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PER CURIAM.

The prosecution appeds by leave granted the circuit court’s order affirming the didtrict court,
which granted defendant’ s motion to dismiss the charge of intentionaly making a materid fdse atement
on an application for a license to purchase or carry a concealed weapon, MCL 750.232a(3); MSA
28.429(1)(3). Wereverse and remand for proceedings cons stent with this opinion.

Defendant signed an application to purchase or carry a conceded wegpon, in which he
represented that he was not “under indictment for nor have [I] ever been convicted of afelony.” When
he signed the application, however, defendant had two felony charges pending againgt him.> As aresult,
the prosecutor charged defendant with intentiondly making a materid fdse datement on the
aoplication.?  As a defense, defendant pointed out that the application did not define the term
“indictment” and asserted that he would have answered in the affirmative had the gpplication asked if he
had warrantsissued againg him.

The didrict court gpplied the dictionary definition of “indictment,” which cals for acharge by a
grand jury, rather than the statutory definition, which includes a pending warrant.  The digtrict court
dismissed the charge againg defendant, noting that defendant legitimately had understood indictment to
mean a charge brought by a grand jury. After granting the prosecutor’s delayed application for leave to
apped, the circuit court affirmed, reasoning that defendant needed to have a fdony conviction to be
guilty under the statute® The circuit court opined that the district court did not err in gpplying the

* Former Court of Appedls judge, sitting on the Court of Appeals by assgnment.
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dictionary definition on the ground that no statutory authority existed to deny an gpplication for a
weapon license because the person merely had been indicted, not convicted, for acrime?

On apped, the prosecution argues that the lower courts erred in applying the common meaning
of “indictment” when a dstatute defined the term. We agree.  Where a statute defines a term, courts
goply that definition in interpreting the statute. People v Gregg, 206 Mich App 208, 211-212; 520
NW2d 690 (1994). Under the Michigan Pena Code, MCL 750.10; MSA 28.200, “[t]he word
‘indictment’ includes informeation, presentment, complaint, warrant and any other formd written
accusdtion.” Thus, the lower courts should have used the above datutory definition of indictment when
interpreting MCL 750.232a(3); MSA 28.429(1)(3).

Instead, the courts used the dictionary definition of the term. If a datute does not define its
terms expresdy, a court may consult dictionary definitions. 1d. Because the statute expressy defined
the term indictment, the courts should not have utilized the dictionary definition. We reverse this case
and remand for the reinstatement of charges againgt defendant.

Finaly, defendant argues that the circuit court should not have granted leave to gpped to the
prosecutor. The prosecutor did not provide this Court with an affidavit explaining the reason for the
delay. Nonetheless, we decline to reverse on thisissue. People v Flowers, 191 Mich App 169, 173;
477 NW2d 473 (1991). This Court granted leave on the merits and we have reviewed this case de
novo. Because we have reviewed the substantive issue, the procedurd issue is effectively moot.
People v McKendrick, 188 Mich App 128, 144-146; 468 NW2d 903 (1991).

Reversed and remanded. We do not retain jurisdiction.

/9 Martin M. Doctoroff
/s MauraD. Corrigan
/9 Robert J. Danhof

! We note that defendant claims that he notified alaw enforcement agency of the pending warrants when
he tendered the application.

2 MCL 750.232a(3); MSA 28.429(1)(3) provides: “A person who intentionally makes a materia fase
Statement on an gpplication for alicense to purchaseapidtal . . . isguilty of afdony ... ."

% A person who has been convicted of afelony may not possess or carry agun for at least three years,
and under certain conditions five years, after the person has pad al fines, sarved dl terms of
imprisonment and successfully completed dl conditions of probation or parole imposed for the violation.
MCL 750.224f(1)and (2); MSA 28.421(6)(1) and (2).

* When defendant completed the application, MCL 28.422(3); MSA 28.92(3) did not preclude a
person againg whom a warrant was issued, or who had been indicted, from obtaining a license to
purchase or carry a concealed weapon. That statute has been amended since to prohibit persons who
have a fdony charge pending againg them from obtaining a conceded wegpon licenses. MCL
28.422(3)(d); MSA 29.92(3)(d).
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