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PER CURIAM.

Claimant appedls as of right from an order of the Oakland Circuit Court distributing forfeited
property between two Oakland County entities, the Troy and Hazel Park Police Departments, and one
Macomb County entity, the Chesterfield Township Police Department. We affirm.

The facts surrounding the seizure of the property in question were set out in In re Forfeiture of
Certain Personal Property, 441 Mich 77, 79-80; 490 Nw2d 322 (1992) and will not be recounted
herein. After the property was seized by the Chesterfield Township Police Department, al of the police
departments involved clamed that if the property were to be forfeited, they were entitled to it. The
Oakland County departments claimed that they were entitted to an equitable digribution. The
Chesterfidd Township Police Department claimed that it was entitled to dl of the property because it



was the saizing agency. It is uncontested that the Oakland County entities were not involved in the
actud, physica seizure of the property at issue.

This Court previousdy heard an gpped with regard to which county, Oakland or Macomb,
would have jurisdiction over the forfeiture matter, and whether the Oakland County entities even had
gtanding to clam part of the property that was seized by the Chesterfidld Township Police Department.
In re Forfeiture of Suitcases, 193 Mich App 132; 483 NW2d 650 (1992). This Court held that
Macomb County had jurisdiction over the matter, but that the Oakland County entities could participate
in an equiteble didribution of the assets pursuant to MCL 333.7524(1)(b)(ii)); MSA
14.15(7524)(1)(b)(ii), which dlows any agency that is subgtantidly involved in effecting the forfeiture to
participate in a digribution. 1d. at 136. The Supreme Court reversed this Court’s holding with regard
to which county had jurisdiction over the matter. In re Forfeiture of Certain Personal Property,
supra a 87. Indoing so, however, it affirmed that if thetrid court determined that the property at issue
was subject to forfeiture, the Oakland County agencies were entitled to partake in the digtribution if they
were “subgtantidly involved in effecting the forfeiture” 1d. at 87-88.

In February 1993, the defendant in the underlying crimind case, Robert Darcy, was convicted
of congpiracy to deliver and possession with intent to deliver more than 650 grams of cocaine, MCL
333.7401(2)(a)(i); MSA 14.15(7401)(2)(a)(i); MCL 750.157a; MSA 28.354(1). On January 7,
1994, the trid court entered an order determining that Darcy’s property was subject to forfeiture
pursuant to MCL 333.7521(c), (f); MSA 14.15(7521)(c), (f). This Court affirmed that order in
People v Sngle Family Dwelling and Robert Darcy, unpublished opinion per curiam of the Court of
Appeals, issued September 6, 1996 (Docket No. 176817). The tria court subsequently entered an
order awarding the Hazdl Park and Troy Police Departments 90% of the property seized by the
Chegsterfidd Township Police Department, with the remaining 10% being awarded to Chesterfield
Township. Claimant does not contest the actual 90/10 distribution, but rather argues that the Oakland
County entities should not have been entitled to share in the forfeited property at dl.

Aswas previoudy discussed, this Court and the Supreme Court have dready held that pursuant
to MCL 333.7524(1)(b)(ii); MSA 14.15(7524)(1)(b)(ii), an agency that is subgtantidly involved in
effecting the forfature is entitled to participate in an equitable didribution of it. Therefore, the issue is
whether the Hazd Park and Troy Police Departments were subgtantidly involved in effecting the
forfeiture even though they were not the seizing agencies.

In interpreting a satute, the first god is to “atempt to give effect to the intent of the Legidature
as expresed in the dtatute” People v Lee, 447 Mich 552, 557; 526 NW2d 882 (1994). The
specific language of the datute is reviewed, People v Hawkins, 181 Mich App 393, 396; 448 NW2d
858 (1989), and the words are to be defined by their plain and ordinary meanings, given the context
within which they are used, Lee, supra at 557-558. If the statutory language is clear and unambiguous,
judicid interpretation to vary the plain meaning of the statute is precluded. Fraiser v Model Coverall,
182 Mich App 741, 744; 453 NW2d 301 (1990). The statute must be enforced as written and it is
presumed that the Legidature intended the meaning as plainly expressed. 1d



The word “subgtantidly” means essentidly or materidly. Black’s Law Dictionary (5th ed), p
1281. The word “effect” means to produce or bring to pass or accomplish. Black’s Law Dictionary
(5th ed), p 461. To subgtantidly effect forfeiture of property, an entity must materidly bring the
forfeiture to pass. In order to obtain a forfeiture, the prosecution has the burden of proving by a
preponderance of the evidence that the property should be forfeited. In re Forfeiture of 301 Cass
Street, 194 Mich App 381, 384; 487 NW2d 795 (1992). Items are subject to forfeiture if thereisa
subgtantial connection between them and the underlying illegd activity. In re Forfeiture of One 1978
Serling Mobile Home, 205 Mich App 427, 430; 517 NW2d 812 (1994).

In this case, there is no question the Oakland County entities demonstrated a substantial
connection between Darcy’s property and drug trafficking such that the property was subject to
forfeiture. The cities of Hazel Park and Troy conducted crimind investigations which were the bases for
grand jury indictments againgt Darcy and Robert Jessman.  Chesterfieddld Township police officers on
routine patrol apprehended Darcy and Jessman, and seized a suitcase containing $580,000 in cash,
jewdry and gold coins. Officers from the Oakland County jurisdictions then arrested Darcy and
Jessman pursuant to the indictments. Darcy’s crimind trial was conducted soldy by the Oakland
County Prosecutor’s Office. Claimant concedes that it did not participate in the crimina investigations
or indictments. Rather, its sole role with regard to this property was seizing it. Clearly, the Hazd Park
and Troy Police Departments and the Oakland County prosecutor essentidly brought the forfeiture to
pass by demondtrating that the property was related to illegd activity. Without such a showing, there
would be no property for Chesterfiddd Township to clam. The Hazd Park and Troy Police
Departments were therefore entitled to partake in an equitable digtribution of the property even though
they did not actudly, physicdly seize it. To hold otherwise would be contrary to this Court’s prior
interpretation of the statute and contrary to the plain meaning of the terms “subgtantidly involved in
effecting the forfeiture” Accordingly, the court did not err in awarding the seized properties to these
entities

Affirmed.
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