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BUFPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO
APPELLATE UDIVISION

DATE/TIME 1 OCTOBER 20, 2006 DEPT. WO : 12A
JUDGE : MARYANNE G. GILLIARD-DRESTIDING CLERE + BARBARA WILSON
¢ PATRICIR ESGRO BAILIFF : NONE
:  MICHAEL HAVAGE
REPORTER i NOR
PRESENT :
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Plaintiff/Respondent

VS. Appallabe Division No.: O5TRLIES225
Superior Court No.: [D5TRISSZ2Z6

NN O0RE, Defendant/Appellant

Nature of Proceedings: APPLBAL FROM THE SUPERLOR COURT

BRO PER

The above entitled cause cams on for oral argument on OCTORBR 20,
2006. The appmllant was present. There was no appearance by the People.
The wmatter was taken under submizaion. The Court now rules as follows:

Appellant received a citation from an automated enforcement traffic
vioclation system which produced photographs that did not show the condition
of the signal light when appellant entered the intersection, Without
rhovographs showing appellant committing the vielaktion, the systam musi be
proven reliable beyond a reasonable doubt in order for the People to meet

theixr burden of proof.

Appellate courts utilize the gsubstantial evidence test to determine
whethex the prosecution has introduced sufficient evidence to meet ite
burden of proof beyond a reasocnable doubt. (People v. Augbornme (2002) 10¢
Cal. App. 4th 362, 371.) In determining whethar substantiasl evidence
supports the conviction, the appellate court zeviews the entire record,
draws all reasonable inferences in favor of the judgment, and determines
whather a ratlonal kriexr of fact cduld have found the essential elements of
ths crime beyond a reasonable doubt. (People v. Rughes (2002) 27 Cal.at™™
287, 357 (eiting People v. Raley (1982) 2 Cal. 4ath B70, BBS.))

At tyial, appellant produced & calibration reporr that she received
from the California Highway Patrol. Appellant claimed that this reporsy
suggeated that the calibration of the camera that captured her vhotograph
had only a 30-day warranty, and that the camera was last calibrated Five
months before it generated her photograpl.
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In response to appellant’'s questions about the calibration xepart, tha
People’s witneso Officer Joes Marsac testified that the cameras are
calibraced every six months and *it was probably due for callbration. and
T don’'t know what that statement meand, to be honest with you. It looks
like it’s something that Microprecision, which is the company, puts on
there absut theiy technicues, and I'm not guite gsure what it meane. I

don’t Jnow.*”
Given the evidence adduced at appellant’s trial, this Panel finds rhat
a rational rrier of fact could not reasonably f£ind, beyond & reasonable

doubt, that the camera wase properxly callbrated when it recorded appellant’a
alleged violation, Therefora, we find that substantial evidence does not

support appellant’s conviction.

The conviction is reversad with directions to dismigs the complaint.
(People v. Xriss (1979) 56 Cal.App.3d 913, 921.)
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