
STATE OF MICHIGAN 
DEPARTMENT OF LICENSING AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS 

CANNABIS REGULATORY AGENCY 

ENF No: 26-00042 

In the Matter of 

PER III, LLC dba Trapstars Outlet 
License No. AU-R-001306 

/ 

FORMAL COMPLAINT 

The Cannabis Regulatory Agency (CRA) by and through its attorney, 

Assistant Attorney General Jeffrey W. Miller, files this formal complaint against 

PER III, LLC (Respondent), alleging upon information and belief as follows: 

1. The CRA is authorized under the Michigan Regulation and Taxation of

Marihuana Act (MRTMA), MCL 333.27951 et seq., to investigate alleged violations 

of the MRTMA and administrative rules promulgated thereunder, take disciplinary 

action to prevent such violations, and impose fines and other sanctions against 

applicants and licensees that violate the MRTMA or administrative rules. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

2. Respondent holds an active state license under the MRTMA to operate

an adult-use retailer business in the State of Michigan. 

3. Respondent operated at 13964 Grand Avenue, New Buffalo, Michigan

49117, at all times relevant to this complaint. 

4. Following an investigation, the CRA determined that Respondent

violated the MRTMA and/or administrative rules promulgated thereunder as set 

forth below. 
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5. On September 30, 2025, the CRA received a complaint alleging that 

Respondent was selling large quantities of marijuana products that may exceed the 

limits permitted by the administrative rules or statutes. 

6. On October 7, 2025, a CRA regulation agent (RA) conducted a review of 

the September 30th complaint and Respondent’s sales receipts found in the 

statewide monitoring system (Metrc) from that same date. 

7. According to Metrc, Respondent had recorded 76 different sales of 

MuhaMeds disposable vape cartridges between 9:56 AM and 10:40 AM on 

September 30, 2025.  Each sales receipt showed a total cost of $.06 or $.07.  In total, 

528 MuhaMeds vape cartridges were sold during this time.  These vape cartridges 

contained a combined total of 1,056 grams of marijuana concentrate. 

8. On October 8, 2025, the CRA RA conducted a site visit at Respondent’s 

business.  

9. During this visit, the RA asked Respondent’s general manager, A.J., to 

pull up information in Respondent’s point-of-sale (POS) system that corresponded 

with the sales observed in Metrc for September 30, 2025.  Respondent could only 

provide one of the requested sales receipts and indicated they “lacked the 

knowledge with the task” regarding retrieving the remaining POS receipts.  At that 

time, the RA requested the 75 remaining POS receipts that corresponded with the 

September 30 sales in Metrc. 

10. The RA reviewed the one POS receipt that Respondent was able to 

provide.  POS receipt 140832044 corresponded with Metrc receipt 0221500318.  The 
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customer identified on the receipt was “bee h” and the budtender was listed as 

88777.  The receipt indicated that 7 marijuana vape cartridges were sold equaling a 

combined total of 14 grams of marijuana concentrate. 

11. The RA also reviewed video surveillance footage while onsite.  The 

video for the time between 9:56 AM and 10:40 AM on September 30 did not confirm 

the sales of marijuana vape cartridges listed in Metrc for that same time period.  

Instead, the RA observed numerous customers on the sales floor purchasing 

primarily deli-style marijuana flower/bud.  The RA was unable to confirm the sale 

documented in POS receipt 140832004 with the surveillance video. 

12. According to A.J., Respondent had a promotion for MuhaMeds vape 

cartridges on September 30, 2025.  However, he did not provide any information 

corroborating this statement. 

13. The RA asked A.J. about Respondent’s policy for promotions and 

inputting batch quantities of Metrc packages.  A.J. stated that he was unsure of 

what occurred for the specific transactions from the relevant time period but 

indicated that Respondent works to “input all sales in real-time.” 

14. Following his onsite visit, the RA emailed Respondent requesting 

surveillance footage from September 22 through September 26, 2025 (the time 

period related to the original complaint to the CRA) and for the time indicated on 

the 76 Metrc receipts.  Additionally, the RA requested the POS sales receipts for the 

76 sales transactions between 9:56 and 10:40 on September 30.  Respondent’s 
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standard operating procedures (SOP) relating to sales procedures and promotional 

sales including Metrc/POS package batching/uploading were also requested.  

15. On October 12, 2025, Respondent provided a table with the Metrc 

receipt number and corresponding POS receipt number, 37 of the 76 requested POS 

receipts, and an SOP pertaining to “Sales and Transactions – Multiple 

Transactions.” 

16. The RA reviewed the POS receipts and the table provided by 

Respondent.  34 of the provided receipts contained the same customer ID (bee h) 

and the same budtender (88777).  These receipts amounted to sales of 237 vape 

cartridges equaling a total of 474 grams of marijuana concentrated product. 

17. The Metrc/POS receipt table provided by Respondent contained 37 

total receipts.  However, 3 receipts did not contain MuhaMeds marijuana products.  

But the receipts contained various codes including “(FREE) 100% DISCOUNT” and 

“(FREE) 100% DISCOUNT open prot.” 

18. Upon review of the provided SOP, the RA observed the SOP contained 

Respondent’s policy for processing sales and transactions, including multiple 

transactions, for a single customer.  However, the SOP did not contain any 

information in the “Procedures” section pertaining to the listed items.  Without such 

information, the SOP failed to meet the requirements for a proper SOP. 

19. The RA again reviewed internal security surveillance video for 

September 30, 2025.  This video confirmed that there were no customers present on 
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the sales floor during the time associated with the receipts that purchased the 

quantity of marijuana vape cartridges the receipts indicated. 

20. On November 5, 2025, the RA requested Respondent provide the 

remaining 41 POS receipts for sales of the MuhaMeds vape cartridges.  The RA also 

requested that Respondent provide a statement regarding use of the POS receipt 

codes of “100 DISCOUNT” and whether the marijuana products in question were 

actually sold. 

21. Respondent’s manager, A.J., indicated that all transactions occurred 

on camera between September 29 and September 30, 2025.  A.J. also indicated that 

the products left the facility as a matter of a promotional sale; specifically, when a 

customer purchased a set amount of product, they were given a promotional item 

for $0.01.  A.J. further stated that these items should have been reflected on each 

customer’s receipts as a promotion during their purchase/transaction and not as 

sold prior to the product leaving the facility.  However, Respondent did not provide 

any evidence to support these statements. 

22. The CRA followed up with a request for A.J. to provide a statement 

indicating whether the licensee has different or additional POS receipts which 

reflect the marijuana products being investigated.  No additional information was 

provided by A.J. to support the transfer of these products as promotional products 

23. On November 7, 2025, Respondent provided the RA with a SOP titled 

“DISCOUNTING & PROMOTIONAL GIVEAWAYS.”  The RA reviewed this SOP 

and found that it appeared to meet the requirements for an SOP.  However, based 
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on a review of the evidence and SOP, the RA determined that Respondent was not 

complying with their own SOP as written. 

24. The SOP for “DISCOUNTING & PROMOTIONAL GIVEAWAYS” 

states that the licensee must track all promotional items compliantly and a 

customer receipt must clearly show both items, the discount applied, and total paid.  

The SOP states to never “penny out” or “zero out” product without a corresponding 

sale.  The sales receipts that the RA reviewed for the products at issue did not meet 

the standards required by Respondent’s SOP. 

25. On November 13, 2025, Respondent provided the remaining requested 

POS receipts.  The customer ID for 41 of the provided receipts, containing the 

MuhaMeds vape cartridges, was the same customer ID (bee h) and the same 

budtender (88777).  The receipts indicated that 284 vape cartridges equaling 568 

grams of marijuana concentrate product were sold. 

26. The Metrc receipts and the POS receipts contained a difference in sales 

cost of $0.01 for each receipt.  A review of the POS receipts revealed this difference 

was due to a $0.01 charge on each reviewed POS receipt for “Excise Tax.” 

COUNT 1 

Respondent’s actions as described above demonstrate a violation of Rule 
420.104(3)(b), which states that a marijuana retailer must accurately enter all 
transactions, current inventory, and other information into the statewide 
monitoring system.  

COUNT 2 

Respondent’s actions as described above demonstrate a violation of Rule 
420.206a(3), which states that a marijuana business must have up-to-date standard 
operating procedures on site that detail the business operations and activities 
necessary for them to comply with the acts and these rules.   
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THEREFORE, based on the above, the CRA gives notice of its intent to 

impose fines and/or other sanctions against Respondent’s license, which may include 

suspension, revocation, restriction, and/or refusal to renew Respondent’s license. 

Under MCL 333.27957(1)(c) and Rule 420.704(2), any party aggrieved by an 

action of the CRA suspending, revoking, restricting, or refusing to renew a license, 

or imposing a fine, shall be given a hearing upon request.  A request for a hearing 

must be submitted to the CRA in writing within 21 days after service of this 

complaint.  Notice served by certified mail is considered complete on the business 

day following the date of the mailing. 

Respondent also has the right to request a compliance conference under Rule 

420.704(1) and R 420.808(4).  A compliance conference is an informal meeting at 

which Respondent has the opportunity to discuss the allegations in this complaint 

and demonstrate compliance under the MRTMA and/or the administrative rules. 

Hearing and compliance conference requests must be submitted in writing by 

one of the following methods, with a copy provided to the Assistant Attorney 

General named below:  

 
 By Mail:  Department of Licensing & Regulatory Affairs 
    Cannabis Regulatory Agency 
    P.O. Box 30205 
    Lansing, Michigan 48909 
 
 In Person:  Department of Licensing & Regulatory Affairs 
    Cannabis Regulatory Agency 
    2407 North Grand River 
    Lansing, Michigan 48906 
  
 By Email:  CRA-LegalHearings@michigan.gov 

mailto:CRA-LegalHearings@michigan.gov
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If Respondent fails to timely respond to this formal complaint, a contested 

case hearing will be scheduled to resolve this matter. 

Questions about this complaint should be directed to the undersigned 

Assistant Attorney General. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jeffrey W. Miller (P78786) 
Assistant Attorney General 
Attorneys for Cannabis Regulatory 

Agency 
Licensing and Regulation Division 
525 West Ottawa Street 
P.O. Box 30758 
Lansing, Michigan 48909 
Telephone: (517) 335-7569 
Fax: (517) 241-1997 

Dated: February 19, 2026 

LF: 2025-0446158-A/ Per III dba Trapstars, AU-R-001306, ENF 26-00042/ Formal Complaint/2026-02-19 

/s/Jeffrey W. Miller


