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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of South Dakota considered whether forfeiture of a vehicle used to transport and
possess methamphetamine was grossly disproportionate and therefore an excessive fine under the
Eighth Amendment and the South Dakota Constitution. The court held that the proportionality analysis
must consider the entire circumstances of the underlying offense, rather than only the misdemeanor
charge to which the vehicle owner pleaded guilty, and reversed the circuit court's dismissal of the

forfeiture complaint. Two justices dissented.
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complaint after the court determined that forfeiture of the vehicle
would be grossly disproportionate and unconstitutional under the
Excessive Fines Clauses of the United States and South Dakota

Constitutions.

STANDARD OF REVIEW De novo review applies when the asserted error implicates
infringement of a constitutional right; no deference is given to the

circuit court's determination.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published, precedential opinion of the Supreme Court of South Dakota

PARTIES State of South Dakota v. One 1995 Silver Jeep Grand Cherokee, VIN #
1J4GZ78Y4SC548019 and $497 in American Currency



TOPICS

excessive fines  forfeiture = constitutional law  standard of review  appellate procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

constitutional law  civil forfeiture  appellate procedure  criminal procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether forfeiture of the vehicle under SDCL 34-20B-70 was grossly disproportionate to the gravity of
the underlying drug-related conduct and therefore violated the Excessive Fines Clauses of the United

States and South Dakota Constitutions.

2. Whether the circuit court erred by limiting its proportionality analysis to the misdemeanor ingestion
offense and its maximum statutory fine rather than considering the entire circumstances of the conduct

underlying the forfeiture.

HOLDINGS

1. The forfeiture was not grossly disproportionate to the gravity of the underlying offense and therefore did

not violate the Eighth Amendment or the corresponding provision of the South Dakota Constitution.

2. The circuit court erred as a matter of law by limiting its analysis to the fine applicable to the ingestion
charge; the court was required to consider the entire offense and surrounding circumstances that led to

the forfeiture.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The touchstone of the constitutional inquiry under the Excessive Fines Clause is the principle of
proportionality: The amount of the forfeiture must bear some relationship to the gravity of the offense that it is
designed to punish.” (712 N.W.2d at 650)

“The circuit court erred as a matter of law in limiting its analysis to the fine for the ingestion charge when
assessing gross disproportionality.” (712 N.W.2d at 652)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Adam Kroupa owned the vehicle and possessed methamphetamine, which he placed in and transported in the
vehicle to an apartment where law enforcement was executing a narcotics search warrant. A drug dog alerted to
the vehicle, officers found the methamphetamine inside, and Kroupa admitted that it belonged to him. The
vehicle was worth approximately $7,400, while the methamphetamine had an estimated street value of $50;
Kroupa was also on federal parole for a controlled-substance offense and later pleaded guilty to ingesting a

substance.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The State filed a forfeiture complaint under SDCL chapter 34-20B concerning the vehicle. The parties stipulated

to the relevant facts, including the owner's possession and transportation of methamphetamine in the vehicle and



the vehicle's approximate value of $7,400. The circuit court dismissed the complaint, concluding that forfeiture
was grossly disproportionate to the misdemeanor offense to which the owner pleaded guilty. The Supreme Court
of South Dakota reversed.

DISPOSITION

reversed
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