Association:
o Provided some data: In Michigan in 2021, there were 3,002 crashes
involving drug use (clarified it could be any drug), with 277 persons killed,
927 severely injured. In Utica, there were 4 drug-involved crashes in 2021.
In Sterling Heights, there were 20 drug-involved crashes, with 2 persons
killed and 2 people seriously injured. From January 1 through June 30,
2022, the State of Michigan had 1,165 drug-involved crashes, 82 persons
killed, 214 seriously injured. There was 1 crash in Utica, 7 in Sterling
Heights, with 1 death so far.
o Seeing a lot of black market and drug cartel operations increasing in
Michigan.
o Stressed focus for the marijuana decision should not be about money but
rather making sure they make the right decision because often there are
unintended consequences. Urged everyone to look at all the factors when
making an educated decision.



Christy Sanborn, of Office of Highway Safety Planning:
o Sees a lot of crash data, but in the five years before and five years after the
legalization of marijuana, marijuana-related crashes have decreased, and
public usage has increased. Educating the public is a big part of this,
teaching them that what they are consuming will impact who they are as a
person.
o In 2021, they started recording and tallying crashes involving cannabis in
Michigan. She urged anyone to feel free to contact her regarding this data,
and she would be glad to run the reports.
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The meeting recessed at 3:01 p.m. for a short break and reconvened at 3:09 p.m.
Ms. Davenport read the following comments that were received on comment cards:


Marijuana business in Sterling Heights will have a negative impact on the
community, with more likely access to youth; reduced perception of harm; increase
of substance abuse disorders and accidents/injuries. The image of signs,
billboards, and traffic-related to this business gives a negative outlook on the City.
Although individuals in Sterling Heights may choose to use marijuana, it does not
mean they want it grown or sold in the City. People do not want to live where this
is grown and sold. – [Unidentified]



From a utility stance we have no opinion either way on marijuana or the City of
Sterling Heights opting in. We would view a new marijuana business or
establishment as any other natural gas customer. It is our responsibility to deliver
safe and reliable natural gas to all our customers. – Lauren Brosch, Consumer’s
Energy



Good forum to hear all the perspectives. Metical use is the only good exception to
provide the medical community. We will continue to support all forms of education.
– Rev. Herb Harbaugh, Memorial Baptist Church



I want to thank the City for the opportunity. This was a great gathering of
community. As a lifelong public administrator, this is a great turnout. We are very
excited for the opportunity to operate and look forward to more conversations. –
Connie Maxim-Sparrow, Prestige Provisioning



At our organization of local realtors, we believe in economic and societal growth.
With growth comes careful study of the impacts of those inputs. Marijuana is one
of those that carry enormous risk and reward. It is very important for the city to
study these risks and rewards and take a measured approach. – Gino Tozzi,
Grosse Pointe Board of Realtors

Ms. Davenport urged everyone to fill out a comment card or reach out via email. She
opened the floor for another round of comments.


Connie Maxim-Sparrow:
o On July 9, Muskegon hosted an open-consumption event, “Canna-bash”,
where they anticipated 3,000 people; however, 7,500 people were in
attendance. Many were new to cannabis or wanted to see what an “openconsumption event” involved. She explained it was a music concert with
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cannabis instead of alcohol. She stressed there was a lot of awareness
and great conversation amongst community leaders, people in health,
public safety, and elected and other public officials.
o She stressed the cannabis community is a community of caring people and
are great neighbors.


Rick Scholz, of Warren Consolidated Schools and a retired City of Warren police
officer:
o Biggest problem in schools is TFC vaping and “gummies.” Stressed this is
a tough time for kids because this is more accessible.



Ricci Torsch, of Macomb County Community Mental Health:
o This was discussed in Clinton Township not long ago, and it was brought
up that when residents voted in favor of recreational marijuana, many voters
had that feeling that they were not opposed to anyone smoking it in their
own homes; however, the thought was that if they knew at that time they
were voting for commercialization and dispensaries throughout the cities, it
may have changed their minds.



Jim Santilli, of Transportation Improvement Association, and resident of Bruce
Township:
o The Bruce Township Board put together a series of Marijuana Workroom
meetings, with some members in favor and some opposed. They met every
other week for about a year and looked at all issues. He suggested that
may be beneficial for the City of Sterling Heights. Added their final
recommendation to their Township Board was to let the voters decide
because they are the voice of the community.



Gino Tozzi, of the Grosse Pointe Board of Realtors:
o Believe in economic and societal growth, and they must coexist and build
each other up.
o Need to study the risk and reward and be careful to take a measured
approach.



Barbara Rossmann, of Henry Ford Hospitals:
o Talked about commensurate investment in how to educate their residents
of the risks and benefits, and measure and monitor it so they can prevent
the problems Pastor Randy Tomko mentioned.
o They have the accountability to put their money into the best physical
wellness for their residents.
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On behalf of the City of Sterling Heights Ms. Davenport thanked everyone today for their
comments and the respect they showed for each other. She assured the City is taking a
very thoughtful approach, and the comments are much appreciated.
The forum concluded at 3:20 p.m.

NOTE:
Ms. Davis received a couple of additional comment cards as people were leaving, and
she requested they be included:


My main concern is residential grow houses. These are causing damage to the
electrical system, other residential customers and dangerous for the overloads that
result from growing in an already taxed system. – Stacie Reeves, DTE Energy



There is no upside to approving. The downside will echo for years. – Rockpointe
Community Church

APPENDIX B

CITY OF STERLING HEIGHTS
MARIJUANA FACILITIES PUBLIC FORUM FOR STERLING HEIGHTS RESIDENTS AND BUSINESSES
COMMUNITY CENTER, 40250 DODGE PARK ROAD
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 10, 2022

The forum began at 6:00 p.m.
City of Sterling Heights City Manager Mark Vanderpool thanked everyone for attending
the Marijuana Facilities Public Forum for Sterling Heights Residents and Sterling Heights
Businesses. He acknowledged Council members Barbara Ziarko and Deanna Koski, who
are also in attendance this evening. He explained the City Council commissioned a Task
Force to look into whether or not the City of Sterling Heights should allow marijuana
facilities, namely dispensaries, in the City. This is something they have opted out of doing,
so the Task Force is getting as much feedback as possible through public forums. Last
week, a forum was held for businesses and other stakeholders that are either for or
against it. He assured that regardless of whether anyone is pro or con, they want to hear
from everyone. They will be compiling all their data into a report and sharing it with City
Council. Ultimately, City Council may or may not take action on this. Mr. Vanderpool
introduced their facilitator, Becky Davenport, of Strategize, who will lead the discussion,
and he assured everyone will have an opportunity to discuss their thoughts on this topic.
He added that if someone does not want to speak at the microphone, they have an
opportunity to voice their opinion on a public comment card.
Ms. Becky Davenport, of Strategize, welcomed everyone this evening. She explained
that she is a founding partner in a local regional consulting organization that offers
facilitation, organization, and strategic planning, and she is thrilled to be here this evening,
adding that she enjoys working with the Sterling Heights team. She provided some
background on the marijuana issue, informing that in November 2018, Michigan voters
approved the Michigan Regulation and Taxation of Marijuana Act, allowing communities
to permit, ban, or place restrictions on marijuana-related businesses. She explained the
City of Sterling Heights is currently taking several steps to study and evaluate whether
marijuana retailers, growers, safety compliance facilities, processors and/or transporters
should be licensed to operate facilities in Sterling Heights. The City’s goal is to research
and gather information and receive as much feedback as possible. She explained that
tonight’s session is focused on the residents and community at large, and members of
the community were invited to this forum to directly share how allowing or not allowing
licensing of marijuana facilities in Sterling Heights would impact them, their families, or
their businesses. She stressed their participation tonight will be critical in helping the
Task Force understand the opportunities and challenges associated with residents’
positions on this issue as the Task Force prepares and presents a full report to the City
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Council in October. She reviewed the rules of engagement for today and invited
comments from those present. She informed that everyone will have one opportunity to
speak for two minutes. She added that comment cards are available for those who do
not wish to share their comments publicly, or for those who have something else to add
after they have already spoken. She noted that the blank comment cards are being
distributed to anyone who would like one, and she added that anyone wishing to email
the City directly can do so.
A few of the residents expressed some concern about having to provide their address,
especially since a local news network is present at the meeting. It was determined that
a name, followed by “resident of Sterling Heights”, is sufficient.


Ken Nelson, resident of Sterling Heights:
o State law already allows use and possession of marijuana, but this is to
discuss whether marijuana products should be allowed to be distributed in
Sterling Heights; questioned whether this includes “gummies” and cookies.
o Requested clarification on differences between “provisioning centers”,
“processors”, and “Class A, B, and C”.
o Would like explanation on “Social Equity Program” from the Cannabis
Regulatory Agency in Michigan; he understands Michigan has only two
municipalities on that program – Mount Clemens and Centerline. He noted
Utica is also one.
o Argument for those in favor will be revenue loss if City opts out; stated small
communities like Mount Clemens, Utica, and Centerline need this revenue
more than the City of Sterling Heights.



Heidi Allen, resident of Sterling Heights:
o She has two teenagers, one in tenth and one in twelfth grade at Stevenson
High School; noted that police officers come to the schools to teach kids to
stay away from drugs, and her kids have received this education since they
were in kindergarten; drug-sniffing dogs come into the high schools
periodically to check the lockers; questioned why the City would now want
to allow marijuana to be sold in the community.
o Stressed that Sterling Heights is a family-oriented city, and she would like
to see it stay that way.
o Even though the sales of marijuana would be to adults, kids will get ahold
of it.



Lisa Ahee, resident of Sterling Heights:
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o Pointed out that kids grow up learning to “Say No to Drugs”; however, they
also learn to “Say No to Alcohol” but she claimed kids under the age of
twenty-one can get alcohol anytime, anywhere.
o She was a medical marijuana prescription card holder but let it go because
recreational became legal. She smokes it in her home, on her back patio,
and in her garage; complained she has had visits from eight or nine police
officers, the DEA, and a warrant pulled on her in less than two weeks
because her neighbor has an issue with her.
o Complained because her address is now on her “dashboard”; she lives
alone and now feels like she is a victim if someone wants to break in
because they know she has marijuana.
o Two code enforcement officers also came to her home; complained she has
not received the same answer from any of the police officers when she has
asked them for help regarding her neighbor harassing her; felt they all need
to be on the same page.


Matt Smith, resident of Sterling Heights for six years:
o Supports cannabis industries coming to Sterling Heights, including
processing, testing, and growing centers; he holds two degrees in chemistry
and very active in the American Chemical Society, which has started a new
division for cannabis chemistry.
o There has been a lot of movement in STEM jobs taking place in the
cannabis industry, so this is not going away, but provides good-paying jobs
for citizens of Sterling Heights and surrounding communities.
o Urged City to consider this, especially in testing which requires a chemistry
degree.
o Good way for the City to diversify its tax base.



Paula, a resident of Sterling Heights:
o Concerned about traffic and speeding in the area already, and the staffing
levels in the Police Department being able to handle this; would like to hear
from the Police Chief on this issue; concerned that allowing marijuana
businesses in the City will bring in more problems.
o Those who want to purchase marijuana can do so a short distance from
Sterling Heights, including in Utica or Warren; felt there is no need to bring
marijuana businesses into this community.
o Recent health needs assessment in Macomb County shows double digit
increase in both addiction and behavioral health challenges.
o Opposed to this unless they can prove the Police Department is fully staffed
and can what this industry would bring into the community.
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Ms. Davenport explained that the Task Force in the City is in the process of gathering
information, which will be presented to City Council in October.
Mr. Vanderpool replied that is correct. He indicated he can make some comments at the
end of the meeting.


Lydia Collard, resident of Sterling Heights for thirty years:
o Explained she lives in the Canal/Van Dyke area and is located about onethird of a mile from PUFF Cannabis in Utica, and two-thirds of a mile from
Cloud Cannabis, also on Van Dyke in Utica; shared some of her major
concerns with what they are dealing with, being located so close to a
marijuana facility.
o Traffic is a major issue in an already heavy traffic area, with traffic now
backing up onto Van Dyke and people trying to turn left in and out; Utica put
in poles to prevent those turns, but people are making illegal turns around
the poles and speeding through the neighborhoods.
o Parking lots of the facilities are so small, staff and customers are parking at
Heritage Park in Utica, as well as on local residential streets around the
stores.
o Walks her dog along Van Dyke everyday and she brought in a bag of
garbage she collected on her walk, including bags from PUFF, as well as
product wrappers and other garbage; she pointed out this is on the opposite
side of Van Dyke, so it is blowing all over.
o Expressed opposition to having this in Sterling Heights.



Kevin Abdallah, resident on Pinebrook in Sterling Heights and resident of Sterling
Heights for over twenty years; also, one of the founders of Cloud Cannabis in Utica:
o Stressed if the City is going to opt in, they must do it right, making sure there
is adequate parking, and zoning is correct.
o Medical market is dropping, so it is more about recreational; recommended
if City opts in, they should start with medical and then go into recreational.
o Emphasized the marijuana business owners support the community.
o Explained Cloud did not choose their location, but applied for the license,
and the City of Utica selected the location.
o On average, Cloud sees over 1,400 people; brings in a lot of revenue, but
traffic and parking need to be looked at carefully if the City opts in.



Sam, a business owner interested in opening a dispensary in Sterling Heights and
former resident of Sterling Heights for twenty-seven years:
o Assured he does not want his business near any schools or playgrounds;
added he will not have garbage littering the area.
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o Revenue will help Sterling Heights.
o He assured they are good corporate citizens and want to work with the
Police Department and the community; if there are issues, he wants to hear
from the community so he can work with them; wants everyone on the same
page.


Jackie Ryan, resident of Sterling Heights:
o Felt this is totally unnecessary in Sterling Heights and is unwanted by so
many people who have contacted her.
o Commented this has caused so much damage to communities that have
opted in, including the State of Colorado; added that a lot of their local
businesses have left the community, because they did not want anything to
do with cannabis in the area.
o Stressed this is a family-oriented community and the marijuana businesses
do not belong here.
o Stated she is not opposed to anyone who wants it for medical purposes, but
she cited the owner of the dispensary in Utica admitted his main clientele is
there for recreational marijuana.
o Harmful to the community, will cause problems, especially for the children
in the community and the impact on the brain from using marijuana.
o Asked the City to not allow this; pointed out strip clubs, other drugs, and
nuclear power plants can also bring in money, and questioned whether the
City will also be bringing those in; she emphasized they moved to the City
not to have this.



Jack O’Neil, resident of Sterling Heights for his entire life:
o Appalled that this is being proposed for the City; stressed his opposition.



Kelley Skillin, resident of Sterling Heights for eleven years and business owner in
Sterling Heights for eight years:
o Stated her business would not change at all if marijuana facilities came to
Sterling Heights.
o Noted many of the arguments against this tonight are more directed toward
the legalization of marijuana, but it has already been legalized, and that
argument should have nothing to do with whether Sterling Heights opts in
for facilities within the City.
o Admitted there is traffic that comes with dispensaries, and traffic control
should be a careful consideration in planning for a dispensary; commented
that the City of Utica did not do a very good job in that aspect, but Sterling
Heights can do better.
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o Pointed out there are other marijuana facilities that are not dispensaries,
and those include processing, testing, growing, and other businesses and
jobs that can be created through marijuana facilities; if Sterling Heights does
not want dispensaries, they do not have to allow them, but they do not have
to say no to some of the other options.
o There is a dispensary within five hundred feet of the city limits, so if the
problems are going to occur, it will happen whether or not there is a
dispensary within the city limits of Sterling Heights.
Once everyone who wanted to comment had an opportunity to do so, Ms. Davenport, on
behalf of the City of Sterling Heights, thanked everyone today for their participation and
the respect they showed for each other. She invited Mr. Vanderpool to give the closing
statements.
Mr. Vanderpool replied to an earlier question that the Task Force consists of the Police
Chief, Fire Chief, City Development Director, Community Relations Director, Economic
Development Advisor, Finance Director, City Attorney, City Manager, City Clerk, and City
Planner. He pointed out there are no elected officials on the City’s Task Force, adding
that City Council was very prudent and diligent in deciding not to have any Council
members on the Task Force so they can have an unbiased determination. The Task
Force is charged with looking at as much information as possible, and this was their
second public forum. He added they also engaged the services of a Planning Consultant
who is looking at best practices in communities across the state that have opted in for
recreational marijuana facilities and looking at the challenges and opportunities they have
encountered. In addition, the City is conducting a statistically valid survey of residents to
engage their input as well. He acknowledged that, while this forum is great, it is not
statistically representative of how the community feels. Mr. Vanderpool added that, in
addition to all this input, they are looking at a lot of nationwide research on the topic. They
expect to have their draft submitted to the Mayor and City Council by September 30, with
the final report submitted by the end of October. The Mayor and City Council will have
the opportunity to digest it and determine whether or not they want to take action on the
report.
Mr. Vanderpool noted that he introduced Councilwoman Koski and Councilwoman Ziarko
who are sitting in the audience this evening, and he stated they also have Mayor ProTem Liz Sierawski and Councilman Mike Radtke present. He noted these Council
members are here to observe and hear comments. He concluded by stating that, on
behalf of the Mayor and City Council, as well as the Task Force members, they appreciate
everyone who was present tonight to take their time tonight to share their thoughts. He
assured they have taken good notes, and the comments will all be in their final report. He
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also advised that they have the opportunity to go to the City’s website and weigh in on
the topic. They want to hear as much information as possible.
The forum concluded at 6:36 p.m.
Please note that the following comments were received on comment cards (they were not
read into the record at the meeting but were received to be included as part of the report):


There is enough opportunity to buy marijuana in Utica. Keep it out of Sterling
Heights! No! – Heidi Allen



This is an awful idea!! I don’t think we need the revenue from this type of business.
I don’t want my children living down the street from a drug dispensary. Just cause
(sic) it’s legal it’s not necessarily good for you! – Chris Allen



Main concern is that all facilities, including grow facilities, be excluded from
residential areas and be limited to areas zoned for commercial/industrial. Also
need to plan so that traffic around distributors and retails (sic) is not a disruption to
other activities. Would rather it not be here at all, but if it must be, then plan to
minimize problems. – [unidentified]



Sterling Heights does not need this type of business. We oppose it. Also, we are
distressed because a home in our neighborhood is apparently a “grow house”. No
one ever spends the night in this house, people come and go. A lawn service
mows the lawn, the landscaping has gone to weeds. This type of operation does
not belong in a residential neighborhood. – Sharon Patrick, Sterling Heights
resident for thirty-nine years



Say No! People can go two miles out of Sterling Heights and get it. Family city
per the mayor, this is not working for the kids. – [unidentified]



The police cannot handle the speeders now or Fire to check vacant buildings for
illegal shops. But now we want it legalized without doing current due diligence. –
[unidentified]



Why not have a citywide vote to determine the percentage of residents [who] want
this in heir neighborhood. – [unidentified]



This is an unhealthy trajectory for our community in exposing youth to drug
normalization. The Journal of American Medical Association/Pediatrics has
documented marijuana use among 8th and 10th graders (WA) increased 2% and
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4.1%, respectively, between 2010-2012 & 2013-2015, and the trends were
significantly different from trends in states that did not legalize marijuana. Pot may
be legal, but crime at dispensaries is rising. Adjacent areas saw about 84 more
property crimes per year than neighborhoods without a nearby marijuana store.
Minorities and marginalized communities are already overburdened with smoke
shops / liquor stores / vape and hookah lounges. It does not further social equity.
The opportunity cost for other businesses will be adversely affected. There are
well-documented negative effects – especially the traffic accidents, misuse,
violence, mental health issues, and injury severity and workplace loss. Sterling
Heights is huge and expected to be BETTER. Residents will leave. – [unidentified]


I am most interested in having public access to the full findings of the final report
in October/ November so that residents have full transparency to the data. I would
also appreciate a published timeline for the steps forward. – Jennifer Kulczycki,
11823 Steven Drive



Be sure and learn from Utica’s poor planning. If you’re going to allow dispensaries,
put it somewhere like 19 Mile, between Mound and Van Dyke where there’s little
traffic to be impeded. – Kelley Skillin



Location is key. Please keep in mind traffic and that many people will be unfamiliar
with the area.



NO to any facilities/ dispensary in Sterling Heights! This is very bad for our City.
Utica has failed their residents. Sterling Heights will, too! No one who has children
wants this! – A Sterling Heights resident



Please call me. I’m just scared to give my name and address (Lisa Ahee; (586)
935-7825; 43029 Vivian Drive, Sterling Heights MI 48313). I’ve had 8-9 police,
code enforcers (2, I believe), in two weeks at my home due to a neighbor trying to
retaliate against me. He never ad problem with privately smoking in my home,
backyard patio, and garage. Each police officer gave me a different answer as
what to do and what not. They need to be on the same page. Also, now the online
dashboard has me showing marijuana at my home. I live alone and feel vulnerable
now to the public, so to help the officer come to a resolution, I have since added
two fans in my garage and 160 inches of curtain around my patio to help the smell
of my personal use. I don’t even grow it. But it’s a waste of time and taxpayer
dollars to have police keep coming to my house. The officer told me to smoke in
basement or bathroom to appease neighbor.
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I have been a resident of Sterling Heights for 30 years. This has always been a
family community, and I am against any marijuana business in Sterling Heights. –
[unidentified]



We are against any marijuana business in Sterling Heights. This is supposed to be
a family community. We had to abandon the Starship concert at Sterlingfest due
to all the marijuana smoking in the crowd. There were no police patrolling the
crowd, and we won’t return to events in the park. We know you want the $, but this
is a bad idea. – residents on August Ave. in Sterling Heights



NOTE: This content was submitted in letter format along with all the comment
cards, dated August 10, 2022:
Hello, my name is Matthew Smith, I have been a resident of Sterling Heights now
for about six years. I support the city bringing in cannabis related businesses into
the city, up to and including processing and growing operations.
It is my understanding that when the city first accepted the proposal to support and
develop a Medical and Adult Use Marijuana Research Study back in early May of
this year, that much of the focus has been placed on dispensaries. However, I
strongly feel the Marijuana Facilities Task Force should place as much emphasis
on allowing all marijuana facilities in the City of Sterling Heights.
Why is this? My number one reason is that I fully believe allowing these types of
businesses will help diversify and increase the city’s tax base and provide many
high paying STEM jobs for the local economy, especially if businesses beyond
retail outlets are allowed.
I say this not only as a citizen, but also a STEM professional. My background is in
chemistry. I work as a professional chemist in the medical diagnostics field and
hold two degrees in chemistry from Michigan Technological University and
Michigan State University and am also the current chair for the Detroit Local
Section of the American Chemical Society.
Cannabis chemistry is quickly becoming one of the hottest areas in the chemical
sciences. For example, in 2019, the American Chemical Society started a new
division for cannabis chemistry within its technical division structure. While this
may not sound like much to some, the American Chemical Society is the world’s
largest scientific organization, and being a well-established organization, does not
often add new divisions to its ranks. Rather, such a move shows that the Society
places as much importance on cannabis chemistry as agricultural chemistry,
biochemistry, catalysis, chemical engineering, chemical toxicology and many other
chemistry fields. Simply put cannabis isn’t a novelty, something relegated to the
fringes or society. It is, rather, mainstream.
More locally within Michigan, we have seen several developments in the scientific
community. Within the past few years, we seen multiple universities offer course

City of Sterling Heights
Notes from Marijuana Facilities Public Forum for Sterling Heights Residents and Businesses
August 10, 2022
Page 10

wok related to cannabis. In fact, North Michigan University in Marquette started
the first cannabis related degree program in the nation in 2017, when it began
offering a four-year degree in Medicinal Plant Chemistry, a program that I might
add has only increased since then to include several certificates. In 2019, Lake
Superior State University started a program specifically to award two and four-year
ACS accredited degrees in Cannabis Chemistry, becoming the first university in
the US to specifically award degrees for cannabis chemistry. And more
universities and colleges in the state, including the venerable University of
Michigan, are adding cannabis related classes and seminars by the day.
Think about that for one moment. The first two degree programs tied to the study,
quantification and use of cannabis derived compounds and the plants that produce
these compounds in the United States are here in Michigan. Combine that with
Michigan’s long history of pharmaceuticals, chemistry (our fifth largest
manufacturing-sector I might add), and students that are starting to graduate from
these programs; this alone demonstrates that we are uniquely positioned in this
state to become national and possibly world leaders in the cannabis industry. Why
can’t Sterling Heights become an epicenter for that industry?
My fellow citizens, in conclusion, cannabis is not going anywhere. It is here to
stay, and we have a unique opportunity as Michigan’s fourth largest city, to be on
the forefront of the cannabis industry. It still is not too late to join in on one of the
fastest growing industries in the nation. The cannabis industry added on average
280 new jobs per day in 2021, a 33% increase in the number of jobs over the
previous year, and the fifth year in a row those job numbers have increased by at
least 27%. Around 31,000 of those are right here in Michigan, which ranks third
nationwide after California and Colorado, and many of those are high paying STEM
jobs cultivating and concentrating cannabis and quantifying and qualifying the
chemical compounds in cannabis to ensure customers receive safe, quality
product.
In short, it’s not only my personal opinion, but my professional opinion as well, that
allowing any cannabis business in Sterling Heights is a no-brainer because its not
just dispensaries folks, its testing and processing facilities too and the high-paying
jobs that come with those will only benefit our community and continue to make it
a highly desirable community to live in.
Thank you!
- Matthew S. Smith, Chemist, Sterling Heights, MI (248) 535-4209

NOTE:
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A request was made from the following to receive information on how opinions can be
sent to the City via their website. He requested the answer to his question be sent to
Kevin.serwatowski@gmail.com.

APPENDIX C

COMMUNITY INTERVIEWS
METHODOLOGY SUMMARY
Wade Trim staff interviewed representatives from the City of Grand Rapids, the City of Jackson, the City of
Lansing, the City of Portage, the City of Warren, and Waterford Township. These representatives occupied the
roles of Community Development Director, Economic Development & Planning Director, Deputy City Clerk,
Deputy City Manager, Zoning Administrator, Cannabis Manager, Building Director, and Superintendent of
Planning and Zoning. All participants were asked the same questions, listed below. Responses to the questions
are provided in aggregate and anonymously.
All participants were asked to provide the contact information of other people who may be willing and able to
provide additional context, experiences, or insights. Wade Trim contacted individuals whose names were given
in interviews as other potential references; their responses are included in the data below. Contact information
for interview participants is provided independently of this report and is not intended for public circulation.

RESULTS
WHAT IMPACTS ARE YOU SEEING (BOTH POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE) AS A RESULT OF
ALLOWING MEDICAL/RECREATIONAL MARIHUANA FACILITIES IN YOUR MUNICIPALITY?
RELATED TO…
MUNICIPAL GOVERNANCE & ADMINISTRATION - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - •

•
•
•
•
•

Opting-in means that you are entering an established industry, and administration requires a
solid partnership with those businesses and the industry.
Retain significant hours of legal support on hand, because marihuana is a heavily regulated
industry and will need help navigating state law.
Be very selective about where to allow the activities and the number/type licenses.
Only permit certain activities in certain areas (i.e., growing in industrial areas).
May need to amend existing building standards prior to opting-in, which would impact all
development, but would ensure high standards for new marihuana facilities.
Develop a competitive process and accept submissions. This keeps some people from
applying because it is set up as an all-in ordinance and an all-in process. Full license cannot
be obtained until building plans, equity plans, development agreements, and site plan
approval is received, as well as passing all other legal standards. This ensures that applicants
do their homework up-front and do not waste municipal administrative time.
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•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Experienced that some of these applicants try to get out of the things they promised (e.g.,
planting only 25 trees when promising to plant 50).
Some applicants hire the cheapest engineering/architecture staff, so there is sometimes a
hold up between the municipal staff and applications because the applications are often
incomplete.
Must have staff who understand that this is a process to bring in businesses to improve the
community.
Clerk process is a waste of time because the clerk does not review plans. It is just a shuffle of
paperwork back and forth amongst municipal staff. That process may be okay for a smaller
community, but for a large community it does not make sense. Have one (or very few staff)
dedicated to processing marihuana applications and talking with prospective applicants.
We brought in everyone who wanted to apply and held a meeting for the first round; this
worked well.
You will get a ton of calls; patience is so important.
Create a map of required buffers which clearly shows the parcels that are eligible, so that
people have clear understanding about where they can look. Consider if the buffer is
measured from the door of a building or the property line.
You can always add more licenses, but it is more difficult to take them away.
Development agreements need to back up to a legal document so you can hold
businesses/applicant accountable to what they promise. We did require a social equity plan
to be submitted by the applicant, but we did not make the standards for equity plans strong
enough (enforceable), which has proven to be an issue.
It was challenging to get the initial ordinance in place.
We used a lottery system to determine the merit of applications.
The changing legal landscape in Michigan can be challenging to navigate without counsel.
You will feel the pressure from the local marihuana industry to get some framework in place.
Craft a legal framework that permits facilities, but not oversaturates the community.
Too many people involved administratively makes it difficult to manage the industry – need
a concise contact person, and maybe one or two more for support and transparency.
Administration has been a significant challenge. Every application for a new facility requires
considerable processing time, including many different types of inspections. Simplifying the
renewal process (contract and paperwork) has reduced staff time.
We created a set of checklists for all things required to get permits and outlined operational
procedures. We also developed protocol in advance that helped the application process
move administratively smooth.
If there is more than one license in a facility, we require all licenses to be prorated to expire
the same day. This minimizes the number of inspections.
Expect to receive a considerable number of applications (more than you would have
thought).
The process of evaluating the merits of each application and engaging the various municipal
departments as part of application review requires significant time and effort.
The municipal attorney should be involved every step of the way.
The initial startup phase of marihuana application processing was strenuous on staff – it felt
like all we talked about was marihuana, even if the project was unrelated.
It is a staff heavy process to evaluate the initial applications, but effort required by staff goes
down significantly over time.
The $5,000 application fee barely covered the costs of staff time/municipal processing
needs.
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Grow operations are far more technically involved administratively than retail sites.
Need to be prepared that it will take time for municipal staff to learn the new procedure.
Due to the heavy lift at beginning of process, we hired an outside consultant to help review
applications.
Helpful to be very transparent and provide criteria for points from the beginning to make
decision process easier.
Recommends using an online application submission process rather than accepting hard
copies of paperwork. Makes the application review process much smoother.
The initial competitive process is the most strenuous, but once that is through, the
administrative lifts are less significant. They are somewhat cyclical with application
renewals.

ECONOMIC IMPACTS, TAX BASE, & PROPERTY VALUES - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - •

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Licensing cap approach has resulted in the formation of green zones, which have had
significant impacts on property values. Any areas deemed green zones (with the potential
for marihuana facilities) will attract attention causing an over-saturation effect.
A land use-based approach starts with land use approvals to applicants based on parcels
that are deemed eligible in the municipality (based on an evaluation of sensitive uses and
buffers). Different from green zones, very specific parcels can increase in value significantly.
The application fee is not big enough to have a significant impact, the change in taxable
value has not done much, and the taxes returned are not significant.
Do not allow TIFs or brownfields for marihuana facilities. Can result in a company failing to
do their due diligence and now they are stuck with a 20-year brownfield on a parcel that had
potential to increase the tax base. Write it into the guidelines up front that the licensee will
not be allowed to pursue brownfields.
The establishment of a marihuana facility typically involves improvements to the building
and site. This has been a positive impact on nearby property values.
Economic tax base increased by a significant amount.
Based on our zoning scheme, most allowable sites for marihuana are in the older parts of
town that are deteriorating, so the influx of investment is positive.
Our experience is that the marihuana business owners improve the areas where they
establish themselves, and improve property values, create jobs, and improve appearance.
None so far because no structures have been built/implemented (medical licenses awarded
but no facilities constructed).
New construction occurred as a result of marihuana facilities, adding to the municipality’s
tax base. They often build on vacant parcels or parcels with dilapidated structures.
The zoning approach we took resulted in limited areas eligible for marijuana establishments,
driving up the property values for these areas.
Most of the marihuana buildings look great. As a big money industry, they are able to invest
heavily in their structures.
These sites took over underpopulated buildings, intersections, and corridors that needed
revitalization/rejuvenation.
Lots of money has been invested in marihuana buildings and sites. This has been a positive
for areas in need of revitalization.
Generally, we have found these owners to be good stewards of the property; in comparison,
liquor sales establishments are a significantly worse drain than the marihuana facilities.
The more investment an application brought to the municipality, the higher the points
awarded for an application.

Medical & Adult-Use Marihuana Research
September 16, 2022

City of Sterling Heights, Michigan
Page - 3

•

We have seen a spike in the desirability for warehouses in areas eligible under the zoning
scheme.

LAND USE IMPACTS & NUISANCES - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - •

•

•

•
•
•
•

•

We developed our approach based on a care consideration of potential land use impacts
(parking, traffic, immediate neighbors). One municipality has districts that allow colocation
of growing/processing sites, etc., but this regulation has to be well built into the ordinance.
There is likelihood that the municipality will receive some pushback for reasons that are not
necessarily aligned to a zoning standard. One strategy to mitigating this pushback is to make
it clear that the applicant must address very specific standards that mitigate impacts to land
use.
Marihuana applicants are required to engage with the neighborhood prior to the approving
of any application. The requirement is not to all come to the same moral agreement about
marihuana use, but to ensure that all members of the community are heard, and that the
applicant is listening, and where applicable, addressing concerns of residents.
We have experienced no nuisance issues at all, because we have required these businesses
to bring their structures and sites up to higher standards. This has led to an improved look of
neighborhoods and parcels.
Generally positive. Our most challenging issue has been odor control. To address this, we
have been working to form a coalition to talk on a regular basis with marijuana owners and
have found several methods that work very well to reduce odor problems.
There has been a positive impact resulting from improvements to the appearance of
buildings and sites.
Marihuana facilities look just like any other building that meets municipal standards. If
anything, these buildings are the nicer looking new builds in the community. Out ordinance
scheme did not allow applicants to move into old buildings without making significant
improvements.
Allowing marihuana facilities has resulted in beautiful new buildings and improvements to
old buildings. Overall, this has been a positive impact to our community.

COMMUNITY HEALTH & SOCIAL WELFARE - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - •

•
•
•
•
•
•

Careful consideration should be given to what you would want to see in terms of equitable
and social development. It is the responsibility of the municipality to think about whether
equity is included in the ordinance.
We have not seen impacts to community health and social welfare, positive or negative.
Overall, the concerns leading into the legalization and permitting far outweighed the reality;
the reality is that we have not seen many adverse impacts to having legalized.
It is important to occasionally monitor the promotions and advertising and making sure
businesses are staying compliant, but not more than would have to do for any other
business type.
We have seen an indirect benefit through more jobs and tax money. We collect a large
amount of money in licensing fees annually.
There has been no significant change in community health other than generating jobs for
local people.
Anecdotally, it appears more money is being spent in the community because this industry
invests in the local community, and sort of acts as a destination for some people.
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CRIME & SAFETY - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - •

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

Every applicant has to submit a security plan when licensed by the state, but could
implement an additional set of ordinances related to crime and safety through
environmental design. These standards could be implemented to improve safety at
marijuana sites and for business development in residential/commercial areas.
No robberies or any other crime issues. The way the facilities are built requires significant
security to access the buildings.
Police have said no change in illegal market for sales, it is just less enforced.
Must ensure a strong partnership with the local police department.
Infrequently, police get a call that someone is using marihuana publicly.
We have not seen crime in, on, or related to marihuana facilities in the community.
We require owners to register their cameras with the police department, which provides an
additional level of security that the police can use for their own work too.
One community had one minor fire in a facility, but was not generated by an act in the
facility. They had a malfunctioning grow light that shorted and exploded; there was no
significant damage other than to the plants in that single grow room. These facilities are
designed with safety in mind, which has paid off.
We generally have not seen an increase in crime beyond that which you would see in any
other business.
There already was a ballot measure voted by residents to make marijuana lowest law
enforcement priority in the community.

PUBLIC SERVICES & INFRASTRUCTURE - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - •

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Regarding waste, our municipality follows state guidelines, but marihuana facilities are very
heavily invested/regulated buildings and do provide a high quality of infrastructure within
facilities. The facilities are always very high quality, and I have yet to see a negative impact.
Even in terms of security.
Public services are not really impacted, but applications that require some sort of
development agreement/good neighbor plan/neighborhood beautification plan has positive,
community-led impacts.
Some companies have been fighting the municipality on providing additional services;
however, our site design standards require curbing/street trees/sidewalk, etc. We do not
have enough licenses to have a huge impact on public services.
Some owners have put in bike racks and made accessibility improvements.
The state helps with waste issues/regulations; our municipality actually has more waste
issues with breweries than marihuana facilities. The interest in medical marijuana is minor
compared to the interest in recreational marihuana.
We are seeing no difference in public services for marihuana facilities than any other
development.
Like any other industrial facility, marihuana facilities need and use a significant amount of
power. However, they worked with the local electric utility provider to install a new
substation.
Occupancy of old buildings for marihuana has resulted in updates to the backflow water
devices and 100% code compliance.
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WHAT ARE THE ONE OR TWO THINGS YOU KNOW NOW THAT YOU WISH YOU KNEW
BEFORE YOU OPTED-IN FOR MEDICAL/RECREATIONAL MARIHUANA FACILITIES?
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

That opting-in was the right decision. We have only seen the positives.
Need to understand that this is an existing industry.
Retain legal counsel for significant hours of consultation; it is important to ensure significant
time with the counsel/external consultant/and especially legal counsel because the industry
will come on strong to establish the business.
Industry is still in its infancy in the state; as such, the industry is still building its entire legal
framework, which means exposure. It is not entirely focused on how much it will sell.
Make sure that your framework for establishing development agreements between the
business and the municipality are airtight and strong.
Regretting that we did not understand more about the industry before we opted-in
(politically expedient, dedicated lobbyists, goals, etc.).
We did not realize we would need to keep such a watchful eye on the investors; we should
have done a better job of checking the financial feasibility of our investors. We wasted time
reviewing applications and site plans for applicants who did not have the financial means to
complete the project. This resulted in us having to come up with a scheme to allow for
license transfers (new scheme requires that the applicant accepting the transfer must retain
and meet the specifications of the original plan/applicant).
At the time we opted-in there was a lot of fear in the community; however, we know now
that the fear was worse than the result.
Our community feels a bit oversaturated; perhaps we should have widened the buffer. Even
with oversaturation, they are good business owners who do the right thing.
Would have liked to use resources from other communities who have successfully
implemented marihuana programs; we created a lot from scratch, and it would have been
nice to use an existing standard and see how it played out in other communities.
We started by having three or four clerks handle the application process. This became
problematic and the municipality hired one person to handle all the paperwork and one
person to do inspections. Smaller internal staff reduces problems.
Administratively, it is fairly easy to run if you have a dedicated staff to do it.
Take the time to track the facilities/licenses to ensure they do not go beyond their renewal
date because it creates so much additional work.
Many owners who applied for medical licenses are no longer interested unless they can also
get a recreational license. Many are sitting on the medical licenses and not doing anything
with them.
The medical marihuana market seems to be saturated.
We have experienced legal issues based on our award process. It is important to determine
a fair process and consult with legal counsel when developing that process and selecting
applicants.
This is a professionalized industry and people have a big stake in it going well, so the
industry does not want to screw up.
People were concerned about the smell, but it is not an issue at all. Most of the time you do
not even know a grow center is there even if you drove or walked past it.
We should have been more cognizant of how much time we would spend to get the
program up and running early on.
Opting-in will color all regulatory decisions you make, initially, even if the issue is not directly
related to marihuana.

Medical & Adult-Use Marihuana Research
September 16, 2022

City of Sterling Heights, Michigan
Page - 6

•

Be prepared for long days and hard work in the beginning, but only initially.

REGARDING THE REGULATORY FRAMEWORK (LICENSING/ZONING) ADOPTED BY YOUR
MUNICIPALITY, WHAT ASPECTS ARE WORKING WELL?
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Establishing an application process that includes phases is good, but ensure there are
enough built-in background checks (financials, qualifications, etc.) at each phase to ensure
the applicant is actually an interested and capable party.
Identify architect and civil engineer ahead of time to ensure quality product.
Make the application fee nonrefundable, even if the plan is not good or they are not
selected.
Charge a fee for license renewals because significant staff time goes into this process.
Spend time to figure out to process of how to award licenses.
When selecting applications, avoid picking winners and losers (evaluating merits of
applications). From a legal standpoint, it is better to do random if all components of
application are addressed and state law allows.
First come first serve is not a great applicant selection method.
Provide credits to applicants who commit to rehabilitate dilapidated, outdated, or vacant
structures.
Do not allow for variances for marihuana operations.
Our application process requires distributing for comments throughout all departments – be
mindful of staff capacity.
Requiring all applications renewals to still be scored.

REGARDING THE REGULATORY FRAMEWORK (LICENSING/ZONING) ADOPTED BY YOUR
MUNICIPALITY, WHAT ASPECTS WOULD YOU CHANGE?
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Important to understand that even in an evolving industry, regulatory framework impacts
are long term. So, you need to have a clear vision of how intense the industry should be in
your jurisdiction. You have to craft an ordinance that is anticipatory of changing needs.
You cannot put the cat back in the bag, once you allow marihuana to pass you cannot just
regress easily, so the framework needs to think several steps ahead.
Build into the process an effort to evaluate the financial capacity of potential investors; will
save significant time and resources.
Make the buffer bigger.
Make one combined ordinance for medical and recreational. Even if tempting, do not make
two separate ordinances because it can confuse matters and make the process more
administratively difficult.
Develop a clear process for inspections (i.e., one inspection per facility, not per license if
there is more than one license held at one facility and align licenses for the same
facility/holder to expire on the same date for renewal convenience)
Having fewer staff involved in marihuana operations from the beginning.
Challenge to determine “winners” and “losers” in the application selection process.
In your ordinance, require an expiration date for the licenses if the applicants are awarded
them but do not move forward with them. This way the licenses are just sitting with
someone and can be awarded to people who will actually use them.
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•
•
•
•

Initially used a commission in the application process; do not set up a commission of citizens
to help review applications. We found that they made arbitrary and capricious judgements
about the applicants which is against the law and can set you up for legal action.
Have an appeals process built into the ordinance.
Require an annual fee as long as the applicant holds the license, even if they aren’t actively
using that license.
Use a digital submission process.

WHAT IS THE MOST CHALLENGING ISSUE YOU HAVE FACED AS A RESULT OF ALLOWING
MEDICAL/RECREATIONAL MARIHUANA FACILITIES IN YOUR MUNICIPALITY?
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

State law can pre-empt some local laws – understanding the state law is difficult because it
can feel very nuanced and because there are so many regulations. These regulations are also
in a state of evolution.
Communication with investors. In one sense, it is just another project in the community. In
another sense, it is necessary and difficult to identify legitimate investors. From an
administration standpoint, there is so much wasted time from interacting with interested
parties who may not be financially able to comply with regulations and see the project
through. They will talk to everyone, and then back out. They will wear down the staff. It is
important to have one point of contact for everything related to marihuana.
The industry representatives are quite zealous in getting approvals and are very politically
savvy. Not necessarily a hinderance, but they can be a very organized and active industry
and that is important to be aware of.
Adjusting to the fact that it is an ever-changing industry. By the time the ordinance is in
place the market could be different.
The only issue is that there were so many applicants that it took a ton of our time; many
phone calls and emails when the program started.
Staff capacity to handle the influx of questions and look at everything through this new lens
(only a problem in the very beginning, then the influx decreased and was manageable).
Developing a form-based code for marihuana was not easy.

WHAT HAS BEEN THE GREATEST BENEFIT OF ALLOWING MEDICAL/RECREATIONAL
MARIHUANA FACILITIES IN YOUR MUNICIPALITY?
•
•
•
•
•

Marihuana industry has provided numerous jobs.
Industry has provided significant business opportunities for suppliers and business
incubators, as well as opportunities for exposure to marihuana industry.
The benefits have been numerous, including significant local neighborhood engagement and
building strong partnerships between businesses and neighborhoods.
Addition of new, very nice buildings that the community did not have before.
Rehabilitation/or complete renovation of dilapidated structures and vacant properties,
including paying for costs of road repairs, street trees, electric vehicle charging stations, etc.
Overall, the community is satisfied with it because the community expressed interest in it.
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•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Municipality does receive a small amount of state revenue as a result. (In the grand scheme
of the overall municipal budget, the additional couple hundred thousand is nice, but is not
significant enough to be the driver as to whether a municipality should opt into the
program.)
New jobs and updated structures.
They are just regular businesspeople; the only difference is that the municipality actually
holds them accountable to the regulations. As a result, the businesses are always in
compliance.
They have more cameras than you can imagine so they are well organized and safe.
Increase in tax revenue.
The industry has been generous to the community and people have been locally employed,
which is positive.
We have a populous who wants to use the product and we had the retail space to
accommodate it – so it was a win-win.
Significant investments have been made to revitalize buildings and spaces.
It has the same draw as a high-end liquor store or microbrewery (they are well-run, wellstaffed, and secure).

WHAT ELSE? PLEASE SHARE ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS, RECOMMENDATIONS,
INSIGHTS, OR CONCERNS THAT WE DID NOT COVER IN PREVIOUS QUESTIONS.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Be selective about how many facilities to allow and where to allow them. Know that residents in
that area may have concerns that the facilities would overpower/overtake the area. Be careful
and selective about how many and eligible locations.
Vet investors early on to ensure they can see the process all the way through.
Elected officials need to consider how much more work this is going to put on their staff. It is a
huge, huge time robber.
May have to increase the wages of staff handling the processes.
Ensure that the chief elected body is involved from the beginning, because they have to face the
voters.
Do not be forced to rush into it. Take the time to do the research and understand the
positive/negative impacts for your community.
The fears or reservations of residents/community members are largely unfounded (as
unfounded as if for any other potential new businesses willing to follow the laws to operate).
Demand for product is not as high as expected when a neighboring jurisdiction has opted-in. As a
result, impacts may be minor.
Recommend that municipal officials and staff should visit a (or more than one) facility to get a
first-hand understanding of the facilities.
May be beneficial to establish local regulations in anticipation of federal government legalizing in
the future.
If you already allow caregiver operations, the commercialization of marihuana may not eliminate
those operations.
Be aware that opting-in to medical only may result in applications being received and approved,
but having applicants holding out to build/open facilities as they await legalization of
recreational in a community.
Have only seen positive impacts as a result of opting in.
Have not received any complaints about nonresidential operations.
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•
•

•
•

•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Pay attention to how equitably the industry grows in the community (i.e., winners and losers
concerning both license selection and eligible neighborhoods).
Important to remember that even if there is minor opposition in the community, the citizens of
Michigan voted to welcome this, legalize it, commercial it, and decriminalize. There is no way to
stop people from legally growing in their own homes, of transporters from passing through
town, or stop people from using it recreationally in their homes.
Be very selective about where you allow the facilities to be located. You want to create synergy
with existing neighborhoods or identify what you are looking to jumpstart in the community. The
addition of marihuana facilities, and their locations, should complement the master plan.
Understanding the big picture; every municipality has to understand that marihuana was
approved by the voters of the state. Some jurisdictions have reasons for not using them, but that
can speak against the will of the voters to bring it to Michigan. Evidently, a municipality cannot
avoid certain marijuana functions from entering the municipality even if you opt-out. Therefore,
it is important to understand this broader context when deciding about whether to engage the
industry or not.
Medical marihuana is barely being touched, mostly recreational side (no one even applied for
medical last round).
The distancing requirements between marihuana establishments (and from parks, schools, etc.)
have proven very beneficial to achieving the right quantity and balance of marihuana
establishments within the retail environment.
General permit information for new establishments – while this is the case for tire stores,
grocery stores, and marihuana establishments alike, our municipality requires business special
events permits (i.e., many events occur on 4/20 annually for marihuana establishments) and sign
permits. These are areas that we work diligently on in relation to compliance, but new
marihuana operators have often taken a “better to ask forgiveness than permission” approach
or simply are not familiar with our special event/sign permit requirements. So, we sometimes
have to politely enforce and shut down this type of thing.
Touchpoints with the business community – our municipality does not currently have a business
registry, so there are limited opportunities to pro-actively connect with/educate new marihuana
establishments beyond their application process with the Clerk’s Office and site plan/building
permit processes with Community Development. A business registry, or similar tool, can be a
good touch point for any community to proactively provide information, education, policy/code
requirements to new retail establishments or new business owners.
We were concerned about setting ourselves up for a legal challenge; however, that turned out
not to be an issue. Still helpful to consider potential challenges when developing an ordinance.
Need to be limited in location you allow them in – be strategic.
It is a bit of a weird space to be in because the culture, industry, and laws are still evolving (at
least formally); however, the good and the great of the industry are driving whatever minimal
bad or ugly that comes with it.
We knew that we were going to get sued, so we just documented everything along the way. This
includes the process used for decision making and made that clearly available to applicants.
The margins for selecting applicants can be very slim, so build in exactly what you are looking for
so you can point back to it if approved or denied.
The courts will support you if you have identified clear application requirements/criteria for
selection on the front end. As long as awarding points to applications followed the procedure
you identified for the public then you will not have many issues.
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2022 City of Sterling Heights Marijuana Survey
Executive Summary

Purpose and Methodology
ETC Institute administered a Marijuana Survey to residents of the City of Sterling Heights during
the summer of 2022. The City of Sterling Heights is currently taking several steps to study and
evaluate whether marijuana retailers, growers, safety compliance facilities, processors, and/or
transporters should be licensed to operate facilities in Sterling Heights. While researching this
issue, the City’s goal is to gather information and receive as much feedback as possible. The survey
is one way the City is seeking to obtain feedback from its residents.
The 5-question survey was administered online. ETC Institute mailed a postcard to a random
sample of households throughout the City of Sterling Heights. The postcard contained a QR code
and link to the online survey. At the end of the online survey, residents were asked to enter their
home address; this was done to ensure that only responses from households who were part of the
random sample were included in the final survey database. The postcard also contained a phone
number for those who preferred to complete the survey over the phone.
After postcards were mailed, ETC Institute sent text messages to households that received the
survey to encourage participation. The text messages contained a link to the online version of the
survey to make it easy for residents to complete the survey. To prevent people who were not
residents of Sterling Heights from participating, everyone who completed the survey online was
required to enter their home address prior to submitting the survey. ETC Institute then matched
the addresses that were entered online with the addresses that were originally selected for the
random sample. If the address from a survey completed online did not match one of the addresses
selected for the sample, the online survey was not counted.
The goal was to obtain completed surveys from at least 400 households. The goal was
accomplished, with a total of 413 households completing the survey. The overall results for the
sample of 413 households have a precision of at least +/-4.9% at the 95% level of confidence.
This report contains:
•

An executive summary of the methodology for administering the survey and major findings
(section 1),

•

tables that show the results of the random sample for each question on the survey (section 2),

•

a copy of the survey instrument (section 3).

The following page contain a summary of key findings.
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2022 City of Sterling Heights Marijuana Survey
Executive Summary

Retail Sale of Marijuana in Commercial and Industrial Areas
Fifty percent (50%) of respondents “strongly disagree” that Sterling Heights should allow the retail
sale of marijuana in commercial and industrial areas; an additional 9% “disagree”. Twenty-five
percent (25%) “strongly agree” that Sterling Heights should allow the retail sale of marijuana in
commercial and industrial areas, and an additional 16% “agree”.
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2022 City of Sterling Heights Marijuana Survey
Executive Summary

Number of Marijuana Retail Sale Facilities
Of the 41% of respondents who either “strongly agree” or “agree” that Sterling Heights should
allow the retail sale of marijuana in commercial and industrial areas, 34% feel the City should allow
10 facilities or more. Forty-one percent (41%) feel the City should allow between 4 and 9 facilities,
and 24% feel the City should allow 1 to 3 facilities.
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2022 City of Sterling Heights Marijuana Survey
Executive Summary

Non-Retail Marijuana Facilities in Industrial Areas
Fifty percent (50%) of respondents “strongly disagree” that Sterling Heights should allow non-retail
marijuana facilities in industrial areas; an additional 11% “disagree”. Nineteen percent (19%)
“strongly agree” that Sterling Heights should allow non-retail marijuana facilities in industrial areas,
and an additional 20% “agree”.
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Q1. Please rate your level of agreement with the following statement: "Sterling Heights should allow the
retail sale of marijuana in commercial and industrial areas."
(N=413)
Strongly
agree
Q1. Please rate your level of
agreement with the following
statement:

24.5%

Agree

15.3%

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

8.5%

49.2%

Don't know

2.7%

WITHOUT “DON’T KNOW”
Q1. Please rate your level of agreement with the following statement: "Sterling Heights should allow the
retail sale of marijuana in commercial and industrial areas." (without "don't know")
(N=413)
Strongly
agree
Q1. Please rate your level of agreement
with the following statement:

ETC Institute (2022)

25.1%

Agree
15.7%

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

8.7%

50.5%
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Q1a. If Sterling Heights does allow for marijuana retailers to be licensed in the City, how many marijuana
retail sale facilities should Sterling Heights allow?
Q1a. If Sterling Heights does allow for marijuana
retailers to be licensed in the City, how many
marijuana retail sale facilities should Sterling
Heights allow?
1 to 3
4 to 6
7 to 9
10 or more
Not provided
Total

Number
39
47
19
55
4
164

Percent
23.8 %
28.7 %
11.6 %
33.5 %
2.4 %
100.0 %

WITHOUT “DON’T KNOW”
Q1a. If Sterling Heights does allow for marijuana retailers to be licensed in the City, how many marijuana
retail sale facilities should Sterling Heights allow? (without "not provided")
Q1a. If Sterling Heights does allow for marijuana
retailers to be licensed in the City, how many
marijuana retail sale facilities should Sterling
Heights allow?
1 to 3
4 to 6
7 to 9
10 or more
Total

ETC Institute (2022)

Number
39
47
19
55
160

Percent
24.4 %
29.4 %
11.9 %
34.4 %
100.0 %
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Q2. Please rate your level of agreement with the following statement: "Sterling Heights should allow nonretail marijuana facilities, such as the commercial growing, testing, processing and transporting, in industrial
areas."
(N=413)

Q2. Level of Agreement

Strongly
agree
18.2%

Agree
18.9%

Disagree
10.4%

Strongly
Disagree
47.0%

Don't know
5.6%

WITHOUT “DON’T KNOW”
Q2. Please rate your level of agreement with the following statement: "Sterling Heights should allow nonretail marijuana facilities, such as the commercial growing, testing, processing and transporting, in industrial
areas." (without "don't know")
(N=413)

Q2. Level of Agreement

ETC Institute (2022)

Strongly
agree
19.2%

Agree
20.0%

Disagree
11.0%

Strongly
Disagree
49.7%
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Q3. Your age:
Q3 What is your age?
Under 35
35-44
45-54
55-64
65+
Not provided
Total

Number
76
79
73
78
82
25
413

Percent
18.4 %
19.1 %
17.7 %
18.9 %
19.9 %
6.1 %
100.0 %

Number
76
79
73
78
82
388

Percent
19.6 %
20.4 %
18.8 %
20.1 %
21.1 %
100.0 %

Number
197
200
2
14
413

Percent
47.7 %
48.4 %
0.5 %
3.4 %
100.0 %

Number
197
200
2
399

Percent
49.4 %
50.1 %
0.5 %
100.0 %

WITHOUT “NOT PROVIDED”
Q3. Your age: (without "not provided")
Q3 What is your age?
Under 35
35-44
45-54
55-64
65+
Total

Q4. Your gender:
Q4 What is your gender?
Male
Female
Non-binary
Not provided
Total

WITHOUT “NOT PROVIDED”
Q4. Your gender: (without "not provided")
Q4 What is your gender?
Male
Female
Non-binary
Total

ETC Institute (2022)
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On November 6, 2018, Michigan voters approved the Michigan Regulation and Taxation of Marihuana Act
(MRTMA) allowing communities to permit, ban, or place restrictions on marijuana-related businesses. The City
of Sterling Heights is currently taking several steps to study and evaluate whether marijuana retailers, growers,
safety compliance facilities, processors, and/or transporters should be licensed to operate facilities in Sterling
Heights. While researching this issue, the City’s goal is to gather information and receive as much feedback as
possible. The following survey is one way the City is seeking to obtain feedback from its residents. Your
participation is appreciated, and your responses will remain confidential. If you have questions about this survey,
please contact Community Relations at the city of Sterling Heights at (586) 446-2470 or by e-mail at
cityhall@sterling-heights.net. Thank you!
1.

Please rate your level of agreement with the following statement: “Sterling Heights should allow the
retail sale of marijuana in commercial and industrial areas.”
____ (4) Strongly Agree [Answer Question 1a.]
____ (1) Strongly Disagree [Go to Question 2.]
____ (3) Agree [Answer Question 1a.]
____ (9) Don’t Know [Go to Question 2.]
____ (2) Disagree [Go to Question 2.]
1a. If Sterling Heights does allow for marijuana retailers to be licensed in the City, how many
marijuana retail sale facilities should Sterling Heights allow?
____(1) 1 to 3
____(2) 4 to 6
____(3) 7 to 9
____(4) 10 or more

2.

Please rate your level of agreement with the following statement: “Sterling Heights should allow
non-retail marijuana facilities, such as the commercial growing, testing, processing and
transporting, in industrial areas.”
____(4) Strongly agree
____(2) Disagree
____(9) Don’t know
____(3) Agree
____(1) Strongly disagree

3.

What is your age? _______ years

4.

What is your gender?
____(1) Male
____(2) Female

____(3) Non-binary

____(4) Prefer to self-describe: _________________________

This concludes the survey. Thank you for your time!
Please return your completed survey in the enclosed postage paid envelope addressed to:
ETC Institute, 725 W. Frontier Circle, Olathe, KS 66061

Your responses will remain completely confidential. The
information printed to the right will ONLY be used to help
identify the level of satisfaction with City services in your
area. If your address is not correct, please provide the
correct information. Thank you.

©2022 ETC Institute for the City of Sterling Heights
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APPENDIX E

Police response for municipalities that have recreational marijuana dispensaries
Warren
No real problems to report other than a lot of community push back.
Jackson
Left voicemails with no return calls.
Lake Orion
Left voicemails with no return calls.
Harrison Twp
I spoke to the Macomb County and this is their call volume for five years at the
locations.
EMS LIFE THREATNING / PD ASSIST – 1
UDAA – 1
ALARM POLICE – 9
FIRE ALARM – 2
PDA – 1
SUSPICIOUS - 2 (both unfounded)
This is at the 237 N River location.
At the 40800 Executive location in Harrison Twp, there’s nothing other than a fire alarm
really only 16 calls there in the last 5 years and it hasn’t been Pleasantrees that long.
They have had no real issues with the location.
Portage
No real issues with the dispensaries.
Lansing
They have a number of dispensaries, the only problem they have is the increased
amount of B/E attempts on the locations. They have attempts all the time.
Waterford Twp
Just opened a couple months ago and have had no issues.

Mt. Pleasant
Left voicemails with no return calls.
Muskegon
Have had no issues with the location.
Grand Rapids
They have been in code compliance and have met their yearly inspections. They make
them supply a yearly security plan SEMTAC. They have had 8-9 B/E
attempts. Management also signed a waiver that all managers must know how to
operate camera system and play back video immediately.
Ann Arbor
Left voicemails with no return calls.
Southfield
No issues from dispensary and it has been around for a year.
Utica
Spoke with Utica Police Chief Sean Coady about any public safety issues with the two
dispensaries within their city. Chief Coady reports no criminal problems due to the
marijuana dispensaries in his city. He further reports that both dispensaries had
excessive vehicle traffic for the first 3-6 months and had to talk to management about
getting the cars off of Van Dyke as fast as possible to avoid accidents. Utica also
installed semi-permanent turning barriers at their most northern dispensary to prevent
drivers from making a left hand turn both into and out of the dispensary.

APPENDIX F

COMMUNITY MATRIX
METHODOLOGY SUMMARY
Wade Trim staff identified numerous municipalities within the State of Michigan that chose to legalize medical
or recreational marihuana within their communities. This initial list was presented to the City of Sterling
Heights, who further narrowed down the list to 12 communities. Using this list of 12 communities, who all have
similar size and demographic characteristics as Sterling Heights, Wade Trim staff developed a matrix to
understand the basic components of each municipality’s regulations and process surrounding marihuana
legalization.
The matrix identified the type of ordinance (licensing/zoning), the type of marihuana allowed
(medical/recreational), the number and type of licenses and facilities permitted, licensing fees, the method for
applicant selection, the zoning districts where marihuana is permitted, the approval process, any required
buffering distances, and the topics that the regulations address.
During the development of the matrix, Wade Trim staff collected website links, regulatory ordinances and other
related resolutions. These files have been saved and can be easily shared with the City of Sterling Heights upon
request.
Upon the city’s review of the matrix, Sterling Heights identified 6 of the 12 communities to interview for further
details, experiences, and recommendations about their experience with marihuana legalization.

MATRIX COMMUNITIES
City of Lansing, Ingham County - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - City of Mt. Pleasant, Isabella County - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - City of Jackson, Jackson County - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - City of Portage, Kalamazoo County - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - City of Grand Rapids, Kent County- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Harrison Township, Macomb County- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - City of Warren, Macomb County - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - City of Muskegon, Muskegon County- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Orion Township, Oakland County- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - City of Southfield, Oakland County- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Waterford Township, Oakland County- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - City of Ann Arbor, Washtenaw County- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Medical & Adult-Use Marihuana Research
September 16, 2022
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Comparable Community Review - Medical & Adult-Use Marihuana Research
City of Sterling Heights, Macomb County, Michigan, September 16, 2022

ORDINANCE TYPE

MARIHUANA
CATEGORY
ALLOWED

NUMBER/TYPE OF
LICENSES/FACILITIES
PERMITTED

LICENSING FEES

METHOD OF APPLICANT SELECTION

ZONING DISTRICTS ALLOWED

APPROVAL
PROCESS

BUFFERING DISTANCE

TOPICS ADDRESSED THROUGH
REGULATIONS

OTHER

Ingham County

City of Lansing

Licensing

28 medical marihuana
provisioning centers
Both Adult-Use and
and retailers; 75 grow $5,000.00
Medical
sites (reduced to 55
beginning 1/1/2021)

All applications must be approved by Building
Safety Office, Zoning Administrator, City
Treasurer, Police Department, and City
Attorney. Applications reviewed during open
application enrollment period opened by the
City Clerk. All applications are evaluated,
scored, and ranked (between 0 - 100). If any
remaining applications are fewer than 75/100,
the clerk can award fewer licenses than
available. No licenses shall be awarded to
applications with a score of 60/100 or below.

Growers and microbusinesses: H-Light Industrial &
I-Heavy Industrial; Safety compliance facilities,
processors, and secure transporters: H-Light
Not available.
Industrial, I-Heavy Industrial, & G2-Wholesale;
Designated consumption sites: F & F1-Commercial,
G2-Wholesale, H-Light Industrial, & I-Heavy
Industrial.

Legislative intent; Definitions; Operation
without license; License application
submission; License application evaluation;
Limits on licenses and locations; License
renewal application; Licenses generally;
1,000 feet from operational school; 500 Minimum operational standards of
feet from public parks, commercial
marihuana operations; Location, buffering,
childcare, churches, substance use
dispersion, zoning requirements; Location of
disorder prevention and rehabilitation marihuana growers, safety compliance
facilities. All marihuana operations
facilities, processors, transporters,
must note any residentially-zoned
microbusinesses, and designated
property within 1/4 mile of the site.
consumption establishment; Application
denial or license revocation;
Penalties/temporary suspension of a license;
Consumption in a public place; Designated
consumption establishments; No vested
rights; Sunset.

https://www.lansin
gmi.gov/243/Mariju
ana-OperationsLicensing

Isabella County

City of Mt. Pleasant

The application and all supplemental
information shall be delivered to the city's
Adult-Use Marihuana Establishment Selection
Licensing Ordinance:
Committee ("Selection Committee"). The
unlimited. Zoning
$5,000.00 annually,
Selection Committee shall be comprised of the
Ordinance: 5 Class A
the first installment
Both Adult-Use and
City Clerk, the City Planner, and the Director of Reatiler:CD-4 General Urban & CD-5 Urban Center; Authorization &
Licensing & Zoning
grower licenses; 3 Class is paid with
Medical
Public Safety. Application is scored based on All (including retailer): SD-I Industrial
Special Use Permit
A or Class B grower
application
requirements identified in the licensing
licenses; 3 retailers; 2 submission
ordinance. The clerk will conditionally
microbusinesses
authorize establishments in the order
applications are received, where no numerical
limits are imposed.

1,000 feet from public or private
school; 500 feet from SD-U University
Special District unless located to the
east of Central Michigan University
main campus,

https://www.mtpleasant.org/depart
Definitions; Authorized establishments;
Application for authorization; Relocation of ments/division_of_
community_service
establishments, transfers of licenses, and
s/planning_and_co
expansion of grow operations; general
regulations; temporary marihuana events; mmunity_develop
ment/medical_mari
violations; Policy review in 2023.
huana.asp

ORDINANCE TYPE

MARIHUANA
CATEGORY
ALLOWED

NUMBER/TYPE OF
LICENSES/FACILITIES
PERMITTED

LICENSING FEES

METHOD OF APPLICANT SELECTION

ZONING DISTRICTS ALLOWED

APPROVAL
PROCESS

BUFFERING DISTANCE

TOPICS ADDRESSED THROUGH
REGULATIONS

OTHER

Jackson County

City of Jackson

2 Class A (max 100
plants) or Class B (max
500 plants) or Class A
(max 500 plants as
defined in MMFLA); 3
Provisioning center or
retailer licenses; 2
Safety compliance
facility licenses; 2
Both Adult-Use and secure transporter
Licensing & Zoning
Medical
licenses; 2
microbusinesses. Two
comparable medical
and adult-uses may
collocate under one
license if in same suite/
same ownership, and
each comply with
zoning and licensing
requirements.

Applications for medical and/or adult use
marihuana establishments are accepted on a
rolling basis until all available licenses are
issued. Phase 1: Facility review. Phase 2: Entity
Review. Once applicant has received a building
permit, the applicant submits a final
$5,000.00 +
application to the City Clerk to distribute to
$150.00 for all
the City Attorney, the City Engineer, the City
changes to an
Manager, the Director of Neighborhood and
application
Economic Operations, the Director of Police
requiring an
and Fire Services, and the City Treasurer for
applicant/employee
comment. The application and comments are
background check
then passed to the Marihuana Licensing
Review Committee fir a recommendation of
approval or denial by the City Council. The
MLRC developed a point system to evaluate
Class C marihuana license applications. Phase
3: City Council Approval.

Grower in processing facility: I-1 Light Industrial &
I-2 General Industrial; Retail or provisioning
center: C-3 Central Commercial, C-4 General
Commercial, I-1 Light Industrial, I-2 General
Industrial; Secure transporter facility: I-1 Light
Permitted
Industrial & I-2 General Industrial; Safety
compliance facility: C-4 General Commercial, I-1
Light Industrial, I-2 General Industrial;
Microbusinesses: I-1 Light Industrial, I-2 General
Industrial.

In the C-3 district: 500 feet from public
or private elementary, vocational, or
secondary school/college/university, or
100 feet in the C-4 district; 500 feet
from physical location of any cyber
school, or 100 feet in C-4; 500 feet from
a park and/or playground OR one 100
feet in C-4; 500 feet from a housing
facility owned by a public housing
authority, or 100 feet in C-4; 500 feet
from a day care facility, including any
and all accessory uses/facilities, or 100
feet in C-4; 500 feet from a substance
abuse treatment, rehabilitation, or
prevention facility, or 100 feet in C-4;
250 feet from a residentially zoned
parcel, or 100 feet in C-4; 500 feet from
a church or other house of worship, or
100 in C-4; Up to 2 facilities may be
located within 500 feet of another
medical or adult use marihuana
business establishment; 100 feet from a
public or private youth center,
swimming pool, or video arcade facility

Medical Marihuana Provisioning Center & Adultuse retailer: B-3 General business district; Grow
facilities processor facilities, microbusinesses,
secure transporter, and safety compliance
facilities: I-1 Light industrial district; I-2 Heavy
industrial district

Purpose; Definitions; Marihuana business
allowed; Permit required; Application for
1,000 feet from a public or private
permit; Fees; Acceptance or denial of
school, college, university, public
application; Provisional approval;
library, child day care center, substance Termination, revocation, suspension, or
abuse treatment facility, park or
restriction of provisional approval;
playground, youth enter, public
marihuana business permit; Renewal of
https://www.porta
swimming pool, video arcade facility,
permit; Revocation, termination or
gemi.gov/641/Mari
recreational facility, religious institution suspension of permit; Transfer, sale or
huana
or housing facility owner by a public
purchase of permits or licenses; Changes to
housing authority; 1,000 feet from
marihuana businesses; Disclosure of
other medial marihuana provisioning
information; Minimum operational
center or marihuana retailer within the standards for all marihuana businesses;
city.
Conflicts, future laws, and regulations;
Penalty and remedies; Severability; Repeals;
Uses permitted by district.

Definitions; Zoning district regulations; Site
and building design standards;
Environmental protection standards;
Development approval procedures; License
and allocation fees; License applications
process and submissions; General
requirements for all medical marihuana
facilities and adult-use marihuana
establishments.

https://www.cityofj
ackson.org/819/Me
dical-and-Adult-UseMarijuana-Licensin

Kalamazoo County

City of Portage

Licensing & Zoning

Both Adult-Use and
No limitations
Medical

$5,000.00

City manager is responsible for establishing
procedure for receiving, reviewing, and
processing permits. Applicants must be
requalified for a marihuana business license by
the MRA. Applications will be reviewed for
regulatory completeness, and the city can
provide provisional approval is licenses are
available and all requirements are met.
Provision approval allows the applicant to
move into the next set of requirements and
inspections to obtain a marihuana business
permit.

Permitted

ORDINANCE TYPE

MARIHUANA
CATEGORY
ALLOWED

NUMBER/TYPE OF
LICENSES/FACILITIES
PERMITTED

LICENSING FEES

METHOD OF APPLICANT SELECTION

ZONING DISTRICTS ALLOWED

APPROVAL
PROCESS

BUFFERING DISTANCE

TOPICS ADDRESSED THROUGH
REGULATIONS

OTHER

Purpose and intent; Definitions;
Establishments and licensees authorized to
operate within the city; Cannabis related
municipal license required; General
provisions; Application requirements;
Environmental Sustainability; Conduct of
business at licensed cannabis establishment;
Social equity plan; License denial,
suspension, or revocation; Renewal, Penalty
or remedy; Fees; Issuance of license; Penalty
for violations; Coordination with state
licensing authorities; Conflicts; Severability;
Acceptance of licensing applications;
Marihuana facilities.

https://www.grand
rapidsmi.gov/Gover
nment/ProgramsandInitiatives/Cannabis

Legislative intent; Definitions; Locations
authorized; Prohibition of certain marihuana
establishments; Permit required; Other laws
and ordinances; Application for and renewal
of permits; Approval, issuance, denial, and
appeal; Permit and license as revocable
privilege; General operational requirements;
Township requirements; Penalties;
Severability; Repeal; Buffer district

https://www.harris
ontownship.org/depar
tments/clerk/medic
al_marijuana_ordin
ance.php

Kent County

City of Grand Rapids

No limitations, except 1
state operating license
Both Adult-Use and per parcel (not
Licensing & Zoning
$5,000.00
Medical
including co-location
and stacked grower
licenses).

Application submitted to the City Clerk. All
applications include an environmental
sustainability and social equity plan. If all
requirements have been satisfied, the City
Clerk shall issue the applicable Cannabis
Related Municipal License. The applicant must
then comply with a number of other
requirements (state license, certificate of
occupancy, no violations, zoning is
appropriate, etc.)

Provisioning Center: TCC Transitional City Center;
C Commercial; NOS Neighborhood Office Service;
IT Industrial Transportation; TOD Transit Oriented
Development; TBA Traditional Business Area; PRD
Director Review &
Planned Redevelopment. Secure Transporter: IT,
Special Land Use
TCC; Processor: IT, TCC, TBA, C, TOD, PRD;
Grower: TCC, IT; Microbusiness: TCC, C, TBA, TOD,
IT; Safety Compliance: CC City Center, TCC, TOD, C,
NOS, IT, TBA

1,000 feet of child care center of
school, publicly owned park or
playgrounds, religious institution,
substance use disorder program,
residential zone district, another
marihuana facility other than a
provisioning center; 2,000 feet of
another provisioning center location

Macomb County

Harrison Township

Licensing & Zoning Medical Only

If the Township has received more
applications than the number of allowable
permits and locations, the Township will
decide among competing applications by a
competitive process intended to select
applicants who are best suited to operate in
compliance with the MRTMA. The Township
will provide applicants with 21 calendar day
notice that the applicants must provide
supplemental information to support the
assertions from the applicant to obtain points
18 grower/processor at
$5,000.00 initial
available within each of the categories. The
All: IND Industrial (also developed IND Medical
Class A, B, or C; 2 safety
application;
Township Clerk shall tally the available points
compliance facilities; 2
Marihuana District in IND properties north of
$5,000.00 renewal for each applicant according the criteria use
secure transporters; 0
Shook Road)
fee
the resulting scores to select the applicant
provisioning/retail
who receive the most points to grant a permit.
In the event of a tie, score, the Clerk shall
conduct a random drawing from among the
applicants with tied score to determine which
applicant shall receive a permit. Should an
applicant be denied the township will then
move to the next eligible applicant. If the
original pool of applicants are exhausted and
there are remaining permits available from the
Township, the Township Board may establish a
new window for accepting applications.

500 feet from a public or private school,
trade school, college, or university,
Medical Marihuana
public park, existing licensed child care
uses in IND:
center associated with a school, existing
Permitted.
place of worship or religious assembly,
any residential zone

ORDINANCE TYPE

City of Warren

Licensing

MARIHUANA
CATEGORY
ALLOWED

NUMBER/TYPE OF
LICENSES/FACILITIES
PERMITTED

Unlimited growing
facilities, process
facilities, secure
Both Adult-Use and transporter facilities,
Medical
and safety compliance
facilities; 18
provisioning center
facilities

LICENSING FEES

METHOD OF APPLICANT SELECTION

$5,000.00 initial
application fee;
Not available.
$5,000.00 renewal
fee

ZONING DISTRICTS ALLOWED

Grower/Processor/Secure Transporter Facilities:
M-1, M-2, M-3, M-4 (Industrial Districts).
Provisioning Center Facilities, Retailers, and
Consumption Establishments: C-3 Wholesale and
Permitted
Intensive Business Districts, M-1, M-2, M-3, M-4
(Industrial Districts). Safety Compliance Facilities:
C-3 Wholesale and Intensive Business Districts, M1, M-2, M-3, M-4 (Industrial Districts).

Muskegon County

City of Muskegon

Licensing & Zoning

Both Adult-Use and Not available/not
Medical
limited

Applications submitted to City Clerk, and
$5,000.00 annually licenses granted based on meeting the set
requirements.

APPROVAL
PROCESS

Microbusinesses, Designated Consumption, Class
B growers, and temporary marihuana events: B-2
Convenience Comparison Business, B-4 General
Business, MC Medical Care, I-1 Light Industrial, I-2
General Industrial; Marihuana Facilities Overlay
District

BUFFERING DISTANCE

TOPICS ADDRESSED THROUGH
REGULATIONS

OTHER

https://www.cityof
warren.org/wpcontent/uploads/20
21/06/2021.06.30_
Adult_Use_rev_Enti
Purpose; Applicability; Cost recovery;
re_Instructions_Ap
Confidentiality; Permission to inspect;
plication.pdf
At least 500 feet from a residential zone Definitions; Requirements for MMMA
https://www.cityof
(except R-1-P zones), a Planned Unit
patient and caregiver operations;
warren.org/wpDevelopment, a public library, a public Requirements for MRTMA personal
content/uploads/20
park, or a tax-exempt religious
recreational adult-use; Type of facilities
19/05/2019_Medic
institution. Also, at least 1,000 feet
permitted; Prohibitions; Marihuana business
al_Marihuana_Facil
from the nearest lot line of a school.
security; Marihuana delivery requirements;
ity_Unit.pdf
Establishment/facility-specific regulations;
https://www.cityof
Municipal license
warren.org/wpcontent/uploads/20
19/05/2019_Medic
al_Marihuana_Facil
ity.pdf

Microbusinesses:
Special Use Permit; No dispensary may be located within
Marihuana
1,000 feet of a preschool, elementary
Facilities Overlay
school, middle school or high school.
District: Permitted

Purpose and intent; Definitions; Opt-in
provision; Permit required; Location
requirements; Application procedure;
Permit revocation & review; Licensure
requirements; Application for license;
Number of marihuana plants; Locations;
Signage/advertising; Primary caregiver
operations; Medical marihuana home
cultivation; Use of land; No vested rights;
Effect of license, suspension, penalties, daily
violation; Non-renewal revocation; Appeals
process; Severability; prohibition against
provisioning centers and safety compliance
facilities; Marihuana overlay district

https://www.musk
egonmi.gov/department
s/planning/medicalmarihuana/

ORDINANCE TYPE

MARIHUANA
CATEGORY
ALLOWED

NUMBER/TYPE OF
LICENSES/FACILITIES
PERMITTED

LICENSING FEES

METHOD OF APPLICANT SELECTION

ZONING DISTRICTS ALLOWED

APPROVAL
PROCESS

BUFFERING DISTANCE

TOPICS ADDRESSED THROUGH
REGULATIONS

OTHER

Oakland County

Orion Township

City of Southfield

Waterford Township

Licensing

Medical Only

Licensing & Zoning Medical Only

Licensing & Zoning Medical Only

12 Class C growers; 4
Medical marihuana
provisioning centers; 4
Safety compliance
up to $5,000.00,
facilities; 4 secured
assessed annually
transporters. No limit
to number of caregiver
operations.

Not specified

Application submitted to City Clerk. Clerk
submits application to Planning & Zoning,
Building, and Fire Departments. Application
considered at a public meeting, and the
applicant will be notified of the results or any
non-compliance.

IP Industrial Park District

Not available.

1,50 from a church; 1,000 feet from a
residence in R-1, R-2, R-3, SF, SE, SR,
RM, or MHP; 2,500 feet of a school

Interpretation and conflicts; Definitions; Optin provision; Prohibition of certain licensed https://www.oriont
marihuana facilities; permit requirements; ownship.org/busine
ss/developing_in_o
Location requirements; Application
rion_township/mari
procedure; Operational standards for
marihuana facilities; Standards for medical huana_facilities_lic
marihuana provisioning centers; Revocation ensing_application.
php
or denial or renewal; Penalties; Savings
clause; Severability

Once applications are received, applicants will
be contacted by a representative from the
Police Department to conduct their
$200.00 application investigation. Inspectors from the Building
fee
Department and Planning will also come out
to do inspections. Applicant will be contacted
by the City Clerk’s Office once a decision
regarding the application has been made.

Safety Compliance: ERO/ERO-M Education
Research Office, B-3 General Business, and
Northland ODD Overlay Development District;
Medical Grower/processing/secure transporter: I-L Permitted
Light Industrial, I-1 Industrial, Northland ODD;
Provisioning Center: B-3 General business,
Northland ODD;

Medical
grower/processing/provisioning center:
500 feet from residential district or use,
Definitions; Facility Types; Uses Permitted;
schools, religious institutions, childcare
Operational expectations
facilities, or parks; 1,500 feet from
pawn shops or other alternative
financial services establishments.

Application submitted to the Clerk's office and
reviews, with public works official, treasurer
and assessor, for compliance with minimum
requirements. If administratively complete,
then the application will be distributed to
township personnel to be approved by the
board. The board will make final decisions on
applications that are deemed administratively
complete.

All: HT-1 High Tech Office District; HT-2 High Tech
Industrial and Office District; M-1 Light Industrial
Permitted
District; M-2 General Industrial District; Summit
Place Overlay District; C-2, C-3, C-4 (Provisioning
centers only)

Supplemental application; Authorized
medical marihuana facilities, licenses,
annual fee, and limitations; Overview of
application process; License application
requirements; Application review and
processing; Township board procedure and
decision on applications

2 Grower; 2 Processor;
6 provisioning centers;
2 safety compliance
$5,000.00
facility; 2 secure
transporter

Not available/not specified.

https://waterfordm
i.gov/1183/MedicalMarihuana-FacilityLicensing

ORDINANCE TYPE

MARIHUANA
CATEGORY
ALLOWED

NUMBER/TYPE OF
LICENSES/FACILITIES
PERMITTED

LICENSING FEES

METHOD OF APPLICANT SELECTION

ZONING DISTRICTS ALLOWED

APPROVAL
PROCESS

BUFFERING DISTANCE

TOPICS ADDRESSED THROUGH
REGULATIONS

OTHER

1. Obtain Special Exception Use approval
for the site from the City Planning Commission
(if not required, start with step 2). 2. Obtain a
zoning compliance permit. 3. Apply to the
building department for a building permit and
follow that process for any alterations and/or
a change in occupancy. Where there is no
change in occupancy or use of the space, a reoccupation permit may be applicable. 4.
Submit a City of Ann Arbor Marijuana Facility
Permit Application to the City Clerk.
Attestation I and /or Attestation 2-C will be
signed after the application is reviewed.
Submit the application and required
attachments. Provide the City Clerk's office
with a copy of the approved state marihuana
facility license. Then the facility can open.

Medical Provisioning Center, Marijuana Retailer:
C1 Local business, C1A Campus business, C1B
Community Convenience Center, C1a/R Campus
business residential, D1 Downtown Core, D2
Downtown Interface, C2B Business Service
District, C3 Fringe Commercial, TC1 Transit
Corridor, M1 Limited industrial, M1A Limited light
industrial, M2 Heavy industrial; Safety Compliance
Facility: RE Research District, ORL Office Research
Limited Industrial, M1 Limited industrial, M1A
Limited light industrial; Secure Transporter: C2B
Business Service District, C3 Fringe Commercial,
M1 Limited industrial, M1A Limited light industrial;
Microbusiness: C3 Fringe Commercial, RE
Research District, ORL Office Research Limited
Industrial, M1 Limited Industrial, M1A Limited
Light Industrial, M2 Heavy Industrial; Growers: RE
Research District, ORL Office Research Limited
Industrial, M1 Limited Industrial, M1A Limited
Light Industrial, M2 Heavy Industrial; Growers: RE
Research District, ORL Office Research Limited
Industrial, M1 Limited Industrial (Permitted), M1A
Limited Light Industrial (Permitted), and M2 Heavy
Industrial (Permitted)

Provisioning
Center/Retailer/Mi
crobusiness/Growe
r: Special Exception.
All others:
Permitted

600 feet from any lot where an existing
medical marijuana provisioning center,
marijuana microbusiness, or marijuana
retailer is located; 1,000 feet from an
existing public school or private school
(excludes dance or art schools)

Legislative intent; Definitions; Marijuana
facilities authorized; City permit required,
number of permits available; General
provisions; Application requirements;
Issuance of permit and authorization to
operate facility under permit; Conduct of
business; Prohibited acts; Permit revocation;
Penalties

https://www.a2gov
.org/departments/p
lanning/Pages/Mari
juana%20Facilities.
aspx

Washtenaw County

City of Ann Arbor

No more than 5
licenses per lot in M1,
M1A, and M2; No more
than 2 licenses per lot
in RE, ORL; All other
Both Adult-Use and districts allow 1 license
Licensing & Zoning
Not specified
Medical
per lot. 28 provisioning
center/retailer permits;
28 microbusiness
permits; 28 designated
consumption
establishment permits

APPENDIX G

ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY
METHODOLOGY SUMMARY
Wade Trim has prepared an annotated bibliography of white papers and published studies that consider
the impacts of marihuana facilities. A summary of each study has been prepared, along with a web link to
the study. The purpose of this annotated bibliography is to inform future discussions regarding marihuana
facility regulation and to provide a starting point for city officials to delve deeper into their own research.

ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY
Case Studies in Local Adult Use and Medical Marijuana Regulation
City of San Luis Obispo. (2017). Case Studies in Local Adult Use and Medical Marijuana Regulation [White
Paper]. https://www.slocity.org/home/showpublisheddocument/17537/636596460923830000
This paper served as an analysis of existing zoning regulations, their impacts, and lessons learned in
legalization for the City of San Luis Obispo as they evaluated whether or not to eventually legalize
marijuana use and sales in their own city. This white paper approaches and evaluates impacts from a
zoning perspective. It does not evaluate or consider the sustainability, enforcement, public education,
taxes or local revenue implications of legalization.
The California regulatory framework provides local jurisdictions the flexibility to decide which
components of marijuana they would like to legalize, allowing for local land use regulations to guide types
of businesses allowed, the number, and other related environmental regulations. Keeping these
regulations in mind, the authors evaluate case studies in Denver CO, Seattle WA, and Portland OR.
In Denver, the city regulated marijuana businesses primarily through licensing laws. They are not
specifically addressed in zoning ordinances; however, the city does require that marijuana businesses
obtain a zoning permit when applying. The primary observed impacts are that most of the marijuana
retail businesses were located in low- and moderate-income neighborhoods, and most of the marijuana
grow sites are located in industrial neighborhoods. Because of the concentration of recreational
marijuana businesses, there were very few medical marijuana cards being used. Aa a result, the Denver
City Council adopted a “Cap Bill” to limit the number of marijuana sites in a particular area in an attempt
to reduce saturation. This was also done through buffers.
Additionally, Denver saw a recovering economy and urban revitalization, as well as a significant amount of
new commercial leases as a result of the marijuana industry. It should be noted that even so, marijuana
businesses account for less than 1% of Denver’s total employment. Related to crime impacts, marijuana
crimes decreased as a percentage of crime overall in the city. Burglaries or attempted burglaries made up
the largest portion of marijuana-related crime. The city issued more tickets for public consumption than
for possession of marijuana, although the number of these tickets issued have both decreased since
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legalizations. The largest environmental impact as a result of marijuana legalization is the increase in
electricity use, specifically for grow sites. Odor was also a pervasive problem in particular areas of the city
where cultivation is common.
In Seattle, regulation of marijuana businesses is done primarily through zoning ordinances. All marijuana
businesses are prohibited from residential and mixed-use zones, as well as abiding by buffers from
schools and recreational areas. The authors note that Seattle does not provide publicly available data
about the impacts of marijuana legalization on land use.
In Portland, marijuana facilities are regulated through a series of licensing requirements. Each category in
the series of requirements falls under a zoning code category. The city also requires buffers from sensitive
uses and other dispensaries. The city was concerned about saturation and implemented a number of
restrictions to reduce this probability, such as restrict marijuana from residential zones, require security
systems for marijuana businesses, and require air filtration for marijuana businesses to reduce odors. At
the time of the white paper, the Portland framework for marijuana was new and evolving and land use
impacts were not identified.
Regardless, the authors identified many lessons learned through the three case studies. Among them are:
1. Be aware of regulatory gaps.
2. Consider possible unintended consequences for low-income neighborhoods.
3. Regulating with only licensing and not through zoning controls can lead to an oversaturation of
the market in particular neighborhoods
4. Consider a variety of marijuana-related businesses when creating regulations
5. Understand that it is a changing industry: expect the unexpected.
6. Consideration should be given to over-concentration, if this is a concern

County-Level Recreational Marijuana Policies and Local Policy Changes in Colorado and
Washington State (2012-2019)
Payan, D., Brown, P. & Song, A. (2021). County-Level Recreational Marijuana Policies and Local Policy
Changes in Colorado and Washington State (2012-2019). University of California, Merced.
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/1468-0009.12535
In 2021, authors at the University of California, Merced analyzed impacts from Colorado and Washington,
the first states to legalize recreational marijuana. Both allowed local governments to further regulate the
availability of marijuana facilities in their jurisdictions. As early adopters, these states are important quasinatural experiments to examine local marijuana policy and policy change processes, including key
stakeholders and arguments.
The authors selected four counties that represent three county policy environments (all marijuana facility
types allowed, some marijuana facility types allowed, all marijuana facility types prohibited) and
described the policy changes within these counties since recreational marijuana was legalized.
Between 2012 and 2019, the authors found that some counties were early adopters of permanent
ordinances or regulations, but many more counties modified their policies several times during the study
period. Policy change was often preceded by information-seeking activities (e.g., public comments or
planning advisory committee meetings). A few counties permitted marijuana facilities but integrated
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policy mechanisms to address residential concerns about matters such as odors, bright lighting, increased
traffic and perceived risk of crime associated with these establishments. For example, Chelan County,
Washington, required marijuana producers and processors to register and pay a fee for an enforcement
fund to ensure regulatory compliance.
On November 12, 2013, Mason County, Washington adopted an ordinance allowing licensed marijuana
producers, processors, and retailers. On July 1, 2014, the board of commissioners enacted a six-month
moratorium prohibiting building or land use related to the production and processing of marijuana,
allowing these activities solely in agricultural and industrial zones (2-1 vote). This moratorium was
reactionary to public comments from residents opposed to marijuana facilities expressing NIMBY (not in
my backyard) sentiments at preceding meetings. On July 22, 2014, opponents of the moratorium said
they felt specifically targeted by residents opposed to marijuana facilities in addition to expressing
concerns about financial losses. On October 21, 2014, the board of commissioners voted to repeal the
moratorium and simultaneously issued code amendments to address certain residential concerns (e.g., a
100- foot buffer between production or processing operations and the nearest property line in rural
residential districts).
Costilla County is a rural county (population 3,524 in 2010) located along the southern Colorado border
with New Mexico. It presents a unique local jurisdiction that enacted policies to allow cultivation and
retail facilities. The low cost of land, coupled with state legalization of recreational marijuana, led to an
influx of outsiders interested in purchasing property for commercial marijuana cultivation and
production. Marijuana facility licensing and license renewal fees were sources of revenue in addition to
the distribution of the retail marijuana state sales tax. Concerns included the increased use of educational
and social service resources for new families from out of state and lack of local licensing and enforcement
personnel. The Denver Post quoted a county commissioner as saying there was a shift in the jail
population from local residents to a majority “from outside,” but also said there was not a spike in crime
in these early years.

Marijuana Legalization in the Midwest: The Impacts

Stamm, J. (2021). Marijuana Legalization in the Midwest: The Impacts. Midwest High Intensity Drug
Trafficking Areas. https://www.thenmi.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/Midwest-HIDTAMarijuana-Impact-Report-Vol.-21.pdf
The Midwest High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTA)’s seven-state area consists of Iowa, Kansas,
Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, and the three Illinois counties of Madison, Rock Island,
and St. Clair. The region spans over 428,000 square miles, encompasses 73 HIDTA-designated counties,
and is considered the largest of the Office of National Drug Control Policy’s 33 HIDTA regions. The
purpose of this report is to measure the impact of marijuana legalization in both the Midwest and the
United States. This report utilizes data and trends from states with operational medical and/or
recreational marijuana programs.
As of October 2021, five Midwest HIDTA states have adopted some form of legalized marijuana within
their jurisdiction. Both Missouri and North Dakota have implemented medical marijuana programs, Iowa
has authorized the medical use of cannabidiol (CBD) for those with a qualifying medical condition, and
South Dakota has approved a medical marijuana program, although it is not yet operational.
Marijuana is the most frequently reported illicit drug in impaired driving accidents in the U.S., both fatal
and non-fatal. Drivers testing positive for THC are three to seven times more likely to be at fault for a
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motor vehicle accident than those who do not consume drugs or alcohol before driving. Following
medical marijuana legalization, the percentage of total traffic fatalities involving a driver testing positive
for cannabinoids increased in each of the three Midwest HIDTA states with a marijuana program.
Since medical marijuana facilities have been legal in the three Midwest HIDTA region states, none have
reported adult or youth usage rates above the national average. Using the western states as a predictive
model, it is likely both youth and adult marijuana use will increase once the marijuana programs of Iowa,
Missouri, and North Dakota mature.
Seventy-five percent of states with legalized recreational marijuana and 57 percent of states with
legalized medical marijuana moved up in the national ranking of past month marijuana usage by those
ages 12 to 17 from 2017 to 2019. Past-month marijuana usage for youth ages 12 to 17 increased
following legalization in Iowa and Missouri.
The marijuana industry accounted for approximately one percent of all electricity used in the U.S. in 2016.
Some states, such as Illinois, included energy efficiency requirements in their marijuana legalization bill
that mandate the use of energy efficient cultivation equipment (HVAC systems, lighting, etc.) and require
the submission of energy reports to ensure compliance.
As marijuana markets mature across the Midwest HIDTA region, the region will likely see a decrease in
the perception of harm from marijuana use among all age groups. The Midwest may experience a further
increase in marijuana use—particularly among youth and non-medically qualifying candidates—as a result
of the rise in marijuana’s availability and acceptability.

Michigan Local Government Leaders’ Views on Medical and Recreational Marijuana

Fitzpatrick, N., Horner, D. & Ivacko, T. (2018). Michigan Local Government Leaders’ Views on Medical and
Recreational Marijuana. University of Michigan.
https://closup.umich.edu/sites/closup/files/uploads/mpps-spring-2018-marijuana.pdf
In September 2018, authors at the University of Michigan Center for Local, State, and Urban Policy
conducted a public policy survey to understand the perceptions of government officials regarding
marijuana industries in Michigan. On the Spring 2018, local officials across Michigan were asked about
their jurisdiction’s approach to allowing medical marijuana facilities under the MMFLA, as well as about
their experiences with medical marijuana more generally. The survey also asked local officials about their
support for or opposition to legalization of recreational marijuana in general.
As of spring 2018, three-quarters (75%) of Michigan cities, villages, and townships statewide reported
they had chosen to prohibit medical marijuana facilities, while just 8% reported “opting in” to allow such
facilities in their jurisdiction under Michigan’s Medical Marijuana Facilities Licensing Act (MMFLA). When
it comes to allowing medical marijuana facilities in the jurisdiction, most local officials believe there is
overall opposition among their jurisdiction’s Board or Council, residents, and chief law enforcement
officer. Meanwhile, only 17% of local leaders support allowing facilities themselves, while 65% oppose
this. Officials from 42% of all local jurisdictions statewide reported seeing some problems related to
medical marijuana in their community, while 21% say their jurisdiction has seen benefits related to
medical marijuana. Compared to jurisdictions that have never had medical marijuana facilities, officials
from jurisdictions with facilities either now or in the past report experiencing both more problems (55%
compared to 38% in places with no facilities) and more benefits (28% versus 19%).
Medical & Adult-Use Marihuana Research
September 16, 2022

City of Sterling Heights, Michigan
Page - 4

Michigan jurisdictions that opted into the MMFLA in 2018 had the option to amend their land use zoning
ordinance to regulate local medical marijuana facilities, although this was not required. Among officials
from the 8% of cities, villages, and townships that had opted in, 77% reported their jurisdictions have
amended, or plan to amend their zoning ordinance as of spring 2018, while 6% say they decided not to
amend their ordinance. Some common stipulations to these zoning ordinances include: enforcing
distance from schools, parks, etc. (69%), specifically limiting the number of facilities allowed (67%), and
allowing multiple facilities on the same site (52%).
Statewide, officials from 42% of local jurisdictions reported experiencing some (28%) or significant (14%)
problems related to medical marijuana in their community, while 35% reported very few (17%) or no
problems at all (18%). Officials from larger communities reported seeing more problems compared with
those from smaller places. In terms of benefits, just 21% of local leaders reported experiencing some
(16%) or significant (5%) benefits to their community related to medical marijuana, while 51% report very
few (20%) or no benefits at all (31%).
While many jurisdictions report having experienced some problems related to medical marijuana in their
community, fewer report that these problems have been significant. Some communities also report
experiencing benefits related to medical marijuana, such as medical benefits for their residents, as well as
current or expected economic benefits in some jurisdictions that have allowed medical marijuana
facilities.

The Effect of State Marijuana Legalizations: 2021 Update

Dills, A., Goffard, S., Miron, J., & Partin, E. (2021).The Effect of State Marijuana Legalizations: 2021
Update. Policy Analysis. Cato Institute. https://www.cato.org/policy-analysis/effect-statemarijuana-legalizations-2021-update
The Effect of State Marijuana Legalizations is an update on a previous policy analysis completed by the
CATO Institute. This policy update is a study that analyses the legitimacy of claims both for and against
the legalization of marijuana. The report finds that “strong claims made by both advocates and critics are
substantially overstated and in some cases entirely without support.” The authors find that in most cases,
state legalizations of marijuana have had very minor impacts overall.
In terms of crime, some law officials agree that legalization lowers crime. A Denver police chief states that
violent crime dropped almost 9 percent after legalization of marijuana. Yet, violent crime has neither
soared nor plummeted as a result of marijuana legalization. This is one case of many that illustrates the
minor or lack of impacts felt in the wake of legalization. In general, research on the effects of marijuana
have found that legalization had little to no effect on the decriminalization of drug use, trends in alcohol
or other drug use (e.g., cocaine or opioids), suicides, crime, or traffic fatalities. In other words, legalization
did not make any of these issues better or worse.
One area where legalization of marijuana had an impact was through the increase of state and local tax
revenue. Additionally, there were some minor increases in employment activities and GDP growth rates
in the years following legalization; however, these impacts are moderate at most.
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Three Essays on the Impacts of Recreational Marijuana Legalization

Ambrose, C. (2021). Three Essays on the Impacts of Recreational Marijuana Legalization. Washington
State University.
https://www.proquest.com/openview/8683c4fc88dd9dc9a549b0a7c345f36d/1?pqorigsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y
This dissertation is comprised of three independent, but closely related papers on the impacts of
recreational marijuana laws. The first paper examines the effect of changes in distance to recreational
marijuana retailers in Washington State on adult marijuana use. The dissertation finds that as retailers get
closer to where people live, the probability of past-month marijuana use increases, as well as frequency
of use. They find young adults (ages 18 to 26), women, and rural residents most susceptible to this
statistic.
The second paper examines the effect of distance from school to marijuana retailers on a variety of
substance use behaviors and perceptions among adolescents in Washington. They found changes in
distance to marijuana retailers does not affect adolescents as a whole, however high-risk subgroups of
12th graders experience an increase in past-month marijuana use as retailers get closer to their schools.
The third paper assesses the effects of marijuana policies on substance abuse treatment admissions
related to opioids, as well as a less-examined category of substances, namely, benzodiazepines. The
results indicated that recreational marijuana laws, particularly those with provisions for retail sales to
adults, are associated with significant increases in treatment admissions rates for opioids and insignificant
increases in admissions rates for benzodiazepines and other sedatives.

Local Impacts of Commercial Cannabis

Frike, W. & Goddeeris, L. (2018). Local Impacts of Commercial Cannabis. International City/County
Management Association.
https://icma.org/sites/default/files/Local%20Impacts%20of%20Commercial%20Cannabis%20Final
%20Report_0.pdf
In 2018, the International City/County Management Association published the Local Impacts of
Commercial Cannabis to identify potential implications of the legalization of medical and recreational
cannabis on local governments. This report states that, in the last decade, public polling has shifted
drastically in favor of marijuana legalization. The report identifies several areas of potential impact,
including Economic Development, Public Safety, Public Health, and Environment. The following is a
summary of its findings and key points.
Many communities have chosen to capitalize on the opportunity to legalize as an opportunity to promote
redevelopment and economic growth in their municipalities, especially through the use of underutilized
industrial land. This provides an opportunity for municipalities to impose additional public improvements
requirements as one component of resurrecting areas of a waning economy or land use. Local
governments that legalize marijuana in their communities can expect to see an influx of cash as a result of
taxes and fees related to licensing, but may also see increases in land prices as competition rises for
marijuana-eligible properties. This may have additional effects outside of the marijuana industry alone. In
general, the high start-up costs of operating a marijuana facility means that there are high barriers to
entry, and the industry is likely to attract a wide range of wealthy entrepreneurs. It should be noted that
Medical & Adult-Use Marihuana Research
September 16, 2022

City of Sterling Heights, Michigan
Page - 6

while these businesses are often very lucrative, many are still categorized as small businesses and employ
small numbers of employees.
Related to public safety, nearly all municipalities that chose to legalize have built in additional precautions
into cannabis licensing regulations related to security systems, lighting requirements, employee
background checks, and more. The extra effort that goes into these safety plans ensure that these
businesses, their personnel, and their customers operate in the same way, and as safely, as any other
business on the street. In many cases, these efforts are beyond the requirements of any other business.
Including these requirements in the licensing regulations has removed the burden of compliance from the
police to code enforcement. In one instance, the police officer described their relationship with the
marijuana industry businesses as relationship building rather than punitive. In general, the police have not
received an increase in call for service related to marijuana. In terms of traffic-related deaths, there has
been no reported increase or decline in deaths fort those testing positive for marijuana use.
The report focuses its public health findings around the impact of youth abuse of the substance.
Generally, public health experts agree that abuse of the substance by youths tends to result in a lower
graduation rate; however, there is no evidence that youth abuse of marijuana increases with legalization
of marijuana. State regulations mandate the buffering of sensitive uses from marijuana facilities, which
will continue to make marijuana not accessible to young and sensitive populations. Additionally, some
communities indicated that it was easier to regulate youth access to marijuana than to alcohol.
Municipalities are allowed to impose additional restrictions as they see fit. In terms of adult use, there is
strong support for its therapeutic properties.
When considering the environment, there are many concerns related to odor; however, municipalities
can impose various regulations to control/mitigate this problem. One method of control is through siting
selection. Local capacity will also determine impacts to soil, water, and other resource consumption;
however, each municipality should consider their sustainability, climate, and infrastructure goals in the
deliberation over legalization.

The Market for and Economic Impact of the Adult-Use Recreational Marijuana Industry in
Michigan

Knudson, W. & Miller, S. (2020). The Market for and Economic Impact of the Adult-Use Recreational
Marijuana Industry in Michigan. Michigan State University.
https://www.mpp.org/assets/pdf/issues/economics/Michigan_State_University_Product_Center_
Food-Ag-Bio_Marijuana_Study_684840_7.pdf
In March 2020, authors at the Michigan State University Product Center Food-Ag-Bio Center for Economic
Analysis conducted a research study to understand the market and potential economic impacts of
recreational marijuana industries in Michigan. The study operates under the assumption that the
marijuana industry in Michigan will continue to grow over the next several years, yet it identifies lack of
local community acceptance, lack of testing facilities and capacity, as well as federal regulatory
uncertainty surrounding the marijuana industry as primary factors that would inhibit the industry’s
growth in Michigan. There are many supply chain factors that influence the market in the production,
processing, and retail of marijuana products. One primary factor is the permitting and planning for the
production of marijuana growing facilities. Given the climate in Michigan, indoor production will likely be
the dominant technology for marijuana production. Another primary supply chain element is the
provision of retailers. Retailers primary role is to interact with the consumer, not to produce the product.
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In some cases, the grower and the retailer act as one entity; however, in Michigan it is expected that
these roles will be distributed across elements of the supply chain.
While the marijuana market develops in Michigan, growers and processors are more likely to be large
entities that manage multiple components of the supply chain (vertically integrated). This creates a short
supply chain and indicates that the markets for marijuana may mature at a faster rate than other states
that have legalized recreational production and consumption of marijuana. A number of adult-beverage
companies, such as Constellation Brands, Molson Coors, and Heineken are investing in cannabis
industries for THC-infused beverages. Pharmaceutical companies may also be interested in the growing
market.
As of November of 2019, more than 1,400 communities in Michigan have opted out of recreational
marijuana. Of those municipalities that have opted in or have remained undecided, many have been slow
to adopt ordinances to regulate the sale. The report assumes that over time more local governments will
allow for the sale of recreational marijuana.
According to the study, people in their twenties are the largest consumer group. Generally, as people age,
the consumption of marijuana begins to decline. As the market grows, output of the product is likely to
outpace demand, which will influence retail prices and will impact the volume of tax revenues. Marijuana
tourism, which is supported by nonresident consumption, may be an additional source of demand in
Michigan. It is expected that this impact will diminish over time as federal regulations change, and as
additional states legalize recreational marijuana use.
It is expected that the impact to economic activity will be modest, with a projected increase of nearly
$496 million in tax revenues from recreational marihuana sales statewide. In terms of the employment,
the marihuana industry is expected to employ approximately 13,500 people directly. There may be
additional, indirect employment opportunities that arise as a result of industry activity. Total employment
contributions are projected at nearly 24,000 jobs. In total, the marihuana industry in Michigan is expected
to contribute to more than $500 million in direct public revenues from sales and licensing. The marihuana
industry in Michigan is rapidly maturing, and its impacts are shifting as recreational use and sales
becomes more prevalent.

What do we know about opportunities and challenges for localities from Cannabis legalization?

Kavousi, P., Giamo, T., Arnold, G., Alliende, M., Huynh, E., Lea, J., Lucine, R., Miller, A., Webre, A., Yee, A.,
Champagne-Zamora, A. & Taylor, K. (2021). What do we know about opportunities and challenges
for localities from Cannabis legalization?. University of California, Davis.
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/ropr.12460#:~:text=Opportunities%20potentially
%20flowing%20to%20localities,advance%20social%20and%20racial%20inclusion
This review article analyses the scholarly and popular press literature on the opportunities and challenges
the growing legalized cannabis industry offers U.S. local governments and communities. Opportunities
potentially flowing to localities from legalization include increased tax revenues and land values, business
expansion, and increased employment; public health and safety benefits. Challenges include the
possibility that economic benefits will be more limited than anticipated, complex regulatory
environments facing local governments and cannabis businesses, possible increases in pollution, blight,
and public health and safety concerns.
Medical & Adult-Use Marihuana Research
September 16, 2022

City of Sterling Heights, Michigan
Page - 8

In 2020, U.S. legal cannabis sales were estimated at $19 billion, up from $12.1 billion in 2019, and $10.8
billion in 2018. Since the majority of the world's cannabis sales remain illicit, legal operators may have
substantial growth opportunities. In a survey of Colorado local government officials, many who chose to
legalize locally cited the opportunity to gain tax revenue and spur local economic growth.
Legalization encourages cannabis grow operations to expand outside of hidden, inaccessible areas.
Cultivation requires infrastructure, potentially creating jobs in construction, forest management,
firewood production, heavy equipment operation, and trucking. The service sector expands when new
workers arrive and need places to shop, eat, and recreate. A 2020 analysis in Washington suggests that
the cannabis industry generated roughly $1.8 million in gross state product via spending on local goods
and services by employees in the cannabis industry or related sectors. Between 2015 and 2017, the legal
industry in Colorado, Washington, and California employed roughly 12.4 full-time workers per $1 million
in revenue. The U.S. cannabis industry is one of the fastest growing in the country, with jobs growing 68%
between 2018 and 2019. This growth can benefit local economies, especially if cannabis operators hire
locally.
The article goes on to outline the environmental harm of cannabis production. Like other forms of
agriculture, cannabis grow operations may clear existing greenery to expand farming, potentially yielding
deforestation, forest fragmentation, wetland loss, soil erosion, and impacts to sensitive ecosystems.
Studies of northern California outdoor grows indicate high groundwater dependence. In three of four
California watersheds examined, water demand from cannabis cultivation likely resulted in complete
stream dewatering, damaging species such as salmon and steelhead trout; this finding is consistent with
other research showing grows encroaching on endangered or threatened species' habitats. This water
usage is particularly concerning for groundwater-reliant and/or drought-prone communities.
Other concerns associated with the cannabis industry can include increased traffic and littering,
accidental poisonings, traffic accidents, and arrests for driving under the influence; blighted properties;
degraded roads; and theft of farm equipment and water. Local officials might be concerned about having
cash-based, federally prohibited businesses in their community, fearing that large on-site cash stocks
could be targets for criminals. Street segments in Denver with recreational dispensaries saw an 18%
increase in property crimes following legalization, while street segments containing medical dispensaries
did not experience significant changes.
Some localities have used their traditional land use authority to ban cannabis operations, while others use
that authority to mitigate the industry's potential adverse impacts by requiring setbacks between
cannabis facilities and residential neighborhoods, schools, parks, churches, and recreation facilities, as is
common with facilities selling liquor. Some use zoning to limit cannabis operations to commercial or
industrial areas, impose density limits that cap the number of facilities per jurisdiction or per capita, or
cap total local dispensary licenses.
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APPENDIX H

Adult‐Use Marijuana Payments
Based on Marijuana Revenues Collected in Fiscal Year 2021
March 2022
Amount Available Per Marijuana Retail Store/Microbusiness

Municipality
Number
46‐3010
46‐2010
01‐0000
02‐0000
03‐0000
03‐2010
80‐1010
81‐2010
06‐0000
06‐1030
35‐1020
35‐1030
08‐1020
09‐1010
80‐2010
08‐0000
13‐2020
09‐0000
09‐2020
11‐2010
10‐0000
10‐1020
11‐0000
68‐1010
54‐2010
12‐0000
80‐3020
11‐2030
25‐2005
83‐2010
13‐0000
30‐3020
14‐0000
14‐3010
41‐2010
50‐2010
16‐0000
16‐2010
73‐3020
17‐0000
12‐2020

Municipality
Name
Addison
Adrian
Alcona
Alger
Allegan
Allegan
Almena
Ann Arbor
Arenac
Au Gres
Au Sable
Baldwin
Baltimore
Bangor
Bangor
Barry
Battle Creek
Bay
Bay City
Benton Harbor
Benzie
Benzonia
Berrien
Big Creek
Big Rapids
Branch
Breedsville
Buchanan
Burton
Cadillac
Calhoun
Camden
Cass
Cassopolis
Cedar Springs
Centerline
Cheboygan
Cheboygan
Chesaning
Chippewa
Coldwater

Municipality
Type
Village
City
County
County
County
City
Township
City
County
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
City
County
City
County
City
City
County
Township
County
Township
City
County
Village
City
City
City
County
Village
County
Village
City
City
County
City
Village
County
City

County
Lenawee
Lenawee
Alcona
Alger
Allegan
Allegan
Van Buren
Washtenaw
Arenac
Arenac
Iosco
Iosco
Barry
Bay
Van Buren
Barry
Calhoun
Bay
Bay
Berrien
Benzie
Benzie
Berrien
Oscoda
Mecosta
Branch
Van Buren
Berrien
Genesee
Wexford
Calhoun
Hillsdale
Cass
Cass
Kent
Macomb
Cheboygan
Cheboygan
Saginaw
Chippewa
Branch
Page 1

$

Number of
Licenses(1)
2
8
1
1
5
1
1
25
1
1
1
2
1
12
2
1
9
24
10
1
3
3
9
1
12
8
1
5
8
2
21
2
4
2
1
4
3
3
2
3
6

City, Village,
Township
Distributions(2)
112,906.88
451,627.52

56,453.44

County
Distributions(2)

56,453.44
56,453.44
282,267.20
56,453.44
56,453.44
1,411,336.00
56,453.44
56,453.44
56,453.44
112,906.88
56,453.44
677,441.28
112,906.88
56,453.44
508,080.96
1,354,882.56
564,534.40
56,453.44
169,360.32
169,360.32
508,080.96
56,453.44
677,441.28
451,627.52
56,453.44
282,267.20
451,627.52
112,906.88
1,185,522.24
112,906.88
225,813.76
112,906.88
56,453.44
225,813.76
169,360.32
169,360.32
112,906.88
169,360.32
338,720.64
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Adult‐Use Marijuana Payments
Based on Marijuana Revenues Collected in Fiscal Year 2021
March 2022
Amount Available Per Marijuana Retail Store/Microbusiness

Municipality
Number
75‐3040
20‐0000
70‐1040
59‐1050
36‐2020
17‐3010
80‐3030
72‐1030
22‐0000
03‐2015
33‐2010
34‐1050
59‐3010
14‐3020
13‐1100
67‐2010
03‐2020
63‐2060
25‐2040
20‐1020
25‐0000
41‐2030
62‐2015
82‐2140
01‐2010
80‐2030
63‐2070
30‐0000
31‐0000
31‐2020
33‐0000
82‐2170
34‐0000
34‐2020
35‐0000
36‐0000
22‐2010
37‐0000
38‐0000
38‐2010
39‐0000

Municipality
Name
Constantine
Crawford
Crockery
Crystal
Crystal Falls
De Tour
Decatur
Denton
Dickinson
Douglas
East Lansing
Easton
Edmore
Edwardsburg
Emmett
Evart
Fennville
Ferndale
Flint
Frederic
Genesee
Grand Rapids
Grant
Hamtramck
Harrisville
Hartford
Hazel Park
Hillsdale
Houghton
Houghton
Ingham
Inkster
Ionia
Ionia
Iosco
Iron
Iron Mountain
Isabella
Jackson
Jackson
Kalamazoo

Municipality
Type
Village
County
Township
Township
City
Village
Village
Township
County
City
City
Township
Village
Village
Township
City
City
City
City
Township
County
City
City
City
City
City
City
County
County
City
County
City
County
City
County
County
City
County
County
City
County

County
St. Joseph
Crawford
Ottawa
Montcalm
Iron
Chippewa
Van Buren
Roscommon
Dickinson
Allegan
Ingham
Ionia
Montcalm
Cass
Calhoun
Osceola
Allegan
Oakland
Genesee
Crawford
Genesee
Kent
Newaygo
Wayne
Alcona
Van Buren
Oakland
Hillsdale
Houghton
Houghton
Ingham
Wayne
Ionia
Ionia
Iosco
Iron
Dickinson
Isabella
Jackson
Jackson
Kalamazoo
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$

Number of
Licenses(1)
2
2
2
1
2
1
2
2
2
2
3
1
2
2
11
1
1
3
5
2
18
12
1
4
1
2
6
5
3
3
19
2
3
2
3
3
2
2
11
1
19

City, Village,
Township
Distributions(2)
112,906.88

56,453.44

County
Distributions(2)
112,906.88

112,906.88
56,453.44
112,906.88
56,453.44
112,906.88
112,906.88
112,906.88
112,906.88
169,360.32
56,453.44
112,906.88
112,906.88
620,987.84
56,453.44
56,453.44
169,360.32
282,267.20
112,906.88
1,016,161.92
677,441.28
56,453.44
225,813.76
56,453.44
112,906.88
338,720.64
282,267.20
169,360.32
169,360.32
1,072,615.36
112,906.88
169,360.32
112,906.88
169,360.32
169,360.32
112,906.88
112,906.88
620,987.84
56,453.44
1,072,615.36
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Adult‐Use Marijuana Payments
Based on Marijuana Revenues Collected in Fiscal Year 2021
March 2022
Amount Available Per Marijuana Retail Store/Microbusiness

Municipality
Number
39‐1070
39‐2020
40‐0000
40‐3010
41‐0000
78‐2030
43‐0000
33‐2020
44‐0000
44‐2020
80‐3040
46‐0000
38‐1070
41‐2060
50‐0000
63‐2110
51‐0000
51‐2010
52‐0000
52‐1080
52‐2020
36‐1060
54‐0000
58‐0000
59‐0000
46‐2030
25‐1140
37‐2010
77‐1060
02‐2010
61‐0000
61‐1120
61‐2020
61‐2030
52‐1100
62‐0000
11‐2060
81‐1100
63‐0000
71‐2010
67‐0000

Municipality
Name
Kalamazoo
Kalamazoo
Kalkaska
Kalkaska
Kent
Laingsburg
Lake
Lansing
Lapeer
Lapeer
Lawrence
Lenawee
Leoni
Lowell
Macomb
Madison Heights
Manistee
Manistee
Marquette
Marquette
Marquette
Mastodon
Mecosta
Monroe
Montcalm
Morenci
Mount Morris
Mt Pleasant
Mueller
Munising
Muskegon
Muskegon
Muskegon
Muskegon Heights
Negaunee
Newaygo
Niles
Northfield
Oakland
Onaway
Osceola

Municipality
Type
Township
City
County
Village
County
City
County
City
County
City
Village
County
Township
City
County
City
County
City
County
Township
City
Township
County
County
County
City
Township
City
Township
City
County
Township
City
City
Township
County
City
Township
County
City
County

County
Kalamazoo
Kalamazoo
Kalkaska
Kalkaska
Kent
Shiawassee
Lake
Ingham
Lapeer
Lapeer
Van Buren
Lenawee
Jackson
Kent
Macomb
Oakland
Manistee
Manistee
Marquette
Marquette
Marquette
Iron
Mecosta
Monroe
Montcalm
Lenawee
Genesee
Isabella
Schoolcraft
Alger
Muskegon
Muskegon
Muskegon
Muskegon
Marquette
Newaygo
Berrien
Washtenaw
Oakland
Presque Isle
Osceola
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$

Number of
Licenses(1)
4
10
7
7
19
1
3
16
6
6
2
15
8
5
6
2
5
5
9
1
4
1
12
1
3
5
3
1
1
1
12
3
8
1
2
3
3
1
14
1
1

City, Village,
Township
Distributions(2)
225,813.76
564,534.40

56,453.44

County
Distributions(2)

395,174.08
395,174.08
1,072,615.36
56,453.44
169,360.32
903,255.04
338,720.64
338,720.64
112,906.88
846,801.60
451,627.52
282,267.20
338,720.64
112,906.88
282,267.20
282,267.20
508,080.96
56,453.44
225,813.76
56,453.44
677,441.28
56,453.44
169,360.32
282,267.20
169,360.32
56,453.44
56,453.44
56,453.44
677,441.28
169,360.32
451,627.52
56,453.44
112,906.88
169,360.32
169,360.32
56,453.44
790,348.16
56,453.44
56,453.44
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Adult‐Use Marijuana Payments
Based on Marijuana Revenues Collected in Fiscal Year 2021
March 2022
Amount Available Per Marijuana Retail Store/Microbusiness

Municipality
Number
68‐0000
70‐0000
78‐2040
38‐1110
58‐2040
09‐1120
43‐1110
39‐2040
71‐0000
38‐1120
12‐3010
30‐2030
82‐2230
71‐1140
72‐0000
73‐0000
73‐2020
41‐3040
52‐1140
03‐1200
17‐2010
77‐0000
78‐0000
75‐0000
75‐2010
13‐3040
25‐1170
79‐0000
50‐2110
80‐0000
79‐1200
79‐2010
63‐2240
81‐0000
82‐0000
82‐2300
83‐0000
62‐2030
37‐1160
81‐2040

Municipality
Name
Oscoda
Ottawa
Owosso
Parma
Petersburg
Pinconning
Pleasant Plains
Portage
Presque Isle
Pulaski
Quincy
Reading
River Rouge
Rogers
Roscommon
Saginaw
Saginaw
Sand Lake
Sands
Saugatuck
Sault Ste Marie
Schoolcraft
Shiawassee
St. Joseph
Sturgis
Tekonsha
Thetford
Tuscola
Utica
Van Buren
Vassar
Vassar
Walled Lake
Washtenaw
Wayne
Wayne
Wexford
White Cloud
Wise
Ypsilanti

Municipality
Type
County
County
City
Township
City
Township
Township
City
County
Township
Village
City
City
Township
County
County
City
Village
Township
Township
City
County
County
County
City
Village
Township
County
City
County
Township
City
City
County
County
City
County
City
Township
City

County
Oscoda
Ottawa
Shiawassee
Jackson
Monroe
Bay
Lake
Kalamazoo
Presque Isle
Jackson
Branch
Hillsdale
Wayne
Presque Isle
Roscommon
Saginaw
Saginaw
Kent
Marquette
Allegan
Chippewa
Schoolcraft
Shiawassee
St. Joseph
St. Joseph
Calhoun
Genesee
Tuscola
Macomb
Van Buren
Tuscola
Tuscola
Oakland
Washtenaw
Wayne
Wayne
Wexford
Newaygo
Isabella
Washtenaw
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$

Number of
Licenses(1)
1
2
3
1
1
2
3
5
2
1
2
3
7
1
2
3
1
1
2
1
2
1
4
3
1
1
2
5
2
10
2
3
3
32
17
4
2
2
1
6
Total

City, Village,
Township
Distributions(2)

56,453.44

County
Distributions(2)
56,453.44
112,906.88

169,360.32
56,453.44
56,453.44
112,906.88
169,360.32
282,267.20
112,906.88
56,453.44
112,906.88
169,360.32
395,174.08
56,453.44
112,906.88
169,360.32
56,453.44
56,453.44
112,906.88
56,453.44
112,906.88
56,453.44
225,813.76
169,360.32
56,453.44
56,453.44
112,906.88
282,267.20
112,906.88
564,534.40
112,906.88
169,360.32
169,360.32
1,806,510.08
959,708.48
225,813.76
112,906.88
112,906.88
56,453.44
338,720.64
$ 21,113,586.56 $ 21,113,586.56
3/23/2022

Adult‐Use Marijuana Payments
Based on Marijuana Revenues Collected in Fiscal Year 2021
March 2022
Amount Available Per Marijuana Retail Store/Microbusiness

Municipality
Number

Municipality
Name

Municipality
Type

County

$
City, Village,
Township
Distributions(2)

Number of
Licenses(1)

56,453.44

County
Distributions(2)

Totals by Municipality Type
Municipality
Number of
Number of
Type
Municipalities
Licenses
City
62
262
Village
15
31
Township
33
81
Total Cities, Villages and Townships

Total Amount
Paid
$ 14,790,801.28
1,750,056.64
4,572,728.64
21,113,586.56

County
53
374
Total Adult Use Marijuana Distributions

21,113,586.56
$ 42,227,173.12

(1)

Number of Marijuana Retail Stores or Marijuana Microbusinesses located and licensed in the municipality
as of 9/30/2021. Tribal Governments do not qualify for distributions under MCL 333.27964.
(2)
Payments based on Michigan Regulation and Taxation of Marihuana Act, Section 14 (3)(a) and (3)(b) (MCL 333.27964).
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