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PER CURIAM.

Defendant gppedls as of right from his bench tria conviction for possesson with intent to ddliver
between 50 and 224 grams of cocaine. MCL 333.7401(2)(a)(iii); MSA 14.15(7401)(2) (a)(iii). The
trid judge sentenced him to seven to twenty years imprisonmen.

Defendant argues that his crimina prosecution violated the Double Jeopardy Clause of the
United States Condtitution. US Congt, Am V. He assarts that his arrest was unlawful, because the
police officers faled to exercise their discretion to give him aticket ingtead of arresting him. He argues
that his motorcycle was impounded and inventoried in violation of state police rules. Findly, he argues
that the trid court erred in falling to determine whether the impoundment and inventory search were a
pretext for acrimind investigation. We affirm.

Fird, defendant argues that his crimina prosecution violated double jeopardy protections
afforded under the United States Constitution, because he had aready been subject to a civil forfeiture
gemming from the same incident. Recently, the United States Supreme Court reected a chalenge
gmilar to the one brought here. It held that acivil forfeiture generaly does not condtitute punishment for
purposes of the Double Jeopardy Clause. United Statesv Ursery, ~ US ;116 SCt 2135; 125
L Ed 2d 549 (1996). Defendant hasfailed to present the "clearest proof,” indicating that the forfeiture is
"s0 punitive in purpose or effect” that it is equivaent to a crimina proceeding. People v Acoff, 220
Mich App 396; 559 NW2d 103 (1966). In accord with Ursery, we conclude that defendant’s claim
mugt fall.
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Next, defendant asserts that, because under certain circumstances an officer may release a
reckless driving detainee with an “appearance ticket” rather than arresting the detainee, the troopers
falure to do so in this case was unlawful. We disagree.

Under MCL 257.727(3); MSA 9.2427(3), troopers can rel ease a detainee with an appearance
ticket if “under the exigting circumstances it does not gppear that rdeasng the person pending the
issuance of a warrant will conditute a public menace” This statute does not require issuance of an
gppearance ticket under any given set of circumatances, but rather gives the officers the option to forego
arest a their discretion. Evidence presented at the evidentiary hearing established that the troopers
believed defendant posed athreet to the public, and arrested him accordingly.

Next, we find that the impoundment and inventory of defendant’s motorcycle pursuant to his
arest were reasonable.  An inventory search that is conducted pursuant to standardized police
procedure is considered reasonable. People v Toohey, 438 Mich 265, 275-276; 475 NW2d 16
(1991). Defendant failed to demondrate a violation of date police rules which could warrant
suppression of evidence yielded from the inventory. The date police' s written policy for removing,
reporting and inventorying vehicles gates that if immediate removal of an illegdly parked vehide
cannot be arranged, it shdl beinventoried and impounded. Even if defendant had been dlowed to cdl a
friend to retrieve his vehicle, such would not have condtituted immediate remova. Fndly, we find
that defendant’s arrest was not pretextua. In determining whether a stop is pretextua, two factors must
be consdered. Firt, did the arresting officer have probable cause to believe that the defendant had
committed or was committing an offense? Second, was the arresting officer authorized to effect a
custodia arrest for the offense? If both factors are present, the arrest was reasonable.  People v
Haney, 192 Mich App 207, 209-210; 480 NW2d 322 (1991).

The troopers in the instant case observed defendant driving in a reckless manner and thus had
probable cause to beieve he was committing an arrestable offense. Under the reckless driving statute,
the troopers had the authority to take defendant into custody. MCL 257.727; MSA 9.2427. No
relevant evidence was submitted establishing that the arrest was a pretext for a crimind investigation.

Affirmed.
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