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s flowchart outlines the process in response to a defendant’s claim of immunity under § 4(a) and
dical Marihuana Act (MMMA) as set out in People v Hartwick, 498 Mich 192 (2015).1 See the Mich
trolled Substances Benchbook, Chapter 8 for more information on the MMMA.

1The requirements set forth in Hartwick also apply to civil cases where a plaintiff is seeking immunity under § 4. Varela v Spanski, 329 Mich
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https://www.courts.michigan.gov/4a4b91/siteassets/publications/benchbooks/csbb/csbbresponsivehtml5.zip/index.html#t=CSBB%2FCover_and_Acknowledgments%2FCover_and_Acknowledgments-.htm
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